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Strategy as Practice as a Research
Approach

Strategy as Practice (SAP) has emerged as
a distinctive approach for studying strategic man-
agement, strategic decision-making, strategizing,
strategy-making and strategy work (Jarzabkowski,
Balogun and Seidl 2007; Johnson, Melin and
Whittington 2003; Whittington 1996). In recent
years, SAP research has become more popular
than ever (Jarzabkowski, Seidl and Balogun 2022,
Kohtamiki et al. 2022). SAP provides not only an
organizational perspective into strategic decision-
making but also a strategic angle for examining the
process of organizing, and thereby it serves as
a research programme and social movement for
connecting contemporary strategic management
research with organizational studies. This third edi-
tion of the Handbook offers an updated and for-
ward-looking reflection about what we have
learned and how to make the most out of this
powerful perspective in future research.

SAP can be regarded as an alternative to the
mainstream strategy research via its attempt to
shift attention from a focus on performance alone
to a more comprehensive, in-depth analysis of
what actually takes place in strategy formulation,
planning, implementation and other activities that
deal with the thinking and doing of strategy. The
roots of SAP research can be linked with strategy
process research (Mintzberg 1973; Mintzberg and
Waters 1985; Pettigrew 1973), but with its focus
on practices, it enables us to conduct theoretically
sophisticated in-depth analyses of strategy work.
Because of its micro-level focus, studies following
the SAP agenda tend to draw on theories and apply
methods that differ from the usual practices of

strategy scholars. In this way, SAP research can
contribute to the development of strategic man-
agement as a discipline and body of knowledge
with new theoretical ideas and methodological
choices.

It would, however, be a mistake not to link SAP
research to the broader ‘practice turn’ in contem-
porary social sciences. In fact, ‘practice’ has
emerged as a key concept for understanding central
questions about how agency and structure, and
individual action and institutions are linked in
social systems, cultures and organizations
(Bourdieu 1990; de Certeau 1984; Foucault 1977,
Giddens 1984; Schatzki 2002; Sztompka 1991).
This practice turn is visible in many areas of the
social sciences today, including organizational
research (Brown and Duguid 1991; Feldman and
Orlikowski  2011; Nicolini 2012; Nicolini,
Gherardi and Yanow 2003; Orlikowski 2000).
And with SAP it has also been utilized to enrich
our understanding of organizational strategy.

‘Practice’ is a very special concept in that it also
allows researchers to engage in a direct dialogue
with practitioners. Studying practices enables one
to examine issues that are directly relevant to those
who are dealing with strategy, either as strategists
engaged in strategic planning or other activities
linked with strategy, or with those who have to
cope with the strategies and their implications. By
so doing, studies under this broad umbrella prom-
ise to accomplish something which is rare in con-
temporary management and organization research:
to advance our theoretical understanding in a way
that has practical relevance for managers and other
organizational members.

When the SAP approach emerged more than two
decades ago, their proponents had a choice: they
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could either develop it into a clearly defined but
narrow theoretico-methodological perspective, or
they could grow it into an open and versatile
research programme that is constantly stretching
its boundaries. As recounted in a recent review
article (Jarzabkowski, Seidl and Balogun 2022),
the first generation of SAP scholars opted for the
latter alternative, which they reinforced with the
slogan ‘let a thousand flowers bloom’. This
Handbook, and particularly this third edition, is
meant to underline this explicitly pluralistic ethos
of SAP. By spelling out and elaborating various
alternative perspectives on SAP, we wish to con-
tribute to the expansion and further development of
this research approach. Although there stands a risk
of eclecticism and ambiguity, we believe that the
benefits of theoretical and methodological innov-
ation and continued discussion outweigh such con-
cerns. Our view of SAP emphasizes the usefulness
of studying ‘practical reason’ — the starting point in
Dewey’s (1938) or Bourdieu’s (1990) analyses of
social practice. According to this view, we must
focus on the actual practices that constitute strategy
and strategizing while at the same time reflecting
on our own positions, perspectives and practices as
researchers. This includes a need to draw from,
apply and develop various theoretical ideas and
empirical methods.

This Handbook represents a unique collection of
ontological, epistemological, theoretical and meth-
odological perspectives as well as work on sub-
stantive topic areas on SAP written by leading
scholars in the field. When compiling the
Handbook, we as editors had three specific goals
in mind. First, as explained above, we wished to
open up, even more extensively than in the second
edition, the multiple ways in which academics
from other perspectives think about and conduct
SAP research. This is shown in the multiplicity of
approaches presented in our five parts, comple-
menting each other in multiple ways. In this
endeavour, we emphasize the need to study both
concrete instances of organizational strategizing
and broader issues, such as the institutionalization
of strategy as a body of knowledge and praxis
(Seidl and Whittington 2014). Second, we were
determined to promote critical thinking. This is
important to make sure that SAP research does

not dissolve into a restricted study of top manage-
ment but includes analysis of how others contribute
to strategizing and how they at times may resist
strategies and their implications. Moreover, reflec-
tion on strategy as a body of knowledge (Knights
and Morgan 1991) and praxis (Whittington 2006)
that has all kinds of power implications must con-
tinue. Third, unlike some other handbooks, we
emphasize the future. Thus, the chapters included
in this book not only provide overviews of what has
already been done in this field but also spell out
theoretical or methodological ideas for the future.

The Practice Turn in Social Sciences

The purpose of this section is to highlight central
ideas in the so-called practice turn in social sci-
ences. A comprehensive review of the various
perspectives is, however, beyond the scope of
this Introduction (see Nicolini 2012). To begin
with, it is important to note that representatives
of several schools of thought have contributed to
our understanding of the central role of practices
in social reality. These include philosophers
(Dreyfus 1991; Foucault 1977; Schatzki 2002;
Tuomela 2005; Wittgenstein 1951), sociologists
(Bourdieu 1990; de Certeau 1984; Giddens 1984),
anthropologists (Ortner 2006), activity theorists
(Engestrom, Miettinen and Punamidki 1999;
Vygotsky 1978), discourse analysts (Fairclough
2003), feminist scholars (Martin 2003), and many
others.

Although there is no single motive behind this
collective interest, four things should be empha-
sized. First, a focus on practice provides an
opportunity to examine the micro level of social
activity and its construction in a real social con-
text or field. Thus, a practice approach allows one
to move from general and abstract reflection on
social activity to an increasingly targeted analysis
of social reality. This is not to say that all prac-
tice-oriented research would have to engage in
ethnographic research, discourse or conversation
analysis, activity theory, or any other type of
micro-level empirical study. On the contrary,
a key part of the practice literature has been
very theoretical in nature. Nevertheless, the
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advantage a practice approach brings to areas like
strategy lies predominantly in its ability to eluci-
date the micro-level foundations of social activity
in a particular setting — in either theoretical or
empirical studies. Furthermore, the flexibility of
the practice view makes it possible to analyse
activities from multiple angles. Activity can be
studied as more or less intentional action, cogni-
tion, embodied material practice, discourse or
text — and the list does not stop here.

Second, the practice approach breaks with meth-
odological individualism by emphasizing that
activities need to be understood as enabled or con-
strained by the prevailing practices in the field in
question. Thus, a practice approach to strategy
should not merely focus on the behaviours or
actions of managers but seek to examine how
these behaviours or actions are linked with prevail-
ing practices. A fundamental insight in practice
theories is that individual behaviours or actions —
however they are defined — are always related to the
ways in which social actors are supposed to think
or feel or communicate in and through language in
a given situation. Moreover, most practice theories
emphasize the latent connection to material aspects
of social reality. That is, specific behaviours or
actions are closely linked with or mediated by
material resources.

Third, the notion of practice allows one to deal
with one of the most fundamental issues in contem-
porary social analysis: how social action is linked
with structure and agency. Although views on the
linkage of practice and activity differ, most scholars
emphasize the potential of the concept of practice to
explain why and how social action sometimes fol-
lows and reproduces routines, rules and norms and
sometimes does not. For example, Giddens’s (1984),
Foucault’s (1980a) and Bourdieu’s (1990) seminal
work all focus on ‘practice’ as a key theoretical
concept when dealing with social activity. For
Giddens (1984), structuration is the key issue; prac-
tices are reproduced and at times transformed in
social action, thus reifying social structures. For
Foucault (1977; 1980b), the point is that we are all
constrained and enabled by discursive practices that
include all kinds of social practices in addition to
pure discourse. And for Bourdieu (1990; 1994),
practices constitute an essential part of all human

activity; they are part of a grammar of dispositions
(inculcated in habitus) that defines what can and
will be done in social fields.

Fourth, the practice approach puts emphasis on
the knowledgeability of actors. As Rouleau and
Cloutier (2022: 729) recently highlighted, taking
the practice approach seriously ‘means shifting
from practices as activities or as empirical observ-
able things to practices viewed as ways and/or
“sites of knowing™’. According to Nicolini (2011:
602), ‘practice is where knowledgeability mani-
fests itself and agency becomes possible’.
Practice has to do with the multiple and distributed
ways that the practical knowledge of actors is
instantiated in their everyday sayings and doings.

This all may give the impression that there is
a meta-theory of social practice that could be
applied to areas such as strategy research. The
fact remains, however, that a closer look at the
various perspectives referred to above reveals fun-
damental epistemological, theoretical and meth-
odological differences. This multiplicity of
perspectives does not, however, have to be seen
as an impediment to the development of practice-
based approaches, but a richness that can help us to
better understand various aspects of social activ-
ities and practices in contexts such as SAP.

Overview of SAP Research

SAP research developed from several sources.
Classics of strategy process research (Burgelman
1983; Mintzberg, Raisinghani and Théoret 1976;
Mintzberg and Waters 1985; Pettigrew 1973) and
various attempts to broaden and renew strategic
management (Eisenhardt 1989; Gioia and
Chittipeddi 1991; Johnson and Huff 1998; Knights
and Morgan 1991; Langley 1989; Oakes, Townley
and Cooper 1998) can be seen as its intellectual
roots. However, despite its many important prede-
cessors, it has only been from the early 2000s that
SAP has established itself as a clearly defined sub-
field in strategy research, bringing together like-
minded colleagues whose ideas might otherwise
have ‘remained marginal and isolated voices in
the wilderness’ (Johnson et al. 2007: 212). An
important enabler in this development has been
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Source: Extended and updated from Jarzabkowski, Seidl and Balogun (2022: 1535).

the special issue of the Journal of Management
Studies on ‘Micro Strategy and Strategizing’
(Johnson, Melin and Whittington 2003), which for-
mally defined the SAP research agenda for the first
time. Since then, we have seen an enormous rise in
publications taking a SAP perspective. Over the last
two decades, there have been more than 500 journal
articles in leading journals, eight special issues,
several foundational books, at least four compre-
hensive review papers and numerous book chapters,
not to speak of the wealth of conference papers
presented every year since (see Figure 0.1 for the
development of paper publications since the year
2000). In the following we will provide a short
overview of this research stream. We will first
focus on the contributions that have aimed at devel-
oping the SAP research agenda and then turn to
important themes within this area.

