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Introduction 

A Background Story 
Vargön, meaning Wolf Island, a small town in the southwest of Sweden, is 
home to Vargön Alloys AB, one of the largest ferrochrome producers in 
Europe. Standing on the bank of the river Göta for over a century, the com-
pany’s age-old walls made of brick, wood and concrete hardly seem man-
made, but rather, surrounded by old silver birch and pine trees, they appear 
to be a natural part of their surroundings. The company has survived for 
more than a hundred years just by adapting itself, in every possible respect, 
to its local European customers. With some relationships having endured 
over decades, the existing customized products and exchange routines and 
arrangements are what the customers valued the most.  

Thousands of kilometers away, the head office of the business group, 
Yildirim, is situated in Maslak, one of Istanbul’s central business districts. It 
occupies a striking modern skyscraper with facades of royal blue reflective 
glass making a striking image against the sky. The newfangled building—
with an interior in every respect in keeping with the general character of 
such places—makes a stark contrast to the historic charm of the Bosphorus 
waterway which is within view, yet is nevertheless an appropriate portrayal 
of its owners. It was at the beginning of the millennium in which, thanks to 
the Turkish government’s liberalization and privatization policies, the 
Group’s business had flourished. Only a decade later, Yildirim was to be-
come one of the fastest growing and most successful Turkish MNCs.  

In 2008, Vargön Alloys was acquired by Yildirim as the Group’s first in-
ternational expansion activity. “There is a need for change,” was a message 
from the new owners during the first visit to the plant; very clear and very 
direct. After years, everyone at Vargön Alloys said that they could still re-
member it as if it were yesterday. The acquisition was part of the Group’s 
larger strategic plan to establish its position as a global producer of ferro-
chrome alloys. With this in mind, the company put forward new strategies in 
terms of target markets, product range and prices, responding to recent 
trends in the global market. After all, the company now owned its high-
quality supply-base in Turkey and had increased its combined production 
capacity dramatically.  

After two to three months of negotiations between the “new” company, 
Vargön Alloys, and its “old” customers, the tension mounted. Nearly every 
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customer wanted to maintain the status quo, while Vargön Alloys wanted 
changes to the exchange agreements. One side considered that the history of 
the relationships should be overriding and claimed that the changes suggest-
ed ignored the established arrangements. The other side argued on the basis 
of the firm’s future goals, finding the existing exchange arrangements a hin-
drance to the firm’s flexibility and responsiveness to the global market. Ul-
timately, the company and its customers began to take increasingly strong 
and opposing views of the exchange arrangements. It was clear that radical 
changes were required in the relationship. 

The Problem of Relationship Dynamics 
The story recounted serves as an illustrative point from which to start this 
thesis, telling, as it does, the story of a situation in which once relatively 
stable relationships are now on the verge of radical change. What makes this 
situation noteworthy? The typical flow of an established relationship was 
interrupted by a critical event (an acquisition) that disturbed the balance of 
the relationship. Subsequent to this change, the actor who did not find the 
existing arrangements for the relationship satisfactory determined to bring 
about the changes that its company desired. However, when confronted, the 
customers resisted the changes the firm was imposing on them, and the situa-
tion was building up into a serious conflict. That relationships are dynamic is 
hardly debatable. Yet, the increasing complexity of the business landscape 
perturbs the relative stability of the relationships more frequently by impos-
ing contradictory demands on the actors involved—new versus old, flexibil-
ity versus adaptation, control versus constraints, and short- versus long-term. 
Contemporary relationships are, therefore, dynamic to an unprecedented 
degree. 

Through the years, the study of interorganizational exchange has been 
guided by a succession of economic and behavioral theories (see Johanson & 
Mattsson, 1987; Hadjikhani & LaPlaca, 2013). As a reaction against meth-
odological individualism and the atomistic view of firms intrinsic to the eco-
nomic perspective (i.e. Transaction Cost Economics), a relational view of 
markets argues that business actors are embedded in a larger network of 
actors (e.g. Granovetter, 1985). That is to say, companies are related to, and 
dependent on, various types of actors in the market (Halinen & Törnroos, 
1998). The former perspective emphasizes the actions and strategies of 
agents based on the idea of discretion, rooted in interest. The latter, however, 
puts forward a more balanced account wherein an exchange relationship is a 
description of a long-term interaction between two companies where both 
parties are actively involved in recurrent exchange rather than in discrete 
transactions (Johanson & Mattsson, 1987). The latter view is also shared in 
this thesis. 
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Relational exchange transpires over time as the sequence of events un-
folds and interactions take place between the actors shaping and modifying 
the interorganizational relationship (Ring & Van de Ven, 1994). This implies 
that relationships are in a constant state of flux, characterized by ongoing 
interactions, joint operations, adaptations and resource flows among interde-
pendent entities (Johanson & Mattsson, 1987; Ring & Van de Ven, 1992). 
Despite this dynamic, interorganizational relationships are quasi-
organizational structures with distinctive structural features of their own that 
are neither market nor hierarchy (Powell, 1990). Therefore relationships can 
be seen as a coordination mechanism that creates a certain degree of stability 
and certain dynamics in terms of actors’ behavior and the flow of structured 
resources (Mattsson & Johanson, 1992). Thus, the positions of actors relative 
to others constrain or enable their actions (Nohria, 1992; Anderson, Havila, 
Andersen, & Halinen, 1998). 

The substantive processual tenet that underpins the relational view has 
laid the questions of how and why relationships change at the heart of this 
approach. Hence, to understand exchange relationships is to learn about their 
development and change. At the most general level, change, one type of 
event, is an empirical observation of difference in form, quality, or state over 
time in an interorganizational relationship (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995, p. 
512). By definition, then, relationship development is a “change process” — 
the progression of change events that unfold during the duration of a rela-
tionship's existence (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995, p. 512). As mentioned, 
relationships are as much process as they are structure (Håkansson & Sneho-
ta, 1995), “being constantly shaped and reshaped by the actions of actors 
who are in turn constrained by the structural position in which they find 
themselves” (Nohria, 1992, p. 7). Therefore, addressing this theoretical par-
adox while discounting neither the active role of purposeful actors nor the 
embeddedness of the interests and the structural constraints seems to be one 
of the central issues in the studies of relationship dynamics (Johanson & 
Mattsson, 1987; Poole & Van de Ven, 1989; Anderson, Havila, Andersen, & 
Halinen, 1998; Sydow & Windeler, 1998). 

The intentions at the firm level ‘encounter’ the arrangements in place at 
the relationship and network level. Yet, often, actors confront a problem 
through joint-problem solving and adaptation, and as such a relationship 
develops in an incremental, adaptive and evolutionary manner (Johanson & 
Mattsson, 1987; Håkansson & Snehota, 1995). Nonetheless, now, perhaps 
more than ever, firms are experiencing several circumstances in which the 
stability of the ongoing flow is interrupted. Yildirim Group is not alone. In 
fact, the growth in foreign outward investment over the last two decades by 
multinational companies based in emerging markets is dramatic. The im-
portance of emerging and transition economies is evident from their roles as 
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acquirers1. In such circumstances, where the interruption in the configuration 
of the established relational arrangements is frequent and significant, firms 
may have to re-evaluate and re-negotiate their relationships frequently— 
building new relationships and serving the old ones (Alimadadi & Pahlberg, 
2014).  

The embededdness of actors in the context by which their actions, inten-
tions, and rationality are all conditioned, however, leads to a more signifi-
cant dilemma once firms from diverse backgrounds encounter one another. 
The global production networks have integrated firms into interdependent 
structures that blur traditional geographical and organizational boundaries 
(Dicken, 2015). Nonetheless the specific characteristics of these firms em-
bedded in the diverse socio-cultural contexts, with asymmetric positions in 
the corresponding networks in which they are embedded still play a signifi-
cant role in the firms’ behavior. In other words, the challenges of doing 
business across borders are daunting and a considerable distance still exists 
where cultural, political, and economic practices among firms from different 
networks and/or countries are concerned (Johanson & Vahlne, 2009; 
Ghemawat & Altman, 2014).  

The present business landscape is characterized by complexity and is 
more dynamic than in the past: a greater number of business actors with 
diverse behavior interact in a greater variety of ways than before because of 
their multifaceted interdependencies. Paradoxically, Zander (2000; 2011) 
pictures the combined result as both a “more integrated”, and yet, an increas-
ingly “multipolar” world, consisting of locally homogenous islands of life-
styles, rather than a homogenous global society. As these trends frequently 
perturb the contexts within which firms are embedded, the impact varies 
from firm to firm. Thus, existing arrangements might be favourable for some 
actors, while others might push for new and different ‘directions’, finding 
the existing relational arrangements and resource structures counter to their 
future goals. Then, an exchange relationship is engaged in multiple process-
es, often inconsistent with one another, thereby disturbing the stability of the 
relationship. The development and change of exchange relationships in this 
context is an intricate process driven by contradictory forces and conflicts 
being consistently inconsistent, that is in a permanent state of misalignment.  

Several aspects of relationship change and of relationship dynamics re-
main unexplained since the “stability first” perspectives of the relationship 
dynamics is ill-suited to explain them. For example, there is little known 
about the conditions under which there is a likelihood of relationship change, 
particularly a revolutionary change, or about how actors go about construct-

                               
1 By 2014, cross-border mergers and acquisitions by emerging market multinational compa-
nies rose by 36 per cent to $186 billion, accounting for 53 per cent of global cross-border 
M&As. Furthermore, in just the first three months of 2015, acquisitions by MNCs from de-
veloping economies in developed economies rose to 47 per cent of total cross-border M&A 
purchases (UNCTAD, World Investment Report, 2014; 2015). 
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ing an alternative arrangement, and the extent to which these processes are 
enhanced or restricted by the existing arrangements. In this context, contra-
dictions play an important role in explaining interorganizational relationship 
change and in theory building about relationships (Cameron & Quinn, 1988; 
Poole & Van de Ven, 1989). “Phenomena are seen as contradictory when 
opposing processes and principles coexist and each taken separately would 
have an opposite effect.” (Ford & Backoff, 1988, cited in Ford & Ford, 
1994, p. 763) In interorganizational relationships, for example, new ex-
change practices develop (e.g., informal problem-solving routines), which 
are incompatible with existing arrangements (e.g., formal control mecha-
nism), thereby generating tensions as established arrangements impede ac-
tions. Through the adoption of this perspective, this thesis aims to contribute 
to our understanding of interorganizational relationship change. 

The above discussion clarifies the overriding aim of this thesis, guiding the 
research process of different papers from different angles. Nonetheless, in 
the present summary, the intrinsic contributions of the four papers join to 
form a wider conceptual framework. One perspective put forward in this 
thesis provides a fresh view of relationship change, with important implica-
tions at conceptual and managerial levels. The problems discussed here are 
only discussed from my subjective perspective of the findings reflected in 
the four papers constituting this body of work; other perspectives could, of 
course, have been adopted. Nevertheless, it is argued that this logic offers 
some insights on how researchers and practitioners alike can understand the 
dynamics of interorganizational relationships in a multipolar and dynamic 
world that increasingly imposes contradictory demands on firms. Ultimately, 
the thesis offers a suitable framework for investigating the impact of com-
plexity on interorganizational relationships, opening doors to an understand-
ing of the significance of divergent perspectives and disruptive experiences 
of relationship change. 

The Research Question 
It comes as no surprise that the dynamics of interorganizational relationships 
have received considerable attention from the business network scholars 
over the years2 (e.g. Gadde & Mattsson, 1987; Naudé & Turnbull, 1998; 
Anderson, Havila, Andersen, & Halinen, 1998; Halinen, Salmi, & Havila, 
1999; Chou & Zolkiewski, 2012; Bizzi & Langley, 2012). Investigating rela-
tionship and networking processes, business network scholars have devel-
oped compelling evidence of stability in interorganizational and industrial 
relationships and networks. In fact, as Halinen et al., (1999, p. 785) assert, 

                               
2 For a more extensive review see Paper IV. 
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the business network approach has emerged from an empirical notion of the 
stability of industrial market structures. As such, attention has mainly been 
placed on the mutual orientation of two firms’ cooperative behavior, and 
incrementality as the locus of relationship change (e.g. Håkansson & Johan-
son, 1993; Håkansson & Snehota, 1995). For instance, Håkansson & Sneho-
ta (1995) stress the inseparable, yet contradictory features of relationships 
(agency and embeddedness, stability and change) underlining the “dialecti-
cal” nature of the network dynamics (p. 270). Yet they argue for incremental 
evolution as the main mode of relationship change, by means of continuous 
networking processes (Håkansson & Snehota, 1995, p. 272):  

For we know that individuals and thereby actors in business networks try to 
be as ‘rational’ as possible when interacting with others. The problem is that 
the heterogeneity of resources and the interdependencies of activities offer so 
many possible paths of development that the only possible (rational) resolu-
tion is an incremental development in a continuous interaction with others.  

A number of studies have proposed an alternative conceptualization of the 
dyadic and network change by including revolutionary change in their dis-
cussions (e.g. Easton & Araujo, 1994; Salmi, 1995; cf. Halinen et al., 1999). 
Building on the punctuated equilibrium (Gersick, 1991), Halinen et al. 
(1999) suggest that evolution of business networks involves both incremen-
tal and radical change and they include both critical events and inertia in 
their conceptual model of the dynamics of business relationships. The model 
combines the incremental and competitive selection of evolutionary views of 
change processes and the purposeful enactment of teleological ones (Van de 
Ven & Poole, 1995). It notes that systems evolve through the alternation of 
periods of equilibrium, in which persistent underlying “deep structures” 
permit only incremental change, and periods of revolution, in which these 
underlying structures are fundamentally altered. The analysis highlights the 
crucial role of actors, their intentions and actions, while it also explains how 
change may spread and transfer from a dyad to a network and vice versa. In 
addition, these significant contributions have generated new puzzles. For 
example, several aspects have remained largely unexplained, such as: what 
the sources of relational tensions are; the conditions under which what was 
once a salient and stabilized structure comes to be perceived as being less 
than inevitable; or the conditions under which actors decide to get engaged 
in struggles and conflicts; and finally, how the contradictory forces enable 
and restrict relationship change.   

I argue that the increasing global intertwinement and plurality of the ac-
tors complicate business markets and make them dynamic to a previously 
unprecedented degree. Nowadays, they are constantly subjected to inconsist-
encies and interruptions. These conditions lead to a new type of dynamics in 
which tensions and conflicts are critical driving forces of relationship 
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change. Thus, I claim that an adequate theoretical treatment of these rela-
tional contradictions ‒ as the underlying source of tensions ‒ and how they 
change and transform the relationships has yet to be proposed. This is what 
the present thesis wants to deliver. Therefore, I propose the research ques-
tion: 

How would we develop our understanding of interorganizational relation-
ship change, if more attention was granted to the contradictory nature of the 
relationships? 

Analytic Framework and Positioning  
The rigor of a business network approach (Johanson & Mattsson, 1989; 
Håkansson & Snehota, 1995) lies in recognizing both the structures (rela-
tionship & network) and the interactive agents (the actors) by putting an 
interactionist perspective at the core of its theorem (Anderson et al., 1998). 
For a business network approach, interdependency provides a vantage point 
for a relational alternative to the orthodox economic approaches (i.e. Trans-
action Cost Economics). In this view, unlike “unwanted” dependence, re-
source interdependence between the embedded firms is not a problem to be 
solved or reduced, but rather the warp and woof of the industrial market that 
needs to be jointly managed. This view is also shared in this thesis. Yet it is 
argued that the emphasis on the stability in the extant network studies has 
hindered investigations into the explanations of the emergence, dissolution 
and reconstruction of the established orders and arrangements. At the same 
time, these bodies of literature provide a theoretical ground, upon which I 
draw the foundations of this work. Thus, while the underlying logic permeat-
ing this thesis relies on the theoretical foundations of a business network 
approach, it adds to the existing literature on the relationship change and 
dynamics by paying some attention to the contradictory nature of the inter-
organizational relationship.  

For an analytic framework to be able to explain relationship change, it has 
to capture the actions undertaken by individual firms to make change, with-
out discounting the structural forces both promoting and opposing change. I 
take up the challenge to broaden the existing literature on interorganizational 
relationship dynamics by applying both teleological and dialectical views to 
the analytic framework (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995). These views provide 
indispensable analytical tools that challenge the, often unchallenged, as-
sumptions of stability, as they typically underlie many studies within the 
network literature. The analysis is, therefore, built upon four main facets 
which, together constitute the analytic framework for the thesis at hand: pur-
poseful actors, the interaction process, the embeddedness of actors, and rela-
tional contradictions. 
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In the business network context, the teleological process highlights the 
role of purposeful actors and interaction processes as a mechanism for gen-
erating change. It is assumed that the process of change is driven by business 
actors trying to achieve their goals (i.e. economic returns, development and 
survival). Consistent with Snehota (1990) and Håkansson & Snehota (1995), 
it is also assumed that the actors are purposeful, rational and self-aware. 
According to teleology, development of an interorganizational relationship 
proceeds towards a goal. It is assumed that the firm, in interaction with oth-
ers, constructs an “envisioned end state”, and takes actions to reach it (Van 
de Ven & Poole, 1995, p. 516). As such, interorganizational relationships are 
constructed through interactions between the parties, as firms make deci-
sions – sometimes deliberately and strategically – about the firms with which 
they are going to develop relationships, what they are going to exchange, 
and how they are going to do it. In this vein, relationships are being con-
structed and developed as a repetitive sequence of goal formulation, imple-
mentation, evaluation, and adaptation based on what was learned through 
interaction processes. Interaction in this vein is conceptualized as follows 
(Ford et al., 2008, p. 12): 

Interaction is the substantive process that occurs between business actors 
through which all of the aspects of business: material, financial and human 
and all of the elements of business: actors, activities and resources take their 
form, are changed and are transformed. 

However, a network approach reminds us that theories that solely rely on the 
goal-seeking behavior oversimplify the process of relationship development 
and change (Johanson & Mattsson, 1987; Snehota, 1990). Over time and 
through interaction processes, relational arrangements are continually con-
structed and reconstructed by interactions between various purposeful actors 
with diverse goals and differing motivations. Through networking activities, 
the resource structures gradually deepen as routines and processes get estab-
lished. An interorganizational relationship, then, is the depiction of long-
term interactions between two companies that have become significant and 
acquired some quasi-organizational features (Ford et al., 2008). This leads us 
to the long-made claim that networks can be seen as structures comprised of 
exchange relationships between interdependent actors who are both re-
source-holders and resource-users (Snehota, 1990). 

Consequently, the construction of the relationship between actors is not a 
wholly rational-purposeful process. The interaction itself is guided and con-
strained by the context within which firms are embedded. By deciding that 
they are going to commit to a particular relationship, they preclude other 
primary exchange partners who could provide similar benefits. Consequent-
ly, by developing trust and committing resources, they also make themselves 
vulnerable to their counterparts, simultaneously, by gaining some control of 



 21

the resources and capabilities of others, they need to relinquish some control 
themselves. And finally, it takes commitment to build up a relationship, and 
the benefits tend to lie at some point in the future. Firms need to consider 
this time horizon (Dwyer et al., 1987; Powell, 1990; Håkansson & Snehota, 
1995; Uzzi, 1997; Håkansson & Ford, 2002). Thus, the firm’s relationships 
are the outcomes of the implementation of its strategy and its actions. While 
each actor carves its identity through its interactions with its counterparts, 
forms are dependent on and constrained by the larger structure of business 
relationships in which they are embedded (Håkansson & Ford, 2002). Actors 
and relationships are, therefore, related to each other in a dualistic manner. 
These prominent structural features imply that the organization is con-
strained in the exercise of its discretion. As such, these contradictory forces 
create relational tensions—between embeddedness and agency, between the 
attractiveness of stability and desire for change—that form the background 
to the interaction processes. These ongoing processes at multiple contextual 
levels stretch over time, producing a complex array of interdependent, yet 
often inconsistent and contradictory arrangements because actors have di-
verse intents and different goals. In this research, consistent with Sydow & 
Windeler (1998), it is argued that in the face of dynamic, plural and complex 
contexts, the ever-present tensions should be brought to the fore when ana-
lyzing interorganizational practices. This mechanism for driving change is 
dialectical (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995). The dialectic perspective, drawn 
from the Hegel-Marx tradition, predicts the collision of coexisting, but con-
tradictory, relational forces to produce new order. In dialectical thinking, 
stability and change are explained by referring to the balance of power be-
tween opposing forces. Benson (1977, p. 3) describes a dialectical view as 
follows: 

A dialectical view is fundamentally committed to the concept of process. The 
social world is in a continuous state of becoming ‒ social arrangements 
which seem fixed and permanent are temporary, arbitrary patterns and any 
observable social pattern is regarded as one among many possibilities. Theo-
retical attention is focused upon the transformation through which one set of 
arrangements gives way to another. 

I apply this analytic framework to construct my argument explaining rela-
tionship change throughout this summary. I claim that, under certain circum-
stances, change in the context might perturb a stable situation with actors 
becoming conscious of the existing relational arrangements. Consequently, 
the embedded actors re-evaluate their relationships. If, for example, an actor 
finds the existing arrangement obstructive or directly counter to attaining its 
goals— the tensions will surface and become obvious to the actors. Purpose-
ful actors might turn to agents of change in an attempt to transform existing 
relational arrangements. The possibility of the actors doing so, however, 
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depends entirely on the available alternatives and on the actors’ ability to 
mobilize resources in the direction desired. This framework introduces 
greater explanatory power for relationship development and change because 
it depicts the processual and contextual development of tensions in relation-
ships — as a result of contradiction between purposeful actions and structur-
al constraints — while it highlights the role of actors as the mediating mech-
anism between the embeddedness and relationship change (Cule & Robey, 
2004). The influence Benson’s (1977) description of a dialectical view of 
organizations and the work of Zeitz' (1980) on interorganizational dialectics 
have had on my thinking should also be obvious. 

The unit of analysis is the process through which a relationship between a 
pair of actors is constructed, maintained, dissolved and reconstructed. A 
shift from a relationship to the pairs of actors that comprise the relationship 
opens up the possibility of incorporating diverse types of behavior and the 
intentions of the parties involved.  

This summary is structured as follows. First, in the next section, I consider 
the tensions existing within the relationship, discussing how interaction pro-
cesses construct relational tensions through various networking activities 
through time and space. Framing these tensions is the essential step in under-
standing the process of change. Once such ground has been established, I 
turn to the issues of stability and the change in relationships faced with in-
consistencies and complexities. The section that follows offers an overview 
of the impact of considering tensions when attempting to comprehend rela-
tionship change. Furthermore, the paradoxical nature of interorganizational 
relationships is discussed as an additional complementary perspective that 
focuses on the individuals’, and particularly the senior managers’, frames of 
mind, and attitudes towards tensions. Thereafter, I describe the research de-
sign and the research process. The findings of the individual papers are also 
discussed, clarifying how each article has contributed to the analytic frame-
work of the thesis. Finally, the concluding remarks are discussed wherein the 
overall contributions of the thesis and the suggestions for future studies are 
presented.  
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The Interaction Process, Established 
Arrangements, and Relational Tensions  

The purposeful actors construct and reconstruct orderly relationships by 
means of an interaction process. As interactions take place, relationships are 
constructed and either consolidated or reexamined and revised. The reifica-
tion of the relationship as a quasi-organizational structure constraining actors 
is contradictory to the ongoing process of construction. Intrinsic to the “pro-
cess” associated with the use of resources and performance of activities 
within relationships is the change to the companies involved (Ford et al., 
2008, p. 3). Yet, the actors' interests are shaped and channeled by the forces 
of established arrangements, such as resource structures, mundane routines, 
and habituated action patterns (Mattsson & Johanson, 1992; Mattsson, Cor-
saro, & Ramos, 2015). Thus, the relationship constitutes an element of ten-
sion. The ongoing process of relationship development is rife with tension 
because of the contradiction between interorganizational activities and the 
need for the relationships to cohere as a collective system.  

Initiatives embarked upon at the firm level are, therefore, simultaneously 
encountered by the arrangements at the relationship and network level. This 
dichotomy between the intentions of the firm and the established arrange-
ments denotes a duality inherent in relationships that creates permanent ten-
sions within and between relationships (Parsons, 1951; Anderson et al., 
1998). Dualities refer to “polar opposites that often work against one anoth-
er” (Seo, Putnam, & Bartunek, 2004, p. 74). The contradictions coexist and 
persist over time (Gadde & Snehota, 2000). These dualities vary in degrees 
and are not necessarily contradictions that are mutually exclusive (Seo et al., 
2004). Figure 1 depicts the interplay between the interaction process and 
established arrangements that together constitute a relationship.  

The tensions within the relationships can be perceived to be the driving 
force that leads to a change in and transformation of the relationships, the 
fuel for relationship dynamics. In other words, a relationship gains its dy-
namics from the tension between the existing arrangements (between those 
that are directly involved and those acting more widely across the network) 
and the goals and ambitions of the actors.  
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Figure 1. The interplay of established arrangements and interaction process: inher-
ent elements of a relationship 

From an actor perspective, “seeking (economic) gain” is one of the principle 
reasons for firms to exist. The relationship in which a firm engages are, 
therefore, the means by which firms take advantage of the economic world 
to transfer, combine and utilize resources across their boundaries to achieve 
their intended goals (Dyer & Singh, 1998). The organizations in the network 
are heterogeneous in terms of their resources and operational process, each 
with their own particular goals and intentions. There is no reason to assume 
that the intentions of each actor are aligned with the existing arrangements in 
terms of the relationships.  

These tensions manifest themselves in the form of problems experienced 
by an actor. By solving these problems through adjusting and exploiting 
changes, and also by controlling and coordinating activities, an actor is able 
to gain benefits from its relationships (Snehota, 1990).  Such benefits are 
achieved by improving the actor’s bargaining position with a specific coun-
terpart in an individual dyadic relationship, but also by changing its network 
position (Johanson & Mattsson, 1985; Johanson & Vahlne, 2011). Further-
more, high-involvement of firms in relationships, due to strong interdepend-
encies, gives rise to lock-in effects. Such effects are the result of “the devel-
opment of relationship-specific assets and activity adaptations that narrow a 
firm's field of vision and potential to develop alternative relationships” 
(Gadde, Huemer, & Håkansson, 2003, p. 359). Although being locked-in to a 
relationship could be a restriction for the actors, given that the foundation of 
relationships is constantly changing, the effect could equally well create 
opportunities and give rise to new knowledge, and new ways to utilize re-
sources, innovations, and new values.  

Therefore, the responsiveness and capability of the actors to enact oppor-
tunities and solve problems is the main driver of interaction processes and 
the source of relational gains. These benefits are completely subjective, actor 
and context specific (Snehota, 1990; Ford et al., 2008). A firm’s relation-
ships can, therefore, be seen as an inimitable resource (Gulati, Nohria, and 
Zaheer, 2000). Nevertheless, the relationship always entails considerable 
costs for each actor involved. As suggested by power dependence theory 
(Cook & Emerson, 1978) and resource dependence theory (Pfeffer and Sa-
lancik, 1978) firms gain some control over others, while at the same time 
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losing some sovereignty. Thus, tensions exist and conflict and cooperation 
are mutually interdependent in a given relationship (Zeitz, 1980). The inter-
action process transforms and changes resources and it is possible that it 
dilutes tensions within relationships as it provides the actors with the new 
opportunities and the possibilities for future collaborations, but it also carries 
within it the seeds of future conflicts. In a “normal” situation, the benefits of 
relationships will seem to exceed the costs; however when the constraints 
imposed by the need for mutual adaptation begin to lag behind the inten-
tions, effectiveness decreases, and latent tensions can arise (Snehota, 1990, 
p. 166; Wieck & Quinn, 1999).  

Network scholars have been aware of these issues. The dualities inherent 
in interorganizational relationships are well-recognized in industrial market-
ing (Håkansson & Ford, 2002; Mohr & Sengupta, 2002; Gadde, Huemer, & 
Håkansson, 2003; Medlin & Törnroos, 2015), organization and strategic 
management studies (Uzzi, 1997; Sydow & Windeler, 1998; Sydow, 1998; 
Vlaar, Van Den Bosch, & Volberda, 2007; Im & Rai, 2008), as well as inter-
organizational communication studies (Lewis, Isbell, & Koschmann, 2010). 
Yet, to date, the theoretical and empirical attention of network theorists, on 
balance, has been directed towards the cooperation within interorganization-
al relationships. It is less often recognized that, for the actors involved in the 
relationships, these dualities are the main sources of tensions and crisis 
which enhance possibilities for relationship reconstruction (Benson, 1977). 
Therefore, here relational tensions are brought to the forefront of the analy-
sis, aiming to explain the dynamic of change in interorganizational relation-
ships under complexity.  

Sources of Relational Tensions 
Before proceeding further to consider the process of change, in the remain-
der of this section I discuss some of the underlying conditions and mecha-
nisms that counteracting forces, namely networking activities (i.e. coordina-
tion and control plus adaptation and learning) and structural constraints cre-
ate and which give rise to tensions within relationships. These contribute to 
the constitution of interorganizational relationships. My aim is not to present 
a comprehensive taxonomy of relational tensions since such a classification 
would require a substantial and systematic review of the literature, but ra-
ther, to illustrate an overall view of the main activities relating to relation-
ship development.  

