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Abstract 

 
Agility is referred to as the ability of a firm to proactively or reactively adapt successfully 

to rapid changes within the business environment both internally and externally. The 

Post-Merger Integration (PMI) phase is characterized by rapid organizational changes 

which require new strategy methods that suit the nature of today’s fast paced business 

environments. Though characterized by changes, the PMI presents an opportune moment 

for the transformation of a business by exploring and exhausting the innovation potential 

of the integrating firms through the use of agile aspects that seek to identify risks and 

explore opportunities in a nimble manner. These aspects are several, but in this study, we 

delve into three namely, flexibility, adaptability and customer focus. The aspects of 

agility originated from fields of Software Development and are fairly new to the 

discipline of Business Administration but are considered to be evolving and popular 

across other fields of study. The current era is noted by scholars as the Scaled Agile 

Framework Development Era which is characterized by an emergence in agile 

frameworks that aid in large scale programs of an organization, such as the PMI in this 

case. This era represents a steppingstone to business agility, the future of agility that seeks 

to transform an organization to be adaptive to changes. 

The purpose of this study is to develop an agile framework drawing from empirical 

findings of the use of agility aspects in the context of a merger and acquisition, more 

specifically, the post-merger integration phase, to act as an innovation catalyst. To obtain 

insights and a better understanding on what we set ourselves to research, we explore an 

embedded single case study of a firm operating in a traditional industry, the maritime 

industry, in order to investigate the following research question: 

 

How can agility in the context of a Post-Merger Integration (PMI) contribute to 

innovation? 

 

Eight semi-structured interviews with senior executives and senior managers of the case 

company were conducted in order to draw insights on their previous experiences with 

mergers and acquisitions. Empirical evidence was collected and coded in line with the 

Gioia methodology and with the aid of references to extant literature we began to build 

theory thereof. 

 

Our findings revealed that agile aspects may be adopted to complement and not 

necessarily replace existing hierarchical structures, procedures and processes within the 

PMI. Additionally, all three aspects of agility we sought to investigate prove to be useful 

to promote innovation in PMIs when adopted. The theoretical contribution of our study 

is the development of an agile framework that may be utilized in the PMI to identify, 

exploit and exhaust the innovation potential of the M&A activity. Furthermore, the 

framework may be validated in a different company or setting other than the company 

under study.   

 

Keywords: Agility, mergers and acquisitions, post-merger integration, innovation, 

flexibility, adaptability, customer focus 
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1 Introduction 
This introductory chapter commences with the background to our research giving a broad view 

of our study. Thereafter, we explain the research problem and narrowing down to purpose of the 

study. We conclude the chapter with relevant theoretical points of departure that form the basis 

of the study. 

1.1 Problem Background 
Recent rapid advances in industrialization and the emergence of new enabling 

technologies, have brought about dramatic changes within industrial organizations giving 

rise to the fourth industrial revolution, otherwise known as Industry 4.0 (Xu et al., 2018, 

p. 2941-4). It is an era of transformational change, owing to, digitalization, industry 

convergence and overlapping ecosystems (Kumaraswarmy et al., 2018, p. 1038). The 

authors describe the current century as an era of continual disruption whereby 

technological innovations and new business models changes are affecting entire 

industries and ecosystems. These various technologies include, Internet of Things (IoT), 

cloud computing, blockchain, artificial intelligence and so on, that present an integration 

and coordination between physical and software components that are deeply intertwined 

(Xu et al., 2018, p. 2943-4), thereby revealing a technological evolution. 

 

The business world of today faces deep and fast changes owing to pervasive technological 

innovation and digital revolution, global competition and increasing customer demands 

(Wahyono, 2018, p. 326). As such, firms find themselves in a position where they struggle 

to keep up with an accelerating pace of change (Kotter, 2014, p. 1), let alone get ahead of 

it and to remain relevant. There is precedence with firms such as Borders and Research 

in Motion (RIM) popularly known as Blackberry, who, until it was late, was sidelined as 

nimbler competitors beat them simply because they “recognized the need for strategic 

move but couldn’t pull themselves together fast enough to make it” (Kotter, 2014, p. 4). 

Another notable example of a huge market leader who ignored disruption and ended up 

going bankrupt and never recovered is Kodak which remained analog while their 

customers moved digital (Orvos, 2018, p. 6). Khanagha et al., (2018, p. 1080) reports 

that, many firms are unsuccessful in responding to disruptions and large entities are the 

ones affected the most when dealing with disruptions. Such firms fail to sail through these 

rapid changes as they stick to structures, processes and methods that worked well in the 

past, but these old ways of setting and executing of new strategies are failing (Kotter, 

2014, p. 4). Kumaraswarmy et al. (2018, p. 1038) quote Peter Drucker (1980), who posit 

that, “The greatest danger in times of turbulence is not turbulence itself, but to act with 

yesterday’s logic”. It should be noted however that, structured management-driven 

hierarchies and processes (planning, budgeting, measuring, staffing, and so on) remain 

relevant, they work but can be enhanced to deal with change (Kotter, 2014, p. 4-6). Hence, 

we sound an alarm for business to embrace new approaches to setting response strategies 

in times of rapid change by developing a framework suited to respond to rapid changes 

within the business during a post-merger integration period as well as the external 

environment. Xu et al., (2018, p. 2956) predicts that, “Industry 4.0 will continue to 

embrace cutting edge technology and techniques and will open up new applications that 

will impact industrial sectors and tomorrow’s complex industrial ecosystems”. The 

continued evolution of the fourth industrial revolution would thus imply continued 

industrial changes and disruptions to businesses thereof that would require matching 

capabilities to deal with the change. 

 

Mirroring the emergence of disruptions in recent decades, is a trend in mergers and 
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acquisitions (M&A’s) which Angwin and Vaara (2005, p. 1445) terms “unprecedented 

waves”. Generally, mergers, refer to a combination of two or more firms in which all but 

one legally cease to exist, whilst acquisitions refer to the purchase of one company by 

another of a controlling stake of the firm, legal subsidiary or its selected assets 

(DePamphilis, 2017, p. 719, 722). Firms are in pursuit of acquiring new costly to copy 

capabilities as a strategic realignment measure in response to external changes in the 

environment due to technological advancements (Angwin, 2007, p. 82; DePamphilis 

2017, p. 14). The acquisition of new capabilities allows for business transformation and 

renewal at a much faster pace than internal development (Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991, 

p. 3) of new technological capabilities that match prevailing disruptions within the 

industry landscape.  

 

However, M&A activities are marred with high failure rates of between 45-82% as 

postulated by Angwin (2007, p. 78) owing to several factors such as, over anticipation of 

synergies, slow pace of post-merger integration (PMI) and flawed strategies 

(DePamphilis, 2012, p. 44). In another study, Angwin and Meadows (2015, p. 235) 

indicates that, the period post an acquisition or merger activity, the integration phase, is 

the most critical part of the M&A and most neglected as focus is placed on motivations 

and strategies for the M&A. The integration phase is the key to making M&As work or 

successful, yet it is considered to be “difficult, time consuming, uncertain and fraught 

with risks and setbacks” (Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991, p. 105). We have reason to 

believe that some firms continue adopting old or static methods of strategy during 

integration exercise which do not suit the fast paced nature of today’s internal and external 

fast paced environment that can be turbulent (Kumaraswarmy et al., 2018, p. 1038) hence 

high failure rates of M&As. While traditional hierarchies and managerial processes still 

serve well the daily demands of a firm, they however fail in early identification of 

important hazards or opportunities, formulation of innovative strategic initiatives and fast 

execution of those initiatives (Kotter, 2014, p. 4-5). Nevertheless, not all firms fail in 

times of turbulence, instead some thrive. Brueller et al., (2014, p. 40) in a similar context, 

raises the question why some firms manage to become agile in the face of incessant 

technological changes and uncertainties while others are engulfed with implementation 

pitfalls consequently losing their competitive advantage. Michael E. Porter (1990) in an 

article for the Harvard Business Review expresses that, “companies achieve competitive 

advantage through acts of innovation”, which in their broadest sense, includes new 

technologies and new ways of doing things, and it involves investments in skill and 

knowledge. 

 

There is certainly a difference in approach in strategy execution where thriving firms are 

seen as agile, as they respond to uncertainties for survival and strategic success through 

the use of deliberate approaches aimed at adaptation, flexibility and resilience to fast 

changes (Wahyono, 2018, p. 327). Kotter (2014, p. 4) describes agility as an ability to 

capitalize on opportunities and dodging threats with speed and assurance. The aspects of 

agility offer a new perspective into a possible success in execution of M&A integration 

exercises. Acquisitions of tech and digital firms in innovation pursuits, place a lot of 

pressure on companies that no longer seem to fit with the needs of the modern society 

and the highly competitive environment created by it. As such, many companies enter 

into M&A activities with the objective of becoming more innovative at the end of the 

post-integration phase but failing to do so (Cefis & Marsili, 2014).  
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1.2 Research Problem 
In as far as academia is concerned, our research delves into three themes of study, (1) 

agility as a set of capabilities that would allow a firm to better respond and react to 

changes (Wahyono, 2018, p. 326) in (2) post-merger integration exercises for enhancing 

technology through M&A activities, resulting in (3) innovation required for the firm to 

renew itself or attain (retain) competitive advantage. The seminal idea of agility emerged 

in the field of Software Development (Bessant, 2017, p. 145) during the periods 1970-

1980 Waterfall Software Development era (Orvos, 2018, p. xviii) in sectors related to 

ICT (Arbusa et al., 2017, p. 272). Agile ways of working continued to evolve over the 

years into other fields, for large-scale programs and projects in the enterprise, an era 

known as Scaled Agile Framework Development Era (Orvos, 2018, p. xix).  We drew our 

initial inspiration into the study from two articles, Crossing the Innovation Threshold 

Through Mergers and Acquisition by Cerfis and Marsili (2014) and another, How Do 

Different Types of Mergers and Acquisitions Facilitate Strategic Agility? by Brueller et 

al (2014). The two articles were centered on the themes agility, mergers and acquisitions 

and innovation which themes also form the basis of our study. The first article links 

M&As and innovation, reflects on how large firms can benefit from M&As becoming 

more innovative and competitive overtime. The second however, reflects on how some 

companies have excelled being agile strategically through mergers and acquisitions. It 

was then upon realization that we decided to study the three themes connectedly. To our 

knowledge, agility and innovation have been studied independently in the context of 

M&A but not together. Hence, in our view, if we can establish that firms can adopt new 

methods of responding to turbulence within the organization as well as externally, we 

would be better placed to connect the three themes together thereby fulfilling a research 

gap that we seek to investigate through a business development lense.  

 

1.3 Research Question and Purpose 
In his book Achieving Business Agility, Orvos (2018, p. xix) highlights the period 

between 2010 to present (at the time of writing) as the scaled agile framework 

development era characterized by a growing need for agile frameworks that would 

support an organization’s large-scale programs and projects. In this same line of 

reasoning, we have reason to believe the concepts of agility may prove useful in post-

merger integration activity (program or projects) particularly in a context characterized 

by rapid technological changes.  

Hence, the purpose of this study is to develop an agile framework which would come 

through as a case base theory in accordance with Eisenhardt’s (1989) method that firms 

may adopt as an innovation catalyst in execution of a post-merger integration activities 

by drawing from empirical findings over the use of the aspects of agility. To obtain 

insights and a better understanding on what we set out to research, we explore a case 

study on The Company in order to investigate the following research question:  

 

How can agility in the context of a Post-Merger Integration (PMI) contribute to 

innovation? 

 

Owing to the evolution of agility, Orvos (2018, p. xix) predicts that, the future marks the 

start of business agility which entails the transformation of businesses to be adaptive to 

change. As such, we believe that the development of an agile framework would be a 

steppingstone for businesses to adopt transformative skill sets necessary to be adaptive to 

today’s rapidly changing world, Industry 4.0. We argue that, by adopting agile ways of 
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working during the PMI process, a firm is better positioned to, respond to changes 

inherent in the process, maintain focus, preserve momentum, in a rapidly changing 

environment (Battistella et al., 2017, p. 67) whilst exploring innovation potential between 

the acquirer and acquired. We stand by Porter’s (1990) in that innovation is mundane and 

dependent on accumulation of small insights (incremental) than a single technological 

breakthrough. We view the M&A integration period as an opportune moment allowing 

for the flow of information between the acquired and acquirer through shared intelligence 

or know-how (Schönreiter, 2018, p. 331) thereby creating and exploring innovation 

potential.  

 

1.4 Theoretical Points of Departure 
1.4.1 Dynamic Capabilities Based View 
The capabilities-based view marks the theoretical point of departure for three themes 

underpinning our study, agility, mergers and acquisitions, and innovation. Agility, a 

business paradigm of the twenty-first century, can purposely be developed within an 

organization in accordance with Wahyono (2018, p. 3) as a set of capabilities that would 

enable a firm respond to uncertainties for survival and strategic success. In a systematic 

review study by Battistella et al. (2017, p. 67-68), the scholars who draw from various 

literature, list a total of fifty-two capabilities for agility some of which include, 

anticipating, autonomy, collaboration, dialoguing, speed, leadership, sensing of 

opportunities, continuous learning, and so on. Hence agility is a combination of several 

capabilities. According to Tidd and Bessant (2014, p. 44) capabilities “refer to an 

organization’s potential for doing or carrying out specific activities or sets of activities”. 

The authors however distinguish basic level capabilities from dynamic capabilities where 

the former contribute directly to value creation from current processes, products and 

services. Whilst the latter, include the abilities to improve, adapt and innovate. Hence, in 

this same line of reasoning, we view agility as a dynamic capability as it is an ability to 

strategically renew a business by adapting to unforeseen changes in the business 

environment whilst remaining flexible enough to nimbly respond to opportunities of 

innovation (Battistella et al., 2017, p. 67). Tidd and Bessant (2014, p. 44) posit that, 

dynamic capabilities are dedicated to the modification of operational capabilities and lead 

for instance, to changes in the firm’s products or production processes.  

 

We believe such capabilities are imperative during the PMI of an M&A activity as it is a 

moment of rapid organizational change as noted by Graebner (2004, p. 768). Haspeslagh 

and Jemison (1991, p. 25) who adopt a capabilities perspective in their widely referenced 

study (Angwin & Meadows, 2015, p. 235) Managing Acquisitions, posit that possession 

of capabilities by the firm allows for business renewal through acquisitions. Further on 

Haspeslagh and Jemison (1991, p. 28) suggest that, through M&A activity, the 

competitive advantage of one firm is improved through transfer of capabilities. 

 

1.4.2 Process Oriented Approach 
Choosing the proper theories to conduct this study, in particular the present approach, has 

demanded extensive reading and understanding of the three interconnected themes under 

the scope of this research. In light of the choice of developing a framework under the 

context of a “multi-level, multi-disciplinary, and multi-stage phenomenon such as a 

M&A” (Meglio & Risberg, 2010, p. 87), more specifically in the stage of a post-merger 

integration, conducted us to adopt process theory as part of the theoretical foundation for 

this study. Such theoretical approach focuses on relevant evolving phenomena marked by 
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temporality (Langley et al., 2013, p. 3-4), where change and dynamism take place. This 

view is particularly relevant when studying “organizational phenomena involving 

complexity, unpredictability, uncertainty, and ambiguity” (Grabener et al. 2017, p. 1). 

Moreover, a processual approach allows a better understanding of dynamic organizational 

changes, receiving increasing recognition and adoption among M&A scholars (Meglio & 

Risber, 2010, p. 90), as it focus on the aspects of unfolding change over time, as discussed 

on the study of Van de Ven and Huber (1990). 

 

Process theory incorporates time as a relevant characteristic on the development of 

aligned processual inquires. Studies developed under this approach question how and 

why things transform, emerge, develop and terminate over time (Langley et al., 2013, p. 

1) and the dynamics of these changes. To give better context on the usage of process 

theory, we depict as example the study conducted by Monin et al. (2013). The authors 

researched the dynamics of sensegiving and sensemaking processes on the creation of 

social norms of justice in the context of a post-merger integration and its change over 

time. Research related to how time plays a role on the unfolding of activities, events and 

patterns of change is usually associated with a dynamic social constructivist view. 

Whereby, “multiple levels across organizations and contexts permeate and orient change 

processes” (Langley et al., 2013, p. 9) taking into account social actors. 

 

1.4.3 Path Dependence Theory 
Important is to acknowledge the process approach under organizational path dependence, 

relating it to “organizational practices and routines, rules and resources, contracts and 

cognitions, dynamics and change” (Schreyögg & Sydow, 2011, p. 332). Process theory 

is no stranger to paradox and dialectic studies such as the one conducted by Klarner and 

Raisch (2013), studying firm success through the attempt of finding balance between 

forms of change and stability. This leads us to the established connection with 

organizational path dependence where self-reinforcing mechanisms, such as processes 

consist in “major drivers of becoming path-dependent” (Schreyögg & Sydow, 2011, p. 

323). The aspect of stability is presented by process theory as the product of a dynamic 

activity that maintains and reproduce such pattern of change. In other words, dynamic 

processes underlie both stability as change (Rescher, 1996 cited in Langley et al., 2013, 

p. 10), in a paradoxical manner. Adding to the idea of stability, Teece et al. (1997) relate 

path dependency as an incorporated trait of any dynamic capability, failing to overcome 

such dependence results in rigidity, promoting undesired stability. This persistence in 

organizational behavior is seen as a process outcome (Schreyögg & Sydow, 2011, p. 322). 

Under the process theory lens outcomes are interpreted as “particular point in time [...] 

in the ongoing flow of activity [...] rather than static termination points” (Langley et al., 

2013, p. 10). Our underlying theoretical views are dynamic capabilities, process view 

which is tied with path dependency. 

 

1.5 Selected Case  
In order to contextualize our study, we used an embedded single case study in which has 

multiple levels of analysis within it (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 534). We conducted eight semi-

structured interviews with senior executives and senior management persons of a global 

firm headquartered in the Nordics operating in a traditional industry, the maritime 

industry. Woodfield (2015, p. 21) defines traditional industries as low to medium 

technology industries (LMT), industries that are not research intensive in relation to their 

turnover. However, this does not mean that innovations do not occur in these LMT 



 

6  

industries (Acciaro et al., 2018, p. 787), the LMT industries.  Due to a confidentiality 

agreement with the company subject to our study, the firm shall hereafter, be addressed 

to as “The Company” throughout the research. As a market leader that upholds innovation 

practices to shape the industry, The Company was particularly of interest as it has 

previous experience with M&As including acquisitions of software and technological 

capabilities, and it is currently underway an acquisition (at the time of study). We are 

keen on investigating how The Company managed its M&A integration exercises and 

how it achieves innovation through M&As in a conservative industry given the rapid 

advancements in new technologies and disruptions.  

 

1.6 Delimitations of the Study 
As delimitations to our study, we will not be studying different types of M&A’s nor 

exhaust all motivations associated with M&A activity, but we shall place focus on drivers 

associated with The Company’s under study. Furthermore, our study is more aligned 

towards acquisitions of a technological nature as these present the turbulent 

characteristics that call for agility tools that can be addressed by the agile framework we 

will develop. These acquisitions entail rapid change within the external and internal 

business environment as they entail renewal of the business and its offerings.
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2 Theoretical Framework 
This chapter details the literature review for this study. We delve into the first theme of 

our study, agility and give an understanding of its origins as well evolution as well as 

its aspects we have chosen to adopt. We move on to give the context underpinning our 

study, mergers and acquisition as a process, but we eventually confine our theoretical 

framework to the post-merger integration phase of the merger and acquisition. Finally, 

we present literature on the innovation theme. 

2.1 Agility 
The roots of agile can be traced back to the waterfall software development era between 

the periods 1970-1980 (Orvos, 2018, p. xvii), which was characterized by a huge 

challenge in failure of large-scale projects (Bessant 2017, p. 144) where projects ran in a 

sequential fashion, in multiple business functions. To place the matter into perspective, 

the author draws an example within the sales and marketing context as in Figure 1 below: 

 

Figure 1. Adapted from Bessant (2017, p. 144) 
  

Bessant (2017, p. 144) argues that the sequential flow process is time consuming and 

characterized by high risk emerging at the end with less success in either technical level 

or delivery of expectations. Such a journey relies on extensive controls, detailed 

documentation of a project based on a master plan initiated at the start of the project. 
 

Years later, in the 1990s alternatives to the sequential relay emerged within the software 

development era. Adaptations from work on physical product development in Japan were 

made which followed less of the idea of a sequence and Bessant (2017, p. 144) draws 

from notable scholars such as Nonaka and Takeuchi (1986) who suggested an approach 

metaphoric to a “rugby team” in which everyone was moving forward but in parallel, 

passing the ball along (Bessant, 2017, p. 144), in face of obstacles, that is opponents as 

follows in Figure 2. 
 

Figure 2: Source: Rugby Coach Weekly 2019 
 

The approach adopts a holistic view whose characteristics such as self-organizing project 
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teams, overlapping development phases and ‘multilearning,’ fit together like a puzzle 

forming a fast and flexible process (Takeuchi & Nonaka, 1986). Given the illustration in 

Figure 2, the key player, who is the ball carrier draws the defender (opponent) into a 

position where the latter has no choice but to tackle, yet still have time and space to pass 

the ball away, Tyler (2019) explains a draw and pass technique in rugby. The author 

further posits that the support player to the ball carrier must be close enough to react and 

ensure the pass is easy. 
 

It should however be noted that, software development was where the seminal idea of 

agility emerged though drawing on tools and design approaches from other fields such as 

engineering (Bessant, 2017, p. 145). The scholar points out further that, emphasis was on 

working in parallel, sharing relevant knowledge early and quickly making sure all 

functions involved could explore the emerging solution. 
 

In the early 2000s, milestones within the agile field were achieved such as the Agile 

Manifesto (Orvos, 2018, p. xix) which brought together seventeen agile thought leaders 

to craft the principles of: individuals and interactions over processes and tools; working 

software over comprehensive documentation; customer collaboration over contract 

negotiation; and, responding to change over following a plan. Denning (2016, p. 3) states 

that due to the software development improvements of the 21st century ‘rapid customer- 

focused digital development’ led to the creation of an agile approach to management and 

in recent years, 2010 onwards, agile ways of working continued to expand but with an 

emphasis on a growing need for agile frameworks. 

Usually agile frameworks are constructed based on empirical evidence drawn from 

qualitative case studies “that concentrate on highly effervescent sectors related to ICT 

and focus their attention on large multinational manufacturing corporations, a 

combination that provides ideal conditions for dynamism and complexity” (Arbussa, 

2017, p. 272). Orvos (2018, p. xix-xx) argues that frameworks promote alignment, 

collaboration and delivery across large number of agile teams, and hypothesizes the future 

as being the dawn of business agility, that is, transforming the business to be adaptive in 

the face of change. Due to these facts “… business leaders are increasingly turning to 

[an agile management approach] for every aspect of their operations” (Denning, 2016, 

p. 3). 

 

2.1.1 Defining Agility 
Agility principles appear under different denominations and practices, such as ‘Agile 

Enterprise’ (AE) or ‘Organizational Agility’ (OA), ‘Agile Manufacturing’ similar, but yet 

different from Lean Manufacturing, ‘Agile Project Management’ (APM), ‘Strategic 

Agility’ (SA), ‘Operational Agility’, ‘Agile Thinking’ (AT), ‘Agile Software 

Development’ (ASD), all “addressing different application domains, ranging from 

manufacturing systems to organizations in general” (Putnik & Putnik, 2012, p. 248-249, 

252). This study will put emphasis on obtaining operational agility within a particular 

process in a M&A, called the Post-Merger Integration process. Further we will be 

reviewing the concept of Strategic Agility (SA), so important for the organizations that 

want to survive and thrive in the uncertain and highly competitive environment of today’s 

business market. 

 

Agility is dynamic and context-specific, it has also been posited as a never-ending journey 

of constant improvement (Vovurka & Fliedner, 1998, p. 169). Wahyono (2018, p. 326) 
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who draws from several scholars (Bernardes & Hanna, 2009; Van Oosterhout et al., 2006; 

Wadhwa & Rao, 2003) postulates that there is no consensus on the definition of agility, 

but, it has generally been referred to as the ability of an organization to respond quickly 

and successfully to change. Through another perspective, Conboy and Fitzgerald (2004, 

p. 40) emphasize the aspect of agility adapted to a business context towards a corporate 

level by defining the term as “the continual readiness of an entity to rapidly or inherently, 

proactively or reactively, embrace change, through high quality, simplistic, economical 

components and relationships with its environment”. In our view, this implies a firm’s 

ability to act nimbly in times marked by uncertainty and change. 
 

Two connotations of agile are postulated by Cockburn and Highsmith (2001, p.131), the 

first, which acknowledges the turbulence in business and technology worlds characterized 

by high speed, uncertainty and requiring a process for change and rapid response to 

change. The authors further posit the second connotation emanates from the first, that, an 

agile process requires responsive people and organizations. 
 

Orvos, (2018, p.xx) distinguishes business agility from agile within the business where 

the latter refers to agile practices within a particular business function or department such 

as Research and Development or Human Resources whilst the former, is focused on 

improving the firm’s ability to sense and respond to changes in the market by 

synchronizing all activities with a common goal to deliver. What is common among these 

definitions are aspects of speed and adaptability or flexibility to change. Putnik & Putnik 

(2012, p. 252) point out as the signature features of agile being: “speed, in change, 

organizational change, mind change, action, and pro-activity, in changing”. Important is 

to note that agility should be thought of a broad concept formed by these aspects, although 

it should not be bounded by each one of them. 
 

The American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) conducted a study 

where the findings presented that the cheetah, the fastest land animal of our planet, relies 

on more than speed to be successful when hunting. The high rate of success of the prowess 

feline comes from its agility, translated on the capacity of slowing down, turn quickly and 

accelerate into a new path that conducts to its final goal, the prey (AAAS, 2013, p. 1271). 

In a similar fashion, companies that have successfully implemented an agile style of 

management have “proven capable of generating innovation that customers value” 

(Denning, 2017, p. 12) as their corporate goal. Some of the innovative companies that have 

contributed for the advancement of the agile management through insights, “large-scale 

implementations of [agile] goals, principles and values” (Denning, 2016, p. 3) are i.e. 

Microsoft, Ericsson, CH Robinson, Riot Games, Barclays and Cerner. 
 

In Vovurka and Fliedner’s (1998, p. 165) view, agility is the “ability to produce and market 

successfully a broad range of low cost, high quality products with short lead times in 

varying lot sizes, which provide enhanced value to individual customers through 

customization”. This aspect of agility emphasizes the customer-centric approach of the 

agile management style. Wahyono (2018, p. 327) further reviews the concept of agility 

within organizations as a set of capabilities enabling a firm to adopt a business model that 

responds to uncertainties for survival and strategic success. 
 

Agile firms understand well their market, line of products, services, customers and the 

potential to exploit future customers and markets by embracing change. The agile 

companies are the ones who anticipate customer demands and opens up new markets by 

acting and reacting quickly (Vovurka & Fliedner, 1998, p. 166-167). According to 
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Denning (2017, p. 12) “operational agility and the innovation capability it delivers are 

increasingly necessary for a firm to survive”. Kotter (2014, p. 4) coins a different term, 

strategic agility which he describes as the ability to capitalize on opportunities and dodge 

threats. The term has also been referred as “how to prevent stagnation and painful 

transformation so that companies do not become elephants that need to learn to dance” 

(Doz & Kosonen, 2008, p. 96 cited in Arbussa et al., 2017, p. 273).  In contrast, large 

corporations seem to be more concerned into upgrading their products and services by 

seeking out what is called operational agility. Vigilant about this discrepancy, Denning 

(2017, p. 12) alerts that to break through the next frontier, companies should strive for 

achieving strategic agility due to the long-term financial benefits derived from it. 

Although the practice of this mindset is common in the ICT sector, this type of agility 

meets resistance in mature industries where bureaucratic hierarchy structures constrain 

the dynamism so necessary to achieve innovation (Denning, 2017, p. 13-14; Dove, 2005, 

p. 329). Some critics argue that acting in an ad hoc manner together with the lack of 

planning is the downfall of agility, while supporters of it argue that planning “for both the 

known and the unknown” is what makes agility attractive to companies (Patten et al. 2005, 

p. 2790). 

 

Taking into account works of aforementioned scholars we understood agility as a toolset, 

a mindset, a philosophy or a management style characterized by elements such as 

adaptability, flexibility and customer focus. It enables a firm to take initiative proactively, 

when desired, or in a reactive fashion to respond effectively to the fast changes of the 

external environment marked by uncertainties and unpredictability (Conboy & Fitzgerald, 

2004; Cockburn & Highsmith, 2001; and Putnik & Putnik, 2012,). Adopting this approach 

would offer us, better precision and clarity to what we see agility as being most fit for the 

further development of this study. 

 

2.1.2 Relevant Aspects in Agility 
As seen above, agility is vast and considered a modern paradigm of the twenty-first 

century according to Wahyono (2018, p. 326) being adopted by successful companies as 

a dominant vehicle for competitive advantage (Mckinsey, 2018, p. 3). Battistella et al. 

(2017, p. 67) suggests that firms should possess distinct set of capabilities to respond to 

changes within a business environment and lists several capabilities for agility by drawing 

from various sources including (Chang et al., 2012, De Toni et al., 2011; Doz & Kosonen, 

2010; Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000; Kaplan & Norton, 2004; and Stalk et al., 1992). In a 

similar vein, Wahyono (2018, p. 327) also views agility as a set of capabilities that enable 

a firm to respond to uncertainties for survival and success. As Tidd and Bessant (2014, p. 

44) defines capability as a firm’s “potential for doing”, implying action, we also view 

these organizational characteristics under agility as aspects of agility that seem to navigate 

throughout different disciplines such as project management, software development and 

business practices. Hence going forward, we view agility as capabilities (potential for 

doing) or aspects (features, facets) and use either words interchangeably depending with 

the context. In this particular study, three different agility aspects, adaptability, flexibility 

and customer focus have been chosen to be explored in more depth with their nuances 

and characteristics aiding in the development of a framework for our study. It is important 

however to observe that these aspects should not be considered exhaustive in any case, as 

agility is still developing and evolving (Orvos, 2018, p. xviii). 

