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1. Introduction

1.1 Background

It is hard to imagine large organizational strategic undertakings without 
acknowledging the role and the input of the CEO (Chief Executive Officer) 
in their planning, execution and realization. The vast majority of seminal 
academic papers explicating organizational change processes emphasize 
the role of the CEO as a pivotal figure driving change (Gioia & Chittipeddi 
1991; Gioia, Thomas, Clark & Chittipeddi 1994). However, the CEO in these 
works tends to feature rather scantly. There is a simple reason for this being 
so. Due to the hectic schedules of CEOs, researchers seldom have prolonged 
access to their activities. At best, researchers can hope to get no more than 
one or two interviews with a CEO. It is against such shortcomings, that the 
Academy of Management has been calling for “bringing the manager back 
to management.” This study offers a response to such a call. I worked as 
the CEO of Konecranes between 2015-2019. During that time, Konecranes 
made the largest acquisition in its history by acquiring the TEREX MHPS 
business segment. MHPS included Demag and Gottwald operations. 
Prior to my joining Konecranes, it was a 2.2-billion-euro company with 
about EUR 100 million EBITA; after the acquisition, Konecranes became 
a corporation with a turnover of EUR 3.5 billion and close to EUR 300 
million EBITA.  This acquisition was one of the ten largest acquisitions 
in the business history of Finland, with a total value of EUR 1.8 billion. 
The integration included capturing EUR 140 million synergies when the 
aggregated EBIT of the merged entities prior to the merger was EUR 168 
million. Consequently, the organizational transformation resulting from the 
acquisition added over 7000 new employees in 48 countries. What makes 
this transaction interesting is that it started with a published intention of a 
merger of equals (MoE) but ended up in an acquisition. During this process, 
a complete change of tactics was needed not only to accomplish the M&A in 
the first place, but also to accomplish the subsequent integration.

CEOs do not always have the luck of having time to reflect deeply and 
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interpret how they have worked in a hectic environment. CEOs act and 
create. In my case, it was only after the completion of Konecranes’ entire 
M&A process that I had the time to reflect on how I had achieved this, what 
were the steps taken and what had been the crucial moments and episodes 
leading to the success of this M&A and subsequent integration. Neither 
did I recognize that theories can help one understand and explain how 
managerial activities are carried out and with what outcome, despite my 
profound practical experience in M&As. In my case, I was not aware of the 
sensemaking and sensegiving literature as a conceptual model reflecting 
my managerial style. In practice, however, I have intuitively acted as if 
my decision making was informed by the sensemaking approach. In other 
words, I always sought to understand the various managerial situations that 
I was involved in, to analyse them, and to act accordingly already during the 
time I was the CEO of Konecranes.

Having said that, in this study, I seek to provide an account of how and 
why I as the CEO executed and experienced the process of Konecranes’ 
sizable merger and acquisition between the years 2015- 2019. This study 
is less about business integration success itself and how the related 
financial objectives were met. Instead, it is more about how the M&A 
and post-merger integration process was managed simultaneously with 
running day-to-day operations of the entire corporation. I have drawn on 
the sensemaking approach as famously proposed by Weick (1995; 1979) 
as a lens to describe and interpret my activities and the decisions made 
during Konecranes’ M&A process. Methodologically, I have drawn on 
case study research as proposed by Yin (2003) and Stake (1995) as well as 
introspection as proposed by Gould (1995). Taken together, my theory and 
methodology enable me to accomplish a number of research aims. The first 
general aim is to provide a rich account of the M&A process as viewed from 
the CEO perspective, often missing in extant literature. The second aim is 
to provide numerous micro-level accounts of situational decision making 
crucial for adequately orienting the change process. These situations can 
be considered as episodes of sensemaking and sensegiving. The third aim 
of this study is not only to show how the CEO and their top management 
team actively shape and orient organizational change, but also to show 
how theories such as sensemaking and sensegiving can foster managerial 
reflexivity and enactment.

1.2 Research Gap

Businesses exist to increase shareholder value (Friedman 1962). The 
most obvious value components in any business are profit and growth 
(Porter 2008). Often, to reach profits and growth, organizations need 
to change. Drawing on Rumelt (1994) and Whittington, Jarzabkowski, 
Mayer, Mounoud, Nahapiet & Rouleau (2003), strategy involves the overall 
direction of the organization, including the formation of goals, the choice 
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of appropriate levels of scope and diversity, the design of organizational 
structure and systems, as well as the setting of policies for the definition 
and coordination of work. In addition, I adopt the definition that strategy is 
not only something that organizations have but something organizational 
members do; it is an activity, an accomplishment and a living experience 
of organizational members (Mantere 2015; Samra-Fredricks 2003; 
Whittington 2006).

