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ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Organisational hybridity and fluidity: deriving new strategies for dynamic 
knowledge management
Harri Laihonen a and Jukka Huhtamäki b

aFaculty of Social Sciences and Business Studies, Department of Health and Social Management, University of Eastern Finland, Kuopio, 
Finland; bFaculty of Management and Business, Information and Knowledge Management, Tampere University, Tampere, Finland

ABSTRACT
This article discusses the dynamics of knowledge management in the specific contexts of 
hybridity and organisational fluidity. The aim is to recognise areas in which knowledge 
management theory and practice need to be rethought and subsequently develop a new 
kind of strategic thinking. The article argues that dominant knowledge management 
approaches see and analyse the world from the perspective of an individual organisation, 
which hinders the development of new approaches. We consider that knowledge-based value 
creation takes place “betwixt and between” organisations and that we need new ways of 
conceptualising the phenomenon. Hence, we suggest that hybridity-oriented and individua-
listic knowledge strategies serve as mental models that could broaden the scope of knowledge 
management by offering a new type of interpretation framework for understanding and 
analysing how knowledge can be turned into value.

ARTICLE HISTORY 
Received 3 December 2019  
Accepted 7 July 2020 

KEYWORDS 
Organisational hybridity; 
organisational fluidity; 
knowledge strategy; 
institutional logics

1. Introduction

Knowledge is widely considered to be the most strate-
gically significant resource of a firm (Grant, 1996). 
Therefore, the manner in which knowledge resources 
are managed is a critical management question for 
both academics and practitioners (Hansen et al., 
1999). A knowledge strategy defines which knowledge 
resources are valuable, unique, and inimitable and 
how they support an organisation’s business strategy 
(Bolisani & Bratianu, 2017; Earl, 2001; Hansen et al., 
1999; Laihonen et al., 2015; Zack, 1999). Although the 
literature strongly underscores that a knowledge strat-
egy should be contingent on an overall business strat-
egy and contextual determinants, there has been very 
little discussion about the specific need to analyse and 
continuously re-create organisational knowledge stra-
tegies in a rapidly changing business environment 
(Venkitachalam & Willmott, 2015). The changing 
environment continuously redefines contingencies 
that set requirements for a business strategy and 
further for a knowledge strategy. Within this evolving 
environment, organisations confront various institu-
tional forces, and their responses differ. According to 
Greenwood et al. (2011), responses focus either on 
organisational strategies or organisational structures. 
Hence, the purpose of this study is to consider the 
possible implications that institutional complexity 
and, especially, organisational hybridity and fluidity 
pose for strategic knowledge management. First and 
foremost, our discussion is situated in organisational 

contexts that can be described as hybrid and/or fluid. 
Nevertheless, it is relevant for organisations that have 
only just started to recognise the hybridity and fluidity 
of their operations.

By hybridity, we refer specifically to the hybridity of 
institutional logics since this has severe implications 
for the dynamics of knowledge management that have 
not been sufficiently considered when developing 
knowledge management. Originally, Alford and 
Friedland (1985) described capitalism, state bureau-
cracy, and political democracy as the three institu-
tional orders leading to different practices and beliefs 
(see Thornton & Ocasio, 2008 for review). Recently, 
many studies have elaborated on the implications of 
co-existing institutional logics for management 
accounting (e.g., Kastberg & Siverbo, 2016), perfor-
mance management (e.g., Giacomelli et al., 2019), and 
organisational identity (e.g., Kallio et al., 2020). The 
contexts of these studies are typically knowledge- 
intensive and professional industries or organisations, 
such as the finance sector (Battilana & Dorado, 2010; 
Lounsbury, 2002), health care (D’Aunno et al., 2018; 
Kurunmäki & Miller, 2010), law firms (Cooper et al., 
1996), higher education (Conrath-Hargreaves & 
Wüstemann, 2019), and various types of public–pri-
vate partnerships (Johanson & Vakkuri, 2017) in 
which institutional complexity requires a new kind 
of organisational response (Greenwood et al., 2011). 
Despite the dominance of knowledge-intensive sectors 
and organisations in the literature on institutional 
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logics, there are only a few studies explicitly investigat-
ing the implications of institutional logics for knowl-
edge management (e.g., Currie & Suhomlinova, 2006; 
Mangen & Brivot, 2015; Oostervink et al., 2016).

Our line of thought is that coping with multiple 
institutional logics requires flexible organisational 
forms (Schreyögg & Sydow, 2010) and a careful re- 
consideration of knowledge management frameworks 
that typically build on one coherent business strategy 
to guide the formulation of a knowledge (manage-
ment) strategy (see e.g., Bolisani & Bratianu, 2017 for 
a discussion on the differences between “knowledge 
strategy” and “knowledge management strategy”). To 
fulfil the research objective of this article, an extensive 
literature review is carried out, focusing especially on 
the hybridity of institutional logics and organisational 
fluidity. In this theoretical article, we are not con-
cerned with implementation but aim to illustrate 
how these phenomena challenge organisation-driven 
knowledge strategies. More specifically, this article 
answers the following two questions:

(1) What kinds of knowledge strategies are needed 
when knowledge as an organisational resource is 
increasingly located outside the organisational 
boundaries?

(2) Is the organisation still a sufficient unit of ana-
lysis for knowledge-based value creation?

As its main outcome and contribution, this article 
conceptualises three knowledge strategies and illus-
trates the need to balance them when building knowl-
edge management solutions in the context of 
organisational hybridity and fluidity. Thus, this article 
suggests that the dynamics of knowledge management 
can be understood only by looking beyond the knowl-
edge management agenda to focus on the contingencies 
that create the institutional context for knowledge man-
agement. This new contextualisation is required for the 
management of the increasing dynamism, diversity, 
and complexity of the organisational operational envir-
onment (e.g., Järvi et al., 2018). We find that these 
changes in the operational environment of organisa-
tions can even challenge organisational boundaries by 
redefining organisational identities, power relations, 
and definitions of organisational efficiency while also 
calling for new kinds of competences (e.g., Santos & 
Eisenhardt, 2005). For this reason, we encourage all 
organisations to carefully consider their existing knowl-
edge strategies and to pay special attention to hybridity 
(Johanson & Vakkuri, 2017) and organisational fluidity 
(Schreyögg & Sydow, 2010), which, in our view, call for 
open and dynamic knowledge strategies.

The rest of this article is organised as follows: The 
next section reviews the literature on hybridity, reveal-
ing how the hybridity of institutional logics sets new 
requirements for knowledge management. In section 
three, the theoretical understanding of organisational 

fluidity is deepened. The purpose of this is to recognise 
and better understand how increasing flexibility and 
dynamism challenge existing knowledge management 
approaches based on organisational structures. The 
discussion section provides an analysis of the implica-
tions of these two phenomena for strategic knowledge 
management. Finally, some concluding remarks and 
ideas for further research are presented.

2. Hybridity of institutional logics

In this article, focus is placed on institutional logics 
because the inter-organisational nature of knowledge- 
based value creation, by default, brings together enti-
ties (other organisations, individuals, or various kinds 
of collaborative arrangements) that are motivated and 
driven by different values and objectives (Laihonen & 
Lönnqvist, 2010; Lönnqvist & Laihonen, 2012). From 
the knowledge perspective, this means that entities 
also value different kinds of information and knowl-
edge (Kurunmäki & Miller, 2010). This is exactly what 
has been discussed in the literature on institutional 
logics (Haveman & Gualteri, 2017) and hybrid govern-
ance (Johanson & Vakkuri, 2017) because the institu-
tional logic defines what information is valued. 
Furthermore, hybrid governance also links to the dis-
cussions on organisational boundaries (e.g., Santos & 
Eisenhardt, 2005) when value-creation systems and 
their governance structures are redesigned and rebuilt.

The literature defines institutional logics as “systems 
of cultural elements . . . by which people, groups, and 
organisations make sense of and evaluate their everyday 
activities and organize those activities in time and space” 
(Haveman & Gualteri, 2017, p. 1). Thus, institutional 
logics have implications for the coordination, manage-
ment, and governance of organisations (Denis et al., 
2015). Hybridity refers to the presence of multiple insti-
tutional logics that may be competing or even contra-
dicting (Thornton & Ocasio, 2008). Contradictions may 
take place at the individual level, such as between man-
agerial and professional logics (e.g., Noordegraaf, 2015). 
Moreover, at the organisational level, contradictions may 
arise, such as between business and non-profit logics 
(e.g., Conrath-Hargreaves & Wüstemann, 2019; 
Skelcher & Smith, 2015) or professional service and 
commercial logics (Greenwood et al., 2011). Hybrids 
incorporate elements from different institutional logics 
(Battilana & Dorado, 2010), and, therefore, it is critical 
that knowledge management understand how institu-
tional logics enable and constrain social action 
(Thornton & Ocasio, 2008) to determine how organisa-
tions should be structured, steered, and controlled 
(Bacharach & Mundell, 1993).