2.1.3 A call for Adaptability in Midst of Change 
Technological innovations together with a digital revolution has provoked fast changes 
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in today’s business scenario causing an enormous pressure on companies to cope with 

uncertainties and turbulent environments (Patten et al., 2005, p. 2787; Wahyono, 2018, p. 

326). Agility is suggested as one of the best choices of adoption when companies face 

highly dynamic environments where unpredictability and uncertainty takes place (Putnik 

& Putnik, 2012, p. 254). When it comes to transforming whole businesses and preparing 

them to adapt to the new technologies and market changes agility serves as a viable 

approach (Orvos, 2018, xix). Vovurka and Fliedner (1998, p. 166) corroborate with this 

idea by stating that “an agile firm handles change as a matter of routine”. In this sense, 

adaptability serves the purpose allowing companies to be nimble in a dynamic 

environment, focusing on the existing, the shaping, the destruction and the renewal of 

organizational paths and routines (McKee et al., 1989, p. 22, Pike et al., 2010, p. 65; 

Winby & Worley, 2014, p. 226). 

When it comes to the fundamental meaning of being able to ‘adapt to’, Conboy and 

Fitzgerald’s (2004, p. 38) view on the term implies the influence of change as a driving 

force in organizational actions and results. A simple, yet clear definition of adaptability 

is the “ability to change or be changed to fit changed circumstances” (Patten et al., 2005, 

p. 2789). Strategically, the adaptive capability allows adjustment in respect to both 

internal as well as the external pressures in the environment (McKee et al., 1989, p. 21). 

Adaptability emerges from agility as a capability that allows companies to leave a 

successful path behind in order to renew and adopt a new trajectory (Pike et al. 2010, p. 

62). Agile companies positively adapt to change developing strategies from which 

opportunity exploitation becomes possible and mechanisms that cope with threats are put 

in place (Patten et al., 2005, p. 2787). In practice, managers have been resorting more 

frequently to acquire or develop capabilities that stimulate fast adaptation in an attempt 

to eventually achieve competitive advantage and combat periods of turbulence (Reeves 

& Deimler, 2012, p. 19). 

Complex processes that are repeated with frequency in organizations are associated with 

stability and can ultimately act as self-reinforcing mechanisms, as predicted by the path 

dependence theory (Schreyögg & Sydow, 2011, p. 323). Such processes are less stable 

than they seem to be, demanding constant adaptation to the internal environment or 

complete reconfiguration (Putnik & Putknik, 2012, p. 251; Winby & Worley, 2014, p. 

230). Agility is exercised when business processes and structured systems are 

reconfigured to reduce the cost and time of response when change occurs, demanding for 

such an internal transformation (Dove 2005, p. 315). Corroborating with this idea, we 

observe that change in systems accommodate and follow along changes in the 

environment (Patten et al., 2010, p. 2790). 

Nevertheless, adaptability goes hand in hand with strategy and thus vary from company 

to company and is related to other aspects of agility such as flexibility (McKee et al., 

1989, p. 22). 

2.1.4 Flexibility: Embracing Change 
Besides the ability to adapt to changes, agility presents companies the possibility to act 

and react with flexibility.  Viewed by many as an essential part of the agility concept 

(Conboy & Fitzgerald, 2004, p. 38; Gunasekaran, 2002, p. 406; Singh et al., 2013, p. 5; 

Wahyono, 2018, p. 326), flexibility can be translated into an organizational characteristic 

that goes beyond adapting in face of change, but by being able to embrace it. Adapting 

to change implies the organizational attempt to return to its original position when change 

occurs, whilst embracing change capitalizes on the improvement of the past position 
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(Conboy & Fitzgerald, 2004, p. 38). Jaruzelski and Kumar (2004 cited in Patten et al., 

2005, p. 2790) summarizes the difference between the two defining  

“Adaptability as the capacity to anticipate, trigger, and absorb change whether 

cyclical or structural where flexibility is the capability to adapt the quantity and 

the quality of each factor as it either re-acts or pro-acts to environmental 

changes”. 

Change, as observed is in the very nature of agility (Dove, 2005, p. 315-316) together 

with flexibility. Two main dimensions form the flexibility concept under agility, the first 

dimension is being proactive, or take initiative in face of uncertainties, proving that an 

organization is not helpless and has to necessarily wait for change to occur in order to act 

upon it. The second-dimension regards being reactive, or act in response of change, so 

the organization may capitalize on the opportunities presented by it (Conboy & 

Fitzgerald, 2004, p. 38). According to a report on agility released by McKinsey (2018, p. 

4), performance improves when pressure is exerted in agile systems. When unpredictable 

events occur, agility (through the unfolding components of flexibility) allows an 

organization to reduce ‘time’, ‘predictability’ and the ‘range’ of its response, through 

business processes (Dove 2005, p. 315). A way to measure the effectiveness of a response 

is verifying if the effects of the uncertainty have been nullified or correctly counteracted, 

while the efficiency of the response is measured through the response’s time, cost and 

effort (Wadhwa & Rao, 2002, p. 3).  

It is suggested that certain structures allow companies to be more flexible than others. 

Traditional firms in mature industries usually adopt an organizational structure that 

promotes stability. These structures are characterized by having a top-down hierarchy, a 

bureaucratic configuration and usually act in silos where the information and knowledge 

is constrained (McKinsey, 2018, p. 4). An agile organization, on the other hand, acts as a 

‘living organism’, where dynamic capabilities find support, quick decisions are made, and 

it is easier to act. In more practical terms this form of organization can be compared to an 

operating system of a smartphone where a countless number of applications (dynamic 

capabilities) find support and compatibility, providing to each user a different experience 

(McKinsey, 2018, p. 2-4).  Interesting is to note that, an organization is not flexible on 

itself based only on its structure, which may appear at first a contradiction compared to 

the structural argument presented above. In reality the routines, activities, processes and 

people of the organization are the factors which determine how flexible an organization 

truly is (Conboy & Fitzgerald, 2004, p. 38). For this reason, flexibility reflects on how 

the teams work in companies that have decided to adopt an agile management style. 

There’s an understanding that an agile team share a common mindset, is considered 

relatively small and works in short cycles with continuous feedback (Denning, 2016, p.4). 

2.1.5 Customer Focus 
Considered obvious and yet challenging, customer focus is at the heart of agility 

(Denning, 2016, p. 5). Sambamurthy et al. (2003, p. 245) drawing from the works of Kohli 

and Jaworski (1990), describe what they call customer agility as a “firms' ability to 

leverage the voice of the customer for gaining market intelligence and detecting 

competitive action opportunities”. By doing so companies may get access to consumer 

markets faster, through the expansion of its customer base and broadening of the 

company’s portfolio (Brueller et al., 2014, p. 39-46).  

An agile organization makes it possible to systems and people act and react quickly to the 
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responses of customers (Flumerfelt, 2012, p. 239). Still on the expansion of the customer 

base Sambamurthy et al. (2003, p. 243) highlight how network effects increase returns 

for companies, while maintaining “a clear line of sight to the ultimate customer” 

(Denning, 2016, p. 5-6). Hence, the importance for agility, in terms of improving the 

ability to process information, acquire proper digital capabilities and exploit innovation 

and competitive opportunities (Huang et al. 2012, p. 297; Sambamurthy et al., 2003, p. 

251). Nonetheless, such accomplishments require accuracy and awareness of when 

changes should be made and new business processes configured while old ones are 

reconfigured (Dove, 2005, p. 318; Sambamurthy et al., 2003, p. 237). 

Agility relies on the premise of creating value to the customer as one of its most relevant 

‘performance standards’ (Denning, 2016, p. 7). Another way through which agility 

practices customer focus happens internally on the way the company operates, that is, 

through self-organizing small teams, working through iterations of short cycles that 

promote learning and continuous improvement (Denning, 2016, p. 3-4). 

After wide research on the theme of agility, we have been able to propose what are the 

main aspects in terms of relevancy to our study. Within the main aspects that were 

explored in more depth we decided to bring into appreciation other topics of equal 

importance to agility mentioned implicitly or explicitly in section 2.1, but that did not 

constitute the main focus of exploration of the present study. These are singled out in a 

more systematic view in the table that follows. 

Table 1. Complementary aspects of agility mentioned on literature. 

Aspects relevant to agility Source 

Adaptability 

Flexibility (Proactive and reactive response) 

Customer focus 

Accuracy Dove, 2005 

Awareness Dove, 2005 

Change Conboy and Fitzgerald, 2004; Dove, 2005 

Digital capabilities Denning, 2017; Sambamurthy et al., 2003 

Self-organising, small teams Denning, 2016; Conboy and Fitzgerald 2004 

Iteration Denning, 2016 

Mindset Denning, 2017; Dove, 2005 

New business processes Dove, 2005; Sambamurthy et al., 2003 

Network Denning, 2016 
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2.2 Mergers and Acquisitions 
There are various reasons as to why firms continue to engage in M&A activity despite 

high failure rates (Angwin, 2007, p. 77-8) ranging from financial to a strategic motives. 

This section aims to explore the field of mergers and acquisitions by focusing on the 

motivations for M&A, success factors and challenges of the M&A process in a bid to 

understand it, despite high failure rates. In line with a process view of M&A we will 

discuss the pre-acquisition phase but our focus lies on the post-merger integration (PMI). 
 

2.2.1 Concept and Background 
Mergers and Acquisitions (M&A) have been regarded as a relevant topic by management 

scholars with its importance overlapping the business and administration field. Within 

management, M&A is cited alongside to strategic management (Chondrakis, 2016, p. 

1887, Cassiman et al., 2005, p. 198, Makri et al., 2010, p. 603), international business 

(McCarthy & Aalbers, 2016, p. 1820) and other related topics. Acquisitions may help a 

company to bring in new capabilities, leverage the existing ones and reposition itself 

competitively in a much faster pace rather than a company attempting to do it internally 

(Haspeslagh and Jemison, 1991, p. 3). Johnson et al. (2017, p. 339) mention it as one of 

the strategic methods to internationalize, diversify and innovate, alongside organic 

growth and strategic alliances. 

 

Before becoming more international and diffused among industries, acquisitions tended 

to come in distinct waves (Haspeslagh and Jemison, 1991, p. 4). The authors further 

express that, it was in the decade of the eighties that M&A became a broad-based global 

phenomenon with its presence reshaping many different industries. Furthermore, 

companies started to seek and take action on the process of rethinking their competitive 

position, in order to maintain its existing capabilities, acquire new ones and attain 

competitive advantage. However, it is important to offer clarity on the terminologies to 

be used from here onwards surrounding mergers, acquisitions, post-merger integrations 

as well as their abbreviations. We maintain the definitions of merger and acquisition 

indicated in section 1.1 by DePamphilis (2017, p. 719, 722). Nonetheless, McGrath (2011, 

p. 5) who acknowledges the complexities of M&A posits that “M&A is a collective 

description for a series of corporate related activities with the purpose of leading one or 

more, or sometimes parts of the companies to the change of control stage.” In the same 

light, we use the abbreviation M&A or phrase “M&A activity” as an umbrella term to 

describe either any acquisition or merger activity. Moreover, the period after the closure 

of any acquisition or merger activity shall be referred to as the ‘post-acquisition’ or ‘post-

merger integration phase’ or ‘PMI phase’ of the M&A. 

 

In the following section the motivations, challenges and success factors of the acquisition 

process will be described. 
 

2.2.2 Motivations for Mergers and Acquisitions 
A large and growing body of literature has investigated the motivations or why firms 

engage in M&A activity (DePamphilis, 2017, p. 8) despite many of them deemed to fail, 

thereby raising a paradox to M&A studies (Angwin, 2007, p. 77). Tetenbaum (1999, p. 

24) gives us the insight that, it is the potential to cut costs, improve organizational 

efficiencies or the anticipation of value creation or the potential for organizational renewal 

that lures companies to be pushed for a merger or acquisition. Furthermore, the author 

posits that, neither companies involved in the M&A can achieve the potential or 

anticipated gains on its own. It is imperative to note that, an understanding of the 
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motivation generally assists firms in the assessment of M&A performance (Angwin, 

2007, p. 78), that is, measuring of success of the entire M&A activity, when the operations 

of the firms merging, have been effectively integrated (Weber et al., 2011, p. 376). 

Angwin (2007, p. 78) postulates that many researchers have focused on M&A 

performance assessments in an attempt to understand the motives behind the M&A in 

order to resolve the question why firms pursue M&A activity despite high failure rates. 

Nevertheless, Angwin draws our attention on how these motivations may not be singular 

in nature, but intertwined and complex. DePamphilis, (2017, p. 8) together with Berk and 

DeMarzo, (2017, p. 998) present an insight on these motives by categorization and 

agreeing that, firms pursue M&A initiatives for potential synergistic effects, that is, the 

realization of value by merging the acquirer and target firms. Haspeslagh and Jemison 

(1991, p. 28) describe synergies as the exact source of strategic capabilities transfer in 

M&A activity that create value for competitive advantage. DePamphilis (2017, p. 8) 

classifies the synergies as operating and financial whilst, Berk and DeMarzo, (2017, p. 

998) place emphasis on cost reduction as motives for M&A activity. Other scholars such 

as Angwin (2007, p. 77) classify the motives according to literatures of finance, 

economics and strategy and regards these schools of thought as ‘classical’ or common 

approaches. The Table 2 below explores in detail some of the main motivations behind 

M&A activity. 

Table 2. Motivations for Engaging in Merger and Acquisition Activity. 

Source Reference(s) Motivations Examples 

Finance 

Literature 

Angwin (2015, p. 81), 

DePamphilis (2017, p. 

10) 

- Shareholder wealth 

regarded as goal of the 

firm. 

- Financial synergies with 

an emphasis on value 

realization. 

Reduction in cost of capital, 

asset stripping, and purchase 

bargain, relatively 

uncorrelated cashflows, 

better matching of 

investment opportunities 

with internally generated 

funds. 

Economics 

Literature 

Angwin (2015, p. 81- 

82), DePamphilis (2017, 

p. 8) 

- Acquirer concerned with 

profit maximization in the 

long-term. 

- Operational synergies 

with critical gains in 

efficiency to improving 

managerial operating 

practices. 

Achieving sustained 

competitive advantage 

through increased market 

influence, realizing 

economies of scale and 

scope, cost reduction. 

Classical 

Strategy 

Literature 

Angwin (2015, p. 

82), DePamphilis 

- Focus is on position of 

the firm in the industry. 

 

*Overlaps with economics 

literature but centered on 

Porter’s (1985) five forces. 

Collusive synergies by 

deterring new entrants, 

industry overcapacity 

reductions by acquiring 

competitors. 

Other Angwin (2015, p. 83-

84) 

- Factors 

attributed to 

human frailty 

Agency problems, hubris or 

excessive confidence by 

managers. 
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Angwin (2007, p. 83-84) hypothesizes that M&A performance studies tend to be biased 

on testing the above-mentioned classical prescription. The author argues that these studies 

assume rational managerial motivations with emphasis on classical literature as an 

explanation to why M&A’s fail whilst overlooking other factors attributed to the frailty 

of the human character such as managers self-interests at the expense of the firm, flawed 

decisions or excessive confidence by managers. 

However, recent studies suggest that, some acquirers have moved to focus on knowledge 

acquisition or new resources which consist of idiosyncratic costly to copy dynamic 

capabilities which may result in competitive advantage (Angwin, 2007, p. 82). 

DePamphilis (2017, p. 14) denotes such motives as strategic realignment where firms use 

M&A to make rapid adjustments to external changes in the environment due to 

technological advancements or regulatory changes. Hence, firms pursuing M&A 

activities with the purpose of acquiring new knowledge, resources and new capabilities 

as a strategic refocusing measure, to retain competitive advantage in the face of external 

market changes, particularly new technologies are of major interest in this research. The 

aspects of technological acquisitions shall be further explored in section 2.2.6 of this 

chapter. 

2.2.3 M&A Failures and Success Factors 
In light of M&A failures, there is a general consensus among many scholars that most 

M&A’s fail (Angwin, 2007, p. 79) in creating value (Bauer & Matzler, 2014, p. 269) or 

underperform as indicated in substantial research (Gomes et al., 2013, p. 14). Angwin 

(2007, p. 78) citing several scholars notably (Kitching, 1967; Jensen & Ruback, 1983; 

Hunt, 1990 and Mueller, 2003) among others reported that vast research of M&A 

performs spanning four decades back at the time of his study, showed failure rates of 

about 45-82% by acquirers. The author further highlights that, this raises the question 

why firms continue transacting M&A activities despite high failure rates thereby raising 

a paradox core to the study of M&A. It is imperative at this stage to bear in mind that, an 

understanding of why M&A’s are associated with high failure rates would proffer our 

research with insights on how agility might be crucial for firms to achieve M&A success. 

There are notable examples in history of failed mergers and acquisitions such as the 

US$40 billion acquisition of Chrysler by Daimler-Benz and acquisition of NCR by AT&T 

in which the latter was divested after five (5) years of losses in excess of US$2 billion 

(Tetenbaum 1999, p. 23). The author further posits that costs associated with failed 

M&A’s are not entirely financial, but include disrupted work processes, key personnel 

losses, loss of customer focus and demotivation in the entire organization.  

Nonetheless, DePamphilis (2012, p. 44) argues, that it depends on how one defines 

failure, that is, defining it as the inability to meet expected financial returns, not having 

achieved strategic objectives or failing to achieve non-financial objectives. The scholar 

however, further on acknowledges that there are three major common explanations of 

M&A’s failure, notably, overpaying as a result of over anticipated synergies, slow pace 

as in prolonged post-merger absorptive integration and flawed strategies (Haspeslagh & 

Jemison, 1991, p. 147-148). Osarenkhoe and Hyder (2015, p. 858) draw on an extensive 

range of sources to assess M&A failure and acknowledges that despite numerous reasons 

being suggested to explain the failure or success of M&A, a large body of literature show 

that cultural differences and national cultural aspects affect the level of integration. In 
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their investigation of achieving post-merger success Carleton and Lineberry (2004, p. 14) 

acknowledge speed, in terms of slow and high pace depending on which integration 

strategy and approach selected as critical, but also identified culture clash as the culprit 

and an obstacle to achieving the clarity and focus required for quick implementation.  

Looking at mergers and acquisitions from a success perspective, Bauer and Matzler 

(2014, p. 269) who in their research on Antecedents of M&A Success by drawing from 

various schools of thought, identified M&A success as a function of strategic 

complementarity, cultural fit and degree of integration which they hypothesize as 

positively related to the relation of the speed of integration to the right strategy and 

approach of integration. Considering the reasons behind M&A failure and the success 

factors, there was one common aspect which drew our attention, the speed of integration, 

which was viewed as critical for absorptive PMI, as further explained in section 2.2.5. 

Drawing from Angwin (2004), Bauer and Matzler (2014, p. 275) adopt a perspective from 

behavioral psychology and posit that, the speed of integration often leads to earlier 

realization of synergies and returns on investment for the above-mentioned type of 

integration. The author further posit that a faster absorptive integration capitalizes on 

advantages of momentum in the early enthusiasm phase soon after deal closure and 

benefits such as lower resistance by employees, less uncertainty, and potential realization 

of synergies are expected.  

Gomes et al (2013, p. 24) in a similar vein argues that, slow proceedings of PMI form an 

uncertain atmosphere in which rumors thrive, but the author acknowledges the value of 

short, intense planning periods in the earlier PMI phase to generate energy, direction and 

action for change. Speed, hence, makes a difference offers both benefits and costs but the 

cost of losing the momentum of a business outweigh the costs associated with mistakes 

made through quick decisions. Consequently, the integration involves managing tradeoffs 

(DePamphilis, 2012, p. 209) 

Angwin (2004, p. 418-419) acknowledges his research as being the first to critically 

examine the speed, from deal closure to integration and performance in mergers and 

acquisitions. The author notes speed as a source of competitive advantage and highlights 

it as critical for long-term survival of a firm. In this case speed is viewed as the increase 

in work rate or progress over time and is associated with decisiveness and time saving 

(Angwin, 2004, p. 418-419). 

M&A activity can divert the attention of top management from daily business intended 

for internal growth and innovation (Gomes et al., 2013, p. 24-25) and the other way round, 

once the euphoria of the first weeks has passed daily management needs can disrupt 

integration efforts thereby slowing down PMI implementation and realization of 

synergies, Braun (2004, p. 2-3) draws from (Carleton et al, 2004; Habeck et al., 2000 & 

Carey & Ogden 2004). As such, given that PMIs consume time, some companies create 

a coordination team for the PMI phase (Gomes et al., 2013, p. 24-25).  

Conversely, the perspective of M&A success factors instead of failure may be adopted in 

an attempt to understand M&A performance. Gomes et al. (2013, p. 14) provides an in-

depth analysis into success factors which they term critical variables, but argue that M&A 

is a multilevel, multidisciplinary and multistage phenomenon and the study of these 

variables independently hinders progress to M&A research as it leads to “specialization 

trap”, a similar view held by Graebner et al. (2017, p. 25-26). In our point of view, the 

M&A literature still lacks further studies focused on the M&A as a unified process, as its 



 

18  

stages are compartmentalized and studied independently, due to extensive research. 

Besides, some research focus on minor problems that do not consist in much 

organizational relevancy and use mismatch methodological approaches leading to 

inconsistency research findings. 

With a process approach to their research Gomes et al. (2013, p. 15) analyze the entire 

M&A process and the connectedness of success factors therein. By drawing literature 

from various scholars, the authors detailed, integration strategies, post-acquisition 

leadership, speed of implementation and communication during implementation among 

other variables as post-merger phase critical success factors. In the same vein a recent 

study by PwC (2017, p.  10) in their M&A Integration Survey Report argued for multiple 

success factors such as achievement of synergy targets, well received culture and change 

management as well as achievement of a PMI within a defined time frame.  

2.2.4 M&A Process 
This section will present the acquisition process with the two interrelated main phases 

that constitute it, the pre-acquisition and the post-acquisition phase. The intricacies most 

relevant to each phase are going to be explained in more detail. 

Looking into the progress of the M&A field, particularly on the 1960’s, it is possible to 

observe a shift from the understanding of a sequential phase-based to a more process view 

in managing acquisitions (Faulkner et al., 2012). Many scholars advocate for viewing 

Mergers and Acquisitions as a process (Gomes et al., 2013; Graebner, 2004). 

Although for clarification purposes on this work the two distinct phases will be presented 

separately, both should be regarded as part of one unified process. Furthermore, on this 

regard Kode et al. (2003, p. 28) argue for the realization of synergies in terms of the two 

companies coming together accomplishing more than they would separately in financial 

and non-financial terms. Moreover, challenges regarding the disconnection between the 

pre-acquisition phase and the transition to the PMI may arise due to the lack of synergy 

and information asymmetry in the beginning of the deal. For this reason, understanding 

the connections between parenting and target firm is paramount to ensure that both the 

decision making, characteristic of the pre-deal, and integration, part of the post-deal, may 

run swiftly with no path dependency issues from the beginning of the deal (Gomes et al., 

2013, p. 19). 

 

Figure 3. Acquisition process (Adapted from Pritchett, n.d.) 
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Pre-acquisition phase 

As noted before, there are many different reasons for companies to engage on an 

acquisition process and it is on the pre-acquisition phase that the evaluation of whether to 

follow through an acquisition or not takes place. 

 

When choosing a target, two main factors are balanced out by the acquiring company, the 

existence of a strategic and organizational fit between the two companies. Jemison and 

Sitkin (1986, p. 146) refer to the first as “the degree to which the target firm augments or 

complements the parent’s strategy and thus makes identifiable contributions to the 

financial and non-financial goals of the parent”. In this sense, it is through a strategic 

rationale that the purchase is approached, taking into consideration the potential of value 

creation and the attractiveness of the deal assessment (Teerikangas & Joseph, 2012). In 

contrast, Miller (2003) presents an asymmetry-based view, pointing out how competitive 

advantage may arise from disadvantageous or ordinary resource positions that may within 

themselves preserve a hidden potential to be exploited. Correspondingly, companies 

might overlook the competitive parity or the possible advantages that may surge as a clear 

outcome in terms of technology or brand exposure (Madhok & Keyhani, 2012, p. 36), as 

we will describe it further on with companies that engage on M&A’s with the intention 

to attain innovation capabilities in section 2.2.5. 

 

Besides the strategic fit companies also assess the organizational fit, defined as “the match 

between administrative practices, cultural practices and personnel characteristics of the 

target and parent firm” (Jemison & Sitkin, 1986, p. 147).  

 

Ultimately, the goal of an acquisition is to close the deal and integrate the companies. 

During this phase, the two companies negotiate and attempt to come to a common ground 

in order to make an agreement. Due diligence is conducted with the signaling of the 

possible buyer(s) with a letter of intention of information that is required to better assess 

the grounds on which stands the target firm (Mellen & Evans, 2010, p. 77). There’s a mis-

conceptualization that it is strictly the bidder’s responsibility to conduct a thorough due 

diligence, but the target firm should also inquire about the acquiring company. This 

allows the process to be conducted in good faith and adds legitimacy to it (Moeller & 

Brady, 2014, p. 193). During this period financial reports, composition of assets, risk 

expropriation among other issues are discussed among the two parties, leading to the 

setting of price (Zhou et al., 2016, p. 1088). A hostile deal might take place when 

shareholders disagree with the decision of the board to reject a possible bidder (Moeller 

& Brady, 2014, p. 11-12; Johnson et al. 2017, p. 341). 

 

The setting price is composed of two elements, the assessed price of the targeting firm 

plus an added value called premium, taken as a reflection of the possible synergy the two 

companies might share (Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991, p. 47). In this given context, there’s 

no obligation towards the acquiring firm to pay the premium, depending on the situation 

of the target firm, the acquiring company may even be offered a discount (Moeller & 

Brady, 2014, p. 144). The variation of the premium size occurs due to several factors 

ranging from the level of competitiveness within the industry, motivations of both buyer 

and seller as well as the presence of other bidders (Moeller & Brady, 2014, p. 178). 
 

Post-acquisition phase 

The closure of the deal by the two companies put an end to the pre-acquisition phase and 

mark the beginning of the post-acquisition one. In this part of the M&A process 
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companies start the integration of their operations, tasks, and the transferability of 

knowledge and capabilities.  

 

Regarded by many as the most critical phase in the acquisition process (Angwin & 

Meadows, 2015, p. 235), it is the source of value creation and where the transfer of 

capabilities from the target firm to the acquiring one happens or vice versa. (Haspeslagh 

& Jemison, 1991, p. 103). Due to the fact of so much interest been paid on this moment 

within the acquisition process, a large body of literature can be found on the subject, from 

articles to multiple books (Faulkner et al., 2012; Stahl & Mendenhall, 2005; Weber et al., 

2011). In contrast with the large body of literature is the fact there is no significant 

attention from the scholars into synthesizing the key findings and empirical evidences, 

leaving the literature abundant on the subject but fragmented on its core (Graebner et al, 

2017, p. 1).  

 

Chatterjee et al (1992) and Pablo (1994) highlight that for many firms the post-merger 

integration process is not treated actively by essential participants of the process, such as 

the managerial leaders in the acquiring firm, being regarded as a simple event that 

‘happened to’ the company. Gomes et al. (2013, p. 17-27) propose seven different critical 

success factors associated with this phase that comprehend: (1) integration strategies, (2) 

post-acquisition leadership, (3) speed of implementation, (4) post-merger integration 

team and disregard of day-to-day business activities, (5) communication during 

implementation, (6) managing corporate and national cultural differences and finally (7) 

human resources management. In this sense the lack of an active leadership on the 

integration process may consist in one of the reasons of why post-merger integrations 

usually fail, all together (Gomes et al., 2013, p. 24). 

 

Now we turn to the four different approaches to integration formulated by Haspeslagh 

and Jemison (1991), due to the relevance of understanding how to match the different 

M&A drivers to the best suited way to integrate the target company.  
 

2.2.5 Integration 
According to Teerikangas and Joseph (2012, p. 7) the integration process may be defined 

as “a guided process to implement organizational change affecting mainly the acquired 

unit (possibly the acquiring organization too, depending on the integration strategy), and 

ultimately the parties involved, with the aim of aligning the new unit with the sought 

strategic direction”. In this sense, the expected outcomes from an M&A are highly 

influenced by how the integration process is conducted. Graebner (2004, p. 764-765) 

highlights that “the [post-merger integration] process can be viewed as an innovation 

battle with many fronts. These fronts, or change points, must be individually managed but 

also collectively coordinated”.  

 

To better help companies in this context, four different approaches to integration were 

formulated by Haspeslagh and Jemison (1991). Angwin and Meadows (2015, p. 235) 

address the need for a revisit and reconfiguration of the model, in the same note as 

Johnson et al. (2017, p. 348). The framework used by the authors presents two distinct 

dimensions, the strategic interdependence between the two firms and the organizational 

autonomy of the target company (Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991, p. 138-139). 

 

The authors argue that it is key to the integration task identifying the nature of the strategic 

interdependence between the two companies and how to best manage this 
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interdependence.  The nature of the interdependence according to Haspeslagh and 

Jemison (1991) will determine the value creation for the company and usually one should 

dominate the value creation process for the M&A deal (Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991, p. 

142). Four sources of value creation range from: resource sharing, which relates to the 

combination of operating assets, the transfer of functional skills bounded by individual 

abilities and human resources, the transfer of general management capability with 

strategic or operational insights and at last the creation of combinational skills by gaining 

access to a new market, increase presence in local markets or get better financial funding. 

Depending on the result expected the degree of disturbance on the boundary of the 

acquired organization will be less or more intrusive, and vis à vis, the degree of the 

organizational identity will fluctuate as well, in terms of maintenance (Haspeslagh & 

Jemison, 1991, p. 139-142). 