Organizational change is largely associated with times when the two value 
components, profitability and growth, need substantial improvements. 
Such improvements require strategic undertakings, effectively inducing 
organizational change. Organizational change is also warranted when the 
business environment affects firm performance in novel, often surprising 
ways. The business environment is dynamic, in which competitors change 
and evolve, with shareholder expectations adapting and changing in 
response to the effects of the environment (Porter 2008).

Mergers and Acquisitions (M&A), among other large-scale actions, 
is a strategic undertaking seeking to maintain a company’s competitive 
advantage (Schraeder & Self 2003). M&As often warrant significant 
organizational change (Teerikangas & Colman 2019). Such strategic 
endeavours naturally belong to the action repertoire of the top management. 
It is the CEOs and their top management teams who not only decide on a 
strategic direction but also lead and orient organizational change processes. 
M&A integration has been demonstrated to be an integral, and perhaps the 
most demanding part of the M&A process (Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991; see 
also Teerikangas 2004).

There is a vast corpus of literature concentrating on the outcomes of 
sensemaking or the input variables of sensemaking, backgrounding the 
processes of sensemaking in organizations (Gioia & Chittipeddi 1991; Boje 
1991; Mills, Thurlow & Mills 2010; Barry & Elmes 1997). Typically, this line 
of studies concentrates on what what has been referred as top management 
or middle management sensemaking and sensegiving in different company 
and business settings (Gioia & Chittipeddi 1991; Thomas, Clarke & Gioia 
1993; Rouleau 2005; Thomas, Sargent & Hardy 2011). The definition and 
conceptualization of top management typically not only involves studying 
the management teams or business unit leaders but also the involvement 
of the CEO’s, too. In some cases, although the CEO might have been 
interviewed, their thoughts, actions and role often remain somewhat 
less explicated and understood. Quite often, CEO actions are interpreted 
through the viewpoint of middle management or their personalities and 
leadership styles (Welch, Pavicevic, Keil & Laamanen 2020). All in all, 
there are plenty of calls for incorporating CEOs (Junni & Sarala 2014) 
or CEOs and their dominant coalitions (Carter & Greer 2013) in future 
studies. Apart from making judgments on objective parameters as to why 
a particular strategic undertaking may or may not contribute to value 
creation and distinctive competive advantage for an organization, the 
CEO’s decision-making activities are fraught with continuous sensemaking 
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and sensegiving to bring to fruition the objectives and the goals identified 
in the organization’s strategy. Existing research building on sensemaking 
theory has successfully accounted for and explained how organizational 
change takes place (Gioia & Chittipeddi 1991; Gioia and Thomas 1996; 
Corley and Gioia 2004). However, in this corpus of studies, CEOs and their 
elaborate roles in leading change processes tend to feature rather scantly. 
Consequently, my study takes the CEO viewpoint and focuses on CEO 
sensemaking and sensegiving towards the top and middle management.

Existing works also underscore the role of the middle managers in change 
processes (Shrivastava 1986; Huy 2oo2). In these works, middle managers 
are often depicted as actors whose role and responsibility are to maintain 
continuity during the implementation of strategic change. Indeed, these 
works also emphasize that the role of the middle management is crucial 
for the success of the entire change process. More recent studies on 
organizational change processes (Vaara 2003; Rouleau 2005; Sonenshein 
2010; Vaara and Monin 2010; Huikku & Lukka 2016; Weiser, Jarzabkowski 
& Laamanen 2020;) have underscored an even more active role for middle 
management in organizational change processes, especially calling for 
a more fine-grained analysis of the relationship between the CEO, their 
top management team and middle management in sensemaking and 
sensegiving processes. 

What is more, there are various studies depicting the nature and 
dynamics of M&As as a process. In this study, I adopt a process view 
as famously proposed by Haspeslagh & Jemison (1991). Haspeslagh & 
Jemison (1991) proposed merging the previously disconnected fields of 
strategic management and organizational behavior. Following this line of 
thinking, an M&A deal has two phases: the pre-acquisition phase and the 
post-acquisition phase (also Teerikangas 2004). 

In instances of change, each phase is fraught with intense ambiguity 
among organizational members (Gioia and Chittipeddi 1991). There is 
common agreement among scholars that managing ambiguity in instances 
of change is a prerequisite for a successful change process. Existing 
literature underscores the role of the CEO as someone who has to adequately 
sensemake and sensegive in order to manage ambiguity throughout the 
process. In this study, I will provide an introspective account on how I 
made sense of organizational ambiguity and responded with sensegiving to 
ameliorate ambiguity among organizational members. 

