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Abstract. Several studies have hinted how the study of workarounds can help 

organizations to improve business processes. Through a systematic literature re-

view of 70 articles that discuss workarounds by information systems users, we 

aim to unlock this potential. Based on a synthesis of recommendations mentioned 

in the reviewed studies, we describe five key activities that help organizations to 

deal with workarounds. We contribute to the IS literature by (1) providing an 

overview of concrete recommendations for managing workarounds and (2) of-

fering a background for positioning new research activities on the subject. Or-

ganizations can apply these tools directly to turn their knowledge on workarounds 

into organizational improvement. 
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1 Introduction 

People often use Information Systems (IS) different from their designed usage. IS us-

ers’ deviations from designed procedures are also known as workarounds, defined by 

Alter as follows: “A workaround is a goal-driven adaptation, improvisation, or other 

change to one or more aspects of an existing work system in order to overcome, bypass, 

or minimize the impact of obstacles, exceptions, anomalies, mishaps, established prac-

tices, management expectations, or structural constraints that are perceived as prevent-

ing that work system or its participants from achieving a desired level of efficiency, 

effectiveness, or other organizational or personal goals”. [1] 

Workarounds are inherently about human agency. No matter how technologies are 

designed, humans can always choose how they use technologies to perform their work 

[2–4]. Workarounds are also inherently related to processes. There is always a pre-

scribed process that users deviate from, such as the process of administering medication 

[5] or accessing patient data [6]. Whereas they have been viewed negatively in the past, 

current literature calls for a more positive perspective on workarounds [7, 8]. Several 

studies point out the potential of workarounds for identifying poorly-designed pro-

cesses [9, 10] and for involving IS users in process improvement efforts [8, 11, 12].  

To find out how workarounds can be used for improvement and how IS users can 

play a role in process improvement efforts, we raised the following research question: 

how can organizations unlock the potential of workarounds for improving processes?  
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Our contribution with this work is twofold. First, by analyzing and synthesizing the 

literature describing the potential of exploiting workarounds for improving processes, 

we propose five key activities necessary to unlock this potential, providing organiza-

tions with the means to use the workarounds for improvement. Second, we provide a 

background for positioning new research activities that target workarounds for organi-

zational improvement.  

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. We first describe the methods 

we used. In the subsequent section, we sketch the preconditions for workarounds, after 

which our proposed activities for achieving process improvement are discussed. Fi-

nally, we present our conclusions and a research outlook. 

2 Methods 

We performed an in-depth systematic literature review, following the guidelines by [13] 

and the checklists by [14] and [15]. The aim of this study is to present an integrated and 

representative overview of existing studies on how organizations can use workarounds 

for improvement. Figure 1 visualizes the search and selection process.  

 

 

Fig. 1. Search and Selection Process. 
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To collect a broad sample of papers, we used the Scopus database to retrieve our can-

didate papers. The search on Scopus for articles mentioning workarounds resulted in 

129 potential candidates. We carried out two screening rounds to narrow our sample. 

In the first round, the first author judged the papers based on their titles and abstracts. 

Studies that actually focused on the use of workarounds during the interaction with 

information systems were selected. Studies that were not included were papers primar-

ily proposing some technical workaround to solve an erroneous software design. Using 

the workaround definition by Alter mentioned in the introduction, we excluded 32 can-

didates during the first screening round. These articles were not related to workarounds 

in information systems. As a result, 97 potential candidates were left for screening in 

the second round. These articles were labeled either ‘yes’ or ‘maybe’ and were further 

screened by the second author. Studies that were excluded in this round were either not 

focusing on working around a prescribed procedure, not on workarounds by infor-

mation system users, or not available via our university’s online library. Our final result 

was a sample of 70 papers on information systems users working around prescribed 

procedures. 

Figure 2 visualizes our analysis and synthesis process. We focused our analysis on 

the ways in which organizations can exploit workarounds for process improvement. 

Our aim was to develop a framework that gives insight into both the potential of work-

arounds for improvement and how this potential can be realized.  