 

The second dimension of organizational autonomy has to do with the challenge to manage 

the preservation of the strategic capabilities after the acquisition due to tensions on the 

boundary disruptions of the target company (Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991, p. 141-143). 

A quadrant can be drawn with the crossing of the two different dimensions that can be 

either high or low, resulting on the four different integration approaches illustrated by the 

figure below (Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991, p. 145): 

Figure 4. Integration Approaches (Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991, p. 145). 
 

Based on the different contexts and the purpose motivating the M&A the integration 

strategy is decided and should reflect these circumstances (Gomes et al., 2013, p. 22). In 

the context of cross-over M&A’s, more contingency approaches to the post-merger 

integration have focused on clarifying potential synergy outcomes leading to the 

moderating effects of eventual organizational differences (Bjorkman et al., 2007, p. 10). 

Absorption acquisitions are characterized by a low organizational autonomy and a high 

strategic interdependence, which translates into the complete dissolution of the 

companies’ boundaries with a full integration in terms of operations, in this type of 

integration the matter lies not in the amount of integration between the two companies, 

but on the timing of its finalization (Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991, p. 147). Quite on the 

contrary, the preservation approach presents a high demand of organizational autonomy 

and a low need for interdependence between the two companies. Haspeslagh and Jemison 

(1991, p. 148-149) mention that this type of integration should be managed at ‘arm’s 

length’ by nurturing the target company. In this particular case of integration there is a 

risk of deterioration of the capabilities from the target company due to the way the 

acquiring company may manage or even motivate the target company. The integration 
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approach that demands the most from both of the companies in terms of its complexity is 

symbiosis, a combination of high interdependence and organizational autonomy. The 

boundaries between the two companies need to be preserved at first with an increasing 

permeability until, symbiotically, “each firm… take on the original qualities of the other” 

(Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991, p. 149). 

As acquisitions tend to divert the attention of top management on internal growth and the 

innovation drive, some companies create a separate coordinated team solely for the PMI 

phase (Gomes et al. 2301, p. 24). In our point of view a dedicated team solely focusing 

on the integration would be imperative to pay full attention to such critical phase of the 

merger and acquisition whilst maintaining its momentum. We understand that such 

decision should not be taken lightly and entails the deployment of resources that do come 

with a cost for the acquiring company in terms of sparing fully dedicated personnel for 

the PMI. The assigned team, usually selected by senior executives who avail required 

resources, have the responsibility to make daily decisions aimed at driving the PMI 

forward, provide guidance, develop operating charters for task forces and coordinates 

feedback (Tetenbaum, 1999, p. 28). The author however, further places emphasis on the 

role of a leader for the integration team and their importance in achieving success in the 

integration. 

In the same vein, of an integration team, another author, Kotter (2014) in his book 

Accelerate: Building Strategic Agility for a Faster-Moving World, details a different 

approach to the management of innovation, any forms of strategic change as well as 

integration in acquisitions. Kotter (2014, p. 6-16) points out a new direction in which he 

terms a dual operating system composed of a hierarchical and a network like structure. 

According to the author, the former represents the natural organizational structure for 

mature organizations that depicts clear reporting structures and accountability and is used 

in conjunction with organizational procedures and other managerial processes. Whilst the 

latter, represents a team of change agents that mimic a start-up culture that is nimble and 

swift in identification of opportunities. Kotter (2014, p.20) posits that, adopting an 

additional team that complements the existing hierarchical structure creates a dual 

operating system that “permits a level of individualism, creativity and innovation that 

even the least bureaucratic hierarchy run by the most talented executives simply cannot 

provide”. 

 

Figure 5. A Dual Operating System. Retrieved from Kotter (2014, p. 12) 
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In Figure 5, the author highlights that, the left side represents a rigid hierarchical structure 

whilst the right represents a network of “moons or satellites” that is constantly evolving 

like a solar system. Furthermore, Kotter (2014, p. 20) acknowledges that such a system is 

dynamic, morphing with ease all the time. This perspective resonates with Takeuchi & 

Nonaka’s (1986) self-organizing teams that fit together like a puzzle, that are flexible and 

nimble as indicated in Section 2.1. The dual system would operate in harmony like a 

symphony and would prove to be useful in achieving innovation in the post-merger 

integration.  

2.2.6 Innovation Seeking in Technological Acquisitions 
Companies are resorting with more intensity to M&A’s with the intention to bridge the 

gap on their current position and where they want to be in terms of performance and 

innovation (Cefis & Marsili, 2015, p. 698). According to Desyllas and Hughes (2010, p. 

1105) just “in the 1990s alone, the value of high technology acquisition activity surpassed 

$1.93 trillion spread across 8058 deals world-wide”. Motivated to expand resources, 

knowledge and capabilities, M&A’s have become a prominent strategy when seeking 

innovation (Makri et al, 2010, p. 602-603; Johnson et al., 2017, p. 344). In addition, Hitt 

et al. (2001, p. 138) mention that both innovation and innovation capabilities have been 

pursued by many companies across industries as a motivation to acquisitions. The impact 

of innovation has been a continuous topic in firm acquisition receiving a “considerable 

attention in the economics and management literature” (Colombo & Rabbiosi, 2014, p. 

1039). Chondrakis (2016, p. 1873) highlights that the view of innovation as an output of 

an M&A has been gaining momentum with the attention of a considerable of scholars 

through time, such as: Ahuja and Katila (2001), Puranam and Srikanth (2007), Valentini 

(2012) and Zhao (2009). 

 

However, the value creation so desired from engaging on a M&A deal does not 

necessarily guarantees value capture (Chondrakis, 2016, p. 1874), since low managerial 

commitment and low investment in R&D may hinder the innovative output sought by 

companies (Hitt et al., 1990, 1991, cited in Cefis & Marsili, 2015, p. 698), hence value is 

captured from innovation. Organizational resistance may rise due to the interruption of 

routines and modification of structures and culture, culminating into lack of coordination 

and loss of resources (Sarala et al., 2014 cited in Bauer et al., 2016, p. 82), together with 

the possible weakening of innovative capabilities, as demonstrated in the studies 

conducted by Ranft and Lord (2002) and Benner and Tushman (2003). For this reason, 

being aware of the “surrounding organizational context” is paramount to properly 

capture the intended value prior to the engagement in the M&A (Teece, 1986 cited in 

Chondrakis, 2016, p. 1886). Desyllasa and Hughes (2010, p. 1105) go further by affirming 

that both economies of scale and scope can be achieved by a company that engages in an 

M&A. The first happens because of an increase on the knowledge base of the company, 

intellectual property rights and specialization of managers and scientists, but also because 

of new technological inputs (Chondrakis, 2016, p. 1874), the latter is achieved by risk-

sharing projects under a same R&D department and cost-saving due to new opportunities 

exploitation. 

 

An important role influencing the innovative performance of post-acquisitions studied by 

McCarthy and Aalbers (2016) suggests that both geographic distance between countries 

and borders may create what the authors call ‘liability of distance’, drawn from a 

transaction cost perspective. Kapoor and Lim (2007, p. 1133) suggest that when the 

acquired firm is relatively larger than the acquiring one and the routines overlap higher 
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productivity can be achieved from the acquisition. Although, generally, bigger firms 

benefit from M&A’s with their ongoing innovative efforts, small firms may be helped by 

the acquisition deals in terms of crossing the ‘innovation threshold’, sometimes 

transforming a non-innovator small firm into an active one (Cefis & Marsili, 2015, p. 

698).  

 

When it comes to technological acquisitions, synergies are more apparent between 

technologically proximate companies compared to companies that are distant in 

technology proximity (Chondrakis, 2016, p. 1873). Makri et al. (2010, p. 603) contribute 

to this notion by stating that “M&A’s most improve innovation performance when the 

technological knowledge is similar enough to facilitate learning, but different enough to 

provide both new opportunities and the incentives to explore them”. Another aspect of 

importance to be mentioned is how well-handled knowledge transfer can “leverage the 

innovation potential of an acquisition” (Bresman et al., 2010 cited in Bauer et al., 2016, 

p. 77). Cefis and Marsili (2015, p. 698) corroborate with the idea that the combination of 

an efficient integration process and a well-managed knowledge transfer contribute 

positively on innovative performance, especially when it comes to ‘technology-driven’ 

M&A’s. 

Not all innovation has to come from technology as we will understand better on the next 

section, where we explore in more depth different definitions of innovation, its 

dimensions, relevance of the topic and other aspects. 
 

2.3 Innovation 

“So, changes are inevitable, if we don’t change, we die. It is that simple.” Liang Downey. 
 

The origin of the word ‘innovation’ derives from the Latin term innovare “to renew, 

restore, [...] to change” (Online Etymology Dictionary, n.d). The popularity of the term 

has reached far beyond the business and economics literature, receiving the attention from 

many scholars in different fields of study (Garud et al., 2013, p. 774). Although our study 

focuses on innovation as an outcome, we have decided to proceed with an in-depth 

analysis of the subject through a strategic management view, as proposed by Keupp et al. 

(2012, p. 368). For this reason, we draw from a collection of authors and different facets 

on innovation proceeding first with its definition as follows. 
 

On Tidd and Bessant (2014, p. 3-12) view, innovation is stated as “the process of creating 

value through ideas”, this particular definition and the understanding of the authors imply 

with subtleness that innovation should not be treated as an event in time. Carlson and 

Wilmot (2006, p. 4), on another note, highlight the importance of generating value to the 

customer by defining innovation as “the process of creating and delivering new customer 

value in the marketplace”. Howells (2002, p. 872) brings a different point of view by 

focusing on the involvement and influence of sharing learned knowledge on innovation, 

while Leonard and Sensiper (1998, p. 112) stress how knowledge can be viewed as 

essentially part of the innovation process. 
 

Although the definitions of innovation may vary in their wording, they all stress the need 

to complete the development and exploitation aspects of new knowledge in a process 

form separating it from the idea that innovation is barely an invention (Garud et al. 2013, 

p. 775; Tidd & Bessant 2009, p. 16). We draw further a more detailed definition by 

Lindsay et al. (2009, p. 4) who postulate innovation as: 
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“the successful translation of new concepts into economic value and the process 

of creating and realizing value […] Whether it is a technology product, process 

or method of doing business, innovation goes beyond invention and discovery to 

involve the social aspect of changing behaviors”. 
 

In an organizational context many specialized units going by different names such as: 

R&D department, new product development or corporate venturing (Skarzynski & 

Gibson, 2008, p. 14) are focusing on innovation as a technological breakthrough, design 

or product, all with the challenging task to manage the innovation process. 

As stated in the first chapter of this study, the research question proposed deals with 

having innovation as an output of agile aspects acting as an input on the PMI. The study 

has not limited its output by specifying what type of innovation would occur. Still, to 

better understand the different dimensions of innovation we allign ourselves with the 

positioning of Tidd and Bessant (2014) in which innovations may occur in four different 

dimensions. From each dimension innovation causes different particular changes, as 

demonstrated by the following table: 

Table 3. Dimensions for Innovation (Adapted from Tidd & Bessant, 2014, p. 24) 

 
 

Innovation may occur in two different forms, whether incremental, said to be a step-by-

step process that implies little changes within the status quo (Engen & Holen, 2014, p. 

16), or radical/disruptive. Disruptive innovation entails the idea of a process that ends up 

with something new, an outbreak originated from a ‘low-end’ (Christensen et al., 2015, 

p. 46).  Markides (2006, p. 24) argues for more refined categories for disruptive 

innovation, since in his view the term is broad and may imply different meaning 

depending on the context used.  

 

2.3.1 Relevance of innovation and why companies seek to innovate 
Due to the fast pace in today’s market dynamics and competition, companies’ strategic 

life cycles have to adapt and become shorter (Skarzynski & Gibson, 2008, p. 12). In this 

sense, as a source of transformative change (Mokyr, 1990 cited in Garud et al., 2013, p. 

774), innovation has been pivotal to maintain companies competitive, reducing the 

competition, at times, to a state of irrelevancy (Kim & Mauborgne, 2014). World 

renowned firms such as Apple, Google, Netflix, Airbnb, Uber and many more have 

developed competitive advantages conquering leading position in their industries through 

innovation (Beckman & Barry, 2007, p. 25). Skarzynski and Gibson (2008, p. 16) lay down 



 

26  

in simple words the importance of innovation in the following statement: 

 

“In today’s innovation-based economy, where organic growth and strategic renewal are 

the new business mantras, either companies learn to drive innovation to the core, or they 

risk becoming footnotes in the history books”. 

 

Adding to this idea, Downey (2017, p. 37) is convinced that the role of innovation has 

driven change in recent decades particularly in a technological context. The scholar draws 

an analogy between the human brain and cognition development for survival to the 

intrinsic innovation needed in the business world since human beings are novelty seekers. 

 

In the first three years of a baby, it is the novelty and experience of new things that trigger 

the development of a child’s brain (Downey, 2017, p. 38). The author concludes that: 
 

“Stimulation leads to brain development and change can be regarded as a form 

of stimulation. Changes in an organization could lead the growth and development 

of an organization’s “brain cells”, just as it does in the human brain”. 

 

In the long term, if companies want to grow sustainably and faster than the industry 

average they have to innovate in their products, services, processes, paradigms/business 

model or position, in order to stay competitive (Skarzynski & Gibson, 2008, p. 12). Rao 

et al (2016 p. 935) argue that there are consequences arising from failure to continuously 

innovate such as customer loss of interest in a firm’s products or services and decline in 

sales. Hence, for a firm to survive, prosper or create competitive advantage, it becomes 

imperative to build a base of new ideas and hence the need for innovation. This source of 

advantage created by innovation so desired by companies relies upon the “individual and 

collective expertise of employees” (Leonard & Sensiper, 1998, p. 112). Relying heavily 

on collaboration (Carlson & Wilmot, 2006, p. 200) and also on creative cooperation 

implies that innovation rarely is achieved solely by one individual (Leonard & Sensiper, 

1998, p. 112). 
 

Skarzynski and Gibson (2008, p. 40) point out that usually the IT platform used for network 

within an organization is a sterile tool that only shares explicit knowledge and propagate 

simple information instead of being used as a cross-boundary platform for the creation of 

new knowledge. The author’s stress that companies could benefit from the combinational 

ideas and solutions that might have erupted from the interaction of multiple diverse 

people interacting through a network all together. In accordance with this line of thought, 

Leonard and Sensiper (1998, p. 115) mention that “interplay among individuals appears 

essential to the innovation process”. This requires, however, a change in the 

organizational culture of a firm. Moreover, a strategy based solely on internally built 

knowledge inhibits access to these ideas with possible fatal consequences and hence many 

firms consider M&A activity as a way to co-opt and build ideas from outside (Prabhu et 

al. 2005, p. 114). In this sense, M&A’s are pursuit with the intention to promote firm 

growth and acquisition of new resources to match the demands of an ever-changing 

competitive global marketplace (Rao et al, 2016 p. 934; Osarenkhoe & Hyder, 2015, p. 

857). 
 

The study by Prabhu et al. (2005) who collects on extensive range of sources to assess 

the impact of acquisitions, draws our attention to the links between M&A activity and 

innovation. Prabhu et al., (2005, p. 114) postulate that, some researchers suggest that 
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acquisitions tend to hurt, not help innovation due to distractions arising from integration 

such as challenges in integrating personnel views, different cultures, infrastructures and 

business strategies as well as merging systems or keeping employees motivated and 

customers satisfied (Schönreiter, 2018, p. 331) particularly in a fast changing 

environment. Ahuja and Katila (2001, p. 197-198) also acknowledge the contrast to 

findings in innovation literature which attribute agency problem, reduction in managerial 

commitment to innovation and the absorption of managerial energy in the PMI as reasons 

that have had negative impacts on post M&A activity innovation output. However, what 

is intriguing is that M&A activity remains a strategy for corporate growth (Ahuja & Katila 

2001, p. 198) and other scholars such as Prabhu et al. (2005, p. 114) argue that achieving 

innovation through M&A activity is challenging yet ultimately feasible. Adding to this 

argument Leonard and Sensiper (1998, p. 127) state the urgency of bringing people from 

the outside when dealing with a rapid and dynamic knowledge base so characteristic of 

new technological innovations and the capabilities required for it. Reinforcing the idea 

that M&A’s of non-traditional companies related to the tech industry and the knowledge 

base they bring with them can be a solution to this issue. 

 

2.3.2 Innovation Process 
Engaging in innovation implies risks for a company (Tidd & Bessant, 2014, p. 83) 

translated in compromising valuable resources that could have been at use on daily 

operations. Within an organization, multiple barriers inhibit the stimulation of divergent 

thinking, so necessary for innovation to occur (Leonard & Sensiper, 1998, p. 123). Gupta 

et al. (2007, cited in Keup et al., 2012, p. 368) mention that a large number of studies 

have been conducted trying to identify a prototypical process to manage innovation and 

therefore reduce the risk associated with it. 
 

The innovation process has been viewed as a rhythm that alternates between divergent 

and convergent cycles consisting of ‘search’, ‘selection’, ‘exploration’ and finally 

‘synthesis’ (Leonard & Sensiper, 1998, p. 116). With the intention to provide some 

direction on how to pursue innovation and manage it, Tidd and Bessant (2014, p. 83) 

suggest four key actions. The first two match those mentioned by Leonard and Sensiper 

(1998), but the last two differ changing to ‘implementation’ and finally ‘capturing’ the 

value within the innovation. This way of looking into the innovation process is focused 

on problem solving (Beckman & Barry, 2007, p. 44), in this sense, part of the innovation 

process consists in the framing and reframing of the problem that is being attempted to 

be solved. 
 

An aspect part of the innovation process is the complexities derived from it (Garud et al., 

2013, p. 774), from all the four different complexities (evolutionary, relational, inter- 

temporal and cultural) we will look in more depth at the relational complexity, due to its 

close affinity with our study. The relational complexity of innovation is related to the 

interaction between a set of people and “material elements” (Garud et al., 2013, p. 793), 

such as technology. We see fit that a way for an acquiring company to harness this 

complexity, in the context of an M&A, is done by identifying and maintaining key 

employees as well as certain routines developed by them, especially if proven to be 

innovative. Feedback in this context is vital and it should happen constantly during the 

innovation process by different social groups interacting with the innovation (Garud et 

al., 2013, p. 783). 
 

Although managers may despise or fear the complexities embedded within the innovation 
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process, what has proved to be the more proficuous is to harness the arrangements that 

allow these complexities to serve as a ‘generative force’ (Garud et al., 2013, p. 801) to 

the company. Leonard and Sensiper (1998, p. 127) mention that drawing “from invisible 

reservoirs of experience” is as necessary for innovation as the visible and known 

expertise of employees, relating it to the past interactions mentioned on the relational 

complexity (Garud et al., 2013, p. 792). Albeit the innovation process plays a key role on 

managing innovation other contextual aspects have to be taken into consideration that 

might affect and influence innovation. These are as follow: the industry in which the 

company develops its activities, the size of the company, where it is located (Howells, 

2002) and external regulating agencies (Tidd & Bessant, 2014, p. 88).  

 

2.3.3 Focus on Creating Value for the Customer 
We have covered already that innovation can be seen as the process that turns ideas into 

value for the customer resulting in profits for the company. In order to accomplish this 

challenging task Carlson and Wilmot (2006, p. 56) express that everyone in the 

organization should be focused on creating customer value when innovating. The authors 

present the idea that innovation should be both for external clients, the customers, and the 

internal ones, the employees, and should be a concern of every member in the 

organization including supporting functions, such as: human resources, the IT department 

and the financial department. 
 

The aspect of creating value to the customer through innovation should not be overlooked, 

Skarzynski and Gibson (2008, p. 66) state that creating value to the customer is one of 

the five attributes that compose what a core competency is for a firm. When dealing with 

service-oriented firms “customer orientation plays a more important role [...] than in 

tangible product firms” (Alam & Perry, 2002, p. 515), due to the high input and possibility 

of customer interaction in the service development. 
 

For this reason, comprehending unarticulated needs of customers constitute in one of the 

abilities of innovators. Skarzynski and Gibson (2008, p. 69) go further by stating that 

“radical innovators are deeply empathetic; [...] they recognize needs that customers 

don’t even know they have yet”. This happened for instance when Henry Ford presented 

the innovative automobile Ford Model T (Abernathy & Clark, 1984, p. 8) and Steve Jobs 

revolutionized the music industry by presenting the iPod in 2001 and afterwards disrupted 

the mobile media with the iPhone in 2007 (Johnson et al., 2012, p. 3). 
 

In this sense, in an effort to generate more engagement from the customer companies 

started resorting to the idea of co-developing innovation. In the words of Tidd and Bessant 

(2014, p. 304-305): 
 

“Many argue that we are seeing a dramatic shift towards more open, 

democratized, forms of innovation that are driven by networks of individual users, 

not firms […] the co-development of products and services and the innovation 

agenda may no longer be entirely controlled by firms” 
 

On this note, it is assertive to state that companies that focus on the customer may develop 

tools, a shared language and a better understanding on how to create customer value 

through more efficient processes (Carlson & Wilmot, 2006, p. 4). Figure 5 represents the 

idea behind this concept: 
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Figure 6. Variation on customer value creation. Retrieved (Carlson & 

Wilmot, (2006, p. 4). 

 

The figure represents how customer value is increased through time, by companies that 

develop a customer focus and build upon it other valued features for the customer. These 

features in the end eventually aid the company to better serve the customer. In section 

2.1.5 we have seen customer focus as an aspect of agility in consonance to Figure 5. For 

this reason, we chose to depict figure 5 to establish a connection between innovation and 

agility. In the attempt of fulfilling the purpose of this study, which entails the 

development of an agile framework we believe that the aspect of customer focus 

portrayed both in section 2.1.5 and Figure 5 will be essential. 

Although focusing on the customer is important to create value on the long term, it is 

however imperative not to confuse customer focus related innovation with consumer 

innovation. For the sake of clarification, consumer innovation relates to the development 

and improvement of consumer products by consumers alone. These types of innovation 

are diffused in a large scale through peer-to-peer and other market channels (Stock et al., 

2016, p. 757). Another important aspect to bear in mind is to not limit the places where 

innovation can come from, a restricted understanding may bring negative effects to the 

firm as demonstrated by the table below: 
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Table 4. Effects of restrictive understanding of innovation. Adapted (Tidd & Bessant, 2014, p. 

92). 

 
 

Drawing from this table, we see that a holistic approach to innovation should be taken 

into consideration, in terms of how innovation is regarded and also how the different 

dimensions of innovation, previously mentioned on table 3, may overlap with each other. 

For instance, product innovation may lead to a process innovation, or the other way 

around, while a change in paradigm in terms of mental model, i.e. which happens when 

you add an agility mindset to the operations of a company, may bring forth a service 

innovation. 

 

Another reason for depicting table 4 regards its relation to the purpose of the study. In 

order to build a proper framework is vital to not overlook where innovation may come 

from. The perils and drawbacks of doing so are represented in the right side of the table. 

Therefore, the understanding that innovation is not limited, for instance only to the R&D 
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department, should be spread throughout the whole organization. 
 

2.3.4 Perspectives on Knowledge within Innovation 
Knowledge is crucial in the creation of innovation, playing a “role in establishing and 

sustaining the long-term capabilities and performance of firms and organizations” 

(Howells, 2002, p. 871). In order to understand better the relation between knowledge 

and innovation, it is important to define what knowledge actually is. However, the 

presumably simple task of understanding knowledge is viewed as problematic and 

complex (Sparrow, 1998, p. 24 cited in Andersen et al., 2000, p. 249). In Leonard and 

Sensiper’s (1998, p.113) view, knowledge is an information subset that itself presents 

elements of experience in a tacit form and allows an individual to act on it. Howells (2002, 

p. 872) partakes the idea that knowledge “can be stored, processed and understood … [it] 

assimilate[s] information and put[s] it into a wider context”, since it is as mentioned by 

Polanyi (1958, p. 369, cited in Howells, 2002, p. 872) dynamic and related to the process 

of learning. Andersen et al. (2000, p. 250) mention that a characteristic of knowledge is 

that it can be ‘shared’ or ‘transferred’. 
 

Due to the importance and close relationship between knowledge and innovation 

understanding how to manage this knowledge is a key element for organizations that want 

to exploit the benefits that result from it. According to Tidd and Bessant (2014, p. 243-

244) the five following critical tasks related to managing knowledge within organizations 

are: 
 

“Generating and acquiring new knowledge, identifying and codifying existing 

knowledge, storing and retrieving knowledge, sharing and distributing knowledge 

across the organization, exploiting and embedding knowledge in processes, 

products and services”. 
 

As we explore in more depth the first aspect of knowledge management, we see that the 

capacity of a firm to ‘generate and acquire new knowledge’ through scanning the external 

environment is closely related to the resources available to it and thus highly dependable 

on the size of the firm (Howells, 2002, p. 878). Larger firms have more resources 

available and also the possibility to acquire external capabilities and knowledge through 

M&A’s of suitable target companies. Another argument to adopt different perspectives 

and acquire knowledge from the outside comes from the fact that internal knowledge 

within the organization may become obsolete. Putting in check established procedures 

and routines (Zollo & Winter, 2002, p. 341) with knowledge coming from the outside 

may contribute to the innovation process of the organization (Leonard & Sensiper, 1998, 

p. 127). In this sense, we identified with clarity a clear link between M&A’s and the pursuit 

of knowledge acquisition. In Tidd and Bessant’s (2014, p. 244) own words 

“organizations can acquire knowledge by experience, experimentation or acquisition 

[…] whether the acquisition of know-how results in organizational learning depends on 

the rational for the acquisition and the process of acquisition and transfer”. 
 

Schönreiter (2018, p. 331) gives some insight into know-how as shared intelligence, 

improved performance and innovative business practices. Other authors describe know- 

how as technical, referring to knowledge applied for useful purposes that can be sourced 

internally or externally (Prabhu et al., 2005, p. 115). The authors draw from Chesbrough 

and Teece (1996) in describing internal knowledge as knowledge based on learning by 

members of the firm, as it results from the creation and distribution of knowledge within 

a firm’s boundaries, whereas external knowledge comes from outside the firm. Hence, 
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for the sake of clarity in this study, we will adopt the term knowledge to refer to any 

know-how or technical knowledge that can be developed within the firm or acquired 

externally through M&A activity. 

 

 

Explicit and Tacit Knowledge 

Through the seminal work of Michael Polanyi (1958), an important classification and 

distinction on two different types of knowledge has been established, that is “between 

explicit (or codified) knowledge and tacit knowledge” (Howells, 2002, p. 872). 

Explicit knowledge can be communicated with more ease when compared to tacit 

knowledge (Tidd & Bessant, 2014, p. 245) being translated into individuals’ codifications 

of “internal routines in written tools, such as manuals, blueprints, spreadsheets, decision 

support systems, project management software, etc.” (Zollo & Winter, 2002, p. 342), in 

an organizational context. Since this type of knowledge is codified it does not require 

prior experience in order to acquire it (Howells, 2002, p. 872). 
 

By contrast, considered a valuable resource notably for innovation (Leonard & Sensiper, 

1998, p. 127), tacit knowledge or implicit knowledge (Tidd & Bessant, 2014, p. 245) is 

very context-specific and translates into individual or collective experience that is by no 

means formalized. Howells (2002, p. 872) goes further by stating that, tacit knowledge 

“represents disembodied know-how that is acquired via the informal take-up of learned 

behaviour and procedures”. Leonard and Sensiper (1998, p. 127) view tacit knowledge 

as a source of competitive advantage, the authors state that “… the tacit dimensions of 

collective knowledge are woven into the very fabric of an organization and are not easily 

imitated”. 
 

In this sense, we see that internalization is the process by which explicit knowledge turns 

into tacit knowledge and externalization is the process by which tacit knowledge becomes 

explicit or codified (Leonard & Sensiper, 1998, p. 113). The level of complexity related 

to the knowledge and the outcome resulted from it has nothing to do with the distinction 

between its two forms, explicit or tacit, but rather with how the particular knowledge is 

expressed (Tidd Bessant, 2014, p. 245). 
 

An example of tacit knowledge coming together collectively happens when for instance 

an outstanding orchestra or sports team is so skilled that the simple act of developing its 

activities is considered revolutionary and innovative as in a “shared mental model of 

perfection” (Leonard & Sensiper, 1998, p. 122). As we may observe, innovation would 

be much less of a challenge if the task of managing the flow of tacit knowledge was easier 

(Leonard & Sensiper, 1998, p. 123). 
 

Still on tacit knowledge, it is important to highlight that the less explicit or codified the 

knowledge, the harder it is to assimilate it, whether for individuals, groups and firms 

altogether (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990, p. 135 cited in Howells, 2002, p. 872). Leonard and 

Sensiper (1998, p. 125) state that “…there are numerous situations in which tacit 

knowledge cannot or will not be wholly converted explicitly”, alerting on the importance 

of maintaining key employees so that no knowledge and the capabilities derived from it, 

may be lost during an integration, which occur at times. 
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2.3.5 Summary of Theoretical Framework 
Agility 

Agility is a modern paradigm applied in various disciplines with no unified concept. The 

literature reveals that changes in the business environment, marked by both market 

demands and technological improvements, bring about a pressing need for the 

development of agile frameworks. Some of the companies that adopt such frameworks 

are highly successful and usually operate within the information, communication and 

technological (ICT) industry. Three different aspects of agility relevant to this study were 

explored. All aspects have been reviewed separately although they are interrelated under 

the agility capabilities toolset. The first aspect concerns how agility allows a company to 

change or be changed by the environment, characterizing adaptability. The second aspect 

delved into the dimensions of proactivity, regarding taking initiative in face of change 

and reactivity as a response to change. These dimensions fall under the umbrella of 

flexibility as a way for companies to embrace change and capitalize on it. The last aspect 

reflected the central position that the customer has on agility, helping the other two 

aspects deliver value to the customer with customer focus. 