Another key dimension of successful M&As relates to legitimacy, 
and more specifically, to stakeholder legitimacy. Legitimation of the 
transaction is based on the preparation done during the pre-acquisition 
phase and communication immediately thereafter. Legitimation has been 
linked to the outcome of transactions (Suchman 1995, p. 575). One aspect 
of this perspective is to view legitimacy as a strategic operational resource 
whereby top management can exert high control over the entire legitimation 
process. Legitimation is planned, calculated and has a purpose directed 
towards the stakeholders of the merging firms. However, how M&A deals 
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are legitimized and relegitimized when M&A parameters change, as well as 
how stakeholder legitimation is built and carried out by the CEO, has not 
yet received considerable attention.

Moreover, it has been shown that organizational identification generates 
positive outcomes, such as employee satisfaction and more importantly 
employee performance (He & Brown 2013; Ahlsforth et al. 2008). What I 
want to bring forward is how the CEO with their character and guidance 
enhances sensemaking for organizational identification.

Finally, longitudinal works depicting a whole change process tend to be 
rather scarce, too (Angwin 2004; 2012; 2015; Graebner 2004; Cartwright, 
Teerikangas, Rouzies & Wilson-Evered 2012). Existing studies often depict 
a snapshot of a certain change process. Even when describing a longer 
period of time, most often these studies have not covered the whole length 
of a change process. It is against such shortcomings that Angwin (2004) has 
called for longitudinal studies involving CEOs’/top managers’ sensemaking 
and sensegiving in change processes. In my research, the case study 
includes the whole process of sensemaking and sensegiving, starting from 
the preparations for the M&A process, its change from a Merger of Equals 
(MoE) to an outright acquisition of a significant part of the original MoE 
candidate, and ending finally in the M&A integration phase. 

My longitudinal case study is based not only on my tenure as the CEO 
at Konecranes between 2015 and 2019, but also on the vast operational 
experience I have gained in various other leadership roles as well as my roles 
and positions as a board chairman and board member in large, medium-
sized and small enterprises.

1.3 Purpose of the Study

I have myself participated in over 150 M&A transactions either as a seller 
or a buyer in various managerial roles. During my managerial career, I 
have also observed acquisitions made without reflexive understanding 
or thinking of what will be done with the acquired company once the 
takeover is completed. Particularly, the integration phase often seemed to 
be inadequately thought out. The level of integration, if any, needs to be pre-
decided and consistent with the goals of the acquisition. It is these goals of 
the acquisition that serve as the foundation for the integration, making it a 
consistent part of the overall acquisition.

The transaction macro-level parameters established by the top 
management immediately at the beginning of a potential acquisition 
already sets the criteria for the whole subsequent process and its 
success. Without understanding these transaction-level parameters and 
principles for the acquisition, one cannot succeed either in the tactical 
execution of the M&A deal or at the operational level of business units. It 
is with these overall transaction-level concepts that the top management 
sets the guidance for the whole organization, leads the organization and 
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communicates to key stakeholders.
 With this transaction-level framework, top management sets the scene 

for the entire integration process. This typically happens, and needs to 
happen, already before the M&A transaction itself is even published, in the 
preparatory phase. The legitimation and the identity building therefore 
start already before the acquired entity passes into new hands. These 
processes and dynamics have perplexed me for quite some time. The 
questions that have been with me throughout my career revolve around 
the above-mentioned issues. The question for me has always been: why do 
some M&As succeed, while others fail? What is the role of the CEO in such 
processes? How can I succeed with my M&A? Intuitively, I have always 
had a good hunch as to why some M&As succeed while others fail. What 
is more, I have had a good idea about the role of the CEOs in such strategic 
undertakings. After several decades, I have decided to take on such 
questions again, but this time, I have sought to address them academically 
through this study. 

To do so, I have drawn on the interpretative paradigm. The interpretative 
paradigm underscores the deep understanding of phenomena as 
experienced by individuals (Stake 1995; Hudson & Ozanne 1988; Eriksson 
& Kovalainen 2016). Direct interpretation in this study is introspective 
(Gould 1995) in the form of an autoethnography (Doloriert & Sambrook 
2011), evidencing a tacit and subjective research experience. “Interpretative 
research requires an insider perspective, somebody who can reach an 
emic perspective, compared to somebody who would only be measuring or 
observing from a distance” (Lukka & Modell 2010, p. 464). Theoretically, 
I have drawn on the sensemaking approach proposed by Weick (1995; see 
also 1979). As mentioned, I have found the sensemaking approach and its 
conceptual apparatus extremely useful to examine my experiences during 
the M&A process. 