 

 

Fig. 2. Analysis and Synthesis Process. 
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For our first coding round, we imported all papers into Atlas.ti1, a software program 

used to guide qualitative data analysis. The first and second author selectively coded 

the articles, regularly discussed the codes and adjusted them if necessary. 

While selectively coding the literature in the first round, the number of quotations 

coded ‘workarounds for improvement’ increased rapidly (529 quotations by the end of 

the first coding round). Because of this large set of quotations, we decided to use open 

coding next to selective coding. Doing so, we created sub-codes for the code ‘worka-

rounds for improvement’. We found that the studies analyzed include many recommen-

dations for using workarounds for improvement, and that these recommendations could 

be clustered into five groups. The recommendations related to detecting and gathering 

information on workarounds (the ‘measure’-group), acting on or addressing worka-

rounds (the ‘act’-group), involving end users of the information system (the ‘involve’-

group), training and educating end users (the ‘educate’-group) and monitoring worka-

rounds over time (the ‘monitor’-group). In the second close-reading iteration, we fo-

cused exclusively on the five clusters of recommendations to unlock the potential of 

workarounds for process improvement. We selectively coded the papers using the five 

sub-codes.  

Before we discuss the five activities in more detail, we give a general introduction 

to the emergence of workarounds. Based on the literature review, we discuss when they 

emerge and what their effects are.  

3 The Emergence of Workarounds 

3.1 Dysfunctionality as a Cause of Workarounds 

Several authors believe that the cause of workarounds is a dysfunctional environment 

[16–18]. There are several reasons why process participants perform workarounds [19]. 

Our literature review reveals that this is done to overcome ‘constraints’ [18, 20], ‘in-

compatibilities’ [21], ‘inadequacies’ [22], ‘flawed specifications’ [23], ‘unrealistic pro-

cesses’ [23], ‘obstacles’ [24, 25], ‘mismatches’ [26–28] or ‘misfits’ [29, 30]. In the 

healthcare setting, for instance, clinicians sometimes feel constraints in achieving their 

goals: “many workarounds occur because the health IT itself can undermine the central 

mission of the clinician: serving patients” [31].  

Other causes for workarounds are tensions that might exist. An example is the “ten-

sion between top-down pressures from the external environment and bottom-up con-

straints from day-to-day operational work” [11]. Workarounds are used to relieve this 

tension and balance top-down pressures such as compliance rules and bottom-up time-

constraints. Another tension that potentially causes workarounds is the one between 

standardization and flexibility. Carayon and Gürses [32] found that hospital nurses en-

act more workarounds when they are coerced into using standardized routines. The 

same was concluded by Van Beijsterveld and van Groenendaal [28], who established 

that the inability to customize the system leads participants to engage in workarounds. 

                                                           
1 https://atlasti.com/  

https://atlasti.com/
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Without such customizations, they become dissatisfied and start to resist the system 

[12].  

3.2 The Effects of Workarounds 

Many workarounds add value [20], save time [24] or improve efficiency [33]. They 

allow participants to continue work [34–36] by offering a temporary solution to an ob-

stacle [37]. 

Apart from the positive effects, workarounds can affect an organization negatively 

in two ways. First, although they can increase efficiency in some situations, they affect 

efficiency negatively in others [25, 37–39]. When participants feel the need to enact 

workarounds to achieve their goals, this causes frustration [40], discontent [41] and 

disengagement [38]. In addition to this, workarounds affect other activities in the pro-

cess, threatening to decrease the overall outcome of the process [39] and bringing se-

curity issues with it. When using the setting of healthcare organizations again, this 

could mean endangering the safety of patients [18, 42]. 

The second major negative effect of workarounds is a loss of transparency. Worka-

round activities are usually hidden [3, 9] and management and IS vendors are often 

unaware of them [29, 43, 44]. This leads to managers and IS vendors having an inac-

curate view of system usage, as workarounds mask “underlying system weakness” [41]. 

