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Abstract
New forms of organizing to enable the flexible self-organizing of value creating processes and activities and a strategic development in the context of uncertainty and complexity require organizational experimentation, and at the same time challenge existing practices of strategic management. In this paper, we specifically study new forms of organizing as emerging from experimentation, and conceptualize this process as organizational inquiry in a pragmatist perspective. Furthermore, we study the consequences for strategic management in this context. Thereby, we benefit from recent developments in the Routine Dynamics research program to understand how such experimentation is organized, as well as how related management practices are created and established. 
Based on this theoretical conceptualization, we ask the following research question: How do strategic management routines enable and enact organizational inquiry? Empirically, our paper benefits from an ethnographic process study of an organization that was initially conceived of as a social experiment, in the form of an ecosystem of self-organizing “cells”. In parallel, it deliberately questioned established ideas of strategic management, by developing organization-specific management routines enabling organizational inquiry.
1. Introduction
Digitalization, related acceleration, and the implied uncertainty challenge organizational value creation to remain recurrently creative and innovative in the face of increased competition (Christensen, 1997; Garud et. al, 2015). In parallel, research indicates that this might require innovation of management practices (Birkinshaw & Mol, 2008). As a consequence, we observe organizations and their management experimenting with new forms of organizing, allowing for increased openness of important processes, more autonomy for situated action and intensified self-organization. Companies experimenting with new operating models such as holacracy, sociocracy, or a team-of-teams approach, or implementing agile methods such as Scrum, Design Thinking or Extreme Programming, require increased freedom and openness. As we learn from the science studies, experimenting requires laboratories as experimental systems, which work as “machines for making the future” (Rheinberger 1997, p. 28).
An in-depth study of how management experiments within and with processes of organizing (Weick, 1979) is thus highly relevant and timely. In our paper, we have a particular interest first in better understanding how management experiments strategically with their organizations; and second to explore how management advances its own strategic management practice in order to make such organizational experimentation possible. More specifically, we study organization as the specific repertoire of organizational routines shaping how value creation is collectively achieved (Feldman & Pentland, 2003); and we address strategic management as the proactive mobilization and enactment of routines to move the organization forward under uncertainty (Grand, 2016; Rumelt, 2011). By addressing both processes in parallel, we can examine the mutual interplay between the situated, self-organizing dynamic of organizational experimentation and how strategic management routines enable this experimentation to take place to ensure future success. To study this interplay empirically, we benefit from an ethnographic, longitudinal process study of a global consulting and service company, which deliberately experiments with its own forms of organizing and managing. 
We conceptualize organization and management in a Routine Dynamics perspective (Feldman et al., 2016; 2019; 2021). The practice turn in this research program (Feldman & Orlikowski, 2011) and its recent interest in a process-sensitive understanding of routines (Tsoukas, 2021) allow us to address within one theoretical perspective the temporal dynamic implied in how organizational experimentation is performed, and how management routines strategically enable this process (Feldman, 2015; Seidl, Grossmann-Hensel, & Jarzabkowski, 2021). Our study complements research on routine dynamics in ‘non-routine’ contexts, including crisis and change, but also creation and innovation (Salvato, 2009; Cohendet & Simon, 2016; Sele & Grand, 2016). Our study advances the recent discovery of experimental spaces as relevant in the incorporation of new actions into routine performances (Bucher & Langley, 2016), as well as explicitly addresses the role of strategic management practice in this context (Grand, 2021; Seidl, Grossmann-Hensel, & Jarzabkowski, 2021).
To conceptualize organizational experimentation, we specifically benefit from pragmatist philosophy which plays an important role in the advancement of the Routine Dynamics research program (Cohen, 2007; Dionysiou 2021; Farjoun, Ansell & Boin, 2015; Lorino, 2018). We specifically build on the pragmatist concept of inquiry to deepen our understanding of experimentation, focusing on inquiry as an abductive process revealing how organizational routines develop in an experimental manner (Golden Biddle, 2020), how experimenting is enabled by routines (Salvato, 2003; 2009; Grand, 2016), as well as how strategic management creates the boundary conditions for such inquiry to occur. It is important to mention that the pragmatist conceptualization of habit as “an acquired predisposition to ways or modes of response, not to particular acts except as, under special conditions, these express a way of behaving” (Dewey, 1922, p. 32) mirrors the Routine Dynamics view of routines as emergent, effortful accomplishments. 