Development of the Research Agenda

Important efforts have been made to define and
develop the SAP approach per se. This includes
analyses that have focused on the role and charac-
teristics of SAP research in relation to other sub-
fields of strategy and organization studies. A key
paper to do so was Whittington (1996), which
positioned SAP with reference to the policy, plan-
ning and process approaches as the major perspec-
tives on strategy. Given the affinities of the SAP
approach with the process approach it is not sur-
prising that others have elaborated on the similar-
ities and differences between the two (e.g.,
Burgelman et al. 2018; Chia and MacKay 2007;
Floyd et al. 2011; Johnson et al. 2007; Whittington
2007). In addition, there are several works that
show how SAP can be wunderstood as
a complementary approach to the resource-based
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view in general (Johnson, Melin and Whittington
2003; 2007) and dynamic capabilities in particular
(Regnér 2008). More recently, scholars have
linked SAP to the attention-based view (Nicolini
and Mengis 2023; Ocasio, Laamanen and Vaara
2018) arguing that ‘a theoretical practice view
complements and enriches the ABV by offering
aless voluntarist and top-down view and proposing
aricher view of situatedness’ (Nicolini and Mengis
2023). Others have advanced the research agenda
by linking SAP to domains of organization studies,
such as entrepreneurship-as-practice (Jarzabkowski,
Seidl and Balogun 2022), routine dynamics (Seidl,
Grossmann-Hensel and Jarzabkowski 2021), insti-
tutional theory (Suddaby, Seidl and L& 2013), infor-
mation systems (Whittington 2014) and business
history (Jarzabkowski et al. 2022).

SAP research has included publications that
have offered frameworks for studying SAP. This
includes the seminal paper by Johnson, Melin and
Whittington (2003), in which the SAP approach — at
that time labelled ‘activity-based view of strategy’ —
was introduced for the first time and characterized as
concern ‘for the close understanding of the myriad,
micro activities that make up strategy and strategiz-
ing in practice’ (p. 3). This characterization was
refined by Whittington (2006), who emphasized
that the strategizing activities needed to be under-
stood in their wider social context: actors are not
working in isolation but are drawing upon the
regular, socially defined modus operandi that
arise from the plural social institutions to which
they belong. Based on this, Whittington proposed
the overarching ‘3P framework’ differentiating
between ‘practitioners’ (i.e., those who do the
actual work of making, shaping and executing
strategy), ‘praxis’ (i.e., the concrete, situated
doing of strategy) and ‘practices’ (i.e., the routin-
ized types of behaviour drawn upon in the con-
crete doing of strategy) as the three building
blocks that make up strategizing.

This framework was further developed by
Jarzabkowski, Balogun and Seidl (2007), who
argued that, due to pragmatic reasons, empirical
studies would do well to focus on the relation
between any two of the building blocks while
(temporarily) bracketing out the third. In their
review of the SAP literature of the time, they

show how all papers can be placed within this
framework, identifying particular gaps from
which they develop a research agenda for future
work. Johnson et al. (2007) proposed another over-
arching framework that positions different research
projects according to the level of analysis (the level
of actions, the organizational level and the field
level) and according to whether they are concerned
with content or process issues. The authors use this
framework to examine the strength and distinctive-
ness of the existing research and propose their own
agenda for future work. A literature review and
research agenda on the basis of this framework is
provided by Jarzabkowski and Spee (2009).
Whittington (2007; 2019), in turn, extended the
‘3P framework’ to the ‘4P framework’ by adding
‘profession’ as an important aspect shaping strat-
egy work. As he explained: ‘the 4P model helps
make explicit the trans-organizational dimension
that is sometimes neglected in earlier Strategy-as-
Practice studies . . . Adding the fourth dimension of
professional field protects against such insularity:
episodes of organizational praxis are typically
infused by practices existing at the macro level of
Strategy as profession’ (Whittington 2019: 31).
There are several useful discussions of various
theoretical — perspectives on SAP research.
Jarzabkowski, for example, explored activity the-
ory (Jarzabkowski 2003; 2005), different theories
of social practice (Jarzabkowski 2004) and struc-
turation theory in particular (Jarzabkowski 2008).
Denis, Langley and Rouleau (2007) compared
potential contributions from theories of social
practice, convention theory and Actor—Network
theory. In Johnson et al. (2007), we find an explor-
ation of situated learning theory, Actor—Network
theory, the Carnegie tradition of the sensemaking
and routines perspective, and institutional theory.
In addition, Chia and Holt (2006) have explored
the potential of the Heideggerian perspective,
Herepath (2014) Archer’s critical realist perspec-
tive, Neyland and Whittle (2018) Garfinkel’s
ethnomethodology, ~Whittle et al. (2021)
Goffman’s dramaturgical perspective, Chia and
Holt (2023) Nietzsche’s perspective of will to
power, Campbell-Hunt (2007) complexity theory,
Seidl (2007) systemic-discursive theories (such as
those by Wittgenstein, Lyotard and Luhmann),
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Fenton and Langley (2011) and Brown and
Thompson (2013) the narrative perspective,
Ezzamel and Willmott (2010) poststructuralist ana-
lysis, and Vaara (2010) critical discourse analysis
as fruitful bases for SAP research. Following
Hendry and Seidl (2003), Katzberg (2013) has
drawn on Luhmann’s system theory for theorizing
the interconnectedness between different organiza-
tional arenas. Balogun et al. (2014) have in turn
elaborated on the role of discourse as the central
foci of SAP research, and Guérard, Langley and
Seidl (2013) have explored the potential of differ-
ent performativity perspectives such as Austin,
Butler, Lyotard and Callon. In a review article,
Seidl and Whittington (2014) have provided an
overview of different theoretical perspectives in
terms of the ways in which they allow linking
local strategizing activity to larger social
phenomena.

Closely related, there also are several methodo-
logical reflections on SAP. Balogun, Huff and
Johnson (2003) is the first paper to address this
issue and to suggest specific methodological
approaches. The paper summarizes the methodo-
logical challenges of SAP research as follows:
“The growing need of researchers to be close to
the phenomena of study, to concentrate on context
and detail, and simultaneously to be broad in their
scope of study, attending to many parts of the
organization, clearly creates conflicts’ (p. 198).
This issue is also taken up in a separate chapter in
Johnson et al. (2007), providing illustrations of
various methodological choices and their respect-
ive advantages and disadvantages. Rasche and
Chia (2009) also deal with methodological chal-
lenges in a section of their paper that propagates
ethnographic approaches as most suitable for SAP
research. Extending on that, Vesa and Vaara
(2014) elaborate on new forms of ethnographic
approaches in SAP research such as auto-
ethnography (allowing for a better understanding
of the strategists’ lived experiences in different
contexts), video-ethnography (allowing for in-
depth analysis of strategic practices in their socio-
material context), comparative ethnography
(allowing for comparisons practices in different
contexts) and virtual ethnography (allowing for
advancing our understanding of virtual aspects of

strategy work). Jarzabkowski, Bednarek and
Cabantous (2015) describe the advantages of glo-
bal team-based forms of ethnography to capture
geographically distributed strategic practices and
their wider implications. Gylfe et al. (2016) exam-
ined the potential of various video methods in
studying strategizing work. Vaara and Lamberg
(2016) proposed different historical methods, and
Venkateswaran and Prabhu (2010) process and
clinical studies for advancing our knowledge of
the practice of strategy-making. Addressing the
challenge of linking micro and macro levels of
analysis in strategy research, Kouamé and
Langley (2018) compared three different methodo-
logical approaches for that. For a broad range of
novel ways of interacting with informants, collect-
ing data, involving collaborators and so on, the
chapter written by Huff, Neyer and Moslein
(2010) in the first edition of this Handbook remains
an important methodological piece to consult.
Abdallah, Basque and Rouleau (2018) address the
methodological conversations of the field and
review the research design of SAP empirical
papers. They suggest the existence of three
research design profiles in SAP research (classical,
extended and comprehensive) and bring up some
suggestions for renewing how we do SAP research.

However, others have criticized the predomin-
ant definitions and approaches to SAP research. In
particular, Robert Chia and his colleagues have
provided alternative perspectives on the analysis
of strategy (Chia and Holt 2009; Chia and MacKay
2007; MacKay, Chia and Nair 2021; Rasche and
Chia 2009). Rather than building on the proposed
frameworks, they criticized current research for its
lack of distinctiveness and call for a more focused
approach that breaks away from the methodo-
logical individualism that still dominates SAP
work. In addition, Clegg, Carter and Kornberger
(Carter 2013; Carter, Clegg and Kornberger 2008;
2010; Clegg, Carter, Kornberger 2004) have cri-
tiqued the conceptual and methodological bases of
much of the research in this area. In a nutshell, they
argued for more theoretically advanced and critic-
ally oriented studies to explore fundamental issues
of identity and power. This critique served as a key
motivator for the expansion and development of
the SAP research agenda in the second and third
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edition of this Handbook with contributions focus-
ing on these issues such as Chapter 24 by Clegg
and Kornberger on SAP and power and Chapter 25
by Blom and Alvesson on SAP and critical
approaches.

More recently, Jarzabkowski, Kavas and Krull
(2021) in an article entitled ‘It’s practice. But is it
strategy?’ initiated a discussion on the very notion
of strategy. The authors argued that SAP
researchers have stifled the potential of the SAP
approach by adhering to conventional conceptual-
izations of what characterizes activities as strategic.
Thus to ‘reinvigorate’ SAP and to unleash its full
potential the authors have called for researchers to
extend the definition of strategic activities to any
activities that can be considered consequential
(Kornberger and Vaara 2022). Complementing the
article by Jarzabkowski, Kavas and Krull, Rouleau
and Cloutier (2022) — in their article entitled ‘It’s
strategy. But is it practice?” — problematized the
notion of practice underlying SAP research extend-
ing on an earlier article on that topic (Rouleau
2013). The authors propose that to advance SAP
research  ‘strategy-as-practice  scholars place
a knowledgeability principle at the core of their
conceptualization of practice. We believe that tak-
ing the notion of practice more seriously in our
research in this way will help not only reinvigorate,
but also revitalize our field by deepening our under-
standing of the relationship between practice
research and strategic organization’ (Rouleau and
Cloutier 2022: 722).

Central Themes in SAP Research

SAP research has focused on several themes,
including strategy work in different settings, for-
mal strategic practices, sensemaking in strategiz-
ing, materiality and tools in strategy work,
discursive practices of strategy, roles and identities
in strategizing, and power in strategy.

The thrust of existing research has focused on
ways in which strategy work is conducted in spe-
cific organizational settings. In fact, most studies
in this area have concentrated on organizational
processes, activities and practices in particular con-
texts. In addition to studying business organiza-
tions, such as venture capital firms (King 2008),

financial services organizations (Ambrosini,
Bowman and Burton-Taylor 2007), airlines
(Vaara, Kleymann and Seristd 2004), clothing
companies (Rouleau 2005), reinsurance companies
(Jarzabkowski, Spee and Smets 2013) or multi-
business firms (Jarzabkowski and Balogun 2009;
Paroutis and Pettigrew 2007), scholars have exam-
ined strategizing in orchestras (Maitlis and
Lawrence 2003), artistic organizations (Daigle
and Rouleau 2010), hospitals (Denis et al. 2011;
von Arx 2008), cities (Kornberger and Clegg 2011;
Pilli, Vaara and Sorsa 2009), universities
(Jarzabkowski 2003; 2004; 2005; Jarzabkowski
and Seidl 2008), as well as crowds and communi-
ties (Dobusch and Kapeller 2018). These analyses
have also revealed distinctive patterns in strategiz-
ing; for example, Regnér (2003) showed that there
are significant differences in the way that people at
the centre of a firm strategize compared to those
who work on the periphery and Hydle (2015) has
drawn attention to the way that strategy work is
organized temporally and spatially.