It “creates the illusion that dysfunctional systems are indeed functioning” [45]. Work-

ing around bugs in the system, for instance, leaves manufacturers unaware of them [43], 

which means that nothing is done solve them. Similarly, if management is not made 

aware of dysfunctionalities, they will not address those either. Alternatively, if they do 

make decisions on processes, they are “based upon an illusion of actuality and not on 

the reality of workplace activities” [46]. Managers could be making important decisions 

based on incomplete information [29], which gives a false sense of compatibility be-

tween information systems and work processes.   

3.3 Workarounds as Feedback Resources 

Organizations can use knowledge of workarounds to improve processes and ISs. The 

majority of studies on workarounds suggest that workaround activities have the poten-

tial to bring about improvement in organizations. They are especially useful for guiding 

IS redesign since they contain information about necessary customizations of the IS 

[12]. They “offer a blueprint for identifying the pressing information gaps that need to 

be resolved when considering improvements in an information flow” [9]. Similarly, 

workarounds can help improve the design of work processes, because they give insight 

into the day-to-day activities of participants and their needs to perform these tasks [12]. 

They may even guide organizations in re-evaluating the entire process environment by 

challenging “the ability and coherence of processes and systems that no longer serve 

the organization, its employees, or its customers” [47]. 

The undertaken improvement efforts, in turn, lead to increased efficiency [25], better 

communication [47] and improved satisfaction on the part of participants [12, 42, 48]. 

By approaching workarounds as feedback resources [12], organizations can perform 
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corrective actions and make improvements to processes. In the next section, we derive 

from literature a set of five activities that help organizations to unlock the potential of 

workarounds for improvement.  

4 Five Activities to Improve Processes 

4.1 Measure 

Many authors stress the importance of knowing why participants perform workarounds, 

described as ‘motivations’ [21, 26], ‘reasons’ [19, 49], ‘obstacles’ [24] or antecedents 

[34]. Others simply call for an understanding of participants’ work practices [36, 50, 

51] because they consider the way people work and work around prescribed processes 

imperative for deciding on a strategy. Van Beijsterveld and Van Groenendaal [28], for 

instance, argue that “actual misfits require a different solution strategy than perceived 

misfits do”. Similarly, Röder et al. [52] debate that whether the intention of the partic-

ipant is positive or negative should be the basis for deciding on a resolution strategy. 

In contrast to focusing on the motivations of workarounds, other authors focus on 

the consequences instead. Drum et al. [39], for example, state that “the motive under-

lying the workaround, while interesting, does not afford a satisfactory understanding of 

workarounds. Rather, we believe it is more beneficial to focus on the outcomes gener-

ated by workarounds”. Also interesting in terms of consequences of a workaround is its 

downstream effect [47, 53]. According to Drum et al. [39], “the use of workarounds 

often constrains or decreases the overall effectiveness of the system, especially for 

those ‘downstream’ from the workaround who must deal with its outcomes”.  Others 

take both motivations and consequences into account [21, 24, 26]. According to Röder 

et al. [52], consequences can be further specified into risks and benefits. These risks 

and benefits can provide a basis for improvement efforts [20, 23, 26, 54, 55].  

In terms of the means to measure workarounds, several authors suggest to identify 

the workarounds in situ, at the practice level [18, 27, 56, 57]. This can be achieved by 

performing interviews, observations, shadowing and focus groups [31]. Several studies 

on workarounds, however, pointed out quantitative limitations, for instance not know-

ing the frequency of workarounds [5] or the expenditure of money, time and effort [28]. 

A way to overcome this is the use of process mining techniques that “use event data to 

extract process-related information” [58]. This enables organizations to meet the de-

mand for measuring “the actual value of workaround time and effort compared with the 

original process” [21]. Outmazgin and Soffer [49] showed that process mining tech-

niques can indeed be used to detect certain types of workaround behaviors, although 

others were not reflected in the event log. Also, the motivation of participants to per-

form workarounds and relevant situational factors are difficult to determine using these 

techniques. Therefore, more traditional techniques such as performing observations re-

main to have value [31].  