 

M&A with focus on the PMI 

M&A deals allow companies to attain new capabilities, maintain its current ones and 

reposition themselves strategically with the purpose of becoming more competitive. 

Many motives underlie the reason companies engage in M&A activity, from which 

realizing synergies is certainly the number one. Some challenges attributed to the human 

character, such as overconfidence by managers and poor decision making due to the 

pursuit of self-interests illustrate briefly the complexity around M&A deals. The rise of 

new technological capabilities demanded rapid adjustments by companies in terms of 

strategic alignment. Thus, justifying the engagement in M&A bridging the gap between 

the original state of the company and where it wants to be in terms of performance, 

knowledge and capabilities. 

Purposefully, great part of the literature review focused on the post-merger integration, 

where the integration process takes place. The PMI, second phase of an M&A, plays a 

crucial role in value creation for the merger and acquisition. It is in this period that 

synergies are realized, and the two companies are combined. However, such aspiration 

does not come about easily, as many issues and drawbacks may consist in a liability for 

the deal. Different M&A drivers under the guidance of the matching strategic fit should 

guide the integration strategy and approach. The process theory, in this respect, 

establishes a clear link between the effects of a pre and post-acquisition, as the M&A is 

seen as one unified process. Certain M&A drivers require the integration to dilute 

completely the boundary between target and acquirer in a speedy and decisive integration, 

while others demand certain boundaries to be preserved so the synergies may be 

accomplished. 

Gathering from the literature, high rates of failure due to different reasons, including the 

inappropriate adoption of integration strategy and approach, led to the realization that an 

opportunity of study laid ahead of us. 

 

Innovation 

Simply put, innovation has been described as creating value through a process that allows 

it to be managed. Complexities underlie the innovation process being argued that those 

should be harnessed by managers. The literature reviewed for this study refuted the idea 
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of innovation being seen as an invention, since the novelty has to entail a commercial use 

in terms of value creation associated to it. For organizations the relevance of the theme 

lies with their survival and growth. Therefore, focusing on creating customer value may 

result on innovation and helping firms to create tools and develop more efficient processes 

to address the customer. Nonetheless, as in any innovation related activity, such endeavor 

comes with risk and uncertainties.  

In regard to technology, innovation serves as a driver for change. The understanding of 

where innovation comes from should not be narrowed to a specific function of the firm, 

such as the R&D department, since this implication limits the possible outcomes that 

derive from different sources. This understanding could be associated with the idea that 

knowledge is an inseparable part of innovation. Two forms of knowledge are explored in 

depth, with tacit knowledge and explicit knowledge. 
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3 Research Methodology 

In this chapter, we detail the research methodology upon which our study is built. The 

methodology describes plans and actions of a research and guiding philosophical stances 

embedded therein (Gaus, 2017, p. 100). The chapter commences with our stance on 

various philosophical perspectives. The research approach, design and strategy then 

follows with a focus on case study research. The ethical considerations of the research 

shall conclude the chapter. 

3.1 Research Philosophy 
A research philosophy is a set of belief system and assumptions concerning the 

development of knowledge in a research (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 124). Its construct is 

composed of epistemological assumptions about human knowledge, realities encountered 

otherwise known as ontological assumptions, and axiological assumptions which entail 

the extent to which a researcher’s values influence their research (Saunders et al., 2016, 

p. 124, Gaus, 2017, p. 101). These assumptions when combined, guides how the research 

is conducted making up a paradigm (Collis & Hussey, 2014, p. 43). There are five main 

philosophies as postulated by Saunders et al., (2016, p. 135) namely, positivism, critical 

realism, interpretivism, postmodernism and pragmatism. Collis and Hussey, (2014, p. 43) 

suggests the term paradigm and further posits two main opposing paradigms, positivism 

and interpretivism. The first mimics the stance of a natural scientist who observes social 

reality through observations and experiments, applies inductive logic to produce objective 

results that may be used for prediction (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 140 and Collis & Hussey, 

2014, p. 43). The second however, observed through a social scientist’s lense which seeks 

to understand in-depth and interpret social world and contexts (Saunders et al, 2016, p. 

140). The philosophy that underpins our research is an interpretivism paradigm which 

rests on the assumption that, social reality is in our minds, and is subjective and multiple, 

Bryman and Bell (2011, p. 15-16) posit that the term interpretivism accommodates views 

of scholars who critique the scientific model, that is positivists. It remains imperative 

under the interpretivist school of thought, to understand its underlying principles in 

viewing the world or a phenomenon being investigated, as subjective to human 

experiences (Gaus, 2017, p. 101). Gaus (2017, p. 101 citing Cohen et al., 2011) further 

postulates, to understand these human experiences, efforts are made to enter their world, 

and understand them from within and hence reality is not out there, but present in the 

subjective experiences or minds of participants thereby generating interpretations. Hence, 

in our view, our study which seeks to develop an agile synthesized framework for the 

post-merger integration that can contribute to innovation, can be better suited by 

exploring the nature of the world of our embedded single case study of The Company’s 

experiences and practices and build theory thereof. 

3.2 Ontological Assumptions 
The ontological assumption also referred to as “theoretical perspectives” (Gaus, 2017, 

p.101) is concerned with the form and nature of reality, and hence, what is there that can 

be known about it? (Gaus, 2017, p. 101; Saunders et al., 2012, p. 130 and Collis & Hussey, 

2014, p. 47), whose social realities are concerned with either objectivism or subjectivism. 

Saunders et al (2012, p. 131) postulate that, the view adopted by positivists regards social 

entities such as an organization existing as a meaningful reality external to those social 

actors concerned with their existence. That is, such an entity has its own rules and 

regulations, adopts certain working procedures of executing jobs (Bryman & Bell, 2011, 

p. 21). In contrast, interpretivists believe in the subjectivism aspect which holds that, 

social phenomena are created through the perceptions and consequent actions of affected 
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social actors, such as customers, company personnel and so on (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 

131). 

Nonetheless, as cited in Section 2.2.3 that M&As are characterized by high failure rates 

of about 45-82% (Angwin, 2007, p. 78), the author questions why managers continue to 

transact in M&A deals on a massive scale when they are deemed to fail but notes that 

various schools of thought such as (Kitching, 1967; Jensen & Ruback, 1983; Hunt, 1990; 

and Mueller, 2003) who have explored these reasons. Gomes et al, (2013, p. 14) 

acknowledges that there is a substantial body of literature from various disciplines whose 

efforts are aimed at understanding why M&A’s fail. However, The Company under study 

through its Press Release (2018) announced its biggest acquisition to date, of its 

competitor with a complementary business portfolio. Furthermore, The Company had 

made 5 different acquisitions within the past six years (from the time of this study). 

However, as we delved into agility as a set of capabilities and its aspects, we are keen on 

exploring how agility through a PMI could contribute to innovation in a firm by 

developing a framework through empirical findings based on the The Company’s 

previous and current experiences in M&A. Hence, given this view of the firm, it can be 

argued that the ontology of our study is objective as we investigate the social entity, that 

is, The Company and this view is in contrast with the interpretivist paradigm we adopted 

as mentioned earlier which acknowledges subjectivism. Be that as it may, Saunders et al., 

(2012, p. 132) points out that it is possible to make use of both objective and subjective 

lenses in a research. Morgan, G., and Smircich, L. (1980, p. 492-493) who place both 

approaches to social sciences on a six-stage continuum further acknowledges that, it is 

often the case that advocates of any given approach may attempt to incorporate insights 

from others. 

3.3 Epistemological Assumptions 
Epistemology is defined as a way of understanding and explaining how we know what 

we know, Gaus (2017, p. 101) cites (Crotty, 1998). Several scholars (Bryman & Bell, 

2011, p. 15; (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 132) and (Collis & Hussey, 2014, p. 47) agree that 

this assumption is concerned with what is valid or acceptable as knowledge in a discipline 

or field of research. Saunders et al, (2016, p. 127) posits this approach considers several 

types of knowledge as legitimate including data as numbers, text and visual, facts and 

interpretations as well as narratives. The author further discusses benefits and drawbacks 

from both positivist stance and interpretivist stance. However, as we adopt the latter, the 

major benefit associated with the interpretivist stance over the positivist is that, it offers 

rich and complex view of an organization's reality as well as individual contexts and 

experiences (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 127). One drawback however with the interpretivist 

assumption under epistemology is that, findings are not considered as objective or 

generalizable as in with a positivist stance. In our research, we build theory from a case 

study to answer our research question, “How can agility in the context of a Post-Merger 

Integration (PMI) contribute to innovation?”  through (1) references to extant literature 

in our theoretical framework, (2) understanding of The Company under study and its 

settings (including the industry) from Press Releases, its website, and direct contact with 

its personnel and, (3) semi-structured interviews with The Company’s senior executives 

who narrate their experiences. Hence, we believe our study will offer a mix of rich and 

legitimate knowledge. 
 

  



 

37  

3.4 Axiological Assumptions 
This assumption is concerned with the role of researchers’ own values, (Collis & Hussey, 

2014, p. 48) and those of respective participants to the study (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 

128). The author who cites Heron (1996) postulate that these values are the guiding reason 

for all human action which depicts a researcher’s axiological skill to articulate the values 

as a basis for making judgements on what research is conducted and how it is conducted. 

It is our belief that developments taking place in the world such as the fourth industrial 

revolution cited in the Introduction Chapter has brought about changes that challenge the 

status quo. As such, firms should embrace new perspectives that can complement or 

replace exist processes and systems and adapt to changes in as far as strategic managerial 

and operational activities are concerned. 

 

Due to the confidential sensitivity surrounding the case firm under study, we have taken 

careful steps with the assistance of our Institution (Umeå University) through our 

Supervisor to connect and work on the research. Such precautions would ensure that the 

firm would maintain anonymity as it prefers and minimize any unintentional 

transgressions. 
 

3.5 Research Approach 
In an effort to answer our research question, “How can agility in the context of a Post-

Merger Integration (PMI) contribute to innovation?” we develop a synthesized 

framework with the aid of empirical findings of our study through semi-structured 

interviews as well as references extant literature and build theory thereof. It remains 

imperative to offer clarity on the approach on how the theory is developed as this in turn, 

raises the question concerning the design of the research (Saunders et al., 2016 p. 144). 

The author further highlights two commonly used contrasting approaches can be adopted, 

namely deductive or inductive reasoning. The research is premised on what is known 

about a domain and theoretical considerations therein and a theoretical structure is 

developed, or a hypothesis is deduced which must be subjected to empirical scrutiny 

(Collis & Hussey, 2014, p. 7 and Bryman & Bell, 2015, p. 23). The theory and the deduced 

hypothesis drive the process of gathering data in what loosely follows a sequential order, 

(Bryman & Bell, 2015, p. 23). On the contrary, the inductive reasoning is a reverse of the 

deduction whereby, theory is developed from the observation of empirical reality (Collis 

& Hussey, 2014, p. 7) and the theory is an outcome of the research (Bryman & Bell, 2015, 

p. 25). The latter scholars further acknowledge that deductive approach is often associated 

with quantitative research, a data collection technique or data analysis procedure that 

generates or makes use of numerical data through for instance, surveys or statistics 

(Saunders et al., 2016, p. 165). Whereas, the inductive approach of linking data and theory 

is typically associated but not always, with qualitative research techniques such as 

grounded analysis of focus groups or interviews (Bryman & Bell, 2015, p. 25) which 

generate or uses non-numerical data (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 165). 

  

Our chosen approach to the development of theory is the inductive reasoning. This stems 

from our observations and immense interests on how can agility in the context of a post-

merger integration contribute to innovation considering the fast-paced technological 

world, global competition, and rapidly changing customer demands (Orvos, 2019, p. 3 & 

Wahyono, 2018, p. 326)). Furthermore, throughout our coursework in “Master of 

Business Development and Internationalization” we had been exposed to various 

practical cases with companies of various sizes, from different industries and are of 
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different characteristics. Together with the specific undertaken in “Innovation 

Management D” we began to connect dots in light of our observations thereby prompting 

the interest in the research question at hand. It is through these observations that we began 

to explore further and building relevant theory.  

3.6 Research Design and Strategy 
The research design is a general plan detailing how the research will follow (Saunders et 

al., 2016, p. 163) containing objectives derived from the research question, sources from 

which the data is intended to be collected, proposal on data collection and analysis as well 

as other ethical considerations anticipated to be encountered like data access. The research 

design is a clear reflection of thought through research dimensions of the research process 

such as understanding of connections between variables, understanding behaviors and 

their meaning in accordance with their social context, (Bryman & Bell, 2015, p. 49). 

  

Saunders et al. (2016, p. 164) postulate that the first step to building a research design is 

to understand the research methodology at hand, that is, if it is a quantitative, qualitative 

or both. Given that the research approach we relied on is of inductive reasoning which 

often associated with qualitative research techniques but not always (Bryman & Bell, 

2015, p. 25), we therefore explicitly express that our research is of a qualitative nature 

owing to the interpretive philosophical stance we adopted. We rely on the strengths of a 

qualitative study cited by Tracy (2012, p. 5) that the method is excellent for studying 

contexts one is curious about and that data collected provide insights into salient issues 

that might be missed in structured surveys. Furthermore, the qualitative research focuses 

on lived experiences and can be used to interpret participants’ viewpoints and stories, 

hence, researching in context is an opportunity to see and hear what people actually do 

(Tracy, 2012, p. 5). 

 

Following the choice of methodology, Saunders et al. (2016, p. 164), posits that selecting 

the appropriate purpose of research design to ensure coherence within the research is 

imperative, particularly their fit to research philosophy and methodological choice. 

Saunders et al. (2016, p. 174), postulates that research can be designed to fulfil 

exploratory, descriptive, explanatory or a combination of these purposes. In our research 

design, we adopt descriptive research questions and exploratory as we seek to ask open 

questions (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 174). The authors’ notes that, descriptive studies are 

an extension of exploratory research and that, their use enables an understanding of the 

phenomena under study. We commence our study with descriptive research questions that 

start or include the “who”, “what”, “when” and “how” (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 175) to 

gain insights into description of events such as previous merger and acquisition activities 

and participants involved in the PMI. By use of semi-structured interviews with 

participants from The Company, to explore three themes, agility, post-merger integration 

and innovation, we use the questions “how,” and “what”.  Lastly, traces of evaluative 

research may be noted as these are important to assess the effectiveness of the concept of 

agility in a traditional firm and start with the words, “to what extent”, “how”, and “what” 

(Saunders et al., 2016, p. 176). 

  

Gaus (2017, p. 100) who quotes (Cohen et al. 2011; Maxwell, 2005; and Denzil & 

Lincoln, 1994), argues that, defining the specific purpose of research forms the foundation 

to design a qualitative research. Hence, in the same vein, the purpose of our research is to 

extensively explore how a company operating in a traditional industry can adopt an agile 

mindset to support an innovation agenda during a post-merger integration. It is our belief 
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that, the PMI phase is the most opportune moment for firms to adopt agile methods paving 

way for an agile mindset throughout the organization, a capability that would enable it to 

respond to disruptive innovations whilst furthering the innovation agenda.  

 

Considering our stance in the research design and its suppositions, we rely on a case study 

as a research strategy. In their book Research Methods For Business Students, Saunders 

et al., (2016, p. 177-178) discuss various research strategies which they define as plans of 

how the researcher intends to go about in answering their research and these include, 

experiments, surveys, documentary research, case studies grounded theory among others. 

The authors further acknowledge how the different strategies are exclusive to either 

quantitative or qualitative research designs. Since we adopt qualitative methods, we shall 

justify our chosen strategy, case study and limit the scope discussion to qualitative 

research strategies that aligns with our chosen method. 

 

Bryman and Bell (2015, p.67) who draw from (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007) postulate 

the popularity of case study research designs in business research as they entail a thorough 

analysis of a single case. The term ‘case’ in case study may refer to a person, a group, an 

organization, a process or an event (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 184) and in our research we 

chose an organization. 

3.7 Case Study 
The selection of a case should be first based on the opportunity to learn and as such 

researchers should choose cases where they expect learning to be greatest Saunders et al. 

(2016, p. 68) advises by drawing from Stake (1995). Eisenhardt (1989, p. 534) defines a 

case study as “a research strategy which focuses on understanding the dynamics present 

within a single setting” and the case studies can be either a single case study or multiple 

cases. In our case, we adopt an embedded single case study, meaning, it the case has 

multiple levels of analysis within it (Eisenhardt (1989, p. 534) as depicted in Figure 6.  It 

should be noted however that some scholars maintain reservations over the use of single 

case studies, that is, the quality of the theoretical reasoning which the researcher engages 

(Bryman & Bell, 2015, p. 71). The author further notes that these scholars raise questions 

such as, how well the data supports theoretical arguments generated? or, whether 

theoretical analysis demonstrates connections between varying conceptual ideas that are 

developed externally? There arguments boil down to whether a case study can be used to 

generalize to a wider universe but Bryman and Bell (2015, p. 71) who draw from the 

works of Mitchell (1983) and Yin (1984) argue that, the matter is not whether findings of 

the case can be generalized but focus should be placed on how well the research generates 

theory out of the findings. We, however, follow Eisenhardt’s (1989) approach to building 

theory from case study research. With the aid of our research question “How can agility 

in the context of a Post-Merger Integration (PMI) contribute to innovation?” as the 

starting point, with its three themes agility, PMI in M&A activities and innovation, 

allowed us to investigate a suitable organization that could offer us with relevant data. 

 

As such, the purpose of our study is to develop an agile framework drawing from 

empirical findings of the use of agility aspects in the context of a merger and acquisition, 

more specifically, the post-merger integration phase, to act as an innovation catalyst. By 

intensively exploring the concepts of agility, understanding the context of “what” 

transpires in a post-merger integration and together with the guidance of the research 

question which seeks to address “how” would assist us to detail an exploratory and 

descriptive interpretation of the phenomena under study (Gaus, 2017, p. 103) through 
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social interaction with individuals “who” have had first-hand experience with mergers 

and acquisitions. Hence, from an interpretivism standpoint, a case study is deemed as 

ideal when one wants to obtain a holistic understanding of a contemporary phenomenon, 

set within its real-world context (Gaus, 2017, p. 103). The author who cites (Yin, 2009) 

further emphasizes the expectation of extracting new learning from a real-world 

behaviour and establish its meaning. 

 

Our chosen case study is that of a global firm operating in the offshore maritime industry 

with a presence in the Americas, Europe and Middle East as well as Asia Pacific regions. 

The Company has over the years partaken in M&A activity for growth as well as 

robusting their product and service portfolio shaping the market with its innovative 

offerings. The acquisitions were made over the last six years (at the time of study) and 

each acquisition would be treated as an embedded unit of analysis within the single case 

on The Company. The approach would permit us to collect multiple data from each unit 

for triangulation, thereby providing strong substantiation of constructs (Eisenhardt, 1989, 

p. 538). The acquisitions by The Company can be grouped into two, add on acquisitions 

and technological acquisitions as depicted in Table 6. Under the former, three different 

companies, Company A, Company B, and Company C were acquired in the same year. 

For the latter, The Company made two technological driven acquisitions of Company D 

and Company E in an effort to enter the software service business and pioneer innovation 

practices, in order to retain a market leadership position within an industry that is regarded 

as conservative to change, the maritime industry (Kostidi & Nikitakos 2018, p. 559). 

Acciaro et al. (2018, p. 787) reiterates the conservativeness of the maritime industry 

including the port sector in light of introducing innovation compared to other sectors. In 

defining what a traditional industry is Woodfield (2015, p. 21) draws from the research 

project by researcher Hirsch-Kreinsen (2014) who studied low and medium-technology 

industries (LMT), industries that are not research intensive or which in relation to 

turnover, have low expenditure to research and development (R&D). Hirsch-Kreinsen, 

H., and Schwinge, I. (2014, p. 5) classify manufacturing, building and repairing of ships, 

fabrication of metal products as examples of LMT industries meanwhile more high-tech 

industries include pharmaceuticals, aerospace construction and computing. Hence, we 

classify the maritime (shipping) industry as an LMT. 

 

Nevertheless, some firms operating in traditional industries can include those supplying 

high-tech products to LMT industries (Woodfield, 2015, p. 21). In this case, as we focus 

on the maritime industry, it should however be noted that, it does not mean that innovation 

(technical, managerial, organizational innovations) does not take place in this industry 

(Acciaro et al., 2018, p. 787). The research by Acciaro et al. (2018) hypothesize that the 

traditionalism of the maritime industry, particularly concerning the ability to innovate, 

might be attributed to the lack of cooperation among players but the interaction through 

communication and links among actors of the same industry can influence the 

development of any innovation. In a similar vein, Woodfield (2015, p. 22) investigates 

why traditional companies matter and argues that the lack of innovation supporting 

initiatives such as the need to improve supporting measures and activities to capture 

knowledge and capabilities through cross-company cooperation are the major 

concerns.  This phenomena within the industry heightened our interest in light of the case 

company under study which strives for innovation but operates in a traditional industry, 

particularly their efforts in shaping or influencing the market.  
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The other reason why The Company is of interest, not only is it currently (at the time of 

this study) pursuing a merger and acquisition nor is it operating in a traditional industry, 

it is a market leader in hardware and making efforts to moving to servitization through 

digitalization and would like to retain a leadership position within its services market 

portfolio. It should be noted that, services referenced here do not refer to maintenance 

services or spare parts services but digital services including but not limited to emerging 

technologies such as artificial intelligence, Internet of Things, Cloud Computing, Big 

Data and so on.  
 

 
Figure 7. Single embedded case study representation. Adapted (Eisenhardt, 

1989, p. 534) 

 

3.8 Practical Methods 
 

3.8.1 Interview Methods 
Considered perhaps as the most widely used qualitative research method (Bryman & Bell, 

2015, p. 479) interviews are meaningful conversations between two or more individuals 

(Saunders et al, 2016, p. 388). Collis and Hussey (2014, p. 133) citing (Arksey and 

Knight, 1999) posit that, under the interpretivist paradigm, interviews explore 

“understandings, opinions, what people remember doing, attitudes, feelings that have in 

common.” This method reiterates and reaffirms our interpretivist stance and the 

explorative purpose of our research. We, however, acknowledge that interviews are not 

the only practical methods for collecting data in qualitative research as there are other 

instruments such observations, focus groups, diary methods, and protocol analysis (Collis 

& Hussey, 2014). Hence, we will not explore these in detail, as we deem interviews as 
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appropriate to the subjective nature of our research. We stand with Saunders et al.’s stance 

(2016, p. 390) who draw from (Denzin 2001 & Heyl 2005) that, data is socially 

constructed and co-produced by the participant interviewer (researcher).  

 

According to (Saunders et al, 2016, p. 390) the term interview is generic as there are 

several types of interviews such as structured, semi-structured and unstructured and it 

remains imperative to select one which is consistent with the research question, purpose 

of the research and research strategy adopted. Tracy (2012, p. 140-141) uses a different 

typology and lists ethnographic interviews, informant interviews, biographic interviews, 

narrative interviews and respondent interviews as interview types. However, the author 

stresses that, interviews vary according to research goals, participants, researchers and 

epistemological learnings. In the same vein, in this research we adopt semi-structured 

interviews where we prepare an interview guide, that is, a list of questions based on 

specific themes to be covered (Bryman & Bell, 2015, p. 481) in this case, agility, mergers 

and acquisitions and innovation. These questions encourage the interviewee to respond 

about the main topics of interest which may develop into unscripted probes during the 

course of the interview (Collis & Hussey, 2014, p. 133). From Tracy’s (2012, p. 141) 

typological perspective, we adopt respondents’ interviews which occur among social 

actors who hold similar subject positions and have appropriate experiences that are 

consistent with research goals. Adapting to Tracy’s (2012) on interview types stance 

would allow us to refer to the participants of our research interviews as respondents. 

 

In our view, the use of semi-structured and or respondents’ interview would allow us to 

ensure that we collect as much information possible from respondents based on their 

respective backgrounds in line with the three topics under study. Adopting the next best 

alternative type of interviews for our research, unstructured interviews, which are 

informal in nature would have allowed for excessive leeway for the participant as there 

are no predetermined questions (Saunders et al, 2016, p. 391). We understand the freedom 

to respond freely under this genre of interviews fosters the formulation of questions 

through an interview guide to stimulate discussion rather than dictation (Tracy, 2012, p. 

139) becomes imperative to ensure that data to be collected would suffice for further 

analysis of our research question. One drawback associated with semi-structured 

interviewing as highlighted by Saunders et al., (2016, p. 397) is that of interviewee bias 

where respondents would withhold information, upon inquisition by researchers whose 

explorative stance on certain themes, would otherwise be perceived as intrusive on 

sensitive information as the former may not be empowered to divulge. 

 

Nevertheless, for our research, with the assistance of our point of reference in The 

Company, we sought to interview senior persons whose profiles matched M&A, PMI, 

Strategy, Innovation or Research and Development functions. The intent was to ensure 

that the respondents would be better positioned to contribute with data that covers the 

three themes. We received positive feedback from The Company as all the seven (7) main 

respondents referred to us were senior executive level.  
 

3.8.2 Interview Guide 
In order proceed with the primary collection of data through semi-structured interviews, 

we crafted a list of questions as our interview guide (See Appendix 1). An interview guide 

refers to a less formal list of questions which are flexibly drawn upon for the respondent 

depending with the circumstances (Tracy, 2012, p. 143). Furthermore, the author further 

posits that, the interview guide also includes type of questions to be asked, interviewers 
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conduct as well as the order in which the questions will be asked. We took heed of Tracy’s 

(2012, p. 143) guidelines on how to create the interview guide. We commenced with a 

reflection of our research question and literature where we, the researchers, unanimously 

acknowledged that the guide should be composed of questions under three themes agility, 

mergers and acquisitions with an emphasis on post-merger integrations and innovation. 

In light of the second theme, as we place emphasis on post-merger integration, we believe 

that the phase is part of a larger picture, the merger and acquisition process (Haspeslagh 

& Jemison, 1991, p. 105) and hence a view of the PMI in a broader context of M&A 

would provide more insight into our study. The interview guide had six sections namely, 

the introduction whose purpose was to create rapport with the respondent, background of 

the case study to know more about the respondents role in the company, the three main 

themes (M&A, Agility and Innovation) and interview close out section detailing 

procedure for next steps. In as far as formulating the interview questions is concerned, we 

ensured that the questions under each theme were exhaustive enough to at least cater for 

every responded given that they assumed different roles in The Company. Nonetheless, 

we structured the questions that they would address theory and practice which would be 

vital for our analysis. We also ensured the questions were unambiguous and would inquire 

one thing at a time, free of jargon and abbreviations, simple to understand, promoted 

answers that were open-ended and non-leading (Tracy, 2012, p. 144). Research ethics 

were upheld in the interview guide in line with protecting the identities of the respondents. 

Prior to the interviews, the interview guide was sent through to supervisors for validation. 

 

It should be noted however, that, not every question was relevant to every respondent. 

The idea was to have participants whose functions or roles corresponds with virtually the 

three themes but also overlapping with strategy and leadership. This approach would 

allow us to collect data from the leadership of the firm and match it with executioners of 

M&A integration as well the respondent’s innovation function of The Company and their 

views on the three themes. The interviews questions were thirty-five (35) in total, which 

in some cases might be construed as “too many”, but then again, the interview guide was 

a mere list of memory prompts of areas to be covered (Bryman & Bell, 2015, p. 486) by 

all respondents who assumed various functions. Hence, the structure of the guide could 

be viewed as a “master” interview guide as opposed to having separate interview guides 

for different respondents based on their thematic roles or functions in The Company. 
 

3.8.3 Pilot Interview 
As a precautionary measure and to ensure interview guide quality, we conducted a pilot 

interview with our point of reference in The Company. The pilot interview was critical 

for us, the interviewers, to practice for main interviews and prepare us to manage 

potentially diverse and intense responses by participants (Knox & Burkard 2009, p. 571). 

The pilot interview allowed to ensure that all administrative issues associated with the 

interviews were in place and working perfectly such as the computer, video camera, audio 

function, internet connection, recorder, application for video conferencing (Google 

Hangouts) and room setting. Considering that the pilot interviewee’s role in The 

Company fit the sample of respondents required to participate in the research, we deem 

their views or responses as relevant to our study. The pilot interview allowed us to make 

minor tweaks to the interview guide following the pilot interview and we were then 

prepared for main interviews. 
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3.8.4 Sample Group 
In order select participants for the interviews, we had to design a sampling plan, which in 

essence, details the selection of sources for data collection (Tracy, 2012, p. 134). As our 

research question contains specific themes which needed to be explored, we therefore 

adopted the purposeful sampling (Tracy, 2012, p. 132) technique whereby we selected 

participants with relevant experience aligned with the themes under study (Collis & 

Hussey, 2014, p. 132) as opposed to random sampling where members of a group have 

an equal chance to be selected. This purpose sampling technique is similar to snowball 

sampling (Collis & Hussey, 2014, p. 132) where people with experience of the 

phenomenon being studied are included. However, Tracy (2012, p. 136) holds the view 

that, researchers first identify several participants who fit the study and then ask these 

people to suggest a colleague. However, this was also the case as we identified our point 

of contact in the case company whom we then asked to refer us to other individuals 

positioned enough to assist us. Hence, we view both methods, purposive and snowball 

sampling as overlapping and in the same light. 

 

Managers are more likely to participate in interviews particularly where the topic is to be 

viewed as interesting and relevant to their current work (Saunders et al., 2016, p. 394). In 

the same vein, as we were aware that the case company under study was underway an 

M&A, we thought it necessary to interview participants who held managerial positions 

and have had direct involvement or experience with mainly merger and acquisitions, post-

merger integrations as well as other functions of strategy, innovation and leadership. To 

ensure a sample with respondents of heterogeneous was vital to increase the strength of 

results (Gaus, 2017, p. 105). The author who draws from (Patton, 1990) further postulates 

that common patterns arising from variations are of interest and value in capturing the 

core experiences and shared aspects. With the aid of our research question, we were able 

to determine the sample of respondents who could appropriately provide data on the 

phenomena of interest (Tracy, 2012, p. 138). Having reached out to our point of contact 

in The Company, with the request of interviewing senior representatives who would fit 

profiles of a strategy function, direct experience with M&A, experience with post-merger 

integrations and innovation. We also requested to interview persons who held supervisory 

roles and not necessarily senior managerial positions who had witnessed M&A activities 

but did not directly participate therein, either from The Company as an acquirer or from 

a previously acquired (target) company that was integrated into The Company under 

study. Ultimately, we targeted to have six (6) interviewees in total excluding the pilot 

interview respondent.  