Researchers have also focused special attention
on formal strategic practices. Studies have exam-
ined strategy workshops (Bourque and Johnson
2008; Healey et al. 2015; Hendry and Seidl 2003;
Hodgkinson et al. 2006; MaclIntosh, MacLean and
Seidl 2010; Paroutis, Franco and Papadopoulos
2015;  Whittington et al. 2006), inter-
organizational workshops (Seidl and Werle
2018), strategy meetings (Asmuss and Oshima
2012; Jarzabkowski and Seidl 2008; Wodak,
Kwon and Clarke 2011), committees (Hoon
2007), formal teams (Hendry, Kiel and Nicholson
2010; Paroutis and Pettigrew 2007), practices of
transparency and inclusion (Hautz, Seidl and
Whittington 2017; Splitter, Jarzabkowski and
Seidl 2021) and various formal administrative rou-
tines (Jarzabkowski 2003; 2005; Jarzabkowski and
Wilson 2002). These formal practices play a key
role in strategy formation, and for this reason,
Whittington and Cailluet (2008) have dedicated
an entire special issue of Long Range Planning to
the exploration of new avenues for research on
strategic planning.

A significant part of SAP research to date has
been devoted to the study of sensemaking in strat-
egizing. In contrast to earlier works on cognitive
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aspects, SAP scholars have been interested in the
social dimensions of sensemaking. Accordingly,
researchers have focused on the socially negotiated
nature of sensemaking (Balogun and Johnson
2004; 2005; Balogun and Rouleau 2017; Rouleau
and Balogun 2011), the political contests around
the framing of strategic issues (Kaplan 2008), the
temporal dimension of sensemaking (Kaplan and
Orlikowski 2013), the interaction between individ-
ual-level and organizational-level sensemaking
(Stensaker and Falkenberg 2007), inter-
organizational sensemaking (Seidl and Werle
2018), the influence of the wider societal context
on sensemaking activities at the organizational
interface (Rouleau 2005; Teulier and Rouleau
2013), the political aspects (Mueller et al. 2013)
and the role of emotions in sensemaking (Liu and
Maitlis 2014).

Studies on the discursive aspects of strategy
make up an important part of SAP research,
which has also been the theme of an influential
special issue in the Journal of Management
Studies (Balogun et al. 2014). The first paper to
address this topic was the seminal paper by Knights
and Morgan (1991) that examined the historical
emergence of the strategic management discourse,
its assumptions and implications on management.
Hendry (2000) provides another influential account
of strategy as an essentially discursive practice.
Based on ethnomethodology and conversation ana-
lysis, Samra-Fredericks (2003; 2004; 2005) has
focused the rhetorical micro-processes of strategiz-
ing and the ways in which conversations impact
strategy, and thereafter strategy conversations have
been examined from other perspectives, too
(Kwon, Clarke and Wodak 2014; Whittle et al.
2014; Wodak, Kwon and Clarke 2011). Coming
from a somewhat different perspective, Seidl
(2007) points to the differences between different
types of strategy discourses and the problematic
relations between them. Drawing on critical dis-
course analysis, authors have examined how dis-
cursive practices make up strategy (Vaara,
Kleymann and Seristé 2004), how strategy dis-
course is appropriated and resisted (Laine and
Vaara 2007), how discourses may impede or pro-
mote participation in strategic decision-making
(Mantere and Vaara 2008: Tavella 2021) and how

strategy is staged in CEO keynote performances
(Wenzel and Koch 2018). Phillips, Sewell and
Jaynes (2008) have followed suit to provide an
integrative model of the role of discourse in stra-
tegic decision-making. Hardy and Thomas (2014)
offer an illuminative analysis of how strategy dis-
courses construct objects and subjects, and
Mantere and Whittington (2021) examine the role
of discourse in the strategists’ identity work.
Drawing on seminal work on strategy and narra-
tives (Barry and Elmes 1997), SAP researchers
have focused on the role of narratives and storytell-
ing in strategy work (Brown and Thompson 2013;
Fenton and Langley 2011; Vaara and Pedersen
2014; Vaara and Rantakari 2023). Strategic plans
have also received special attention (Cornut,
Giroux and Langley 2012; Spee and
Jarzabkowski 2011; Vaara, Sorsa and Pilli 2010).

Research around the role of materiality and tools
in strategizing is another important and growing
area of contribution, which has also been the theme
of a dedicated special issue of the British Journal of
Management (Dameron, L€ and LeBaron 2015). In
the wake of this research stream, Vuorinen et al.
(2018) provide a review of the strategy tools
addressed in leading journals over the last quarter
of a century. More specifically, Whittington et al.
(2006) have focused on physical objects as particu-
lar means of communication and Heracleous and
Jacobs (2008) have shown how material artefacts
are purposefully employed in change interventions
in order to stimulate particular sensemaking pro-
cesses. Some authors have studied the ways in
which tools and techniques change according to
context (Jarzabkowski and Wilson 2006; Seidl
2007). Others have examined strategy tools as
potential boundary objects that can span across
different organizational contexts (Spee and
Jarzabkowski 2009). Kaplan’s (2011) analysis of
PowerPoint has elucidated the specific ways in
which material objects influence strategy pro-
cesses. Wright, Paroutis and Blettner (2013) exam-
ine how, when and to what effect strategy tools are
used in strategy work. Jarzabkowski, Spee and
Smets (2013) as well as Werle and Seidl (2015)
focus on how knowledge is inscribed in visual
artefacts and the way these shape unfolding strat-
egy processes. Jarzabkowski and Kaplan (2015)
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provide a framework for understanding the recip-
rocal relationship between the agency of actors and
the selection, application and outcomes of tools.
Moreover, there have been calls to analyse the
ways in which strategizing work has changed
through the use of technologies such as mobile
phones, video conferencing technology, social
media, Al and the like (e.g., Molloy and
Whittington 2005; Neeley and Leonardi 2018;
Seidl and Whittington 2021).

Researchers have also examined the roles and
identities of managers and other organizational
members engaged in strategy work. Accordingly,
a great deal of research has been devoted to the
strategic role of CEOs (Ma and Seidl 2018; Ma,
Seidl and Guérard 2015; Wenzel and Koch 2018)
and middle managers (Balogun and Johnson 2004;
2005; Fauré and Rouleau 2011; Mantere 2005;
2008; Rouleau 2005; Rouleau and Balogun 2011;
Rouleau, Balogun and Floyd 2015; Sillince and
Mueller 2007; Splitter, Jarzabkowski and Seidl
2021; Thomas, Sargent and Hardy 2011; Toegel,
Levy and Jonsen 2022). Other actors have received
specific attention as well, including Chief Strategy
Officers (Knight and Jarzabkowski 2022), consult-
ants (Nordqvist and Melin 2008; Schwarz 2004),
employees (Mantere and Vaara 2008; Splitter,
Jarzabkowski and Seidl 2021) and regulators
(Jarzabkowski, Matthiesen and Van de Ven
2009). In addition, scholars have pointed out the
need for research into the strategic roles of strategy
teachers and strategy gurus (Hendry 2000;
Whittington et al. 2003). Furthermore, Rouleau
(2003) has examined the impact of gender on
strategizing practice. Beech and Johnson (2005)
have in turn showed the recursive relation between
a strategist’s identity and strategizing activities
during a larger change project. In another study,
Lounsbury and Crumley (2007) provide
a conceptualization of agency that accounts for
the way in which practitioners are constrained by
wider societal belief systems, providing meaning
to their activities and prescribing them specific
roles that delimit the scope for performativity.
Following Knights and Morgan (1991), others
have focused on the social construction of the
identity and subjectivity of strategists (Dameron
and Torset 2014; Dick and Collings 2014; Laine

and Vaara, 2007; Laine et al. 2016; Mantere and
Whittington 2021; Splitter, Jarzabkowski and
Seidl 2021). These analyses have been closely
connected with discourse and power, as explained
next.

Ever since the beginning of SAP research,
scholars have also been interested in issues of
power. Knights and Morgan (1991) set out on an
analysis of the ‘disciplinary force’ of strategy as
a particular institutional practice. Studies drawing
on critical discourse analyses have also focused on
the ways in which strategy discourse can be used to
legitimate or resist specific ideas and to promote or
protect one’s own power position (Laine and Vaara
2007; Mantere and Vaara 2008). This has been
followed by studies by Ezzamel and Willmott
(2008) and McCabe (2010), who examined the
power differentials and inequalities in the strat-
egizing processes occurring in a global retailer
and manufacturing company and a UK building
society, respectively, focusing attention on various
modes of resistance. Other studies focus on power
as the central issue of strategic processes and prac-
tices. Samra-Fredericks (2005), for example, pro-
vides a fine-grained study of the everyday
interactional constitution of power based on an
analysis of the talk within a strategy meeting.
Vaara, Sorsa and Pilli (2010) examine the ‘force
potential’ of strategy texts and Knight, Paroutis and
Heracleous (2018) the power of PowerPoint.
Kornberger and Clegg (2011) in their study of the
strategy-making process undertaken by the City of
Sydney highlight the power effects resulting from
the simultaneous representation of facts and val-
ues. They argue that strategy is a socio-political
practice aimed at mobilizing people, marshalling
political will and legitimizing decisions. Mueller
et al. (2013) studied a multinational apparel com-
pany highlighting how politics constitutes a central
interpretive method through which organizational
reality is constructed and strategic decisions are
made. Based on a case study of a global telecom-
munication company, Hardy and Thomas (2014) in
turn show how the power effects of discourses are
intensified through particular discursive and mater-
ial practices, leading to the production of objects
and subjects that are clearly aligned with the
strategy.
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The Sections of the Handbook

This Handbook is structured into five parts
addressing different aspects of SAP.

Part I: Ontological and Epistemological
Questions

The SAP approach was born from a break with the
traditional notion of strategy as a property of
organizations. Instead, strategy was to be under-
stood as an activity or practice: strategy is not
something that firms have, but something that
people do (Jarzabkowski, Balogun and Seidl
2007; Johnson, Melin and Whittington 2003). If
taken seriously, this reconceptualization implies
a fundamental ontological shift in several respects.
First, the world of strategy is no longer taken to be
something stable that can be observed, but consti-
tutes a reality in flux (a dynamic and processual
perspective). Second, strategy is no longer
regarded as ‘located’ on the organizational level;
instead, it is spread out across several levels from
the level of individual actions to the institutional
level (multilevel perspective). Third, the world of
strategy constitutes a social reality created and
recreated in the interactions between various actors
inside and outside the organization (open perspec-
tive). Accordingly, there are several fundamental
epistemological consequences for both researchers
and practitioners. So far, however, SAP scholars
have focused relatively little attention on epistemo-
logical questions. In this sense, the chapters in Part
I of this third edition of the Handbook pave the way
for a better understanding of these fundamental
issues.