In sum, we propose that the first necessary activity to achieve process improvement 

is to measure workarounds. Specifically, what needs to be measured is the motivation 

of the participant to perform the workaround and the associated consequences. Our 
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view is that this can best be done in the form of a hybrid approach, by performing 

qualitative observations of participants and using quantitative process mining tech-

niques. 

4.2 Act 

According to Drum et al. [59], “workarounds must be addressed”. However, as men-

tioned in the previous section, different types of workarounds must be addressed dif-

ferently. One rule of thumb that is frequently mentioned in the literature is to manage 

workarounds by controlling risks and maintaining benefits [20, 21, 53]. Specifically, 

organizations are advised to facilitate or adopt appropriate workarounds and prevent or 

block the inappropriate ones [21, 38, 47]. According to Park et al. [33], the evaluation 

of appropriate and inappropriate workarounds is not an easy task, as “careful internal 

analysis might be necessary to identify which adaptations […] should be supported, 

rather than merely eliminating problematic immediate adaptations”. More authors ad-

vise organizations against simply eliminating workarounds, as doing so may result in 

negative outcomes [11, 20, 22]. Eliminating the underlying reasons to perform worka-

rounds, however, is recommended and expected to lead to positive results [25]. 

Acting on workarounds may entail activities such as process redesign, disciplinary 

actions [49], improvements in the technology or control routines [54]. Usually, these 

actions fall into two categories: (1) customizations to the information system and (2) 

changes to the structure of the organization [28]. A concrete example of an organiza-

tional action that was suggested in two separate studies is ensuring that participants 

have physical access to specific process roles. In Halbesleben et al. [5], this entailed 

relocating a pharmacist to a nursing unit. In Tucker [60], it involved increasing the 

nurses’ access to the process owner. In both cases, this was shown to improve the pro-

cess: in the first it led to a decreased amount of rework and frequency of workarounds; 

in the second it caused participants to enact less inappropriate workarounds.  

To summarize, we argue that organizations can exploit the measurements of worka-

rounds from the previous section in order to make decisions on how to address them. 

By evaluating which workarounds are appropriate and which are not, they can facilitate 

the former and prevent the latter.   

4.3 Involve 

Various authors comment on the improvement potential of involving participants in 

designing and diffusing IS. Wheeler et al. [40], for instance, state: “in the case of work-

arounds, organizations could capitalize on the mindfulness of employees by encourag-

ing employees to share their workarounds in order to improve task design”. Insights 

from users can guide system design [27, 51] and decrease resistance towards the system 

[42, 48]. Tucker [60] believes that “designing work that considers the natural responses 

of employees when they encounter operational failures will be helpful in creating im-

provement programs that are successful over multiple dimensions, such as safety and 

efficiency”. By giving process participants “a way to contribute” [47], allowing them 

to “reinvent, redefine or modify” [42] and “speak up about operational failures” [60], 
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they participate in forming new work routines that fit their needs. Designers cannot 

foresee perfectly how their system is used [51], but by involving users in the process, 

misfits can be resolved. This involvement of participants needs to be facilitated by the 

organization. Halbesleben et al. [5], however, point out the complexity of gathering 

different participants with different roles. Safadi and Faraj [12] also indicate that par-

ticipants often lack the time needed to communicate all the necessary information.  

To sum up, we join the view of most authors and propose the involvement of partic-

ipants in the improvement of processes. They are known to be willing to contribute 

improvement ideas. We suggest to exploit this willingness and have participants con-

tribute solution strategies, beginning with the participants already known to perform 

workarounds.  

4.4 Educate 

What is also stressed in studies on workarounds is the need to set up suitable educa-

tional programs [25, 29, 40, 53, 57, 61]. Ongoing training and coaching of participants 

can enable both the efficient and appropriate way of working [18, 25, 29, 47] and the 

prevention of workarounds caused by ignorance [28, 57, 60].   