It is against the backdrop of the research gaps identified in the previous 
section as well as my motivation for studying change processes and the 
role of CEOs in such a process that I posit my research on the following 
three questions: 

1. What are the processes of sensemaking that occur when 
companies undergo post-merger integration in complex 
M&A?

2. How does top management orchestrate the process of 
sensemaking and construct sensegiving labels with the 
middle management?  

3. What are the outcomes of such processes, both theoretical 
and managerial?
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1.4 Key Concepts

A more comprehensive explication of the main concepts is provided in 
Chapter 2. This section presents working definitions for the main concepts 
informing this research.
Sensemaking is “an ongoing, situated process that involves creation of 
coherent understandings through interlinked observation (‘extraction 
of cues’), interpretation and action (‘enactment’)” (Schildt, Mantere & 
Cornelissen 2020, 245). I adopt the view that “…the basic idea of sensemaking 
is that reality is an ongoing accomplishment that emerges from efforts to 
create order and make retrospective sense of what occurs.” Weick (1993, 
p.635). The concept of an episode is closely related to sensemaking. 
Episodes are important in sensemaking theory and organizational studies. 
Episodes refer to an organizational event or a series of events that take place 
in a sequence. Episodes bring about incidents, concerns, problems, issues, 
to name a few, brought about and/or recognized by the top management as 
something requiring managerial attention (Sandberg & Tsoukas (2015). 

Organizational activity is interrupted when sensemaking related to it 
occurs (Sandberg & Tsoukas 2015). Individuals interpret and explain cues 
they notice from their environment in a social process of sensemaking 
(Maitlis 2005, p. 21). Expanding on this definition, Holt & Cornelissen 
(2014, p. 525) state that “sense is being governed by exposure to unknown 
possibility rather than only retrospective assessment”. This would tend 
to indicate that sensemaking includes not only retrospection but also 
imaginable future outcomes and how they would make sense for key 
actors in a research setting. Moreover, sensegiving is the managerial 
communication of new beliefs and meanings to the members of an 
organization (Mantere, Schildt & Sillince 2012, p. 173; Gioia et al. 1994).  

Ambiguity1, according to the Cambridge dictionary, is “…a situation in 
which something has more that one possible meaning and may therefore 
cause confusion.” Ambiguity is a central concept in sensemaking theory, 
as organizational change processes are fraught with ambiguity among 
organizational members (Corley and Gioia 2004). CEO and top leadership 
attention to ambiguity through adequate sensemaking and sensegiving is 
imperative for a successful change process. 

Legitimation is the justification and the rationale that is given for a 
particular change, in this case for a merger or an acquisition (Vaara & Monin 
2010, p. 5). Legitimacy is defined as “a generalized perception or assumption 
that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within 
some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions” 
(Suchman 1995, p.574). Vaara & Monin (2010, p. 3) also claim that the “focus 
should be maintained on the recursive relationship between discursive 
legitimation and organizational action”.  The notion of legitimacy is seen as 

1 Cambrdige dictionary, internet version.
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a strategic operational resource where management can have high control 
over the legitimation process. According to this tradition, legitimation is 
planned, calculated and has a purpose directed towards the stakeholders 
(Suchman 1995, p. 575; see also Dowling & Pfeffer 1975; Pfeffer 1981). 

Identity of an organization is what is central, distinctive and enduring 
for the organization (Gioia & Thomas 1996, p. 371; Albert & Whetten 1985). 
“Organizational identity is the members’ collective, shared sense of who 
they are as an organization” (Corley, Gioia 2004, p. 174; cf.  also, Albert 
& Whetten 1985; Stimpert, Gustafson & Sarason 1998). Organizational 
identity is especially the “insiders’ perceptions and beliefs about what 
distinguishes their organization from others and provides the foundation 
for presenting the organization to external audiences” (Corley & Gioia 
2004, p. 174; cf. also Hatch & Schultz 2002). Fluidity should also be added 
to the definition (Gioia & Thomas 1996, p. 394). Fluidity is defined in the 
finding that even though the endurance is already integrated into the basic 
definition as an important aspect, organizational identity needs to be 
mallable, while a substantive change cannot be executed unless some basic 
features of identity change as well (Gioia & Thomas 1996, p. 394).