In the first chapter of Part I (Chapter 1), Robert
Chia and Andreas Rasche elaborate on the chal-
lenges of capturing the actual doing of strategy,
which requires researchers to adopt a new building
worldview. Drawing on Heidegger’s philosophy,
Haridimos Tsoukas then develops a framework
that distinguishes between four different types of
actions according to the involved form and degree
of intentionality. Simon Grand, Widar von Arx and
Johannes Riiegg-Stiirm, in turn, argue in their
chapter (Chapter 3) that practice research needs to
be accompanied by constructivist epistemologies

and what that entails. Ann Langley addresses
a central question in SAP research: How can we
build a cumulative body of knowledge when SAP
interests tend to favour small intensive samples and
fine-grained analysis? In the final chapter of Part
I (Chapter 5), Violetta Splitter and David Seidl
reflect on the practical relevance of practice-based
research on strategy.

Part Il: Theoretical Resources: Social Theory

With Kurt Lewin’s adage ‘nothing is so practical as
a good theory’ in mind, it is important to focus
attention on the theoretical basis of SAP.
A ‘good’ theory allows us to advance knowledge
without having to reinvent the wheel. By offering
a means to make sense of the very processes, activ-
ities and practices that constitute strategy and strat-
egizing, it can also serve practitioners. However,
there is no one theory of practice that can
provide a basis for all relevant research ques-
tions at various levels of analysis, which range
from reflections on strategy as a body of know-
ledge and praxis to studies of the idiosyncrasies
of specific strategic and organizational pro-
cesses in different institutional and cultural con-
texts. Neither should a unified theory be the
objective if we wish to advance the theoretical
discussion of practices and their implications.
Consequently, SAP research can and must be
informed by alternative conceptions of practice
and strategy. Various approaches have been
offered and applied, the most important of
which will be presented and discussed in Parts
II and IIT of this Handbook.

Part II focuses on general social theories. It
serves to explain how specific approaches are
able to elucidate not only our understanding of
concrete strategic decision-making, but also of
strategy as a body of knowledge and praxis.

In the first chapter of Part II (Chapter 6), Richard
Whittington explains how Giddens’s (1984) struc-
turation theory can be applied to SAP research.
Carola Wolf and Paula Jarzabkowski then focus
on activity theory as an approach for studying
SAP. This is followed by Marie-Léandre Gomez,
who provides a Bourdieusian perspective on SAP.
Saku Mantere draws on Wittgenstein and reflects
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on the role of language games. Florence Allard-
Poesi then adopts a Foucauldian view on, and
Valérie-Ines de La Ville and Eléonore Mounoud
outline a narrative approach to, SAP. This is
followed by Christopher Chapman, Wai-Fong
Chua and Habib Mahama, who discuss the var-
ieties of points of contact between Actor—
Network theory and SAP research. Andrea
Whittle and Frank Mueller, in turn, offer
a dramaturgical perspective. Davide Nicolini,
David Seidl and Violetta Splitter provide yet
another very useful theoretical perspective by
explaining how Schatzki’s work can be used
in SAP research. Jean-Pascal Gond, Bernard
Leca, Charlotte Cloutier and Alfredo Grattarola
introduce the ‘Economies of Worth’ (EW) per-
spective to SAP scholars, emphasizing its crit-
ical distance from earlier forms of critical
sociology and its distinctiveness from the con-
cept of institutional logic. Finally, in their chap-
ter on performativity, Jean-Pascal Gond,
Guillaume Carton and Yuval Millo investigate
how SAP and the constitution of strategy as
a specific body of expert knowledge can learn
from each other.

Part IlI: Theoretical Resources:
Management and Organization Theory

In Part IIT of the Handbook, we are continuing our
theoretical exploration and exploitation of useful
perspectives to understand SAP. However, in con-
trast to the chapters in Part II, the focus here is not
on general social theories but on management and
organization theories. SAP research is character-
ized by a high degree of theoretical pluralism. Its
rapid expansion in the last decade is partly due to
the interests for this perspective demonstrated by
other areas in management and organization theor-
ies. This part proposes ways to advance SAP
research by drawing on such theories.

In the first chapter (Chapter 17), Michael Smets,
Royston Greenwood, Mike Lounsbury and
Deborah Anderson show the potential of institu-
tional theory for SAP. This is followed by David
Oliver, who advances the perspective of ‘identity
work’ as a form of strategic practice. Joep
Cornelissen and Henri Schildt then discuss the

sensemaking perspective and its potential and
Martha Feldman the similarities and synergies
between the study of routines as dynamic processes
and the study of SAP. Frangois Cooren, Nicolas
Bencherki, Mathieu Chaput and Consuelo Vasquez
develop a communicational approach to strategy
and strategy-making in an attempt to foster
a dialogue with the SAP literature and its latest
explorations around talk and text. Tyson Rallens,
Tom Lawrence and Nelson Phillips adopt a social-
symbolic perspective on strategy work, and Patrick
Regnér examines commonalities and differences,
potential relationships and synergies between SAP
and other contemporary approaches in strategy
research. Next Stewart Clegg and Martin
Kornberger focus on one of the most important
but still understudied dimensions in SAP: power.
In the last chapter of Part III (Chapter 25), Martin
Blom and Mats Alvesson then highlight the value
of SAP scholars adopting a ‘critical eye’ on their
research.

Part IV: Methodological Resources

Since the inception of the SAP movement, scholars
(Balogun, Huff and Johnson 2003) have pointed to
its methodological challenges, which require the
researcher simultaneously to be close to actual
practice while employing a broad range of theoret-
ical and methodological tools. There have been
calls for an exploration of methods that allow us
to observe and understand the longitudinal and
processual dynamics of the practices, routines and
actions of the situated actors, to uncover their
interdependences and interactions, and also to
focus on discourses and their performativity, the
disclosure of the ‘non-says’, of what is implicit or
couched in rhetoric. While longitudinal case stud-
ies remain the most frequently used research
design in SAP, there is a notable trend towards
applying and developing other methodologies
(Abdallah, Basque and Rouleau 2018). Some of
the most promising approaches are presented and
discussed in Part IV of this Handbook. As will
become clear, the call for ‘methodologically
innovative’ approaches does not necessarily mean
that one has to develop entirely new methodolo-
gies; it rather suggests that we look at them through
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a ‘practice lens’ and use innovative ways to
approach managers and reconstruct their strategiz-
ing activities and roles.

Ann Cunliffe offers in the first chapter of Part IV
(Chapter 26) a stimulating reflection on the con-
nection between ethnography and the study of
practice. The chapter by Danielle Zandee
(Chapter 27) explores everything SAP researchers
always wanted to know about action-research
methods but were afraid to consider in their own
work. Linda Rouleau suggests that biographical
research provides a set of narrative methods of
inquiry for carrying out in-depth studies of strat-
egizing practices. In the following chapter, Anne
Smith, Ace Beorchia and Jaewoo Jung respond to
calls for more innovative methods in SAP research
by elaborating on the foundations of photographic
methods and exploring their relevance. Eero Vaara
looks at the discursive aspects of strategy and strat-
egizing from a critical discursive angle, and Mona
Ericsson, Leif Melin and Andrew Popp discuss the
fruitfulness of historical methods for SAP research.
In the final chapter of Part IV (Chapter 32), Tomi
Laamanen, Emmanuelle Reuter, Markus
Schimmer, Florian Ueberbacher and Xena Welch
argue that even though most work in SAP research
has been qualitative in nature, there are significant
opportunities for studying strategy practices
quantitatively.

Part V: Substantive Topic Areas

In the final part of the Handbook, we focus on
central substantive topic areas in SAP research.
By substantive topic areas, we mean areas that
can be viewed as important sub-streams of SAP
research. These topic areas show what we have
learned about central issues and questions over
time, and the chapters in this section offer an over-
view as well as directions for future research.

Ann Langley and Maria Lusiani focus on the
practice of strategic planning, and David Seidl,
Stéphane Guérard and Tania Récker review and
synthesize the extant literature on the role of meet-
ings in the context of strategy. Jane Lé and Paul
Spee then set an agenda for the growing body of
research exploring the role of materiality in strat-
egy research. Pikka-Maaria Laine and Eero Vaara

examine participation in SAP research, and this is
followed by Leonhard Dobusch, Julia Hautz and
Thomas Ortner, who focus on Open Strategy. Next
Ethel Brundin and Feng Liu examine the role of
emotions, Nina Granqvist and Ari Kuismin focus
on temporality, Eric Knight and Matthias Wenzel
examine multimodality, and Claus Jacobs and Jane
L& discuss the role of play in strategizing. Pikka-
Maaria Laine, Susan Merildinen, Johanna
Moisander and Janne Tienari then focus on a very
important but largely neglected topic: gender and
feminism in SAP research. Co-authored by Markus
Hillgren, Oscar Rantatalo and Ola Lindberg, the
final chapter of this Handbook (Chapter 43) exam-
ines the interface between research on extreme
contexts and SAP research.

Challenges for Future Research:
A Research Agenda

This Handbook strives to be future-oriented. Each
of the chapters provides innovative ideas to further
advance our understanding of SAP. With this in
mind, the editors wish to take this opportunity to
spell out a renewed agenda for SAP research. First
and foremost, we would like to reiterate that it is
vital to make sure that these new insights connect
with other streams of strategic management.
Hence, one of the key challenges for the future is
to strengthen, both on theoretical and empirical
fronts, its linkages to other important sub-fields in
strategy, like the strategy process school, institu-
tional approaches to strategy, the resource-based
view and its new applications, Open Strategy, cog-
nition and sensemaking in and around strategy,
evolutionary perspectives, learning, and communi-
cation in strategic management.

Future research on SAP holds great promise if it
can continue to draw from and apply the theories
and methodologies of the social sciences in novel
ways. It is paramount that this research approach
does not reinvent the wheel or develop in a vacuum
but is linked with other areas of social science. The
goal should be not only to be informed, but also to
be able to contribute to other fields. As the chapters
of this Handbook demonstrate, research on SAP
has a great deal to offer to contemporary social
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research on process, practice, activity, institutions,
network, communication and discourse. For
example, focused analyses of strategy and strat-
egizing can add to the ways in which Schatzkian
and Goffmanian traditions can be applied in
addressing crucial issues in contemporary organ-
izations or society at large.

However, it is crucial that SAP research con-
tinues the trajectory of theoretical and empirical
analysis, aiming at an increasingly better under-
standing of the activities, processes and practices
that characterize organizational strategy and strat-
egizing. The contributions of this Handbook illus-
trate how much we have learned since this research
approach came into being. But many issues still
warrant targeted research efforts. They include the
following:

Linkage of the macro and micro in strategy.
One of the great advantages of the practice approach is
that it provides an opportunity to analyse how concrete
micro-level activities reflect broader socio-cultural and
institutionalized practices. This link has been made
visible, for example, in discursive analyses of strategy.
Even though we now have new methodological
avenues for discussing the connections of institutions
and strategy (Kouamé and Langley 2018), many
aspects of the social and organizational practices that
constitute strategy and strategizing remain unexplored.
Whether we call it practice-driven institutionalism
(Lounsbury, Anderson and Spee 2021) or argue for
a flat ontology perspective (Seidl and Whittington
2014) to build micro-macro connections, there is still
a great deal of work to be done to explain how widely
held assumptions about appropriate strategizing
approaches influence what is actually done in organiza-
tions, and how these activities, then, reproduce or at
times transform prevailing understandings and
practices.