 

We received an overwhelmingly positive response of eight (8) participants, of high 

ranking and senior executive positions, including the point of contact, willing to 

participate in our research study through interviews. Tracy (2012, p. 138) suggest having 

five (5) to 8 interviews as less than enough would result in shallow and stale contributions 

while too many would paralyze the data. The author further reiterates that for a qualitative 

research, quality is more important than quantity. Nevertheless, the participants’ 

backgrounds were varied and included functions of strategy, merger and acquisition, 

innovation, sales, leadership and post-merger integration. The respondents are based in 

various regions with the majority based in Sweden and Finland, one in Germany and two 

in Singapore. By virtue of the respondents holding different job functions, at differing 

strategic positions and located in various countries, we were content with the sample 

group and deemed it heterogeneous thereby increasing the strength of our case study.  
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However, we did not receive any respondent from an acquired firm within or wholly 

owned by The Company under study. We acknowledge this as a weakness to our sample 

as views to be obtained would be from an acquirer's perspective that would have otherwise 

been matched with those of a potential respondent from a target firm owned by The 

Company. Be that as it may, it should be noted that, The Company under study was also 

acquired 15 years prior to the time of our research. Hence, some participants in our sample 

group were present and offered insights from a target firm’s perspective. Furthermore, 

other participants had previous experiences with M&A’s within the case company, with 

other sister companies and outside the respective Holding Company. As such, their 

responses were of immense value as they offered varied insights. 
 

3.8.5 Conducting the Interview 
Our interviews were technologically mediated (Tracy, 2012, p.163) as we made use of an 

online video call platform powered by Google, Hangouts, with the aid of a webcam. As 

we carried out our research assignment in Sweden, our participants were based in various 

geographical regions including Sweden, Finland, Germany and Singapore. Hence for the 

sake of convenience, time, geography and cost, the use of online video calling was the 

most viable option as opposed to the traditional face-to-face interviews which requires 

one to set an appointment and place to meet. The advantages of using mediated interviews 

are that, the respondents can participate in the comfort of their own space, that is, home 

or office and would feel at ease. Furthermore, the respondents had the option to select 

their time slot to partake in the interview given the interview dates availed to them. 

Considering at the time of study, Sweden had the Central European Summertime (CEST) 

while most respondents had Eastern European Summertime (EEST) and others Singapore 

Time (SGT), it was very convenient to schedule interview time slots. The Company uses 

Google in the organization, and this was an added advantage as we had to download the 

Google Hangout Application onto our personal laptops, hence, this method was cost-

effective. 

 

While Tracy (2012, p. 166) highlights some weaknesses associated with our chosen 

technique such as increased possibility of respondent distraction and sample being limited 

to those with technological access and expertise, this was not necessarily our case as 

nearly all the respondents had access to the online video calling platform with the 

exception of one interviewee who opted to for a telephone interview instead in advance 

as they anticipated not to be in office during the slotted interview time. Furthermore, there 

were minimal distractions as some respondents would often check on their mobile phones, 

but this could virtually be possible even in a face-to-face interview. However, some 

challenges we experienced with this method include video interruptions, where the video 

screen would technically “freeze” at approximately fifteen (15) to twenty (20) minutes 

intervals. This was noted in all interviews conducted both by us, the researchers and the 

respondent and the only reasonable explanation we could come up with was that we 

suspected the Google Hangouts software platform to have a technical bug as the software 

version might have needed an update. Furthermore, two respondents preferred not to have 

their web camera on and hence we were unable to see, virtually, the respondents’ reactions 

and expressions (non-verbal communication) as we probed with our questionnaire. This 

in turn, limits the conduciveness of a relaxed atmosphere that would encourage a 

stimulating discussion. 

 

The majority of interviews were conducted during the period 11th to 18th of April with 

the remaining two on the 30th of April. The interviews were on average, about an hour 
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long. Our target was to conduct interviews of at least an hour to an hour and half long 

enough to collect data that would enable us to answer our research question. Due to the 

nature of the respondents’ jobs, most interviewees had only an hour to spare. Hence, it 

was imperative for us to adopt flexibility in our approach, and not turn our interview into 

a kind of structured interview but use open ended questions, (Bryman & Bell, 2016, p. 

497) and following up on leads. Tracy (2012, p. 160) expresses the importance of good 

location when carrying out interviews and as such we made use of the Umeå University 

and City Library booked rooms that were free from distractions, had adequate privacy, 

good ambience including lighting to allow for better picture quality during the video calls.  

 

We sought consent to take down notes, record the interviews and made use of our mobile 

phones to record for later transcriptions. All respondents had no concern with the 

recording of the interview as we had made assurance to them that their identity would 

remain anonymous and that, any data rendered sensitive arising during the course, to 

which some respondents explicitly expressed, would remain confidential. Nevertheless, 

the interview questions were received with much enthusiasm by the respondents. Most 

found the topic interesting as the company operates in a traditional industry and is listed 

and this comes with a certain form of rules, procedures, structure and rigidity 

characteristics yet they seek to leadership position with their innovative efforts. Hence, 

our research into a tool that deviates from the nature of the organization and its operating 

environment yet resonating with their goal to become a leader in the digitized services 

market sparked more interest as we investigated whether agility is a right tool to break up 

rigid structures. In overall, we had positive discussions with the respondents, with some 

having takeaways from the interviews as if we were picking up from each other’s brains. 

 

3.8.6 Theoretical Framework 
The literature review is one important aspect of a research in a chosen subject area as it 

provides the basis which justifies a research question and is purposeful for the research 

design (Bryman & Bell, 2015, p. 100). The authors also further posit that, the literature 

review informs the researcher about how data can be collected and allows the analysis of 

data in an informed way. Saunders et al. (2016, p. 71) suggests nearly similar uses of 

literature review, to generate and refine research ideas, to provide context and a 

theoretical framework and finally it forms part our discussion chapter.  

With mainly the aid of academic journals otherwise known as scholarly articles accessed 

via the University’s Library and database, we were able to collect relevant literature for 

our thesis assignment. In this case, we used the keywords, agility, mergers and acquisition 

(or M&A), post-merger integration (or PMI), innovation, knowledge, flexibility, 

capabilities, strategic agility, critical success factors and failure of M&A and so on. We 

ensured an extensive research into the three vast fields making judgements along the way 

on what to include or exclude in our theoretical framework. In order to make the most 

from our readings we followed Bryman and Bell’s (2015, p. 103) advise on note taking 

including respective citations, developing a critical approach by discussing various 

scholar opposing viewpoints on certain subject matters and desisting from listing 

everything in the literature review.  

This approach was helpful, for instance, as business practice of agility if relatively new 

and its origins can be traced back to the software development era (Orvos, 2018, p. xvii) 

in the information technological (IT) field but later on adopted in engineering, software 

development. At the time of writing his book Achieving Business Agility: Strategies for 
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Becoming Ready in a Digital World, Orvos (2018, p. xix) who gives a detailed account 

on the evolution of agility, presented the years 2010-2018 as the scaled agile framework 

development era. The author denotes notes a growing trend and need for agile frameworks 

that support large scale-programs and projects in the enterprise during the said era, and 

predicts future as the start of business agility, which advocates for businesses to be 

adaptive to change. Due to the explorative nature of our research, to figure out how agility 

can be used as a tool for businesses to be adaptive to change, in PMI’s, we had to trace 

its origins which were not acknowledged in the business context but have only started to 

emerge as relevant aspects associated with it may present to be useful in business. We 

had to exercise restraint when we delved into agility literature and selecting relevant 

material that would bring clarity appreciation of agility, the modern paradigm (McKinsey 

& Company, 2018, p. 4) to readers of our research. Hence, with the aid of several sources, 

we were able to draw our own definition of agility. 

With regard to mergers and acquisitions, we found a lot of inspiration from the book by 

Haspeslagh and Jemison (1991) titled Managing Acquisitions: Creating Value through 

Corporate Renewal which formed the foundation of the context to our theoretical 

framework on M&As including PMIs. There are critics to the seminal work by 

Haspeslagh and Jemison (1991) such as Angwin and Meadows (2015, p. 235) who 

however acknowledge the former authors’ book as the most prominent post acquisition 

strategy typology in the literature, the most cited in Google Scholar and which continues 

to be cited in top strategy and general management  journals. This provided us with 

assurance that our research contained relevant sources. Lastly, we delimited our 

innovation theoretical framework to, an appreciation of the innovation process, relevance 

of innovation in the present business context, brief cover of innovation and knowledge 

perspectives within innovation aspects we deem necessary for our research. The 

innovation literature is equally vast with multiple dimensions (Tidd & Bessant, 2014, p. 

24) some of which were not relevant to the study. 

The theoretical framework of our research is detailed in the 2nd Chapter of this 

assignment. We followed Tracy’s (2012, p. 99-100) recommendations for building a 

conceptual framework otherwise known as literature review. We commenced by adapting 

material from closely related studies to our research by Bruller et al. (2014) on agility in 

mergers and acquisitions and another by Cefis and Marsili (2014) on Crossing the 

Innovation Threshold Through Mergers and Acquisitions where we drew our inspiration 

from.  The combination of these two articles formed the basis of framing our research 

question and hence, we started building our literature review from thereon. Prior to 

building the theory, we briefly discussed past research in order to illuminate on the 

missing piece of the body of knowledge to be discussed. Thereafter, we organized our 

research according to the three themes agility, mergers and acquisitions and innovation 

as if following sequential logic but ensuring an alignment with our research question. 
 

3.8.7 Analysis Method 
We began the analysis of our findings during the undertakings of the interviews and 

transcriptions in line with Saunders et al (2016, p. 575) and we made use of data from 

handwritten notes, voice recordings as well as press releases. Here, we sought for 

common themes and patterns that the respondents relayed as detailed in Appendix 2. For 

instance, all respondents acknowledged that The Company had their fair share of PMI 

failures and hence we would mark across the table with a dot [●]. This approach allowed 

us to determine at a glance what was important and what was not. 
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 “Qualitative research has often been critiqued as lacking scholarly rigor,” Gioia et al 

(2012, p. 15). Hence, qualitative researchers such as Gioia and Pitre (1990) sought to 

develop new theories that are persuasive for inductive research and bring a systematic 

conceptual and analytic discipline that increases the credibility of data (Gioia, 2012, p.15). 

For this reason, we decided to adopt the Gioia Methodology which is suited for analyzing 

qualitative data for an inductive research which is our case. Alternatively, we could have 

used Thematic Analysis which is often thought of as a generic approach to analyzing 

qualitative data (Saunders et al, 2016, p. 579) but we decided to settle on the “qualitative 

rigor” of the Gioia methodology.  

 

Gioia et al (2012, p. 20) provides a three-step process to analyzing data using the Gioia 

methodology. The first, which they term “1st-order analysis” which entails categorization 

of data that has emerged from participants or respondents’ terms, seeking similarities to 

reduce the terms to a much more manageable number, a form of distillation. However, 

this method was much manageable for us as we had done a coded table as depicted in 

Appendix 2. The second stage otherwise known as “2nd- order analysis” entails the 

distillation of terms into emergent themes that would aid in the description and 

explanation of the phenomena under study (Gioia et al 2012, p. 20). The authors present 

the final stage as “aggregate dimension” which is the distillation of second order themes 

or the phrase theoretical saturation which they draw from Glaser and Strauss (1967). Gioa 

et al (2012, p. 20) posit that once one has a full set of the three stages, they would have 

the basis for building data structure which allows for the configuration of data into visual 

aids. We followed this process as depicted in Figures 8, 9 and 10.  

3.9 Ethical Considerations 
The practice of ethics by researchers is deemed important and requires integrity in terms 

of the role of the researcher and any other parties concerned, including organizations 

(Saunders et al, 2016, p. 249).  According to Collis and Hussey (2014, p. 30), “the term 

ethics refers to the moral values or principles that form the basis of a code of conduct”. 

Ethics are part of the criteria on which a research is evaluated (Saunders et al. 2016, p. 

249). Gaus (2017, p. 108) postulates that, in research, ethics are important and signify the 

rightness, appropriateness and wrongness of actions applied in the entire research. The 

author, whose  research adopts a similar philosophical stance as ours of interpretivism 

which seeks to explore the social world of the phenomena being studies postulates that, 

ethics play an important role as they guide researchers in protecting and preventing any 

harm that could potentially arise between the researchers and their participants. Bryman 

and Bell (2015, p. 134 who acknowledge authors Diener and Crandall (1978)  posit that, 

the latter scholars detailed four main ethical principles common in business research 

namely, (1) harm to participants, (2) lack of informed consensus, (3) invasion of privacy 

and (4) deception. Any transgressions to these principles may arise particularly when 

researchers use tools such as interviews in an effort to obtain a quality understanding of 

human social world (Gaus, 2017, p. 108). The author further quotes Miles and Huberman 

(1994, p. 288): 

 

“Qualitative data analysis is more than a technical matter. We cannot focus only 

on the quality of the knowledge we are producing, as if its truth were all that 

counts. We must also consider the rightness or wrongness of our actions as 

qualitative researchers in relation to the people whose lives we are studying, to 

our colleagues, and to those who sponsor our work” (Miles and Huberman, 1994, 

p. 288). 
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However, prior to commencing our interviews with participants from The Company 

under study, through our Supervisor, we sent through a proposal to carry out a research 

project with them. The proposal detailed the topic of interest, purpose of research and the 

scope of research as well. When the point of contact in The Company reciprocated an 

interest in our study, the next steps entailed us, researchers, signing an agreement for 

participating in the research project with The Company, under the guidance of our 

assigned Supervisor at Umeå University. Furthermore, we also had to sign a non-

disclosure agreement (NDA) with the company under study ensuring confidentiality and 

anonymity of The Company under study as well as its actors. We explicitly acknowledge 

that our participation to research into the company was purely voluntary and as such, we 

were not subjected to any coercion into partaking this research study. As we do not 

mention the name of the company, nor the participants or their titles thereof, these 

measures ensure that we avoid any potential harm whether physical, harm to participants 

development, stress, harm to current career or future prospects (Bryman & Bell, 2015, p. 

135) thereby complying to the signed NDA and Research Agreement with The Company.  

 

We reached out to our point of contact via electronic mail to assist with the identification 

of persons within The Company who would be in a position to contribute to our research 

study based on job functions that aligned with the themes in our research question. The 

point of contact reverted back with a listing of potential participants and we were given 

the green light to approach the suggested participants and were asked to observe 

hierarchical contacting protocol for some. We proceeded as advised and sought the 

participants’ informed consent to interviewing them, reiterating the purpose of our 

research as detailed in the Research proposal availed to The Company. Bryman and Bell 

(2015, p. 139) posit that informed consent entails prospective research participants are 

given as much information as possible to consent in participating in the study. 

Furthermore, we asked our interviewees before commencing the interviews for their 

permission to record the interview as this would assist us in analysis through coding upon 

transcribing. 

 

The third aspect of research ethics, privacy, is very much linked to the previous, of 

informed consent. According to Tracy (2012, p. 243) this entails placing measures such 

as securing researched data to ensure that the identities and privacy of participants is 

observed. Again, we took heed of this ethical consideration and prior to starting each of 

the interviews, we gave assurance to our respondents that their identities would not be 

revealed anywhere in the research and any information obtained therein would not be 

traced back to them. 

 

The last ethical principle, deception, may potentially arise during the research either 

through lies or behavior that is misleading (Collis & Hussey, 2014, p. 32). Furthermore, 

we adopt the authors’ ethical considerations and to the best of our knowledge, we’ve 

observed honesty and transparency in our study through open communication with 

participants involved. All transcribed research data from the interviews were sent back 

via electronic mail to the respective respondents for validity check to ensure that they 

were free from misrepresentation. 

 

3.10 Quality Criteria 
For our research to be accepted as credible, we, as researchers ought to consider the 
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quality of the research. Saunders et al. (2016, p. 204-205) points out the debate within 

qualitative research on how measurements of research validity are considered as 

technically inappropriate for interpretivist studies where reality is socially constructed. 

Two main concepts adopted to assess the quality of the research include validity and 

reliability (Saunders et al, 2016, p. 205) which are much suited to a positivist stance. 

However, the authors citing Lincoln and Guba (1985) further posits that alternative 

methods to demonstrate the quality and value of qualitative studies have been developed 

namely credibility, dependability, transferability. We therefore adopt the alternative 

methods which are better suited for qualitative studies though Saunders et al. (2016, p. 

205) acknowledge that other qualitative researchers continue with the use of the two 

common measurements of research quality, validity and reliability. 

 

3.10.1 Credibility 
The credibility criteria, which parallels the internal validity (Bryman & Bell, 2015, p. 400 

and Saunders et al., 2016, p. 205) ensures that the “research is carried out according to 

the canons of good practice”, (Bryman & Bell, 2015, p. 401). The authors further posit 

the importance of the credibility criterion that it is the plausibility of the account a 

researcher arrives at for others to accept it. Saunders et al., (2016, p. 206) details 

techniques which researchers may adopt to ensure that their research is credible. These 

include data checking with participants otherwise known as validity check with 

respondents; ensuring that what the research will reveal through participation in 

interviews for instance is not challenged during analysis; and lengthy research 

involvement to build trust, rapport and to collect sufficient data. However, in our case our 

study with the case company was carried over a monthly period and due to time 

constraints, we were unable to carry out a lengthy research involvement with the 

participants. Nonetheless, we managed to carry out a validity check with the participants 

for transcripts of the recorded interviews and were granted permission to use the data for 

our research analysis. Furthermore, in our analysis, we ensured that we did not challenge 

that which was revealed to us by respondents during interviews but rather draw insights 

or give recommendations where necessary. 

 

3.10.2 Transferability 
The findings of a qualitative research have a tendency to possess a unique contexts and 

significant aspects of the social world under study,  and as such qualitative researchers 

are encouraged to provide rich accounts of the details of a culture Bryman and Bell (2015, 

p. 402) draw from (Lincoln & Guba, 1985 and Geertz, 1973). The transferability quality 

criteria is parallel to the external validity or generalizability as reported by Saunders et 

al., (2016, p. 206). The authors further posit that, with the aid of research question, design, 

findings and interpretations, the researcher promotes an environment upon which the 

study could be transferred to a different setting in which a reader could be interested to 

research in. In our case, our efforts were placed on presenting as much information 

possible for the reader to create heightened awareness of the study at hand. However, in 

light of the need to preserve ethics to our study, by observing the privacy, confidentiality 

and anonymity of our case company and their participants, we tried to exhaust the 

circumstances surrounding the case and actions of the participants in mergers and 

acquisitions to the best of our knowledge. 

 

3.10.3 Dependability 
This approach is parallel to the reliability criteria in quantitative study (Bryman & Bell, 

2015, p. 403). The authors further highlight that, this approach entails the adoption of an 
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auditing approach by researchers to establish the merit of research in as far as 

trustworthiness is concerned. Gaus (2017, p. 109-110) acknowledges this issue to be 

problematic as reality or human behaviours are changeable hence, results can vary in line 

with the change of context. However, the author further posits that, in order to convince 

readers that phenomena studied actually exist in reality, it is important for an interpretivist 

to provide detailed and rich contexts. In our case we observe Gaus (2017) stance on the 

dependability research quality criteria and believe our research as providing detailed and 

rich contexts that are dependable. 

 

3.10.4 Confirmability 
According to Bryman and Bell (2015, p. 403) confirmability which parallels objectivity 

(Gaus, 2017, p. 109-110) a researchers can show that they have acted in good faith, that 

is, in apparent terms and have not “overtly allowed personal values or theoretical 

inclinations manifestly to sway the conduct of the research and findings” thereof. We 

hereby, explicitly acknowledge that our conduct throughout the study have been 

transparent and we’ve acted in good faith particularly with regard to our interviews with 

the respondents, handling of findings as well as the analysis. 
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4 Findings 

The following chapter presents a view of our findings based on the interviews conducted 

and in consonance with the theoretical framework and the methodological procedures 

described in the previous chapter. The findings serve as a foundation in which the 

analysis is based on. The chosen topics or themes were derived from the codification of 

the interviews through Gioia et al., (2012) methodology closely related to a Grounded 

Theory approach which was designed to bring “qualitative rigor” to the conduct and 

presentation of qualitative research. Direct quotations were used in order to better 

illustrate the points of the respondents with minimal loss of information. 
 

4.1 Overview of the Respondents and Case Company 
In the interest of aligning our research with utmost research ethics, we therefore are not 

at liberty to identify our respondents by name, title in the company nor their exact time 

in the company and hence maintain anonymity. However, our sample of interview 

participants comprises of senior executives and non-senior executives with a directorial 

or managerial role. Their scope of works, in no particular order, entail functions of 

leadership, strategy, innovation, mergers and acquisitions (including post-merger 

integrations), customer and sales, and business development. Furthermore, another 

characteristic distinguishing participants in our sample is that some have had direct 

involvement or are currently involved with M&A(PMI) planning and execution whilst 

the remainder, never had any direct involvement with M&As but have witnessed or are 

confronted with the decisions of M&A activity at operational levels within The Company. 

Hence, we believe that we have a good enough sample from whom we can obtain diverse 

sources of data in order to explore the phenomena at hand. The table below details an 

overview of the interviews with the respective participants. 

Table 5. Respondents’ Overview. 

Name Date Length Directly Involved 

with M&A 

Years in 

Company 

Pilot Interview (R1) 11/04/2019 00:34:19 No 10-15 

Respondent 2 (R2) 12/04/2019 00:48:27 Yes 25+ 

Respondent 3 (R3) 16/04/2019 01:43:52 Yes 15-20 

Respondent 4 (R4) 17/04/2019 00:52:55 No 10-15 

Respondent 5 (R5) 18/04/2019 00:45:50 Yes 20-25 

Respondent 6 (R6) 18/04/2019 00:53:31 No 15-20 

Respondent 7 (R7) 30/04/2019 
 

00:54:33 Yes 20-25 

Respondent 8 (R8) 30/04/2019 00:58:37 Yes 0-5 
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The case company is part of a group, from which the parent company is going to be 

described as ‘parent company of the case company’ or just ‘parent company’, further in 

the text. For the sake of clarification, it is important to note that the acquisitions made by 

the parent company will be treated as equal as acquisitions made by the company, since 

such acquired companies serve and are part of the network serving the case company. 

 

Noteworthy is to mention that the case company is dealing at the moment with an M&A 

activity, which offered insights to us not only from previous experiences related to 

acquisitions, but situations happening during the time span while the interviews have 

taken place. 

 

To better contextualize the understanding of the findings, in terms of the companies being 

acquired we have designed a table separating ‘add on’ acquisitions and technological 

acquisitions. Acquisitions related to incremental additions in terms of product or service 

portfolio within the scope of the company are treated as ‘add-on’ to the company while 

technological acquisitions are seen as focused on incorporating technological capabilities. 

The table does not exhaust the number of acquisitions made neither by the company nor 

by the parent company. 

Table 6. Acquired Companies in our study. 

Acquired Companies 

‘Add-on’ acquisitions Technological acquisitions 

Company A Company D 

Company B Company E 

Company C - 

4.2 Agile Tools 
A part of our study consists in exploring the possibility of adopting agility in the context 

of the second phase of a merger and acquisition, thus in the post-merger integration. For 

the sake of understanding in depth the connection of both agility, the PMI and innovation 

we gathered several points of views from the respondents in the matter of receptivity of 

agility in the context of an integration. There was no general consensus about the topic 

on “How can agility in the context of a Post-Merger Integration (PMI) contribute to 

innovation?” with notable remarks from Respondents 5 and 6. Respondent 5 expressed 

that The Company was a traditional one, structured and did not believe that it possessed 

any forms of agility as it was traditional and made the following remark: 

   

“I think agile is more suitable in startup companies, like Google environments 

where you have to come up with some quick clever ideas and things outside the 

box [...] You have to remember we are in the shipbuilding and it's quite old 

fashioned, e.g. […], Japanese shipyards, very structured also in their operations. 

I think we need to have a little more structure in our way of working” 
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Another, Respondent 6’s view of our topic at first glance, thought it was somewhat 

paradoxical on how agility in a merger can “trigger […] up business innovation” but 

however thought it was refreshing to view mergers from this perspective.  

 

4.2.1 Adaptability 
In exploring this aspect of agility, which is imperative to answering our research question, 

the respondents were asked how change is dealt with during the course of the PMI as well 

as how it affected the integration itself and the integrating team. Additionally, another 

question tying the aspect of adaptability with externalities and uncertainties from the 

external environment was asked. We took note of remarks by Respondent 5 who 

acknowledged that changes during the PMI were inevitable and that the quicker one 

responds to these changes, the better one can adapt to a certain response. The notion of 

quick response certainly implies an element of speed which nearly all respondents alluded 

to. It should be noted however, that in this case that speed being referred to here is in line 

with being nimble in a dynamic environment, moment of change for business renewal 

and highlighted in Section 2.1.3. 

 

Speed and time forms part of an agility mindset in order to cope with pressures from 

turbulent environments and clearly a major influence on the overall success of an 

integration seemed to be of great importance to all participants. When touching upon the 

topic concerning speed, respondent 5 and 8 acknowledged its relevance in agility. The 

pre-acquisition phase of the ongoing acquisition within The Company seem to have put 

a strain on the integration team, since getting approval from the Antitrust Authorities had 

been a really long and slow process as indicated by respondent 5. In this sense Respondent 

2 offered the insight that during the time waiting for the approval of the authorities, the 

integration planning work also follows a very low pace, but that such a thing is necessary 

to happen so when the right time comes pressure can be applied at the right spot so that 

things can later move much faster. Respondent 8 expresses well in words the idea behind 

what Respondent 2 has mentioned, when the integration activities start after the approval 

by authorities and the planning: 

 

“The idea is to hit the ground running and have a very clear ideas to what we can 

achieve with the acquisition” [R8]. 

 

The same respondent acknowledges the importance of speed but alerts “...certain things 

have a little bit of this nine month pregnancy logic, where accelerating actually doesn’t 

help or can be counterproductive”. Although accelerating is sometimes desirable, 

slowing down is also a part of the agile mindset that promotes both stability and 

dynamism. In this sense, Respondents 3, 5, 7 and 8 raise the importance of this aspect of 

being able to assess the situation and sometimes slow down processes in order to get a 

better end result. Concerning past acquisitions, according to Respondent 3 the case 

company has been too hasty on its integrations. Generally speaking the top management 

is the one that wants the integration process to be speeded up, this way synergies can be 

realized quickly, but the people in the low levels of the organization prefer that the process 

be slowed down, an integration for them is a painful situation, expressed Respondent 5. 

We can observe a practical example of the use of agility in the ongoing acquisition 

process happening between the case company and its major direct competitor, as follows: 

 

“I think [this integration] exercise is definitely one that has required agility in 

terms of slowing down things because the authority approvals are taking time and 
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I think the Manager [...] has needed to put the brakes on them [...] that definitely 

requires agility and patience. But sometimes I would say it's almost easier to 

speed up things than to slow down things” [R3]. 

 

The concept that sometimes it is better to save on speed even if the environment around 

you is moving in a fast pace is also presented by Respondent’s 7 view who acknowledged 

the fast-paced nature of the external environment yet limited time to act. The respondent 

also mentioned that in addition to external turbulence, they are often faced with internal 

pressures to deliver results, show achieved synergies from the integration and hence, there 

was a form of impatience;  

 

“[...] so there is that impatience in a way and many times it’s difficult to keep the 

pace, there is pressure to accelerate and to show results, it goes to that direction, 

my individual point of view is sometimes to say, ok let’s slow down a bit, so we 

have proper time to do things” [R7]. 

 

On a different note, but still within the aspect of adaptability, other respondents placed 

emphasis on change. Respondent 4 expressed the importance of change management in 

times of renewal and Respondent 3  elaborated on the thought and highlighted that 

“predicting the future is a tough art”, which justifies that, it is better to be ready for 

changes than to be surprised negatively by it. When it comes to change of mindset, 

Respondent 4 makes a distinctive note: “we have people who have been working with the 

company 30 years, it's not so quick to change those but I would say it's also good to 

balance”. Still on change, Respondent 3 finds it important to be decisive and having a 

plan when acting, so you don’t lose yourself during the process and you don’t lose time. 

The same respondent acknowledges that having a plan as a guide is important, but 

concurrently you cannot be too rigid: 

 

“[...]there is the agile mindset built in the organization especially in the 

integration exercise, I think it's extremely important to have that one because 

there are so many moving unknown factors in the equation and so many things 

can change or go sour, can succeed” [R3]. 

 

4.2.2 Flexibility 
In regards to flexibility, the integration teams are not flexible in terms of being proactive 

(acting anticipating changes), due to the necessity of getting approval from the Steering 

Committee and following a structured and rigid plan, according to Respondents 1 and 2. 

Contrasting in terms, Respondent 4 mentioned that some proactivity happens when it 

comes to getting validation from the customer, which is not an intrinsic concern to the 

current integration approach used by the company. A notable example of not being 

proactive enough to predict a change in the external environment allowed for a reduction 

in the market share of The Company following an acquisition as expressed by Respondent 

3. When it comes to flexibility in the processes, Respondent 6 adopts the idea that changes 

have to be planned in advance, so they do not affect negatively the performance of the 

company: 

 

“You have to go into the processes, you have to change the processes [...] this has 

to be planned pretty much in advance, to avoid surprises, which actually have a 

negative impact on your performances. I give you an example, you can also not 

see each individual process as a separate one, you have a lot of interfaces to other 
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processes, each new turn, one key here and one process, and it can have far-

reaching consequences on the other processes.” [R6] 

 

Processes run throughout the whole organization, but many times due to the different 

functions and departments too much separation happens downsizing the amount of 

knowledge shared, due to silos within a company (R1 and R4). This complete separation 

hinders innovation to occur from the different gatherings and expertise within the 

organization. According to respondent 1 and 4, the company has to break these silos. 