2. Literature Review
2.1 Experimentation as Inquiry: A Pragmatist Perspective
We see the use of the term ‘experimenting’ to denote particular processes whereby novel insights and creative achievements are accomplished, in scientific contexts and increasingly also beyond. Any study of experimentation benefits from the science studies (Knorr Cetina, 1981; Galison, 1987; Rheinberger, 1997), which show in great detail how the practice of experimenting and its processual dynamics in the context of laboratories gain impact on how such research takes place (Latour & Woolgar, 1979; Latour, 1987). They allow to understand how series of recurrent experiments address the unknown, uncertain and unmanageable, inherent in scientific research processes. More recently, the importance of experimenting outside laboratories, including societal experiments, is recognized (Latour, 2004).
Moving the concept of experimenting out of the laboratory, particularly into an organizational context, implies to define what we mean by experimenting. We suggest to follow Golden-Biddle by addressing experimenting as an abductive process of discovery in social settings. We rely on the pragmatist concept of ‘inquiry’ as first propagated by Peirce (1992) and further developed by Dewey (1929) to address ‘experimenting’ as a way of acting under uncertainty and contingency. Thereby, uncertainty and contingency are not seen as something to be avoided, but as essential for any creative process (James, 1907; Joas, 1993; Mead, 1938). Inquiry allows actors to move from doubt to belief via action; it is “the controlled or directed transformation of an indeterminate situation into one that is so determinate in its constituent distinctions and relations as to convert the elements of the original situation into a unified whole” (Dewey 1938, p. 108). This corresponds to the experimentation process as “[t]he entire reasoning of inquiry is expressed through active experimentation in which thinking and acting are simultaneous and confluent dynamics” (Lorino & Simpson, 2016, p. 62).
Pragmatist theorizing sees inquiry as a process consisting of several steps that are not linear, but rather iterative and interrelated. The process implies doubt, or a feeling that ‘something is not clear’; a problem statement formulated for a specific situation; one (or multiple) hypothesis that foresees certain consequences; their reasoning and re-framing; and actions to test the hypothesis in practice (Lorino, 2018). This allows to see experimenting as a relational process whereby the experimenter interacts with the social and material world. It is open as to the outcome; intentional; and creates a new empirical environment. It is a ‘pattern of inquiry’ that exists in ‘doing and making’. 

2.2 Organizational Inquiry in a Routine Dynamics Perspective 
To study organizational experimenting as inquiry implies an explicit consideration of what it means to experiment within and with processes of organizing. Recent contributions draw a close connection between pragmatist thought and the Routine Dynamics research program, by connecting the pragmatist notion of ‘habit’ to routines in Routine Dynamics as dynamic, emergent and effortful accomplishments (Cohen, 2007; Dionysiou 2021; Winter, 2013). While ‘habit’ is colloquially often equated with a purely individual near-mindless repetition of specific actions, in a pragmatist view, habits are social, collective, and dispositional modes of acting (Lorino & Simpson, 2016). As such, they are experiential and situational, in that their enactment depends on the specific context in which they arise (Dewey, 1922). In this view, habits are “simultaneously object, resource, and outcome of inquiries” (Lorino & Simpson, 2016, p. 57). This notion of 'habits' corresponds to the Routine Dynamics perspective, which sees organizational phenomena as constituted by and constitutive of distinctive patterns of actions (“routines”) that takes seriously the temporal, fluid, emergent, effortful, and situated (“dynamic”) nature of these patterns of actions (Feldman et al. 2021). 
The Routine Dynamics view allows an opening up of the concept of ‘routines’ to unravel the different actions that occur within routines, offering a more fine-grained analysis of what actually happens within them (Feldman, 2016). It further allows for an understanding of routines as effortful accomplishments of actors in specific times, places and contexts. As such, they can be sources of both stability and change (Feldman & Pentland, 2003). More recently, a more explicit shift towards a processual view of routines is suggested, where the ‘doing’ of routines as recurrent patterns of action, performed by multiple actors across multiple sites and over time, rather than routines as things is focused on, as emphasized by the shifts towards their ‘patterning’ and ‘performing’ (Feldman et al. 2016; Feldman et al. 2021). 
One key idea is that of routines as ‘effortful and emergent’, which refers to the carrying-out of routines requiring thought, feeling and effort and as emerging with smaller or larger variances in each situation (Cohen, 2007; Feldman, 2000). A further distinction is that of the ostensive and performative aspects of routines, with ostensive referring to the patterned, schematic, more cognitive form of a routine, and the performative aspect referring to the specific actions taken in a specific situation (Feldman & Pentland, 2003). More recently, this is addressed as processes of “patterning” and “performing” (Feldman et al., 2021). Thereby, it is important to emphasize their recursive, intertwined and recurrent nature as well as the importance of the situation as a source of change (Lorino & Simpson, 2016). The context in which routines are enacted is as important to consider by the researcher as the routine itself, since all actions are socially situated and embedded in multiple structures (Howard-Grenville, 2005), including their sociomateriality (D’Adderio, 2011; 2014; 2021). 