One topic that should be addressed in the educational program of participants is the 

downstream effect of enacted workarounds, which we discussed earlier in the section 

on measuring workarounds. According to Drum et al. [59], “system users are often 

unable to fully comprehend their place in the task chain, and thus are unaware of the 

implications of their actions on information quality”. In training and coaching efforts, 

users need to be explained the broader implications of their actions and how their goals 

relate to the bigger process [29, 39, 53]. Drum et al. [59] in fact noticed a ‘light bulb 

effect’ when participants were made aware of the broader implications of their actions, 

leading to improved work practices thereafter.  

Another topic on the agenda of training programs on workarounds, is the encourage-

ment of users to speak up about obstacles they perceive in their daily work [62]. Only 

then will their voices reach decision-makers who can then make informed decisions 

[35]. It also allows the sharing of best practices and the recognition that they are not the 

only ones struggling [62].  

In sum, we propose to focus specifically on educating participants in improvement 

efforts. Ongoing training and coaching of participants may cause a decrease in re-

sistance and ignorance and eventually in a decrease of workarounds.  

4.5 Monitor 

In his work on engineering for emergent change, Alter [53] argues an operational work 

system is dynamic, rather than static and unchanging. A dynamic system that is always 

in flux, requires a different way of handling than a static system. As such, problems 

“cannot be easily ‘fixed’ in a single step (workaround) or using a single, one-time set 

of measures” [33]. When measures are put in place, additional workarounds may de-

velop [37]. An attempt has to be made in avoiding these additional workarounds [3], 

although some emerging workarounds simply cannot be avoided [63].  
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As the development of additional workarounds is unavoidable and their evolution 

cannot be predicted, the system needs to be monitored over time [20, 53, 64]. Outmaz-

gin [19] suggests monitoring the extent to which participants fail to comply with the 

prescribed process. Similarly, Alter [53] suggests to track the effectiveness of worka-

rounds and their downstream effects. This could provide decision-makers with the tools 

to perform corrective measures and notify them whenever workarounds occur [23].   

Again, process mining techniques offer a valuable means to accomplish the ongoing 

monitoring of workarounds [19, 59]. It allows for ‘conformance checking’, i.e. check-

ing the extent to which participants work around the prescribed process [65]. It would 

also allow for the tracking of the frequency of workarounds over time, their perfor-

mance in relation to the prescribed process and its impacts downstream [58]. However, 

monitoring workarounds using process mining has not been extensively researched yet. 

This opens up opportunities for future research.  

To sum up, we recommend organizations aiming for process improvement to moni-

tor their processes and particularly how participants work around the prescribed pro-

cess. Using process mining techniques, the evolution of these workarounds can be 

tracked, together with its frequency, effectiveness and downstream effects. 

 

Fig. 3. Five Activities to Unlock the Potential of Workarounds for Improving Processes. 

5 Conclusion and Outlook 

Over the years, many studies in IS have discussed the potential of studying worka-

rounds for improving the alignment of IS and work processes. However, they do not 

provide insight in the necessary activities to achieve this improvement. In order to solve 

this research gap, we carried out a systematic literature review in which we analyzed 

existing studies that describe workarounds in organizations. We determined five activ-

ities organizations need to perform to unlock the potential of workarounds for improv-

ing processes. First, we propose that organizations need to detect these deviations and 

identify their motivations and consequences by observations and process mining tech-

niques. Second, organizations should use this analysis of motivations and consequences 

for deciding whether to facilitate or prevent workarounds. Third, organizations can ben-

efit from involving users in the decision-making process by letting them generate im-

provement ideas. Fourth, we propose to invest in educating and training end users to 
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prevent the deviations in the first place and to make users aware of the broader impli-

cations of their actions. Last, monitoring workarounds can lead to continuous improve-

ment in the long run.  

References 

1. Alter, S.: Theory of Workarounds. Commun. Assoc. Inf. Syst. 34, 1041–1066 (2014). 

2. Leonardi, P.M.: When flexible routines meet flexible technologies: Affordance, constraint, 

and the imbrication of human and material agencies. MIS Q. 35, 147–167 (2011). 