Agency in strategy and strategizing. A key rea-
son for the emergence of practice theories was the need
to develop concepts that explain how structure and
agency are linked. SAP studies have added to our under-
standing of the role, identity and subjectivity of the
strategists in many ways and yet we still know little
about those who are unable to participate in strategic
decision-making. Furthermore, there are still few ana-
lyses that specify the ways in which organizational

actors are at the same time constrained and enabled
by prevailing practices. We must go beyond the con-
ventional view in strategic management that assumes
that all strategists are omnipotent actors and only
managers are strategizing. For instance, the Open
Strategy perspective is now helping us to enlarge our
perspective on agency. But we can do more than that.
In a context where climate change and ecology mat-
ters, SAP researchers need to adopt a larger vision of
agency that includes materiality and nature (Rouleau
2022). This is a major theoretical question that should
be extended towards the importance of values and
moral work in strategizing. No doubt theoretical and
empirical analyses of agency have a great deal to offer
to enrich our understanding.

Connections and cross-pollination between
perspectives and communities. As SAP research
is entering in the ‘propagation phase’ (Jarzabkowski,
Seidl and Balogun 2022), there is a need to become
more reflexive about the field and our research prac-
tices. Recent reviews of the field showed that it com-
prises different streams of research and argue for
building more connections between them (Kohtaméki
et al. 2021). Moreover, SAP has extended over the
years by dialoguing with other streams of research in
management and organization studies (e.g., institu-
tional theory, information technology, history, entre-
preneurship, accounting, routine dynamics). There is
a need to develop new ways of reinforcing these con-
nections and think about the challenge of maintaining
coherence in a fragmented field.

Spread of strategy as discourse and praxis
to new areas. SAP research is by definition context-
ual; the focus of the analysis lies in the processes,
practices and activities that constitute strategy and
strategizing in a given setting. Apart from studies of
strategizing in business organizations, it is important
and relevant to analyse the spread of strategy as a body
of knowledge and praxis to other types of context, in
particular public organizations such as government,
municipalities, universities, hospitals or kindergar-
tens. As the existing studies show, such settings are
often characterized by all kinds of struggles and
clashes. This is even truer when we look at the organ-
izations involved or trapped in the strategic manage-
ment of grand challenges or extreme contexts
(Héllgren, Rouleau and de Rond 2018; Howard-

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. UNIVERSIDAD AUTONOMA METROPOLITANA, on 15 Nov 2026 at 20:41:47, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of
use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009216067.002


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009216067.002
https://www.cambridge.org/core

14 Golsorkhi, Rouleau, Seidl and Vaara

Grenville 2021). Examining these organizational and
inter-organizational contexts from a SAP perspective
will help us to better understand the complexities and
intricacies of processes and practices when actors are
anticipating and organizing in such contexts. At the
same time, these contexts provide examples of recon-
textualization and hybridization of practices, as well
as innovations for dealing with global problems and
challenges.

Cross-national comparisons and geographic
connection of the field. Decision-making and strat-
egizing practices have evolved in distinctive ways in
different national contexts. Future research on SAP
could zoom in on these differences and examine trends
of practice convergence or divergence. Until now, SAP
conversations have been particularly intense in Europa
and North America. There is a need to find ways of
enlarging these conversations with researchers from the
Global South. This will allow SAP researchers to con-
nect and explore other forms and modes of strategizing
while developing our knowledge of the role of these
institutional contexts and global challenges these other
parts of the world are experiencing and the practices
they draw on to deal with them.

Longitudinal and multimodal research. Not all
research has to be longitudinal or multimodal, but
a more fine-grained understanding of the processes
and practices of strategic decision-making and
change would benefit from longer-term and multi-
perspectives analyses that elucidate changes in strat-
egy and strategizing. Furthermore, historical analysis
and semiotics and communication studies can help us
to better understand how practices have evolved as
well as the role of innovation and visuality in strategy
and strategizing.

Justification, critique and resistance.

Conventional research tends to ignore how people jus-
tify, critique and resist what is happening during stra-
tegic change; these topics are often framed as obstacles
to be dealt with and/or as illegitimate behaviour. If we
want to better understand the social processes in strat-
egizing, we need to take the issues of justification,
critique and resistance seriously. As demonstrated in
the contributions of this Handbook, such analysis
involves a reconceptualization of the ways in which

organizational actors interpret, make sense of, legitim-
ize or delegitimize, or react to strategies that are
imposed upon them. The reactions range from various
competing worldviews and modes of coping to outright
resistance. Future research on SAP would benefit from
exploring existing critical analyses of power on this
endeavour.

Temporal and spatial dimension of strategizing.
As various practice theorists have highlighted, we
cannot properly understand human activity without
paying attention to its temporal and spatial dimen-
sions. There is some research that has examined how
strategy work is organized in time and space (see
Hydle 2015; Picard, Durocher and Gendron 2020)
but there is a need to take additional steps. In terms
of ‘objective’ time and space, we need to pursue our
analyses about where and when strategy work is being
carried out. Strategy work is dispersed both across
different physical and discursive spaces and taking
place at various different points in time. In terms of
‘subjective’ time and space — or better: temporality
and spatiality — we need to increase our understanding
of how they are socially constructed in and through
our strategizing practices.

Emotions, body and gender in strategy work.
Closely related to sensemaking, several calls have been
made for taking emotions, body and gender seriously in
strategy-making. Recently, it seems that the topics of
emotion (Kouamé and Liu 2021; Liu and Maitlis 2014;
Vuori, Vuori and Huy 2018) and body (Gylfe et al. 2016;
Wenzel and Koch 2018) have emerged as insightful and
stimulating dimensions that are transversal to any stra-
tegic practices and situations. As ‘emotion’ is related to a
variety of embodied sentiments, feelings and affects
embodied, there is a need to develop our understanding
of their role in strategic planning and change. Related to
cognition and sensemaking, emotions and body can
either support or weaken strategic intents and attention.
Moreover, they are gendered, culturally and institution-
ally embedded and linked with power relations.
However, gender which intersects with other social cat-
egories such as ethnicity, age, class and so on, has been
a relatively neglected topic in SAP. While emotions and
body appear to be relevant topics to advance our view of
strategy-making as a social practice, we now need to
also address the gender challenge in strategizing and
strategizing processes.
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Shifts in organizing and technology. Notable
changes in organizations and advances in information
technology, robotics and generative artificial intelli-
gence are currently reshaping the ways strategy is
planned and implemented. SAP research has
remained relatively silent about the ways in which
the various types of information technology, digital-
ization tools and other communication media affect
the processes and practices of strategizing. The use of
digital media to communicate and interact constitute
a complex mix of external and internal interfaces
through which strategy is achieved, contested and
resisted. These fundamental features of contemporary
organizations and society warrant the attention of
SAP researchers in their own right.

SAP research for whom? Finally, SAP research
should be accessible to practitioners. Increasingly
sophisticated theoretical analysis runs the risk of
becoming alienated from the problems and challenges
of the practitioners. Researchers should be mindful of
this and strive to better understand the world of the
practitioner with new epistemological, theoretical and
methodological perspectives. For example, future
research could challenge the prevailing view that
holds that academic knowledge is superior to practical
knowledge. Theoretical work could develop concepts
and ideas that draw from what is relevant — either useful
or problematic — in the practitioners’ world. In addition,
new research could aim at a reappropriation of methods
such as action, collaborative and participative research.
Future research could also be more reflexive about the
relevance of practice research not only for practitioners
but also about the ways in which SAP scholars are
teaching and disseminating their research to a broader
audience.

References

Abdallah, C., Basque, J. and Rouleau, L. (2018),
‘Designing strategy as practice research’ in
Cassell, C., Cunliffe, A. L., and Grandy, G.
(eds), The Sage Handbook of Qualitative
Business and Management Research Methods:
328-344. London: Sage.

Ambrosini, V., Bowman, C. and Burton-Taylor, S.
(2007), ‘Inter-team coordination activities as
a source of customer satisfaction’, Human
Relations, 60/1: 59-98.

Asmuss, B. and Oshima, S. (2012), ‘Negotiation of
entitlement in proposal sequences’, Discourse
Studies, 14/1: 67-86.

Balogun, J. and Johnson, G. (2004), ‘Organizational
restructuring and middle managers
sensemaking’, Academy of Management
Journal, 47/4: 523-49.

(2005), ‘From intended strategies to unintended
outcomes: the impact of change recipient
sensemaking’, Organization Studies, 26/11:
1573-601.

Balogun, J. and Rouleau, L. (2017), ‘Strategy-as-
practice research on middle managers and sense-
making’, in Floyd, S. W., and Woolridge, B. (eds),
Handbook of Middle Management Strategy
Process Research: 109-32. Cheltenham: Edward
Elgar.

Balogun, J., Huff, A. S. and Johnson, P. (2003),
‘Three responses to the methodological chal-
lenges of studying strategizing’, Journal of
Management Studies, 40/1: 197-224.

Balogun, J., Jacobs, C., Jarzabkowski, P., Mantere, S.
and Vaara, E. (2014), ‘Placing strategy discourse
in context: sociomateriality, sensemaking, and
power’, Journal of Management Studies, 51/2:
175-201.

Barry, D. and Elmes, M. (1997), ‘Strategy retold:
toward a narrative view of strategic discourse’,
Academy of Management Review, 22/2:
429-52.

Beech, N. and Johnson, P. (2005), ‘Discourses of
disrupted identities in the practice of strategic
change’, Journal of Organizational Change
Management, 18/1: 31-47.

Bourdieu, P. (1990), The Logic of Practice.
Cambridge: Polity Press.

(1994), Raisons Pratiques. Sur la théorie de ’ac-
tion. Paris: Editions du Seuil.

Bourque, N. and Johnson, G. (2008), ‘Strategy work-
shops and “Away-Days” as ritual’, in
Hodgkinson, G., and Starbuck, W. (eds), Oxford
Handbook of Organizational Decision Making:
552-64. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Brown, A. D. and Thompson, E. R. (2013),
‘A narrative approach to strategy-as-practice’,
Business History, 55/7: 1143-67.

Brown, J. S. and Duguid, P. (1991), ‘Organizational
learning and communities of practice: toward
a unified view of working, learning and
innovation’, Organization Science, 2/1: 40-57.

Burgelman, R. A. (1983), ‘A process model of
internal corporate venturing in the diversified

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. UNIVERSIDAD AUTONOMA METROPOLITANA, on 15 Nov 2026 at 20:41:47, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of
use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009216067.002


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009216067.002
https://www.cambridge.org/core

16  Golsorkhi, Rouleau, Seidl and Vaara

major firm’, Administrative Science Quarterly,
28/2: 223-44.

Burgelman, R. A., Floyd, S. W., Laamanen, T.,
Mantere, S., Vaara, E. and Whittington, R.
(2018), ‘Strategy processes and practices: dia-
logues and intersections’, Strategic
Management Journal, 39/3: 531-58.