2.3 Strategic Management of Organizational Inquiry
Experimenting with and within processes of organizing, understood as organizational inquiry, is a highly self-organizing, autonomous and emerging process. The organizational world is seen as full of creative achievements, where “something new enters the world: a new mode of acting, which can gradually take root” (Joas, 1996: 129). This is what organizational inquiries achieve: an experimental mode whereby organizations can move forward under uncertainty. This resonates with our understanding of strategy as “how an organization will move forward” (Rumelt, 2011), however without explicitly considering whether and how the managerial enactment of such inquiry processes is possible. This leads to the question of how these new achievements emerging from routinized inquiry can be and are enacted. 
The Routine Dynamics perspective allows a closer focus on the conceptualization of management, not as something that ‘managers do’ from the outside or from above, but as its own complex web of routines that are interrelated to and with other organizational routines (Feldman, 2015; Grand, 2021). Accordingly, we see management practice not as directing the organization from outside, but as a set of routines that enable others to perform activities related to value creation. If we take seriously this notion of management routines (Grand & Bartl, 2019), we see that management is not prescribing set routines, but that management engages in organizational routine performances themselves, as well as in the creation and establishment of specific management routines, allowing such engagement. Linking them to strategy, we further narrow our view to the managerial engagement that is specifically related to the enactment of current inquiry in view of the future competitive success and well-being of the organization (Seidl, Grossmann-Hensel, & Jarzabkowski, 2021). 
Our study empirically investigates such strategic management routines, as well as how they enable the enactment of organizational inquiry.





3. Methodological Approach
3.1 Research Context and Unit of Analysis
To show how strategic management of organizational inquiry takes place, we examine Cellular, a unique global consulting and service company, describing its organizing processes from its founding period to the more recent growth period as a series of organizational experiments comprising multiple experimentation routines. Within the case, we focus on discovering the management routines that serve to enable the enactment of organizational inquiry, making these routines our unit of analysis.  We first provide an overview of the company from its founding, focusing on its idiosyncratic approach, structure, and mode of operation. Cellular was founded as a holding company in 2010, and four sites operating under individual CEOs were established in 2011. It is organized as a group comprised of a series of loosely coupled ‘organizational cells’ with no more than 25 employees each. The cells are for the large part their own legal entities with separate accounts and their own clients and projects and are accordingly very free in how they organize themselves. Some opt for more hierarchical systems, some are more participatory, and one is a completely self-organized system. Coordination among cells is achieved through the Board of Directors meetings, where each cell CEO is a member along with two founders, one of which now has the role of President, and one the role of group CEO. Coordination is further achieved through annual group meetings, where large-scale workshop formats are used to align all employees. 
The cell structure also means that there are no centralized departments providing services for the entire group. Instead, each cell is in charge of its own operations including accounting and hiring processes. 
Interestingly, it is not at first glance – whether on the company website or its communications and self-presentation – clear what the company does in terms of business. This is partly due to the fluid nature of its digital services adapting to the customers’ needs and the speed of technological development, but even more so due to the founders’ strong purpose-driven sense in founding and developing the organization. Integral to this is the aim to create an organization not only with an economic purpose, but as a new organizational form enabling human development. This is reflected in Cellular’s philosophy of ‘combining human being and economic acting’ and expressed as the company having a social, not just economic, responsibility. Indeed, this purpose of supporting the development of its employees is also explicitly included in Cellular’s holding group’s commercial registry entry as a corporation. This purpose is further reflected in the encouragement of employees to be proactive, in the open discussions during orientation days for new employees, and in the changing art installations in each office meant to inspire employees.
The company is explicitly conceived as a social, not just economic, experiment, following the founder’s experiences in creating a series of successful companies and their aim to experiment with new forms of organizing, difficult to realize in more traditional companies. As such, they position themselves in differentiation to more traditional organizational concepts, such as stating they have no strategy, no vision, no mission, and no marketing. The founders’ explicit aim is to create an organization that is not only economically successful as well as scalable, but provides an environment where employees can thrive and develop themselves. Accordingly, they see themselves as ‘living an experiment’ both in the overarching company, as well as in the cells themselves, which are ‘living units’ that are allowed to wither and die if they do not function. Indeed, four cells have been closed since the founding. Overall, an argument can be made for the experiment’s success: a strong period of growth followed the founding, with an expansion to 18 cells including to Australia as a new continent, three more cells in concrete planning, and just over 220 employees, with more to follow. 