3. Azad, B., King, N.: Enacting computer workaround practices within a medication dispensing 

system. Eur. J. Inf. Syst. 17, 264–278 (2008). 

4. Boudreau, M.-C., Robey, D.: Enacting Integrated Information Technology: A Human 

Agency Perspective. Organ. Sci. 16, 3–18 (2005). 

5. Halbesleben, J.R.B., Savage, G.T., Wakefield, D.S., Wakefield, B.J.: Rework and 

workarounds in nurse medication administration process: implications for work processes and 

patient safety. Health Care Manage. Rev. 35, 124–133 (2010). 

6. Röder, N., Wiesche, M., Schermann, M., Krcmar, H.: Workaround Aware Business Process 

Modeling. In: Wirtschaftsinformatik. pp. 482–496 (2015). 

7. Azad, B., King, N.: Rethinking how computer workarounds emerge: taking workarounds 

seriously but not negatively. Acad. Manag. Proc. (2017). 

8. Cresswell, K.M., Mozaffar, H., Lee, L., Williams, R., Sheikh, A.: Workarounds to hospital 

electronic prescribing systems: a qualitative study in English hospitals. BMJ Qual Saf. 26, 542–

551 (2017). 

9. Petrides, L.A., McClelland, S.I., Nodine, T.R.: Costs and benefits of the workaround: 

Inventive solution or costly alternative. Int. J. Educ. Manag. 18, 100–108 (2004). 

10. Lalley, C., Malloch, K.: Workarounds: The hidden pathway to excellence. Nurse Lead. 8, 

29–32 (2010). 

11. Azad, B., King, N.: Institutionalized computer workaround practices in a Mediterranean 

country: an examination of two organizations. Eur. J. Inf. Syst. 21, 358–372 (2012). 

12. Safadi, H., Faraj, S.: The Role of workarounds during an OpenSource Electronic Medical 

Record System Implementation. In: ICIS. p. 47 (2010). 

13. Kitchenham, B., Charters, S.: Guidelines for performing Systematic Literature Reviews in 

Software Engineering. arXiv Prepr. arXiv1304.1186. (2007). 

14. Webster, J., Watson, R.T.: Analyzing the past to prepare for the future: Writing a literature 

review. MIS Q. xiii--xxiii (2002). 

15. Vom Brocke, J., Simons, A., Riemer, K., Niehaves, B., Plattfaut, R., Cleven, A.: Standing 

on the Shoulders of Giants. CAIS. 37, 9 (2015). 

16. Dunford, B.B., Perrigino, M.B.: The Organization Made Us Do it: Demanding 

Formalization and Workaround Attributions. Acad. Manag. Proc. 2015, 17443–17443 (2015). 

17. Morath, J.M., Turnbull, J.E.: To do no harm: ensuring patient safety in health care 

organizations. John Wiley & Sons (2005). 

18. Zhou, X., Ackerman, M., Zheng, K.: CPOE workarounds, boundary objects, and 

assemblages. Proc. SIGCHI Conf. Hum. Factors Comput. Syst. 3353–3362 (2011). 

19. Outmazgin, N.: Exploring workaround situations in business processes, (2013). 

20. Zimmermann, S., Rentrop, C., Felden, C.: A multiple case study on the nature and 

management of shadow information technology. J. Info. Syst. 31, 79–101 (2017). 

21. Nadhrah, N., Michell, V.: A normative method to analyse workarounds in a healthcare 

environment: motivations, consequences, and constraints. (2013). 



11 

22. Spierings, A., Kerr, D., Houghton, L.: Issues that support the creation of ICT workarounds: 

towards a theoretical understanding of feral information systems. Inf. Syst. J. 27, 775–794 

(2017). 

23. Alter, S.: Beneficial noncompliance and detrimental compliance: Expected paths to 

unintended consequences. In: AMCIS (2015). 

24. Huuskonen, S., Vakkari, P.: I Did It My Way: Social workers as secondary designers of a 

client information system. Inf. Process. Manag. 49, 380–391 (2013). 