Respondent 3 puts emphasis on this type of structure in silos by saying: 

 

“We tend to be working a little bit in silos. [...] From a resources point of view, 

yes we can share resources but the unwillingness to share information with other 

parts of the organization has been one of the negative attributes [...] we keep our 

information in silos but I think we need to break down that somehow all of that 

and understand that the bigger good requires no walls within the organization. 

But how to exactly do that is a tricky question [...] There need to be a specific 

form of interdependence, cooperation, a collaboration between the silos if you 

will, between different functionalities” [R3]  

 

The above remarks by the third respondent implies that the aspect of flexibility is not 

evident within The Company as it has to operate within set structures and plans which 

some of the respondents have cited as being rigid. Moreover, within the post-merger 

integration phase, the need to observe protocol and approvals by the Steering Committee 

restricts the proactiveness of the Integration Team. Meanwhile, Respondent 8 seemed to 

have a different opinion with regard to flexibility and made reference to the acquisition 

of Company B back in 2013. The respondent expressed that, during that time, there was 

too much freedom by the Integrating Team, and that, The Company “delegated too much” 

when tighter controls should have been applied. The respondent firmly believes that too 

much flexibility is sometimes a problem, and this is disappointing as was the case with 

the integration of Company B.  

 

Another element raised in Section 2.1.4 in the discussion of the aspect of flexibility is 

feedback. Teams conversant with agile methods work with continuous feedback. When 

asked about feedback and lessons learned Respondent 2 talked about how the current 

Integration Manager has not been present during the SPA (Search and Purchase 

Agreement), the respondent went on by saying “the company could have done better [...] 

I think we haven’t been so successful on that one, as I’ve told you some of the things now 

popping up, we are repeating the mistake”. The fact that you can’t over prepare for an 

integration would be a lesson learned (R8) expressed. Even though there’s recently an 

internal platform within the company, just one channel for feedback and communication 

doesn’t seem enough (R7). There is a lack of usage of this platform because it is still not 

in the culture of the company and also might be because of the average age of the 

employees (R1). As a lesson learned respondent 3 mentioned that possessing a 

communication plan and being consistent were a lesson learned and that other lessons 

from previous cases were in the Integration Manual. Respondent 5 explains that the 

integration manual is a set of processes and tools, all documented. Both lessons learned 

and feedback were made once according to respondent 5 that The Company had a lessons 

learned feedback session through a survey, just two months after clearance of the 

acquisition of Company A with one loop of feedback by the management of the acquired. 
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4.2.3 Collaboration and Reconfiguration 
As mentioned in the Section 4.2.2 above that there was an unwillingness to share 

information amongst parts of the organization as information is kept in silos. This entails 

that there is minimal collaboration and sharing of information or knowledge which is 

essential for innovation. Respondent 3 went on to suggest a need for a specific form of 

interdependence, cooperation, and collaboration between the silos or different functions 

of The Company. They further indicate that it was imperative that these silos are broken 

down to allow for the flow of information. This was in response to the question on how 

The Company through the Integration Team encourage the sharing of information to 

promote innovation during the PMI. Interestingly another respondent shared a similar 

view on breaking silos which hinder the flow of innovation. They cited an example of 

minimal collaboration between the R&D department and Customer Innovations and 

acknowledged that the silos existing between these two departments restricts the sharing 

of skill and knowledge between the functions as personnel with various competencies 

such as mechanical, digitalization, control systems within the R&D can complement the 

capabilities of those within the Customer Innovations function. Hence, the aspect of 

collaboration is a concern first and foremost, within The Company and would definitely 

be a challenge for a post-merger integration, that is, collaboration between the acquired 

and the acquired through the sharing of information, knowledge and competencies to 

explore innovation potential. Respondents 1, 2 and 4 highlighted the importance of 

internal collaboration for innovation. On a different note, Respondent 2 acknowledged 

that in most cases there are frequent meetings between The Company and acquired firm 

but however, citing the ongoing acquisition which is awaiting authority approvals to close 

the deal, it is quite sensitive to share information due to regulatory restrictions, “they don’t 

even allow us to talk to the persons”. 

 

Nevertheless, Respondent 4 gave an interesting account of how The Company 

collaborates with their external customer to promote innovation within the firm. The 

respondent termed it an “outside-in approach”. The Company through its Customer 

Innovations function, scouts for business opportunities and customers, develops an 

understanding, build a business case and moves further to seek approval from higher 

authorities. Furthermore, the respondent expressed that this entails working under the 

radar until they get validation from the customer and then it becomes much easier to buy-

in support from the management and say, “Hey, this is ready. Customers are waiting for 

this actually. Is it ok to start developing or not?” A lot of trial and errors as well as 

processing are done to ensure if a product is either good or bad, then ensuring the rest of 

the team and customer are on the same page, then, a strong case is presented before the 

management of The Company for approval on whether to proceed. The Customer 

Innovations department tries not to focus much on what competitors are doing though 

they “keep their ears on the ground” but place their efforts in understanding the customer, 

keeping close contact with them and get updated on what rivals might be offering to their 

customers. Such customer centricity enables The Company to offer new needs to their 

customers to ensure that they remain the most preferred brand in the market. The aspect 

of customer centricity was acknowledged by nearly all respondents as imperative. The 

collaborative approach The Company uses through its Customer Innovations functions 

with its customers (customer centricity) resonates well with the aspect of flexibility raised 

in Section 2.1.4. Respondents 4 and 8 acknowledged that The Company was a leader in 

in hardware services and that The Company was making efforts to achieve leadership 

position within the digital business and services segment. Verily, from our observations, 
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the collaborative customer centric approach The Company deploys allows them to be the 

shaper in their industry. 

 

4.3 Internal Turbulence 
The universe of mergers and acquisition is a complex one and there is no defined formula 

that warrants ultimate success once an M&A activity is initiated. Mergers and 

acquisitions (M&A’s) are context based and dependent on several factors notably the 

drivers behind the activity, strategic fit, sizes of companies, actors involved (people), 

approach to integration and so on. A comprehensive appreciation of the factors behind 

these activities proffer some insights into better preparation or management of a M&A 

and serves as never-ending learning experiences as each case is unique. 
 

In the case company under study, there has been a general consensus among all 

participants of failure to integrate some previously acquired firms. The Company has a 

history of collective acquisitions of companies at single moments in time and mostly these 

were to patch their then existing product portfolio. They have had acquisitions of software 

capability and technological firms and hence, more than adequately experienced with 

M&A activities. Needless to say, the paths to integrate the acquired firms was not as 

smooth as anticipated, with Respondent 8 acknowledging that, “people are biased to be 

optimistic” when one should adopt a “logic of building several scenarios”, the baseline 

scenario, optimism and pessimism. 
 

Respondent 1 acknowledges that, “Sometimes it’s difficult to understand why has the 

acquisition being made” Throughout our interviews, we noted that it remains imperative 

to go back to the drawing board and obtain a picture of where the journey to M&A success 

or failure began. Growth came into picture for the case company at hand with one 

respondent elaborating how M&A activities come about: 
 

“… when you develop yourself you are actually having a growth agenda as well, 

so then you are building your offering based on the organic development, but as 

well you are looking at possibilities at the inorganic development and growth and 

then comes to the picture the M&A” [R7]. 
 

Respondent 2 highlights that the growth is about “operational improvements in profits 

[...] not so much about having more people around, it’s about financial growth” thereby 

giving the picture that the motives are mostly financially motivated. In certain scenarios, 

it is the external environment which determines whether one would engage in M&A 

activity. For instance, Responded 3 expressed that for past M&A activities, growth was 

definitely one of the drivers, and that the company had observed consolidations within 

the industry and decided to be the shaper of the industry as opposed to being a follower, 

hence the need to grow. Respondent 3 further expresses that in The Company under study, 

which has a designated person for M&A activity, constantly scouts for new M&A 

opportunities, maintains a list of potential companies they would prefer should they 

become available for sale. At times, The Company initiates a proactive approach to find 

out if the target firm or potential firm to be acquired would be for sale and if it would be 

a good fit. We also noted a different picture into how some M&A activities come about 

through lobbying of boards and CEOs wherein: 
 

“[...] you’re trying to convince stakeholders that this is a great acquisition and then 

of course part of that is that you are trying to sell the case and of course, 
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companies are for sale for a reason if you like, and it’s not always because this 

companies are being very very great companies, sometimes it’s because 

companies are suffering [...]most of the time, in a company you find corpses in 

the cupboard, more negative surprises, but you might as well open a door and 

find [...]an innovation useful to you that you were not even aware of and you find 

something that gives you additional value,” [R8]. 
 

Hence, our takeaways from Respondents 8 and 2 are that how M&A activities come on 

to the table is that, one approach is structured where a designated office is actively 

involved in looking out for possibilities to push the firm’s growth agenda, thereby 

rendering the approach formalized. Whereas on the other end, characterized by internal 

lobbying of boards and CEO’s, a less formal way or unorthodox approach whose efforts 

are aimed at pushing for struggling firms by “painting a rosy picture” [R8]. 
 

4.3.1 Integration and Governance 
Be that as it may, how the merger came on to the table, a proposal to The Company’s 

Board is presented and the Board “thinks about that” Respondent 8 suggests, to see if it 

makes any sense but their approval is dependent on potential synergies to be obtained, 

new products or geographical access to new markets. One key element that was 

overemphasized by nearly all the respondents on why the go ahead for an M&A activity 

is given was synergies. 
 

“It depends very much on the synergies you want to accomplish or achieve or to 

realize [...] I guess key is to understand what is your synergy driver and that you 

deliver on that synergy driver” [R8]. 
 

Once the approval on the M&A activity is given, there are various steps that Respondent 

2 suggested as, prestarters, due diligence and finally integration but “the planning is even 

more important or as important as the actual integration.” [R5]. Another respondent airs 

similar views when it comes to planning and expresses that: 
 

“… very comprehensive and detailed planning is necessary and when you do such 

planning, different scenarios have to be taken into consideration, for instance the 

market development, this is also an issue we should take into consideration, what 

happens when the market goes up what happens when the market goes down what 

impact will that have on the integration process” [R6]. 
 

However, we noted that the preparatory works for the M&A integration activity are 

clouded with secrecy that only a few individuals are privileged to particularly before the 

deal closes, and Respondent 2 indicates, “we cannot say so much as it’s also sensitive 

information and we have to sign an NDA all of us” as they are “a stock listed company 

which is following a certain [...] stock exchange regulators defined principles” [R7]. 

 

It would prove ignorant to omit the actors at the center of the integration exercise, the 

Integration Team. An understanding of the participants comprised in the team, their 

functions, their autonomy and the leadership behind them throughout the exercise. We 

interviewed participants with direct experience of merger and acquisition activities as 

well as the integration exercises in The Company. Once the deal is closed, “you build an 

integration team which might have like a full time integration head, but then the rest of 

the team members they are like part timers,” [R7] expressed. All the respondents 

acknowledged the presence of an integration team and Respondent 3 expressed that:  
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“[...] the team is put together on a case by case basis depending on what division the 

acquisition touches and so on. When we actually do the transaction, we compile the team 

to work on that” [R3]. 

 

The number of the team usually is “roughly ten people in our company, and it’s a 

combination of people representing different roles”, Respondent 7 reported. Their level 

of autonomy in as far as decision making is concerned is restricted to a certain agreed 

framework but Respondent 3 expressed that “the integration team and lead has a lot of 

power and resources accordingly” [R3]. It is possible to have external individuals as part 

of the integration team as reported by Respondent 3, but they tend to be “technical or 

hygienic [...] as they do not really have feel for the soft issues like cultural, 

communication, within the company that acquires let alone the company that is being 

acquired”. It is a very hard capability [to execute integrations] to buy from outside. 

However, the team reports to a higher authority known as a steering committee as 

reported by Respondents 2, 5, 7 and 8. Respondent 2 was of the opinion that autonomous 

decision making during the integration was however limited for the team members as the 

Steering Committee takes on the decisions. The Respondent (2) further viewed the 

governance model for the integration as too structured as the line of command started 

from the Integration Team, to the Integration Manager, then the Steering Committee and 

finally the Board. 

 

Nonetheless, in light of previously failed integration exercises of Companies A and B for 

instance, Respondent 8 reported that The Company, “relied too much on maybe freedom 

of people who were integrating,” and that there was too much delegation and tighter 

controls should have been applied as this was a problem. However the Respondent 2 

seems to believe that momentum of the integration is lost if the governance model for the 

integration is too structured, “maybe you had to deviate from your previous plans, but 

that is something you need to communicate with the steering committee and get the 

acceptance for changing” [R2]. 

 

In The Company under study, one respondent firmly suggested that failure of having a 

purely dedicated team contributed to failure of some previous integrations. “So far our 

problem on integration has been all the people has changed all the time, so there’s no 

learning effect on, so it’s a bit difficult to judge on that” [R1] reported. Respondent 2 who 

shares a similar view further adds on that “we are repeating the mistake” in this particular 

context and in the ongoing acquisition as it would be have been easier to learn from many 

past mistakes if the team handling the integration had not changed. However, one 

respondent seemed believe not having a dedicated team was justified as the new teams 

roles were to map, come up with a proposal to find initial synergies quickly, and the 

streams for finding target operating models, cutting the target firm and hand it over to the 

existing (acquired) and reported that “we've bought small companies, we don't do so many 

acquisitions integrations, we don't have [...] team hanging around just for doing this” 

[R5]. 

 

Another observation we made is that, the integration team is left at the mercy of team that 

prepared the acquisition. The interests of these two teams (acquisition and integration) 

are different and hence there is a lack of information flow as cited earlier on, Respondent 

8 expressed. “This team [integration] is somehow isolated because this process is quite 

sensitive not only because of internal reasons but authority reasons” [R4].  
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Respondent 7 reports that failure to integrate in a smooth manner, the entire M&A loses 

value and further emphasized that, “you can make a big damage basically with badly 

managed integration [...] you can lose much more money in a bad integration than what 

you paid for the company”. As such, how the team is selected becomes important 

particularly in line with their competencies. Respondent 3 gave us an insight into the 

selection criteria of the integration team: 

 

“[...]a fair bit of mindset that they possess a certain personality, i.e. a larger 

agenda other than executing their own tasks, emotionally intelligent that they 

understand what may be needed of them and that they also understand to look for 

issues that are not necessarily their area of expertise. It is usually like that from 

a capability perspective” [R3]. 

 

The above insight also raises the aspect of soft issues as they remain key to making 

acquisitions work as an emotionally intelligent personalities. However, Respondent 8 

reported that overall, trust, verified logic and KPI’s were important as well as ensuring 

that people do not find excuses to deviate. Most respondents acknowledged the role of a 

leader for the integration team and Respondent 3 expressed the following: 

 

“I think in any integration the exercise would be well served if the chain of 

command is absolutely crystal clear and there is enough empowerment and 

authority with the integration manager in that he is backed up with the top 

management of the company” [R3]. 
 

4.3.2 Soft Issues 
One dominant aspect that came into discussion throughout the interviews with all the 

respondents vital for a successful integration were “soft issues”, a bundled terminology 

acknowledged by Respondents 2 and 3, broken down into, feelings, attitudes, emotions, 

communication, and organizational culture by Respondents 2, 3, 5, 7 and 8. In as much 

there are technical aspects of the integration the human aspects of integration cannot be 

overlooked. This depicts the complexity surrounding integration exercises as they are 

anchored on the human factor. 
 

“[…] the integration phase is more challenging and crucial. It’s almost a little bit 

of a cliche [...] but it is very true that if you mess up the integration phase you lose 

the value of the deal. It is a very hard science to master and it has a lot to do with 

humans and soft issues [...] these kinds of sensitivity, those are the kinds of things, 

[...] there is a lot of fall in between issues and soft issues not being addressed 

anywhere. But then, if you have the right kinds of capabilities and sort of right 

intellectual and social skills within the Team it would not happen” [R3]. 

 

The importance of culture was acknowledged by all the respondents and cannot be 

undermined. Our observation of this aspect is that it is multifaceted and dependent on the 

context. For instance, the ownership structure of the firms involved, that is, stock listed, 

family owned, startup or entrepreneurial; whether the firm is operating in a traditional 

industry or operating in emerging technology industries, the attitudes inherent in the 

acquired firm and the acquirer during the integration and so on. Meanwhile there is a 

conception of culture that is seen through a geographical or ethnic background lenses as 

comprehensively acknowledged by Respondent 7. 
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“[...] the challenges are they’re not really the ethnical background of the people, 

[...]. we operate globally so we are used to work with people wherever they come 

from basically, but more the difference actually [...] is what type of companies 

these are? And it’s pretty much relates that, we are a stock listed company which 

is following a certain [...] stock exchange regulators defined principles, and if you 

acquire [...] a family owned company, it might be that it has been run by a very 

strong individual so then it’s much more challenging basically. [R7]. 
 

Another interesting cultural aspect that was brought about in the interviews with 

Respondents 3 and 7 had to do with the attitudes of the acquirer when it comes to the 

integration was that they had to exhibit a certain form of attitude or alter ego. 
 

“The company who is acquiring, is supposed to be more active and is supposed 

to basically deal the rules of the game, but of course, you try to, because it needs 

certain firmness to create security in the company that you are acquiring, because 

if you are able to communicate, then it conveys a message that we know what we 

are doing and it creates peace of mind for the people, so if you are letting too 

loose, basically, so then it might as well basically, lead to difficulties, of course but 

then [...] you try to be relatively directive and firm but then still keep how would 

I say open, trustful.. good relationship with the company” [R7]. 
 

The attitude of the acquirer would consequently determine the perceptions of the acquirer 

by the acquired and ultimately the reciprocation by the latter to such attitudes. Respondent 

3 further expresses that, “it has a lot to do with feelings that is, how people perceive the 

acquirer to be and what is the perceived agenda of the acquirer. People are easily afraid 

in those situations.” At times, it is difficult to change that aspect of the acquirer that results 

in the acquired to behave in that manner. However, two respondents 3 and 8 suggested 

different kind of attitudes to M&A activity. The former suggests the establishment of trust 

between the two firms as a key element to making acquisitions work and that “Trust is a 

strong feeling that you can actually rely on people and believe them”. The latter 

respondent firmly believes in “acquisition logic” which entails having a solid plan, being 

humble, open and allowing the target firm to contribute as well. Respondent 8 further 
emphasizes that if one were to use a “conqueror” approach, it would be easy to destroy soft values 

which are irrecoverable. 
 

As acquisitions tend to come with changes or restructuring programs as noted by 

Respondent 6, streamlining processes and one of which includes staff reduction further 

fuels fear by the acquired. Respondent 8 highlighted an aspect which they termed “hard 

integration” whereby “if you’re too soft and too respectful, that limits and inhibits the 

integration so you have to be a bit selective on what you do.” We noted that these factors 

trigger attitudes of skepticism leading to passive behavior in the target or acquired firm 

because “when you’re doing M&A there’s a lot of uncertainty among the people that you 

acquire” [R7]. Respondent 1 acknowledged The Company as having been built on a 

number of companies, possessing a sense of strong culture that is very difficult to change. 

In the same vein, the approach that the acquirer is using is dependent on its intentions and 

structure of the target on how to integrate the company: 
 

“… different companies need different approaches [...] we could easily expand 

our service type of business acquiring some service company from some country, 

a relatively small company [...] let’s say bolt on integration, that immediately we 
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are, basically, changing the company in many cases we need to send certain 

experienced persons actually, from the existing organization to run the business, 

so you try to integrate that as deeply as possible basically and you pretty much 

take the independence away” [R7]. 
 

Furthermore, to the culture aspect, Respondent 8 who acknowledged the importance of 

culture also expressed a differing opinion on complexities surrounding culture: 
 

“… the overall culture is quite a big driver and in many cases defines success 

more than anything else like the old statement ‘culture eat strategy for breakfast’ 

[...] at the same time culture is one of those things where you don’t really know 

what it means, there are no generic recipes. You can have a very similar culture 

but companies can still be much opposed because they are simply competing with 

each other so the culture can be very similar but they are fighting each other” [R8]. 
 

In a press release in 2013 by the parent company of The Company under study, it was 

reported that, an agreement to acquire Company A which had complementary product 

portfolio to the case company was reached. Respondent 3 recalls the events surrounding 

the acquisition and expressed that since Company A “had a background of being a 

stocklisted entity”, there were hopes that Company A would be active in the integration 

but they turned out to be passive and questioned whether it was because of the firm's 

culture. 
 

4.3.3 Communication 
Moving on with the soft issues, one other key factor emphasized by Respondents 2, 3, 5 

and 7 was communication. The communication was both internal and external. Internally 

it was pointed out that it was vital to communicate with all stakeholders involved namely, 

the integrating two firms, personnel and shareholders. Whereas, externally with the 

customer and the media at large. Respondent 5 suggested that communication “needs to 

be fast, active and spread commonly” We take note of the following expressions by 

respondents:  

 

“There's nothing much more poisonous thing as people being uninformed and 

people needing to speculate in a situation and that is counterproductive and causes 

a lot of inefficiencies [...] it’s not only about the quantity of communication but 

quality and often times there’s a lot to go with the quality aspect of it [...] how 

you communicate, whether you communicate face to face to convey feelings and 

trust” [R3]. 
 

The aspect of communication came about as a learning experience from previous 

acquisitions by The Company. What was more interesting was with regard to information 

flow during the period between signing of the deal and closing of the deal. Due to 

sensitivity issues surround the activity, there is not much information that can be said 

thereof due to regulation. From our observation some executioners of M&A Integration 

who were not privy to accessing preparatory work of the M&A activity up to the signing 

of the deal. As such, there are “teams preparing the acquisitions and teams that are 

integrating it, there are lacks of information flow [...] people who are integrating the 

company are confronted with challenges” [R8] on the right message to convey to various 

stakeholders. 
 

In overall, in as far as acquisitions of targets with complementary or add-on product 
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portfolios made prior to our research by The Company, Respondents 1, 5 and 8 expressed 

more or less characteristics of failure with their integration and were never fully 

integrated. Responses obtained include, 
 

“It is still a mess [...] very problematic” [R1], 
 

“I don't think we actually succeeded with the integration because we are still 

suffering from that [...] to be honest, I mean we had plans set but we failed [...] 

we wanted to organize these new companies in the same way” […] Also saying 

that was a downturn in the market, we had to keep resources and restructuring 

and of course you get to focus on elsewhere” [R5], 
 

“Those acquisitions were perhaps not the best acquisitions made in history of 

mankind” [R8]. 
 

In conclusion to the theme of M&A strategy and integration approach it is vital to keep 

in mind that, aspects of drivers behind M&A activities, integration approaches, soft 

issues, as we as strategy in order to appreciate the context of the study at hand. 

4.4 Potential Innovation 
 

4.4.1 Customer Awareness 
Another aspect mentioned multiple times by the respondents in regard to innovation was 

the customer. According to Respondent 3, customer centricity is a key factor for the 

organization and a must-win-battle. The internal development of ideas is tested and 

validated quickly, this concern with customer centricity created a process called EBA, 

Emerging Business Accelerator Process, where the team that works with customer 

innovation is not concerned so much with bureaucracies, but more with solutions (R4). 

The same respondent continued his statement by highlighting that understanding the 

customer’s business logic is fundamental for a company to comprehend in depth its 

customer’s needs (R4). 

 

An important observed by respondent 7, implied that seeking innovation should not be 

postponed due to the uncertainty of the market situation on the future. The respondent 

expressed his concern about the need to innovate, as follows: 

 

“… doing things as in the past and running the business from your portfolio as in 

the past, is not gonna fly [...] the situation is good today but it might not be good 

tomorrow, so then.. you use this flexibility to allocate a certain amount of 

resources for the innovation [...] that is the best case in a way, where you are still 

in good shape but you understand that you need to innovate to survive the next 

year or the years ahead” [R7] 

 

In this sense, respondent 3 and 4 expressed the idea of disruptive innovation as a possible 

solution for the survival of the company. A definition of what this concept means has 

been presented: “disruptive innovation is what [the company is] going for and we don't 

have today, it's a new business for us and it disrupts the market and ... ecosystem” (R4). 

Although disruptive innovations may be beneficial for the company, service innovation 

has been considered the most important type of innovation by respondent 6. Respondent 

4 expressed that in order to obtain service innovation you have to count with the 

collaboration of the customer, as follows: 
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“… when we go for new services you need to get this customer involvement more 

and this kind of lean service creation. What is this minimum viable, put it to the 

customer start testing, but then you need to keep the pack on ready that if customer 

gives comments you need to be agile to act accordingly. If you are not acting if the 

customer is asking you, lose the momentum, the waterfall is good but then you're 

not involving the customer for the creation process until the product is ready [...] 

when you go for the new products new services or new innovations you need to 

get this customer involvement” [R4] 

 

The idea of internal collaboration has been presented by respondent 1, 2 and 4 as 

innovation contributors. However, apparently the R&D department and the customer 

innovation teams are not related and there seems to be not enough flow of information 

between both functions (R1 & R4). Moving to the context of integration, respondent 6 

expressed content with the adoption of a new perspective such as agility as a form of 

achieving innovation. The respondent used a metaphor to express his view that innovation 

can be generated by an integration, as follows: “if you have a merger creates pressure 

and pressure generates diamonds, so in order words, there is no innovation without 

pressure” (R6). Corroborating with the possibility of innovation happening during the 

post-merger integration, respondent 5 mentioned that by finding a matching target firm 

from listening to the needs of the customer could help generate a focus on creating the 

specific demand, through innovation, during the integration process. Respondent 1 adds 

the thought that the integration process should be smooth and speedy putting into 

perspective the customer. 

 

4.4.2 Knowledge Sharing 
Moving to the knowledge aspect of innovation, a very strong relationship between it and 

key employees or customers have been established by respondent 1, 3, 4, 6 and 7. 

Knowledge sharing is a challenge, there’s a platform in place for sharing information, but 

in this aspect it is still far from being perfect. There’s a tool, a platform for the sales of 

the organization, but knowledge has to be channeled in a more effective way (R6). At the 

same time, fear of job loss seems to hinder the sharing of knowledge between employees 

of the acquired company, and the case company, even when a more active role is 

requested of them (R3). Continuing on the aspect of fear and the challenge it poses to the 

sharing of knowledge, respondent 1 states that “you can’t really force the innovation, that 

takes time” [R1]. Another hindrance to knowledge sharing comes from feelings of 

attachment that inhibit rational thinking, this happens when engineers get in love with 

their product development, finding themselves in a hard position to admit that the new 

acquired firm’s product is good as well (R5).  

 

In order to facilitate innovation to occur and make people voice their opinion “an 

atmosphere or a structure or setup” (R6) has to be created, mentioned respondent 6 and 

respondent 7. For such an environment to take place investments have to be made and 

these investments could be considered investing on innovation itself (R7). Another 

important thing is to be open minded to opportunities instead of adopting a narrow-minded 

posture, highlighted respondent 8. Breaking the silos and having interactions between 

people with different competencies could benefit the company on the pursuit of building 

new capabilities into the teams and fostering innovation (R4). Respondent 6 partakes the 

idea that in the context of an integration, a focus into innovation should be steered and 

triggered by the company’s management, the respondent has said: “leadership is quite 
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important here, it plays a very decisive role” (R6). Giving a better context to the way 

integrations are dealt with by the integration team, respondent 5 explained that today the 

company comprises of synergy and functional streams, but the main goal of the 

integration is ultimately getting the synergies (R5). 

 

Furthermore, so called key-employees from both acquiring and acquired firm have been 

mentioned in terms of being knowledge holders. A need to identify and secure these 

people who hold relevant knowledge is extremely important (R7). Putting into 

perspective, in many cases synergies are good for the company, but not so great for certain 

employees and this has to be taken into account (R8), afterwards losing good people is 

very easy (R7). Respondent 6 highlights and ties together the importance of certain people 

and their relation to innovation: 

 

“people are the most valuable asset of a company, even I would say when it comes 

to the integration process, they are of vital importance, and I mean, a company 

should not save any effort, [...]keep the people which have core-knowledge, key- 

knowledge in the company and [...]really exhaust the innovation potential such a 

merger can or will have [...] there are some people who really have the core 

knowledge of the business and they are more system relevant. [...] it’s one of the 

big missions not to lose them, [...], but you will not be able to keep all of them, it’s 

a matter of fact [...] I’ve talked to people who have decided to leave the 

organization and [...] they all have in common that they have lost their faith in 

this, in the journey” [R6] 

 

4.4.3 Scouting of New Capabilities and Learning 
Changes in customer demands and technological advancements have put organizations in 

a singular position of trying to develop capabilities internally or scout for companies in 

the market who might possess these capabilities and thus complement the overall business 

strategy. This logic resonates with how business have been conducted in the parent 

company of The Company. According to press releases, starting from 2011, three 

different acquisitions have been made out of the scope of a traditional industry or of an 

‘add-on’ to the overall business portfolio. Two companies were acquired in 2016, fall 

under the concept of a technological driven acquisition. Company D is a software service 

specialist and Company E focuses on technology and innovation. Recently this year 

(2019), a press release had been issued stating that under the umbrella of the parent 

company of The Company, a privately- owned cloud-based terminal operating system 

provider had been acquired. Respondent 7 established a connection between strategy and 

technological driven innovations, by stating: 
 

“… you need to link M&A activity to the overall strategy [...] let’s say that we 

want to shape and transform, to be a more service oriented company, [...] or we 

might say that now there is a digital transformation ongoing, that companies are 

moving more to building a digital offering, [...] then we are looking like in service 

business or in digitalization, suitable M&A candidates, which are following 

basically these strategy choices” [R7]. 