Institutional logics have recently been studied in 
the context of hybrid organisations, hybrid govern-
ance, and hybridity in general (cf. Ebrahim et al., 
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2014; Pache & Santos, 2013; Reay & Hinings, 2009; 
Thynne, 2011). In institutional economics, hybridity 
lies between hierarchies and markets (e.g., Powell, 
1990; Stark, 2009; Williamson, 1975). Here, hierarchy 
refers to hierarchically organised firms, and its main 
purpose is to differentiate between planned coordina-
tion and market relations. In public administration 
theory, hybridity refers to ambiguous types of social 
organising and manifests itself in institutional settings 
in which public and private organisations operate 
according to public interest (Johanson & Vakkuri, 
2017). According to Johanson and Vakkuri (2017), 
hybridity covers situations of mixed ownership, goal 
incongruence, and competing institutional logics as 
well as a multiplicity of funding arrangements and 
both public and private forms of financial and social 
control.

The described hybridity of institutional logics and 
the overlapping and coexisting governance modes – 
especially their implications for managing knowledge – 
make hybridity interesting from the knowledge man-
agement perspective (cf. Lowndes & Skelcher, 1998). 
While the knowledge management literature primarily 
focuses on individual firms or public service entities 
and their business strategies (e.g., Massaro et al., 2015; 
Zack, 1999), the hybrid governance literature focuses 
on different organisational combinations and 
acknowledges the existence of goal incongruence, 
competing institutional logics, and different forms of 
management control (Johanson & Vakkuri, 2017). 
This means that while a private organisation is mainly 
interested in its competitive position in the markets, it 
can simultaneously be part of a hybrid arrangement 
and work together with public or third-sector actors. 
Then, the values and objectives of each actor guide 
their organisation-specific knowledge strategies, while 
hybrid governance and the avoidance of sub- 
optimisation also necessitate a wider perspective on 
knowledge management. However, this may be diffi-
cult to attain and agree upon due to competition and 
possible contradictions between institutional logics, as 
mentioned above.

The literature has suggested various strategies for cop-
ing with competing institutional logics, which may also 
be of value for knowledge management. The literature 
suggests decoupling (Meyer & Rowan, 1977) and com-
promising (Oliver, 1991) as hybridisation strategies. 
More recently, a logics combination has been proposed 
as a way in which multiple institutional models can be 
applied at the same time (Battilana & Dorado, 2010; 
Binder, 2007; Greenwood et al., 2010, 2011; Lounsbury, 
2007; Reay & Hinings, 2009). Finally, Pache and Santos 
(2013) proposed selective coupling as a way to enact 
multiple institutional logics within the boundaries of 
organisations. Coping with competing institutional logics 
is also an important discussion topic for knowledge 
management. This is because the hybridity of 

institutional logics may require the decoupling, compro-
mising, or selective coupling of knowledge strategies.

To summarise, the key message and practical man-
agement challenge – which arise from the hybridity of 
institutional logics and hybrid governance in general – 
relate to the ambiguity and diversity of institutional 
logics within value-creation systems. In practice, this 
means that private, public, and non-profit organisa-
tions, as well as an increasing number of citizens or 
customers, are collaborating and creating value 
together. Thus, instead of one organisation-driven 
knowledge strategy, there are multiple institutional 
logics and knowledge strategies in play, and a hybrid 
organisation then must combine pluralistic views and 
expectations – not only those of one organisation and 
its shareholders but also of multiple organisations and 
their different stakeholders. At the same time, the com-
plexity and variety of challenges a hybrid organisation 
aims to solve have become interdependent and multi-
dimensional. Therefore, an organisation-driven knowl-
edge strategy needs to be complemented with strategies 
and approaches that allow diversity in the value- 
creation process. In practice, this diversity raises ques-
tions regarding the management of knowledge assets as 
well as decision-making information (Laihonen et al., 
2015). First, a hybrid organisation needs to identify the 
critical knowledge assets that each actor brings to an 
arrangement. Second, who has the power and legiti-
macy to make strategic decisions in a hybrid organisa-
tion – and on the basis of what information – must be 
defined. Third, and most importantly, the identity of 
a new hybrid organisation and how its organisational 
values, objectives, and organisational culture are com-
posed when each actor may prioritise these aspects 
differently must be clearly outlined. We return to 
these questions later, in section four, when discussing 
knowledge strategy implications.

3. Organisational fluidity

Along with hybridity, organisational fluidity chal-
lenges the traditional ways of thinking about organisa-
tions (Schreyögg & Sydow, 2010). In comparison to 
other conceptions of new ways of organising, includ-
ing temporary organisational forms (Bakker, 2010) 
and meta-organisation (Gulati et al., 2012), partial 
organisation (Ahrne & Brunsson, 2011), and boun-
daryless organisation (Ashkenas et al., 2002) forms, 
organisational fluidity takes a radical stance by pro-
posing that organisations are fading away. If we take 
this suggestion literally, a question regarding the ori-
gins of a knowledge strategy arises. If the organisation 
and its business strategy are not imposing the values 
and objectives and determining the institutional con-
text and logic upon which individuals base their 
actions, who does? This is quite a profound question 
for the existence and definition of an organisation, but, 
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in this article, we focus on its implications for knowl-
edge strategies. First, we need to define the concept of 
organisational fluidity.

Organisational fluidity refers to the increasing 
importance of flexibility and dynamism and the 
decreasing importance of organisational boundaries, 
structures, and processes (Järvi et al., 2018; Kellogg 
et al., 2006; Schreyögg & Sydow, 2010). It has been 
suggested that organisations are becoming more fluid 
in order to survive and thrive in dynamic and complex 
environments (Kellogg et al., 2006). Schreyögg and 
Sydow (Schreyögg & Sydow, 2010, p. 1251) described 
the characteristics of fluid organisations as transform-
ing “from hierarchies to networks, from formal pro-
grams and coordination rules to spontaneous 
interaction, from specialised departments and staff 
units to improvised processes and temporary project 
teams, and from vertical lines of command to lateral 
organisation-wide communication”. Additionally, 
fluid organisations focus on diversity rather than simi-
larity, seeking speed and adaptability (Schreyögg & 
Sydow, 2010). From the knowledge management per-
spective, the essence of organisational fluidity lies in its 
emphasis on individuals who should be able cope with 
contradicting requirements and ad hoc problem sol-
ving (Mintzberg, 1979; Schreyögg & Sydow, 2010). 
Instead of structural flexibility, the literature under-
scores behavioural features such as absorptive capabil-
ity and competencies, which, to use Hansen et al.’s 
(1999) terminology, indicates an emphasis on perso-
nalisation strategy over codification strategy. 
Organisational fluidity also emphasises dynamic cap-
abilities (Teece et al., 1997) and the ability to quickly 
create new knowledge (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000). 
Indeed, knowledge processes are at the core of orga-
nisational fluidity.

Organisations that operate in a knowledge-intensive 
domain have two major functions – that is, they must 
learn about the environment surrounding them and use 
this knowledge to provide value to their customers and 
stakeholders. These two functions, exploration and 
exploitation, constitute organisational 
learning (March, 1991). In a turbulent environment, 
the loop between exploration and exploitation must be 
short in terms of both organisational distance and time. 
In fluid organisations, exploration and exploitation can 
be organised in two different ways (Schreyögg & Sydow, 
2010). The first option would be to dedicate organisa-
tional units to either exploring or exploiting. 
Alternatively, each individual member of an organisa-
tion would be expected to both explore and exploit. 
This dual capability is referred to as ambidexterity 
(Gupta et al., 2006). While Schreyögg and Sydow 
(2010) concluded that ambidexterity at the individual 
level is the optimal way to operate in fluid organisations, 
Eisenhardt et al. (2010) suggested that navigating 
between exploration and exploitation is a combination 

of increasing flexibility, appreciating the multidimen-
sionality of the organisational environment, and indivi-
dual expertise. This will be a highly interesting topic for 
further research if we follow the assumption of the 
diminishing importance of organisational structures. 
Then, even minor changes in ownership and power 
over critical knowledge assets – from organisations to 
individuals – could have interesting effects on value- 
creation dynamics.