Coordination and Control 
The role exchange relationships play as quasi-organizational structures is to 
provide relative stability and make it possible to coordinate the resources 
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controlled by another for the attainment of goals pursued (Snehota, 1990; 
Johanson & Mattsson, 1994). Therefore, on one hand, actors refer to these 
structures in their relational activities—as a means of controlling and coor-
dinating resources—and reproduce them recursively (Sydow & Windeler, 
1998). On the other hand, in and through their activities, actors reproduce the 
conditions that make these activities possible. Therefore, the contradiction 
resides in the fact that relationships are consequences of an actor’s actions, 
and likewise an actor’s actions are the outcome of its relationships 
(Håkansson & Ford, 2002, p. 136). In this view, firms are not separated from 
the relationships, but they are recursively reproduced by the networking 
activities of the participants themselves. Therefore relationships (and net-
works) “are not brought into being by social actors but continually recreated 
by them via the very means whereby they express themselves as actors” 
(Giddens 1984, p. 2, cf. Sydow & Windeler, 1998, p. 270). This view ac-
cords relationships a formative position in exchange, but also recognizes the 
actors’ freedom within the relationships’ structure, a freedom to modify the 
structure. Nohria (1992, p. 7) explains this recursive interplay between the 
actors and the network as: "... networks are as much process as they are 
structure, being continually shaped and reshaped by the actions of actors 
who are in turn constrained by the structural positions in which they find 
themselves".  

As such, the relationships reinforce a particular type of interaction. In 
other words, dominant structural tendencies and current patterning of re-
sources encourage a basic legitimate pattern of interaction (Zeitz, 1980; 
Sydow & Windeler, 1998). Zeitz (1980) argues that when this is consistent 
with the actor’s goals and intentions, the actor reproduces the pattern and 
therefore the interactions are highly predictable. Nevertheless, despite being 
latent, tension exists between the intentions of actors and the existing struc-
ture of resources. The tensions arise when structural requirements tend to 
alter organizational actions. Here the intentions of actors to control and 
achieve their goals are frequently opposed to the goals supported by the 
structure of resources and activities. To achieve control refers to the desire 
“to change what would otherwise have happened” (White, 1992, p. 94). Such 
moments of control are not separable from moments of constraint; both situ-
ations are inherent to a dynamic relationship.  

The position-role conceptualization of the network dynamics is particular-
ly useful in developing an understanding of how the relational contradictions 
are constructed by the participants themselves. Applying this view, Ander-
son et al. (1998) propose the interplay between the roles and the positions of 
the actors as a basis for understanding the dynamics of actor-relationship 
(network) interconnections. “Position” is used to understand the stable di-
mension in a network that locates the actor in the relationship system relative 
to other actors’ expectations (Parsons, 1951). “Role” on the other hand, is a 
concept that is used to address the focal actor’s intentions and what the actor 
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does in connection to other actors. The concept of role represents the dynam-
ic and processual dimension in a network. The concepts of role and position 
are inseparable from each other─ there are no positions without roles and no 
roles without positions ─ and the concepts have to be defined in relation to 
each other (Anderson et al., 1998, p. 171). In this vein, relational tensions 
might arise as an actor attempts to initiate the goals it has set, yet its subse-
quent activities are influenced by what is supported by the existing structure. 
And needless to say, because the heterogeneity and diversity of network ties, 
actors interpret their position and that of others differently at any given time 
and space (Abrahamsen, Henneberg, & Naudé, 2012). It is, therefore, the 
interplay between the role and position that creates change in the relation-
ships and networks.  

The core premise of tensions discussed above is, thus, a fundamental misa-
lignment between the particular structures that shape actions and the inter-
ests of the various actors whose actions construct the very same structures 
(Zeitz, 1980); that is, the interplay between the fact that each actor is an ob-
ject of orientation for other actors contrasts with the fact that each actor is 
also oriented towards other actors through expectations and obligations 
(Sydow & Windeler, 1998).  

Adaptation and Learning  
A significant part of a company’s accessible resource-base is located beyond 
its boundaries (Dyer & Singh, 1998). If a business relationship is to emerge 
and thrive, a high level of adaptation is necessary at the heart of the organi-
zational growth and development (Johanson & Mattsson, 1987; Gadde & 
Snehota, 2000). In this manner, relationships are composed of complex and 
interwoven ties of technology, knowledge, social relations, administrative 
routines, systems and legal ties between them (Håkansson & Snehota, 1995). 
In terms of, for instance, volume purchased, percentage of total purchase 
cost, quality of the materials, as well as processes such as product develop-
ment, there is continuous need for a company to reconsider how to position 
and prioritize within and among different counterparts (Kraljic, 1983). But 
more importantly for our discussion, it is essential for the company to 
change within each relationship to obtain the relational benefits (Håkansson 
& Snehota, 1995; Gadde et al., 2003).  

The constant need for change reveals the inherent tensions within rela-
tionships, as actors’ scarce resources and capabilities bond them into their 
current ways of operating and restrict their capacity to change. As such, the 
relationships are, for a company, both the impulse to development and the 
cage that tie the company to its existing relational arrangements (Gadde & 
Snehota, 2000; Gadde et al., 2003). Uzzi (1997, p.57) explains this paradox 
as follows: “The same processes by which embeddedness creates a requisite 
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fit with the current environment can paradoxically reduce an organization's 
ability to adapt.”  

Beside the lock-in effect that is caused by the development of relation-
ship-specific assets and activity adaptation (Anderson, Håkansson, & Johan-
son, 1994), the paradoxical nature of relationships reveals itself through the 
process of learning and knowledge sharing. When undergoing change, all 
actors are engaged in a learning process as they struggle to come to terms 
with new procedures and frames of reference (Jarzabkowski, Lê, & Van de 
Ven, 2013). The innate duality resides in contradictions between the two 
forms of learning, exploitation and exploration (March, 1991). The source of 
tensions is between old and new, between the need firms have to use and 
refine their existing knowledge and to pursue new knowledge and opportuni-
ties ─ a matter of arriving at a compromise between “building upon and 
destroying the past to create the future.” (Smith & Lewis, 2011, p. 383) By 
investing in relationships, companies develop a common knowledge and 
understanding between them and establish norms, routines and values, which 
essentially guide the actors’ behaviour and facilitate joint learning (Kaplan 
& Tripsas, 2008; Mattsson et al., 2015). However, this is both a strength and 
an impediment to change (Håkansson & Ford, 2002). Based on the ex-post 
rationalization of their interaction history and past experiences, which con-
stitute the organization’s learning, the parties establish the stable frameworks 
that are essential to any effective exchange relationship (Weick, 1969; 
Mintzberg, 1987); in contrast, exploration requires different routines and 
cognitive schemes (Im & Rai, 2008). Hence, tensions in the learning pro-
cesses primarily arise when the need for new frames to be constructed to 
seize new opportunities clashes with existing modes of knowing.  

The abovementioned discussion highlights the opposing yet inter-related 
elements (contradictions) nested within relational activities and processes 
across different relational activities and practices. While the discussion 
above has mainly been focused on the dyadic relationship, we know that 
relationships are embedded in a larger network composed of multiple actors 
operating at a number of different levels over time. This is the topic of the 
following subsections.  

Temporal and Spatial Dimensions of Interaction: A 
Dialectical View  
Interorganizational relationships are embedded in their context, over time 
and space, and can only be understood and explained within it. Given the 
processual nature of relationship, the problem of time and space of interac-
tion is central in network research (Halinen & Törnroos, 2005). Neverthe-
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less, the interpretation and conceptualization of time and space depends on 
the processual perspective (i.e. evolutionary, dialectical, teleological and 
life-cycle). In the following section I will elaborate on these issues mainly 
through a dialectical and teleological lens.  

Temporal Dimension of Interaction  
Interactions take place over time. Relationships change and develop depend-
ing on the value that they create for the actors involved as problems are 
solved over time; therefore the way in which research on relationship devel-
opment conceive time has a fundamental effect on the perceptions of busi-
ness reality (Halinen, 1998; Halinen & Törnroos, 2005). With regard to the 
role of time, at the basic level, all interactions should be understood in rela-
tion to the past, present and future. Conceptualizing the characteristics of the 
interaction process, researchers have mostly treated time in three different 
ways.  

The first, and perhaps the easiest, way to cope with the issue of time is to 
eliminate considerations of time by treating interactions as a series of inde-
pendent and discrete transactions (i.e. the studies that have applied a transac-
tion costs view). The second way – one of the most commonly applied ones 
in business network studies – is to see the relationship development as a life-
cycle. In this approach, time is treated in a linear fashion. It is assumed that 
relationships develop under an underlying logic that regulates the process of 
change (see, for example, Ford, 1980; Dwyer et al., 1987). Time is used as a 
proxy variable for the developmental stage of a relationship (Van de Ven & 
Poole, 1995; Halinen, 1998). Another dominant alternative in interorganiza-
tional relationship studies (Halinen, 1998) is evolutionary theory. In this 
view, time has a recurrent, cumulative, and probabilistic effect on the rela-
tionship development. The studies that have applied this approach focus on 
the variation, selection, and retention that are determined by competition for 
scarce resources (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995).  

In her review of the temporality in the studies of relationship develop-
ment, Halinen (1998) concludes that the use of process theory in business 
network studies has been excessively one-sided and too narrow with its em-
phasis on the life-cycle and evolutionary theories (p. 133). These approaches 
fall short of capturing the dynamic of interorganizational relationships based 
on the inherent tensions and contradictions. This thesis, instead, focuses 
attention on the relational contradictions and the actors’ responses to these 
contradictory tensions. The multidimensional nature of time incorporated 
into the tension perspective on interaction could be captured by using teleo-
logical and dialectical processes of change (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995). 

Assuming business actors to be purposeful, profit-seeking organizations, 
and the innate dualities and contradictions of relationships, combinations of 
teleological and dialectic theory should prove to be valid for explaining rela-



 30 

tionship development (Halinen, 1998, p. 120). In this vein, the process of 
interaction concerns the production, the reproduction, and the destruction of 
particular interorganizational forms (Benson, 1977). The attention is, there-
fore, focused upon the transformation through which one set of relational 
arrangements gives way to another. Interestingly and more importantly, any 
new relational arrangement and structure carry with them the elements of 
tensions and contradictions that sow the seeds of relationship change. Even-
tually, any established relationships “sow their own seeds of decay” 
(Greiner, 1972, p. 40), giving rise to another period of change. Nevertheless, 
to understand and explain the change, the role of purposeful actors should be 
taken into account. Here the teleological view proves to be helpful. Teleo-
logical theory emphasizes the present state of purposeful actors in relation to 
and conditioned by the past (i.e. the learning) and by the future (i.e. inten-
tions and expectations). The adaptive activities of the actors involved are 
reliant on the histories and expectations of the individual actors with respect 
to the structure of the exchange (Medlin, 2004). In its interactions with other 
actors, each actor consciously assesses and re-assesses the costs and benefits 
of its relationships (Ford et al., 2008). The nature of the actor’s response to 
each salient relational tension determines whether a relationship will move 
forward or not.   

It is important to note that these two forces of change (dialectical and tel-
eological) operate at different levels. A teleological view of time and of the 
interaction process occurs through an individual actor exhibiting goal-
seeking behaviour, while a dialectical one occurs as a result of tensions and 
conflict between an individual actor and the relationship’s inertia and persis-
tence of structures. The nested tensions surface when different forces contra-
dict rather than complement one another over time, such as “the develop-
ment of one process tends to impede the development of other processes” 
(Zeitz, 1980, p. 81; Van de Ven & Poole, 1995; Weick & Quinn, 1999).  

Spatial Dimension of Interaction 
To gain a more concrete and coherent understanding of the proposed view 
on the interaction process and the relational tensions, we must bring the spa-
tial dimension of the interaction process into the picture. As Pettigrew (1997, 
p. 338) argues, a processual analysis concerns a sequence of individual and 
collective events, actions, and activities unfolding over time in context. As 
mentioned earlier in this section, the importance of context from the dialecti-
cal perspective lies in the duality of structure; the fact that the constitution of 
an actor and a relationship/network is embedded in the recurrent process of 
interaction within and across levels. In this view, the processes through 
which such conventional boundaries and structures are produced and sus-
tained must be taken into account. In so doing, relative power and the domi-
nant forces that are in favor of or against certain relational activities and 
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goals, and also how these forces affect the shift of the power are in focus, as 
this could lead to subsequent relationship change (Benson, 1977; Zeitz, 
1980).  

Different levels of the context and of network embeddedness have been 
discussed by network scholars. For instance, distinctions have been made 
between the business unit, firm and industry and between the local, regional 
and global levels (Halinen & Törnroos, 2005). Möller and Halinen (1999) 
proposed four levels of analysis: industry, focal network, relationship portfo-
lio, and exchange relationships. Forces such as globalization of competition, 
technological change, and economic and socio-political features of the envi-
ronment are captured at the industry level. However, the effects of such mac-
ro forces on actors are mediated through the focal network: customers and 
their customers, suppliers and other members of the network of the firm. The 
relationship portfolio level considers the firm as a nexus of resources and 
puts the emphasis on the different types of requirement of or imposed on the 
different customers/suppliers of a firm. And finally, the last domain concerns 
the dyadic exchange relationship. 

If the process of relationship change is the phenomenon of interest in this 
thesis, the spatial dimension of the process of change, which shapes the 
“flow of events and is in turn shaped by them” should be taken into account 
throughout the investigation (Pettigrew, 1997, p. 340). Therefore, I have 
divided the spatial factors into two general categories, which I refer to as 
endogenous and exogenous factors; any change in these factors can affect 
the process of relationship change. The exogenous factors refer to all the 
factors that lie beyond a dyadic relationship, but could have an impact on the 
relationship. The factors at the macro level, such as socio-political instability 
(Alimadadi & Pahlberg, 2014), technological change (Bengtson, Ljung, & 
Hadjikhani, 2013), and the general institutional features of markets (Salmi, 
2000; Jansson, Johanson, & Ramström, 2007) could affect the behavior of 
firms. Moreover, the focal firms’ network of customers, customers’ custom-
ers and suppliers could impact the dyadic relationships and vice versa (Ha-
linen et al., 1999). The endogenous factors, on the other hand, refer to the 
spatial domain that encompasses the characteristics of each of the actors. 
Change in any business aspect of any of the parties, such as material, human 
or financial resources and capabilities, as well as a firm’s strategy, structure, 
and technological development could affect the relationships. Thus, as Petti-
grew (1997), among others, argues explanation of the change in a relation-
ship should be linked to both higher and lower levels of analysis. 

To summarize this section, an interaction process between two business ac-
tors is embedded in a multilevel setting spread over time. At each spatial 
level, the development is dependent on the events of the past, on the present 
situation and on the future. The network structure constrains the firm’s activ-
ities, but also provides new possibilities and opportunities to achieve desired 
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goals. These preexisting resource structures affect the resource availability 
and the ability of actors to mobilize resources and pursue their desired goals 
(McCarthy & Zald, 1977; Zeitz, 1980). Given the variation in the network 
context, each actor brings a different perspective of the future and experi-
ence from the past to the interaction. The consequence is the linkage of mul-
tiple routines, conflicting demands, and incompatible resource structures 
within and between the different levels of the context that construct contra-
dictions. As a result the fabric of interorganizational relationships is rife with 
tensions cascading across levels, growing out of the unevenness, diversity 
and heterogeneity of the counterparts. Each actor is different in that it senses, 
interprets and adjusts to its context in its own way.  
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Process of Relationship Change 

Up to this point, I have argued for the innate duality of interorganizational 
relationships and claimed that these relationships are rife with tensions that 
stem from the relational contradictions. These tensions exist over time. Fur-
thermore, it is argued that a relationship always constitutes a context which 
influences the process of change. This section focuses on the interruption in 
the existing relational arrangements and the subsequent process of relation-
ship change.  

Through interaction processes, two organizations adapt, formalize, and 
establish routines for the patterns of their activities and resources. The ad-
vantage of such habituated action patterns (Glynn, Barr, & Dacin, 2000), 
cognitive frame (Mattsson, Corsaro, & Ramos, 2015), network theories 
(Mattsson & Johanson, 1992), or mundane routines (Ford et al., 2008) is that 
they help actors to deal with the complexity and uncertainty inherent in the 
context in which they are embedded. These mundane routines and estab-
lished resource structures constitute relational arrangements. Drawing on a 
teleological view, the thesis asserts that throughout the interaction processes, 
actors are engaged in the sequence of goal formulation, implementation, 
evaluation, and adaptations. The perceived value of the relationships for any 
individual actor is linked and limited to the actor’s position in a larger con-
text at any given point in time and space (Snehota, 1990, p. 166). 

It is argued that any change in endogenous or exogenous factors to the re-
lationship that can interrupt the existing arrangements, instigates a relation-
ship (re-)evaluation by the two involved parties with respect to the relational 
arrangements. Under certain conditions, the latent tensions surface and be-
come experienced by the actors when an actor’s interests are not met by the 
existing relationship arrangements. On such occasions, the actors whose 
intentions are not sufficiently fulfilled might actively try to change the exist-
ing order. Finally, the nature of an actor’s subsequent response determines 
the direction of the change. This framework guides the discussion through-
out this section (see Figure 2). 
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Figure 2. A theoretical framework of change in interorganizational relationships 

Interruptions in Interaction Process 
Any change in the endogenous or exogenous factors can potentially interrupt 
the stability of the relationship. The interruption of an ongoing flow, in turn 
constructs occasions for interpretation, sensemaking and re-evaluation of the 
interaction process (Weick, 1995) as it might provide the parties with new 
opportunities or impose new restrictions on them. Interruption refers to “any 
event, external or internal to the individual that prevents completion of some 
action, thought sequences, plan, or processing structure” (Mandler, 1982, p. 
92). This view has also been applied to interfirm relationships (see for ex-
ample Möller, 2010; Abrahamsen, Henneberg, & Naudé, 2012; Mattsson et 
al., 2015). In the context of interorganizational relationships, interruption 
could be mainly caused by change in the factors endogenous or exogenous to 
the relationship. These two dimensions are theoretically distinct yet highly 
interrelated. The change in one has a direct impact on the other and vice 
versa (Halinen et al., 1999). No clean dividing line can be drawn between 
the contexts, and an actor. The actor constructs its context while it gains its 
identity from it (Snehota, 1990; Håkansson & Ford, 2002). Nonetheless, for 
the sake of clarity, I have separated these factors in the discussion. 

The network approach shifted our focus from individual firms or an iso-
lated exchange relationship to the intricate ties between firms and the larger 
context. Meyer & Rowan (1977, cf. Sue & Creed, 2002) argue that organiza-
tions are embedded in a pluralistic context that is often permeated with 
“sharply inconsistent prescriptions of action, all supported by rationalized 
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myths.” Due to the intertwined social, political, economic and technological 
trends such as the (re)emergence of emerging economies, the emergence of 
major economic disruptive technologies such as information technologies, 
biological sciences, material science and energy (McKinsey Global Institute 
, 2013), not to mention the recent economic and political crises, business 
relationships and networks are increasingly characterized as complex and 
dynamic (DiMaggio, 2001; Ford & Mouzas, 2010; Dicken, 2015). The re-
sulting picture is one of multifaceted network relationships (Möller, 2011) 
embedded in multipolar contexts with heterogeneous culture, political and 
economic features (Zander, 2012; Ghemawat & Altman, 2014). Together 
these trends make it more challenging for managers to make sense of, and 
assess and reassess their relationships, but also inevitable that they will try 
(Möller, 2010; Mattsson et al, 2015).  

The literature in international business and marketing is replete with stud-
ies that highlight the impact of recent changes on the firms’ networking ac-
tivities (e.g. Birkinshaw, Crilly, Bouquet, & Lee, 2015). Meyer, Mudambi, 
& Narula (2011), for instance, draw attention to globalization and the chal-
lenges it imposes on MNCs as a result of the complex interdependencies 
within, and between, multiple host locations. At the global level, firms have 
to interact more frequently with other actors who operate in quite different 
local contexts, and who have different goals and objectives. For example, 
examining the behavior of a Swedish MNC in the Turkish market, in work 
performed for this thesis, we found that the perceived value of the firm’s ties 
is contingent on and the benefits are conditional on the socio-political con-
text (see Paper I). As such, rapid changes in the socio-political features, as 
well as multiplicity of business and industrial actors with multifaceted con-
nections to various powerful non-business actors led to change in the charac-
teristics of the relationships. For instance, in the face of radical regime 
change, relationships that were valuable at one stage because of their affilia-
tion and closeness to the powerful actors can become a “handicap” or even a 
liability depending on the direction and nature of the change (also see 
Hadjikhani & Håkansson, 1996).  

Likewise, besides exogenous factors, any radical and dramatic change in 
the factors endogenous to a relationship could, by definition, interrupt an 
ongoing flow and construct occasions for reaction and re-evaluation. Radical 
events such as mergers and acquisitions and bankruptcies may be identified 
as potential critical events for a relationship (Halinen et al., 1999; Havila & 
Salmi, 2000). In the case of acquisitions, in particular, the changes may be 
critical with regard to the balance of material, financial and human resources 
and the balanced arrangements between the acquired party and existing 
counterparts as well as the motive and intention of the “new” firm (ac-
quired). This, in turn, disturbs the current relational arrangements, and forces 
actors to make sense of and reassess their company's situation in the light of 
the new changes (Öberg, 2012). Furthermore, in the face of radical changes, 
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for instance, in the managerial team, the actors’ experience, cultural back-
grounds and subsequent repository of knowledge can highlight boundaries 
that could bring about changes in the relationships (Möller, 2010).  

What is important for our discussion here is that various, and often incon-
sistent changes in the context interrupt and disturb the stable structure, 
changing the established balance between the actors, and setting off the re-
evaluation of the interaction process. In the light of those changes, the two 
parties re-evaluate all aspects of their relationship including both the content 
(what is offered and who represents the firm) (Öberg, 2008), and the charac-
teristics of the relationship (density, quality, authority) (Palmatier, 2008; 
Öberg, 2014). 

Re-evaluation, Misalignments, and Tensions 
Crucial for our discussion, however, it is not the mere fact of interruption. 
Rather, interruptions trigger reactions in the actors in the form of re-
evaluation of relationships (Gadde & Mattsson, 1987; Weick, 1995). Any 
element of “newness” in the relationships caused by interruptions simultane-
ously restricts and expands the opportunities for both of the participants, as 
well as others (Ford et al., 2008). One source of relational gains stems from 
the expectancy of mutual gain (Snehota, 1990). Yet, the impacts of interrup-
tive events vary on each of the participants owing to the diverse characteris-
tics of the actors. This unevenness results in a lack of coordination between 
the interdependent actors, which subsequently increases the actors’ per-
ceived uncertainty (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978).  

To cope with the increased uncertainty and unpredictability, actors are 
likely to exercise control and try to restructure the existing arrangements 
based on what they perceive to be an appropriate course of action (Zeitz, 
1980; Snehota, 1990). Nevertheless, the lack of certainty and stability make 
it troublesome for the firms to elaborate the situation and make sense of the 
potential outcomes of interaction in the light of the new changes (Ford et al., 
2008). As the situations—these being plurality, critical events, or any sort of 
change in the context that is not expected—persist, actors tend to narrow and 
focus their attentions on those aspects of the situation that they judge to be 
the most important (Weick, 1995) (see Paper III). 

The situation inevitably gives rise to some degree of tension between the 
contradictory goals and the intentions of the actors and those perpetuated by 
the existing arrangements. By whatever criteria it is measured, the perceived 
value of relationships, and the subsequent actions taken by the actors in a 
relationship, are dependent on the desires of specific counterparts at a specif-
ic point in time and in the given context (for more discussion on value see 
Walter et al., 2001; Walter et al., 2003). Nonetheless, the tensions will not 
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necessarily lead to a conflictual situation. On the contrary, as discussed ear-
lier, some degree of tension is essential for relationship dynamics and devel-
opment as long as there is mutual consensus between the parties, in which 
case, the tensions would lead the participants to alter their interactions with-
out any fundamental change in the character of their relationship. After all, 
the consensual value of an existing relationship tends to prevail over the 
costs (O'Malley, 2003; Reinartz, Thomas, & Kumar, 2005). However, as 
actors re-evaluate the circumstances, the unmet demands could make them 
embark on action to change the existing order (Seo & Creed, 2002). 

The question, then, is under what conditions and through what mecha-
nisms can relational tensions lead to actors becoming “agents of change” and 
how does this become possible? This question points to the role of context 
and the issue of relativity, and to the orientation of partially autonomous 
actors as agents of change. That is not to say that an actor is not connected to 
its network: actors are in fact continuously wrestling with interdependencies. 
In fact, actors are partially autonomous in the sense that they can become 
very purposeful on occasion with respect to a specific relationship, “trying to 
reach beyond the limits of their present situation” (Benson, 1977, p. 7). This 
focuses attention on how the context is perceived and evaluated by an actor 
and how it is translated into action (Snehota, 1990; Abrahamsen, Henneberg, 
& Naudé, 2012), but also how the actions are restricted and/or supported by 
the context.  

The actions of actors are composed of the combination of temporal and 
contextual orientation. A contextual dimension directs attention to the notion 
of an actor’s position. It concerns the current patterning of resources and the 
accessibility and availability of alternatives (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978; Ulaga 
& Eggert, 2006).  Furthermore, the position determines the actors’ ability to 
mobilize the other actors and the resources required to achieve the change 
desired (McCarthy & Zald, 1977; Baraldi, Gressetvold, & Harrison, 2012).  

Beside the contextual dimension, the orientation of an actor is time de-
pendent. As discussed earlier, a relationship should be understood in terms 
of its past, present, and future (Halinen & Törnroos, 1995). Consistent with 
the view of time in the business network approach, insights from Emirbayer 
& Mische (1998) help to elaborate on the role of time in the actions in a 
problematic situation. They argue that the capacity of the actors to critically 
shape their response to a new situation, is conceived as follows: (1) behavior 
directed by the past which refers to habitual behavior based on historical 
patterns of action, that give stability to social universes (interorganizational 
relationships and networks), playing role in reproduction of relationships; (2) 
future-oriented actions which are “projective” and enable actors to imagine 
alternative (relational) arrangements based on the knowledge of the existing 
structures; and (3) the present-oriented actions, which are evaluative; these 
enable “pragmatic judgment about the viability of imagined alternatives 
given present conditions” (Ibid, p. 971).  In our discussion, the present-
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oriented action is captured as the re-evaluation of the relationships, while the 
past and future provide temporal dimensions to the re-evaluation.  

The degree of tension that arises from the contradiction between embed-
dedness and agency depends on the misalignment between the actors’ goals 
and the perceived value of the existing relationships. From a dialectical 
view, the likelihood of active attempts being made to change the current 
orders increases as contradictions within or/and across interorganizational 
relationships develop, deepen, and permeate actors’ relational gains. This is 
also in line with the arguments of Seo & Creed (2002) and Benson (1977), 
which suggest limits exist for the degree of contradiction which must be 
exceeded in order to transform an organization or to bring about institutional 
change.  

Weak Degree to which Contradictions Exist and 
Incremental Change  
The degree of contradiction influences the level of mutuality and consensus 
between the parties with respect to the change in the relationship. Gadde et 
al. (2003) define actor mutuality as a measure of “how much a company is 
prepared to refrain from its own individual goals or intentions in order to 
increase the positive outcomes of others and, through this, to ultimately in-
crease its own well-being” (p. 362). It is argued here that if the interaction 
process and the established structure is not deeply embedded or is not highly 
divergent with the interests of an actor whose intents are not sufficiently well 
met by the existing arrangement, there is a likelihood that change in the rela-
tionship unfolds in a gradual and incremental manner. Depth “is proportional 
to the level of mutual adaptation and the amount invested in a specific re-
source combination.” (Baraldi et al., 2012, p. 267) 
The case of Atlas Copco acquiring a local Turkish manufacturer is illustra-
tive of this type of change (see Paper II). In 2012, after a presence in the 
Turkish market extending over half a century, Atlas Copco acquired 
Ekomak, a Turkish compressor manufacturer. The acquisition process, how-
ever, had started seven years earlier, when the company first decided to ac-
quire a company in Turkey. During this period Atlas Copco had devoted a 
significant effort to evaluation of all the potential targets taking into consid-
eration the networks within which the firms were embedded. More specifi-
cally, Atlas Copco was concerned with the dominant organizational forms 
and the processes by which activities were directed within the target firms’ 
network. Eventually, Ekomak was chosen because it had the most comple-
mentary resource structure (network of customers and suppliers) and com-
patible interaction processes in terms of the socio-political and cultural con-
text (Möller, 2010). This indicated a weak degree of contradiction between 
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the intentions of Atlas Copco and the target’s network features. Nonetheless, 
an overriding consideration is the fact that the acquisition was part of the 
company’s multi-brand strategy. The goal of Atlas Copco was, eventually, to 
transform Ekomak’s operations and all of its relationships fundamentally 
with the aim of connecting the company to Atlas Copco’s global production 
network.  