Campbell-Hunt, C. (2007), ‘Complexity in practice’,
Human Relations, 60/5: 793-823.

Carter, C. (2013), ‘The age of strategy: strategy,
organizations and society’, Business History,
55/7: 1047-57.

Carter, C. R., Clegg, S. and Kornberger, M. (2008),
‘Strategy as practice?’, Strategic Organization,
6/1: 83-99.

(2010), ‘Re-framing strategy: power, politics and
accounting’,  Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal, 23/5: 573-94.

de Certeau, M. (1984), The Practice of Everyday Life.
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Chia, R. and Holt, R. (2006), ‘Strategy as practical
coping: a Heideggerian perspective’,
Organization Studies, 27/5: 635-55.

(2009), Strategy without Design:
Efficacy of Indirect Action.
Cambridge University Press.

(2023), ‘Strategy, Intentionality and success: four
logics for explaining strategic action’
Organization Theory, 4/3.

Chia, R. and MacKay, B. (2007), ‘Post-processual
challenges for the emerging strategy-as-practice
perspective: discovering strategy in the logic of
practice’, Human Relations, 60/1: 217-42.

Clegg, S. R., Carter, C. and Kornberger, M. (2004),
‘Get up, I feel like being a strategy machine’,
European Management Review, 1/1: 21-8.

Cornut, F., Giroux, H. and Langley, A. (2012), ‘“The
strategic plan as a genre’, Discourse &
Communication, 6/1: 21-54.

Daigle, P. and Rouleau, L. (2010), ‘Strategic plans in
arts organizations: a compromising tool between
artistic and managerial values’, International
Journal of Arts Management, 12/3: 13-30.

Dameron, S. and Torset, C. (2014), ‘The discursive
construction of strategists’  subjectivities:
towards a paradox lens on strategy’, Journal of
Management Studies, 51/2: 291-319.

Dameron, S., L&, J. K. and LeBaron, C. (2015),
‘Materializing strategy and strategizing mater-
ials: why matter matters’, British Journal of
Management, 26/1: 1-12.

The  Silent
Cambridge:

Denis, J. L., Langley, A. and Rouleau, L. (2007),
‘Strategizing in pluralistic contexts: rethinking
theoretical frames’, Human Relations, 60/1:
179-215.

Denis, J.—L., Dompierre, G., Langley, A. and
Rouleau, L. (2011), ‘Escalating indecision:
between reification and strategic ambiguity’,
Organization Science, 22/1: 225-44.

Dewey, J. (1938), Experience and Education.
New York: Touchstone.

Dick, P. and Collings, D. G. (2014), ‘Discipline and
punish? Strategy discourse, senior manager sub-
jectivity and contradictory power effects’,
Human Relations, 67/12: 1513-36.

Dobusch, L. and Kapeller, J. (2018), ‘Open
strategy-making with crowds and communities:
comparing Wikimedia and Creative Commons’,
Long Range Planning, 51/4: 561-79.

Dreyfus, H. (1991), Being-in-the-World. Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press.

Eisenhardt, K. (1989), ‘Making fast strategic deci-
sions in high-velocity environments’, Academy
of Management Journal, 32/3: 543-76.

Engestrom, Y., Miettinen, R. and Punamiki, R-L.
(eds) (1999), Perspectives on Activity Theory.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Ezzamel, M. and Willmott, H. (2008), ‘Strategy as
discourse in a global retailer: a supplement to

rationalist ~ and  interpretive  accounts’,
Organization Studies, 29/2: 191-217.
(2010), ‘Strategy and strategizing:

a poststructuralist perspective’, Advances in
Strategic Management, 27: 29-50.

Fairclough, N. (2003), Analyzing Discourse: Textual
Analysis  for Social Research. London:
Routledge.

Fauré, B. and Rouleau, L. (2011), “The strategic com-
petence of accountants and middle managers in
budget making’, Accounting, Organizations and
Society, 36/3: 167-82.

Feldman, M. S. and Orlikowski, W. J. (2011),
‘Theorizing practice and practicing theory’,
Organization Science, 22/5: 1240-53.

Fenton, C. and Langley, A. (2011), ‘Strategy as prac-
tice and the narrative turn’, Organization
Studies, 32/9: 1171-96.

Floyd, S., Cornelissen, J., Wright, M. and Delios, A.
(2011), ‘Processes and practices of strategizing
and organizing: review: development, and the
role of bridging and umbrella constructs’,
Journal of Management Studies, 48/5: 933-52.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. UNIVERSIDAD AUTONOMA METROPOLITANA, on 15 Nov 2026 at 20:41:47, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of
use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009216067.002


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009216067.002
https://www.cambridge.org/core

Introduction: What Is Strategy as Practice? 17

Foucault, M. (1977), Discipline and Punish. The Birth
of the Prison. New York: Pantheon Books.

(1980a), Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews
and Other Writings, 1972—1977. New York:
Pantheon Books.

(1980b). Language, Counter-Memory, Practice:
Selected Essays and Interviews. New York:
Cornell University Press.

Giddens, A. (1984), The Constitution of Society.
Oxford: Polity Press.

Gioia, D. A. and Chittipeddi, K. (1991),
‘Sensemaking and sensegiving in strategic
change initiation’, Strategic Management
Journal, 12/6: 433-48.

Guérard, S., Langley, A. and Seidl, D. (2013),
‘Rethinking the concept of performance in strat-
egy research: towards a performativity
perspective’, M@n@ gement, 16/5: 566-78.

Gylfe, P., Franck, H., Lebaron, C. and Mantere, S.
(2016), ‘Video methods in strategy research:
focusing on embodied cognition’, Strategic
Management Journal, 37/1: 133-48.

Hillgren, M., Rouleau, L. and de Rond, M. (2018),
‘A matter of life or death: how extreme context
research matters for management and organiza-
tion studies’, Academy of Management Annals,
12/1: 111-53.

Hardy, C. and Thomas, R. (2014), ‘Strategy, discourse
and practice: the intensification of power’,
Journal of Management Studies, 51/2: 320-48.

Hautz, J., Seidl, D. and Whittington, R. (2017), ‘Open
strategy: dimensions, dilemmas, dynamics’,
Long Range Planning, 50/3: 298-309.

Healey, M. P., Hodgkinson, G. P., Whittington, R.
and Johnson, G. (2015), ‘Off to plan or out to
lunch? Relationships between design character-
istics and outcomes of strategy workshops’,
British Journal of Management, 26/3: 507-28.

Hendry, J. (2000), ‘Strategic decision making, dis-
course and strategy as social practice’, Journal
of Management Studies, 37/7: 955-77.

Hendry, J. and Seidl, D. (2003), ‘The structure and
significance of strategic episodes: social systems
theory and the routine practices of strategic
change’, Journal of Management Studies, 40/1:
175-96.

Hendry, K. P., Kiel, G. C. and Nicholson, G. (2010),
‘How boards strategise? A strategy as practice
view’, Long Range Planning, 43/1: 23-56.

Heracleous, L. and Jacobs, C. D. (2008),
‘Understanding organizations through embodied
metaphors’, Organizations Studies, 29/1: 45-78.

Herepath, A. (2014), ‘In the loop: a realist approach to
structure and agency in the practice of strategy’,
Organization Studies, 35/6: 857-79.

Hodgkinson, G., Whittington, R., Johnson, G. and
Schwarz, M. (2006), ‘The role of strategy
workshops in strategy development processes:
formality, communication, co-ordination and
inclusion’, Long Range Planning, 39/5: 479-96.

Hoon, C. (2007), ‘Committees as strategic practice:
the role of strategic conversation in a public
administration’, Human  Relations, 60/6:
921-52.

Howard-Grenville, J. (2021), ‘Grand challenges,
covid-19 and the future of organizational
scholarship’, Journal of Management Studies,
58/1: 254-8.

Huff, A. S., Neyer, A.—K. and Moslein, K. (2010),
‘Broader methods to support new insights into
strategizing’, in Golsorkhi, D., Rouleau, L.,
Seidl, D., and Vaara, E. (eds), Cambridge
Handbook of Strategy as Practice: 201-16.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hydle, K. M. (2015), ‘Temporal and spatial dimen-
sions of strategizing’, Organization Studies, 36/
5: 643-63.

Jarzabkowski, P. (2003), ‘Strategic practices: an
activity theory perspective on continuity and
change’, Journal of Management Studies, 40/1:
23-55.

(2004), ‘Strategy as practice: recursive, adaptive
and practices-in-use’, Organization Studies, 25/
4: 529-60.

(2005), Strategy as Practice: An Activity Based
Approach. London: Sage.

(2008), ‘Shaping strategy as a structuration
process’, Academy of Management Journal, 51/
4: 621-50.

Jarzabkowski, P. and Balogun, J. (2009), “The prac-
tice and process of delivering integration through
strategic planning’, Journal of Management
Studies, 46/8: 1255-88.

Jarzabkowski, P. and Kaplan, S. (2015), ‘Strategy
tools-in-use: a framework for understanding
“technologies of rationality” in practice’,
Strategic Management Journal, 36/4: 537-58.

Jarzabkowski, P. and Seidl, D. (2008), ‘The role of
meetings in the social practice of strategy’,
Organization Studies, 29/11: 1391-426.

Jarzabkowski, P. and Spee, A. P. (2009), ‘Strategy-as-
practice: a review and future directions for the
field’, International Journal of Management
Reviews, 11/1: 69-95.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. UNIVERSIDAD AUTONOMA METROPOLITANA, on 15 Nov 2026 at 20:41:47, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of
use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009216067.002


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009216067.002
https://www.cambridge.org/core

18 Golsorkhi, Rouleau, Seidl and Vaara

Jarzabkowski, P. and Wilson, D. C. (2002), ‘Top
teams and strategy in a UK university’, Journal
of Management Studies, 39/3: 355-87.

(20006), ‘Actionable strategy knowledge: a practice
perspective’, European Management Journal,
24/3: 348-67.

Jarzabkowski, P., Balogun, J. and Seidl, D. (2007),
‘Strategizing: the challenges of a practice
perspective’, Human Relations, 60/1: 5-27.

Jarzabkowski, P., Bednarek, R. and Cabantous, L.
(2015), ‘Conducting global team-based ethnog-
raphy: methodological challenges and practical
methods’, Human Relations, 68/1: 3-33.

Jarzabkowski, P., Kavas, M. and Krull, E. (2021),
‘It’s practice. But is it strategy? Reinvigorating
strategy-as-practice by rethinking consequenti-
ality’, Organization Theory, 2/3.

Jarzabkowski, P., Matthiesen, J. and van de Ven, A.
(2009), ‘Doing which work? A practice approach
to institutional pluralism’, in Lawrence, T.,
Leca, B., and Suddaby, R. (eds), Institutional
Work: Actors and Agency in Institutional
Studies of Organizations: 284-316. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Jarzabkowski, P., Seidl, D. and Balogun, J. (2022),
‘From germination to propagation: Two decades
of strategy-as-practice research and potential
future directions’, Human Relations, 75/8:
1533-59.

Jarzabkowski, P., Spee, P. and Smets, M. (2013),
‘Material artifacts: practices for doing strategy
with “stuff”’, European Management Journal,
31/1: 41-54.