3.2 Data Collection & Data Analysis
The interconnectedness between theorizing and methodological choices (Van Maanen, Sørensen, & Mitchell, 2007) meant that such choices not only build the methodological framework upon which the study is conducted, but help to actually create the reality we are trying to understand as one that is “complex, diffuse, and messy” (Law 2004, p. 2). Accordingly, transparency in these choices must be achieved in order to generate theory that is persuasive and plausible. This is what we aim for in our “ongoing interpretation of meaning produced by individuals engaged in a common project of observation” (Suddaby 2006, p. 633) as an iterative approach between data collection and data analysis. 
We employ a longitudinal case study to describe the company’s founding and scaling process in a narratively rich account (Langley et al., 2013), using an ethnographic approach combining non-participant observation and interviews to trace the process of organizational inquiry, as well as modes of managerial engagement in this process, in particular situations as well as over time (Czarniawska, 2014), beginning in February 2022. We complement these interviews and observations with documents collected by the researchers, including recordings of interviews with the founders online; public documents of the company; a book written by one of the founders outlining the company’s philosophy and its procedures; books recommended by one of the founders as having given the impulses that have made the company to what it is today and which are also required readings for people taking on leadership roles internally.
Regarding data analysis, the first author collected this data in the field, capturing it with field notes which were then condensed into memos and vignettes. This information, along with interviews and documents, were analyzed and reflected both individually and collectively by both authors, “to speculate, discover, and document, as well as to provisionally order, explain, and predict, (presumably) observable social processes and structures” (Van Maanen, Sørensen, & Mitchell, 2007, p. 1145). We followed an abductive process, oscillating between data collection and data analysis with the aim of uncovering surprising moments that generate doubt, thus leading to new ideas and insights (Golden-Biddle & Feldman, 2008). Our research is still in an exploratory phase that allowed us to identify the main points of interest in the empirical case, which will be further deepened in subsequent data collection and analysis rounds. 

4. Findings
While our research is ongoing and evolving, in the following we present where we currently see organizational inquiry processes taking place in the company, as well as how and why strategic management routines enable the enactment of such experimentation. In the further development of this preliminary study, we intend to deepen our understanding of processes of inquiry within and with organizing, as well as to study in particular depth how management routines themselves are created, sustained and changed through strategizing in relation to these inquiry processes.