Despite the misalignment between the long-term goals and the current re-
lational arrangements, change proceeded through a gradual transformation 
and reshaping of the interaction processes and the resource structure. The 
question, then, is why and how the change occurred in the way it did. To 
answer this, drawing on the framework discussed earlier, the temporal and 
contextual position of Atlas Copco as the change agent should be taken into 
account. Atlas Copco has experienced more than 100 cross-border acquisi-
tions over the last one and a half centuries. Over time, the company has been 
exposed to multiple, and often inconsistent, market contexts. This is in line 
with organizational learning theory (Levitt & March, 1988) as well as the 
findings of international business studies (Ghemawat & Altman, 2014) 
which indicate that the diversity of international experience or the “breadth” 
of international activities enhance the capabilities of the firm to cope with 
inconsistencies and contradictions, as do interactions with a variety of coun-
terparts. Furthermore, the presence of the company in the Turkish market for 
over five decades and familiarity of the firm with the network of the ac-
quired firm, consistent with Andersson, Johanson, & Vahlne’s (1997) argu-
ment, is expected to lead to incremental change. Overall, these experiences 
provided Atlas Copco not only with knowledge of how to handle the rela-
tional tensions, but also of how to evaluate which firm to acquire.  

Moreover, the case illustrates the accessibility of alternatives and the abil-
ity of Atlas Copco to mobilize resources and actors in order to achieve the 
desired change. A full-time integration manager joined the acquired compa-
ny for more than two years during which he represented the intentions of the 
acquired company, its customers and suppliers against those of Atlas Cop-
co’s managers. Atlas Copco’s well-constituted global networks provide it 
with accessible alternatives with which to manage contradictory demands. 
These alternatives allowed Atlas Copco to reconfigure the resource struc-
tures in a way in which it benefitted from the inconsistencies, for example, 
by using the target firm’s network to tap into new strategic market segments 
and to gain access to new supply routes. Besides, the company took the 
managers of Ekomak and its relevant customers and suppliers to visit one of 
Atlas Copco’s factories in Italy, the one that was the projection of the future 
plans for the transformation of Ekomak. In this way, by envisioning the al-
ternative arrangements it facilitated the gradual shift of the participants’ 
frame of reference, in order to achieve mutual consensus between the actors 
about the desired intents. It enabled actors to become disengaged from their 
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past patterns of behavior and interaction processes, while developing a mu-
tually beneficial direction for the future (Benson, 1977).  

In summary, the extent to which actors can pursue their desired goals is de-
pendent on, and limited by both the structure of resources and the actors 
perception of possible alternative resources (Zeitz, 1980; Snehota, 1990). At 
any time, an advantageous position in time and context enables firms to ex-
ercise control over the changes being implemented while preventing the 
relational tensions from become destructive; thereby turning them into 
unique sources of synergy creation. Note, however, that the situation does 
not imply that there is no conflict in the interaction processes, but rather that 
the conflicts are dealt with and solved through joint-problem solving and 
communication (Mohr & Spekman, 1994). This is not always the case as 
will be discussed in the next section. 

Contradictory Demands, Lack of Mutuality and 
Disruptive Change 
Crisis in the Relationship 
Situations can arise in which the changes introduced reflect and favor the 
goals of one side of a relationship, with little coordination and mutual con-
sensus between the participants. In such circumstances, tensions increase as 
the result of the fundamental misalignment of the existing structures and the 
diverse intents of actors, as a result of which, latent conflict could arise 
(Benson, 1977; Snehota, 1990, p. 166). Otherwise beneficial relationships, 
then, can become a burden as a consequence of changes that occur around 
the relationship itself; changes that happen in the context (Håkansson & 
Snehota, 1998). Crisis comes about in a relationship when, in a given con-
text, one side of the relationship could perceive certain arrangements a con-
straint for achieving its goals, while the other might perceive the same ar-
rangements to represent opportunities for realizing its goals. Zeitz (1980, 
p.76) describes this phase as the occasions when “the intentions of actors are 
frequently opposed to the goals supported by the structure of resources, and 
systems are characterized by high rates of tension.”  

An actor whose ideas and interests are not adequately served by the exist-
ing relational arrangements could take action to change the present order. 
However, subsequent actions and the direction and nature of the change de-
pend on the actor’s perception of dependencies (Emerson, 1962; Zeitz, 
1980). Perceptions of dependence are linked to and depend on the actors 
network positions, available resources, and cognition, and also on cultural 
factors (Zhou, Zhuang, & Yip, 2007; Möller , 2010). Thus actions taken 
depend on the perceptions of possible alternatives, attributable to the availa-
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bility of other sources and the strategic importance of the other party’s con-
tribution (Snehota, 1990; Ellegaard & Andersen, 2015). The case of Yildirim 
Group acquiring Swedish Vargön Alloys (See Papers III & IV) serves as an 
illustrative example of this phase. 

By acquiring Vargön Alloys in 2007 as its first international commitment, 
Yildirim Group sought to establish itself as one of the main global players in 
the ferrochrome industry. Looking back at the history of the Group, it took 
less than a decade for the company to emerge from a local trading company 
to become one of the fastest growing Turkish MNCs. Following this rapid 
growth path, after the acquisition, the Group intended to position itself as the 
global leader in the premium ferrochrome products, moving away from bulk 
products (low quality products that had been a significant part of Vargön 
Alloys produce before the acquisition). This decision was based on the in-
group access to high-quality raw material, strong financial resources, as well 
as strong combined production capacity of the plants in Turkey and Sweden. 
This meant that the existing relational arrangements with customers, in terms 
of price, volume and quality of the products, did not satisfy the future inten-
tions of the company. On the other hand, the managers perceived the North 
American and Japanese markets, where Vargön Alloys was not active at the 
time, to offer great potential alternatives for their intended goals.  

In line with its goals, the company started to negotiate with the main cus-
tomers immediately after the acquisition had taken place. As the existing 
arrangements were not of strategic importance for the future orientation of 
the company, and as the company was aware of potential alternatives (in the 
North American and Japanese markets) the company perceived its position 
to be more powerful than that of the customer. Whereas the customers, 
Sandvik for example, suddenly faced with “unexpected” demands from its 
counterpart found itself in a less powerful and more vulnerable situation 
mainly because at the time no other alternative partner had been identified 
by Sandvik. This resulted in Vargön Alloys (Yildirim) exercising control and 
transforming the relationship in manner it desired (in terms of price, volume, 
and product range) (see Papers III & IV). 

However, in spite of short-term “success”, tensions persisted and conflict 
escalated progressively. In these types of situations, typically, the tension 
becomes reinforced by the resistance of structure and the relationship’s 
heaviness and inertia. Inertia manifests the various interdependencies created 
by the adaptations and interdependencies in relationships’ structure and re-
source ties (Håkansson & Ford, 2002), payments arrangements (Johanson & 
Mattsson, 1987), organizational routines, production and administrative pro-
cesses, and shared knowledge of how the resources can be combined 
(Håkansson & Snehota, 1995). As the tension increases, it leads to a lack of 
effective communication and coordination, with poor information exchange 
between the parties (Edmondson & Smith, 2006). As a result, there was an 
increase in the counterparts’ perceived uncertainty when the previously 



 42 

shared expectations were not met; the cost of information processing and 
resource reconfigurations increased consequently. Nonetheless, the changes 
in the relationships were highly dependent on the involved actors’ percep-
tions of interdependencies. Ellegaard & Andersen (2015) argue that despite a 
severe conflict, perceptions of strong interdependency between parties may 
keep them together in exchange, regardless of the high costs. In a similar 
account, Halinen & Tähtinen (2002) also argue that, in the absence of alter-
native partners, a company may remain in a relationship despite its desire to 
end it.    

As the situation persists, however, the exchange process enters a vicious 
circle of reciprocal destructively reinforcing actions (Ellegaard & Andersen, 
2015, p. 459). For example, in the acquisition case, for a while after the 
changes in the arrangement, the interaction process was characterized by 
increasingly antagonistic and aggressive attitudes (see Paper IV). Moreover, 
the level of communication between the two parties dramatically decreased 
during this period. This would lead to defensive responses from both parties, 
in which each insisted on what they perceived to be most important, while 
disregarding their counterpart’s demands. Eventually, as Zeitz argues, rela-
tionships reach a stage where “no consistent interactions are supported by 
the structure of resources” (1980, p. 76). At this point, there is a strong ten-
dency for relationships to break down. In this context, most studies have 
shown that actors’ defensive behaviours, expressed as coercive actions and 
hostility, eventually lead to a severing of the relationship, conflict and disso-
lution (e.g. Ping & Dwyer, 1992; Halinen, 1997; Halinen & Tähtinen, 2002; 
Ellegaard & Andersen, 2015). This was the case for the Vargön Alloys-
Sandvik relationship where, after less than a year of a conflictual situation 
between the parties, an alternative supplier was found and Sandvik terminat-
ed the relationship. 

Reconstruction of Alternatives and Shift in Relational 
Arrangements 
Once induced, a relationship crisis may terminate and break down the exist-
ing interaction process, but more importantly, it has the potential to allow a 
fundamental shift to take place in the relationship. Such a fundamental shift 
refers to change in the actors’ shared cognitive frame and mundane routines 
that guide relational activities and induce change in deep resource structures. 
While most of the studies have shed light on why and how an extant rela-
tionship dissolves (Halinen & Tähtinen, 2002), how actors manage conflict-
ual situations or how they reach resolution (Finch et al., 2013; Ellegaard & 
Andersen, 2015), none of these studies have offered an adequate explanation 
of the conditions under which actors may reconstruct relationships, establish 
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arrangements in which continuous reconstruction is possible, or develop and 
deploy alternative arrangements.  

There is no reason, however, to assume that the reconstruction of alterna-
tive arrangements would occur following the breakdown. A business net-
work approach reminds us that, essentially, a minimum level of mutuality 
and consensus between the actors is required for the formation and recon-
struction of alternative arrangements to occur. Furthermore, the likelihood of 
achieving such an arrangement depends on the context of the actors at any 
point in time. The context have an important double effect on the process of 
relationship change: the existing structural arrangements are likely to favor 
and reflect the goals and demands of a more powerful actor in the relation-
ship. However, the power of the actor stems from those arrangements and 
any change in the context could naturally shift the balance between the ac-
tor’s positional power (Benson, 1977; Seo & Creed, 2002). For instance, 
Finch et al. (2013) suggest that in the setting of a network with a small num-
ber of actors, it is hard to escape relationships, even though they might be 
commercially ended at some point. Most important, however, is that a ten-
sion perspective highlights the role of relational contradictions, while simul-
taneously emphasizing the significance of active and purposeful reconstruc-
tion of relationships. This way, the influence of relational contradictions on 
the relationship development and change is more of a probabilistic than de-
terministic force (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995; Montgomery & Baxter, 2013). 
This implies that actors have a role as active change agents by searching for 
new possibilities and alternatives. In seeking alternatives, they are able to 
mobilize resources for “political action” by criticizing the present situation 
as they concentrate on advocating and enacting a new arrangement (Seo & 
Creed, 2002, p. 237).  

Once more, the case of Yildirm Group’s acquisition can serve as an illus-
tration. This case provides an elaborative account for understanding the con-
ditions under which the reconstruction process might take place, the role of 
actors as the change agents, as well as the characteristics of the new enacted 
relational arrangements. In the wake of the global economic crisis, demand 
in the stainless steel market faced a dramatic collapse at the end of 2008. For 
over three years, the average prices of chrome ore and ferrochrome were 
continuously decreasing. The last quarter of 2008 and the first half of 2009 
were characterized by a deep slump in demand. In 2009, for instance, owing 
to a reduction in stainless steel production in Japan by 50%, ferrochrome 
consumption decreased to almost half of that in 2008. The same trend was 
observed in the North American market. In the light of these changes, 
Vargön Alloys’ alternative sources had dried up. Needless to say, the crisis 
hit the business of Sandvik, the customer, alongside its alternative suppli-
ers—which did not have the financial strength of the Yildirim Group who 
supported Vargön Alloys during the crisis. As the changes (interruptions) 
disturbed the previous positional power of the two former counterparts, it 
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also reduced the level of relational contradiction, thereby laying the grounds 
for seeking potential mutual advantage and consensus between them, which 
eventually led to the reconstruction of the relationship. 

Nonetheless, the changes in the relationship cannot be explained merely 
by the contextual forces. Actors’ active attempts to reconstruct alternative 
relational arrangements are the crucial mediating mechanism connecting the 
relational tensions to the relationship change. If one subscribes to this view 
of interorganizational relationships, then one has to address the questions 
relating to how relationships are generated and deployed with a fresh logic. 
In the case at hand, the process was triggered when a few individuals in the 
firms had misaligned views of the strategic directions appropriate for the 
relationships within the firms. When the relationships with Sandvik began to 
deteriorate after the acquisition, the CEO, who had been with the company 
since 2002, used his social ties and personal contacts with the customers, 
together with his knowledge of both parties’ interests to pursue the directions 
they consider to be right. For instance, beside the formal meetings, he used 
every opportunity that was presented at occasions such as exhibitions or 
seminars to contact “former” customers and to create a new understanding of 
the new owner of Vargön Alloys. The utilization of these interpersonal con-
tacts was further enabled by the organizational position and the expertise of 
individuals in ferrochrome production. This integrative activity could also be 
captured in the idea of the tertius iungens strategic orientation (Obstfeld, 
2005) when, by offering integrative suggestions appealing to a diverse set of 
interests, the individuals attempted to establish common ground between 
Vargön Alloys and its customer based on the prospects of an alternative ar-
rangement with mutual benefits for both parties. But then the question is, 
what would the alternative arrangements entail in order to overcome the 
limits of the present structure? 

Ford et al. (2008) argue that no relational arrangement is created entirely 
anew; instead, alternative arrangements are the historical products of some 
pre-existing arrangements. This is in line with a dialectical perspective in 
which the alternative relationship logics or syntheses are the product of his-
torical relational contradictions (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995). This view of 
relationships is also shared in this thesis. Nevertheless, the thesis adds to the 
conventional business network approach by granting more weight to the 
partially autonomous actors involved in the process of relationship recon-
struction, relaxing the assumption that all the means and ends available to 
the actors are constrained by the existing structures. In their insightful work 
on dialectical analysis of institutional change, Seo & Creed (2002) draw on 
the dialectical concept of social actors as “active exploiters” of institutional 
contradictions, suggesting that it is unlikely for the change agents to invent 
totally new alternatives unfamiliar to the participants. This is mainly due to 
the high costs of reaching a mutually committed state, while in the context of 
interorganizational relationship, the considerable costs of resource mobiliza-
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tion and adaptation should also be taken into account. Instead, they argue 
that a fresh alternative should be sufficiently different from existing ar-
rangements to make the fundamental shift possible, while at the same time it 
should resonate with the existing arrangements enough to make resource 
mobilization and the adoption of synergetic advantages associated with 
complimentary resources possible.  

The discussion above brings to light the selective role of actors in choos-
ing from and adapting to available relational arrangements (from the ones 
that exist within the boundaries of actors’ networks). However, the success 
of this process depends entirely on the ability to transfer and mobilize re-
sources and to stabilize the relationship and adapt the parties involved to the 
new alternative (Olsen, Prenkert, Hoholm, & Harrison, 2014). In the case of 
Vargön Alloys, the turning point occurred when the CEO at Vargön Alloys 
and the purchasing manager at Sandvik sought to establish a nexus as a 
means of overcoming the difficulty of the relationship. In doing so, the pur-
chasing manager moved from Sandvik to Vargön Alloys in 2011, taking up 
the marketing manager position—this being the main contact between the 
two companies. Both parties considered this to be a major step in regaining 
trust. Drawing on their deep understanding of both parties, the CEO and the 
marketing manager attempted to re-introduce the firms and to re-build mutu-
al trust and legitimacy between them.  

Following dialectical thinking, one of the defining features of a process of 
change is the fact that actions have unintended consequences (Zeitz, 1980). 
The fundamental shift in the relational arrangements always has some unin-
tended consequences since it emerges as the product of intensive negotiation, 
bargaining and exercising power from both sides. Given this, as the lengthy 
process unfolds, the emerging arrangements most probably do not match the 
intentions of the change agent (Ellegaard & Andersen, 2015). Eventually, 
when an alternative (arrangement) to the relationship is available and a col-
lective consensus is reached, the new arrangements are put in place. In the 
case of Vargön Alloy and Sandvik’s relationship reconstruction, the funda-
mental changes in the content and quality were observable in several aspects 
of the relationship. To give some examples, the focus of the customer shifted 
from Vargön Alloys as a trustworthy company to the two individuals, name-
ly the CEO and the marketing manager, as the representatives of the rela-
tionship. The consequence was that, in contrast to the situation before the 
acquisition, Sandvik retained the alternative suppliers to safeguard the com-
pany against any unexpected behavior from Vargön Alloys. Sandvik de-
scribed the relationship as follows: 

“We are close and not close at the same time… we trust them, but we also 
keep other alternative suppliers. In this case, [our] strategy is to establish 
long-term relationships, while we always consider the locked-in risk.” 
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Interestingly, given the history of the relationship, the strong financial 
strength of Yildirim Group (as the mother company), was perceived by 
Sandvik to be a double-edged sword that could support Vargön Alloys to 
initiate a non-consensual change. One of the managers described the new 
relationship in this way: 

 “It is like when one cheats in a marriage; you might get back together, but 
you always live with a doubt…” 

Figure 3 depicts an integrative processual framework of interorganizational 
change when the tension is of primary concern, as discussed in detail in this 
section. It demonstrates how an interruption in the existing relationships sets 
off the re-evaluation process. If the actor finds the existing arrangement to be 
a handicap in supporting and/or obstructive for attaining its goals, the ever-
present tensions surface and affect the actors. It is argued here that the nature 
of the change depends on the degree of contradiction between the interests of 
the actor whose intentions are not sufficiently well met and the existing ar-
rangement. Furthermore, it is illustrated that the direction of the change de-
pends entirely on the available alternatives and the actors’ ability to mobilize 
resources in the desired directions. 
 
Figure 3. An integrative framework of change in interorganizational relationships  
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Explaining Stability and Change in 
Interorganizational Relationships  

The relational arrangements existing between firms comprised of the re-
source structure and mundane routines as stabilizing and quasi-
organizational forms provide a platform for companies to transfer, combine, 
and utilize resources across boundaries (Easton, 1992; Håkansson & Sneho-
ta, 1995). In this vein, “the overall pattern of business relationships seems to 
be relatively stable, even though existing business relationships change in 
content and strength” (Håkansson and Snehota, 1995, p. 269). Nevertheless, 
by overemphasizing the stable aspects of interorganizational relationships, a 
“stability-first” approach in analyzing and conceptualizing relationship de-
velopment and change has meant that the extant body of literature has left 
certain aspects of relationship dynamics overlooked: What are the conditions 
under which a deeply structured arrangement tried and tested comes to be 
perceived as dissatisfactory? How can actors change the structure if their 
identity is constructed by the very same structure they wish to change? 
When does a relationship gain the momentum required for change? By what 
mechanisms does change unfold over time? And how does this happen?  

This thesis builds upon existing work while going beyond it at certain 
crucial points. As such, drawing on a dialectical view (Benson, 1977; Zeitz, 
1980), the study at hand maintains that tensions and contradictions have 
important effects upon the production of relationship development and 
change, and claims that they play a significant role in understanding rela-
tionship dynamics.  

First and foremost, when the tension is of primary concern, the frame-
work draws attention to the relational contradictions. Dominant relational 
arrangements, in terms of structural tendencies and mundane routines, en-
courage a basic pattern of interaction, but they do so inconsistently, and with 
many counterforces and incompatibilities (Zeitz, 1980). As a result of these 
inconsistencies, which are constructed by ongoing interaction processes be-
tween several actors through time and across different contextual levels, 
relationships are rife with tension attributable to contradictory forces. These 
tensions are normally the main driving force of the interaction process. Ten-
sions manifest themselves in the form of problems that, when solved by ac-
tors, spur mutual learning and innovation – the main sources of relational 
gains (Håkansson & Waluszewski, 2002). Nonetheless, occasional interrup-
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tions attributable to changes in the contexts of a relationship could make the 
actors aware of the contradictory reality of relationships. If relationships are 
described as cages that imprison a company (Gadde & Snehota, 2000), such 
cages may be weakened by interruptions that disturb the balance of power 
between the participants, leading them to re-evaluate the existing relational 
arrangements. In some instances, the existing arrangements might be found 
that don’t directly correspond to the goals of any of the parties.  

Yet again, the degree of misalignment in the goals is proportional to the 
level of mutual adaptation and the degree of resource interdependence be-
tween the companies. This does not automatically produce significant 
change. In fact, as was illustrated by the case of Atlas Copco, by systematic 
exploitation of a certain degree of tension through control and coordination, 
firms can achieve synergetic benefits. More importantly, however, is the fact 
that in situations where the changes reflect and favor the goals of one party 
in a relationship—with little coordination and mutual consensus—the ten-
sions will elevate progressively and the likelihood of a crisis in the relation-
ship will increase. In this vein, the relational tensions indicate both potential 
and limits of the present relational arrangements within a given context 
(Benson, 1977). The direction and nature of the change, however, depend 
entirely on the actors’ perception of the strength of the dependencies, which 
are linked to actors’ positional power in the network, the available resources, 
alternatives and the strategic importance of the other party’s contribution.  

This view claims that a relational crisis is a systematic outcome of several 
inconsistencies in a relationship, rather than idiosyncratic events (see Clem-
ens & Cook, 1999; Seo & Creed, 2002). In some network studies, change is 
understood to be the product of some kind of exogenous shock that disrupts 
the stability of the relationships and networks, for instance, when one actor 
disappears from the network or a new one enters it, thereby initiating new 
relationships (e.g. Gadde & Mattsson, 1987). That is not to imply that those 
studies have considered general “environmental” factors as the sources of 
change, on the contrary, business network studies have naturally opposed the 
idea of isolated actors outside the network context. Instead, the point here is 
that the forces of change are an inherent and natural part of relationships. 
This leads us to the next point, the role of conflict in relationship change. 

Zeitz (1980) emphasizes the role of interorganizational conflicts as both 
“system-integrative” and “system-disintegrative”. That is to say, interaction 
processes and relational activities carry in themselves seeds of decay. The 
conflicts arise as a result of misalignment and deviation between the rela-
tional arrangements and the intensions and goals of actors who construct the 
very arrangements through interaction processes. The resolution of old con-
flicts gives rise to the generation of new conflicts over time as the routines 
become established and the structures are deepened and become more rigid, 
which provide potential opportunity for fundamental relationship change and 
alternative arrangements. However, as the findings of this thesis revealed, 
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change depends ultimately on the actions and intentions of the companies in 
the relationship, and cannot be understood independently of the role of ac-
tors. Thus we arrive at the role of actors as agents of change.  

In this enhanced view of relationship change, attention is placed on the 
partially autonomous business actors who actively exploit relational tensions 
and contradictions, rather than suppressing them. The opportunities for 
change therefore emerge as a result of the relational contradictions; while the 
developing contradictions are being exploited by active agents who change 
the configuration of embedded relationships and interaction processes. They 
do so to the extent that they manage to select from the available alternatives, 
mobilising resources and adapting them in order to achieve the level of mu-
tual consensus between the parties needed to reconstruct the relationship. It 
is argued here, in line with both network and dialectical thinking, that no 
relationship is created de novo; instead, it is the historical product of pre-
existing relational arrangements. Therefore the likelihood of constituting a 
new arrangement also stems from the multiplicity of available relational 
arrangements. Merging opposing arrangements may open up new opportuni-
ties, leading to a different combination of resources, activities and actors 
with which to create new alternatives that could fundamentally shift the 
composition of relational arrangements within and across relationships while 
it sufficiently resonates with what actors are familiar with. This highlights 
the final point of this discussion that is: the active search for alternative rela-
tional arrangements provides actors with means and ends outside the existing 
established structures. 

A Note on the Paradoxical Nature of Relationships and 
Actors’ Mindset 
The main discussion in this thesis revolves around the stability of and 
change in relationships, building on a framework that consists of the con-
cepts of embedded actors, resistance of resource structures, interruption and 
conflict, resource mobilization and the construction of alternatives. As this 
string of concepts reveals, the emphasis of this work has mainly been on the 
structural and processual aspects of interorganizational relationships. How-
ever, one aspect that stood out in the findings was the role of actors as agents 
of change. The actors’ role as purposeful agents has been relatively over-
looked in the extant literature on industrial and business network literature. 
Medlin & Törnroos (2015) emphasize the importance of actors’ proactive 
behavior in dealing with relational paradoxes. The authors highlight the sig-
nificant role of individual actors and their perspectives (mind-sets) in coping 
with relational ambidexterity. Yet, to date, we have very limited knowledge 
of how actors’ divergent frames of mind influence their relationships and the 



 50 

subsequent process of networking (Carsaro & Snehota, 2012). Thus, I found 
a paradox perspective (Cameron & Quinn, 1988; Poole & Van de Ven, 1989; 
Lewis, 2000) an insightful additional means of developing our understanding 
in this respect.  

Paradox here denotes contradictory yet interrelated elements that exist 
simultaneously and persist over time. These elements seem logical in isola-
tion but absurd and irrational when appearing simultaneously (Lewis, 2000; 
Smith & Lewis, 2011). When adopting a ‘paradox perspective’ one point of 
departure resides in the supposition that managers and scholars alike have a 
natural tendency to try to avoid inconsistencies. As such, conceptualizations 
of what exchange is are biased toward consistency. Even though these con-
ceptualizations vary from one stream of research to another, they are similar 
to most of the contemporary methods for the construction of theory, as Poole 
& Van de Ven (1989) point out. This is mainly because thinking about con-
tradiction is not a natural tendency for people socialized within the culture of 
Western thought, Quinn (1988) argues. As such, the theories tend to favor 
one side of the paradoxical reality of interfirm relationships, at the expense 
of the other: short- or long-term, dependence or flexibility, control and au-
tonomy, and so forth. Instead of a polarized view of the paradoxical tensions, 
a paradox perspective moves beyond an either/or debate, to embrace multi-
ple, opposing forces simultaneously (Cameron & Quinn, 1988; Poole & Van 
de Ven, 1989; Lewis, 2000).  

As a metatheoretical perspective, this view highlights two main aspects: 
(1) how underlying paradoxical tensions stem from polarized cognitive or 
social construction, and (2) how actors respond to the tensions (Lewis, 2000; 
Smith & Lewis, 2011). It is the second aspect which is of interest for our 
discussion. As illustrated earlier, in the case of Vargön Alloys, the typical 
first reaction of the actors while facing tensions is defensive. The defensive 
behavior, stems from the same frames of reference that enable actors to 
make sense of a complex reality—through either/or understandings and deci-
sions. By being defensive, actors tend to apply formal logical thinking. That 
is to say they “bracket” or “punctuate” streams of information, prefer rela-
tively fixed patterns and consistency in their characteristics and behaviour, 
and reduce or eliminate uncertainty through either/or identification: some-
thing is either “A” or “Not-A”, but it is not both or something in between 
(Ford & Ford, 1994, p. 760-761). The defensive and polarized mind-set, 
once entrenched, becomes highly resistant to change (Ford & Ford, 1994; 
Smith & Lewis, 2011) and could bring about unintended consequences that 
diminish the benefits of the relationships in the long run.  

When it comes to the actors, the adoption of a paradox approach shifts the 
notion of managing from “planning and control” to coping (Handy, 1995; 
Lewis, 2000). To manage, therefore, is to engage, rather than defend against, 
competing forces. For the actors to manage and cope with paradoxical ten-
sions, they have to be aware of tensions. This awareness triggers active re-
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sponses rather than defensiveness (Smith & Lewis, 2011; Jarzabkowski, Lê, 
& Van de Ven, 2013). For example, following Weick (1995), Lüscher & 
Lewis (2008) describe developing a “workable certainty” as a negotiated 
understanding to move forward through paradox without resolutions. Con-
sider, for instance, the case of the Vargön Alloys that was mentioned earlier. 
Seven years after the acquisition, despite the different, and sometimes con-
tradictory, views with regard to what a new arrangement should entail (i.e. 
contractual and relational features), they found a way to work through the 
contradictions (e.g., alternative suppliers and a more formal control mecha-
nism). 

The main insight to take away from all the paradox studies is the signifi-
cance of the paradoxical mind-set (and/both thinking) for the actors in-
volved, as this allows them to mindfully juxtapose seeming contradictions, 
explore potential synergies, and question oversimplified either/or assump-
tions (Smith & Lewis, 2012). Indeed, it is not easy to encounter a complex 
setting and to see it from more than one perspective, but this is desirable as it 
makes it possible to juxtapose contradictory perspectives (Quinn, 1988; 
Smith & Lewis, 2011).  In fact, applying a form of paradoxical thinking 
across levels (actor, relationship, and network), the picture that emerges is 
one of a complex multilevel net of possibilities, spreading though time and 
space. Therefore, managing relational paradoxes demands a “complex” 
frame of mind that is able to attend and balance multidirectional goals ─ 
parties pursue different, and often contradictory, goals ─ across levels 
(Bouchikhi, 1998).  