 

According to a press release issued in 2016, a target of 40% of revenue from the 

company’s sales should come from services and software until 2020. Respondent 4, 7 and 

8 expressed that the company is in an interesting position, scanning new opportunities in 

order to expand on the core business in terms of adding new businesses from which a 
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category is digital business. Certain capabilities are deemed strategic for the company 

and its future, such as software related ones. In this sense, so called ‘must-win-battles’ serve 

as a driver for acquisitions where brain power or technologies are scouted for acquisition, 

Respondent 3 indicated. The company displays the interest on the external environment 

through its external network that serves many purposes. The respondent mentions it as 

follows: 
 

“[Our] external network is scanning the capabilities of the networks and when 

we are discussing with the customers we are like, "hey we can help you, we have a 

good network" and then we can test some solutions and to see if this is kind of 

profitable business then we can consider whether we buy this kind of capability 

from the network or we keep a line with them or we start in sourcing this kind of 

capability in our company [...] if the R&D doesn't have the capability of these 

new technologies then we start using this innovation network for external 

capabilities [...]That is the idea of entering new technologies and new businesses 

[...]if we can see that there are some interesting companies then we need to wait 

and ask if whether this is one of our candidates in M&A pipeline and if actually 

we have some kind of cooperation ongoing on the moment.” [R4] 
 

However, bureaucracy and processes can make the company look as if it is moving 

slowly, but when a match happens startups should be acquired. The difficulty is to put in 

place processes that won't destroy the innovative drive of the startup or make them lazy 

(R4). 
 

The maritime industry is conservative but is changing and the company wants to be a part 

of this change (R7 and R8). Respondent 8 acknowledges by verbalizing it as follows: 
 

“… in the more traditional industrial world and I realize that we are on melting 

ice here, most of the volumes are now going more into high end tech. I guess it’s 

much more rigid, that you have to justify your acquisition [...] we talk a lot about 

digitalization and we as [the holding company] have done a number of these 

acquisitions which are in a non-traditional scope [...] we are teaming up with 

startups and there we are trying to do exactly what you’re describing” [R8]. 
 

When talking about horizontal acquisitions cooperation between the two R&D 

departments and signed functions, may in the end provide something better, cheaper and 

with a better performance and reduced cost, according to Respondent 2. It can happen that 

a company is acquired based on its innovative or software capabilities (R1 and R8), 

comprising of an excellent opportunity for growth and innovation (Press Release, 2016). 

A good idea of the difference between the integration approach used for an ‘add-on’ type 

of integration and a technological driven acquisition is sensed by the way respondent 3 

and respondent 5 describe these. Respondent 3 views that acquiring something that the 

company already has consists in basically patching the existing portfolio. In this sense the 

target firm should be digested through the implementations of its own processes and 

values on the acquired firm as “if it was truly ours from the start” (R3). 
 

“… certain capabilities that we were very keen on getting inhouse and we also 

understood that the company culture was sort of different from the typical metal 

bashing company [...] these were software guys, pretty much all of them. In 

connection of acquiring them a conscious decision was made that the company be 

held separately from the rest of the organization  while there will be very close 
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cooperation from an operational perspective [...] we wanted to preserve the 

capabilities, the know-how, that the heads do not leave the building and that was 

definite. We wanted to keep them happy even after the acquisition. In other cases, 

it's not that sensitive if when a group of people leave after the acquisition if they 

are not happy with the new master inhouse so to say. The drivers might be different, 

the focus areas might be different in terms of us looking forward to gaining 

efficiencies, actually looking into the overlaps and synergies of digesting that 

company.” [R3] 
 

When referring to organizations creating value to the acquiring company, respondent 5 

puts in words: “You don't just want to destroy it, that you conquer them and slaughter 

everything in that company and it's just [us] again. And of course, it's a challenge how to 

build something good together in the new company” [R5]. 
 

“… we had been focusing on product innovations and what are these incremental 

developments and this is totally new area where we are entering this Saas 

business and these kinds of new business models, pay per use, subscription models 

and that is our learning curve where we have entered now [...] the next milestone 

is that we would like to be the leader in the service business and the leader in 

software and solutions business. This is the direction where we are heading. [...] 

we want to have equipment, we want to have the services and software and these 

three ingredients are the portfolio from our company. We are the leader in 

hardware but we have a lot to do for software and the services and I don't mean 

traditional services, there we are good, maintenance and spare parts, but new 

services, the digital services and the digital business that is our focus area” [R4] 

 

The relevance of innovation is undisputed throughout all the interviews and it has been 

presented as having multiple sources within the organization (R1, R2) and outside of it 

(R4, R5, R6, R7 and R8). Knowledge has been presented as a major component of 

innovation and both the customer and key employees have been mentioned multiple times 

by different respondents (R3, R4, R6 and R7). 

When asked about what the company’s source of innovation was, respondent 1 expressed 

that: 

 

“There are quite many sources for innovation, but the one thing you have is 

organizations that have this sort of thinking that you are able and you have the 

willingness and the freedom to detect what’s happening around and trying to 

learn what you don’t and then putting these things together” [R1]. 

 

In addition to the idea that innovation comes from the inside of the company respondent 

2 mentioned that it can be viewed as a result from the combination of ideas coming from 

the R&D and marketing departments (R2). Highlighting the possibility of it coming from 

a source outside the company, Respondent 5 and 6 accentuated the importance of having 

interactions with customers in order to facilitate the innovation process. In this sense, 

Respondent 5 verbalizes this idea, as follows: 

 

“… we have been very good at doing innovations by ourselves, inside-out and we 

thought perhaps this is a good idea, probably the customer wants this but then, 

we have innovated it, and we start selling it, it doesn't fly, so right now we have 

tried to have an outside-in approach, we have to listen to the customers, listen to 

their ideas, what kind innovations can we do to give them more added value or 
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lower costs for their operation and so forth. And bring those ideas into our 

organization and develop them” [R5]. 

 

Summarizing the idea that there are multiple sources for innovation and bringing a 

particular view, respondent 7 mentioned that university students may contribute to 

innovation (respondent 1 was the only other respondent that mentioned this particular 

view), the respondent states that: 

 

“… innovation doesn’t happen only in your own company, it happens in many 

places, it happens with the customers, it happens with the start-up companies, it 

happens even with your competitors, you need to open your doors and windows 

[...] even for university students as well, you really need to have a good 

interaction, basically, in all directions.” [R7] 

 

Both respondent 4 and 8 mentioned that it is easier for someone from outside a particular 

industry to disrupt it with an innovation compared to the people from inside. Examples 

such as Uber, Airbnb and Amazon were used by respondent 4 to exemplify this argument. 

When questioned about the relevance of innovation to the case company, respondent 2 

answered that “innovations keeps the growth and the profit in the long run” [R2] and that 

due diligence has allowed the case company to guarantee the preservation of the 

innovativeness of a target firm after the integration. Respondent 1 and respondent 5 

diverged when asked if innovation had been pursued as the main goal for a merger and 

acquisition. In accordance to Respondent’s 1 view, the acquisition of Company E has been 

mainly motivated for the innovative characteristics of the acquired firm together with the 

new technologies it would bring to the case company. In respondent’s 5 perspective, on 

the other hand, mergers and acquisitions have been made so synergies could be achieved, 

meaning selling more with fewer resources and putting up purchasing agreements and so 

forth. 

 

 

  



 

70  

5 Analysis and Discussion 
In this chapter, with the aid of empirical findings, we discuss and analyze our research 

question. We utilize the themes from our findings to structure our discussion and analysis. 

A presentation of a framework or suggested model developed from literature used as well 

as empirical findings from the case study shall conclude the chapter. 

 

It is important to note that some of the aspects discussed in one theme may overlap with 

the discussion of another theme. Different focuses are presented relating the topics with 

the particular context in which they are presented. This possibility had been anticipated 

by the researchers when observing a clear overlap on similar aspects discussed in different 

literature, which also constituted the interest to further continue to explore the relation of 

these aspects in guidance to the development of a unified model. This chapter serves the 

purpose to provide insights on the different subjective perspectives of the respondents 

based on the subjective experience of the participants. 

5.1 Identification and Analysis of the Themes 
Qualitative rigor has motivated us to seek out a method that could offer light amidst 

darkness in the task of analyzing the data collected. In doing so, we came about an article 

by Gioia et al. (2012) that helped immensely in the systematic organization of the raw 

data. The result of the adoption of rigor in our inductive research led to the result of a 

visual representation of our data structure in Figures 8, 9 and 10 with relevant terms or 

keywords by the respondents and theory to themes and lastly an aggregated dimension. 

5.2 Agile tools 
As outlined in the overview of the respondents in the previous chapter, the respondents 

vary in terms of position, functions and direct involvement with M&A activity, thus 

influencing in their respective contributions in each theme differently. Familiarity with 

what agility is, for instance was one of the discrepancies among respondents. Not all were 

familiar with the meaning of the term related to a business context, while others explicitly 

mentioned technical terms or practices relevant to it. 

 

 
Figure 8. Data structure of Agile Tools Adapted from Gioia et al. (2012, p. 21) 
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5.2.1 Adaptability  
In regard to being open to change by adopting new perspectives, one respondent’s view 

expressed agility as an unstructured way of operating, built upon randomness and 

surprises, much in consonance with the main critic presented by Patten et al. (2005, p. 

2790). Besides this, an assumption by another respondent pointed out that such mindset 

is more appropriate for startups or companies working with technology. The idea that 

agility can only be adopted by high tech companies contrasts with major literature 

expressing and advising its use by any company that desires a good alternative in an 

environment marked by change, turbulence and uncertainties (Cockburn & Highsmith; 

2001, p. 131; Vovurka & Fliedner, 1998, p. 166-167; Wahyono; 2018, p. 327). Majorly, 

the respondents demonstrating more openness and receptivity to agility being 

implemented in the integration process were not directly involved with M&A activity. 

This observation implies certain resistance in adopting new perspectives by The 

Company, consciously basing this choice on past experiences or unconsciously in an 

attempt to reinforce the modus operandi of the integration process. 

 

Through the lenses of the path dependence theory, the root cause for this is irrelevant, 

since both causes lead to the same result, that is, an organizational behaviour that instill 

rigidity in strategy and operational routines (Schreyögg & Sydow, 2011, p. 323). On 

another note, the process theory prescribes structures as organizations being a collection 

of processes demanding both repair and reconstruction (Langley et al., 2013, p. 10). 

Therefore, we see fit that a company be considered agile as long as its processes are agile. 

 

Internal transformation of processes, routines and activities, from our gatherings, have a 

high relation to top managerial decisions and high rates of change in the external 

environment, demanding priority in developing a timely reaction from The Company. In 

contrast, a low change in the environment produces no incentive for The Company to 

seek internal transformation or reconfiguration, as analyzed further. The PMI is 

considered a process marked by radical organizational change (Graebner, 2004, p. 768), 

generating equally radical internal transformations. For this reason, we see fit the aspect 

of adaptability contributing to fit positively internal transformations, once it has been 

acknowledged in terms of receiving support from both organizational structure and 

leadership. 

 

Internal transformations may come about in order to maintain certain capabilities instead 

of acquiring new ones. Regarding this, path dependence theory combined with the 

dynamic capability view, state that any capability may fall from its use and become a 

rigidity to a company, promoting this way undesired stability, comprising of what is 

called a persistent organizational behavior (Schreyögg & Sydow, 2011, p. 322). Aware 

of this underlying threat, one respondent demonstrated concern for The Company not 

willing to step out of its comfort zone when no relevant change is happening in the 

external environment. 

 

Adaptability has been mentioned to happen naturally by all respondents, especially out 

of necessity due to changes in the external environment such as in a ‘downturn in the 

market’. It is important to note that in no instance we have been able to identify how 

effectively The Company adapts to outside circumstances in terms of times, cost or effort, 

as suggested by Wadhwa and Rao (2002, p. 3).  

  



 

72  

5.2.2 Flexibility 
Our empirical findings suggest that the organizational structure adopted by the case 

company influences on how the firm’s integration process has been previously developed 

in past acquisitions and is currently being deployed. Dynamic processes promote both 

stability and dynamism (Rescher, 1996 cited in Langley et al., 2013, p. 10), an apparent 

paradox highlighted by respondent 6.  

 

The maritime industry is traditional on the view of the majority of the respondents 

corroborating with the classification of Hirsch-Kreisen and Schwinge (2014, p. 5) placing 

it under a low and medium technology (LMT) industry. From what was observed one of 

the reasons that might hinder changes on the way The Company operates might lay with 

the fact of internal and external pressures. Internal pressures regard the self-reinforcing 

processes, as we have mentioned, while external pressures might come from comparison 

to competitors or mirroring some customers, especially from a specific geographical 

location, relevant for The Company. Justifying the organizational structure and its 

processes based on the established logic used by competitors’ contrasts, in our view, with 

the desire of The Company to differentiate themselves and shape the industry.  

 

Certain resistance was expected to the presentation of agility, as mentioned before, 

especially in an important internal process, such as the integration one. In this sense, the 

lack of supportive agile structures (Mckinsey, 2018, p. 4) that embrace change and enable 

proactiveness and reactiveness (Jaruzelski and Kumar, 2004; Conboy & Fitzgerald, 2004, 

p. 38) could relate to the examples of failure in past M&A activities given by the 

respondents. The need to follow a structured and rigid plan and the waiting for approval 

from superiors in order to change are aspects that slow the two previously dimensions of 

flexibility. Regarding the successful examples of acquisitions, we could identify forms of 

proactiveness and reactiveness presented in terms of: (1) awareness of key employees 

knowledge, (2) concern of key employees maintenance, (3) development of integration 

strategies that would ‘please’ the target firm, (4) maintenance of target’s firm identity 

boundaries and finally the (5) establishment of a collaborative way of working with the 

target. These characteristics correlate to the setting Haspeslagh and Jemison’s (1991, p. 

148-149) present for a preservative integration approach where the potential value 

creation of the acquisition lays in nurturing and learning from the target. 

 

5.2.3 Collaboration and Reconfiguration 
As an emergent topic gathered from the findings, we identified the importance of 

customer cooperation as a major concern of the firm together with target cooperation. The 

customer has been highlighted numerous times by all respondents, whether as a source of 

innovation or awareness, as we will discuss later. 

 

Working in collaboration with companies that have been acquired with a preservation 

approach has enabled a partnership system of collaboration helping on the value capture 

process of this type of acquisitions (Haspeslagh & Jemison’s (1991, p. 149), mentioned 

some respondents. In terms of internal cooperation between the departments of the firm, 

much was said about ‘breaking the silos’, in order to facilitate the flow of information 

and knowledge sharing within the firm. In regard to this type of cooperation, a 

communication platform has been mentioned as the only channel that allows the flow of 

information to occur within The Company. The necessity of adoption of other channels 

as well as the proper use by the employees of the company is something that was also 

highlighted. From the literature we gather that these platforms have the potential to 
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connect multiple people in different geographical locations, but usually their use is under 

exploited as expressed by Skarzynski and Gibson (2008, p. 40). 

 

Much of the literature reviewed on this study focused on technology as a driver for change 

and technological capabilities as a driver for engaging in M&A. Considered by one of the 

respondents as a ‘must-in-battle’, capabilities are scouted and scanned in accordance to 

the strategy of the company. In light of this statement, The Company could be regarded 

as been agile for proactively seeking opportunity exploitation amidst the environment, as 

pointed out by Patten et al. (2005, p. 2787).  We observed that at times the company 

follows the idea of motivating an M&A with the strategic motive to expand a firm’s 

inhouse resources, capabilities and knowledge, correlating to the idea elaborated by 

Makri et al. (2010, p. 602-603). 

 

As pointed out in the discussion about adaptability, changes in the environment seem to 

exert a positive change in The Company’s drive to implement internal transformations. 

As the environment moves into the adoption of new and disruptive technologies, The 

Company is left with only one viable option, either adapt to these changes reconfiguring 

itself or become obsolete (Skarzynski & Gibson, 2008, p. 16). Theoretically speaking, 

much of reconfiguration relates to the dynamic capabilities view by which resources are 

integrated and reconfigured into strategic routines (Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000, p. 1107).  

 

5.3 Internal Turbulence 
The key to success of a merger and acquisitions’ purpose to obtain or create any value is 

through the integration of firms involved (Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991, p. 105). The 

prominent authors in the field of M&As, as referenced by Angwin and Meadows (2015, 

p. 235), undertook a study in a bid to have an understanding the integration process, 

acknowledged that the integration was a complex process full of “subtleties and pitfalls” 

(Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991, p. 105). Similarly, our research findings did not spare us 

in drawing the same conclusion as most of the responses we obtained expressed 

disconcerting tones of failure, complexities and setbacks associated with the integration. 

Be that as it may, it was upon one respondent’s acknowledgement that, the integration 

exercise is a learning curve, an experience that corresponds to the widely popular 

expression, “never failure always a lesson”. This suggests the reasons why firms continue 

embarking in M&A activity, despite high failure rates, it is the optimism that one might 

potentially realize anticipated benefits that may arise out of the activity. This implies our 

observation that, M&A issues move beyond their technical execution but are embedded 

in the decisions made by actors of the social world.  We then realized the importance of 

further researching in M&A integration to draw as many lessons possible in an effort to 

understand the dilemma at hand. Giving an example of Company B, the respondents 

expressed that the integration was a failure due to a number of reasons aligned with the 

execution of integration, governance model of the integration, soft issues and 

communication factors during the integration. We term these factors that resulted in 

failure within The Company, internal turbulence. 

 

In the Introduction chapter of this study we acknowledge that, businesses have to adopt 

to new methods of responding and adapting to rapid changes within the external 

environment such as pervasive technological innovations, increasing customer demands 

and global competition (Wahyono, 2018, p. 326). These changes create an environment 

of turbulence as posited by (Duysters & De Man, 2003 p. 50). The author describes 



 

74  

business environment turbulence as one in which the environment is subject to rapid, 

frequent and unpredictable change where it is not desirable to commit resources on a 

long-term basis. In the same vein, we view the post-merger integration phase as a phase 

internal turbulence as it mimics the characteristics postulated by Duyster and De Man 

(2003). Our argument is as well consistent with Graebner’s (2004, p. 768) notion that the 

integration phase is a time of radical organizational change. In our empirical findings, we 

noted the emergence of (1) actual execution of the integration exercise, (2) governance 

model, (3) soft issues and (4) communication as factors contributing to internal turbulence 

and could be addressed by the agility framework, we have developed in Figure 7. In the 

next sections we analyze these factors individually. 

 

 
Figure 9. Data structure of Internal Turbulence Adapted from Gioia et al. (2012, 

p. 21) 
 

5.3.1 Integration and Governance 
From our empirical findings, the need for growth and realization of synergies were 

highlighted as the major drivers of The Company’s M&A activities. The Company is a 

market leader in its product equipment business portfolio and envisions to be the leader 

in software and digital solutions business in order to match with technological changes in 

the business environment and meet new customer demands, as expressed by one of the 

respondents. There has been a trend in technological related acquisitions and industry 
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alliances to gain access to new capabilities (Angwin, 2007, p. 82) owing to turbulence in 

the business environment (Duysters & De Man, 2003 p. 49). Nonetheless, this raised an 

important aspect on whether new technological acquisitions should be synergy driven or 

innovation driven. There is a tendency to fall into the “synergy trap” by companies 

involved in M&A activities as warned by Mark L. Sirower, author of “The Synergy 

Trap”. In an interview by Kleege of the American Banker (1997), Sirower highlighted 

that there is a common misconception of synergy that, an acquisition would enable a firm 

to establish a strong position in a rapidly growing market. Sirower, posits that this was 

not the real case and explicitly expressed that “Synergy has to be performance gains 

above what is already expected for the stand-alone company to achieve. That’s what leads 

to an informed decision”. The takeaway from the definition is that synergy has much to 

do with gains in performance. On the other end, where there is innovation, though there 

are various definitions of innovation in their wording, they all highlight the need to create 

value through exploitation of aspects of new knowledge or ideas (Garud et al., 2013, p. 

775 and Tidd & Bessant, 2014, p. 16). In light of these two definitions, we argue that, an 

understanding of the acquisition driver particularly for technological acquisitions would 

assist in creating a conducive environment for integration that would promote the 

attainment of the driver initially intended.  

 

For instance, the acquisition of a software technological company by a low-to-medium 

technological (LMT) firm should explicitly be identified as innovation driven. This in 

turn would promote the exploration of innovative potential between the two integrating 

firms as an environment of exploitation and sharing of ideas and new knowledge is 

created. Clarity on drivers of the M&A would allow for strategic decision making on the 

approach to integrate the target (acquired) firm. Johnson et al., (2017, p. 347) who 

references Haspeslagh and Jemison (1991) acknowledges two key criteria to integration, 

the (1) extent of strategic interdependence, that is, the need for transfer of capabilities or 

resources which will determine value creation of the company (Haspeslagh, 1991, p. 142), 

and (2) the need for organizational autonomy which refers to how distant the target firm 

identity would be, based on its distinct characteristics. We categorized The Company’s 

acquisitions into two classes, add-on acquisitions and technological acquisitions. In the 

former, we observed The Company used an absorptive method of integration for 

Company A, Company B, and Company C as they intended to digest the target into its 

existing business divisions and a preservation for Company D and Company E.  

 

Drawing from our empirical findings, the governance model in The Company is 

structured. There is an Integration Team, which is composed of key function personnel 

who assume other roles within the firm whose function is to execute integration tasks. 

The team is led by an Integration Manager who reports to a Steering Committee which in 

turn reports to The Company’s Board. As The Company does not engage in M&A 

activities as frequent, it does not hold a permanent office for the Integration Team nor its 

leader, hence this team is constantly changing. Additionally, the team is neither present 

nor involved in the pre-acquisition phase due to confidentiality and regulations and hence 

a lack of information flow from the pre-acquisition phase. Nonetheless, this presents a 

challenge to The Company in many aspects firstly the hierarchical structure of The 

Company’s governance model in the PMI creates layers in which the Integration Team 

has to observe and their autonomy to decision making is restricted as they have to seek 

approval from the board. Our view on hierarchical structures are consistent with those of 

Kotter (2014, p. 4-5) who acknowledges that, traditional hierarchies work very well with 

the daily demands of a company. However, they are not nimble enough to formulate and 
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execute innovative strategic initiatives or identify hazards and opportunities. If we take 

for instance, an opportunity has arisen to explore or exploit an innovative opportunity 

during the integration, the team would have to move through decision making layers for 

approval. Such a scenario contributes to the turbulence amidst moments of change and 

depletes the momentum of the team in its PMI tasks. 

 

On a different note, Kotter (2014, p. 5-27) gives an insight of what he terms a “dual 

operating system”. This refers to a combination of a hierarchical structure and a network-

like informal structure that works in harmony to serve a common goal. The author posits 

that the later comprises of energized individuals who move nimbly, swiftly, creatively as 

agents of change exploiting opportunities. On the contrary, as referenced by one 

respondent in The Company, the Integration Teams have to follow set guidelines in the 

Integration Manual, a very lengthy document, they have little room to maneuver. Kotter 

(2014, p. 21) however advises that, the network should seamlessly be connected and 

coordinated with the hierarchy such that, the hierarchical team is “less encumbered and 

better able to perform”. In this line of reasoning, we argue that establishing a dedicated 

hierarchical team for the PMI that solely focuses on providing guidance, driving the PMI 

and coordinating feedback (Tetenbaum, 1999, p. 28) and a network team to be flexible 

enough to explore the innovation potential of the PMI between the firms. We believe a 

dual operating system would allow the merging firms to adapt to changes within the firm 

or turbulence as well as the external business environment thereby depicting an agile way 

of operating. 

 

5.3.2 Soft Issues 
Before we embarked on our study to develop a framework that seeks to address our 

research question, “How can agility in the context of a Post-Merger Integration (PMI) 

can contribute to innovation?” when we were we chose not to pursue an avenue into soft 

issues in the field of M&A as we believed that soft issues aspects as widely researched 

never-ending. Cartwright and Cooper (1995, p. 35) define soft issues as human factors 

attributed by behavioral sciences. It turned out however, through our empirical findings 

that these factors such as culture, feelings, trust, fear and emotions were vital for 

integration success yet were overlooked for hard issues such as realizing synergies, 

financial, legal issues or any quantifiable facts (Cartwright & Cooper 1995, p. 35). Some 

respondents attributed oversight of soft issues to previous integrations as failure causes 

to previous M&A activities. All the respondents raised the importance of culture and we 

observed that it was multifaceted. From empirical findings, culture was dependent on the 

types of organization partaking the M&A activity, culture from a geographical or 

ethnicity background, attitudes of the organizations involved as domineering, passive, or 

stern. Graebner et al, (2017, p. 11) cites scholars (Chatterjee et al., 1992; Stahl & Voigt, 

2008; & Weber et al., 1996) who acknowledge that cultural differences in mergers and 

acquisitions cause underperformance whilst other authors view cultural differences as a 

potential source of creating value. Our standpoint is that lack of particular attention to 

soft issues would create an environment of suspicion, uncertainty, fears of exploitation 

and contamination (Empson, 2001), lack of trust between the acquirer and target firm. 

Such an atmosphere would add on to internal turbulence within the integration and 

undermine its success. We however believe that soft issues can be addressed by various 

agile capabilities that we did not acknowledge in the literature review as we did not centre 

our research into soft issues but however acknowledge their importance from our 

observations in the empirical evidence. These aspects of agility that may prove useful in 

dealing with soft issues include caring and dialoguing (Doz & Kosonen, 2010), cultural 
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capability and teamwork (Kaplan & Norton, 2004) and openness (Chang et al., 2012). 

 

5.3.3 Communication 
The communication keyword from our empirical findings could be viewed as a soft issue 

but we have chosen to treat it as a separate theme as it entails technical aspects such as 

the platforms or channels. It may be argued however that communication in PMIs entails 

conveying feelings and trust as noted by some respondents. One key takeaway from the 

empirical evidence noted by one respondent was that communication regardless it is 

positive or not and that, “there was nothing as poisonous as people being uninformed”, 

as poor communication breeds speculation further fueling uncertainty and a turbulent 

environment. Graebner et al., (2017, p. 3) in addition to interaction posits that 

communication is vital as they allow for realization of synergies as they are enablers of 

coordination between the merging firm, Battistella et al, (2017, p. 68) who cites 

(Protogerou, 2005) acknowledges such coordination as an agile capability tool vital for 

standardization of processes. However, in The Company under study, many respondents 

expressed lack of information flow after the signing of the deal and before the closing of 

the deal due to sensitivity of information. Hence not much communication can be passed 

to concerned stakeholders. Another respondent cited unwillingness to share information 

and there was need for more “interdependence, cooperation and coordination of silos” 

between different silos. This depicts barriers to communication that do not promote 

knowledge sharing between merging firms. Hence, such a predicament would require 

leadership that is emotionally intelligent to ensure motivation, reduce uncertainty as well 

as adaptability capabilities of agility. Another key aspect of communication brought 

about by two respondents when we gathered empirical evidence had to do with the 

channel of communication or the platform used. While the respondents acknowledged 

The Company to be in possession of technological tools or an internal platform to 

communicate feedback, but however, these tools were not utilized to their full potential 

with one respondent expressing that it was not yet in the culture of the company due to 

the average age of the employees. Graebner et al, (2017, p. 3) who draw from Larson and 

Finkelstein (1999) posit that, the firm interaction between merging firms during the PMI 

can be viewed as the utilization of coordination mechanisms including, integration plans, 

leadership involvement and management information systems and such a combination 

resulted in synergy realization. On the other end, communication is considered by 

Graebner et al, (2017, p. 3) who cite Bresman et al., (1999) as positively associated with 

tacit knowledge transfer and this line of thought, communication cannot be undermined. 

 

5.4 Potential Innovation  
Innovation is the third and last component at the core of this study. The theoretical 

framework exemplifies that this theme overlaps both with agility, in terms of being an 

aspect of this particular mindset, and with mergers and acquisitions as a motivation for 

companies to engage in such activity. Based on our interpretation of the interviews, 

innovation has been perceived by the majority of the respondents as an output more than 

a process, correlating with previous mentioned literature (Ahuja & Katila, 2001, p. 198; 

Chondrakis, 2016, p. 1873, Puranam & Srikanth, 2007, p. 821; Zhao, 2009, p. 1170). 

Having the right tools for innovation does not guarantee that such outcome may occur. 

As seen in the theoretical framework, innovation is a process marked by complexities and 

risks associated to it. Naturally, where there are risks there are opportunities and for such 

reason companies engage in M&A with the goal to become more innovative and 

capitalize on the innovative capabilities of target firms. 
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The sole focus of realizing synergies has been expressed as the main goal during the 

integration, in particular with respondents that had direct experience when dealing with 

the PMI with exception of one. This view could be justified by the pressure related to 

positions that deal with the integration process and the need to deliver results based on 

the expected drivers that motivated the acquisition in the first place.   

 

 
Figure 10. Data structure of Potential Innovation Adapted from Gioia et al. 

(2012, p. 21) 

 

5.4.1 Customer Awareness 
Focus on customer centricity has been acknowledged as a major role on The Company’s 

daily operation with many respondents demonstrating concern with the situation of the 

customer during the PMI. Such concern finds its root on the high-pressure activities 

involving the integration process demanding much attention from managers, as 

verbalized by two respondents. In this sense, we see the position of the leadership during 

the PMI essential for the overall success of the M&A (Gomes et al., 2013, p. 24), first in 

regard to steering the company in achieving its goal and second in establishing a 

transparent communication with both external and internal environment. 

 

Dealing with the customer during this turbulent period is a challenge and it should not be 

overlooked as mentioned by one respondent. It has been suggested that a high level of 

good communication with the customer results in positive outputs for the company. 

Establishing points of contact with the customer enables the company to act quickly in 
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response to emerging demands (Huang et al. 2012, p. 297; Sambamurthy et al., 2003, p. 