Despite first highlighting the social aspects of orga-
nisational fluidity in this article, this does not mean 
that technology and codification strategy are not 
important – the situation is almost the opposite. In 
our view, fluidity extends upon the codification strat-
egy by bringing the business, knowledge, and technol-
ogy perspectives together (cf. Venkitachalam & 
Ambrosini, 2017). We have already witnessed how 
technology and various platforms help knowledge 
workers organise around projects in global work mar-
kets, how chat-bots have automated customer interac-
tion and are handling some of middle management’s 
tasks, and how blockchain technology has removed 
inefficient middle-men from supply chains. 
Moreover, contemporary interaction platforms come 
with the capability to implement intelligent bots or 
actants that mediate the way in which teams operate 
(Zhou et al., 2018), and computational approaches can 
be used as a means of facilitating the formation of 
social ties in fluid organisations (Huhtamäki et al., 
2020; Olsson et al., 2020). Indeed, especially in knowl-
edge-intensive industries, technology provides 
a medium for knowledge management practices as 
well as for everyday communications and interactions. 
It serves as an enabler of organisational fluidity 
(Chatterjee et al., 2017) by enabling improvisational 
capability (Pavlou & El Sawy, 2010). Furthermore, the 
radical adoption of mobile technology enables the full- 
fledged distribution of work and moves the knowledge 
worker to a continuous liminal state of being “betwixt 
and between” space, time, tasks, and technology (Stein 
et al., 2015). Finally, digital platforms take on an 
increasing role in affecting and implying organisa-
tional routines (Seidel et al., 2020).

Although the focus of this particular article is not on 
technology as such, it is not possible to discuss the 
future of knowledge strategies and knowledge manage-
ment without noting the fact that the adoption of infor-
mation technology introduces new means of managing 
organisational fluidity. This is due to two major reasons. 
First, data on actors and their interactions are continu-
ously accumulated in information systems. Second, 
these systems mediate the interactions between actors 
and managerial activities. Schreyögg and Sydow (2010) 
suggested that fluid organisations are managed through 
continuously evolving monitoring that enables manage-
ment to balance countervailing processes by observing 
organisational operations and acting when issues are 
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observed. The monitoring capability inherent in our 
digital infrastructure also draws attention to the power 
and control issues that come with this capability (Gal 
et al., 2020). The panopticon metaphor for monitoring 
suggests that organisational actors co-construct the 
mechanisms of “free control” through the perceived 
visibility of their work actions on information systems 
(Leclercq-Vandelannoitte et al., 2014). That is, the 
actors become aware that their actions are tracked and 
can be potentially monitored and change their beha-
viour accordingly. It is evident that the role of informa-
tion systems – and, more recently, of platform 
ecosystems – in organising has been increasing (De 
Reuver et al., 2018). D’Adderio (2011) noted that infor-
mation systems take on an active role in the way orga-
nisational routines are formed and also affect 
organising. Seidel et al. (2020) pointed to platform 
ecosystems as a significant category of modern infor-
mation systems, suggesting that organisations will mir-
ror the evident changes taking place on platform 
ecosystems.

To summarise, organisational fluidity questions the 
importance of organisational structures and processes, 
arguing that enhanced collaboration within and 
between organisations provides a general recipe for 
improving productivity and innovation capability 
(Hsiehchen et al., 2015; Wuchty et al., 2007). 
Furthermore, the role of individual actors in accumu-
lating and making use of knowledge is highlighted in 
the literature. Thus, organisational fluidity raises simi-
lar management questions as the hybridity of institu-
tional logics, with more focus placed within an 
organisation and on individual knowledge workers. 
However, in our view, organisational fluidity extends 
upon the knowledge management questions raised 
earlier in this article on hybridity. First, a fluid orga-
nisation cannot place trust in existing structures when 
defining responsibilities and accountabilities, which 
also raises severe concerns regarding knowledge own-
ership and power relations within the organisation. 
Second, balancing the needs and expectations of indi-
vidual knowledge workers and organisational goals 
becomes a critical management question that may 
necessitate a profound reconsideration of organisa-
tional values. Third, the legitimacy of decision- 
making, management control, and organisational effi-
ciency needs to be redefined, which could lead to very 
different ways of organising than those currently used.

4. Deriving new strategies for dynamic 
knowledge management

In this section, we analyse the implications of organi-
sational hybridity and fluidity for strategic knowledge 
management. As stated previously, we consider 
hybridity as more of a characteristic of the organisa-
tional environment; however, hybrid organisations 

can also be considered an institutional response to 
environmental hybridity. Organisational fluidity, in 
our view, is primarily an internal characteristic, but, 
again, in business ecosystems, for example, organisa-
tional fluidity may also refer to a cross-organisational 
capability. The phenomena of hybridity and fluidity 
can manifest themselves either simultaneously or 
separately. In the next two subsections, we will con-
sider the implications of these phenomena for strate-
gic knowledge management.

4.1. Theoretical implications of organisational 
hybridity and fluidity for knowledge strategy

From a theoretical perspective, the main argument of 
this article is that the hybridity of institutional logics 
and organisational fluidity challenge the foundations 
of organisation-centric knowledge strategies. The 
resource- and knowledge-based views of the firm 
(Barney, 1991; Grant, 1996; Spender, 1996) place 
emphasis on an organisational entity (firm), an 
approach which may not be sufficient in a context 
where actors operate in inter-organisational arrange-
ments with different institutional logics and where 
perceptions of value may differ significantly. For this 
reason, our argument is that knowledge-based value 
creation in contemporary business environments 
decreases the importance of organisational bound-
aries, structures, and processes, as suggested by several 
authors (e.g., Järvi et al., 2018; Kellogg et al., 2006; 
Schreyögg & Sydow, 2010). On some occasions, the 
decreasing importance of organisational structures 
may even require a very profound reconsideration of 
organisational boundaries (e.g., Santos & Eisenhardt, 
2005). For a knowledge strategy, this sets very different 
requirements than the prevailing organisation-centric 
approaches suggest.

As discussed earlier in this article, the actors in hybrids 
are dependent on one another’s resources – much like the 
actors in networks (cf. Powell, 1990). This pooling and 
integration of resources in general, and knowledge assets 
in particular, constitutes the essence of hybrid govern-
ance, for which a major challenge is posed by the lack of 
direct managerial coordination mechanisms placed over 
different organisations. The complementary nature of 
knowledge assets in networks is a critical question for 
developing a knowledge strategy in hybrids. This is the 
case in any network-based model, but what makes 
hybrids different are the distinct institutional logics of 
their individual actors. Different institutional logics set 
different values, strategies, and processes for operations. 
In practice, this means that individual actors may not 
have power over those knowledge resources critical for 
their own success. A conflict of interest created by the 
hybridity of institutional logics could pose a significant 
threat to the competitiveness of any particular actor. 
Indeed, if contradicting institutional logics hinder 
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knowledge flow, this may not only harm the hybrid but 
also individual actors, thus preventing them from attain-
ing their objectives. Therefore, it is important to carefully 
consider the relevant objectives, structures, evaluation 
practices, and control mechanisms when engaging in 
hybrid arrangements. Also, from the decision-making 
perspective, each institutional logic values a different 
type of decision-making information. Some organisa-
tions may primarily be driven by financial information, 
whereas ecological sustainability may represent a decisive 
piece of information for others. Indeed, in hybrids, who 
defines – and through what processes – the basis on 
which decisions are made becomes a very important 
question.

When the accumulation and development of 
knowledge assets and decision-making information 
are observed from the perspective of an individual 
organisation and its dominant institutional logic, it is 
difficult to recognise the presence and influence of 
other institutional logics at play in hybrids. Then, 
what seems a logical and legitimate action from the 
viewpoint of one organisation may induce sub- 
optimisation when considered from the perspective 
of the hybrid. The literature notes that the typical 
reasons for failure in collaborative networks include 
a lack of commitment (Zineldin & Bredenlöw, 2003), 
a failure to identify common targets (H. Parker, 2000), 
or a failure to fulfil the objectives and needs of partners 
(Zineldin & Bredenlöw, 2003). It can be argued that 
the underlying reason for many of these problems 
could be traced back to conflicting institutional logics. 
Despite partners’ strategic will to collaborate, major 
challenges could exist in defining objectives to which 
all participants can commit (cf. Agostino & Arnaboldi, 
2017). This leads to a situation in which decision- 
making information and knowledge management 
practices remain organisation-specific and detached 
from the strategy of a hybrid. Thus, each organisation 
is still only led by its own business objectives, and the 
hybrid systematically sub-optimises. Furthermore, 
sharing resources remains a challenge if a hybrid is 
unable to clearly demonstrate the benefits and added 
value of collaboration for each participant.

