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obtained, which was later converted to final RM by including transitive relationships manually via power iteration analysis. Finally, these bar-

riers were classified according to dependence and driving power using the MICMAC technique. The methodology is further explored in the

following subsections.













Likewise, “organisational differences (B7)” is mentioned by 69% of the SLR sample to be an important barrier. According to Beulen,12 Global

Sourcing Partnership (GSP) possesses some specific complications like culture and language differences, time zone, and work dispersion. According

to Nguyen‐Duc,90 work dispersion can be conceptually stated as differences in the development process, experience and expertise, working envi-

ronment, development tools, standards and practices, and CMMI level of organisation involved.

“Hidden cost and high anticipated switching (B8)” is claimed by sixty‐four percent of the authors in our SLR as an opposing barrier for SOP

formation. “Switching costs” is an important barrier for managerial decisions to continue or discontinue an outsourcing association.91 “Hidden

costs” are those costs that are not estimated or foreseen in the various phases of strategic decision making.92

Similarly, 52% of the included research papers reported “lack of psychological contract and poor contract management (B9)” as the main bar-

rier. By “poor contract management,” we mean rigid, fixed prices, inadequate, or incomplete contracting. In view of Abdullah and Verner,30 a con-
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barriers are affected by most of the barriers, but it does not affect any barrier except those at the same level. On the other hand, the bottom bar-

riers have high driving power and low dependence power in the canonical matrix (Table 7). It means these barriers help in achieving theoretically

all barriers, but it does not depend on any barrier except those at the same level.

For instance, it can be seen from Figure 4, that at level XI (from bottom) barriers B15 (“Geopolitical risk and country instability”) and B25 (poor

leadership and lack of top executive support) are shown. These barriers have high driving power and dependence power of only 1 in the canonical

matrix (Table 7). It means these barriers help in achieving theoretically all barriers, but it does not depend on any barrier. It means country insta-

bility and poor leadership will affect most of the barriers. If it is not addressed, it is difficult to address all those who depend on it. Mukherjee

et al100 reports offshoring gives birth to this unique challenge due to geographic distance and political conditions of the partner location.

Level X also has two barriers B21 (“Incompatibility and lack of interfirm adaptation”) and B24 (“Problems stemming from organisational re‐

structuring”). These barriers have dependence power of only 2 and 3, respectively. For instance, B21 is dependent on B15, B21, and B24,

while B24 only depends on B15 and B25. It means most of the issue arising from organisational re‐structuring will be connected to country

instability and poor leadership. Additionally, firms will not adapt to each other unless the partner country is not stable or the partner lacks

strong leadership.

Level IX consists of two barriers B19 (poor project management and lack of comanagement infrastructure) and B22 (vendor financial instability

and no relation specific investment). These two barriers have dependence power of 5 and 2, respectively. B19 depends on B15, B21, B24, and

B25, respectively, while B22 only depends on B25. Vendor financial instability and no relation specific investment can only be affected by poor

leadership. Mehta101 reports that “leadership and team management” requires proper experience to manage and lead teams; sometimes, they

adopted improper approaches to motivate their team members. Therefore, poor leadership will result in poor project management. Further, poor

leaders from client organisation fail to motivate vendors to invest.

Poor project management and lack of comanagement infrastructure may be due to country instability, poor leadership, issues of organisational

restructuring, or incompatibility and lack of interfirm adaptation. Level VIII also composed of two barrier B5 (poor infrastructure) and B18 (high

staff turnover and lack of human capital management expertise). B5 has a dependence power of just 5, while B18 dependence power is seven.

Poor infrastructure (B5) may be due to:

i. Vendor financial instability and no relation specific investment (B22)

ii. Poor project management and lack of co‐management infrastructure (B19)

iii. High staff turnover and lack of human capital management expertise (B18) or

iv. Poor leadership and lack of top executive support



Level VII contains B7 (organisational differences) and B9 (poor contract management) both have six dependence power. It means that it helps

to achieve their respective six barriers. Level VI contains five barriers B2, B10, B12, B14, and B17. All these barriers have balance dependence and

driving power. It means these are both diver and dependent. Level V contains three barriers namely B11, B13, and B16. These all achieve B23 at

level IV which further drive B4 and B26 at level III. Level II contains B6, B8, and B20 while level I is the top level which contains barrier B1 and B3.

They have a driving power of 1 and 2, respectively. These barriers have the lowest driving power while highest dependence power. For instance,

B3 (relational risk and poor relationship management) is dependent on all other barriers, while it only can affect B1 (vendor opportunism and low

mutual trust).

• According to Lioliou and Zimmermann,84 vendor opportunism in outsourcing association may take several forms, for example breaching of obli-

gations and promises, debasement of service quality in product development or service provision, distorting or withholding information regard-

ing the project. Maintaining strong social capital and mutual trust will discourage vendor opportunism.82

• Ajitkumar et al86 state that relational risks obstruct client‐vendor collaboration and thus inhibiting them from performing their responsibilities

efficiently and effectively for the attainment of mutual goals. This may include lack of amenability with the contract by the vendor, deteriora-

tion of service performance, quality mishaps, service deficiencies, cost overruns, and not meeting the agreed deadlines.87,88
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