4.1 Organizational Inquiry
We begin with the founding phase of the company, which can be seen as experimental in a variety of ways. First, the founders explicitly conceived the company as a social experiment and referred to it as such. Secondly, the cell structure implicitly reinforced this experimental approach, since the cells are their own ‘mini-experiment’, in that they can organize themselves semi-autonomously, including the possibility that they fail and cease to exist as a cell. Thirdly, we observe the inquiry process among the founders: experiencing doubt (something is not quite right in the current world of work); formulating a problem statement (companies are not structured in a way that allows employees to develop themselves); coming up with hypotheses (if we structure the organization as loosely coupled small cells, we can ensure autonomy and development of our employees); reasoning through them (if we structure the organization as cells, we need some coordination in the form of alignment among cell CEOs and a strong identity); and testing them (let’s try the cell structure and evaluate what works). This example shows that inquiry was already a necessary element in Cellular’s founding. 
More specifically, what interests us in the following is not in zooming in on the experimental nature of the founding phase, but in observing experimentation in the form of inquiry processes among the broader organization once it had established itself. For this, we refocus attention from the founders and the founding phase to the following operational phases of the company:
_ The founding phase begins with the creation of the holding cell in 2010, and continues with the opening of the first four organizational cells in 2011. Even in this early stage, we observe experimentation taking place. One of the initial cells was opened without having a CEO in place, and it subsequently failed to establish itself as a viable unit. Due to this experience, cells are now opened only after a potential CEO is taking the initiative or is identified.
_ Subsequently, the development phase is focused on creating solid customer relationships, developing the business offerings, and laying the groundwork for expansion. As in the founding phase, inquiry processes take place, with Cellular experimenting with the election of CEOs by cell employees and with installing external people as CEO. These, again, failed as experiments, and CEOs are now always internal employees nominated by two ‘godparents’.
_ Subsequently, we can identify an expansion phase starting in 2016 with the opening of cells in Stuttgart and Frankfurt, as well as Hamburg in 2017.
_ This scaling process proved successful and provided the impetus for the globalization phase, beginning with the opening of the first office on another continent in Melbourne, Australia, in 2018 and includes Sydney today.  
A crucial shift had to occur in the expansion of the company from its smaller founding to its globalization phase. The cell structure of the company as the result of the founding inquiry had gone from doubt to belief (Peirce, 1992), and experimentation shifted from experimentation with this cell structure to more finely-grained organizational inquiries. Examples include Cellular’s ownership structure. While initially owned by the founders and investors, employees are increasingly encouraged to purchase shares. Whenever dividends are paid out, all employees, whether they own shares or not, receive the same amount distributed evenly among them. In addition, a further shift occurred from experimenting with the organization itself to experimentation in its business operations. In the project work for customers, employees conducted inquiry processes to build the digital product and service solutions required in a collective and recurrent manner. Within each cell, doubts on internal organization ranging from the required number of bank accounts to hiring routines had to be resolved. Inquiry processes served to refine Cellular’s trust-based approach to contracts, which are very lean, often encompassing only one or two pages. 
In a next analytical step, we turn now to the issue of how it was possible to enable the enactment of such inquiry processes throughout the organization – in effect, how it was possible to enable managers and employees in separate cells to work in a self-organized, open manner, exploring how to ideally advance the individual cell, the interplay between different cells to realize projects together, and how to align shared financial, technological, cultural and structural challenges and opportunities.

4.2 Strategic Management Routines
In our analysis, we were surprised to find rather stable collective patterns of managerial actions, which are typically not addressed as part of self-organizing processes. Furthermore, we found patterns of strategizing, even though the founders and managers recurrently insist that they are not doing strategy. We address these patterns as strategic management routines, according to our definition above. We see a number of such routines enabling organizational inquiry by providing the settings, contexts and orientations necessary to make inquiry possible. These strategic management routines seem to serve as a framework wherein recurrent, self-organized, and collective inquiry can take place in the individual cells without destabilizing the overarching group organization. 

Exhibiting routine
The first is the most idiosyncratic but also the least direct enabling managerial strategizing routine: the exhibiting routine. It relates to the regularly recurring contemporary art exhibitions in the cell’s offices. In each exhibition, an artist is selected and invited to display a series of works from different phases of the artist’s career in one of the company’s offices. The exhibition begins with a vernissage, where the artists discuss their work, and to which the employees and selected customers are invited. The artwork is displayed on the office walls for one year. A finissage is held to reflect on the exhibition. 
To date, 52 such exhibitions have taken place, showing that this is by now an established routine. The collective discussions to select an appropriate and interesting artist, the invitation to a specific cell, the resource allocation, the organization of the exhibition, and the communication both internally and externally including in collaboration with art historians, form this management routine. The artwork in the offices is intended to create an inspiring work atmosphere and also serves as visual artefacts of the company’s purpose to enable human being – the artwork does not relate to business, but to human inspiration and encourages personal reflections and interactions. In addition, the continuous change of exhibitions and artworks encourages people to constantly develop themselves in an ever-changing environment. The end of the exhibition and the removal of the artworks serves as a deliberate irritation in the daily work life, confronting employees with how they had become accustomed to an environment which has now changed. 
As such, the art exhibiting routine creates the atmosphere of a setting where inspirational work can take place. In addition, it serves as a ‘marketing’ mechanism, since Cellular does not conduct marketing operations in the classical sense. Instead, art exhibitions are used to connect with existing and potential customers and to communicate Cellular’s identity and brand to both employees and the public. As such, the art exhibitions serve the strategic function of creating closer relationships to customers as well as its own employees, while at the same time inviting for reflection and disruption, as well as for personal reflection and interaction. Their strategic impact lies in keeping the individual cells, as well as the entire group on the move towards novel experiences and inquiries.