A typical solution for collaborative performance 
management (e.g., Busi & Bititci, 2006; Verdecho et al., 
2009) and networked knowledge management (e.g., 
Laihonen & Pekkola, 2016; Peltokorpi & Tsuyuki, 
2007; Valkokari et al., 2012) is to follow an open-book 
principle, in which certain predefined information is 
gathered into a shared information base accessible to 
all actors. This shared information provides a starting 
point for joint actions; however, one challenge lies in the 
fact that new information sources need to be continu-
ously recognised and integrated into the management 
system when the network evolves and the operating 
environment changes. This requires the building of 
a collaborative network capacity (Mischen, 2015) and 

the creation of technical interfaces that enable the aggre-
gation of data as well as reporting practices that support 
system-level analysis and decision-making. It has also 
been noted that hybrid governance, as with network 
governance in general, builds on trust, mutuality, and 
shared identity (cf. R. Parker, 2007). These are prerequi-
sites for building the needed decision-making and 
accountability structures enabling collaboration. This 
does not, however, provide solutions for tackling pro-
blems related to the transfer of knowledge assets. The 
fact that knowledge workers are still employed by 
a specific organisation maintains many of the problems 
related to traditional organisation-centric approaches. 
However, shared information and an understanding of 
network performance (e.g., the values and objectives of 
different actors) could help in overcoming challenges 
related to sub-optimisation since actors would have 
access to the same information and, thus, to 
a performance dialogue (Laihonen & Mäntylä, 2017), 
enabling joint sense-making and sense giving based on 
figures and numbers (Giuliani, 2016).

Organisational fluidity raises further concerns 
about the validity of organisation-centric knowledge 
management. A fluid organisation that operates on 
digital technology and information systems both dis-
rupts management practices and introduces new man-
agement capabilities (Seidel et al., 2020). The 
disruptive aspects revolve around the increasing 
autonomy of individual actors. The management 
practices that scholars (e.g., Schreyögg & Sydow, 
2010) propose for fluid organisations are based on 
monitoring and variations in enacted sense-making 
(cf. Bendoly, 2016; Weick et al., 2005). That is, indivi-
duals are permitted to operate autonomously, and 
management can act when identifying a behavioural 
pattern insists on their intervention. From a critical 
viewpoint, ubiquitous monitoring can be perceived as 
a panopticon-like control mechanism, which invites 
further research on balanced management activities 
(Leclercq-Vandelannoitte, 2017; Leclercq- 
Vandelannoitte et al., 2014). From a knowledge man-
agement perspective, we observe fluid organisations as 
social structures (Borgatti & Foster, 2003; Lee & 
Hassard, 1999) of interconnected, ambidextrous, and 
autonomous individuals. Moreover, we subscribe to 
the views of Ashcraft et al. (2009) in that organisations 
are fundamentally constituted by communication (cf. 
Putnam et al., 2009).

The increased autonomy of individuals, combined 
with the diminishing importance of the organisational 
envelope, implies that the mechanisms that drive the 
formation of social networks come into play. Two 
such core mechanisms are homophily and triadic clo-
sure. The homophily bias implies that forming a new 
connection between individuals is more likely the 
more similar the individuals are – “birds of a feather 
flock together” (McPherson et al., 2001). Triadic 
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closure means that new connections are more likely to 
form among actors who share a strong tie – that is, 
among friends of friends (Granovetter, 1973). Over 
time, the combination of triadic closure and homo-
phily is likely to result in a non-optimal social network 
configuration composed of densely interconnected 
social groups with homogenous knowledge 
(Kossinets & Watts, 2009), often referred to as echo 
chambers or silos. Weak ties connect actors over the 
boundaries of individual social groups and also have 
the potential to connect actors to novel information 
(Aral, 2016; Granovetter, 1973). Both strong and weak 
ties play a role in facilitating the flow of information 
within and between organisations (Aral & Van 
Alstyne, 2011).

From a knowledge strategy perspective, it is 
important to strike a balance between strong ties 
that primarily serve exploitation and weak ties asso-
ciated with exploration. Professional social match-
ing is a new academic endeavour that seeks to take 
advantage of the accumulation of digital data and 
the growing importance of information technology 
in facilitating the formation of a social structure in 
the context of organisational fluidity (Huhtamäki 
et al., 2020; Olsson et al., 2020). We look forward 
to future social matching research and development 
that seeks to make use of codification to enable 
personalisation and continuously balance explora-
tion (e.g., the diversity of weak ties) and exploita-
tion (e.g., the bandwidth of strong ties; cf., Aral & 
Van Alstyne, 2011). Indeed, these approaches and 
methods provide many new possibilities for strate-
gic knowledge management if appropriately 
exploited.

Table 1 summarises our framework for deriving 
new strategies for dynamic knowledge management 
and brings together the theoretical constructs of orga-
nisational hybridity and fluidity. Based on the above 
discussion, the table also depicts the key aspects of 
a knowledge strategy when hybridity and fluidity are 
present either separately or simultaneously.

We will discuss organisation-centric, hybridity- 
oriented, and individualistic knowledge strategies in 

more detail in the next section. However, here we want 
to make a note regarding the lower-right quarter of the 
framework, where both hybridity and fluidity are pre-
sent. This situation depicts the case where attempts to 
construct internal capabilities (ambidexterity and 
fluidity) meet the external need to achieve social 
endorsement and legitimacy (hybridity of institutional 
logics; Greenwood et al., 2011). For a knowledge strat-
egy, the latter case is naturally the most challenging 
and requires extreme openness and dynamism.

4.2. Three complementary strategies for dynamic 
knowledge management

From the above, there are several theoretical implica-
tions that can be drawn for strategic knowledge man-
agement. First, the hybridity of institutional logics and 
organisational fluidity necessitates a very different 
strategic approach to knowledge management than 
the traditional organisation-centric approach. This 
has clear implications for knowledge management 
processes and changes the role and position of an 
individual knowledge worker within the knowledge 
ecosystem. Knowledge strategy needs to be open and 
dynamic; it cannot only be built on only organisational 
structures and organisational objectives but needs to 
also consider the interfaces that enable and support 
collaboration between organisations operating with 
different logics and business models. Furthermore, it 
needs to pay special attention to open data and open 
interfaces that can dynamically adjust to changing 
structures and processes. Second, as the locus of busi-
ness-critical information may no longer lie within an 
organisation’s boundaries, new knowledge processes 
for accumulating, transferring, and securing this 
information must be developed. There is also a need 
for more dynamic processes since knowledge needs 
may change quickly, and there is no time for long- 
term planning. Major changes may also be needed due 
to a lack of organisational structures on which to build 
responsibilities. This could provide new ways to orga-
nise, analyse, and utilise data; but, alternatively, it 
could also obscure these processes if the relevant 

Table 1. Framework for deriving new strategies for dynamic knowledge management.
Fluidity

Hybridity Low High

Non-hybrid Organisation-centric value creation 
Theoretical basis: Grant (1996), Hansen et al. (1999), Zack (1999) 
Knowledge strategy: Organisation’s business strategy,  
knowledge gap, knowledge management initiatives.

Diminishing role of structures and boundaries 
Theoretical basis: Schreyögg and Sydow (2010), Santos and 
Eisenhardt (2005) 
Knowledge strategy: Ambidexterity, dynamic capabilities, 
organisational learning, technology as an enabler, monitoring.

Hybrid Hybrid governance with organisational structures 
Theoretical basis: Battilana and Dorado (2010), Laihonen and 
Kokko (2020) 
Knowledge strategy: Shared objectives, shared information, 
performance dialogue, coping with multiple institutional logics.

Hybrid governance without organisational structures 
Theoretical basis: Greenwood et al. (2011) 
Knowledge strategy: Balancing internal (ambidexterity and 
fluidity) and external complexity (hybridity of institutional logics).
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ownership, responsibilities, and accountabilities are 
not clearly defined. Third, such a change could also 
induce challenges at the individual level. There is a risk 
that competing institutional logics, as well as evanes-
cent organisational structures, leave an individual 
without a clear course or guidance. Therefore, 
a central question is: How can it be ascertained that 
individuals are doing the right things in an efficient 
manner? There is also an increasing need to develop 
and provide transparent information about knowledge 
work performance and retain a connection to those 
objectives that are attained at the system level – 
whether for an organisation or ecosystem.

From the above discussion, the following three 
different types of knowledge strategies can be derived: 
(1) organisation-centric, (2) hybridity-oriented, and 
(3) individualistic (Figure 1). The managerial chal-
lenge is to balance these knowledge strategies, bring-
ing an important dimension to the discussion on the 
dynamics of knowledge management. These three 
strategies can co-exist and complement each other. 
The framework should be used to break free from an 
organisation-centric view of knowledge management 
in order to prepare for a future in which knowledge is 
increasingly located outside organisations. It is also 
worth noting that while a certain individual may oper-
ate based on the individualistic strategy, he or she can 
still work for an organisation, which acts as part of 
a hybrid. In our view, a key to understanding the 
dynamism of knowledge management lies in contex-
tual sensitivity and in acknowledging that institutional 
complexity can create different organisational 
responses – the agreed objectives can be pursued 

with different institutional logics, organisational 
forms, and knowledge strategies.