Organizational identification can be defined as “the perception of 
oneness with or belongingness to an organization” (Colman & Lunnan 2010, 
p. 840; see also Mael & Ashforth 1992, p. 104). All major changes, especially 
strategic changes, need to go hand in hand with a major alteration in the 
overall perception of the organization (Gioia & Thomas 1996, p. 372; Fiol 
1991). The historical and current organizational identity are the starting 
point when top managers create new identity and image of how they would 
like the organization to be perceived by internal and external stakeholders 
(Gioia & Thomas 1996, p. 394).

Finally, top management refers to the top leaders of a corporation, 
essentially including the CEO and the top management team (i.e., first-
tier senior executives) of the corporation. The most influential executives 
belong to this group, though they are not necessarily only those holding 
formal positions. In addition to the official top management team, influential 
business unit leaders can also typically form part of the top management. 
Middle management in this study refers to leaders who are below the CEO 
within 3-4 levels from the top. In this study, some individuals can also 
belong to both of these groups.

1.5 Structure of the Study

This study is structured as follows. After the Introduction, Chapter 
2 review the main literature regarding strategic management and 
leadership. This chapter includes the key concepts and themes pertaining 
to corporate identity, identification and ambiguity. These concepts 
become important elements later in the study. Chapter 3 is dedicated to 
reviewing the Mergers & Acquisitions literature and how post-merger 
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integration is seen as an integral part of the process. Chapter 4 reviews the 
literature describing sensemaking and sensegiving, while also drawing 
on the M&A literature. Chapter 5 presents the research framework and 
defines the research questions.

In Chapter 6, I first define the onto-epistemological world the way I see it 
and explicate my background to help the reader to understand how I have 
learnt to act and think of the environment surrounding me as a researcher. 
Then I go into the research methodology by defining the case study research. 
Thereafter, the following sections describe how the data was collected and 
analysed for interpretation and retrospective reflection. I have grounded 
my study on the work of Stake (1995) and on constructivist tenets, where 
the aim of the researcher in a case study is to examine and understand what 
the case is all about and how the case study works. I have nevertheless also 
followed Yin (2003) on some of the case study principles concerning what 
constitutes a case and how case boundaries are set. Moreover, introspection 
as defined by Gould (1995) has allowed me to re-live the situations that I am 
writing about. Direct interpretation has been the way to find new meanings 
(Stake 1995). My target has been to provide the reader with a possibility for 
own reflection and repeatability through understanding the interpretation 
of how sense was made and what actions top management made instead of 
presenting generalizations. The study forms an authoethnography and is 
consequently written using the first-person singular pronoun “I”.

The case description follows the timeline of what was done and what 
happened, but also provides examples of how this process was led and 
managed. Three vignettes have been selected to illustrate some of the 
culmination points that ensured the success of the M&A process. It is 
through these vignettes that the reader can gain a rich account of how 
sensemaking and sensegiving played a crucial role in how the situation that 
I described and analysed in each of the vignettes was managed as a part of 
the overall M&A activity. 

Chapter 8 Discussion and Conclusions ends this thesis by presenting the 
theoretical and managerial contributions of the study and by pointing out 
the limitations of the study together with suggestions for future research.
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2. Theoretical points of 
Departure in Strategy 
Research

2.1  Strategy Research

Prior to entering the main topic of the study about the process of Mergers 
& Acquisitions (M&A) as well as the integration phase of the mergers & 
acquisitions, it is opportune to review a corpus of the strategy literature 
against which I position my work. The literature review below addresses 
academic discussions pertaining to corporate strategy, strategic 
management, and strategic leadership as a domain. It focuses on the CEO 
and top management, corporate culture and how top management can affect 
it as well as ambiguity in organizations.  Sensemaking has been chosen as 
the concept that ties together the underpinning theoretical aspects. The 
sensemaking approach will be discussed in Chapter 4.

2.2 Strategy Definitions and Key Concepts

A firm’s strategy can be conceptualized based on Rumelt, Schendel & 
Teece’s (1994) definition broadly depicting the strategy of a firm as “the 
overall direction of the organization”. This strategy “includes the formation 
of the goals, the choice of appropriate levels of scope and diversity, the 
design of organizational structure and systems, and the setting of policies 
for the definition and coordination of work” (Whittington, Jarzabkowski, 
Mayer, Mounoud, Nahapiet & Rouleau, 2003, p. 398). In this study, I adopt 
the additional notion of strategy as something that organizational members 
do in the organization, as a lived experience (Mantere 2015, p. 174; Samra-
Fredricks 2003, 2005) and not only something possessed by organizations 
(Mantere 2015, p. 174; see also Whittington 2006).