25. Reiz, A., Gewald, H.: Physicians’ Resistance towards Information Systems in Healthcare: 

the Case of Workarounds. In: PACIS. p. 12 (2016). 

26. Barata, J., da Cunha, P.R., Abrantes, L.: Dealing with Risks and Workarounds: A Guiding 

Framework. In: IFIP Working Conference on The Practice of Enterprise Modeling. pp. 141–

155 (2015). 

27. Blandford, A., Furniss, D., Vincent, C.: Patient safety and interactive medical devices: 

Realigning work as imagined and work as done. Clin. Risk. 20, 107–110 (2014). 

28. Van Beijsterveld, J.A.A., Van Groenendaal, W.J.H.: Solving misfits in ERP 

implementations by SMEs. Inf. Syst. J. 26, 369–393 (2016). 

29. Drum, D.M., Pernsteiner, A.J., Revak, A.: Walking a mile in their shoes: user workarounds 

in a SAP environment. Int. J. Account. Inf. Manag. 24, 185–204 (2016). 

30. Yang, Z., Ng, B.-Y., Kankanhalli, A., Yip, J.W.L.: Workarounds in the use of IS in 

healthcare. Int. J. Hum. Comput. Stud. 70, 43–65 (2012). 

31. Koppel, R., Smith, S.W., Blythe, J., Kothari, V.: Workarounds to computer access in 

healthcare organizations: you want my password or a dead patient? In: ITCH. pp. 215–220 

(2015). 

32. Carayon, P., Gürses, A.P.: A human factors engineering conceptual framework of nursing 

workload and patient safety in intensive care units. Intensive Crit. Care Nurs. 21, 284–301 

(2005). 

33. Park, S.Y., Chen, Y., Rudkin, S.: Technological and organizational adaptation of EMR 

implementation in an Emergency Department. ACM Trans. Comput. Interact. 22, 1 (2015). 

34. Ferneley, E.H., Sobreperez, P.: Resist, comply or workaround? An examination of different 

facets of user engagement with information systems. Eur. J. Inf. Syst. 15, 345–356 (2006). 

35. Kobayashi, M., Fussell, S.R., Xiao, Y., Seagull, F.J.: Work coordination, workflow, and 

workarounds in a medical context. In: CHI’05 Ext. Abs. Hum. Fact. Comp. Syst. pp. 1561–

1564 (2005). 

36. Saleem, J.J., Flanagan, M., Militello, L.G., Arbuckle, N., Russ, A.L., Burgo-Black, A.L., 

Doebbeling, B.N.: Paper persistence and computer-based workarounds with the electronic 

health record in primary care. In: Proc. Hum. Fact. Erg. Soc. Ann. Meeting. pp. 660–664 (2011). 

37. Van Der Sijs, H., Rootjes, I., Aarts, J.: The shift in workarounds upon implementation of 

computerized physician order entry. Stud. Health Technol. Inform. 169, 290 (2011). 

38. Brooks, J., Ravishankar, M.-N., Oshri, I.: Regulating Vendor-Client Workarounds: An 

Information Brokering Approach. (2015). 

39. Drum, D.M., Standifer, R., Bourne, K.: Facing the consequences: Examining a workaround 

outcomes-based model. J. Info. Syst. 29, 137–159 (2015). 

40. Wheeler, A.R., Halbesleben, J.R.B., Harris, K.J.: How job-level HRM effectiveness 

influences employee intent to turnover and workarounds in hospitals. J. Bus. Res. 65, 547–554 

(2012). 

41. Morrison, B.: The problem with workarounds is that they work: the persistence of resource 

shortages. J. Oper. Manag. 39, 79–91 (2015). 

42. Barrett, A.K., Stephens, K.K.: Making Electronic Health Records (EHRs) Work: Informal 

Talk and Workarounds in Healthcare Organizations. Health Commun. 32, 1004–1013 (2017). 



12 

43. Waheed, S.: Identifying Medical Device Workarounds in the Hospital and Reporting Them 

to the US Food and Drug Administration. J. Clin. Eng. 41, 30–32 (2016). 