In an organisation-centric knowledge strategy, the 
focus is placed on organisational objectives, as pre-
viously discussed. Data is gathered to enable fol-
low-up on an organisation’s business strategy, as 
highlighted by the knowledge management litera-
ture (Bolisani & Bratianu, 2017; Earl, 2001; Hansen 
et al., 1999; Laihonen et al., 2015; Zack, 1999). In 
addition, knowledge resources (including knowl-
edge workers) work in terms of the interest of the 
organisation, and the organisation’s governance 
structure defines the strategy for managing knowl-
edge. In a hybridity-oriented knowledge strategy, 
organisation-specific databases are complemented 
with a shared database consisting of network-level 
information that organisations have agreed to share 
(cf. Agostino & Arnaboldi, 2017; Laihonen & 
Pekkola, 2016; Valkokari et al., 2012). A shared 
database aims to overcome the challenge of com-
peting institutional logics, enabling the horizontal 
and at least somewhat objective evaluation of net-
work performance. Nevertheless, knowledge 
resources are still connected to different organisa-
tions, and the main challenge lies in coordinating 
the objectives and activities that arise from different 
institutional logics. As previously discussed, there 
are various strategies for coping with this challenge 
of competing institutional logics. Decoupling 
(Meyer & Rowan, 1977), compromising (Oliver, 
1991), logics combination, and selective coupling 
(Pache & Santos, 2013) can also be used to solve 
knowledge management questions when different 

Figure 1. Knowledge strategies for organisational hybridity and fluidity (A=Knowledge assets, I=Decision-making information).
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institutional logics are at play. Moreover, in prac-
tice, there seems to be a tendency for network 
governance challenges to be solved by creating 
a new entity (e.g., organisation) that takes on the 
role of a network representative and is responsible 
for network governance as well as gathering and 
sharing information with the rest of the network 
(Provan & Kenis, 2007). This means that if 
a hybrid is unable to cope with the hybridity of 
institutional logics (cf. Skelcher & Smith, 2015), 
then the solution is to return to the traditional 
way of organising, in which organisational identity, 
power relations, efficiency, and necessary compe-
tencies are easier to manage.

In an individualistic knowledge strategy, the role of the 
traditional organisation weakens, and individuals 
become key actors in the value-creation process. 
Moreover, platforms play an essential role in gathering 
and storing operational data. However, the most signifi-
cant difference, in comparison to the previous knowledge 
strategies discussed, is that knowledge resources (espe-
cially knowledge workers) become detached from orga-
nisations and choose to create value for themselves and 
society by selecting the most interesting tasks that are 
aligned with their individual values. Subsequently, plat-
forms provide boundary resources (Ghazawneh & 
Henfridsson, 2013; De Reuver et al., 2018) that enable 
individuals to benefit from their knowledge (e.g., skills 
and capabilities) by sharing or otherwise providing access 
to valuable data. Then, to follow and widen the terminol-
ogy used by Stein et al. (2015), the locus of valuable 
information and knowledge actually lies “betwixt and 
between” traditional organisations, the platform used, 
and individuals. In this situation, it is difficult to see 
how an organisation can govern knowledge resources 
other than by providing the best data and most attractive 
business vision in order to attain the most capable knowl-
edge workers. This makes knowledge-based value crea-
tion strongly mission-driven and strengthens the 
competition for the best resources. Table 2 summarises 

the main differences between the three knowledge stra-
tegies discussed.

Table 2 shows that, in the future, knowledge stra-
tegies are going to be increasingly built on commu-
nication and dialogue. Whether about the hybridity of 
institutional logics or organisational fluidity, 
a continuous and open dialogue between participating 
actors is imperative. In one form or another, this calls 
for open and transparent information that creates 
a boundary object enabling different interpretations 
as well as the emergence of a common identity 
required for joint actions.

5. Conclusions

This article discusses the future and dynamics of knowl-
edge management in the specific contexts of hybridity 
and organisational fluidity. Its aim is to recognise the 
areas in which knowledge management theory and prac-
tice need to be rethought. The main argument highlights 
that we first need to understand how these phenomena 
change our perceptions of organisational life and then 
develop knowledge strategies and practices that would 
benefit all actors. We find that the development of new 
knowledge management approaches is hindered by pre-
vailing approaches that perceive and analyse the world 
mainly from the perspective of an individual organisa-
tion (Earl, 2001; Grant, 1996; Hansen et al., 1999; 
Laihonen et al., 2015; Zack, 1999). We consider that 
knowledge-based value creation takes place “betwixt 
and between” organisations and that, therefore, we 
need new ways of conceptualising the phenomenon.

We make two fundamental contributions in the 
article. First, we bring together the concepts of orga-
nisational hybridity (Battilana & Dorado, 2010) and 
fluidity (Schreyögg & Sydow, 2010) to create 
a theoretical framework for dynamic knowledge man-
agement. Second, we derive and introduce the follow-
ing three complementary knowledge strategies: (1) 
organisation-centric, (2) hybridity-oriented, and (3) 

Table 2. Defining the three knowledge strategies through organisational characteristics.
Organisation-centric knowledge strategy Hybridity-oriented knowledge strategy Individualistic knowledge strategy

Identity Organisational knowledge processes create 
coherence between the identity of the 
organisation and its activities.

The participating organisations use a shared 
information base for collaborative sense- 
making and decision-making.

Individuals operateaccording to their own 
objectives and compose their individual 
knowledge strategies.

Power Organisational shared data and knowledge 
reduce uncertainty and exercise power 
in order to improve performance. 
Organisational processes and structure 
provide a governance model.

A continuous power play exists between 
organisations and information needs 
unless the network is able to balance the 
different institutional logics and to 
compose and communicate shared 
objectives.

Platforms serve as intermediaries between 
organisations and individuals. Individuals 
have the power in the projects and 
assignments that they choose to commit 
to.

Competence Organisational objectives and the 
customer-base define the needed 
competences that are owned by the 
organisation.

Knowledge resources are located around the 
network and are owned and governed by 
independent and separate organisations. 
Knowledge strategy must acknowledge 
the strengths of each actor.

Individuals use their knowledge resources 
on those projects and assignments that 
they consider valuable.

Efficiency An organisation’s efficiency is measured 
against its objectives. Boundaries are set 
at the point that minimises the cost of 
governing activities.

Each organisation continues to measure its 
efficiency. Moreover, efficiency is 
measured at the network level.

Efficiency is defined and measured by 
individuals. They can choose the efficiency 
level they want but it is continuously 
evaluated by the platform and other 
actors operating on the same platform.
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individualistic. We suggest that hybridity-oriented 
and individualistic knowledge strategies provide men-
tal models that broaden the scope of knowledge man-
agement by offering a new a kind of interpretation 
framework for understanding and analysing how 
knowledge is turned into value. As we see that orga-
nisational hybridity and fluidity are going to increase 
in the future, we invite others to join the discussion on 
the changes in how knowledge management is per-
ceived in organisational research and practice.

Theoretically, this shift towards dynamic knowledge 
management in the context of organisational hybridity 
and fluidity opens exciting avenues for further 
research. In the context of organisational renewal and 
learning (March, 1991), we need to untangle situations 
where attempts to construct internal capabilities (ambi-
dexterity and fluidity) meet the external need to achieve 
social endorsement and legitimacy (hybridity of insti-
tutional logics; Greenwood et al., 2011). In addition, it 
would be interesting to study whether and how 
ongoing transformation has been redefining organisa-
tional boundaries – that is, organisational identities, 
power relations, competences, and the ways in which 
we define efficiency. Furthermore, it would be of inter-
est to investigate how legitimate access to data and 
system-level objectives are defined in hybrid and fluid 
organisations. In our view, it seems that the changes 
described in this article would increase the role and 
importance of continuous performance dialogue and 
collaborative management practices. This would 
further lead to a well-justified argument that future 
organisations are increasingly defined through com-
municative processes. In addition to these theoretical 
considerations, we also believe that organisational 
hybridity and fluidity would require new methods in 
knowledge management practices as well, especially in 
collecting, storing, integrating, and analysing data.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

Funding

This work was supported by the Academy of Finland 
[309134].