The strategy research literature is loaded with concepts seeking to 
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describe and explain corporate strategy and strategy-related activities. 
The following concepts are especially relevant and pertain to the concepts 
of strategic consistency, competition and the strategic plan. Strategic 
consistency, as a term, describes how well a particular firm’s actions 
reflect adaptation and continuity (Lamberg, Tikkanen, Nokelainen & Suur-
Inkeroinen 2009, p. 46). Adaptation becomes visible in coping with both 
the changing business environment and achieving continuity in coping 
with the history of the firm and past strategic actions (Lamberg et al., 2009, 
p. 46). Competition as a concept is defined as the “…exchange of initiative 
and responsive actions mediated by the market process”, where the market 
process provides cues, such as market prices or other signals, to take actions 
(Lamberg et al. 2009, p. 48; see also Jacobsen 1992; Nelson & Winter 1982). 
Long-term survival necessitates a certain level of strategic consistency 
reflected by the competitive actions of a firm (Lamberg et al. 2009, p. 58). 
Finally, the strategic plan, according to Spee and Jarzabkowski (2011), 
is more like the final result of a process of recursive interaction between 
talk and text, integrated together into a presentation that makes sense to 
organizational members (see also Huikku & Lukka 2015, p. 250).

2.3 Strategic Leadership

The theme of strategic leadership forms a key part of strategic management 
academic discourse. No strategic management discourse can be articulated 
without prominently featuring the role of the leader(s). I refer here to 
strategic leadership as the behavioural aspect of the top management. 
Strategic management, however, studies the aspects and techniques of 
strategy and its implementation.

Strategic leadership and top executive theories in the early days of 
strategy research started with top executives or top management, i.e. 
the persons who were central in determining the direction of the firm 
(Finkelstein, Hambrick & Cannella 2009, p. 6). Andrews (1971) linked this 
matter to the so-called Harvard model and claimed that individuals at the 
top of the enterprise were seen as pivotal for understanding what happens 
to the enterprise (Finkelstein, et al. 2009, p. 6). 

After this, many population ecology theorists adopted more mechanical 
and deterministic views in which, the fate of an organization is primarily 
determined by features, such as the business environment, technology 
and firm size instead of the top management actions (Hage & Aiken, 
1969).  Informed by the population ecology theoretical apparatus, 
subsequent works thus highlighted the aspects of birth, growth and 
death of organizations. In this perspective, organizations were seen 
as the outcome of external and internal constraints, little influenced 
by leadership at the top of the corporation (Finkelstein et al. 2009, p. 7; 
Hannan & Freeman 1984). 

Meanwhile, other theories sought to “bring back” the importance of 
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leadership and management in organizational processes. Agency theory 
(e.g., Eisenhardt 1989) with its roots in economics and finance looked 
at managers (agents) and their behaviour in relation to the owners’ 
(principals) wealth creation (Sundaramurthy & Lewis 2003, p. 398; 
Eisenhardt 1989). Agency theory thus underscores a very clear and 
poweful management control. Agency theory has recently been empirically 
examined, for example, in the context of managerial incentives and 
awards (Gubler, Larkin & Pierce 2016). On the other hand, stewardship 
theory, with its roots in organizational sociology and psychology, looks at 
more collaborative approaches in which leadership is viewed as playing 
an empowering role as often depicted by the stewardship metaphor 
(Sundaramurthy & Lewis 2003, p. 398).

Along with the development of early agency theory, strategic leadership-
related works informed by institutional theory became prominent in the late 
1970s and the early 1980s (Meyer & Rowan 1977; DiMaggio & Powell 1983; 
Scott 1995). These works underscored organizational change dynamics and 
processes by attending to processes of institutionalization, that is, to the 
means by which leaders seek to legitimize particular strategic decisions. 
The process of institutionalization and the legitimation of organizational 
change unfolds through three mutually inclusive mechanisms, i.e., through 
regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive means (Scott 1995, p.52). 
These elements are vital components of institutions: regulative means 
refer to rule setting, monitoring and sanctioning processes; normative 
systems include the norms and values; and cognitive structure describes the 
systems for classification and ordering of data (Scott 1995). Existing works 
tend to focus on how each mechanism alone or many of them together in 
any combination may play out in processes of change (DiMaggio & Powell 
1983). Conformity, practices and policies became the focus of research, 
and firms were not even supposed to be innovative (Finkelstein et al.  2009, 
p. 7). According to this school of thought, firms are primarily expected to 
conform with the norms and conventions of industry leaders. The role of 
the top management is then merely to administer the conformity, not much 
more (Finkelstein et al. 2009, p. 7).  