Consistent with the findings of this thesis, Westenholz (1993) suggests 
three situations in which paradoxical thinking might occur, namely, the ex-
istence of a forum where different mindsets could meet and discuss, the 
presence of employees who are able to engage in paradoxical thinking, and 
unexpected actions that violate the established frame of reference (p. 54). 
This alternative approaches in terms of both/and may foster novelty and 
creativity, while it also leads us to think rather differently about the nature 
and management of interorganizational relationships. Yet, Westenholz as-
serts that these situations do not, neither collectively nor individually, offer a 
satisfactory explanation for why change occurs. The stability and change of 
relationships do not only depend on the intention and actions of the actors, 
nor can they be fully understood by merely analyzing the relationships as 
quasi-organizational forms. Hence, the present study, contributes to the un-
derstanding of how and why change unfolds by integrating the structural 
elements of relationships, while also giving weight to actors as agents of 
change and to considering their role as a mediating mechanism between the 
relational contradictions and relationship change. 
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Methodology 

Ontology Matters 
It is better to choose a philosophy of science than to inherit one by default. 
– Bechara & Van de Ven (2007, p. 36) 

During my PhD candidature, I discovered that even though in theory it is 
widely accepted, in practice we, myself included, don’t think much about 
ontology or epistemology, rather we prefer to just get on with “doing” re-
search. This came as a surprise to me. After all, we all are seeking to “gain a 
better understanding” and “pushing back the frontiers of knowledge”. Then 
the question arises, how one could claim this to be so, if we are ignorant of 
epistemology and philosophical underpinnings of theories and methodolo-
gies, that is the ways in which we can make claims about the world, concern-
ing the nature and scope of knowledge (Easton, 2010b). In fact, as Bochner 
(2000, p. 269) argues, qualitative researchers’ views on good case research 
are ultimately tied to their epistemological and philosophical perspectives: 
“Evaluation criteria are social products created by human beings in the 
course of evolving a set of practices” (cited in Piekkari, Plakoyiannaki, & 
Welch, 2010, p. 115). However, Piekkari et al. (2010) reviewed 145 case 
studies published in three key industrial marketing journals between 1997 
and 2006 and concluded that many of these studies lack methodological 
discussions in general. More importantly, the authors argue that there is a 
“gulf” between a research community's methodological standards and its 
methodologies-in-use, while the former is heavily influenced by Yin’s posi-
tivist approach to case study. During my research process, particularly 
throughout the writing of this “Summary”, I found the school of Critical 
Realism (CR) (Bhaskar, 1978; Sayer, 1992; Easton, 1995; 2010a) a truly 
relevant approach as it provides a view on qualitative research (case studies 
in particular) that can be explanatory and not just exploratory. This is well 
suited to investigating causal mechanisms. This view influenced both the 
interpretation of the empirical findings and the theorizing processes devel-
oped in this summary.    

The phenomenon under study in this thesis is the process of interorganiza-
tional relationship change. The study set out to contribute to our understand-
ing of relationship dynamics under complexities and plurality. It proposes an 
alternative view explaining why the actors might have different and even 
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opposing views of an exchange relationship, and as such, it shows how it 
may be possible to build on the contradictory nature of the relationships and 
the ‘tension’ rather than ignore them, or recognize them, but give up hope of 
developing more complex theories of interorganizational relationships 
change. To achieve this aim, this thesis offers a critical realist explanation of 
the interorganizational relationship development and change ─the underly-
ing mechanisms that produced the events and clarify why they took place as 
they did.  

The fundamental assumption of CR is that the world exists independently 
of our knowledge of it (Sayer, 1992). However, it diverges from the naïve 
realist assumptions that reality is obvious, self-evident, or easy to discover 
(Easton, 1995). CR claims that while there is a real world out there, our rep-
resentation and understanding of it is a social construction – reality does not 
exist independently of the observer’s schemata or conceptual frame of refer-
ence (Weick, 1989; c.f. Van de Ven, 2007, p. 17). In other words, our 
knowledge and understanding of the world is theory laden. In this vein, the 
development and progression of scientific knowledge evolves via a process 
of blind variation and selective retention, over time. Therefore, our interpre-
tations of reality have often been made by people who came before us and 
passed on their interpretations as conceptualizations; while reality serves as 
an external arbitrator or common referent in editing theories for inspecting 
inferior theories  (Van de Ven, 2007, p. 61). In this manner, CR advocates a 
critical examination of how we conceptualize the phenomenon under study 
(Sayer, 1992). Being critical, therefore, means being attentive to, and suspi-
cious of, assumptions that are taken for granted, and having an awareness of 
context, and thus a sensitivity to particularities in social reality (Ahonen, 
Tienari, & Vaara, 2011). This is not, however, a claim of superiority, but 
rather to shed new light on a phenomenon in order to root out a particular 
delusion. 

CR alludes to the fact that there is necessity in the world; objects neces-
sarily have particular powers (Sayer, 1992; Easton, 2010a, p. 120). Social 
reality consists of objects, or more generally entities such as organizations, 
people, relationships, attitudes, and etc. These entities have innate tendencies 
or “causal powers” or more generally, mechanisms. But also, causal power 
could be attributed to the structures that objects are involved or embedded in. 
For instance, if firms are entities/objects, then relationships or networks of 
firms (their ‘structures’) have “emergent” causal power above and beyond 
the causal powers of the simple aggregation (Easton, 1995, p. 376). The enti-
ties or objects at different levels are connected through complex processes 
and relationships that cannot be reduced to or collapsed into each other 
(Reed, 2009). The central concept is causality. To ask for cause of something 
is to ask what makes it happen or what generates it; in other words, cause is 
whatever is responsible for producing change (Sayer, 1992, p. 104; Sayer, 
2000, p. 94). Nevertheless, any object that has causal powers also has liabili-
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ties. That is to say, objects are acted upon by other causal powers. Firms 
clearly have causal powers, but they are at the same time subjected to the 
causal powers of their relationships, and they do not control all the relational 
events that they are involved in.  

Hence, the “mechanism-centered” approach (Morais, 2011) proposed by 
CR is focused on that structure of necessarily related objects cause events. 
Two objects are necessarily related when their identity is mutually constitut-
ed. For example, firms cannot supply or sell resources in the absence of buy-
ers and without an exchange taking place (Easton, 2002). This necessary 
relation between buyer and sellers implies that changes in one will lead to 
changes in the other. Easton (2002) explains the relations between buyer, 
seller, and exchange as follows: 

The notion of an exchange adds a third ‘‘body’’, with causal powers, to that 
of buyer and seller and so has a necessary relation with both of them. Buyers 
and sellers undertake exchanges. Buying and selling cannot take place with-
out an exchange. The nature of the exchange can affect both the buyer and 
the seller and vice versa. (Easton, 2002, p. 105-106) 

Given these complex processes and relations that connect entities at different 
levels, the ultimate aim of CR research is to unmask the causal chains and 
the underlying, unobservable mechanisms that generated the things happen 
and explain how and why they were brought about: why did this exchange 
take place on this specific occasion? Or why did this actor behave in this 
way at this time? Easton (2010), however, warns us about the term ‘mecha-
nism’ that has become embedded in the language community as it should be 
used with caution rather than taken literally: 

The term mechanism has problematic connotations since it implies clear 
structure and invariance in operation, something that critical realists would 
reject. A better portmanteau term would be deep generative processes and 
structures. (Easton, 2010, p. 122) 

Unveiling the mechanisms requires a form of understanding that is sensitive 
to the patterns of causal sequences that emerge at multiple levels of analysis 
and which are contingent on the relevant environment of a phenomenon 
(Reed, 2009). That is to say, causal powers need certain conditions to oper-
ate; these conditions also determine how they operate and when this hap-
pens. Contrary to the ‘necessary relations’ discussed above, contingency 
implies that there are external causal powers that can exist independently, 
but nevertheless may affect a particular situation. For example, in the case of 
business exchange, competitors can, and usually will, affect an exchange 
relationship, but they can exist independently of that relationship (Easton, 
2002). As a result, the phenomena might be “observed” and “experienced” 
(the latter being a measureable impact) in certain ways within specific tem-
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poral and spatial situations, whereas there is an underlying transfactual and 
invisible “reality” (that exists) that contains the real forces and mechanisms 
that cause the events to occur. 

In conclusion, as for all philosophical approaches, the choice of critical real-
ism cannot be proven to be the “correct” way. As Easton (2010) argues, it all 
depends on whether one accepts its basic tenet or not. In my case, I para-
phrase Easton’s reasoning for the choice of ontology and epistemology I 
have used in this study as it resonates with me: This is better than the other 
alternatives, i.e. positivism and social constructivism; and it is a solid and 
well considered perspective on the world. In the following paragraphs, I 
draw on this view to elaborate the research process of this thesis. In particu-
lar, I wish to clarify how the overarching argument for the whole thesis came 
about. I do so by discussing the methodological journey under the two sec-
tions: the theoretical and the empirical dimensions. I also elaborate on how 
the development of the papers helped me to form and develop my thoughts, 
albeit by adopting different angles. 

The Theoretical Dimension  
We often don’t see ahead of time exactly what the problem is; much less do 
we have an idea of the solution… Indeed, figuring out what the puzzle really 
is, and what the answer ought to look like often happen in parallel with find-
ing the answer itself.  
– Abbott (2004, p. 83) 

The findings of this thesis mainly rest on a qualitative analysis of empirical 
findings of a pilot study and two cases. Critical realism argues that scientific 
understanding and explanation is concerned with providing accounts of 
“how” and “why” things happen in the way they do, rather than in other 
ways (Reed, 2009, p. 56). The influence of this view on my research, in par-
ticular, has necessitated the investigation of unobservable mechanisms that 
gave rise to the behavior of actors that was observed and to the subsequent 
impact on the interorganizational relationships. This commitment is not easy 
because it requires researchers to go beyond observable correlations, to focus 
instead on the real, underlying and unobservable mechanisms that generate 
observable phenomena (Reed, 2009).  

Social reality is stratified: the “empirical” (experienced by observers), the 
“actual” (events that can occur without being observed) and the unobserva-
ble mechanisms that are “real”. The complex interconnections between these 
strata can only be understood on a case-by-case basis that combines elements 
of historical, structural, discursive and temporal analysis (Sayer, 2000; 
Blaikie, 2007; Edwards, O'Mahoney, & Vincent, 2014). Stratified social 
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reality generates emergent phenomena ─ that is, the properties of entities at a 
higher level of aggregation are not necessarily understood through a summa-
tive process or, working from the top down, a reductionist approach (Easton, 
2010; Edwards et al., 2014). In this respect, a business exchange relationship 
is only understood through connections between the organizations that com-
prise relationships and networks, not by studying individual firms in isola-
tion. A business relationship has new emergent properties, not reducible to 
the properties of both parties in the relationship. These properties give rise to 
a new causal mechanism, which are the locale of critical realist causal expla-
nations (Ryan et al., 2012, p. 305).  

In the quest for causal explanations, this stratified ontological standing di-
rects researchers towards investigating configurations of multiple entities in 
context that cause phenomena to occur. In other words, the social events that 
we observe come into being as a result of the interplay between structural 
and contextual forces and our subjective interpretations of them (Sayer, 
2000). To reveal the underlying mechanisms, researchers go through a pro-
cess of abduction and retroduction (Pierce; 1934). It is important for our 
discussion to elaborate on the abductive and retroductive reasoning.  

The research process, according to Pierce, starts with abduction, or an at-
tempt to come up with an idea of how to explain something (Swedberg, 
2014, p. 237). Alvesson & Kärreman (2007) consider three steps for abduc-
tive methodology: (1) the application of an established interpretive rule (the-
ory), (2) the observation of a surprising ─ in light of the interpretive rule ─ 
empirical phenomenon, and (3) the imaginative articulation of a new inter-
pretive rule (theory) that resolves the phenomenon. The key in an abductive 
process is a surprising observation that shatters our habits (Van de Ven, 
2007). The discovery of an anomaly should be followed by the recovery of 
understanding. However, Reed (2009), among other critical realists, argues 
that a CR study, in search of an explanation goes beyond abductive reason-
ing. Retroduction, thus, is defined as “a thought operation involving a recon-
struction of the basic conditions for anything to be what it is” (Danermark et 
al., 1997, p 206). Reed (2009) describes this process as follows: 

Retroductive methodology is geared to understanding and explaining con-
crete outcomes by reconstructing the complex interplay between conditions 
(generative mechanisms) and context (structural and material “inheritances”) 
through which they emerge and become the entities that they become over 
time. (p. 56-57) 

Retroduction, as I understand it, refers to the move from what we observe in 
the empirical domain of the events in the actual domain to the causal mecha-
nisms in the real domain (Morais, 2011). I therefore consider my whole re-
search process as an abductive one, with specific emphasis on the retroduc-
tive reasoning in the summary at hand.  
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Nonetheless, as mentioned earlier, our knowledge of reality is conceptual-
ly mediated. In doing so, we attach meanings to the terms within a context. 
That is to say, observation and data are theory-laden: we view reality from 
our theoretical perspective (Sayer, 2000; Van de Ven, 2007). The conse-
quences, however, could be double-edged when it comes to the research 
process. We do not view the world with a ‘blank slate’. The researcher, in 
particular, is normally part of a broader research community (or communi-
ties), which informs preunderstanding and preferences (Alvesson & Kärre-
man, 2007). These theoretical repertoires and preferences becomes ‘natural-
ized’ or taken for granted and are often legitimized by reference to nature 
and necessity: this is the way the world works (Alvesson, Bridgman, & 
Willmott, 2009, p. 9). It might lead to the researcher trying to fit the findings 
into her/his existing theoretical framework, to justify them, or to become 
blind to the anomalies and surprises. Therefore, one crucial task of a critical 
researcher is remain committed to an open attitude and to be open-minded to 
alternative routes of interpretation and explanations. On the other hand, 
without in-depth familiarity with the theoretical domain, the researcher 
would not be able to be surprised by what is “unexpected”. As Louis Pasteur 
said, the chance of discovery favors the prepared mind.  

In the following, I discuss some of my experiences from this research jour-
ney and my attempts to overcome the challenges mentioned above. Even 
though the presentation of this process here might seem to be a neat and 
logical one, in fact, with hindsight, it has been messy, with elements of heu-
ristic thinking and serendipity involved. I elaborate on the overall abductive 
process of the thesis under two subsections: the discovery of anomaly and 
the recovery of understanding. In the latter, an emphasis has been put on a 
retroduction that goes beyond the empirical realm. 

The Discovery of Anomaly 
The point of departure for this thesis was motivated by exploring a general 
and somewhat unclear issue of how MNCs manage their business relation-
ships and networking activities in a complex and uncertain context, in order 
to find out about reality with no specific end in mind. Given the exploratory 
and broad nature of my research problem, I immersed myself in the field 
quite early in the research process, conducting a pilot study with the hope of 
grasping a better understanding of the Turkish market and behavior of the 
western MNCs operating in that market. As Hammersley & Atkinson (1995) 
put it: 

During fieldwork, researchers immerse themselves in different experienced 
realities, with the hope of obtaining a deep understanding of the meanings 
that research participants attribute to the contextual factors in the field rather 
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than just reading about them. In this way researchers construct the accounts 
of the social world rather than simply mirroring the reality (Cf. Michailova 
et. al, 2014, p. 148). 

During the first visit to Istanbul, I familiarized myself with the setting in a 
broad fashion. Beside the companies (Ericsson, ABB, and Atlas Copco), 
during my first visit to Istanbul in spring 2012, I also interviewed industrial 
organizations and interest groups such as YASED (International Investors 
Association of Turkey) and Exportrådet (The Swedish Trade Council) in 
Turkey. Moreover, I further discussed my interpretations and understandings 
of the market, with different actors, considering their role, and influence in 
the Turkish market with the local scholars on several occasions. One such 
example took place during the 2013 AIB conference in Istanbul. At this 
stage I was trying to obtain an understanding of what is going on in this 
market. The knowledge about the socio-political and business structure of 
the Turkish market basically laid the groundwork for the first two papers in 
this thesis.  

However, even though my findings to this point had contextual contribu-
tions to the field, I was still lacking the things that puzzle me as a researcher, 
the general comprehension that my theoretical understanding was, as yet 
unable to explain. When studying relatively familiar phenomena like inter-
organizational relationships, the problem is not primarily one of resolving 
puzzles, but of creating them, Alvesson & Kärreman (2007) argue. The au-
thors discuss how the trick in such studies is to locate one’s framework out-
side the terrain being studied. In other words, one should attempt to “de-
familiarize” oneself to try to see a variety of familiar and unfamiliar aspects 
of the phenomenon under study. Looking back to my active attempt to be 
surprised, I have employed two main tactics that are more inclined to create 
and/or discover ‘breakdowns’.  

First, I used events that shock; events that reveal the social reality that is 
taken for granted (Böhm & De Cock, 2005; Weick, 2014). Acquisition, in 
my case, was used as the critical event that would create conditions in which 
anomalies would be likely to be observed. By disturbing the status quo in the 
organizations’ life, acquisitions form a particularly appropriate context for 
the analysis of relationship changes, their underlying mechanisms, as well as 
the perceptions and intentional behaviour of business actors that are decisive 
for these changes (Havila and Salmi 2000). Thus, indeed, a focus on key 
events or transformations sharpens the potential for developing valuable 
insights with which to explain processes of change within an interorganiza-
tional relationship and the associated networks (Bizzi & Langley, 2012). 
However, until about halfway through the research incorporated in this the-
sis, I had been studying Swedish firms, using Swedish-originated theoretical 
and conceptual repertoires (i.e. business relationships and networks), whilst 
simultaneously being located and educated in a Swedish research communi-



 59

ty. Thus, with the intention of introducing a fresh perspective into my re-
search, I opted for an alternative: to study a Turkish firm in Sweden and, I 
must say, it did not disappoint! While this alternative provided me with ade-
quate differences, I was able to preserve a certain degree of familiarity and 
comparability between the findings, which was required to gain a deeper 
understanding of the phenomenon.  

Having studied a case of acquisition by a Swedish company in Turkey, I 
proceeded to observe the behaviors in the second case, just mentioned, that 
of a Turkish firm in Sweden. In the latter, there was a change in the relation-
ship between the company and its Swedish customers subsequent to the ac-
quisition that came as a surprise to me. First, naturally, I tried to explain the 
findings using the existing network theories, however, I did not find the ex-
planations offered by the conventional literature in the field quite satisfacto-
ry. For me, the main issue of applying the existing framework to the case 
was that the theory would take side. In other words, even though it repre-
sented a possible valid explanation, the explanation provided by the extant 
theory suggested that, in the relationship, the Turkish firm did not behave as 
it was “supposed to”, and hence the subsequent sequence of events occurred. 
In contrast, during the interviews, the (Swedish) informants clearly asserted 
that it was not possible for them to characterize the behavior as “wrong” or 
“right”, and stated that I should not think of it in that way either. I found that 
both interesting and puzzling. As Weick puts it, “whenever one reacts with 
the feeling that’s interesting, that reaction is a clue that current experience 
has been tested against past experience, and the past understanding has been 
found inadequate” (1989, p. 525). Therefore, I tried to problematize our un-
derstanding of the dynamics of interorganizational relationships, in an at-
tempt to open the discussion up for reconsiderations and alternative under-
standings. 

The Recovery of Understanding 
Following the abductive reasoning, the next step in the research process, 
after identifying a surprising occurrence, is to seek an explanation. Alvesson 
& Kärreman (2007) refer to a “recovery of understanding” as a means of 
creating a novel understanding of social reality following the discovery or 
creation of a breakdown. Peirce’s view on this process, where A stands for 
the abduction, is as follows: 

The surprising fact, C, is observed; 
But if A were true, C would be a matter of course;  
Hence, there is reason to suspect that A is true. (Peirce, 1934, p. 189; Cited in 
Swedberg, 2014) 
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However, this process is, by no means, a linear or a neat one. We dug into 
the mass of facts that we had before us: a pile of interview transcripts and 
secondary data, to examine and interpret them throughout the entire research 
process. We endeavored to write our reflections on paper, but a mountain of 
scribbled notes, scrambled together, containing somewhat scattered ideas 
written over the course of four to five years, became more like an “impene-
trable jungle” than a coherent tool. Peirce (1997, p. 282), however, asserts 
that “… suddenly, while we are poring over our digest of the facts and are 
endeavoring to set them into order, it occurs to us that if we were to assume 
something to be true that we do now know to be true, these facts would ar-
range themselves luminously. That is abduction.”  

The likelihood of discovering new explanations for the observed devia-
tions and anomalies is largely dependent upon our repertoires of alternative 
theories (Van de Ven, 2007). In my case, the time from recognizing the 
presence of an anomaly to being able to propose a resolution took about a 
year. Over this time, I was puzzling over the two conflicting exchange be-
haviors that I had observed, which at the time I was referring to as the rela-
tional versus transactional approach. The key question to answer was how 
and why the relationship between the two firms went through all of the ob-
served changes. Finally, it was by reading an article by Van de Ven & Poole 
(1995) that I found a new angle, a new “thought trial”, as Van de Ven (2007) 
put it3. It was the meta-theoretical perspective of processes of change and 
development in organizations that made me aware of those underlying as-
sumptions that were taken for granted in process theories. Up to that point, 
how I, and perhaps many of us—in my research community—typically see 
and interpret processes was very much dominated by the teleological and 
life-cycle processes. These theories are useful for explaining change involv-
ing a single entity, however in a dialectical process theory, change is ex-
plained by referring to contradictory and opposing entities. Adopting a new 
perspective, I went back and re-read my empirical materials, followed by 
another round of data collection. The results of this process are reflected in 
the last paper in this thesis: On the dialectics of interorganizational relation-
ship changes. 

The process of writing the final paper in this thesis coincided with the de-
velopment of the ideas I am presenting in this summary. At this stage, the 
main challenge I needed to overcome was to distance myself enough from 
the individual papers, to be able to take an overview and visualize the entire 
picture to ensure that it encompassed the findings from all of the cases. In 
the search for an all-encompassing explanatory theme for the thesis, I ap-
plied a retroductive lens to answer to the question “What is this thesis 

                               
3 It is worth noting that I stumbled upon this article during my visit to Aalto University 
School of Business, Finland. This is because I believe that the relocation or “interruption” had 
a major impact on me and on the subsequent direction my thoughts took. 
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about?” Looking back at the overall findings of my papers, there was one 
thing that emerged: firms seemed to have an unusual, even contradictory 
approach towards (managing) business exchange. These differences, in turn, 
appeared to drive their subsequent behavior towards their counterparts, fuel-
ling the relationship dynamics. This appeared paradoxical to me.  

The interorganizational relationship literature, in general, is dominated by 
the either/or assumptions about the nature of each relationship, e.g. short-
term or long-term. From what theory had brought to me, different types of 
markets/contexts require different types of relationships. For example, an 
interorganizational exchange relationship in industrial markets needs to be of 
a long-lasting and cooperative nature if the firms involved are going to be 
able to utilize their resources; this is almost certainly not the case for more 
bazaar-like markets, or for some types of consumer markets for that matter.  
A general statement can be made that the relational characteristics revealed 
in a certain context that appear to show a pattern are attributable to the like-
mindedness of the actors, and therefore have something important to reveal: 
given, for example, an industrial context, the fact that actors are sufficiently 
like-minded means that they act towards a common goal. So, in the similar 
industrial settings from which my cases are taken, why did one firm act dif-
ferently, why did the firms have seemingly opposing views (see papers III & 
IV), and why didn't the firm (in the second case) act in the same way as the 
first company had done (in the first case) after the acquisition? (See Papers II 
& III.) Finally, given all these questions, why in a specific relationship did 
the parties change their behavior over time, and how was the relationship 
affected by this? (See Paper IV.) 

It is worth noting that there are several possible answers to the questions 
posed. However, while asking these questions, I directed my attention spe-
cifically towards the processual nature of the interorganizational relation-
ship. Reality is not self-evident. The researcher, therefore, has to reflect on 
the nature of the entity under study if he or she is to discover what causal 
powers are in place (Ryan et al., 2012). So I asked myself what an interor-
ganizational relationship should be like for my findings to be as they are. 
After researchers identify an enduring surprising observation or experience, 
retroductive methodology then commences by asking ‘What if?’ in a crea-
tive sense (Edwards, O’Mahoney, & Vincent, 2014); so I did: What if actors 
are not sufficiently like-minded about a relationship at a given point in time 
and space? What could cause the divergent views about a relationship? What 
if it is not a matter of either/or thinking? What if we relax the assumption of 
stability? 

What we seldom pay attention to is the fact that theories that have life-
cycle or teleological processes as a foundation can operate for “an individual 
or for a group of individuals or organizations who are sufficiently like-
minded to act as a single collective entity.” (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995, p. 
516.) My findings, however, were pointing in a different direction: towards 
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contradictory demands being made of the actors involved in a relationship. I 
used this insight as a focal point to problematize our understanding of busi-
ness relationships as offered by the conventional theories. The main question 
for me was how business relationships and the processes of change that they 
undergo should be viewed in order for us to be able to explain the findings. 
Even though the cases appeared in separate papers, their stories were united 
under this one line of thought adopted with the intention of revealing the 
connections between them. 

At this point, after problematizing relationship change processes, I had to 
move beyond existing theory (Danermark, 2002) to construct a new theoreti-
cal understanding. I strove to engage in novel mental habits (Swedberg, 
2014) by reading the literature in, among other subjects, organizational dia-
lectics (e.g. Benson, 1977; Zeitz, 1980), paradox perspective (e.g. Cameron 
& Quinn, 1988; Lewis, 2000) and communication dialectics (e.g. Montgom-
ery & Baxter, 2013). Here, theory provided me with a new angle and with 
thought trials, helping me to break loose from the dominant theoretical views 
in my field. Needless to say that, the process was an iterative one requiring 
repeated trips back and forth between the research site and the empirical 
material, analysis and reflection, perpetually asking “Why?”. The next sec-
tion focuses on the role of empirical material. 

The Empirical Dimension 
Sherlock Holmes: “I have no data yet. It is a capital mistake to theorize be-
fore one has data. Insensibly one begins to twist facts to suit theories, instead 
of theories to suit facts.” 
– Sir Arthur Conan Doyle, “A Scandal in Bohemia” 

The ultimate aim of this study is to deepen our processual understanding of 
relationship change. To achieve this, a case study method has been used as 
the central data organizing framework. For studies that aim at in-depth in-
vestigation and explanation of the changing nature of complex social phe-
nomenon, such as interorganizational relationships case research has proven 
to be particularly fruitful (Easton, 2010b; Ryan et al., 2012). Piekkari & 
Welch (2011), influenced by Charles Ragin’s work (e.g. Byrne & Ragin, 
2009) argue that “once social scientists recognize that the search for univer-
sal law is fictional, case studies enable them both to elucidate causation and 
to specify the range of applicability of our account of causal mechanisms.” 
(p. 5) Piekkari, Welch, & Paavilainen (2009, p. 569) explain that a case 
study performed in this vein is a 

… research strategy that examines, through the use of a variety of data 
sources, a phenomenon in its naturalistic context, with the purpose of “con-
fronting” theory with the empirical world. 
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 Numerous arguments can be found affirming that case study research is 
entirely consistent with critical realist and processual ontology. First, critical 
realism justifies the study of any situation, regardless of the numbers of re-
search units involved, but only if the process involves thoughtful in depth 
research with the objective of understanding why things are as they are 
(Sayer, 2000; Easton, 2010). In fact, reality is layered and the complex inter-
play between the various structures and mechanisms at different levels of a 
social reality is highly context dependent. Given this, the interplay between 
the strata that comprise a social reality can only be determined on a case-by-
case basis, incorporating the socio-economic, historical, and cultural context 
into the analysis (Reed, 2009; Danermark et al., 2002). As Easton (2010b) 
argues, the process nature of case research, from a critical realist perspective, 
is what allows researchers to test their understanding of what they are re-
searching with the objective of understanding why things are as they are. 
This abductive process, is not a mechanical or linear process, but rather one 
of an iterative and reactive nature (Dubois & Gadde, 2002). For example, in 
the case of the acquisition of Vargön Alloys (see Papers III and IV), I was 
constantly going ‘back and forth’ between empirical observations and theo-
ry. A business network approach served as a preliminary analytical frame-
work within which I was able to structure my data collection and interpret 
the findings. However, over the course of two years (2013-2015), my theo-
retical understanding developed and changed in the light of discoveries from 
the empirical fieldwork; at the same time, the new understanding was further 
explored and this was reflected in the interviews and data collection process. 
Dubois & Gadde (2002, p. 555) discuss how, this process essentially stems 
from the fact that “theory cannot be understood without empirical observa-
tion and vice versa”. The authors refer to this process as systematic combina-
tion. 