44. Woltjer, R.: Workarounds and trade-offs in information security – an exploratory study. Inf. 

Comput. Secur. 25, 402–420 (2017). 

45. Wears, R.L., Hettinger, A.Z.: The tragedy of adaptability. Ann. Emerg. Med. 63, 338–339 

(2014). 

46. Sobreperez, P., Ferneley, E.H., Wilson, F.: Tricks or trompe l’oeil? an examination 

workplace resistance in an information rich managerial environment. In: ECIS. , Regensburg 

(2005). 

47. Alter, S.: A workaround design system for anticipating, designing, and/or preventing 

workarounds. In: Int. Conf. Enterp. Bus. Proc. and Info. Syst. Mod. pp. 489–498 (2015). 

48. Malaurent, J., Avison, D.: From an apparent failure to a success story: ERP in China - Post 

implementation. Int J Inf Manag. 35, 643–646 (2015). 

49. Outmazgin, N., Soffer, P.: Business process workarounds: what can and cannot be detected 

by process mining. In: Enterprise, Business-Process and Information Systems Modeling. pp. 

48–62. Springer (2013). 

50. Blaz, J.W., Doig, A.K., Cloyes, K.G., Staggers, N.: The hidden lives of nurses’ cognitive 

artifacts. Appl. Clin. Informatics. 7, 832–849 (2016). 

51. Park, S.Y., Chen, Y.: Adaptation as design: Learning from an EMR deployment study. In: 

Conf Hum Fact Comput Syst Proc. pp. 2097–2106. , Austin, TX (2012). 

52. Röder, N., Wiesche, M., Schermann, M., Krcmar, H.: Toward an ontology of workarounds: 

A literature review on existing concepts. In: Proc. Annu. Hawaii Int. Conf. Syst. Sci. pp. 5177–

5186. IEEE Computer Society (2016). 

53. Alter, S.: Engineering enterprises for emergent change. In: Proc. - IEEE Conf. Bus. 

Informatics, CBI. pp. 113–123. Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers Inc. (2014). 

54. Gasparas, J., Monteiro, E.: Cross-contextual use of integrated information systems. ECIS. 

(2009). 

55. Röder, N., Wiesche, M., Schermann, M.: A situational perspective on workarounds in IT-

enabled business processes: A multiple case study. (2014). 

56. Ali, M., Cornford, T., Klecun, E.: Exploring control in health information systems 

implementation. In: Stud. Health Technol. Informatics. pp. 681–685. , Cape Town (2010). 

57. Furniss, D., Masci, P., Curzon, P., Mayer, A., Blandford, A.: 7 Themes for guiding situated 

ergonomic assessments of medical devices. Appl. Ergon. 45, 1668–1677 (2014). 

58. Van der Aalst, W.M.P.: Process Mining. Springer (2011). 

59. Drum, D.M., Pernsteiner, A., Revak, A.: Workarounds in an SAP environment: impacts on 

accounting information quality. J. Account. Organ. Chang. 13, 44–64 (2017). 

60. Tucker, A.L.: The impact of workaround difficulty on frontline employees’ response to 

operational failures: A laboratory experiment on medication administration. Manag. Sci. 62, 

1124–1144 (2016). 

61. Hustad, E., Olsen, D.H.: ERP post-implementation issues in small-and- medium-sized 

enterprises, (2011). 

62. Campbell, D.: Policy workaround stories are valuable evaluative indicators: But should they 

be told? Am. J. Eval. 32, 408–417 (2011). 

63. Vieru, D., Arduin, P.-E.: Sharing knowledge in a shared services center context: An 

explanatory case study of the dialectics of formal and informal practices, (2016). 

64. Zimmermann, S., Rentrop, C., Felden, C.: Governing IT activities in business workgroups—

design principles for a method to control identified shadow IT, (2016). 

65. Rozinat, A., Van der Aalst, W.M.P.: Conformance checking of processes based on 

monitoring real behavior. Inf. Syst. 33, 64–95 (2008). 