An important tenet of Institutional Theory is also that consolidated 
or mature industry organizations will tend to become isomorphic, that 
is, broadly sharing similar values, norms, and organizational practices 
with other organizations operating in the same environment. In cases 
of uncertainty and ambiguity, members of an organization will be 
inclined to imitate others and behave by following conventional scripts 
internalized during education and industry practice. Consequently, the 
role of top management in uncertain situations is to make sure that the 
social identities of organizational members are aligned with the overall 
organizational identity narrative (Scott 1995, p.44; DiMaggio and Powell 
1983). In this sense, the role of labels (Weick et al. 2005), scripts (Scott 
1995, p. 44), or discoursive templates (Vaara 2010) is to provide coherent 
guidelines for organizational sensemaking and meaningful action, action 
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that in this context is relevant, significant and material for the outcome.
Mechanistic strategic management models, such as product life-cycles, 

portfolio matrices, industry and competitor analyses, generic strategies 
(Porter 1980) and other analytical devices, gained ground when business 
policy research was re-anointed as “strategic management” in the 
1970s and 1980s (Finkelstein et al. 2009, p. 7).  The analytic sense of the 
techno-economic frameworks with concisely modelled conceptions and 
quantifiable strategies gradually replaced the softer aspects of executive 
behaviors (Finkelstein et al. 2009, p. 7; Hambrick & Chen 2008).

Contingency theory related research, in turn, focused on the relationship 
between strategy and structure on the one hand and systems, processes 
and managerial capabilities on the other (Weiser, Jarzabkowski, & 
Laamanen 2020, p.977). Organizational control theory research focused on 
management control systems and was empirically interested in strategic 
plans, budgets, reports, procedures as well as policies and performance 
follow-up (Weiser, Jarzabkowski, & Laamanen 2020, p. 977). 

More recent views of strategy have focused more on strategic 
implementation by emphasizing the enactement of strategies in practice 
instead of the earlier conceptualization of strategy implementation plans 
(Weiser, Jarzabkowski, & Laamanen 2020, p.980). From this perspective, 
researchers studied how organizational members make sense and enact 
a chosen strategy in daily activities (Balogun & Johson 2004, Maitlis & 
Christianson 2014). The overall conclusion of these studies is that strategic 
undertakings, such as an M&A and the post M&A integration process, can 
be considered as a type of implementation of strategic action, which “… are 
often not implemented as originally intended because of senior manager’s 
inadequate or unclear sensegiving actions and the socially negotiated 
nature of organizational schema change” (Weiser, Jarzabkowski, & 
Laamanen 2020, p.980).

Shifting away from theoretical frameworks as a general means of 
conceptualizing strategy, other researchers have proposed concepts 
whereby we can examine and understand strategic leadership by specifically 
emphasising the role of top leadership in strategic endeavours. Strategic 
leadership research concerns the management of the entire corporation, 
not just an individual business unit or a division, thereby shifting the focus 
of the study to a single individual, such as the CEO or top management 
team (Finkelstein et al. 2009, p. 4). For example, “strategic choice” as a 
term was proposed by Child (1972). The concept depicts organizational 
goals, technology and human resources as willful actions by a “dominant 
coalition” at the top of the corporation. Such a conceptualization by default 
puts the focus on the top executives as the actors shaping the strategic 
direction of the firm (Finkelstein, et al. 2009, p. 7; Kotter 1982). A dominant 
coalition thus refers to a combination of executives, employees, external 
persons or whoever holds organizational power, though this is not a formal, 
official, fixed, or a specified group of people (Finkelstein, et al. 2009, p. 8). 

In the 1980s, Hambrick & Mason (1984) famously presented their “upper 
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echelon” perspective, in which the focus is primarily on the top management 
team view instead of the narrow CEO view of the corporation (Finkelstein & 
Hambrick 1990, p. 485). The upper echelon theory emphasizes the role of top 
managers in affecting organizational outcomes (Finkelstein & Hambrick 
1990, p. 488). Senior executives “…make strategic choices on the basis of 
their cognitions and values and that the organization becomes a reflection 
of its top managers” (Finkelstein et al. 2009, p. 8; Hambrick & Mason, 1984). 
The choices that the upper management would make and the way that 
they assess the environment would depend on their specific knowledge, 
experience, values and preferences (Boal & Hoojberg 2000, p. 523).