Moreover, one of the most important characteristics of case research is 
that it can handle diverse and rich sources of data and the multiple forms of 
data collection that are required to understand the complexity of the links 
within and between organizations (Easton, 2010). Besides the advantage of 
triangulation (Yin, 1994), perhaps the most important feature, from the criti-
cal realist point of view, is that multiple sources could also contribute to 
revealing aspects unknown to the researcher (Dubois & Gadde, 2002). To 
give just one of the several examples of my research process, the main ar-
gument of the first paper in this thesis was formed largely from the insights 
that I gained from the secondary data. While the interview data showed a 
weak connection between the case company and the political actors in the 
Turkish market, it was the insights gained from the secondary data that re-
vealed how the MNCs’ networking strategy was to buffer against political 
hazards by making use of the connections to the business and civil society 
actors. In a similar manner, the vast amount of secondary data that are used 
in the other three papers assisted in gaining an in-depth understanding of the 
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case companies in their causal contexts. Accordingly, I was able to develop 
causal explanations and that exposed the generative mechanism (Danermark 
et al., 2002) that underlies interorganizational relationship developments, i.e. 
the dialectic mechanism.  

However, the claims made with respect to case study research are often 
attacked on the grounds of lack of generalizability and the issue of sampling 
(Easton, 2010a, p. 126). Following Easton (2010a) and Piekkari & Welch 
(2011), the key argument of this thesis is that the inferences stemming from 
case research should be based upon the ontological and epistemological as-
sumptions of the study.  A critical realist case researchers question the as-
sumption of causal homogeneity made by positivist research traditions. 
Thus, causation is not about the search for event regularities. Instead, it 
claims that social scientists need to go beyond events to understand the na-
ture of objects, and cause-effect relationships do not consistently produce 
regularities in an open system. External behaviour of the entities in the em-
pirical domain where events are experienced by observers can be different in 
different contexts. In other words, the same causal mechanism can produce a 
variety of outcomes and there might, therefore, be no symmetry between 
explanation and prediction. Causal explanation relies on understanding the 
constituent nature of objects (Easton, 1995; Welch et al., 2011, p. 748). This 
is not causality as a correlation or sequence of positivism, Bhaskar (1978) 
argues, but it is inherent in the nature of things or objects: gravity makes 
apples fall from trees, and firms create networks, or downsize (Easton, 
1995). Causal explanations are developed not by collecting observations or 
simply producing rich descriptions of events, but rather by digging beyond 
the realm of the observable. To ask for the cause of something, then, is to 
ask “what makes it happen?”, and what “produces”, “generates”, “creates”, 
or “determines” it? (Sayer 1992, p. 104; cited in Easton, 2010a, p. 122). In 
this vein, a causal explanation is one that identifies entities and the mecha-
nisms that connect and combine them to cause events to occur.  

Generalization from a realist point of view, therefore, concerns the exer-
cise of a “transfactual” mechanism ─ that is, the mechanisms possess rela-
tively enduring properties and powers that exist whether or not they are ac-
tualized at the level of social events (Reed, 2009, p. 60) ─ but their effects 
and consequences are highly context dependent and can only be displayed 
with regard to the object’s specific spatial and temporal context. In other 
words, a critical realist researcher seeks to generalize in connection with 
theoretical propositions, rather than about the population (Edwards et al., 
2014). In this way, Welch et al., (2011, p.750) argue that what Eisenhardt 
(e.g. 1989) regards as “idiosyncratic detail” to be removed from the explana-
tion, now becomes part of the causal fabric of an explanatory account. Fol-
lowing this line of argument, this thesis embraces specificity, emphasizing 
contextualized explanations that are concerned with why and how events are 
produced. 
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Process Data: Longitudinal, Varied, and Rich 
In light of the discussion above, it can be argued that case research is a par-
ticularly strong method for studying the processes that come into play when 
change is brought about (Easton, 2000; Halinen & Törnroos, 2005). A pro-
cess is defined here as a sequence of individual and collective events, actions 
and activities unfolding in context over time (Van de Ven, 1992; Pettigrew, 
1997). It takes, however, a number of qualities for processual case research 
to be able to claim credibility and for generalizability of the findings and the 
explanations to be valid. The cases should be: intensive and contextualized, 
encompass a range of levels, be longitudinal, play an explanatory role for 
both context and action, and offer a holistic explanation by linking analysis 
between context, action, and outcomes (Pettigrew, 1997; Van de Ven, 2007).  

I have attempted to adhere to the above framework as the guideline in 
conducting my research. This thesis consists of a pilot study and two cases, 
based on a total of 45 interviews, and supported by a vast amount of archival 
and secondary data. With the exception of the first paper, which is drawn on 
the interview data that was collected under a pilot study carried out during 
the spring of 2012, the papers are built on multilevel real-time and histori-
cal/retrospective longitudinal data. In table 1, the papers’ respective aims are 
presented in terms of the topics and findings. Since the description of the 
analysis and the construction of theoretical explanations have been elabo-
rately discussed in the previous sections, what follows is a brief elaboration 
of the temporal and contextual aspects of a process study.   

Any realist case research requires judicious imposition of the scope and 
an understanding of the spatial-temporal contextual conditions under which 
these conditions do – and do not – operate (Welch et al., 2011). An in-depth 
and intensive investigation of the phenomenon under study across time and 
including the entire context is required for this. In the empirical domain, 
process research focuses on evolving phenomena within the chain of observ-
able events that comprise the phenomenon under investigation (Langley et 
al., 2013, p. 1). Thus, the procedure involved is one of seeking an explana-
tion why and how events occur over time in the way they do. In this sense, I 
have considered: the past to determine what has happened and to find out 
how the relationship has got to its present state; the present to identify what 
is going on; and the future to assess where the relationship seems to be go-
ing. Furthermore, as process scholars assert (e.g. Pettigrew and Van de Ven), 
a process study has to incorporate agency and action into its analysis; as such 
another aspect that was considered in detail was action in the form of the 
questions: what do actors want to do, and when and how do they do this? 
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Table 1. Overview of Thesis Papers 

Topic Temporal 
orientation 

Unit(s) of 
analysis 

Data Analytical 
strategies 

Conceptual prod-
ucts 

Paper I 
Networking 

behavior in the 
uncertain envi-
ronments, 
where political 
and economic 
change is fre-
quent. 
 

̶ 
 

Firm focal 
network 
including 
both busi-
ness and 
non-
business 
actors 

Interviews 
with the 
focal firm 
and archiv-
al data  

Narrative, 
visual 
mapping, 
findings 
presented 
based on 
the main 
actors 
involved in 
the focal 
actor’s 
network 

How MNCs buffer 
the market volatili-
ty through their 
connections to the 
business and civil 
society organiza-
tions. 

Paper II 
How firms 

evaluate and 
select a target 
firm to acquire, 
with focus on 
the firm’s 
network fea-
tures. 

Retrospec-
tive and 
real time 

Firms focal 
networks 
and the 
dyadic 
relation-
ships be-
tween the 
two target 
firms and 
the acquir-
er.  

Interviews 
with the 
acquirer 
company 
and the 
acquired 
company; 
Archival 
data 

Narrative, 
synthetic 
case com-
parisons, 
compara-
tive tables 
and propo-
sitions 

The acquirer’s 
choice of partners 
not only depends 
on the features of 
the target compa-
ny’s networks as 
valuable resources, 
but also on the 
compatibility of 
governance mecha-
nisms. Propositions 
about the effect of 
networks on deci-
sion 

Paper III 
How firms 

manage new 
opportunities in 
their interna-
tional expan-
sions. 

Retrospec-
tive and 
real time 

Embedded 
dyadic ties 

Interviews 
with the 
acquirer 
company, 
the ac-
quired 
company 
and the 
customer; 
Archival 
data 

Narrative, 
visual 
mapping, 
findings 
presented 

Proposed view 
explains the irregu-
lar behaviour such 
as rapid interna-
tionalization and it 
illustrates the unin-
tended consequenc-
es of firm’s pur-
poseful actions 
through longitudi-
nal analysis of a 
relationship change 

Paper IV 
How and why 

interorganiza-
tional relation-
ships change 
over time; 
processual 
analysis.  

Retrospec-
tive and 
real time 

Cross-level: 
Embedded 
dyadic ties; 
Episodes of 
change in 
the relation-
ship 

Interviews 
with the 
acquirer 
company, 
the ac-
quired 
company 
and the 
customer; 
Archival 
data 

Narrative, 
visual 
mapping, 
findings 
presented 
as 
case narra-
tive 
aggregated 
into 4  
episodes of 
change 

Dialectical analysis 
of changes in a 
relationship; illus-
trate a pattern of 
change based on 
tensions between 
actor’s exchange 
attitude and the 
counterpart’s ex-
pectations. Contex-
tual explanations of 
change episodes. 
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The second paper is based on what has been termed a cross-case replication 
(Langley et al., 2013). This involved consideration of the decision-making 
process for the pre-acquisition evaluation of two potential acquisition targets 
by a Swedish company, whereas, the last two papers in this thesis focus on a 
longitudinal replication (Langley et al., 2013) that relies on a number of 
temporal observations (four episodes in a relationship between a company 
and one of its customers). For instance, in the case of Paper IV, the temporal 
bracketing was constructed as progressions of events and activities. We de-
fined critical events in the Vargön Alloys-Sandvik relationship development 
process as major or radical changes in the contract between the companies. 
For instance, we did not consider a modification in the volume or price of a 
long-term contract, when it was replaced by another long-term contract, the 
changes needed to be of a more substantial nature to be taken into count. The 
result was the identification of four main episodes identified by changes in 
the contract. One of the advantages of this temporal “decomposition” is that 
it permitted us to analyze how the changing context from previous episodes 
impacts on subsequent events in current period (Langley, 1999, p. 7). 

Furthermore, the successive time periods were combined with an analysis 
of how the changing context in different periods/episodes affects subsequent 
events in later periods. In this way, different emergent levels (such as those 
of the individual, firm, relationship, and network) were incorporated in the 
analysis. Furthermore, multiple data sources and various perspectives (e.g. 
all the relevant parties involved in relationships) were used to give opportu-
nities to study different aspects of a particular phenomenon. Järvensivu and 
Törnroos (2010) point out the important role of capturing multiple perspec-
tives, provided by case research, in the development of theoretical notions on 
interorganizational relationships, interaction and industrial networks. The 
point being that the ultimate aim was to attempt to determine how things 
unfold in a process of relationship change. 

Interviews 
All in all, close to fifty in-depth interviews were carried out in the chosen 
alternative setting: in this instance involving different Swedish companies 
and industrial organizations in Turkey, as well as a Turkish company that 
was active in both Sweden and Turkey. During my doctoral program, I visit-
ed Turkey twice to collect empirical data. The first research trip was in Feb-
ruary-March 2012, followed by a second one in November 2013.  Given the 
exploratory and broad nature of my research problem the first challenge was 
to get access. After contacting about ten Swedish multinationals with opera-
tions in Turkey, I managed to book interviews with the managers at ABB, 
Atlas Copco and Ericsson, as well as YASED, before the first visit.  

Even though investigating ABB and Ericsson did not go further than the 
pilot study, the information I gained from the interviews was primarily in-
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tended to lay the ground for further future interviews. For instance, during 
this period I learned about Turkey’s largest business associations, TUSIAD 
and MUSIAD, and their affiliation with different political and religious 
groups, as well as the plurality of the business setting in the country. I used 
these insights gained both in the interviews with Atlas Copco, and in the 
subsequent analysis of the data. Similarly, the interviews from the pilot study 
during the first visit to Turkey were not used explicitly in the thesis, despite 
the fact that they have been crucial for the research process by widening my 
understanding of different phenomena.  

It was during the interviews with Atlas Copco managers that I found out 
that the company was finalizing an acquisition of a Turkish company. This 
was a turning point for my study since acquisitions, as mentioned earlier, are 
an interesting subject of investigation from both theoretical and empirical 
standpoints. Given this, I decided to focus my attention and the data collec-
tion on the acquisition. Respondents were mainly picked on the basis of rec-
ommendations from the top managers, partly based on a “snow ball effect” 
and partly based on an effort to cover different aspects of the acquisition, 
including all the parties. It is also worth noting that people at Atlas Copco 
were most obliging and generous in making themselves available for inter-
views. Atlas Copco’s site is located about one and a half hours’ drive outside 
Istanbul (in good traffic). The implication of this was that, while there, I 
would stay for the entire day, trying to fit in as many interviews as possible.  

With the intention of identifying a company with which valid compari-
sons could be made, I looked for an acquisition made by a Turkish company 
in Sweden. Fortunately I found Yildirim Group and the acquisition of 
Vargön Alloys in 2008. So before the second visit to Turkey in 2013, I 
reached out to the CEO of the metal and mining division and was granted 
access along with the contact information of managers in Istanbul and the 
managing director of Vargön Alloys in Sweden. Before leaving for Turkey, I 
conducted a phone interview with the managing director of Vargön Alloys. 
The interview was loosely structured, and mainly involved general consider-
ation of the issues related to the acquisition. 

During my second visit to Istanbul, I followed up on the acquisition made 
by Atlas Copco and I had a series of interviews with the managers at Atlas 
Copco and Ekomak (the acquired company), including a person specially 
appointed to handle the integration, going by the title of integration manager. 
In addition, while at Atlas Copco, I was able to interview the managers and 
other relevant respondents in regard to another acquisition that Atlas Copco 
was finalizing in Turkey at that time. Furthermore, I conducted interviews 
with the manager at the Yildirim Group’s headquarters in Istanbul, focusing 
on the acquisition of Vargön Alloys in Sweden. The final round of data col-
lection was conducted during 2014-2015 in Sweden. In spring 2014 I visited 
Vargön for a day, to interview nearly all of the people who were important 
for my study. Follow-up studies were then conducted, whenever needed, 
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over the phone. It is worthwhile mentioning that the preliminary draft of the 
last paper was read and commented on by the managing director of Vargön 
Alloys, Johan Svensson. Later, during the spring of 2015, I also visited 
Sandviken, home of Sandvik, one of the main customers of Vargön Alloys. 
At that time, I interviewed a manager responsible for the relationship be-
tween Sandvik and Vargön Alloys. This interview provided me with a truly 
dyadic view of the relationship between the two companies. Table 2 summa-
rizes the distribution of the interviews and some detailed information for the 
respondents. 

Table 2. List of Respondents 

Respondent Company No. of 
interviews 

location 

General Manager – Compressor 
Technique Business Area 

Atlas Copco 2 Turkey/ 
Belgium(Skype) 

Regional Business Manager – 
Surface Drilling Equipment 

Atlas Copco 1 Turkey 

Business Line Manager – Mining and 
Rock Excavation Business Area 

Atlas Copco 1 Turkey 

General manager – Industrial 
Technique Business Area 

Atlas Copco 3 Turkey 

Business Line manager – Industrial 
Tools and Assembly Systems 

Atlas Copco 1 Turkey 

Acquisitions and Business 
Development Manager – Industrial 
Air Division 

Atlas Copco 1 Italy (phone) 

Business Services Country Manager Atlas Copco 1 Turkey 
Business Line Manager Desoutter Turkey 

(Atlas Copco) 
1 Turkey 

Business Line Manager – 
Compressor Technique Service 
Division 

Atlas Copco 1 Turkey 

Business Controler – Industrial 
Technique Business Area  

Atlas Copco 1 Turkey 

Integration Manager*  Dost kompresor 
(Atlas Copco) 

2 Turkey 

Business Controller* Dost kompresor 
(Atlas Copco) 

1 Turkey 

Integration Manager Ekomak (Atlas 
Copco) 

1 Turkey 

General Manager Ekomak (Atlas 
Copco) 

1 Turkey 

Business Controller  Ekomak (Atlas 
Copco) 

1 Turkey 

Business Controller  Atlas Copco 1 Turkey 
General Manager* Ericsson Turkey 1 Turkey 
Enterprise Sales Manager* Ericsson Turkey 1 Turkey 
Government Relations* Ericsson Turkey 1 Turkey 
Trade Commissioner of Turkey* Exportrådet 1 Turkey 
Coordinator Yased 

(International 
Investors 

1 Turkey 
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Association) 
Vice President – Corporate 
Communications Turkey 

ABB 1 Turkey 

Local Business Unit Manager – 
Robotics  

ABB 1 Turkey 

General Counsel & Country Integrity 
Officer 

ABB 1 Turkey 

Communication Manager ABB 1 Turkey 
Country HR Manager ABB 1 Turkey 
Vice President – Head of Public 
Affairs 

ABB 1 Sweden 

Sales Specialist - Robotics ABB 1 Turkey 
CEO of Metals & Mining Yildirim Group 1 Turkey (Phone) 
FeCr International Marketing 
Director 

Eti Krom / 
Yildirim Group 

1 Turkey 

FeCr Sales Manager Eti Krom / 
Yildirim Group 

1 Turkey 

Managing Director Vargön Alloys 
/Yildirim 

3 (2 phone) Sweden 

Technical Director / Senior Advisor Vargön Alloys 
/Yildirim 

1 Sweden 

Metallurgist Vargön Alloys 
/Yildirim 

1 Sweden 

Technology Transfer Manager Vargön Alloys 
/Yildirim 

1 Sweden 

Production Manager Vargön Alloys 
/Yildirim 

1 Sweden 

Financial Manager Vargön Alloys 
/Yildirim 

1 Sweden 

Commercial Manager Vargön Alloys 
/Yildirim 

1 Sweden 

SMT Purchasing Manager, Direct 
Material  

Sandvik 1 Sweden 

Total   45  

* All interview have contributed to my understanding of different phenomena, however, some did not 
appear in the individual papers  
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The Individual Papers 

In this section, I wish to clarify how the individual papers help me to address 
the aim of the thesis, namely, to explain the nature and process of interorgan-
izational relationship change under complexity. This overarching aim has 
been investigated in four individual papers, each making its own individual 
contribution. Drawing on the findings of the papers and following a process 
of abductive reasoning, I sought to capture the findings within a wider con-
ceptual framework. As mentioned at the beginning of this summary, plausi-
bility is of course subjective and in the eye of beholder. In doing so, the fol-
lowing question was posed: 

How would we develop our understanding of interorganizational relation-
ships change, if more attention was granted to the contradictory nature of re-
lationships? 

To address the question, I proposed a tension perspective on relationship 
change. The perspective is built upon four main facets namely, purposeful 
actors, interaction process, embeddedness of actors, and relational contradic-
tions upon which I constructed my processual argument of relationship 
change. The following paragraphs give an account of how each of the indi-
vidual papers contributes to the construction of this summary.   

Paper I 

A network view of MNC embeddedness in a politically uncertain market: 
The case of Turkey 

The first paper brings up two of the central concepts in this thesis namely, 
change in the context of relationships and the embeddedness of the actors. 
The paper departs from the point that emerging markets are rapidly gaining 
importance in the world economy and many multinational corporations 
(MNCs) are taking advantage of this economic development by expanding 
their activities to and within these markets. However, the paper challenges 
the general presumption of the extant literature, which assumes that one can 
treat the emerging markets uniformly. Instead, it argues that although emerg-
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ing economies in general may exhibit similar economic and institutional 
characteristics, having, for example, underdeveloped market-supporting 
institutions to foster economic exchange, weak laws and poor enforcement 
capacity from the formal legal institutions, those markets are heterogeneous. 
There are, for instance, wide-ranging differences among them in the form of 
social norms, culture, and even the levels of environmental instability and 
business risk, which implies that MNCs will behave differently in different 
markets. The paper, hence, poses the question: in the context of the Turkish 
market, how do firms’ relationships come about and then change under con-
ditions of socio-political uncertainty arising from frequent and unpredictable 
exogenous changes.  

The study is based on the single case study of ABB, one of the largest en-
gineering companies in the world with operations in around 100 countries. 
The analysis is conducted by constructing a focal net that includes the most 
important direct and indirect interorganizational relationships that an MNC 
identifies as affecting its business in an emerging market. It is argued that 
the embeddedness of the firm in the network of both business and non-
business actors effectively plays the role of an “uncertainty-reduction” 
mechanism. However, under uncertain circumstances, where political and 
economic change is frequent, firms may have to negotiate their relationships 
frequently – building new ties and severing old ones. This is particularly the 
case for political ties, as Sun, Mellahi, and Thun (2010, p. 1161) assert, 
“…the value of political networks changes over time and the embedded rela-
tionships with political institutions that were valuable at one stage of compe-
tition can become a handicap at a later stage. This is particularly crucial in 
emerging economies because change is their defining feature.” 

In this paper, the findings reveal that while the role of political actors in 
emerging markets should not be neglected, the value of political ties is con-
tingent on the market environment and can change in the face of state policy 
change. Hence, MNCs tend to buffer the political hazards through their con-
nections to the business and civil society organizations. Consequently, it is 
suggested that researchers in this field might improve the explanatory power 
of their models by including consideration of the context that firms are em-
bedded in. Then the focus needs to be shifted towards the interplay between 
different actors and the indirect impact of network ties along with the direct 
effects.  

Furthermore, the paper highlights the role of alternatives. Previous stud-
ies that have investigated MNC’s political embeddedness in emerging mar-
kets have mainly focused on the direct ties between the focal firm and politi-
cal actors. In this stream of research, it is widely believed that political ties 
are essential in the uncertain political environment of emerging countries. 
However, the paper argues that in a politically unstable environment, the 
MNC might exercise alternative approaches, if such exist, in developing its 
portfolio of ties to avoid the potential risk of association with the political 
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actors, depending on the contextual features of the host market environment. 
Therefore, features such as the plurality of political actors and existence of 
social and industrial actors (e.g., family conglomerates and industrial associ-
ations) could affect the firm’s networking behavior. 

Paper II 

A network view of the cross-border pre-acquisition evaluation process 

Paper II highlights the notions of the evaluation process and the incremental 
change of relationships, focusing on the MNC’s networking activities in the 
context of a cross-border acquisition. It builds on the general findings of the 
previous paper, illustrating the impact of the plurality on the firm’s network-
ing behavior, providing both opportunity and challenges. Yet, it contributes 
to the understanding of the relationship development and change by investi-
gating how a target firm’s embeddedness in its local market affects the ac-
quirer’s evaluation of partner in a cross-border acquisition and the subse-
quent changes in the target firm’s network.  

The paper adopts an exploratory case study approach based on the in-
depth comparative study of an illustrative case of an evaluation process. The 
case involves two Turkish compressor manufacturers, one of which was 
acquired by a Swedish multinational in 2012. The theoretical framework is 
built upon the two aspects of the firm’s network, namely networks as inimi-
table resources and networks as governance mechanism. The former high-
lights the importance of the target firm’s network resources as one of the 
firm’s distinctive features, whereas, by focusing on the forms and processes 
through which activities are directed within the target firm’s network, the 
latter points out the role of interaction processes as the essential mechanisms 
for coordination between the firms in the network (Johanson & Mattsson, 
1987). As such, the emphasis is on the possibility of an acquirer relating 
effectively to the other entities and thereby coordinating its activities within 
the network. In this vein, the pre-acquisition evaluation process entails con-
sideration of different potential target firms, the networks in which they are 
embedded, and the alternatives and choices open to the acquirer to choose 
the firm with the compatible network features. 

The analysis revealed that, in evaluating a target firm, the target’s extend-
ed business network can be considered to be a valuable and an inimitable 
resource. In this vein, the complementarity of the target’s business networks 
with the acquirer’s goals, in terms of strategic geographic presence as well as 
the systemic constitution of the network, becomes one of the main determi-
nants in the decision-making process. 
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More importantly, the study found that the compatibility of the govern-
ance mechanisms between the networks of the acquiring and the target firms 
increases the likelihood of synergetic integration between the two companies 
and their extended relationships with customers and suppliers. It is illustrated 
that, thanks to its presence in the Turkish market for over five decades and 
its access to alternative supplies and customers, Atlas Copco managed to 
mobilize and combine resources and actors in order to achieve the desired 
change. Atlas Copco’s well-constituted networks, both in the Turkish market 
and on a global scale provided the company with viable alternatives with 
which to manage the contradictory demands. These alternatives allowed 
Atlas Copco to reconfigure the resource structures in a way that enabled it to 
benefit from the heterogeneities between the two networks. For example, 
they only changed the suppliers of Ekomak (the acquired firm) if there was 
an alternative within the Group with a performance that was at least as good 
or when cost benefits could be achieved. In other cases, they leveraged the 
overlapping relationships to attain economies of scale and to increase the 
overall bargaining power. On the sales side, however, AtlasCopco did not 
make any significant changes because Ekomak was doing very well before 
the acquisition. Furthermore, the paper also discusses the important role of 
the integration manager in achieving the above-mentioned changes, with the 
fewest unintended consequences.  

The paper makes two major contributions. First, it contributes to the ex-
tant acquisition literature. Traditionally, acquisition research has been criti-
cized for its overemphasis on economic and financial explanations about the 
acquisition evaluation process, putting the emphasis on the strategic and 
cultural fit between the acquirer and the target (Jemison & Sitkin, 1986; 
Datta, 1991). This paper, however, shows that in evaluating a target firm, the 
target’s extended business network is considered to be one of the main de-
terminants in the decision-making process. Moreover, the paper puts forward 
the notion of network as the governance mechanism, whereby it points out 
the importance of the compatibility of routines and processes through which 
activities are directed within the networks of the acquirer and the target firm. 
While a substantive body of research has focused on the role of national and 
organizational culture in mergers and acquisitions (Datta, 1991; Vermeulen 
& Barkema, 2001; Björkman, Stahl, & Vaara, 2007; Stahl & Voigt, 2008), 
the findings show that the national culture as a proxy for synergy realization 
is insufficient to grasp the heterogeneity inherent in the emerging markets. 
As the study illustrated, within the same national culture, there might be 
several business networks with quite different governance attributes. These 
different attributes, if not compatible, directly affect the ability of the firms 
to interact with the other members of the network, and, consequently, could 
undermine the ability of an acquirer to tap into the repository of resources 
embedded in the network. In particular, it is argued that in conceptualizing 
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the notion of fit, it is necessary to examine the simultaneous effect of the 
network aspects, moderated by firm-strategic orientation.  

Second, the study contributes to the research on business networks by 
providing a deeper understanding of the role of firm embeddedness in the 
larger socio-economic context. Acquisitions have been considered to be one 
of the main causes of radical changes in a firm’s network of ties, and there-
fore they clearly fall into the area of interest of network studies (Havila & 
Salmi, 2000; Öberg, 2008; 2014). Although the social, cultural and political 
aspects of interaction partners have been recognized in the business and in-
dustrial network settings, it is the technological aspect that has been most 
systematically studied, while the socio-political one has tended to remain 
unexplored (Håkansson & Waluszewski, 2013). Network researchers already 
emphasize that sociocultural distance can be modified by the atmosphere of 
a relationship. In a highly stable or placid market, this may be the case, how-
ever, a network view of the acquisition of Ekomak in Turkey illustrates that 
under the pervasive instability, complexity and heterogeneity, other factors 
also came into play. In addition to the firms’ “network context”, if one is to 
understand the firm’s behavior in the pre-acquisition evaluation process, the 
interplay of the network of relationships with other features of the market, 
such as those social, cultural, political and religious aspects that are non-
economic in content, but have direct effects on the economic actions, should 
be taken into account. 

Paper III 

How does uncertainty impact opportunity development in international 
markets?  

The paper emphasizes the notions of purposeful actor, opportunity seeking 
behavior, and conflict in relationships. Focusing on the internationalization 
driven by the firms’ seeking out new opportunities, the study questions: a) 
why some opportunities face obstacles or fail despite appropriate motivation; 
b) how these firms achieve quick internationalization in cases like mergers 
and acquisitions (Ghauri et al. 2013). Unlike rapid internationalization which 
stands for the speed in internationalization, quick internationalization entails 
entrance into a new foreign market with fast extensive resource commitment 
(i.e. acquisition). This reveals an imbalance and gap between available 
knowledge and commitment. 

Constructed on behaviour theory, the distinctive feature of the interna-
tionalization process resides in the view that uncertainty is managed by in-
creasing knowledge gained by experience and network relationships (Johan-
son & Vahlne 2009). Hadjikhani et al. (2014) assert that in the international 
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activities of the firms, an imbalance between knowledge and commitment 
always exists. Thus opportunities entail different types of uncertainty; these 
surface and are inevitably experienced by the actors as the process of dis-
covery and exploitation unfolds (Kirzner 1973; 1997). While perceiving that 
a discovery is connected to experiential knowledge (Johanson & Vahlne 
2006) and is about recognition of gaps expounded by motives (Jain et al. 
2013; Chen & Tan 2012), the process of discovery exploitation holds com-
mitments with insufficient knowledge. As such, this study is based on the 
presumption that, particularly in terms of quick internationalization, a firm’s 
behavior not only brings about known uncertainty which the firm has to cope 
with, but also it introduces a certain amount of unknown uncertainty that 
imposes complications for the firms’ opportunities to develop. That is to say, 
while some uncertainties in commitments are known and can be managed by 
available knowledge; others are unknown and have unintended consequenc-
es. 