Jarzabkowski, P., Bednarek, R., Kilminster, W. and
Spee, P. (2022), ‘An integrative approach to
investigating longstanding organisational phe-
nomena: opportunities for practice theorists and
historians’, Business History, 65/3: 414-22.

Johnson, G. and Huff, A. S. (1998), ‘Everyday innov-
ation and everyday strategy’, in Hamel, G.,
Prahalad, C. K., Thomas, H., and O’Neal, D.
(eds), Strategic Flexibility: Managing in
a Turbulent Environment: 3-27. Chichester:
John Wiley.

Johnson, G., Melin, L. and Whittington, R. (2003),
‘Guest editor’s introduction — Micro strategy and
strategizing: towards an activity-based view’,
Journal of Management Studies, 40/1: 3-22.

Johnson, G., Langley, A., Melin, L. and
Whittington, R. (2007), Strategy as Practice.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kaplan, S. (2008), ‘Framing contests: strategy mak-
ing under uncertainty’, Organization Science,
19/5: 729-52.

(2011), ‘Strategy and PowerPoint: an inquiry into
the epistemic culture and machinery of strategy
making’, Organization Science, 22/2: 320-46.

Kaplan, S. and Orlikowski, W. J. (2013), ‘Temporal
work in strategy making’, Organization Science,
24/4: 965-95.

Katzberg, G. (2013), ‘Separation and reconnection
episodic organizational arenas in the strategic
process’, Journal of Strategy and Management,
6/3: 212-28.

King, B. (2008), ‘Strategizing at leading venture cap-
ital firms: of planning, opportunism and deliber-
ate emergence’, Long Range Planning, 41/3:
345-66.

Knight, E. and Jarzabkowski, P. (2022), ‘Presenting
as a chief strategy officer: a discourse-
analytical study of elite subjectivities and vul-
nerabilities’, Human Relations, doi:10.1177/
00187267221099773.

Knight, E., Paroutis, S. and Heracleous, L. (2018),
“The power of PowerPoint: a visual perspective
on meaning making in strategy’, Strategic
Management Journal, 39/3: 894-921.

Knights, D. and Morgan, G. (1991), ‘Corporate strat-
egy, organisations and subjectivity: a critique’,
Organization Studies, 12/2: 251-73.

Kohtaméki, M., Whittington, R., Vaara, E. and
Rabetino, R. (2022), ‘Making connections: har-
nessing the diversity of strategy-as-practice
research’, International Journal of
Management Reviews, 24/2: 210-32.

Kornberger, M. and Clegg, S. (2011), ‘Strategy as
performative practice: the case of Sydney
2030°, Strategic Organization, 9/2: 136-62.

Kornberger, M. and Vaara, E. (2022), ‘Strategy as
engagement: what organization strategy can
learn from military strategy’, Long Range
Planning, 55/4: 102125.

Kouamé, S. and Langley, A. (2018), ‘Relating micro-
processes to macro-outcomes in qualitative strat-
egy process and practice research’, Strategic
Management Journal, 39/3: 559-81.

Kouamé, S. and Liu, F. (2021), ‘Capturing emotions
in qualitative strategic organization research’,
Strategic Organization, 19/1: 97-112.

Kwon, W., Clarke, I. and Wodak, R. (2014), ‘Micro-
level discursive strategies for constructing
shared views around strategic issues in team

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. UNIVERSIDAD AUTONOMA METROPOLITANA, on 15 Nov 2026 at 20:41:47, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of
use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009216067.002


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009216067.002
https://www.cambridge.org/core

Introduction: What Is Strategy as Practice? 19

meetings’, Journal of Management Studies, 51/
2:265-90

Laine, P.—M. and Vaara, E. (2007), ‘Struggling over
subjectivity: a discursive analysis of strategic
development in an engineering group’, Human
Relations, 60/1: 29-58.

Laine, P. M., Merildinen, S., Tienari, J. and Vaara, E.
(2016), ‘Mastery, submission, and subversion:
on the performative construction of strategist
identity’, Organization, 23/4: 505-24.

Langley, A. (1989), ‘In search of rationality: the pur-
poses behind the use of formal analysis in
organizations’, Administrative Science
Quarterly, 34/4: 598-631.

Liu, F. and Maitlis, S. (2014), ‘Emotional dynamics
and strategizing processes: a study of strategic
conversations in top team meetings’, Journal of
Management Studies, 51/2: 202-34.

Lounsbury, M. and Crumley, E. (2007), ‘New prac-
tice creation: an institutional perspective on
innovation’,  Organization  Studies, 28/7:
993-1012.

Lounsbury, M., Anderson, D. A. and Spee, P. (2021),
On Practice and Institution: New Empirical
Directions, Research in the Sociology of
Organizations, vol. 71. Bingley, UK: Emerald
Publishing.

Ma, S. and Seidl, D. (2018), ‘New CEOs and their
collaborators: divergence and convergence
between the strategic leadership constellation
and the top management team’, Strategic
Management Journal, 39/3: 606-38.

Ma, S., Seidl, D. and Guérard, S. (2015), ‘The new
CEO and the post-succession process: an inte-
gration of past research and future directions’,
International Journal of Management Reviews,
17/4: 460-82.

Maclntosh, R., MacLean, D. and Seidl, D. (2010),
‘Unpacking the effectivity paradox of strategy
workshops: Do strategy workshops produce stra-
tegic change?’, in Golsorkhi, D., Rouleau, L.,
Seidl, D., and Vaara, E. (eds), Cambridge
Handbook of Strategy as Practice: 291-309.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

MacKay, B., Chia, R. and Nair, A. K. (2021),
‘Strategy-in-practices: a process philosophical
approach to understanding strategy emergence
and  organizational  outcomes’,  Human
Relations, 74/9: 1337-69.

Maitlis, S. and Lawrence, T. B. (2003), ‘Orchestral
manoeuvres in the dark: understanding failure in

organizational  strategizing’,  Journal  of
Management Studies, 40/1: 109-39.

Mantere, S. (2005), ‘Strategic practices as enablers
and disablers of championing activity’, Strategic
Organization, 3/2: 157-84.

(2008), ‘Role expectations and middle managers
strategic agency’, Journal of Management
Studies, 45/2: 294-316.

Mantere, S. and Vaara, E. (2008), ‘On the problem of
participation in strategy: a critical discursive
perspective’, Organization Science, 19/2: 341—
58.

Mantere, S. and Whittington, R. (2021), ‘Becoming
a strategist: the roles of strategy discourse and
ontological security in managerial identity
work’, Strategic Organization, 19/4: 553-78.

Martin, J. (2003), ‘Feminist theory and critical theory:
unexplored synergies’, Studying Management
Critically, 1/3: 66.

McCabe, D. (2010), ‘Strategy-as-power: ambiguity,
contradiction and the exercise of power in a UK
building society’, Organization, 17/ 2: 151-75.

Mintzberg, H. (1973), The Nature of Managerial
Work. New York: Harper and Row.

Mintzberg, H. and Waters, J. (1985), ‘Of strategies
deliberate and emergent’, Strategic Management
Journal, 6/3: 257-72.

Mintzberg, H., Raisinghani, D. and Théoret, A.
(1976), ‘The structure of “Unstructured” deci-
sion  processes’, Administrative  Science
Quarterly, 21/2: 246-75.

Molloy, E. and Whittington, R. (2005), ‘Practices of
organizing: inside and outside the processes of
change’, in Szulanski, G., Porac, J., and Doz, Y.
(eds), Advances in Strategic Management:
Strategy Process: 491-515. Bingley, UK:
Emerald Group Publishing.

Mueller, F., Whittle, A., Gilchrist, A. and Lenney, P.
(2013), ‘Politics and strategy practice: an
ethnomethodologically-informed discourse ana-
lysis perspective’, Business History, 55/7: 1168—
99.

Neeley, T. B. and Leonardi, P. M. (2018), ‘Enacting
knowledge strategy through social media: pass-
able trust and the paradox of nonwork
interactions’, Strategic Management Journal,
39/3: 922-46.

Neyland, D. and Whittle, A. (2018), ‘Garfinkel on
strategy: using ethnomethodology to make
sense of  “rubbish  strategy”, Critical
Perspectives on Accounting, 53: 31-42.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. UNIVERSIDAD AUTONOMA METROPOLITANA, on 15 Nov 2026 at 20:41:47, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of
use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009216067.002


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009216067.002
https://www.cambridge.org/core

20 Golsorkhi, Rouleau, Seidl and Vaara

Nicolini, D. (2011), ‘Practice as the site of knowing:
insights from the field of telemedicine’,
Organization Science, 22/3: 602-20.

(2012), Practice Theory, Work, and Organization:
An Introduction. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Nicolini, D. and Mengis, J. (2023), ‘Towards
a practice-theoretical view of the situated nature
of attention’, Strategic Organization, https://doi
.org/10.1177/14761270231183731.

Nicolini, D., Gherardi, S. and Yanow, D. (2003),
Knowing in Organizations: A Practice-Based
Approach. Armonk, NY: M. E. Sharpe.

Nordqvist, M. and Melin, L. (2008), ‘Strategic plan-
ning champions: social craftspersons, artful
interpreters and known strangers’, Long Range
Planning, 41/3: 326-44.

Oakes, L. S., Townley, B. and Cooper, D. J. (1998),
‘Business planning as pedagogy: language and
control in a changing institutional field’,
Administrative Science Quarterly, 43/2: 257-92.

Ocasio, W., Laamanen, T. and Vaara, E. (2018),
‘Communication and attention dynamics: an
attention-based view of strategic change’,
Strategic Management Journal, 39/1: 155-67.

Orlikowski, W. J. (2000), ‘Using technology and
constituting structures’, Organization Science,
11/4: 404-28.

Ortner, S. B. (2006), Anthropology and Social
Theory: Culture, Power and the Acting Subject.
Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

Pilli P., Vaara, E. and Sorsa, V. (2009), ‘Strategy as
text and discursive practice: a genre-based
approach to strategizing in city administration’,
Discourse & Communication, 3/3: 303-18.

Paroutis, S. and Pettigrew, A. (2007), ‘Strategizing in
the multi-business firm: strategy teams at mul-
tiple levels and over time’, Human Relations, 60/
1: 99-135.

Paroutis, S., Franco, L. A. and Papadopoulos, T.
(2015), ‘Visual interactions with strategy tools:
producing strategic knowledge in workshops’,
British Journal of Management, 26: 48—66.

Pettigrew, A. M. (1973), The Politics of
Organizational — Decision-Making.  London:
Tavistock Publications.

Phillips, N., Sewell, G. and Jaynes, S. (2008),
‘Applying critical discourse analysis in strategic
management research’, Organizational
Research Methods, 11/4: 770-89.

Picard, C. F., Durocher, S. and Gendron, Y. (2020),
‘Office design processes, strategizing and time

intermingling: an agenda to shape spaces and
minds in public accounting firms’, Accounting,
Auditing & Accountability Journal, 33/5:
1143-67.

Rasche, A. and Chia, R. (2009), ‘Researching strategy
practices: a  genealogical social theory
perspective’, Organization Studies, 30/7: 713-34.

Regnér, P. (2003), ‘Strategy creation in the periphery:
inductive versus deductive strategy making’,
Journal of Management Studies, 40/1: 57-82.