Initiating routine
The second strategic management routine, the initiating routine, more directly enables employees to develop inquiry capacities, by which they inspire and foster the ability of employees to identify problems in an independent, proactive and a self-organized manner, analyzing them and developing solutions, and reflecting critically on their actions. In particular, we observe that ‘proactiveness’ is the key element for Cellular’s self-organized approach to business operations, since employees cannot rely on centralized units taking on roles from marketing, over customer acquisition, to personnel development and accounting. Here, the two-day introduction days that all new employees attend take on a crucial role.
Over the past five-and-a-half years, they have been held 25 times and now form an established management routine. Cell leaders send new employees to the introduction days, which are in general led by the President and the Group CEO. In open discussions as well as presentations, they impart participants with knowledge of the company’s history and philosophy. A central element of this routine is that rather than setting the agenda entirely themselves, the moderators collect questions from participants, and combine storytelling episodes of past experiences with coaching the participants to answer their own questions. This creates a more open process, and the lack of set agenda enables participants to structure the discussions via their questions. Indeed, the use of ‘no agenda’ can be seen as a routine in other meeting formats as well. 
Critical and challenging questions are explicitly encouraged by the two moderators, who often refer to their own fallibility and lack of certainty in ‘finding their way’, as well as recounting failed experiments, for instance of a cell creation that went wrong. Overall, the introduction days serve to provide new employees with knowledge of the company philosophy, including with referrals to the philosophers upon whose works it is based, where the moderators often physically show the books; its values; the structure of the company; and its history. All throughout the two days, the moderators encourage participants to be proactive and try out new things, whether it is in project work, in customer interactions or in internal organizational matters, and to see doubts and uncertainties as positive creative elements. In this manner, employees are implicitly but strongly encouraged to see inquiry processes as essential to their and the company’s development. 
The initiating routine is integral to familiarizing new employees with an experimental approach to work, and in developing their inquiry capacities. This is a key strategic element for Cellular, since it relies on proactive and independent employees to carry out business operations. The strategic impact lies in making organizational inquiry a fundamental practice of each sell as well as of the group, legitimized by past experiences and the explicit expectation of the founders and the senior management of the organization.

Orchestrating routine
The third orchestrating routine is perhaps most clearly recognizable as such. It is referred to by the organization as an ‘integral management system’. This refers to the stabilizing rules and procedures that hold the organization together, including the cell structure itself, company values and charter, the requirement for each cell to share a short written quarterly report to all employees and investors, certain set processes, and legal ISO norms. Each cell is also encouraged to report two quality issues that need to be addressed per quarter, although this goal is not yet currently achieved. More particularly, the integral management system includes what is referred to as ‘efficiency-divergency criteria’ or ‘key indicators’. 
Each cell defines a set of 32 indicators measuring specific factors, which should reflect a variety of issues from economic, personnel, or customer-related factors. Each cell tracks and measures these indicators, and the cell CEO reports on them quarterly to the group. However, there are no set goals for cells, CEOs, or other employees. The indicators are not understood as goals, but rather as helpful guideposts to understand over time what works, and what does not. Accordingly, cells are encouraged to learn from, copy, and imitate other cells, so that a natural selection process of effective indicators is established that serve to advance the group as a whole.
The definition and implementation of these formalized and written rules and indicators form a strategic management routine, which provides a set of specified processes to coordinate the group as a whole and encourage improvements in economic performance, process excellence, as well as human development. In view of our research interest, the orchestrating routine makes evident that organizational inquiry cannot take place without recording, tracking and evaluating the experiments, as we see in research on scientific laboratories, in view of how they advance individual cells and the entire organization.