The view discussed above is employed for the analysis of a longitudinal 
case study of the acquisition of the Swedish firm, Vargön Alloys, by the 
Turkish corporation Yildirim Group, covering the search for an opportunity 
in 2008, and its exploitation between 2008 and 2013. The study reveals that 
the process of the opportunity development in the period 2008-2013 did not 
proceed as planned following the acquisition. The short-term commitments 
made to customers and suppliers after the acquisition involved Vargön Al-
loys losing some of its earlier relationships and becoming unable to attain a 
certain volume of production and its habitual high quality. These factors 
created a more severe problem because Vargön Alloys is in the process in-
dustry and it is vital to keep production to a certain volume and quality. 
Ceasing certain commitments to earlier, strongly established relationships 
and committing to a large number of new weak relationships affected the 
business. Furthermore, as the company shifted its focus towards the niche 
products, it was forced to change the production arrangements. Moreover, a 
misfit in the internal organizational structure of the Vargön Alloys and Yild-
irim firms gave rise to communication problems, which, when added up to 
the above-mentioned dilemmas intensified the conflict. Eventually, the situa-
tion resulted in the termination of the relationships between Vargön Alloys 
and all its major customers in 2009.  

It is illustrated through several illuminating events that Yildirim Group’s 
acquisition was mainly based on general knowledge. The behavior opposed 
the stepwise incremental increase in knowledge and commitment advocated 
by the IP-model (Johanson & Vahlne 1977; 1990) or specific knowledge 
gained from the network relationships (Axelsson & Johanson 1992; 
Håkansson et al. 2000). It concludes that specific knowledge about how 
Vargön Alloys used to manage its relationship with customers and the spe-
cific knowledge required for the production technology and market in a pro-



 77

cess industry (ferrochrome production) were unknown when the acquisition 
took place in 2008. Such knowledge might have been valuable.  

The paper argues that the more heterogeneous the networks in which the 
firms are embedded, the greater the misfit between them, and therefore the 
more specific knowledge that will be required for the successful optimiza-
tion of opportunities (Welch & Welch, 1996). The firm’s deficiency of spe-
cific knowledge is inherent in the commitments, which themselves are asso-
ciated with uncertainties of which the parties were not aware at the time of 
the acquisition. The result of such ‘unknown’ uncertainties is unowned and 
uncontrolled, with inevitable unintended consequences. This is exhibited by 
unpredicted behaviour such as misjudgment of network actors’ behaviour, 
technological and market shock (Chakrabarti et al. 2011), crisis in the rela-
tionship (Bengtson et al. 2013), market crisis (Yeung 2009; Figueira-de-
Lemos & Hadjikhani 2014), and even sometimes by the uninformed behav-
iour of the parties (Forsgren & Hagström 2007). The concept, thus, exposes 
the difference between the knowledge needed for opportunity development 
and the knowledge available. The paper therefore contributes to our under-
standing of the actors’ behaviour and its consequences in the internationali-
zation process by highlighting the role of two types of uncertainty inherent 
in every business. It further stresses the impact of unknown uncertainties in 
cases like large-scale and quick commitment in foreign markets. Dividing 
the known from the unknown enables a deeper understanding of how and 
why firms behave in a specific way. 

Paper IV 

On the dialectics of interorganizational relationship development 

While paper III emphasizes the role of a purposeful actor in the process of 
change, this paper offers a dialectical perspective on relationship change, 
building on the notions of contradictions, revolutionary change and recon-
struction of the relationships. That relationships between buyers and sellers 
change over time seems hardly controversial. However, companies embed-
ded in the contemporary pluralistic international business landscape are 
faced with the need to change their business relationships to an unprecedent-
ed degree. On one hand, global production networks have integrated firms 
into interdependent structures that blur traditional geographical and organi-
zational boundaries (Dicken, 2015). On the other hand, companies with di-
verse socio-cultural and economic backgrounds with asymmetric positions in 
the corresponding networks are brought together (Ghemawat, 2007; Zander, 
2011; Madhok & Keyhani, 2012). Zander (2011, p. 279) pictures the new 
trend towards modernizing and re-globalizing as resulting in “what is ironi-
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cally both a more integrated and an increasingly multipolar world.” As a 
result, the relative stability of the business relationships are constantly per-
turbed, and are subject to contradictory demands imposed by the actors in-
volved. Business relationships are now dynamic to an unprecedented degree, 
and we know little about these processes. The purpose of this paper, there-
fore, is to contribute to the understanding of the underlying forces that bring 
about changes in interorganizational relationships, and to describe the pro-
cess through which actors with divergent demands affect the dynamics of 
such relationships. 

The setting is a single in-depth case study which is carried out as a longi-
tudinal investigation of the acquisition of Vargön Alloys by Yildirim Group 
and its effects on Vargön Alloy´s customer relationships. We followed the 
changes in the relationship between the Swedish company and its major 
customer spurred by the acquisition of the company. We observed several 
changes in the interorganizational relationship in this case, but when review-
ing the extant literature, no satisfactory explanation of these change process-
es could be found. Therefore, we undertook a problematization approach to 
literature (Alvesson & Sandberg, 2011). That is to say, while going through 
the literature and analyzing our data, we were sensitive to the underlying 
processual assumptions of those studies. We found that, despite the exten-
sive number of theoretical and empirical studies on relationship changes, the 
over-emphasis of the literature on evolutionary, life-cycle and teleological 
processes (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995) has left little room for incorporating 
the contradictory nature of interorganizational relationships into the analysis. 
This is an important problem, when trying to theorize the plurality inherent 
in today’s business world. We, thus, chose to pursue our investigation ab-
ductively, as an iterative swing between process theories and evidence (Du-
bois & Gadde, 2002). As a result we suggest that a dialectical process theory 
best explains the phenomenon at hand. 

The dialectical view is chosen particularly because we found the evidence 
of constant tensions between the two sides of the relationship. The relation-
ship in this sense is understood as an ongoing dialectical tension of its main 
defining features ‒ temporality, interdependence, and formalization. These 
tensions were found to be the main driving forces of the change that eventu-
ally led to fundamental changes in the relationship. Thus, in investigating the 
process of change, we attend to the contradictory nature of the interorganiza-
tional relationship ‒ the recursive interplay between the actors and the rela-
tionship; relationships are as much grounded in actions as they are in struc-
ture (Parsons, 1951; Nohria, 1992). The most generic contradiction is that 
between the ongoing process of relationship construction and the reification 
of the relationship as structure of resources and established arrangements 
(Zeitz, 1980; Håkansson & Snehota, 1995). 

The study undertakes the analysis in four stages, moving from raw data 
toward identification of relationship development and understanding of how 
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change unfolds over time. The paper applies a temporal bracketing approach 
to structure the data. In longitudinal process studies, the central sample size 
consideration is the number of temporal events obtained in a change process 
(Van de Ven, 2007). In doing so, the focus has been on the explicit indica-
tions of change in the relationship. Critical events in the Vargön Alloys-
Sandvik relationship development process are defined as major or radical 
changes in the contract. For example, a modification/change in the volume 
or price of a long-term contract when it was replaced by another long-term 
contract was not considered as a critical event. As such four main episodes 
of change in the contract are identified: (1) stable relationships, long term 
contracts, (2) a new Vargön Alloys, changes in contracts, (3) no business for 
two years, termination of contracts, and (4) reviving relationships, a new 
contract. The objectivity of formal contracts and the consensus of both com-
panies about the changes, indicated by period of “no relationship”, signing a 
“long-term contract”, or “termination” of the contract, increased the reliabil-
ity of the event coding (Van de Ven, 2007).  

The study goes beyond a surface description, to penetrate the logic behind 
observed temporal progressions. The findings illustrate that while the chang-
es were driven by the actions of individual firms, they are better understood 
as the outcomes of a dialectical interplay between actions and reactions. The 
findings suggest that tensions that arise as the result of inherent duality of 
interorganizational relationships are crucial to understanding their change. 
We, specifically, demonstrate how bringing these tensions to the foreground 
of analysis can develop the understanding of the defining characteristics of 
interorganizational relationships: the long-lasting exchange of idiosyncratic 
knowledge and resources (temporality), the interdependence between coun-
terparts, and the degree of formalization. We also demonstrate the role of 
actors’ exchange attitude as the main driver of actors’ behaviors towards 
their business counterparts. Exchange attitude is defined as a process-
oriented account through which actors create, maintain, dissolve and recon-
struct their relationships. However, an actor’s exchange attitude can only be 
understood and analyzed in relation to its counterparts’ expectations‒a be-
havioral manifestation of the structural aspect of the relationship that re-
strains agents to act in a way that is in their own interest as well as in that of 
their counterparts. Our findings show how the tensions between actors’ ex-
change attitude and their counterparts’ behavior shapes their behavior and 
the subsequent changes in the relationship.  

Moreover, we found that actors’ exchange attitudes and expectations 
changed over time. These shifts were illustrated both on the Vargön Alloys 
side and on the Sandvik side for instance, through metaphors such as mar-
riage, cheating and resolving interpersonal conflicts. Moreover, in 2012 and 
2013, more formally, Yildirim mentioned the renewal of the contract with 
Sandvik, among other major customers as an improvement of the business in 
the annual reports. These changes were corresponding to the new relational 
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arrangements between the two firms. In the case of Vargön Alloy’s and 
Sandvik’s relationship reconstruction, the fundamental changes in the con-
tent and quality were observable in several aspects of the relationship. 

Although the case presented here has unique features, the paper suggests 
that the revealed patterns may also depict other interorganizational relation-
ship development cases, especially those that have gone through radical 
changes and/or those that are embedded in a plural context. The study re-
vealed a process of unintended consequences and the construction of a novel 
synthesis. Contradictions embedded in interaction and conflict processes led 
to possible shifts in both organizational and interorganizational arrange-
ments, which could not be explained by the cumulative teleological explana-
tions. However, the new arrangements eventually sow their own seeds of 
decay and lead to another shift. The multilevel analysis also revealed that the 
changes are dependent on a specific configuration of the context in a given 
time. Furthermore, the study highlights the role of individuals and demon-
strates that at times they take on the role of “middle-men” trying to over-
come the opposing strategic perspectives.  

An important managerial implication concerns the development of an 
ability to “noticing the poles of tension.” This ability can be the first step in 
developing skills to overcome the effects that might be perceived as negative 
from their company´s point of view. An even more important implication, 
however, is how the visibility of the poles make obvious the interconnec-
tions that lead to embracing the ‘both–and’ of the poles rather than to mak-
ing an ‘either–or’ choice between them (Putnam, 2015). Furthermore, the 
study treats acquisition as an impulse for change, rather than analyzing the 
acquisition process itself. However, some of the results may also have valu-
able implications for future studies on acquisitions. The paper echoes Lander 
and Kooning (2013) who note the key role of leaders in starting the (merger) 
process – the manner in which this process takes place has a direct impact on 
the success of integration. In our case, we could indeed find quite dramatic 
customer reactions to a new post-acquisition entity, up to the point of ending 
the business relationships, with a subsequent slow and uncertain recovery 
period.  
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Concluding Discussion 

This thesis departs from the notion that interorganizational exchange rela-
tionships are more complex and unstable than they used to be owing to the 
increasingly interconnected yet diverse world. Inasmuch as a relationship 
can be engaged in multiple, and often contradictory, processes as organiza-
tions seek multiple goals, I have aimed to generate a theoretical explanation 
of the changes in the relationships, as they unfold over time. The purpose of 
this thesis, therefore, has been to understand the nature and process of inter-
organizational relationship change under such complexities. This general 
aim guided my investigations in four different papers, each considering dif-
ferent aspects, and making respective contributions. Nonetheless, in this 
summary I have mapped the contributions of the individual papers within an 
overarching framework. In these final paragraphs I wish to elaborate on the 
implication of this view on relationships and on the process of relationship 
change. 

The business network approach provides the foundations of the thesis to 
hand. The main thrust of a business network approach is to deflect the analy-
sis of market exchange from neo-classic economic argumentation to show 
instead that in industrial markets exchanges arise in the form of the coordi-
nation mechanisms within a system comprised of the activities and resources 
of the actors (see Snehota, 1990). This view is also shared in this thesis, 
however, the business network approach has emerged from an empirical 
notion of stability of industrial market structures. As such, the studies have 
mainly proceeded with the emphasis on the evolutionary and increamental 
aspects of relationship change. Relational tensions, which I argue here are 
the key to understanding interfirm relationships and actors’ behavior under 
plurality and complexities, linger in the background. In order to understand 
and explain change, the thesis considers relationships from the point of view 
of the contradictions in existence, arguing that relationships are amenable to 
duality and that such a viewpoint reveals relational tensions to be a central, 
not peripheral, feature of interorganizational relationship dynamics and 
change. 

The findings of this thesis indicate that placing the emphasis on the con-
tradictory nature of relationships contributes to our understanding of the 
change in interorganizational relationships in a number of ways: (1) change 
stems from the interplay between opposing tendencies that are continuously 
produced and reproduced by the actors as a result of multiple routines, con-
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flicting demands, and incompatible resource structures stretching among and 
within relationships; (2) under certain circumstances, the stability of the 
existing configurations of resources and activities and consequently the 
power balance might be disturbed (and the possibility of change arises). 
Such occasions set off a re-evaluation of the existing relationships. The actor 
whose divergent demands are not sufficiently well met within the arrange-
ments as they stand might act as an agent of change in an attempt to change 
the established order; (3) depending on the position of the actor at a particu-
lar time and space, the actor might engage in a conflictual situation, oppos-
ing the dominant order. In this manner, relational crisis is the systematic 
outcome of relational contradictions. Thus all established relationships sow 
their own seeds of decay, giving rise to another period of change; and (4) the 
reconstruction of an alternative, however, depends on the ability of the actor 
to mobilize the available resources. The new alternative arrangements, what-
ever they might be, have elements of both the established and the previous 
ones. In this sense, opposing features not only define the limits of existing 
relationships, but also contribute to the reconstruction of alternatives by pre-
senting the various possibilities, frameworks and logics. In the remainder of 
this section I elaborate on these aspects. 

The perspective proposed directs attention towards the contradictions, 
these “contradictions” being continuously produced as a result of diversities 
and inconsistencies in multilevel interaction processes, providing relation-
ships with a constant source of tensions, and conflicts. In its essence, the 
dialectical perspective, which we adopt, is about the balance of power be-
tween opposing forces. As such, this perspective reminds us that the existing 
relational arrangements are the dominant ones. Companies in the network 
compete for domination and control to ensure that their own objectives are 
achieved (Gadde et al., 2003). While each firm is gaining control of at least 
one part of its “environment”, it also relinquishes some of its internal control 
(Anderson, Håkansson, & Johanson, 1994). The dialectical perspective re-
minds us that the existing relational arrangement is likely to be reconstructed 
and maintained by the dominant intentions and the aims that are shared 
throughout the network. This suggests that the likelihood that business actors 
get engaged in incremental and gradual change is higher than the fundamen-
tal and radical relational change (Zeitz, 1980). As such, actors realize rela-
tional gains as they gradually deal with the tensions through joint-problem 
solving and adaptive behavior. In this vein, contradictions set limits on the 
possibility of change (Håkasson & Snehota, 1995; Abrahamsen et al., 2012).  

While the development of relationships is the outcome of ongoing con-
struction of relational arrangements through interaction processes, the rela-
tionships carry within them the seed of change and decay of the very same 
arrangements. For example, by seeking ideal and sustainable outcomes, ac-
tors only further raise the tensions within complex relational interdependen-
cies as this behaviour tends to reinforce stability, whereas placing the stress 
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on change and innovation enables success in the future (Powell, Koput, & 
Smith-Doerr, 1996; Smith & Lewis, 2011). As mentioned, a relationship is 
both process and structure at the same time. Relationship change from this 
perspective is, thus, the outcome of the interplay of contradictory forces 
within a relationship. As Ford & Ford (1994, p. 763) put it: 

Dialectical change [within a relationship], then, is self-movement stemming 
from the ‘struggle’ between opposing tendencies that start small and gradual-
ly build up until they can no longer be maintained in the existing unity and a 
new unity–the synthesis–is created.  

This is not to say that contextual factors do not contribute to the gradual 
construction of contradictory tensions, but rather it means that external fac-
tors do not themselves cause the change in a relationship (Ford & Ford, 
1994). Thus, the “contradiction” inherent to the relationship in its united 
form is intensified, and tensions could surface, triggered by external factors. 
Although forces outside a relationship, such as changes in the endogenous or 
exogenous factors, may appear to cause the change (e.g., the change of a key 
individual in a firm, an acquisition, or a crisis at the industry level), the 
source of change is the tension generated by the interplay of antagonistic 
oppositions, between purposeful action and resistance of structure, and be-
tween stability and change (Benson, 1977; Ford & Ford, 1994; Van de Ven 
& Poole, 1995). The findings suggest that under certain circumstances, ow-
ing to changes in factors endogenous or exogenous to a relationship, the 
ongoing stability and the configuration of resources are interrupted. This 
interruption makes the actors aware of the limitations of the existing ar-
rangements and instigates a re-evaluation of the arrangements, i.e. mundane 
routines and resources that are structured.  

The findings have revealed that the actor whose demands are not met 
within the existing relationships could turn into a purposeful agent of 
change. As far as the tension is concerned, neither dialectical nor teleological 
perspectives, alone can explain the change. Even though an actor’s desires 
are not met within the existing relationships, revolutionary change might 
occur only when these opposing demands and interests gain sufficient power 
to confront and engage the status quo. This confrontation has manifested 
itself in the form of relational crises. Nevertheless, the direction of the 
change depends on the ability of the actor pursuing change to mobilize the 
available resources to exceed the established limits of the relationship and 
construct a viable alternative. The likelihood of reaching an alternative ar-
rangement depends on the positional power of the (embedded) change agent 
to select from the available alternatives, mobilize resources and adapt them 
to achieve the mutual consensus required to reconstruct the relationship. 
Thus, this thesis contributes to the existing literature by illustrating that 
while no arrangements are created de novo, the relational crisis arising from 
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relational contradictions could potentially provide actors with a multiplicity 
of alternative logics. As such, merging contradictory arrangements may pro-
vide actors with new means (power) and ends (goals), leading to a different 
combination of resources, activities and actors with which to create new 
options. Although these arrangements might resonate sufficiently with what 
the actors are familiar with, they could fundamentally shift the composition 
of the relational arrangements. 

In addition to the abovementioned contributions, this thesis also proposes a 
paradoxical view of the relationship as an additional means of contributing 
to the understanding and management of change, particularly at the manage-
rial level. The findings illustrate that, when faced with opposing and contra-
dictory demands, actors tend to act defensively. On such occasions, an ac-
tor’s future is beholden to its past. In this way, actors are resistant to change. 
Consequently, this resistance can interrupt their sustained performance be-
cause of unintended consequences in the form of severe conflicts or the ter-
mination of relationships. This study therefore puts forward more complex 
strategies for management to engage and cope with tensions, rather than 
abandon them. Tension does not follow an orderly path; it has a nasty habit 
of surfacing in multiple and unpredictable directions. In line with the find-
ings of paradox studies (Lewis, 2000; Lewis, Andriopoulos, & Smith, 2014), 
I argue that managing relationships when the context contains conflicting 
forces is rooted in paradoxical thinking—complex frame of mind and mana-
gerial capabilities that enable actors to attend to and balance unaligned goals 
across levels. As it was discussed in the cases of Atlas Copco and Vargön 
Alloys, actors who have the ability to engage in “both/and” thinking, can 
proactively explore tensions and tap into the potential synergistic power of 
contradictory goals within relationships. However, this aspect of the rela-
tionships, namely actors’ perceptions and mindsets, is little studied in the 
general business network literature (Corsaro & Snehota, 2012; Medlin & 
Törnroos, 2015). With this new perspective, the question becomes how the 
“relationship management capability”, i.e. a firm's competence at handling 
individual exchange relationships (Möller & Halinen, 1999, p. 419), should 
be revisited.  

In conclusion, if rising plurality and diversity increasingly impose contradic-
tory demands on actors involved in a relationship, then I claim that relational 
contradictions belong at the forefront of interorganizational relationship 
studies. Globalization will continue to infuse alternative intellectual and 
philosophical heritages into our predominantly western (inter)organizational 
theorizing (Lewis & Smith, 2014, p. 15). This plurality suggests increasing 
tensions between different, even contradictory, mind-sets, demands and be-
haviors. While there are no simple solutions to the problem of managing 
relational tensions in business networks, the ideas explored here on interor-
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ganizational relationship change enables new and insightful theoretical and 
managerial insights by offering alternative assumptions to avoid polariza-
tion. The world is becoming more pluralistic and so is exchange; as students 
of business networks, we need to keep pace. 

Limitations and Future Research 
Over the course of conducting this study, I encountered a number of oppor-
tunities and challenges that I found potentially interesting for a future re-
search agenda. What follows suggests the contours of issues that, as yet, 
remain relatively unexplored.  

In this thesis, I presented a perspective of relationship change in which 
the tension is of primary concern. The approach provides a basis for further 
investigation of the contradictory nature of relationships by presenting the 
main assumptions and identifying the underlying mechanisms of change. In 
short, it is argued that, given the complexity and plurality of the context, the 
tensions should be brought to the fore in considerations of the interorganiza-
tional relationships and network studies. As such, further studies are needed 
to systematically identify the fundamental relational tensions and unify the 
research that has been done in the area of relational tensions, contradictions, 
and paradoxes. Such ground could provide guidance for network scholars to 
actively search for the relational tensions and ask several questions such as: 
What tensions are embedded in the interorganizational relationships and how 
and why might they (not) be experienced by the actors involved? Other con-
siderations are how different inconsistencies and contradictions are con-
structed at the different levels (firm, relationship, and network) and how they 
shape one another. Thus we arrive at another fundamental and insightful 
research agenda: process theories. 

I attempted to problematize the underlying processual assumptions of the 
extant studies on the relationship dynamics. The thesis offers a novel per-
spective on the process of change by incorporating two less recognized pro-
cess theories namely dialectic and teleology (Halinen, 1998; Bizzi & Lang-
ley, 2012). In so doing, the insights have also opened up an array of oppor-
tunities for future research. Process theories (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995) 
provide a metatheoretical perspective that can provide the business network 
research with novel directions. Observed change and development processes 
in relationships and networks are more complex than any one of the process 
theories can capture alone. In some cases, there are different process mecha-
nisms or “motors”, the term used by Ven de Ven & Poole (1995), nested in 
different levels of analysis. For example in this thesis I incorporated the tele-
ological process, which pertains to the actions of individual business actors, 
while a dialectical motor was nested at the relationship and network levels. 
In a similar manner, further research can investigate the nested motors at 
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different levels of analysis (firm, relationship, networks). Moreover, another 
aspect of processes of change that is emphasized in this thesis is that of tim-
ing. The findings indicate that when an interruption occurs in the context, a 
dialectical motor is activated and often goes against the teleological motor, 
which in turn causes misalignment between action and structure. Future re-
search could focus on the interplay between different motors of change to 
further investigate how and under what contextual conditions certain mo-
tor(s) could explain the relationship dynamics more effectively.  

Another important finding concerns the role of agency and individuals 
that have proven to be crucial in mediating the change process (e.g. integra-
tion managers after acquisitions). Then questions such as how individuals, 
particularly managers, apply a paradoxical mindset in practice, and how, if at 
all, actors’ frames of reference/mindset could change with the aim of engag-
ing diverse demands across relationships and the network simultaneously, 
should be considered. This view could help to analyze how the managers’ 
activities in and in relation to relationships contribute to the relationship 
development and the dynamics.  

Finally, there are a number of methodological issues surrounding process 
research that need further consideration. Our understanding of business net-
work dynamics would benefit from placing a greater emphasis on studies of 
a longitudinal character in real time, which is a method that has been particu-
larly designed to grasp the process nature of relationships (see Van de Ven, 
2007 for more discussion about the process research design). To avoid a 
common propensity for empirical studies to simply reproduce empirical de-
scriptions without necessarily adding important new theoretical insight, such 
studies could benefit greatly from event-based research design. For instance, 
an empirical focus on project-based organizations or acquisitions as critical 
events, with a specific starting point, could sharpen the potential for develop-
ing theoretical insights. Such settings are particularly fruitful for applying 
process theories because, as discussed above, a critical event may help to 
observe certain processes as they become activated, but might be difficult for 
researchers to observe.  
 



 87

References 

Abbott, A. (2004). Methods of Discovery: Heuristics for the Social Sciences. New 
York: W. W. Norton. 

Abrahamsen, M. H., Henneberg, S. C., & Naudé, P. (2012). Using actors' percep-
tions of network roles and positions to understand network dynamics. Industrial 
Marketing Management, 41(2), 259-269. 

Ahonen, P., Tienari, J., & Vaara, E. (2011). There is no alternative–or is there? A 
critical case study approach for international business research. In R. Marschan-
Piekkari, & C. Welch (Eds.), Rethinking the Case Study in International Busi-
ness Research (pp. 85-106). Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Alimadadi, S., & Pahlberg, C. (2014). A network view of MNC embeddedness in a 
politically uncertain market: the case of Turkey. Business and Politics, 16(2), 
339-372. 

Alvesson, M., & Kärreman, D. (2007). Constructing mystery: Empirical matters in 
theory development. Academy of Management Review, 32(4), 1265-1281. 

Alvesson, M., Bridgman, T., & Willmott, H. (Eds.). (2009). The Oxford handbook of 
critical management studies. Oxford University Press. 

Anderson, H., Havila, V., Andersen, P., & Halinen, A. (1998). Position and role-
conceptualizing dynamics in business networks. Scandinavian Journal of Man-
agement, 14(3), 167-186. 

Anderson, J. C., Håkansson, H., & Johanson, J. (1994). Dyadic business relation-
ships within a business network context. The Journal of Marketing, 58(4), 1-15. 

Andersson, U., Johanson, J., & Vahlne, J.-E. (1997). Organic acquisitions in the 
internationalization process of the business firm. Management International Re-
view, 67-84. 

Axelsson, B. & Johanson, J. (1992). Foreign market entry – the textbook vs. the 
network view. In: Axelsson, B. & Easton, G. (eds.), Industrial networks. A new 
view of reality. London: Routledge, 218-234.  

Baraldi, E., Gressetvold, E., & Harrison, D. (2012). Resource interaction in inter-
organizational networks: Foundations, comparison, and a research agenda. 
Journal of Business Research, 65(2), 266-276. 

Bechara, J. P., & Van de Ven, A. H. (2007). Philosophy of science underlying en-
gaged scholarship. In A. Van de Ven, Engaged scholarship: a guide for organi-
zational and social research. Oxford University Press. 

Bengtson, A., Ljung, A., & Hadjikhani, A. (2013). Managing stability and crises in 
business relationships: The case of Ericsson in an emerging market. European 
Business Review, 25(6), 518-535. 

Benson, K. J. (1977). Organizations: A dialectical view. Administrative science 
quarterly, 22(1), 1-21. 

Bhaskar, R. (1978). A realist theory of science. Hemel, Hempstead: Harvester Press. 
Birkinshaw, J., Crilly, D., Bouquet, C., & Lee, S. (2015). How do firms manage 

strategic dualities? A process perspective. Academy of Management Discover-
ies, amd-2014 



 88 

Bizzi, L., & Langley, A. (2012). Studying processes in and around networks. Indus-
trial Marketing Management, 41(2), 224-234. 

Björkman, I., Stahl, G. K., & Vaara, E. (2007). Cultural differences and capability 
transfer in cross-border acquisitions: The mediating roles of capability comple-
mentarity, absorptive capacity, and social integration. Journal of International 
Business Studies, 38(4), 658-672. 

Blaikie, N. (2007). Approaches to social enquiry: Advancing knowledge. Polity. 
Bochner, A. P. (2000). Criteria against ourselves. Qualitative inquiry, 6(2), 266-272. 
Bouchikhi, H. (1998). Living with and building on complexity: A constructivist 

perspective on organizations. Organization, 5(2), 217-232. 
Byrne, D., & Ragin, C. C. (2009). The Sage handbook of case-based methods. Lon-

don: SAGE Publications. 
Böhm, S., & De Cock, C. (2005). Everything you wanted to know about organiza-

tion theory... but were afraid to ask Slavoj Žižek. The Sociological Review, 
53(1), 279-291. 

Cameron, K. S., & Quinn, R. E. (1988). Organizational paradox and transformation. 
In K. S. Cameron, & R. E. Quinn (Eds.), Paradox and transformation: Toward 
a theory of change in organization and management (pp. 12-18). Cambridge, 
MA: Ballinger. 

Chakrabarti, A., Vidal, E. & Mitchell, W. (2011). Business transformation in heter-
ogeneous environments: The impact of market development and firm strength 
on retrenchment and growth reconfiguration. Global Strategy Journal, 1(1‐2), 6-
26. 

Chen, C. P. (1998). Does entrepreneurial self-efficacy distinguish entrepreneurs 
from managers? Journal of Business Venturing, 13(4), 295-316.  

Chou, H.-H., & Zolkiewski, J. (2012). Decoding network dynamics. Industrial Mar-
keting Management, 41(2), 247-258. 

Clemens, E. S., & Cook, J. M. (1999). Politics and institutionalism: Explaining du-
rability and change. Annual review of sociology, 25, 441-466. 

Cook, K. S., & Emerson, R. M. (1978). Power, equity and commitment in exchange 
networks. American sociological review, 43(5), 721-739. 