ORCID

Harri Laihonen http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5836-5649
Jukka Huhtamäki http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2707-108X

References

Agostino, D., & Arnaboldi, M. (2017). Rational and ritua-
listic use of key performance indicators in hybrid 

organizations. Public Money & Management, 37(6), 
409–416. https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2017.1344021

Ahrne, G., & Brunsson, N. (2011). Organization outside orga-
nizations: The significance of partial organization. 
Organization, 18(1), 83–104. https://doi.org/10.1177/ 
1350508410376256

Alford, R. R., & Friedland, R. (1985). Powers of theory: 
Capitalism, the state, and democracy. Cambridge 
University Press.

Aral, S. (2016). The future of weak ties. American Journal of 
Sociology, 121(6), 1931–1939. https://doi.org/10.1086/ 
686293

Aral, S., & Van Alstyne, M. (2011). The diversity-bandwidth 
trade-off. American Journal of Sociology, 117(1), 90–171. 
https://doi.org/10.1086/661238

Ashcraft, K. L., Kuhn, T. R., & Cooren, F. (2009). 1 
Constitutional amendments: “Materializing” organiza-
tional communication. The Academy of Management 
A n n a l s ,  3 ( 1 ) ,  1 – 6 4 .  h t t p s : / / d o i . o r g / 1 0 . 5 4 6 5 /  
19416520903047186

Ashkenas, R., Ulrich, D., Jick, T., & Kerr, S. (2002). The 
boundaryless organization: Breaking the chains of organi-
zational structure. Jossey-Bass.

Bacharach, S. B., & Mundell, B. L. (1993). Organizational 
politics in schools—Micro, macro, and logics of action. 
Educational Administration Quarterly, 29(4), 423–452. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161X93029004003

Bakker, R. M. (2010). Taking stock of temporary organizational 
forms: A systematic review and research agenda. 
International Journal of Management Reviews, 12(4), 
466–486. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2010.00281.x

Barney, J. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive 
advantage. Journal of Management, 17(1), 99–120. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108

Battilana, J., & Dorado, S. (2010). Building sustainable hybrid 
organizations: The case of commercial microfinance 
organizations. Academy of Management Journal, 6(6), 
1419–1440. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.57318391

Bendoly, E. (2016). Fit, bias and enacted sensemaking in 
data visualization: Frameworks for continuous develop-
ment in operations and supply chain management 
analytics. Journal of Business Logistics, 37(1), 6–17. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jbl.12113

Binder, A. (2007). For love and money: Organizations’ creative 
responses to multiple environmental logics. Theory and 
Society, 36(6), 547–571. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11186- 
007-9045-x

Bolisani, E., & Bratianu, C. (2017). Knowledge strategy 
planning: An integrated approach to manage uncertainty, 
turbulence, and dynamics. Journal of Knowledge 
Management, 21(2), 233–253. https://doi.org/10.1108/ 
JKM-02-2016-0071

Borgatti, S. P., & Foster, P. C. (2003). The network paradigm 
in organizational research: A review and typology. 
Journal of Management, 29(6), 991–1013. https://doi. 
org/10.1016/S0149-2063(03)00087-4

Busi, M., & Bititci, U. S. (2006). Collaborative performance 
management: Present gaps and future research. 
International Journal of Productivity and Performance 
Management, 55(1), 7–25. https://doi.org/10.1108/ 
17410400610635471

Chatterjee, S., Sarker, S., & Siponen, M. (2017). How do 
mobile ICTS enable organizational fluidity: Toward 
a theoretical framework. Information and Management, 
54(1), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2016.03.007

Conrath-Hargreaves, A., & Wüstemann, S. (2019). 
Managing multiple institutional logics and the use of 

10 H. LAIHONEN AND J. HUHTAMÄKI

https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2017.1344021
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508410376256
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508410376256
https://doi.org/10.1086/686293
https://doi.org/10.1086/686293
https://doi.org/10.1086/661238
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520903047186
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520903047186
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161X93029004003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2010.00281.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700108
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.57318391
https://doi.org/10.1111/jbl.12113
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11186-007-9045-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11186-007-9045-x
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-02-2016-0071
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-02-2016-0071
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-2063(03)00087-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-2063(03)00087-4
https://doi.org/10.1108/17410400610635471
https://doi.org/10.1108/17410400610635471
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.im.2016.03.007


accounting: Insights from a German higher education 
institution. Abacus, 55(3), 483–510. https://doi.org/10. 
1111/abac.12164

Cooper, D. J., Hinings, C. R., Greenwood, R., & Brown, J. L. 
(1996). Sedimentation and transformation in organiza-
tional change: The case of Canadian law firms. 
Organization Studies, 17(4), 623–647. https://doi.org/10. 
1177/017084069601700404

Currie, C., & Suhomlinova, O. (2006). The impact of insti-
tutional forces upon knowledge sharing the UK NHS: 
The triumph on professional power and the inconsistency 
of policy. Public Administration, 84(1), 1–30. https://doi. 
org/10.1111/j.0033-3298.2006.00491.x

D’Adderio, L. (2011). Artifacts at the centre of routines: 
Performing the material turn in routines theory. Journal 
of Institutional Economics, 7(2), 197–230. https://doi.org/ 
10.1017/S174413741000024X

D’Aunno, T., Broffman, L., Sparer, M., & Kumar, S. R. 
(2018). Factors that distinguish high-performing accoun-
table care organizations in the Medicare shared savings 
program. Health Services Research, 53(1), 120–137. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.12642

De Reuver, M., Sørensen, C., & Basole, R. C. (2018). The 
digital platform: A research agenda. Journal of 
Information Technology, 33(2), 124–135. https://doi.org/ 
10.1057/s41265-016-0033-3

Denis, J.-L., Ferlie, E., & Van Gestel, N. (2015). 
Understanding hybridity in public organizations. Public 
Administration, 93(2), 273–289. https://doi.org/10.1111/ 
padm.12175

Earl, M. (2001). Knowledge management strategies: Toward 
a taxonomy. Journal of Management Information Systems, 
18(1), 215–233. https://doi.org/10.1080/07421222.2001. 
11045670

Ebrahim, A., Battilana, J., & Mair, J. (2014). The governance 
of social enterprises: Mission drift and accountability 
challenges in hybrid organizations. Research in 
Organizational Behavior, 34, 81–100. https://doi.org/10. 
1016/j.riob.2014.09.001

Eisenhardt, K. M., Furr, N. R., & Bingham, C. B. (2010). 
Microfoundations of Performance: Balancing Efficiency 
and Flexibility in Dynamic Environments. Organization 
Science, 21(6), 1263–1273. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc. 
1100.0564

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Martin, J. A. (2000). Dynamic cap-
abilities: What are they? Strategic Management Journal, 
21(10–11), 1105–1121. https://doi.org/10.1002/1097- 
0266(200010/11)21:10/11<1105::AID-SMJ133>3.0. 
CO;2-E

Gal, U., Jensen, T. B., & Stein, M. K. (2020). Breaking the 
vicious cycle of algorithmic management: A virtue ethics 
approach to people analytics. Information and 
Organization, 30(2), 100301. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
infoandorg.2020.100301

Ghazawneh, A., & Henfridsson, O. (2013). Balancing plat-
form control and external contribution in third-party 
development: The boundary resources model. 
Information Systems Journal, 23(2), 173–192. https://doi. 
org/10.1111/j.1365-2575.2012.00406.x

Giacomelli, G., Ferre, F., Furlan, M., & Nuti, S. (2019). 
Involving hybrid professionals in top management 
decision-making: How managerial training can make 
the difference. Health Services Management Research, 32 
(4), 168–179. https://doi.org/10.1177/0951484819844778

Giuliani, M. (2016). Sensemaking, sensegiving and 
sensebreaking. Journal of Intellectual Capital, 17(2), 
218–237. https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-04-2015-0039

Granovetter, M. (1973). The strength of weak ties. American 
Journal of Sociology, 78(6), 1360–1380. https://doi.org/10. 
1086/225469

Grant, R. M. (1996). Toward a knowledge-based theory of 
the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 17(S2), 109–122. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250171110

Greenwood, R., Diaz, A. M., Li, S. X., & Lorente, J. C. (2010). 
The multiplicity of institutional logics and the heteroge-
neity of organizational responses. Organization Science, 
21(2), 521–539. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1090.0453

Greenwood, R., Raynard, M., Kodeih, F., Micelotta, E., & 
Lounsbury, M. (2011). Institutional complexity and orga-
nizational responses. Academy of Management Annals, 5 
(1), 317–371. https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2011. 
590299

Gulati, R., Puranam, P., & Tushman, M. (2012). Meta- 
organization design: Rethinking design in interorganiza-
tional and community contexts. Strategic Management 
Journal, 33(6), 571–586. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.1975

Gupta, A. K., Smith, K. G., & Shalley, C. E. (2006). The 
interplay between exploration and exploitation. The 
Academy of Management Journal, 49(4), 693–706. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2006.22083026

Hansen, M. T., Nohria, N., & Tierney, T. (1999, March– 
April). What’s your strategy for managing knowledge? 
Harvard Business Review, 77(2), 106–116.