Leadership routine
The fourth management routine is related to leadership development: the leadership routine. This goes back to a specific doubt experienced by the founders, namely that they perceive a lack of leadership capacity – understand as the ability of cell CEOS to both work in customer projects but more importantly to also have the human skills to support, challenge and encourage the further development of their employees, as well as advancing their own cell but also the group as a whole.
To address these issues, several procedures and practices have been established, the most central relating to the Board of Directors. Decisions are made by consent, meaning that a proposal is adopted if no justified objection is raised – and further clarifying decision-making processes will be tackled in the future. Appointment of CEOs, after a failed experiment with democratically electing them, is now done only from internal employees after a minimum of one year and who have found two ‘godparents’ from within the company. This relates to the routine of ‘voting with one’s feet’: all employees can join another cell if they are dissatisfied in their current location. This means that unpopular or ineffective CEOs will have trouble holding on to sufficient employees. To encourage the development of CEOs, each CEO is required to spend two days with another CEO per year, although what they discuss and do is left entirely up to them. Lastly, and to more systematically address the problem of a lack of sufficiently developed leadership capacity to staff the CEO positions for further growth, a broad training program is being developed to prepare employees for CEO roles. Once implemented, it will form part of the leadership development routines and ensuring that Cellular will have enough future CEOs for its further growth.   

This implies that organizational inquiry also addresses management itself, and is key for continuous management innovation, defined as “the invention and implementation of a management practice, process, structure, or technique that is new to the state of the art and is intended to further organizational goals” (Birkinshaw, Hamel & Mol, 2008, p. 832). As such, the strategic management routines outlined above are both a result and source of organizational inquiry. They are a source of such inquiry as they provide the enabling and stabilizing framework within which inquiry can take place. The exhibiting routine encourages employees to be constantly on the move, to question the status quo, and to look for new opportunities, which facilitates the recognition of doubt in the first place. The initiating routine gives employees the knowledge and confidence to proactively hypothesize and reason their way from problems to solutions. The orchestrating routine provides the cells with the variables with which to measure and evaluate the inquiries put to the test and judge which ones are successful and should be repeated, and which should not. Lastly, the leadership routine touches on multiple aspects of organizational inquiry, but largely serves to ensure that Cellular has sufficient people who can take on leadership roles and enact these strategic management routines. 

5. Discussion & Conclusion
In our analysis of a unique company both in terms of its structure as well as its combination of business operations with the strong normative claim of developing humans, we find that organizational experimenting is a critical element to achieve the proactive self-organization necessary for agile business operations. Based on the pragmatist concept of inquiry (Dewey, 1929; Peirce, 1992), organizational inquiry is theorized as set of routines encompassing the recognition of doubt; formulating problem statements; framing hypotheses; reasoning through them; and testing them in practice. In further developing the paper, we will analyze organizational inquiry in a Routine Dynamics perspective (Cohen, 2007; Dionysiou 2021; Lorino & Simpson, 2016; Lorino, 2018; Winter, 2013).
Thereby, we see that such inquiries take place both within and with processes of organizing (Weick, 1979), resulting in a distinctive cell structure and achieving a cohesive group among such independent cells. At Cellular, we observe such inquiries taking place on multiple levels. The cell structure itself relates to the overarching group structure, which was set up to enable an experimental approach where the individual cells continuously carry out their own ‘mini-experiments’. Within the cells, business operations are similarly carried out as inquiry routines, where employees are encouraged to proactively identify problems, reason through them, and test them in repeated cycles. Organizational inquiry processes accordingly can be seen an answer to calls for more agility in business operations.
However, we see a corresponding need for enabling strategic management routines to provide the necessary stable context for such organizational inquiry over time. In the development of the company, we find that such strategic management routines evolve from being enacted mainly by key founding figures to being routinely enacted throughout the broader company. We identified exhibiting, initiating, orchestrating, and leadership as management routines providing the setting wherein organizational inquiry becomes successful. They ensure that the company recurrently moves forward under uncertainty by encouraging the constant search for novel solutions while providing the necessary conditions and resources, including leadership capacities by developing their own CEOs internally. 
Following this initial analysis of organizational inquiry within Cellular, we aim to gain further insights into the company by developing our understanding of organizational inquiry as enabled by strategic management routines. Questions include the interrelationships of these management routines and the network they form. We also aim to focus in more detail on the company’s future growth and cell expansion, by investigating which routines are established in cell splits and cell formations.
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