Corsaro, D., & Snehota, I. (2012). Perceptions of change in business relationships 
and networks. Industrial Marketing Management, 41(2), 270-286. 

Cule, P. E., & Robey, D. (2004). A dual-motor, constructive process model of or-
ganizational transition. Organization Studies, 25(2), 229-260. 

Danermark, B. (2002). Explaining society: Critical realism in the social sciences. 
Psychology Press. 

Danermark, B., Ekström, M., Jakobsen, L., & Karlsson, J. (2002). Explaining socie-
ty: Critical realism in the social sciences. London: Routledge. 

Danermark, B., Ekström, M., Jakobsen, L., & Karlsson, J. C. (1997 ). Generaliza-
tion, scientific inference and models for an explanatory social science. In Ex-
plaining Society: An introduction to critical realism in the social sciences (pp. 
73-114). London: Routledge . 

Datta, D. K. (1991). Organizational fit and acquisition performance: effects of post‐
acquisition integration. Strategic management journal, 12(4), 281-297. 

Deligonul, S., Elg, U., Cavusgil, E. & Ghauri, P. (2013). Developing Strategic Sup-
plier Networks: An Institutional Perspective. Journal of Business Re-
search, 66(4), 506-515.  

Denis, J.-L., Langley, A., & Rouleau, L. (2007). Strategizing in pluralistic contexts: 
Rethinking theoretical frames. Human Relations, 60(1), 179-215. 

Dicken, P. (2015). Global shift: Mapping the changing contours of the world econ-
omy. Guilford Publications. 



 89

DiMaggio, P. (1992). Nadel’s paradox revisited: Relational and cultural aspects of 
organizational structure. In N. Nohria, & R. G. Eccles (Eds.), Networks and or-
ganizations: Structure, form, and action (pp. 118-142). Boston, Massachusetts: 
Harvard Business School Press. 

DiMaggio, P. (2001). Introduction: Making sense of the contemporary firm and 
prefiguring its future. In TheTwenty-First-Century Firm. Changing Economic 
Organization in International Perspective (pp. 3-30). 

Dubois, A., & Gadde, L.-E. (2002). Systematic combining: an abductive approach to 
case research. Journal of business research, 55(7), 553-560. 

Dubois, A., & Gibbert, M. (2010). From complexity to transparency: managing the 
interplay between theory, method and empirical phenomena in IMM case stud-
ies. Industrial Marketing Management, 39(1), 129-136. 

Dwyer, F. R., Schurr, P. H., & Oh, S. (1987). Developing buyer-seller relationships. 
The Journal of marketing, 51(2), 11-27. 

Dyer, J. H., & Singh, H. (1998). The relational view: Cooperative strategy and 
sources of interorganizational competitive advantage. Academy of management 
review, 23(4), 660-679. 

Easton, G. (1992). Industrial Networks: a Review. In G. Easton, & B. Axelsson 
(Eds.), Industrial Networks. A New View of Reality (pp. 3-27). Routledge. 

Easton, G. (1995). Case research as a methodology for industrial networks: a realist 
apologia. IMP Conference (11th), 11, 1995. 

Easton, G. (2002). Marketing: a critical realist approach. Journal of business re-
search, 55(2), 103-109. 

Easton, G. (2010a). Critical realism in case study research. Industrial Marketing 
Management, 39(1), 118-128. 

Easton, G. (2010b). One case study is enough. Working paper, Marketing Depart-
ment, Lancaster University Management School. 

Easton, G., & Araujo, L. (1994). Discontinuity in networks: initiators, issues and 
initiatives. Actes de la 10 conference IMP. Groningen: Pays-Bas. 

Edmondson, A. C., & Smith, D. M. (2006). Too hot to handle? How to manage 
relationship conflict. California Management Review, 49(1), 6-31. 

Edwards, P. K., O'Mahoney, J., & Vincent, S. (Eds.). (2014). Studying Organiza-
tions Using Critical Realism: A Practical Guide (Vol. 17). Oxford University 
Press. 

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Building theories from case study research. Academy of 
management review, 14(4), 532-550. 

Ellegaard, C., & Andersen, P. H. (2015). The process of resolving severe conflict in 
buyer–supplier relationships. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 31(4), 457-
470. 

Emerson, R. M. (1962). Power-dependence relations. American sociological review, 
27(1), 31-41. 

Emirbayer, M., & Mische, A. (1998). What is agency? American journal of sociolo-
gy, 103(4), 962-1023. 

Figueira-de-Lemos, F. & Hadjikhani, A. (2014). Internationalization processes in 
stable and unstable market conditions: Towards a model of commitment deci-
sions in dynamic environments. Journal of World Business, 49(3), 332-349. 

Finch, J., Zhang, S., & Geiger, S. (2013). Managing in conflict: How actors distrib-
ute conflict in an industrial network. Industrial Marketing Management, 42(7), 
1063–1073. 

Ford, D. (1980). The development of buyer-seller relationships in industrial markets. 
European journal of marketing, 14(5/6 ), 339-353. 



 90 

Ford, D., & Mouzas, S. (2010). Networking under uncertainty: Concepts and re-
search agenda. Industrial Marketing Management, 39(6), 956-962. 

Ford, J. D., & Backoff, R. W. (1988). Organizational change in and out of dualities 
and paradox. In R. E. Quinn, & K. S. Cameron, Paradox and transformation: 
Toward a theory of change in organization and management (pp. 81-121). 
Cambridge, MA: Ballinger. 

Ford, J. D., & Ford, L. W. (1994). Logics of identity, contradiction, and attraction in 
change. Academy of Management Review, 19(4), 756-785. 

Ford, D., Gadde, L.-E., Håkansson, H., Snehota, I., & Waluszewski, A. (2008). 
Analysing business interaction. 24th IMP Conference (pp. 1-37). Uppsala: IMP 
Group. 

Forsgren, M. & Hagström, P. (2007). Ignorant and impatient internationalization? 
The Uppsala model and internationalization patterns for internet-related firms. 
Critical Perspectives on International Business, 3(4), 291-305. 

Gadde, L.-E., & Mattsson, L.-G. (1987). Stability and change in network relation-
ships. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 4(1), 29-41. 

Gadde, L.-E., & Snehota, I. (2000). Making the most of supplier relationships. In-
dustrial Marketing Management, 29(4), 305-316. 

Gadde, L.-E., Huemer, L., & Håkansson, H. (2003). Strategizing in industrial net-
works. Industrial Marketing Management, 32(5), 357-364. 

Gersick, C. J. (1991). Revolutionary change theories: A multilevel exploration of the 
punctuated equilibrium paradigm. Academy of Management Review, 16(1), 10-
36. 

Ghauri, P. & Park, B. (2012). The Impact of Turbulent Events on Knowledge Ac-
quisition. Management International Review, 52(2), 293-315. 

Ghemawat, P., & Altman, S. A. (2014, Novermber 3). Making Sense of Globaliza-
tion. Retrieved 02 07, 2016, from strategy+ business: http://www.strategy-
business.com/article/00298?gko=185c6 

Giddens, A. (1984). The constitution of society: Outline of the theory of structu-
ration. Univ of California Press. 

Glynn, M. A., Barr, P. S., & Dacin, M. T. (2000). Pluralism and the problem of 
variety. Academy of Management Review, 25(4), 726-734. 

Granovetter, M. (1985). Economic action and social structure: the problem of em-
beddedness. American Journal of Sociology, 91(3), 481-510. 

Greiner, L. E. (1972). Evolution and revolution as organizations grow. Harvard 
Business Review, 50(4), 37-46. 

Gulati, R., Nohria, N., & Zaheer, A. (2000). Strategic Networks. Strategic Manage-
ment Journal, 21(3), 203–215. 

Hadjikhani, A., & Håkansson, H. (1996). Political actions in business networks a 
Swedish case. International journal of research in marketing, 13(5), 431-447. 

Hadjikhani, A., & LaPlaca, P. (2013). Development of B2B marketing theory. In-
dustrial Marketing Management, 42(3), 294-305. 

Hadjikhani, A., Hadjikhani, A. I. & Thilenius, P. (2014). The internationalization 
process model: A proposed view of firms´ regular incremental and irregular 
non-incremental behaviour. International Business Review, 23(1), 155-168.  

Halinen, A. (1998). Time and temporality in research design: A review of buyer-
seller relationship models. In P. Naudé, & P. W. Turnbull (Eds.), Network dy-
namics in international marketing (pp. 112-139). Pergamon Press. 

  



 91

Halinen, A., & Törnroos, J.-Å. (1995). The meaning of time in the study of industri-
al buyer-seller relationships. In K. K. Möller, & D. T. Wilson (Eds.), Business 
marketing: An interaction and network perspective (pp. 493-529). Springer Sci-
ence & Business Media. 

Halinen, A., & Tähtinen, J. (2002). A process theory of relationship ending. Interna-
tional Journal of Service Industry Management, 13(2), 163-180. 

Halinen, A., & Törnroos, J.-Å. (1998). The role of embeddedness in the evolution of 
business networks. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 14(3), 187-205. 

Halinen, A., & Törnroos, J.-Å. (2005). Using case methods in the study of contem-
porary business networks. Journal of Business Research, 58(9), 1285-1297. 

Halinen, A., Salmi, A., & Havila, V. (1999). From dyadic change to changing busi-
ness networks: an analytical framework. Journal of Management Studies, 36(6), 
779-794. 

Hammersley, M., & Atkinson, P. (1995). Ethnography. London: Routledge. 
Handy, C. (1995). The age of paradox. Boston, Massachusetts: Harvard Business 

School Press. 
Havila, V., & Salmi, A. (2000). Spread of change in business networks: an empirical 

study of mergers and acquisitions in the graphic industry. Journal of Strategic 
Marketing, 8(2), 105-119. 

Håkansson, H., & Johanson, J. (1993). The network as a governance structure: inter-
firm cooperation beyond markets and hierarchies. In G. G. (Ed.), The Embedded 
Firm: On the socioeconomics of industrial networks (pp. 35-51). London: 
Routledge. 

Håkansson, H., & Ford, D. (2002). How should companies interact in business net-
works? Journal of Business Research, 55(2), 133-139. 

Håkansson, H., & Prenkert, F. (2004). Exploring the exchange concept in marketing. 
In H. Håkansson, D. Harrison, & A. Waluszewski, Rethinking marketing 5 (pp. 
75-98). Wiley & Sons Ltd. 

Håkansson, H., & Snehota, I. (1995). Developing relationships in business networks. 
(I. Snehota, & H. Håkansson, Eds.) Routledge. 

Håkansson, H., & Snehota, I. (1998). The burden of relationships or who's next. In 
P. Naude, & P. W. Turnbull (Eds.), Network Dynamics in International Market-
ing (pp. 16-25). Oxford: Pergamon. 

Håkansson, H., & Snehota, I. (2002). 1.3 The IMP perspective: assets and liabilities 
of business relationships. In D. Ford (Ed.), Understanding business marketing 
and purchasing: an interaction approach (pp. 35-50). Thomson Learning. 

Håkansson, H., & Snehota, I. (2006). No business is an island: The network concept 
of business strategy. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 22(3), 256-270. 

Håkansson, H., & Waluszewski, A. (2002). Managing technological development: 
IKEA, the environment and technology. London: Routledge. 

Håkansson, H., & Waluszewski, A. (2013). A never ending story—Interaction pat-
terns and economic development. Industrial Marketing Management, 42(3), 
443-454. 

Håkansson, H., Havila, V. & Pedersen, A.-C. (2000). Learning in networks. Indus-
trial Marketing Management, 28(5), 443-452.  

Im, G., & Rai, A. (2008). Knowledge sharing ambidexterity in long-term interorgan-
izational relationships. Management Science, 54(7), 1281-1296. 

Jain, N. K., Hausknecht, D. R. & Mukherjee, D. (2013). Location determinants for 
emerging market firms. Management Decision, 51(2), 396-418. 

Jansson, H., Johanson, M., & Ramström, J. (2007). Institutions and business net-
works: A comparative analysis of the Chinese, Russian, and West European 
markets. Industrial Marketing Management, 36(7), 955-967. 



 92 

Jarzabkowski, P., Lê, J., & Van de Ven, A. H. (2013). Responding to competing 
strategic demands: How organizing, belonging, and performing paradoxes co-
evolve. Strategic Organization, 1– 36. 

Jemison, D. B., & Sitkin, S. B. (1986). Corporate acquisitions: A process perspec-
tive. Academy of Management Review, 11(1), 145-163. 

Johanson, J., & Mattsson, L.-G. (1985). Marketing investments and market invest-
ments in industrial networks. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 
2(3), 185-195. 

Johanson, J., & Mattsson, L.-G. (1987). Interorganizational relations in industrial 
systems: a network approach compared with the transaction-cost approach. In-
ternational Studies of Management & Organization, 17(1), 34-48. 

Johanson, J., & Mattsson, L.-G. (1994). The markets-as-networks tradition in Swe-
den. Springer Netherlands. 

Johanson, J. & Vahlne, J.-E. (1990). The mechanism of internationalization. Interna-
tional Marketing Review, 7(4), 11-24. 

Johanson, J. & Vahlne, J.-E. (2006). Commitment and opportunity development in 
the internationalization process: A note on the Uppsala internationalization pro-
cess model. Management International Review, 46(2), 165-178. 

Johanson, J., & Vahlne, J.-E. (2009). The Uppsala internationalization process mod-
el revisited: From liability of foreignness to liability of outsidership. Journal of 
international business studies, 40(9), 1411-1431. 

Johanson, J., & Vahlne, J.-E. (2011). Markets as networks: implications for strategy-
making. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 39(4), 484-491. 

Järvensivu, T., & Törnroos, J.-Å. (2010). Case study research with moderate con-
structionism: Conceptualization and practical illustration. Industrial Marketing 
Management, 39(1), 100-108. 

Kaplan, S., & Tripsas, M. (2008). Thinking about technology: Applying a cognitive 
lens to technical change. Research Policy, 37(5), 790-805. 

Kirzner, I. M. (1973). Competition and entrepreneurship. Chicago, IL: University of 
Chicago Press.  

Kirzner, I. M. (1997). Entrepreneurial discovery and the competitive market process: 
An Austrian approach. Journal of Economic Literature, 35(1), 60-85.  

Kraljic, P. (1983). Purchasing must become supply management. Harvard business 
review, 61(5), 109-117. 

Lander, M. W., & Kooning, L. (2013). Boarding the aircraft: Trust development 
amongst negotiators of a complex merger. Journal of Management Studies, 
50(1), 1-30. 

Langley, A. (1999). Strategies for theorizing from process data. Academy of Man-
agement review, 24(4), 691-710. 

Langley, A., Smallman, C., Tsoukas, H., & Ven., A. H. (2013). Process studies of 
change in organization and management: unveiling temporality, activity, and 
flow. Academy of Management Journal, 56(1), 1-13. 

Lewis, L., Isbell, M. G., & Koschmann, M. (2010). Collaborative tensions: Practi-
tioners' experiences of interorganizational relationships. Communication Mono-
graphs, 77(4), 460-479. 

Lewis, M. W. (2000). Exploring paradox: Toward a more comprehensive guide. 
Academy of Management review, 25(4), 760-776. 

Lewis, M. W., & Smith, W. K. (2014). Paradox as a metatheoretical perspective: 
sharpening the focus and widening the scope. The Journal of Applied Behavior-
al Science, 1-23. 

Lewis, M. W., Andriopoulos, C., & Smith, W. K. (2014). Paradoxical leadership to 
enable strategic agility. California Management Review, 56(3), 58-77. 



 93

Levitt, B., & March, J. G. (1988). Organizational learning. Annual Review of Sociol-
ogy, 14, 319-340. 

Levitt, T. (1983). The Marketing Imagination. New York: The Free Press. 
Lüscher, L. S., & Lewis, M. W. (2008). Organizational change and managerial 

sensemaking: Working through paradox. Academy of Management Journal, 
51(2), 221-240. 

Madhok, A., & Keyhani, M. (2012). Acquisitions as entrepreneurship: Asymmetries, 
opportunities, and the internationalization of multinationals from emerging 
economies. Global Strategy Journal, 2(1), 26-40. 

Mandler, G. (1982). Stress and thought processes. In L. Goldberger, & S. Breznitz 
(Eds.), Handbook of stress (pp. 88-104). New York: Free Press. 

March, J. G. (1991). Exploration and exploitation in organizational learning. Organ-
ization science, 2(1), 71-87. 

Mattsson, L. G., Corsaro, D., & Ramos, C. (2015). Sense-making in business mar-
kets - the interplay between cognition, action and outcomes. Industrial Market-
ing Management, In Press, 1-8. 

Mattsson, L.-G., & Johanson, J. (1992). Network positions and strategic action: an 
analytical framework. In G. Easton, & B. Axelsson (Eds.), Industrial networks: 
a new view of reality (pp. 204–217). London: Routledge. 

McCarthy, J. D., & Zald, M. N. (1977). Resource mobilization and social move-
ments: A partial theory. American Journal of Sociology, 82(6), 1212-1241. 

McKinsey Global Institute. (2013). Disruptive technologies: Advances that will 
transform life, business, and the global economy. McKinsey & Company. 

Medlin, C. J. (2004). Interaction in business relationships: A time perspective. In-
dustrial Marketing Management, 33(3), 185-193. 

Medlin, C. J., & Törnroos, J.-Å. (2015). Exploring and exploiting network relation-
ships to commercialize technology: A biofuel case. Industrial Marketing Man-
agement, 49, 42-52. 

Meyer, J. W., & Rowan, B. (1977). Institutionalized organizations: Formal structure 
as myth and ceremony. American Journal of Sociology, 83(2), 340-363. 

Meyer, K. E., Mudambi, R., & Narula, R. (2011). Multinational enterprises and local 
contexts: the opportunities and challenges of multiple embeddedness. Journal of 
Management Studies, 48(2), 235-252. 

Michailova, S., Piekkari, R., Plakoyiannaki, E., Ritvala, T., Mihailova, I., & Salmi, 
A. (2014). Breaking the silence about exiting fieldwork: A relational approach 
and its implications for theorizing. Academy of Management Review, 39(2), 
138-161. 

Mintzberg, H. (1987). Crafting strategy. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School 
Press. 

Mohr, J. J., & Sengupta, S. (2002). Managing the paradox of inter-firm learning: the 
role of governance mechanisms. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 
17(4), 282-301. 

Mohr, J., & Spekman, R. (1994). Characteristics of partnership success: partnership 
attributes, communication behavior, and conflict resolution techniques. Strate-
gic Management Journal, 15(2), 135-152. 

Montgomery, B. M., & Baxter, L. A. (Eds.). (2013). Dialectical approaches to stud-
ying personal relationships. New York; London: Psychology Press. 

Morais, R. (2011). Critical realism and case studies in international business re-
search. In R. Marschan-Piekkari, & C. Welch (Eds.), Rethinking the Case Study 
in International Business and Management Research (pp. 63-85). Edward Elgar 
Publishing. 



 94 

Möller, K. (2010). Sense-making and agenda construction in emerging business 
networks—How to direct radical innovation. Industrial Marketing Management, 
39(3), 361-371. 

Möller, K. K., & Halinen, A. (1999). Business relationships and networks: Manage-
rial challenge of network era. Industrial Marketing Management, 28(5), 413-
427. 

Naudé, P., & Turnbull, P. W. (1998). Network dynamics in international marketing. 
Kidlington, Oxford: Pergamon Press. 

Nohria, N. (1992). Is a network perspective a useful way of studying organizations? 
In N. Nohria, & R. Eccles (Eds.), Networks and Organizations: Structure, 
Form, and Action (pp. 1-22). Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press. 

Obstfeld, D. (2005). Social networks, the tertius iungens orientation, and involve-
ment in innovation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 50(1), 100-130. 

Olsen, P. I., Prenkert, F., Hoholm, T., & Harrison, D. (2014). The dynamics of net-
worked power in a concentrated business network. Journal of Business Re-
search, 67(12), 2579-2589. 

O'Malley, L. (2003). Relationship marketing . In S. Hart (Ed.), Marketing Changes 
(pp. 125-146). London: International Thomson Business Press. 

Palmatier, R. W. (2008). Interfirm relational drivers of customer value. Journal of 
Marketing, 72(4), 76-89. 

Parsons, T. (1951). The social system. Glencoe, IL: The Free Press. 
Peirce, C. S. (1934). Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce (Vol. 5). (C. 

Hartshorne, & P. Weiss, Eds.) Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press. 
Peirce, C. S. (1997). Pragmatism as a Principle and Method of Right Thinking: The 

1903 Harvard Lectures on Pragmatism. (P. A. Turrisi, Ed.) Albany: State Uni-
versity of New York Press. 

Pettigrew, A. M. (1997). What is a processual analysis? Scandinavian Journal of 
Management, 13(4), 337-348. 

Pfeffer, J., & Salancik, G. R. (1978 ). The External Control of Organizations: A 
Resource Dependence Perspective. New York: Harper and Row. 

Piekkari, R., & Welch, C. (Eds.). (2011). Rethinking the case study in international 
business and management research. Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Piekkari, R., Plakoyiannaki, E., & Welch, C. (2010). Good’case research in industri-
al marketing: Insights from research practice. Industrial Marketing Manage-
ment, 39(1), 109-117. 

Piekkari, R., Welch, C., & Paavilainen, E. (2009). The case study as disciplinary 
convention: Evidence from international business journals. Organizational re-
search methods, 12(3), 567-589. 

Ping, R. A., & Dwyer, F. R. (1992). A preliminary model of relationship termination 
in marketing channels. Advances in distribution channel research, 1, 215-233. 

Poggi, G. (1965). A main theme of contemporary sociological analysis: Its achieve-
ments and limitations. British Journal of Sociology, 16(4), 283-294. 

Poole, M., & Van de Ven, A. (1989). Using paradox to build management and or-
ganization theories. Academy of Management Review, 14(4), 562-578. 

Powell, W. W. (1990). Neither market nor hierarchy: Network forms of organiza-
tion. Research in Organizational Behavior, 12, 295-336. 

Powell, W. W., Koput, K. W., & Smith-Doerr, L. (1996). Interorganizational collab-
oration and the locus of innovation: Networks of learning in biotechnology. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 41(1), 116-145. 

Putnam, L. L. (2015). Unpacking the dialectic: alternative views on the discourse–
materiality relationship. Journal of Management Studies, 52(5), 706-716. 



 95

Quinn, R. E. (1988). Beyond rational management: Mastering the paradoxes and 
competing demands of high performance. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass publish-
ers. 

Reed, M. I. (2009). Critical realism in critical management studies. In M. Alvesson, 
T. Bridgman, & H. Willmott (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of critical manage-
ment studies (pp. 52-76). Oxford University Press. 

Reinartz, W., Thomas, J. S., & Kumar, V. (2005). Balancing acquisition and reten-
tion resources to maximize customer profitability. Journal of Marketing, 69(1), 
63-79. 

Ring, P. S., & Van de Ven, A. H. (1992). Structuring cooperative relationships be-
tween organizations. Strategic Management Journal, 13(7), 483-498. 

Ring, P. S., & Van de Ven, A. H. (1994). Developmental processes of cooperative 
interorganizational relationships. Academy of Management Review, 90-118. 

Rose, R. A. (1988). Organizations as multiple cultures: A rules theory analysis. 
Human Relations, 41(2), 139-170. 

Ryan, A., Tähtinen, J., Vanharanta, M., & Mainela, T. (2012). Putting critical real-
ism to work in the study of business relationship processes. Industrial Market-
ing Management, 41(2), 300-311. 

Salmi, A. (1995). Institutionally changing business networks. An analysis of a Finn-
ish company's operations in exporting to the Soviet Union, Russia and the Baltic 
States'. Helsinki: Doctoral dissertation. Publications of Helsinki School of Eco-
nomics and Business Administration A-106. 

Salmi, A. (2000). Entry into turbulent business networks-The case of a Western 
company on the Estonian market. European Journal of Marketing, 34(11/12), 
1374-1390. 

Sayer, A. (1992). Method in social science: A realist approach. London: Routledge. 
Sayer, A. (2000). Realism and social science. London: Sage. 
Seo, M.-G., Putnam, L. L., & Bartunek, J. M. (2004). Dualities and tensions of 

planned organizational change. In M. S. Poole, & A. H. Van de Ven (Eds.), 
Handbook of organizational change and innovation (pp. 73-107). Oxford Uni-
versity Press. 

Smith, W. K., & Lewis, M. W. (2011). Toward a theory of paradox: A dynamic 
equilibrium model of organizing. Academy of Management Review, 36(2), 381-
403. 

Smith, W. K., & Lewis, M. W. (2012). Leadership skills for managing paradoxes. 
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 5(2), 227-231. 

Snehota, I. (1990). Notes on a theory of business enterprise. Uppsala: Department of 
Business Administration, Uppsala University. 

Stahl, G. K., & Voigt, A. (2008). Do cultural differences matter in mergers and 
acquisitions? A tentative model and examination. Organization Science, 19(1), 
160-176. 

Sun, P., Mellahi, K., & Thun, E. (2010). The dynamic value of MNE political em-
beddedness: The case of the Chinese automobile industry. Journal of Interna-
tional Business Studies, 41(7), 1161-1182. 

Swedberg, R. (2014). The art of social theory. Princeton University Press. 
Sydow, J. (1998). Understanding the constitution of interorganizational trust. In C. 

Lane, & R. Bachmann (Eds.), Trust within and between organizations: Concep-
tual issues and empirical applications (pp. 31-63). Oxford University Press. 

Sydow, J., & Windeler, A. (1998). Organizing and evaluating interfirm networks: A 
structurationist perspective on network processes and effectiveness. Organiza-
tion Science, 9(3), 265-284. 



 96 

Ulaga, W., & Eggert, A. (2006). Value-based differentiation in business relation-
ships: Gaining and sustaining key supplier status. Journal of Marketing, 70(1), 
119-136. 

UNCTAD. (2014). World Investment Report. Geneva: United Nation Publication. 
UNCTAD. (2015). World Investment Report. Geneva: United Nation Publication. 
Uzzi, B. (1997). Social Structure and Competition in Interfirm Networks: The Para-

dox of Embeddedness. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42(1), 35-67. 
Van de Ven, A. H. (1992). Suggestions for studying strategy process: A research 

note. Strategic Management Journal, 13(5), 169-188. 
Van de Ven, A. H., & Poole, M. S. (1995). Explaining development and change in 

organizations. Academy of Management Review, 20(3), 510-540. 
Van de Ven, A. H. (2007). Engaged scholarship: a guide for organizational and 

social research: a guide for organizational and social research. Oxford Univer-
sity Press. 

Vermeulen, F., & Barkema, H. (2001). Learning through acquisitions. Academy of 
Management Journal, 44(3), 457-476. 

Vlaar, P. W., Van Den Bosch, F. A., & Volberda, H. W. (2007). Towards a dialectic 
perspective on formalization in interorganizational relationships: How alliance 
managers capitalize on the duality inherent in contracts, rules and procedures. 
Organization Studies, 28(4), 437–466. 

Walsh, J. P. (1995). Managerial and organizational cognition: Notes from a trip 
down memory lane. Organization Science, 6(3), 280-321. 

Walter, A., Müller, T. A., Helfert, G., & Ritter, T. (2003). Functions of industrial 
supplier relationships and their impact on relationship quality. Industrial Mar-
keting Management, 32(2), 159-169. 

Walter, A., Ritter, T., & Gemünden, H. G. (2001). Value creation in buyer–seller 
relationships: Theoretical considerations and empirical results from a supplier's 
perspective. Industrial Marketing Management, 30(4), 365-377. 

Weick, K. E. (1969). The social psychology of organizing (2nd. Ed., 1979). Reading, 
MA: Addison Wesley. 

Weick, K. E. (1979). The social psychology of organizing (2 ed.). New York: Ran-
dom House. 

Weick, K. E. (1989). Theory construction as disciplined imagination. Academy of 
Management Review, 14(4), 516-531. 

Weick, K. E. (1993). The collapse of sensemaking in organizations: The Mann 
Gulch disaster. Administrative Science Quarterly, 38(4), 628-652. 

Weick, K. E. (1995). Sensemaking in organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Weick, K. E. (2014). The Work of Theorizing. In R. Swedberg (Ed.), Theorizing in 

Social Science: The Context of Discovery (pp. 177-194). Stanford University 
Press. 

Weick, K. E., & Quinn, R. E. (1999). Organizational change and development. An-
nual Review of Psychology, 50(1), 361-386. 

Welch, C., Piekkari, R., Plakoyiannaki, E., & Paavilainen-Mäntymäki, E. (2011). 
Theorising from case studies: Towards a pluralist future for international busi-
ness research. Journal of International Business Studies, 42(5), 740-762. 

Welch, D. E., & Welch, L. S. (1996). The internationalization process and networks: 
a strategic management perspective. Journal of International Marketing, 4(3), 
11-28. 

Westenholz, A. (1993). Paradoxical thinking and change in the frames of reference. 
Organization Studies, 14(1), 37-58. 