Haveman, H. A., & Gualteri, G. (2017). Institutional logics. 
In R. Aldag, ed, Oxford research encyclopedia of business 
and management. New York, NY: Oxford University 
Press.

Hsiehchen, D., Espinoza, M., & Hsieh, A. (2015). 
Multinational teams and diseconomies of scale in colla-
borative research. Science Advances, 1(8), 1–9. https://doi. 
org/10.1126/sciadv.1500211

Huhtamäki, J., Olsson, T., & Laaksonen, S.-M. (2020). 
Facilitating organisational fluidity with computational 
social matching. In H. Lehtimäki, P. Uusikylä, & 
A. Smedlund (Eds.), Society as an interaction space: 
A systemic approach (pp. 229–245). Springer.

Järvi, K., Almpanopoulou, A., & Ritala, P. (2018). 
Organization of knowledge ecosystems: Prefigurative 
and partial forms. Research Policy, 47(8), 1523–1537. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.05.007

Johanson, J.-E., & Vakkuri, J. (2017). Governing hybrid 
organisations. Exploring diversity of institutional life. 
Routledge.

Kallio, T., Kallio, K.-M., & Blomberg, A. (2020). From pro-
fessional bureaucracy to competitive bureaucracy redefin-
ing universities’ organization principles, performance 
measurement criteria, and reason for being. Qualitative 
Research in Accounting & Management, 17(1), 82–108. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/QRAM-10-2019-0111

Kastberg, G., & Siverbo, S. (2016). The role of management 
accounting and control in making professional organiza-
tions horizontal. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability 
Journal, 29(3), 428–451. https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ- 
03-2014-1632

Kellogg, K. C., Orlikowski, W. J., & Yates, J. (2006). Life in 
the trading zone: Structuring coordination across bound-
aries in postbureaucratic organizations. Organization 
Science, 17(1), 22–44. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1050. 
0157

Kossinets, G., & Watts, D. J. (2009). Origins of homophily in 
an evolving social network. American Journal of 
Sociology, 11(2), 405–450. https://doi.org/10.1086/599247

Kurunmäki, L., & Miller, P. (2010). Regulatory hybrids: 
Partnerships, budgeting and modernising government. 

KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT RESEARCH & PRACTICE 11

https://doi.org/10.1111/abac.12164
https://doi.org/10.1111/abac.12164
https://doi.org/10.1177/017084069601700404
https://doi.org/10.1177/017084069601700404
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0033-3298.2006.00491.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0033-3298.2006.00491.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S174413741000024X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S174413741000024X
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.12642
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41265-016-0033-3
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41265-016-0033-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12175
https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12175
https://doi.org/10.1080/07421222.2001.11045670
https://doi.org/10.1080/07421222.2001.11045670
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2014.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2014.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0564
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0564
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200010/11)21:10/11%3C1105::AID-SMJ133%3E3.0.CO;2-E
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200010/11)21:10/11%3C1105::AID-SMJ133%3E3.0.CO;2-E
https://doi.org/10.1002/1097-0266(200010/11)21:10/11%3C1105::AID-SMJ133%3E3.0.CO;2-E
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infoandorg.2020.100301
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infoandorg.2020.100301
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2575.2012.00406.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2575.2012.00406.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0951484819844778
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIC-04-2015-0039
https://doi.org/10.1086/225469
https://doi.org/10.1086/225469
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250171110
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1090.0453
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2011.590299
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2011.590299
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.1975
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2006.22083026
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1500211
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1500211
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2018.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1108/QRAM-10-2019-0111
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-03-2014-1632
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-03-2014-1632
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1050.0157
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1050.0157
https://doi.org/10.1086/599247


Management Accounting Research, 22(4), 220–241. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2010.08.004

Kurunmäki, L., & Miller, P. (2010). Regulatory hybrids: 
Partnerships, budgeting and modernising government. 
Management Accounting Research, 22(4),220–241. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2010.08.004

Laihonen, H., & Kokko, P. (2020). Knowledge management 
and hybridity of institutional logics in public sector. 
Knowledge management research & practice, 1–15. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14778238.2020.1788429

Laihonen, H., & Lönnqvist, A. (2010). Knowledge-based 
value creation: Grasping the intangibility of service 
operations in Finland. International Journal of 
Knowledge-Based Development, 1(4), 331–345. https:// 
doi.org/10.1504/IJKBD.2010.038042

Laihonen, H., Lönnqvist, A., & Metsälä, J. (2015). Two 
knowledge perspectives to growth management. VINE: 
Special Issue on Knowledge Strategies, 45(4), 473–494. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/VINE-11-2014-0063

Laihonen, H., & Mäntylä, S. (2017). Principles of perfor-
mance dialogue in public administration. International 
Journal of Public Sector Management, 30(5), 414–428. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPSM-09-2016-0149

Laihonen, H., & Pekkola, S. (2016). Impacts of using 
a performance measurement system in supply chain 
management: A case study. International Journal of 
Production Research, 54(18), 5607–5617. https://doi.org/ 
10.1080/00207543.2016.1181810

Leclercq-Vandelannoitte, A. (2017). An ethical perspective 
on emerging forms of ubiquitous IT-based control. 
Journal of Business Ethics, 142(1), 139–154. https://doi. 
org/10.1007/s10551-015-2708-z

Leclercq-Vandelannoitte, A., Isaac, H., & Kalika, M. (2014). 
Mobile information systems and organisational control: 
Beyond the panopticon metaphor? European Journal of 
Information Systems, 23(5), 543–557. https://doi.org/10. 
1057/ejis.2014.11

Lee, N., & Hassard, J. (1999). Organization unbound: 
Actor-network theory, research strategy and institutional 
flexibility. Organization, 6(3), 391–404. https://doi.org/ 
10.1177/135050849963002

Lönnqvist, A., & Laihonen, H. (2012). Welfare service sys-
tem productivity: The concept and its application. 
International Journal of Productivity and Performance 
Management, 61(2), 128–141. https://doi.org/10.1108/ 
17410401211194644

Lounsbury, M. (2002). Institutional transformation and sta-
tus mobility: The professionalization of the field of 
finance. Academy of Management Journal, 45(1), 
255–266. https://doi.org/10.5465/3069295

Lounsbury, M. (2007). A tale of two cities: Competing logics 
and practice variation in the professionalizing of mutual 
funds. Academy of Management Journal, 50(2), 289–307. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.24634436

Lowndes, V., & Skelcher, C. (1998). The dynamics of 
multi-organizational partnerships: An analysis of chan-
ging modes of governance. Public Administration, 76(2), 
313–333. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9299.00103

Mangen, C., & Brivot, M. (2015). The challenge of sustain-
ing organizational hybridity: The role of power and 
agency. Human Relations, 68(4), 659–684. https://doi. 
org/10.1177/0018726714539524

March, J. G. (1991). Exploration and exploitation in orga-
nizational learning. Organization Science, 2(1), 71–87. 
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2.1.71

Massaro, M., Dumay, J., & Garlatti, A. (2015). Public sector 
knowledge management: A structured literature review. 
Journal of Knowledge Management, 19(3), 530–558. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-11-2014-0466

McPherson, M., Smith-Lovin, L., & Cook, J. M. (2001). Birds 
of a feather: Homophily in social networks. Annual 
Review of Sociology, 27(1), 415–444. https://doi.org/10. 
1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415

Meyer, J. W., & Rowan, B. (1977). Institutionalized organi-
zations: Formal structure as myth and ceremony. 
American Journal of Sociology, 83(2), 340–363. https:// 
doi.org/10.1086/226550

Mintzberg, H. (1979). The structuring of organizations. 
Prentice Hall.