251), allowing proactive actors to exploit these opportunities in face of change (Conboy 

& Fitzgerald, 2004, p. 38). For better customer centricity we interpret that the PMI could 

be altered factoring better the role of the customer. 

 

Customer validation through iteration of short cycled pretoypes and heuristics has been 

presented as an attempt of the company in putting agile premises in practice (Denning, 

2016, p. 3-4). A positive relation between customer insights and feedbacks with 

innovation has been confirmed by the majority of the respondents’ statements. An 

outside-in view on innovation was presented by one respondent, in this sense caution 

must be taken into account, since narrowing down the understanding of such a vast output 

may limit the understanding of the results coming from other sources, as Tidd and Bessant 

(2014, p. 92) alert. 

 

We interpret customer centricity, customer validation and customer focus (an aspect of 

agility) as a combining form of customer awareness, from which agility addresses through 

proactive and reactive responses, feedbacks, continual improvements and learning. 

 

5.4.2 Knowledge Sharing 
Knowledge is a pivotal aspect of innovation, resonating with the prevailing view of the 

respondents when addressing this subject. Realizing synergies without losing key people 

from the target firm has been signaled as a major priority when integrating the two firms. 

Tacit knowledge consists in a valuable asset for companies with the mentioning of whole 

industries being disrupted by it. Such understanding by the respondents corroborates with 

the idea of individuals possessing tacit knowledge, learned and stored, from past 

experiences (Howells, 2002, p. 872; Leonard & Sensiper’s, 1998, p. 113). Applying 

knowledge or know-how in codifying routines and practices such as in the Integration 

Manual demonstrates the capacity of the firm to turn tacit knowledge into codified one. 

Depending on the specific context, however, not all tacit knowledge is possible to be 

codified, alert Leonard and Sensiper (1998, p. 125). 

 

As mentioned before, soft issues make a difference when integrating, the fear of people 

from the target firm sharing any type of knowledge they might have consists in a 

challenge to be overcome by The Company. 

 

In regard to the bureaucratic structure of The Company, working in silos are perceived 

with a negative impact on knowledge and, mainly, information sharing and flow, 

manifested the respondents. Another aspect worthy to be noted was the mentioning of the 

difficulty of engaging in knowledge sharing due to geographical distances. In this sense, 

McCarthy and Aalbers (2016) name this incident as ‘distance liability’. 

 

5.4.3 Scouting of New Capabilities and Learning 
Concerning the logic behind past M&A activities, many respondents linked successful 

acquisitions to technological driven acquisitions in the pursuit of specific capabilities. 

Such motivation finds conformity in the positioning of Hitt et al. (2001, p. 138) that many 

acquisitions are done in pursuit of either innovation or innovation capabilities.  The 

strategic approach to these acquisitions according to the respondents comprised on 

acquiring external capabilities that would not easily be developed internally, in 

consonance to what suggests Haspeslagh and Jemison (1991, p. 3). 
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According to some respondents’ certain companies have been held separately 

operationally after an acquisition, so no degradation of capabilities, knowledge and the 

culture embedded on the acquired organization would degrade. We did not obtain any 

numbers in terms of financial return from any acquisition, thus cannot affirm which type 

of integration approach generally has been considered more profitable. However, 

gatherings from the literature and from empirical findings suggest a strong relation 

between drivers motivating the acquisition and the following integration strategy and 

approach adopted by the company. This resonates with the aspects of strategic fit and 

organizational autonomy viewed through a process-oriented approach (Jemison & Sitkin, 

1986, p. 146-147) in providing guidance to the decision makers in the M&A process, 

especially during pre-acquisition. In regard to the classification of the best integration 

type for technological driven acquisitions, we position ourselves in line with the 

preservation approach, part of the classical Integration Model developed by Haspeslagh 

and Jemison (1991, p. 145).  

 

We agree with the empirical findings that vouch for a higher organizational autonomy in 

the developing the activities of these companies, so that the value they hold won’t be lost. 

In regard to the realization of synergies, a differentiation between ‘add-on’ acquisitions 

and technological driven acquisitions has been established through different practical 

examples of both integration strategy and approach. Add-on acquisitions presented 

characteristics of an absorption integration (Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991, p.146), based 

on the emphasis of making the acquired company lose its identity leading to a completely 

incorporation and digestion of the target by the company. Whilst a technological driven 

acquisition presented the aspects of preservation, as mentioned previously, with an 

emphasis on the low interdependence and the willingness of acting in ‘close operational 

cooperation’ representing the aspect of high organizational autonomy. 

 

The fear of destroying the innovative drive of acquired startups mentioned by one of the 

respondents led the case company to acquire the majority of shares, but not adopting a 

full-scale integration of a small firm of ten employees that dealt with a specialized 

software. In this sense, the understanding of Cefis and Marsili (2015, p. 698), which 

express that small companies might be able to cross the ‘innovation threshold’ by being 

acquired by larger organizations seems to contrast with the reality portrayed by this past 

acquisitions of the case company, in which the larger company seeks out a smaller one 

for its innovative capacity. 

 

The proposition of acquiring companies with a balanced similarity of technology, 

suggested by Makri et al. (2010, p. 603), has been taken into account, since the scope of 

such acquisitions haven’t been too distant, neither too close in terms of technological 

knowledge from what could be gathered from the interviews. With a contrasting view, 

the argument that technologically proximate companies, in terms of products or service 

portfolio, share synergies that are more apparent (Chondrakis, 2016, p. 1873) has been 

observed as a possible reason of hindrance to more technologically driven acquisitions 

occurrence. For clarification, we summarize our positioning in the sense that some 

distance in terms of technological knowledge serves a complementary purpose in terms 

of developing the company’s portfolio. However, great business opportunities related to 

acquisitions could be overlooked in consequence of a lack of technological proximity by 

the two companies resulting on the illusive lack of sharing synergies. Such proposition 

explained in theory, might justify the reason behind the majority of acquisitions of the 

company being classified historically and not just bounded by this study as add-on 
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acquisitions.  

 

Learning has been expressed not explicitly by some respondents, but in disguised forms 

with the use of words such as ‘experimentation’, ‘trial and error’ and ‘heuristics’, all 

conveying the same message. Noticeable was the fact that the learning effect presumed 

to happen in the company due to its repeated M&A activities is compromised by the 

changing in the integration teams, after the close of the deal. Conflicts of interest in regard 

of objectives of the different teams dealing with the integration have been acknowledged 

by one respondent. In regard to innovation, the company has people who adopt the agility 

way of learning through continuous feedbacks and improvements. Patten et al. (2010, p. 

2790) expresses the idea of change in systems leading to change in the environment, 

ultimately leading to the learning through short cycles of iterations, promoting this way 

continuous improvement (Denning, 2016, p. 3-4). 

 

From the empirical findings we draw that the company wants to become the leader and 

shaper of its sector in the maritime industry, implying that engaging in more technological 

driven acquisitions might constitute part of its core strategy to achieve its goals. 

 

5.5 Agile framework for Post-Merger Integration of technological 

driven acquisitions 
An exploration of the relation between agility, mergers and acquisitions and innovation, 

through selected literature, and empirical findings guided us to establish the connection 

of aspects within all three themes. Based on the collected data we suggest that agility is 

not a ‘miracle solution’ for all kinds of integration approaches available to use in a PMI, 

but that, the focus of using an agile framework in technology-oriented integrations could 

benefit companies to achieve innovation. Through the empirical findings of this study, 

The Company, referred to as a ‘traditional firm’ by most respondents, previously made 

technologically related acquisitions in an effort to obtain technological or software 

capabilities. Based on the relation of the themes and the demand of a framework that 

would link companies with such a structure as the case company and technological related 

companies, which we refer in the model as ‘Target Firm’, allowed us to develop a unified 

model (Figure 7).  

Figure 11. Agile framework for a collaborative PMI of technological driven acquisitions, Own 

construction. 
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The model represents three different stages consisting of time lapses, having as reference 

the PMI. The first stage can be placed as an intermediary state in the M&A process, 

between the pre-acquisition and the post-acquisition, more specifically after the deal is 

closed, no integration has yet occurred. The arrow points out to the PMI. 

Already on the PMI, we have placed the most prominent aspects of agility reviewed in 

the theoretical framework and confirmed in the empirical evidence as an input into the 

integration process, more precisely into the acquirer firm. We view their connection 

briefly to the model as follows: 

Adaptability - ties up the changes happening in the external environment and the changes 

happening in the internal environment. 

Flexibility - Focus on the aspect of the acquirer’s necessity of being proactive and the 

target’s firm reactiveness and vice versa. 

Customer focus - Allows the customer centricity, so valuable to The Company and part 

of its core, to be displayed not only to its usual customer (external customer), but also to 

the internal customer (target firm) during the process of integration.  

The acquirer is represented as a cube with little squares as silos on its structure. Following 

the figure, we have brackets conveying the idea of customer centricity and enveloping 

both The Company’s customer in the middle, called ‘external customer’, and the target 

firm as an internal customer. Key employees holding knowledge are placed in the Target 

Firm’s cylinder. The straight arrows coming out from the acquirer and target firm towards 

the external customer depict a collaborative PMI whereby both acquirer and target firm 

share the goal of serving the same external customer. Curved arrows coming and going 

from the acquirer to the target and vice versa represent the dimensions of flexibility, 

proactivity and reactivity, allowing the transfer of capabilities and resources between both 

firms. 

The collaboration approach between the two companies has been perceived as positive in 

technological acquisitions. Which led to the selection of a preservation type of approach 

being depicted in the model. The external customer is placed in the middle as a connector 

between the cube, representing the acquirer and the cylinder, representing the target firm. 

The external customer is part of the brackets which entail the customer centricity that ties 

with the customer focus aspect of agility. This agility aspect has been described my many 

respondents as a source of innovation. Both straight arrows pointing to the customer 

represent inputs, while the straight arrow coming out of the PMI represent its output, 

valuable to innovation. The curved arrows placed on top and under the customer represent 

the capabilities transfer and knowledge sharing between the two companies. A figurative 

way to represent this would be imagining it as a constant dialogue between both acquirer 

and target firm leading to valuable insights for innovation.  
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6 Conclusion 
In this final chapter, we conclude on how we have answered the research question, “How 

can agility in the context of a Post-Merger Integration contribute to innovation?” as well 

as the purpose. Theoretical contributions are considered as well as limitations and 

propositions for future research which shall conclude the chapter. 
 

The purpose of this study from the onset was to develop a synthesized framework with 

the aid of empirical findings, references from extant literature, and building of theory 

thereof to respond to our research question: 

 

How can agility in the context of a Post-Merger Integration (PMI) contribute to 

innovation? 

 

The aspects of agility as indicated earlier in Section 1.5 are set of capabilities and potential 

for doing or carrying out specific activities (Tidd & Bessant, 2014, p. 44) in line with the 

dynamic capabilities-based view. They imply the ability of an organization to act and 

respond accordingly in times of change whether internally or externally a business 

environment. Authors such as Battistella (2017) who draw from various authors and lists 

several agile capabilities that an organization can adopt to respond to different forms of 

change. In our case we selected three tools that we advocate for, in a post-merger 

integration phase namely adaptability, flexibility and customer focus and consider as vital 

in the contribution of innovation to a company. Adaptability allows a firm to establish a 

fit to the changing circumstances happening either internally or externally, that is to adapt. 

Not only would this create awareness within an organization, but it would aid in business 

reconfiguration to match rapid changes within and external to the business environment. 

Flexibility aspect entails allowing proactivity and reactivity to change. Proactivity 

referring to taking initiative during times of change, in this case the PMI and reactivity 

meaning responding to change. As current structure of a firm operating in a traditional 

industry are viewed as hierarchical and characterized by following of procedures, plans, 

and processes, these would need to be complemented or synthesized with a flexible 

“network-like structure”  that is nimble and flexible enough to explore and realize 

innovation potential during the PMI. Finally, customer focus, a firm would need to adopt 

customer focus approach or customer centricity in the PMI to foster innovation. A firm 

in an acquirer’s position, would need to treat the target firm as an internal customer and 

apply the same logic of customer centricity as it does with its external customer. This 

entails, working “under the radar”, conducting trial and errors (experimentation), quick 

learning, seeking customer validation. In our view such an initiative approach of 

proactivity by the acquirer would promote an environment that would allow for 

knowledge sharing, exploration of innovation potential and networking thereby 

eliminating mistrust, fear and uncertainty. However, a focus on the external customer by 

both firms as one of the goals for the PMI would enable team working between the 

merging firms and assurance that the firms’ (new entity) priority would be the external 

customer.  

 

We regard the PMI as a moment of turbulence as it is characterized by rapid 

organizational change. Hence, for a firm seeking to achieve innovation and continuously 

improve its competitive advantage or its position in the market, we view that new methods 

of working that correspond to times of rapid change should be adopted, hence agility 

tools, in this case flexibility, adaptability and customer focus. 
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6.1 Theoretical Contributions  
In Section 1.1 we indicated that to our knowledge, the three themes of agility, mergers 

and acquisitions had not been sufficiently been researched as studies had been limited to 

either innovation and M&As (Cerfis & Marsili, 2014) or agility and M&As (Brueller et 

al., 2014). In this case the common theme or context was mergers and acquisitions. With 

the development of our framework from empirical evidence, we were able to link the 

three themes by advocating for agile tools necessary to foster or promote innovation in a 

post-merger integration context. In our view, customer focus or customer centricity in the 

PMI by the integrating firms acts as a binding agent to the three themes. Such an approach 

enables the realization of innovation potential of the entire M&A activity as opposed to 

synergy focus. Additionally, adopting the internal customer view of a target firm by 

offering a value proposition that would create gains and solve pains during the integration 

would activate engagement, trust, collaboration, networking, flow of information 

required for knowledge sharing of ideas to serve an external customer. The target firm’s 

perception is bound to change toward a positive reactive or response to change, thereby 

adapting to prevailing circumstances. 

 
Adopting a dual operating system advocated for by Kotter (2014) that is composed of the 

hierarchical structure and a network that works together would prove to be vital for the 

use of agile tools in the PMI to achieve innovation. The network would complement the 

hierarchical structure and mimics a startup within the traditional firm. It would be 

characterized by being nimble enough to identify hazards and opportunities, explore 

innovation potential, and transmit knowledge faster during the PMI by sharing ideas 

between the merging firms. The structure however would be relieved of these duties and 

continue making use of integration plans and procedures, to drive the integration and 

manage the daily tasks associated thereof. The network would be established to offer 

support to the hierarchical structure and use agile tool that can foster innovation in 

response to rapid changes within the firm and externally. Orvos (2018, p. xviii-xix) who 

details the evolution of agile, acknowledges the period between 2010-today (at the time 

of writing) as the Scaled agile framework development era which is characterized by a 

growing need for agile frameworks that would prove useful for large scale-projects or 

programs in an organization. In the same vein we believe the framework we developed is 

a contribution to this cause as the PMI can be viewed from a project management lense. 

In our view, the developed framework is a steppingstone for business agility which is 

aimed for transformation of businesses to be adaptive to change (Orvos, 2018, p. xix). 

 

6.2 Managerial Implications 
Our study essentially is a call for businesses to adopt new methods of strategy best 

suitable for internal or external turbulent business environments in addition to 

management structures and processes. We have already established in our empirical 

findings that The Company under study is mature and operates in a traditional industry, 

well-structured or hierarchical with processes driven by skill to deliver results or 

achieving synergies in the post-merger integration. Furthermore, some participants in the 

study expressed that there exist silos within The Company that do not promote the sharing 

of knowledge between departments, thus hindering the exploration of innovation 

potential within as well as potentially between The Company and its target during the 

post-merger integration.  

 

Nevertheless, we have also established that through the Customer Innovations function 
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within The Company, agile practices are evident. This is due to the proactiveness 

approach in collaborating with the business customers (customer centricity) or external 

networks in scouting for new opportunities, collaborating with startups, trial and error 

(experimentation) of new products whilst operating “under the radar”. We have reason to 

believe that The Company during the PMI can adopt agile aspects advocated in this 

research, adaptability, flexibility and customer focus. Wherein, the customer focus 

referred to, includes the target firm as an “internal customer” and is proactively 

collaborated with just as the external or paying customer. A proactive collaboration would 

ensure that both The Company and the target firm would work toward exploring and 

exploiting the innovation potential between them through sharing of knowledge, 

information, and capabilities.  

For the purposes of our study, we chose to explore three aspects of agility and uncover 

their effect in the PMI namely adaptability, flexibility and customer focus. In this model 

we suggest aspects of agility be embedded in the planning process and execution of the 

PMI as opposed to the immediate use during the PMI. Mature firms with well-designed 

hierarchies such as The Company under study, are more accustomed to practices of 

planning and other managerial processes which produce reliable and efficient results in 

periodic intervals such as weekly, quarterly or annual basis (Kotter, 2014, p. 5-6). Hence, 

the onset adoption of agility aspects would prove to be useful in collaborative integrations 

as their progress can be monitored throughout periodic intervals. 

As alluded earlier in section 1.4.1 that the PMI is a moment of rapid organizational change 

(Graebner, 2004, p. 768) as an organization goes under business renewal, it remains 

imperative that both the acquirer and the target firm adapt to changes emanating from the 

integration. In this model, the adoption of adaptability entails the adjustment to both 

internal and external pressures in the environment (McKee et al, 1989, p. 21). Where 

either the acquirer or the target firm acts in proactivity the other party would have to act 

in reactivity so as to adapt to the prevailing changes within a collaborative post-merger 

integration. A customer centric approach of both the internal customer and the target firm 

by the acquirer would entail an agile approach and ensures a collaborative PMI that results 

in knowledge sharing thereby an exploration and exploitation of innovation potential 

existing between the merging firms. However, during the collaboration it is important 

that the set goals existing between the acquirer and target firm are communicated to the 

personnel of both companies during the integration so that, everyone is aware and 

understands that changes are needed. 

 

We also recommend that The Company adopt a network like team (operating as change 

agents) that complements the ever-changing Integration Team. The network team 

members would operate flexibly and nimbly, mimicking a startup, under the radar of 

hierarchical Integration Team. Their duties would mainly entail identifying potential 

innovation opportunities during the PMI, identify potential risks that may manifest 

themselves from either within the firm during the PMI or from the external business 

environment. Furthermore, the network of change agents would relay communication, 

foster knowledge sharing between The Company and its target as well as track progress 

and relay feedback to the Integration team. Lessons learned from each integration can 

then be drawn. The same team’s purpose is to maintain the momentum of the integration 

such that where Integration Team Members, who in most cases have other roles become 

occupied, the network change agents uphold the momentum of the PMI. The network 

change agents could consist of volunteers from both The Company and the target firm 

and should also include members of the Research and Development and Customer 
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Innovation functions. Having both a network of change agents and the Integration Team 

entails a dual operating system that should operate together like a symphony, wherein the 

latter’s duty is to provide stability during the integration whilst the former adopts agile 

methods of working. We, however, take the stance by Kotter (2014, p. 22) that the 

network change agents are neither an informal organization nor a rogue operation but a 

system designed to excel in times of rapid change. 

 

6.3 Societal Implications 
In our exploratory research where our focus was placed on agility, we believe that, agility 

proves to be a new strategic toolkit that businesses can adopt to respond to turbulent 

changes both internally (during the PMI) and external environment. As the world today 

faces with numerous global challenges such as global warming and the urgent need to 

meet the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). As most companies are 

compelled to sustainability reporting by regulation, adopting aspects of agility such as 

adaptability and flexibility, particularly proactiveness for the latter may prove useful to 

addressing the global challenges and responding to rapid changes within the external 

environment.  

 

As we indicated before in section 1.1, in times of turbulence that is, in light of the rapid 

changes within the business environment, the greatest danger is to act with yesterday’s 

logic in response to prevailing changes. Hence in this study, we advocate for practice of 

agility aspects to complement current managerial practices and processes. Considering 

the changes occurring internally or externally, businesses have to learn to adapt and take 

a proactive or reactive approach in response to the change. The customer focus in our 

case should not necessarily refer to the paying customer but an internal customer (target 

firm to be merged), the society or the environment. Adopting a proactive customer 

approach would entail collaboration with the customer as well as ensuring that critical 

needs of the customer have been addressed. 

 

6.4 Limitations and Future Research 
One key limitation in our research is that, for one to understand the integration process, 

they should have a clear understanding of the entire merger and acquisition process. This 

resonates with Haspeslagh and Jemison’s (1991, p. 12) view of adopting a process 

perspective as this would allow for a shift in focus on whether the integration was a 

success or failure by looking into the initial drivers behind the acquisition. Hence, a 

comprehensive picture would allow one to understand each of the phases (pre-and-post 

merger and acquisition) within the M&A process. Though our research acknowledges 

literature of the entire M&A process on the surface, we however placed emphasis on the 

integration process as it is widely considered important (Bauer & Matzler, 2014, p. 270). 

Having carried out our research we figured out that the factors behind integration success 

or failure are deeply rooted in the entire M&A process, as the phases therein are 

intertwined, and their effects have a bearing on the ultimate performance of the activity. 

Hence, this oversight can be viewed as a limitation to our study as we did not study the 

entire M&A in depth. Gomes et al., (2013, p. 14) argues that, such an approach leads to 

a “specialization trap” as research into M&A is multidisciplinary, multistage, 

multifaceted and should be viewed with holistic lense to grasp its complexities, in 

consonance with the work of Graebner et al. (2017). We argue that, the field of M&A’s 

is vast and holds a substantial body of literature from various disciplines, and given the 
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time to conduct our study, we could only delimit our research to a focus of the PMI stage.  

 

Another limitation is that the field of agility is still evolving (Orvos, 2018) and the 

capabilities or aspects associated with it are not exhaustive and in Battistella et al.’s 

(2017) study, the authors list fifty-two capabilities which could potentially be useful to 

agility. Hence, as we selected on three, adaptability, flexibility and customer focus from 

extant literature, we acknowledge that we might have overlooked other aspects of agility 

that might potentially be useful to our study as we did not conduct a systematic review of 

several capability to derive to the three chosen aspects. Moreover, we did not investigate 

how many aspects of agility we have explored should be used at a time nor if all should 

be used at the same time or how many are adequate. We also did not acknowledge in 

depth M&A associated soft issues in our literature review but through empirical evidence, 

their importance cannot be overlooked. Finally, by conducting a single case study, we 

acknowledge that different settings other than the selected case on the experiences of The 

Company may produce different results, that is, different agile tools. 

 

For future research, we propose a test of the framework we developed to validate its 

usefulness in generating innovation during the integration. We further propose a 

systematic review of agile capabilities that would be better suited to promote innovative 

practices during the post-merger integration phase. Considering that the respondents of 

this study echoed the importance of soft issues such as culture, emotions, feelings, and 

communication during the PMI, we propose future research of agility vis-a-vis soft issues 

in mergers and acquisitions and a development of agile tools suited to address the 

concerns associated with soft issues may arise.
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8 Appendices 

Appendix 1 – Master Interview Guide 
 

 
Interview Questions Purpose/Aim 

Introduction 

Opening Remarks Greetings, gratitude for respondent’s time 

and presentation of the researchers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Building rapport - help 

respondent feel 

comfortable, likeable 

and knowledgeable and 

uphold their rights. 

Briefing of study Agility in Post-Merger Integration, A 

Catalyst to Business Innovation 

 
Interview Procedure 

Estimated interview time 60 to 90 mins 

Contains (32) open questions to be asked 

Consent Recording and taking notes 

Confidentiality & 

Data Usage 

Identity of respondent withheld 

 
Data collected to be handled with utmost 

research ethics in line with the signed 

Confidentiality Agreement and will be kept 

anonymous in the Research Project. 

Background 

Respondents 

personal 

information 

• What is your role in the 

organization and or, in M&A 

activity or PMI process? 

• How many past M&A’s have you 

been a part of? 

• To what extent are you involved in 

M&A activity 

• How important do you personally 

perceive the post-merger phase of 

the M&A process? 

Gain insight on the respondent, 

their role in the firm and 

experiences in M&A 

Company • Brief experience of past and 

ongoing M&A activity. 

• What were some of the successes 

and or challenges of experienced 

M&A? 

 

To elaborate more on the case 

company 
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Preamble and 

PMI history of 

M&A activities. 

• Given the history of the company’s 

M&A activities, from a strategic 

point of view what were the main 

motives? 

• Can you elaborate on reasons that 

led to either success or failure of 

the integration? 

• Which criteria was used to measure 

success of the integration? 

Inquire what motivates the 
company in question to engage in 

M&A 

Identify theoretical success 
factors. Understand how they 

measure success as well as how 

the company defines success. 

M&A with a focus 

on integration 

• Which criterion does the company 

use in deciding on how to integrate 

the target? 

• Has the motive(s) to engage in 

M&A influenced on the approach 

of the integration? 

• To what extent does the 

organizational culture of the target 

company play an important role in 

the integration process? 

• Who is involved in the PMI? i.e. Is 

a cross functional team established? 

• Where does the integration team 

fall within the organizational 

structure and how much autonomy 

do they have? 

• How is change (organizational, 

cultural, task) managed during the 

PMI? 

• How is the integration momentum 

upheld throughout the PMI in light 

of: daily operations, pressure to 

deliver targets, market pressures, 

competition etc. 

• What has been the average time 

taken to integrate the two firms? 

• Which aspects of the integration are 

given the most attention and why? 

• How do you factor in the customer 

during this phase? 

• What could have been done better 

on previous integrations and how 

does the company keep track of 

previous M&A activities, lessons 

learnt and best practices 

Identify if the strategic goal in 
M&A influences the integration 

approach to achieve it 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Structure - bureaucratic vs agile 

structures 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

PMIs are associated with high 

failure rates hence the need for an 
understanding of drivers (Angwin 

2007) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Continual improvement, 

understand elements that may 

optimize the PMI process. 

 
Feedback loops related to agile 
frameworks. 
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• Is feedback collected from the 

target company and the ones 

involved in the M&A? 

• If your company was to be acquired 

by another firm what would be the 

most valuable aspects that you think 

that should be preserved? 

 

 
 

Playing the devil's advocate 

Agility 

 
• Could you describe an instance of 

where you have felt pressured to 

accelerate or slow down the 

integration process? 

• To what extent do you perceive 

decision making as being flexible 

during the PMI? 

• How can a change in course of 

action during the PMI affect the 

team and the integration itself? 

How is this dealt with? 

• How externalities and uncertainties 

may affect the focus of the team? 

• How active is the participation of 

the target firm in the integration? 

• Are you familiar with the term agile 

or the concept of organizational 

agility? If so, to what extent is it of 

influence in the organization? 

Examine the speed aspect of 

agility 

 

 

Examine the flexibility aspect of 

agility 

 

 
Examine the adaptability aspect of 

agility 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Determine if the case company is 
already implementing agility 

within the organization 

Innovation 

 
• Has innovation been pursued as the 

main goal for justifying a M&A? 

• What do you perceive as being the 

main innovation source for your 

company? 

• What is your role in innovation 

alignment during the PMI and how 

it affects the integration process. 

• How do you promote the sharing of 

knowledge and or 

capabilities between two two 

companies during the PMI and 

afterward? 

• If so, is it enough and how could it 

be done better? 

• Is maintaining the innovation 

capability of the other firm taken 

into consideration when integrating 

the two firms? 

Verifies importance of innovation 

for value creation, attaining 
competitive advantage in dynamic 

environments 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Knowledge sharing 

 

 
Innovation management 
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Interview Close Out 

Procedure Special thanks to the respondent’s time and 

insights. 

 
Any additions or questions from the 

respondents? 

 
Next step is to transcribe the interviews and 

revert back for validity check. 

 
Should any additional questions arise, 

would it be ok 

 
Would you be interested to receive an 

electronic copy of the study once it is 

finalized? 

Wrap up of the interview and 

inform respondents of next steps 

of the study and possible future 
engagements. 
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Appendix 2 – Coding table 
 

Respondents 

Key Issues Raised 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

The Company’s failure to integrate add-ons. ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● 

Growth as driver for acquisitions. ● ● ● 
     

Potential for synergies in a target firm ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● 

Confidentiality during the pre-acquisition phase  
 

● 
      

Attention to soft issues for a successful PMI ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● 

Feelings, attitudes, emotions, trust, culture 
 

● ● 
 

● 
 

● ● 

Acquirer’s attitude (hard or soft) 
  

● 
   

● ● 

Communication and learning  
 

● ● 
 

● 
 

● 
 

Change of Integration Teams & Preparatory Teams ● 
 

● 
 

● 
 

● ● 

Governance in PMI (Team, Integration Manager, Steering Committee, Board) 
 

● 
  

● 
 

● ● 

Decision Making autonomy in PMI by the team 
 

● 
 

● 
   

● 

Planning (clear tasks & responsibilities)  
  

● 
 

● ● 
 

● 

A need for agility in PMI (flexibility, stability, dynamism) ● 
 

● 
  

● ● 
 

Speed and time in PMI (speed up, slow down) ● 
 

● 
 

● 
 

● ● 

Rigidity and silos in PMI (& Flexibility of teams) ● ● ● ● 
    

Cooperation & Collaboration  
  

● 
     

Feedback adequacy and lessons learned ● 
   

● 
 

● 
 

Agility for innovation 
  

● ● ● ● 
  

Scanning new opportunities to expand business core 
   

● 
  

● ● 

Bureaucracies and traditional processes in industry 
   

● 
  

● ● 

Add on acquisitions vs technological acquisitions ● 
 

● ● 
   

● 

Relevance of innovation  ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ● 

Internal sources of innovation ● ● 
      

External sources of innovation 
   

● ● ● ● ● 

Knowledge as a major innovation component 
  

● ● 
 

● ● 
 

Disruptive innovations  
  

● ● 
   

● 

Key employees for knowledge sharing ● 
 

● ● 
 

● ● 
 

Knowledge sharing challenges ● 
   

● ● 
  

Conducive environment to foster innovation 
   

● 
 

● ● 
 

Internal collaboration for innovation ● ● 
 

● 
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