 97

White, H. C. (1992). Agency as control in formal networks. In N. Nohria, & R. G. 
Eccles (Eds.), Networks and Organizations (pp. 92-117). Harvard Business 
School Press. 

Yin, R. (1994). Case study research. Design and methods. Thousand Oaks: Sage. 
Zander, U. (2000). WHEN MUHAMMED GOES TO THE MOUNTAIN: GLOB-

ALIZATION, CATHEDRALS OF MODERNITY, AND A NEW WORLD IN 
ORDER. In Academy of Management Proceedings. 2000, pp. G1-G6. Academy 
of Management. 

Zander, U. (2011). Game‐park capitalism, globalization, and multinational compa-
nies: An overview and a research agenda. Thunderbird International Business 
Review, 53(3), 279-298. 

Zeitz, G. (1980). Interorganizational dialectics. Administrative Science Quarterly, 
25(1), 72-88. 

Zhou, N., Zhuang, G., & Yip, L. S.-c. (2007). Perceptual difference of dependence 
and its impact on conflict in marketing channels in China: An empirical study 
with two-sided data. Industrial Marketing Management, 36(3), 309-321. 

Öberg, C. (2008). The importance of customers in mergers and acquisitions. PhD 
diss. Linköping University. 

Öberg, C. (2012). Using network pictures to study inter-organisational encounters. 
Scandinavian Journal of Management, 28(2), 136-148. 

Öberg, C. (2014). Customer relationship challenges following international acquisi-
tions. International Marketing Review, 31(3), 259-282. 





DOCTORAL THESES  

Department of Business Studies, Uppsala University 
 
 
1 Nellbeck, Lennart, 1967, Trävaruexportens distributionsvägar och förbrukning och 

Trävaruexportens distributionsled en modell. Stockholm: Scandinavian University 
Books. 

2 Ramström, Dick, 1967, The Efficiency of Control Strategies. Stockholm:  Almqvist & 
Wiksell. 

3 Landström, Lars, 1970, Statligt kontra privat företagande: En jämförande 
organisationsteoretisk studie av det statliga företagets beteende. Uppsala: 
Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

4 Skår, John, 1971, Produksjon og produktivitet i detaljhandelen: En studie i teori, 
problem og metoder. Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia Oeconomiae 
Negotiorum nr 3. 

5 Wadell, Birgitta, 1971, Daghemsbarns frånvaro ett kommunalt planeringsproblem. 
Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

6 von der Esch, Björn, 1972, Skatt, inflation, eget kapital: En ekonometrisk studie av 
lantbruksföretag. Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

7-8 Hörnell, Erik & Vahlne, Jan-Erik, 1972, The Deciding Factors in the Choice of a 
Subsidiary as the Channel for Exports. Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia 
Oeconomiae Negotiorum nr 6. 

9 Mattsson, Anders, 1972, The Effects of Trade Barriers on the Export Firm. Uppsala: 
Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia Oeconomiae Negotiorum nr 5. 

10 Tornberg, Georg, 1972, Internationell marknadskommunikation. Stockholm: Prisma. 

11 Wiedersheim-Paul, Finn, 1972, Uncertainty and Economic Distance: Studies in 
International Business. Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia Oeconomiae 
Negotiorum nr 7. 

12 Söderbaum, Peter, 1973, Positionsanalys vid beslutsfattande och planering. Stockholm: 
Läromedelsförlagen. 

13 Håkansson, Håkan, 1975, Studies in Industrial Purchasing with Special Reference to 
Determinants of Communication Patterns. Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, 
Studia Oeconomiae Negotiorum nr 9. 

14 Okoso-Amaa, Kweku, 1975, Rice Marketing in Ghana. Uppsala: Nordiska 
Afrikainstitutet. 

15 Olson, Hans Christer, 1975, Studies in Export Promotion: Attempts to Evaluate 
ExportStimulation Measures for the Swedish Textile and Clothing Industries. Uppsala: 
Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia Oeconomiae Negotiorum nr 10. 

16 Wootz, Björn, 1975, Studies in Industrial Purchasing with Special Reference to 
Variations in External Communication. Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia 
Oeconomiae Negotiorum nr 8. 

17 Åkerblom, Mats, 1975, Företag i inflation. Uppsala: Research Report nr 7 (mimeo). 



18 Johansson, Sven-Erik, 1976, Fåmansbolag. Uppsala: Research Report nr 1976:1. 
(mimeo). 

19 Samuelsson, Hans-Fredrik, 1977, Utländska direkt investeringar i Sverige. (mimeo). 

20 Lundberg, Lars, 1982, Från Lag till Arbetsmiljö. Malmö: Liberförlag. 

21 Hallén, Lars, 1982, International Industrial Purchasing. Channels, Interaction, and 
Governance Structures. Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia Oeconomiae 
Negotiorum nr 13. 

22 Jansson, Hans, 1982, Interfirm Linkages in a Developing Economy: The Case of 
Swedish Firms in India. Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia  Oeconomiae 
Negotiorum nr 14. 

23 Axelsson, Björn, 1982, Wikmanshyttans uppgång och fall. Uppsala: Acta Universitatis 
Upsaliensis, Studia  Oeconomiae Negotiorum  nr 15. 

24 Sharma, Deo D., 1983, Swedish Firms and Management Contracts. Uppsala: Acta 
Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia Oeconomiae Negotiorum nr 16. 

25 Sandberg, Thomas, 1982, Work Organizations and Autonomous Groups. Lund: 
Liberförlag. 

26 Ghauri, Pervez, 1983, Negotiating International Package Deals. Uppsala: Acta 
Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia Oeconomiae Negotiorum nr. 17. 

27 Joachimsson, Robert, 1984, Utlandsägda dotterbolag i Sverige: En analys av 
koncerninterna transaktionsmönster och finansiella samband. Stockholm: Liberförlag. 

28 Kallinikos, Jannis, 1984, Control and Influence Relationships in Multinational 
Corporations: The Subsidiary's Viewpoint. Application of the Resource Dependence 
Perspective for Studying Power Relationships in Multinational Corpora-tions. Uppsala: 
Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia Oeconomiae Negotiorum nr 19. 

29 Hadjikhani, Amjad, 1985, Organization of Manpower Training in International 
Package Deals: Projects Temporary Organizations for Transfer of Technology. 
Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia Oeconomiae Negotiorum nr. 21.  

30 Klint, Mats B., 1985, Mot en konjunkturanpassad kundstrategi. Uppsala:      
Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

31 Larsson, Anders, 1985, Structure and Change Power in the Transnational Enter-prise. 
Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia Oeconomiae Negotiorum nr 23. 

32 Lorendahl, Bengt, 1986, Regionutvecklings- och lokaliseringsprocesser: Beslut och 
handling i kommunal näringspolitik och industriell lokalisering. Uppsala: Acta 
Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia Oeconomiae Negotiorum nr 24. 

33 Borg, Malcolm, 1987, International Transfers of Managers in Multinational 
Corporations: Transfer Patterns and Organizational Control. Uppsala: Acta 
Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia Oeconomiae Negotiorum nr 27. 

34 Thunman, Carl G., 1987, Technology Licensing to Distant Markets Interaction Between 
Swedish and Indian Firms. Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia Oeconomiae 
Negotiorum nr 28. 

35 Hyder, Syed Akmal, 1988, The Development of International Joint Venture 
Relationships: A Longitudinal Study of Exchange of Resources, Control and Conflicts. 
Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 



36 Gunnarsson, Elving, 1988, Från Hansa till Handelshögskola: Svensk ekonom-
undervisning fram till 1909. Uppsala: Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia 
Oeconomiae Negotiorum nr 29. 

37 Wallerstedt, Eva, 1988, Oskar Sillén. Professor och praktiker: Några drag i 
företagsekonomiämnets tidiga utveckling vid Handelshögskolan i Stockholm. Uppsala: 
Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia Oeconomiae Negotiorum nr 30. 

38 Smith, Dag, 1989, Structure and Interpretation of Income Models. Uppsala: Department 
of Business Studies 

39 Laage-Hellman, Jens, 1989, Technological Development in Industrial Networks. 
Comprehensive Summaries of Uppsala Dissertations from the Faculty of Social  
Sciences nr 6. 

40 Waluszewski, Alexandra, 1989, Framväxten av en ny mekanisk massateknik. Uppsala: 
Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Studia Oeconomiae Negotiorum nr 31. 

41 Seyed-Mohamed, Nazeem, 1990, Structural Modelling of Business Relation-ships. 
Comprehensive Summaries of Uppsala Dissertations from the Faculty of Social 
Sciences nr 21. 

42 Snehota, Ivan, 1990, Notes on a Theory of Business Enterprise. Uppsala:  Department 
of Business Studies. 

43 Hultbom, Christina, 1991, Intern handel: Köpar/säljarrelationer inom stora företag. 
Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

44 Lindvall, Jan, 1991, Svenska industriföretags internationella företagsförvärv,   
inriktning och utfall. Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

45 Levinson, Klas, 1991, Medbestämmande i strategiska beslutsprocesser: Facklig 
medverkan och inflytande i koncerner. Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

46 Lee, Joong-Woo, 1991, Swedish Firms Entering the Korean Market Position 
Development in Distant Industrial Networks. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

47 Molin, Roger, 1991, Organisationen inom facket: Organisationsutvecklingen inom de 
till Landsorganisationen anslutna förbunden. Stockholm: Carlssons Bokförlag. 

48 Henders, Barbara, 1992, Marketing Newsprint in the UK Analyzing Positions in 
Industrial Networks. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

49 Lampou, Konstantin, 1992, Vårt företag: En empirisk undersökning av några 
organisatoriska självuppfattningar och identiteter. Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska 
institutionen. 

50 Jungerhem, Sven, 1992, Banker i fusion.  Uppsala:  Företagsekonomiska  institutionen. 

51 Didner, Henrik, 1993, Utländskt ägande av svenska aktier. Uppsala:                       
Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

52 Abraha, Desalegn, 1994, Establishment Processes in an Underdeveloped Country: The 
Case of Swedish Firms in Kenya. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

53 Holm, Ulf, 1994, Internationalization of the Second Degree. Uppsala: Department of 
Business Studies. 



54 Eriksson, Kent, 1994, The Interrelatedness of Environment Technology and Structure: 
A Study of Differentiation and Integration in Banking. Uppsala: Department of Business 
Studies. 

55 Marquardt, Rolf, 1994, Banketableringar i främmande länder. Uppsala:       
Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

56 Awuah, Gabriel B., 1994, The Presence of Multinational Companies (MNCs) in Ghana: 
A Study of the Impact of the Interaction between an MNC and Three Indigenous 
Companies. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

57 Hasselbladh, Hans, 1995, Lokala byråkratiseringsprocesser, institutioner, tolkning och 
handling. Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

58 Eriksson, Carin B., 1995, Föreställningar och värderingar i en organisation under 
förändring: En studie av identitetsuppfattningar inom konsumentkooperationen. 
Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

59 Jonsson, Tor, 1995, Value Creation in Mergers and Acquisitions: A Study of Swedish 
Domestic and Foreign Takeovers. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies.  

60 Furusten, Staffan, 1995, The Managerial Discourse: A Study of the Creation and 
Diffusion of Popular Management Knowledge. Uppsala: Department of Business 
Studies. 

61 Pahlberg, Cecilia, 1996, Subsidiary - Headquarters Relationships in International 
Business Networks. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

62 Sjöberg, Ulf, 1996, The Process of Product Quality - Change Influences and Sources: A 
Case from the Paper and Paper-Related Industries. Uppsala: Department of Business 
Studies. 

63 Lind, Johnny, 1996, Ekonomistyrning och verksamhet i utveckling: Ekonomiska 
rapporters utformning och användning när verksamheten flödesorienteras. Uppsala: 
Företagsekonomiska institutionen.  

64 Havila, Virpi, 1996, International Business-Relationships Triads: A Study of the 
Changing Role of the Intermediating Actor. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

65 Blankenburg Holm, Desirée, 1996, Business Network Connections and International 
Business Relationships. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

66 Andersson, Ulf, 1997, Subsidiary Network Embeddedness: Integration, Control and 
Influence in the Multinational Corporation. Uppsala: Department of  Business Studies. 

67 Sanner, Leif, 1997, Trust Between Entrepreneurs and External Actors: Sense-making in 
Organising New Business Ventures. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

68 Thilenius, Peter, 1997, Subsidiary Network Context in International Firms. Uppsala: 
Department of Business Studies. 

69 Tunisini, Annalisa, 1997, The Dissolution of Channels and Hierarchies: An Inquiry into 
the Changing Customer Relationships and Organization of theComputer Corporations. 
Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

70 Majkgård, Anders, 1998, Experiential Knowledge in the Internationalization Process of 
Service Firms. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

71 Hjalmarsson, Dan, 1998, Programteori för statlig företagsservice. Uppsala: 
Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 



72 Avotie, Leena, 1998, Chefer ur ett genuskulturellt perspektiv. Uppsala:    
Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

73 Arnesson, Leif, 1998, Chefsrörlighet. Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska  institutionen. 

74 Dahlqvist, Jonas, 1998, Knowledge Use in Business Exchange: Acting and Thinking 
Business Actors. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

75 Jonsson, Eskil, 1998, Narrow Managemen: The Quest for Unity in Diversity. Uppsala: 
Department of Business Studies. 

76 Greve, Jan, 1999, Ekonomisystem och affärsstrategier. Uppsala:        
Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

77 Roxenhall, Tommy, 1999, Affärskontraktets användning. Uppsala:    
Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

78 Blomgren, Maria, 1999, Pengarna eller livet? Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska    
institutionen. 

79 Bäckström, Henrik, 1999, Den krattade manegen: Svensk arbetsorganisatorisk 
utveckling under tre decennier. Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen 

80 Hamberg, Mattias, 2000, Risk, Uncertainty & Profitability: An Accounting-Based Study 
of Industrial Firms’ Financial Performance. Uppsala: Department of  Business Studies. 

81 Sandberg, Eva, 2000, Organiseringens dynamik: Strukturskapande processer i ett 
telematikföretag. Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

82 Nordin, Dan, 2000, Två studier av styrning i kunskapsintensiva organisationer. 
Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

83 Wedin, Torkel, 2001, Networks and Demand: The Use of Electricity in an Industrial 
Process. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

84 Lagerström, Katarina, 2001, Transnational Projects within Multinational Corporations. 
Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

85 Markgren, Bertil, 2001, Är närhet en geografisk fråga? Företags affärsverksamhet och 
geografi: En studie av beroenden mellan företag och lokaliseringens betydelse. 
Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen.  

86 Carlsson, Leif, 2001, Framväxten av en intern redovisning i Sverige: 1900-1945. 
Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

87 Silver, Lars, 2001, Credit Risk Assessment in Different Contexts: The Influence of Local 
Networks for Bank Financing of SMEs. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

88 Choi, Soon-Gwon, 2001, Knowledge Translation in the Internationalization of Firms. 
Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

89 Johanson, Martin, 2001, Searching the Known, Discovering the Unknown: The Russian 
Transition from Plan to Market as Network Change Processes. Uppsala: Department of 
Business Studies. 

90 Hohenthal, Jukka, 2001, The Emergence of International Business Relationships: 
Experience and performance in the internationalization process of SMEs. Uppsala: 
Department of Business Studies. 



91 Gidhagen, Mikael, 2002, Critical Business Episodes: The Criticality of Damage 
Adjustment Processes in Insurance Relationships. Uppsala: Department of Business 
Studies. 

92 Löfmarck Vaghult, Anna, 2002, The Quest for Stability: A Network Approach to 
Business Relationship Endurance in Professional Services. Uppsala: Department of 
Business Studies. 

93 Grünberg, Jaan, 2002, Problematic Departures: CEO Exits in Large Swedish Publicly 
Traded Corporations. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

94 Gerdin, Jonas, 2002, Ekonomisystems utformning inom produktionsavdelningar: En 
tvärsnittsstudie. Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

95 Berggren, Björn, 2002, Vigilant Associates: Financiers Contribution to the Growth of 
SMEs. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

96  Elbe, Jörgen, 2002, Utveckling av turistdestinationer genom samarbete. Uppsala: 
Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

97 Andersson, Maria, 2003, Creating and Sharing Subsidiary Knowledge within 
Multinational Corporations. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

98  Waks, Caroline, 2003, Arbetsorganisering och professionella gränsdragningar: 
Sjukgymnasters samarbete och arbetets mångfald. Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska 
institutionen. 

99 Bengtson, Anna, 2003, Framing Technological Development in a Concrete Context: 
The Use of Wood in the Swedish Construction Industry. Uppsala: Department of 
Business Studies. 

100 Bäcklund, Jonas, 2003, Arguing for Relevance: Global and Local Knowledge Claims in 
Management Consulting. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

101 Levay, Charlotta, 2003, Medicinsk specialisering och läkares ledarskap: En 
longitudinell studie i professionell kollegialitet och konkurrens. Uppsala: 
Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

102 Lindholm, Cecilia, 2003, Ansvarighet och redovisning i nätverk: En longitudinell studie 
om synliggörande och osynliggörande i offentlig verksamhet. Uppsala: 
Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

103 Svensson, Birgitta, 2003, Redovisningsinformation för bedömning av små och 
medelstora företags kreditvärdighet. Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

104 Lindstrand, Angelika, 2003, The Usefulness of Network Experiential Knowledge in the 
Internationalization Process. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

105 Baraldi, Enrico, 2003, When Information Technology Faces Resource Interaction: 
Using IT Tools to Handle Products at IKEA and Edsbyn. Uppsala: Department of 
Business Studies. 

106 Prenkert, Frans, 2004, On Business Exchange Activity: Activity Systems and Business 
Networks. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

107 Abrahamsson, Gun & Helin, Sven, 2004, Problemlösningsarbete på låg organisatorisk 
nivå: Två studier om implementering respektive konkretisering av idéer om 
kundorderstyrd tillverkning. Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 



108 Wedlin, Linda, 2004, Playing the Ranking Game: Field formation and boundary-work 
in European management education. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

109 Hedmo, Tina, 2004, Rule-making in the Transnational Space: The Development of 
European Accreditation of Management Education. Uppsala: Department of Business 
Studies. 

110 Holmström, Christine, 2004, In search of MNC competitive advantage: The role of 
foreign subsidiaries as creators and disseminators of knowledge. Uppsala: Department 
of Business Studies. 

111 Ciabuschi, Francesco, 2004, On the Innovative MNC: Leveraging Innovations and the 
Role of IT Systems. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

112 Ståhl, Benjamin, 2004, Innovation and Evolution in the Multinational Enterprise. 
Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

113 Latifi, Mohammad, 2004, Multinational Companies and Host Partnership in Rural 
Development: A Network Perspective on the Lamco Case. Uppsala: Department of 
Business Studies. 

114 Lindbergh, Jessica, 2005, Overcoming Cultural Ignorance: Institutional Knowledge 
Development in the Internationalizing Firm. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

115 Spencer, Robert, 2005, Strategic Management of Customer Relationships: A Network 
Perspective on Key Account Management. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

116 Neu, Elizabeth, 2006, Lönesättning i praktiken: En studie av chefers handlingsutrymme. 
Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

117 Gebert Persson, Sabine, 2006, Crash-Landing in a Turbulent Transition Market: A 
Legitimating Activity? Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

118 Persson, Magnus, 2006, Unpacking the Flow: Knowledge Transfer in MNCs. Uppsala: 
Department of Business Studies. 

119 Frimanson, Lars, 2006, Management Accounting and Business Relationships from a 
Supplier Perspective. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

120 Ström, Niklas, 2006, Essays on Information Disclosure: Content, Consequence and 
Relevance. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

121 Grafström, Maria, 2006, The Development of Swedish Business Journalism: Historical 
Roots of an Organisational Field. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

122 Flöstrand, Per, 2006, Valuation Relevance: The Use of Information and Choice of 
Method in Equity Valuation. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

123 Windell, Karolina, 2006, Corporate Social Responsibility under Construction: Ideas, 
Translations, and Institutional Change. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

124 Wictorin, Bo, 2007, Är kluster lönsamma? En undersökning av platsens betydelse för 
företags produktivitet. Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

125 Johed, Gustav, 2007, Accounting, Stock Markets and Everyday Life. Uppsala: 
Department of Business Studies. 

126 Maaninen-Olsson, Eva, 2007, Projekt i tid och rum: Kunskapsintegrering mellan 
projektet och dess historiska och organisatoriska kontext. Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska 
institutionen. 



127 Scherdin, Mikael, 2007, The Invisible Foot: Survival of new art ideas in the Swedish art 
arena – An autoethnographic study of nontvtvstation. Uppsala: Department of 
Business Studies. 

128 Landström, Joachim, 2007, The theory of Homo comperiens, the firm’s market price, 
and the implication for a firm’s profitability. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

129 Bjurström, Erik, 2007, Creating New Attention in Management Control. Uppsala: 
Department of Business Studies. 

130 Andersson, Anneli, 2007, ”Vi blev antagligen för många”: Könskränkande behandling 
i akademisk miljö. Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

131 Gunilla Myreteg, 2007, Förändringens vindar: En studie om aktörsgrupper och konsten 
att välja och införa ett affärssystem. Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

132 Ersson, Sofi, 2007, Indicators in Action: Development, Use and Consequences. 
Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

133 Pallas, Josef, 2007, Talking Organizations: Corporate Media Work and Negotiation of 
Local Practice. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

134 Novak, Jiri, 2008, On the Importance of Accounting Information for Stock Market 
Efficiency. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

135 Lundberg, Heléne, 2008, Geographical Proximity Effects and Regional Strategic 
Networks. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

136 Hallin, Christina, 2008, Subsidiaries as Sources and Recipients of Innovations in the 
Multinational Corporation. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

137 Sörhammar, David, 2008, Consumer - firm business relationship and network: The case 
of “Store” versus Internet. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

138 Karén, Mats & Ljunggren, Sten, 2008, Two Studies on Management Accounting 
Systems and Performance in Swedish Firms. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

139 Caesarius, Leon, 2008, In Search of Known Unknowns: An Empirical Investigation of 
the Peripety of a Knowledge Management System. Uppsala: Department of Business 
Studies. 

140 Buhr, Katarina, 2008, Bringing Aviation into the EU Emissions Trading Scheme: 
Institutional Entrepreneurship at Windows of Opportunity. Uppsala: Department of 
Business Studies. 

141 Kappen Philip, 2009, Technological Evolution in Foreign Subsidiaries: Among Average 
Joes, Superstars and the New Kids on the Block. Uppsala: Department of Business 
Studies. 

142 Furusten, Kristina, 2009, Det förändrade kontraktet: Banker och företagskonkurser 
under 1990-talets finanskris. Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

143 Shih, Tommy, 2009, Scrutinizing a Policy Ambition to make Business out of Science: 
Lessons from Taiwan. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

144 Blomkvist, Katarina, 2009, Technological Growth in the MNC: A Longitudinal Study of 
the Role of Advanced Foreign Subsidiaries. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

145 Fryk, Pontus, 2009, Modern Perspectives on the Digital Economy: With Insights from 
the Health Care Sector. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 



146 Iveroth, Einar, 2010, Leading IT-Enabled Change Inside Ericsson: A Transformation 
Into a Global Network of Shared Service Centres. Uppsala: Department of Business 
Studies. 

147 Dellestrand, Henrik, 2010, Orchestrating Innovation in the Multinational Enterprise: 
Headquarters Involvement in Innovation Transfer Projects. Uppsala: Department of 
Business Studies. 

148 Ingemansson, Malena, 2010, Success as Science but Burden for Business? On the 
Difficult Relationship between Scientific Advancement and Innovation. Uppsala: 
Department of Business Studies. 

149 Yang, Tao, 2010, The Effect of Guanxi on the Foreign Market Entry Process to China: 
The Swedish Case. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

150 Pourmand, Firouze, 2011, How do Small Firms Manage their Political Environment? A 
Network Perspective. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

151 Linné, Åse, 2012, China´s Creation of Biopharmaceutical Drugs: Combining Political 
Steering, Military Research, and Transnational Networking. Uppsala: Department of 
Business Studies. 

152 Bay, Charlotta, 2012, Making Accounting Matter: A Study of the Constitutive Practices 
of Accounting Framers. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

153 Hartwig, Fredrik, 2012, Four Papers on Top Management's Capital Budgeting and 
Accounting Choices in Practice. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

154 Molin, Fredrik, 2012, The Art of Communication: Investigating the Dynamics of Work 
Group Meetings in a Natural Environment. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

155 Röndell, Jimmie, 2012, From Marketing to, to Marketing with Consumers. Uppsala: 
Department of Business Studies. 

156 Lippert, Marcus, 2013, Communities in the Digital Age: Towards a Theoretical Model 
of Communities of Practice and Information Technology. Uppsala: Department of 
Business Studies. 

157 Åberg, Susanne, 2013, Science in Business Interaction: A Study of the Collaboration 
between CERN and Swedish Companies. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

158 Figueira de Lemos, Francisco, 2013, A Political View on the Internationalization 
Process. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

159 Kang, Olivia, 2013, The Advantage Paradox: Managing Innovation Processes in the 
Multinational Corporation. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

160 Osowski, Dariusz, 2013. From Illusiveness to Genuineness: Routines, Trading Zones, 
Tools and Emotions in Sales Work. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

161 Lundström, Robert, 2013, Comparing Procurement Methods in Road Construction 
Projects. Influence on Uncertainty, Interaction and Knowledge. Uppsala: Department of 
Business Studies. 

162 Tyllström, Anna, 2013, Legitimacy for Sale: Constructing a Market for PR 
Consultancy. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

163 Persson Ridell, Oscar, 2013, Who is the Active Consumer? Insight into 
Contemporary Innovation and Marketing Practices. Uppsala: Department of Business 
Studies. 



164 Brännström, Daniel, 2013, Reporting Intellectual Capital: Four Studies on Recognition. 
Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

165 Kao, Pao, 2013, Institutional Change and Foreign Market Entry Behaviour of the Firm. 
Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

166 Poth, Susanna, 2014, Competitive Advantage in the Service Industry. The Importance of 
Strategic Congruence, Integrated Control and Coherent Organisational Structure: A 
 Longitudinal Case Study of an Insurance Company. Uppsala: Department of Business 
Studies. 

167 Arwinge, Olof, 2014, Internal Control in the Financial Sector: A Longitudinal Case 
Study of an Insurance Company. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

168 Safari, Aswo, 2014, Consumer Foreign Online Purchasing: Uncertainty in the 
Consumer-Retailer Relationship. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

169 Ljung, Anna, 2014, The Multinational Company and Society: A Study of Business 
Network Relationships in Latin America. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

170 Wallmon, Monika, 2014, A Manifesto for Anarchist Entrepreneurship: Provocative 
Demands for Change and the Entrepreneur. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

171 Gullberg, Cecilia, 2014, Roles of Accounting Information in Managerial Work. Uppsala: 
Department of Business Studies. 

172 Lindahl, Olof, 2015, Influences on Effectiveness: Capability Transfer in the 
Multinational Corporation. Uppsala: Department of Business Studies.  

173 Sundberg, Klas, 2015, Strategisk utveckling och ekonomistyrning: Ett livscykel-
perspektiv, Uppsala: Företagsekonomiska institutionen. 

174 Weinryb, Noomi, 2015, Free to Conform: A Comparative Study of Philanthropists’ 
Accountability, Uppsala: Department of Business Studies. 

175 Holmstedt, Matthias, 2015, L.M. Ericsson's internationalization in Africa from 1892 to 
2012: A study of key factors, critical events, and core mechanisms, Uppsala: 
Department of Business Studies. 

176 Eriksson, Mikael, 2016, The complex internationalization process unfolded: The case of 
Atlas Copco’s entry into the Chinese mid-market, Uppsala: Department of Business 
Studies. 

177 Hadjikhani, Annoch, 2016, Executive expectation in the internationalization process of 
banks: The study of two Swedish banks’ foreign activities. Uppsala: Department of 
Business Studies. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 


	Abstract
	List of Papers
	Contents
	Acknowledgement
	Introduction
	A Background Story
	The Problem of Relationship Dynamics
	The Research Question
	Analytic Framework and Positioning

	The Interaction Process, Established Arrangements, and Relational Tensions
	Sources of Relational Tensions
	Coordination and Control
	Adaptation and Learning

	Temporal and Spatial Dimensions of Interaction: A Dialectical View
	Temporal Dimension of Interaction
	Spatial Dimension of Interaction


	Process of Relationship Change
	Interruptions in Interaction Process
	Re-evaluation, Misalignments, and Tensions
	Weak Degree to which Contradictions Exist and Incremental Change
	Contradictory Demands, Lack of Mutuality and Disruptive Change
	Crisis in the Relationship
	Reconstruction of Alternatives and Shift in Relational Arrangements


	Explaining Stability and Change in Interorganizational Relationships
	A Note on the Paradoxical Nature of Relationships and Actors’ Mindset

	Methodology
	Ontology Matters
	The Theoretical Dimension
	The Discovery of Anomaly
	The Recovery of Understanding

	The Empirical Dimension
	Process Data: Longitudinal, Varied, and Rich
	Interviews


	The Individual Papers
	Paper I
	Paper II
	Paper III
	Paper IV

	Concluding Discussion
	Limitations and Future Research

	References