(2008), ‘Strategy-as-practice and dynamic capabil-
ities: steps towards a dynamic view of strategy’,
Human Relations, 61/4: 565-88.

Rouleau, L. (2003), ‘Micro-Strategy as Gendered
Practice: Resisting Strategic Change through
the Family Metaphor’, Paper presented at the
19th EGOS Colloquium, Copenhagen.

(2005), ‘Micro-practices of strategic sensemaking
and sensegiving: how middle managers interpret
and sell change every day’, Journal of
Management Studies, 42/7: 1414-41.

(2013), ‘Strategy-as-practice research at a
crossroads’, M@n@ gement, 16/5: 547-65.

(2022), Organization Theories in the Making:
Exploring the Leading-Edge Perspectives.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Rouleau, L. and Balogun, J. (2011). ‘Middle man-
agers, strategic sensemaking, and discursive
competence’, Journal of Management Studies,
48/5: 953-83.

Rouleau, L. and Cloutier, C. (2022), ‘It’s strategy. But
is it practice? Desperately seeking social practice
in strategy-as-practice research’, Strategic
Organization, 20/4: 722-33.

Rouleau, L., Balogun, J. and Floyd, S. (2015),
‘Strategy-as-practice research on middle man-
agers’ strategy work’, in Golsorkhi, D.,
Rouleau L., Seidl D., and Vaara, E. (eds),
Cambridge Handbook of Strategy as Practice:
598-615. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Samra-Fredericks, D. (2003), ‘Strategizing as lived
experience and strategists’ everyday efforts to
shape  strategic  direction’, Journal of
Management Studies, 40/1: 141-74.

(2004), ‘Understanding the production of “strat-
egy” and “organization” through talk amongst
managerial elites’, Culture and Organization,
10/2: 125-41.

(2005), ‘Strategic practice, “discourse” and the
everyday interactional constitution of “power
effects’™, Organization, 12/6: 803-41.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. UNIVERSIDAD AUTONOMA METROPOLITANA, on 15 Nov 2026 at 20:41:47, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of
use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009216067.002


https://doi.org/10.1177/14761270231183731
https://doi.org/10.1177/14761270231183731
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009216067.002
https://www.cambridge.org/core

Introduction: What Is Strategy as Practice? 21

Schatzki, T. R. (2002), The Site of the Social.
A Philosophical Account of the Constitution of
Social Life and Change. University Park, PA:
Pennsylvania State University Press.

Schwarz, M. (2004), ‘Knowing in practice: how con-
sultants work with clients to create, share and
apply knowledge’, Academy of Management
Proceedings, 2004/1: D1-D9.

Seidl, D. (2007), ‘General strategy concepts and the
ecology of strategy discourses: a systematic—dis-
cursive perspective’, Organization Studies, 28/2:
197-218.

Seidl, D. and Werle, F. (2018), ‘Inter-organizational
sensemaking in the face of strategic meta-prob-
lems: requisite variety and dynamics of partici-
pation’, Strategic Management Journal, 39/3:
830-58.

Seidl, D. and Whittington, R. (2014), ‘Enlarging the
strategy-as-practice research agenda: towards
taller and flatter ontologies’, Organization
Studies, 35/10: 1407-21.

(2021), ‘How crisis reveals the structures of
practices’, Journal of Management Studies, 58/
1: 240.

Seidl, D, Grossmann-Hensel, B. and
Jarzabkowski, P. (2021), ‘Strategy as practice
and routine dynamics’, in Feldman, M. S.,
D’Adderio, L., Pentland, B. T., Dittrich, K.,
Rerup, C., and Seidl, D. (eds), Cambridge
Handbook of Routine Dynamics: 481-500.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Sillince, J. and Mueller, F. (2007), ‘Switching stra-
tegic perspective: the reframing of accounts
of responsibility’, Organization Studies, 28/2:
155-76.

Spee, A. P. and Jarzabkowski, P. (2009), ‘Strategy
tools as boundary objects’, Strategic
Organization, 7/2: 223-32.

(2011), “Strategic planning as communicative
process’, Organizational Studies, 32/9: 1217-45.

Splitter, V., Jarzabkowski, P. and Seidl, D. (2021),
‘Middle managers’ struggle over their subject
position in Open Strategy processes’, Journal
of Management Studies, 60/7: 1884-923.

Stensaker, I. and Falkenberg, J. (2007), ‘Making
sense of different responses to corporate
change’, Human Relations, 60/1: 137-78.

Suddaby, R., Seidl, D. and L&, J. K. (2013), ‘Strategy-
as-practice meets neo-institutional theory’,
Strategic Organization, 11/3: 329-44.

Sztompka, P. (1991), Society in Action: The Theory of
Social Becoming. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Tavella, E. (2021), ‘The discursive construction of
participation: assigning and justifying responsi-
bility in management meetings’, Strategic
Organization, 19/4: 579-607.

Teulier, R. and Rouleau, L. (2013), ‘Middle man-
agers’ sensemaking and interorganizational
change initiation: translation spaces and editing
practices’, Journal of Change Management, 13/
3: 308-37.

Thomas, R., Sargent, L. D. and Hardy, C. (2011),
‘Managing organizational change: negotiating
meaning and power-resistance relations’,
Organization Science, 22/1: 22-41.

Toegel, L., Levy, O. and Jonsen, K. (2022), ‘Secrecy
in practice: how middle managers promote stra-
tegic initiatives behind the scenes’, Organization
Studies, 43/6: 885-906.

Tuomela, R. (2005), The Philosophy of Social
Practices: A Collective Acceptance View.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Vaara, E. (2010), ‘Taking the linguistic turn seriously:
strategy as multifaceted and interdiscursive
phenomenon’,  Advances in Strategic
Management, 27: 29-50.

Vaara, E. and Lamberg, J. A. (2016), ‘Taking histor-
ical embeddedness seriously: three historical
approaches to advance strategy process and prac-
tice research’, Academy of Management Review,
41/4: 633-57.

Vaara, E. and Pedersen, A. R. (2014), ‘Strategy and
chronotopes: a Bakhtinian perspective on the
construction of strategy narratives’,
M@n@gement, 16/5: 593-604.

Vaara, E. and Rantakari, A. (2023), ‘How orchestra-
tion both generates and smothers polyphony in
narrative  strategy-making’,  Organization
Studies, Online July 2023.

Vaara, E., Kleymann, B. and Seristo, H. (2004),
‘Strategies as discursive constructions: the case
of Airline Alliances’, Journal of Management
Studies, 41/1: 1-35.

Vaara, E., Sorsa, V. and Pilli, P. (2010), ‘On the force
potential of strategy texts: a critical discourse
analysis of a strategic plans and its power effects
in a city organization’, Organization, 17/6:
685-702.

Venkateswaran, R. and Prabhu, G. N. (2010), ‘Taking
stock of research methods in strategy as
practice’, Electronic Journal of Business
Research Methods, 8/2: 156-62.

Vesa, M. and Vaara, E. (2014), ‘Strategic ethnog-
raphy 2.0: four methods for advancing strategy

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. UNIVERSIDAD AUTONOMA METROPOLITANA, on 15 Nov 2026 at 20:41:47, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of
use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009216067.002


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009216067.002
https://www.cambridge.org/core

22 Golsorkhi, Rouleau, Seidl and Vaara

process and practice research’,
Organization, 12/4: 288-98.

von Arx, W. (2008), Die dynamische Verfertigung
von Strategie: Rekonstruktion organisationaler
Praktiken und Kontexte eines
Universitdtsspitals. Berlin: Medizinisch
Wissenschaftliche Verlagsgesellschaft (MWV).

Vuori, N., Vuori, T. O. and Huy, Q. N. (2018),
‘Emotional practices: how masking negative
emotions impacts the post-acquisition integra-
tion process’, Strategic Management Journal,
39/3: 859-93.

Vuorinen, T., Hakala, H., Kohtamiki, M. and
Uusitalo, K. (2018), ‘Mapping the landscape of
strategy tools: a review on strategy tools pub-
lished in leading journals within the past 25
years’, Long Range Planning, 51/4: 586—605.

Strategic

Vygotsky, L. (1978), Mind in Society: The
Development  of  Higher  Psychological
Processes. ~ Cambridge, = MA: Harvard

University Press.
Werle, F. and Seidl, D. (2015), “The layered material-
ity of strategizing: epistemic objects and the
interplay between material artefacts in the
exploration of strategic topics’, British Journal
of Management, 26: 67-89.
Wenzel, M. and Koch, J. (2018), ‘Strategy as staged
performance: a critical discursive perspective on
keynote speeches as a genre of strategic
communication’, Strategic Management
Journal, 39/3: 639-63.
Whittington, R. (1996), ‘Strategy as practice’, Long
Range Planning, 29/5: 731-5.
(2006), ‘Completing the practice turn in strategy
research’, Organization Studies, 27/5: 613-34.
(2007), ‘Strategy practice and strategy process:
family differences and the sociological eye’,
Organization Studies, 28/10: 1575-86.

(2011), “The practice turn in organization research:
a disciplined transdisciplinarity’, Accounting,
Organization and Society, 36/3: 183-6.

(2014), ‘Information systems strategy and
strategy-as-practice: a joint agenda’, Journal
of Strategic Information Systems, 23/1:
87-91.

(2019), Opening Strategy: Professional Strategists
and Practice Change, 1960 to Today. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Whittington, R. and Cailluet, L. (2008), ‘The crafts of
strategy: introduction to special issue’, Long
Range Planning, 41/3: 241-7.

Whittington, R., Jarzabkowski, P., Mayer, M.,
Mounoud, E., Nahapiet, J. and Rouleau, L.
(2003), ‘Taking strategy seriously: responsibil-
ity and reform for an important social practice’,
Journal of Management Inquiry, 12/4:
396-409.

Whittington, R., Molloy, E., Mayer, M. and Smith, A.
(2006), ‘Practices of strategizing/organizing,
broadening strategy work and skills’, Long
Range Planning, 39/6: 615-29.

Whittle, A., Housley, W., Gilchrist, A., Mueller, F.
and Lenney, P. (2014). ‘Power, politics and
organizational communication: an ethnometh-
odological perspective’, in Cooren, F.,
Vaara, E., Langley, A., and Tsoukas, H. (eds),
Perspectives on Process Organization Studies.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Whittle, A., Gilchrist, A., Mueller, F. and Lenney, P.
(2021), ‘The art of stage-craft: a dramaturgical
perspective on strategic change’, Strategic
Organization, 19/4: 636-66.

Wittgenstein, L. (1951), Philosophical Investigations.
Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Wodak, R., Kwon, W. and Clarke, I. (2011), ““Getting
people on board”: discursive leadership for con-
sensus building in team meetings’, Discourse &
Society, 22/5: 592-644.

Wright, R. P., Paroutis, S. E. and Blettner, D. P.
(2013), ‘How useful are the strategic tools we
teach in business schools?’, Journal of
Management Studies, 50/1: 92—125.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. UNIVERSIDAD AUTONOMA METROPOLITANA, on 15 Nov 2026 at 20:41:47, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of
use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009216067.002


https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009216067.002
https://www.cambridge.org/core