Mischen, P. A. (2015). Collaborative network capacity. 
Public Management Review, 17(3), 380–403. https://doi. 
org/10.1080/14719037.2013.822527

Noordegraaf, M. (2015). Hybrid professionalism and 
beyond: (New) forms of public professionalism in chan-
ging organizational and societal contexts. Journal of 
Professions and Organization, 2(2), 187–206. https://doi. 
org/10.1093/jpo/jov002

Oliver, C. (1991). Strategic responses to institutional 
processes. Academy of Management Review, 16(1), 
145–179. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1991.4279002

Olsson, T., Huhtamäki, J., & Kärkkäinen, H. (2020). 
Directions for professional social matching systems. 
Communications of the ACM, 63(2), 60–69. https://doi. 
org/10.1145/3363825

Oostervink, N., Agterberg, M., & Huysman, M. (2016). 
Knowledge sharing on enterprise social media: Practices 
to cope with institutional complexity. Journal of 
Computer-Mediated Communication, 21(2), 156–176. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcc4.12153

Pache, A.-C., & Santos, F. (2013). Inside the hybrid organi-
zation: Selective coupling as a response to competing 
institutional logics. Academy of Management Review, 56 
(4), 972–1001. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0405

Parker, H. (2000). Interfirm collaboration and the new pro-
duct development process. Industrial Management & 
Data Systems, 100(6), 255–260. https://doi.org/10.1108/ 
02635570010301179

Parker, R. (2007). Networked governance or just networks? 
Local governance of the knowledge economy in Limerick 
(Ireland) and Karlskrona (Sweden). Political Studies, 55(1), 
113–132. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2007.00624.x

Pavlou, P. A., & El Sawy, O. A. (2010). The “Third Hand”: IT- 
enabled competitive advantage in turbulence through 
improvisational capabilities. Information Systems 
Research, 21(3), 443–471. https://doi.org/10.1287/isre. 
1100.0280

Peltokorpi, V., & Tsuyuki, E. (2007). Organizational govern-
ance in internal hybrids: A case study of Maekawa 
Manufacturing Ltd. Corporate Governance: The 
International Journal of Business in Society, 7(2), 
123–135. https://doi.org/10.1108/14720700710739778

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

Provan, K. G., & Kenis, P. (2007). Modes of network gov-
ernance: Structure, management, and effectiveness. 
Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 
18(2), 229–252. https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mum015

Putnam, L., Nicotera, A., & McPhee, R. (2009). Introduction: 
Communication constitutes organization. In L. Putnam & 

12 H. LAIHONEN AND J. HUHTAMÄKI

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2010.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mar.2010.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/14778238.2020.1788429
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJKBD.2010.038042
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJKBD.2010.038042
https://doi.org/10.1108/VINE-11-2014-0063
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPSM-09-2016-0149
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2016.1181810
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2016.1181810
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2708-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2708-z
https://doi.org/10.1057/ejis.2014.11
https://doi.org/10.1057/ejis.2014.11
https://doi.org/10.1177/135050849963002
https://doi.org/10.1177/135050849963002
https://doi.org/10.1108/17410401211194644
https://doi.org/10.1108/17410401211194644
https://doi.org/10.5465/3069295
https://doi.org/289%2013307. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.24634436
https://doi.org/289%2013307. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2007.24634436
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9299.00103
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726714539524
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726714539524
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2.1.71
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-11-2014-0466
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.27.1.415
https://doi.org/10.1086/226550
https://doi.org/10.1086/226550
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2013.822527
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2013.822527
https://doi.org/10.1093/jpo/jov002
https://doi.org/10.1093/jpo/jov002
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1991.4279002
https://doi.org/10.1145/3363825
https://doi.org/10.1145/3363825
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcc4.12153
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0405
https://doi.org/10.1108/02635570010301179
https://doi.org/10.1108/02635570010301179
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2007.00624.x
https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.1100.0280
https://doi.org/10.1287/isre.1100.0280
https://doi.org/10.1108/14720700710739778
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mum015


A. Nicotera (Eds.), Building theories of organization: The 
constitutive role of communication (pp. 1–19). Routledge.

Reay, T., & Hinings, C. R. (2009). Managing the rivalry of 
competing institutional logics. Organization Studies, 30 
(6), 629–652. https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840609104803

Santos, F. M., & Eisenhardt, K. M. (2005). Organizational 
boundaries and theories of organization. Organization 
Science, 16(5), 491–508. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1050. 
0152

Schreyögg, V., & Sydow, J. (2010). Organizing for fluidity? 
Dilemmas of new organizational forms. Organization 
Science, 21(6), 1251–1262. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc. 
1100.0561

Seidel, S., Grisold, T., & Berente, N. (2020). Modular change in 
platform ecosystems and routine mirroring in 
organizations. In Proceedings of the 53th Hawaii 
International Conference on System Sciences (HICSS) (p. 10).

Skelcher, C., & Smith, S. (2015). Theorizing hybridity: 
Institutional logics, complex organizations, and actor 
identities: The case of nonprofits. Public Administration, 
93(2), 433–448. https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12105

Spender, J. C. (1996). Making Knowledge the Basis of 
a Dynamic Theory of the Firm. Strategic manage-
ment journal, 17(S2), 45–62.

Stark, D. (2009). The sense of dissonance: Accounts of worth 
in economic life. Princeton University Press.

Stein, M.-K., Jensen, T., & Hekkala, R. (2015). Comfortably 
“betwixt and between”? Delimiting and blending space, 
time, tasks and technology at work. In Proceedings of 
international conference on information systems 2015 
(pp. 1–19). Association for Information Systems.

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., & Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic 
capabilities and strategic management. Strategic 
Management Journal, 18(7), 509–533. https://doi.org/10. 
1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7<509: :AID- 
SMJ882>3.0.CO;2-Z

Thornton, P. H., & Ocasio, W. (2008). Institutional logics. 
In R. Greenwood, C. Oliver, K. Sahlin-Andersson, & 
R. Suddaby (Eds.), Handbook of organizational institu-
tionalism (pp. 99–129). Sage.

Thynne, I. (2011). Ownership as an instrument of policy and 
understanding in the public sphere: Trends and research 

agenda. Policy Studies, 32(3), 183–197. https://doi.org/10. 
1080/01442872.2011.561685

Valkokari, K., Paasi, J., & Rantala, T. (2012). Managing 
knowledge within networked innovation. Knowledge 
Management Research and Practice, 10(1), 27–40. 
https://doi.org/10.1057/kmrp.2011.39

Venkitachalam, K., & Ambrosini, V. (2017). A triadic link 
between knowledge management, information technol-
ogy and business strategies. Knowledge Management 
Research & Practice, 15(2), 192–200. https://doi.org/10. 
1057/s41275-016-0043-5

Venkitachalam, K., & Willmott, K. (2015). Factors shaping 
organizational dynamics in strategic knowledge 
management. Knowledge Management Research & Practice, 
13(3), 344–359. https://doi.org/10.1057/kmrp.2013.54

Verdecho, M. J., Alfaro, J. J., & Rodriguez-Rodriguez, R. 
(2009). Foundations for collaborative performance 
measurement. Production Planning & Control, 20(3), 
193–205. https://doi.org/10.1080/09537280902721001

Weick, K. E., Sutcliffe, K. M., & Obstfeld, D. (2005). 
Organizing and the process of sensemaking. 
Organization Science, 16(4), 409–421. https://doi.org/10. 
1287/orsc.1050.0133

Williamson, O. E. (1975). The economic institutions of capit-
alism. Free Press.

Wuchty, S., Jones, B. F., & Uzzi, B. (2007). The increasing 
dominance of teams in production of knowledge. Science, 
316(5827), 1036–1039. https://doi.org/10.1126/science. 
1136099

Zack, M. (1999). Developing a knowledge strategy. 
California Management Review, 41(3), 125–145. https:// 
doi.org/10.2307/41166000

Zhou, S., Valentine, M., & Bernstein, M. S. (2018). In search 
of the dream team: Temporally constrained multi-armed 
bandits for identifying effective team structures. 
Proceedings of the 2018 CHI conference on human factors 
in computing systems - CHI ’18 (pp. 1–13).

Zineldin, M., & Bredenlöw, T. (2003). Strategic alliance: 
Synergies and challenges: A case of strategic outsourcing 
relationship “SOUR”. International Journal of Physical 
Distribution & Logistics Management, 33(5), 449–464. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/09600030310482004

KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT RESEARCH & PRACTICE 13

https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840609104803
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1050.0152
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1050.0152
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0561
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0561
https://doi.org/10.1111/padm.12105
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7%3C509::AID-SMJ882%3E3.0.CO;2-Z
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7%3C509::AID-SMJ882%3E3.0.CO;2-Z
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199708)18:7%3C509::AID-SMJ882%3E3.0.CO;2-Z
https://doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2011.561685
https://doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2011.561685
https://doi.org/10.1057/kmrp.2011.39
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41275-016-0043-5
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41275-016-0043-5
https://doi.org/10.1057/kmrp.2013.54
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537280902721001
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1050.0133
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1050.0133
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1136099
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1136099
https://doi.org/10.2307/41166000
https://doi.org/10.2307/41166000
https://doi.org/10.1108/09600030310482004

	Abstract
	1. Introduction
	2. Hybridity of institutional logics
	3. Organisational fluidity
	4. Deriving new strategies for dynamic knowledge management
	4.1. Theoretical implications of organisational hybridity and fluidity for knowledge strategy
	4.2. Three complementary strategies for dynamic knowledge management

	5. Conclusions
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	ORCID
	References