Some early upper echelon works based on the behavioral view by theorists 
at the so-called Carnegie School argued that “complex decisions are largely 
the result of behavioural factors rather than perfectly rational analyses 
based on complete information (Finkelstein & Hambrick 1990, p. 485). 
Organizational outcomes quite often mirror top executive orientations (e.g., 
their leadership styles or concepts used in communicating their strategies) 
as postulated also in the key findings of the Carnegie School (Finkelstein et 
al. 2009, p. 13). 

The upper echelon theory was followed by “new leadership theories” 
in the 1990s, which highlighted the charismatic, transformational and 
visionary leadership to be followed by emergent theories focusing on 
leadership characteristics, such as behavioral, cognitive complexities and 
social intelligence (Boal & Hooijberg 2000, p. 515). Whereas these “new 
theories” focused on the interpersonal processes between the leaders and 
their subordinates (Boal & Hooijberg 2000, p. 525), the emergent theories 
looked at, for example, the behavioral repertoire of top leaders when 
selecting the right role for the situation and the cognitive capacity, mental 
power and social intelligence to monitor one’s own feelings and those of 
others (Boal &Hooijberg 2000, p. 532).

Ambidexterity is a concept that is extensively referred to in strategic 
leadership research. Ambidexterity refers to the ability of an organization to 
pursue two or even more separate and even disparate goals simultaneously 
(Gibson & Birkinshaw 2004, p. 210). Typical examples include the 
simultaneous pursuit of differentiation and low-cost positioning (Porter 
2008; 1980) or simultaneous global integration and local responsiveness 
(Bartlett & Ghoshal 1989). Ambidextrous organizations are aligned and 
efficient in their operations while, at the same time, still being adaptive to 
changes in their environment (Gibson & Birkinshaw 2004, p. 209; Duncan 
1976; Tushman & O’Reilly 1996). Such organizations can balance their 
exploitation and exploration. Aspara, Tikkanen, Pöntiskoski, & Järvensivu 
(2011, p. 597) define these two terms as follows: “exploitation refers to 
the use of, refinement, and extension of a firm’s current knowledge, while 
exploration refers to the firm’s search for, discovery of, and experimentation 
with new alternatives” (see also Atuahene-Gima 2005).

Indeed, Abernathy (1978, p. 173) had already suggested ambidexterity 
during the 1970s, positing that a firm’s competitiveness required the ability 
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to be efficient when paired with innovation. Typically, the approach has 
been to view ambidexterity through structures (structural ambidexterity), 
assigning certain business units that focus on the efficiency of operations 
while other units focus on adaptation (Gibson & Birkinshaw 2004, p. 
209; Duncan 1976). In other words, some business units exploit while 
others explore. This has been termed by Gibson & Birkinshaw (2004) as 
structural ambidexterity. They also introduce a definition for contextual 
ambidexterity. A unit can demonstrate contextual ambidextirity when 
it can simultaneously achieve alignment (i.e., coherence among all of 
its operations) and adaptability (i.e., reconfiguration and innovation) 
(Gibson & Birkinshaw 2004, p. 209). In a corporation or business unit that 
demonstrates contextual ambidexterity, the organizational members can 
themselves divide their time between alignment and adaptability, not only 
in a temporal setting by investing some days for exploitation and other days 
for exploration, or by structurally being divided to allow some units to do 
one or the other (Gibson & Birkinshaw 2004, p. 211). 

The organizational context, in turn, was defined by Ghoshal & Bartlett 
(1994, p. 95) using four interdependent attributes, namely discipline, 
stretch, support and trust. Discipline describes the voluntary striving of 
the organizational members to meet explicit and implicit commitments. 
Stretch as an attribute consists of shared ambition, collective identity and 
personal meaning of individuals’ contribution to the overall purpose, which 
together induce organizational members to strive for more ambitious 
objectives. Support as an attribute relates to mechanisms that allow for 
resources and guidance to other organizational members over exercising 
authority. Trust refers to the attribute of relying on others’ commitments. 
A balance between these four are needed to accomplish any strategic work 
without creating too high levels of stress in the organization (Gibson & 
Birkinshaw 2004, p. 213).

Furthermore, complex situations require ambidexterity from the 
organization. Smith, Bins & Tushman (2010) explicate that success in 
paradoxical strategies require complex business models in order to manage 
contradictory agendas and inherent tensions where the architectures 
can be consistent internally within each strategy but inconsistent or 
even contradictory across strategies (Smith, Bins & Tushman 2010, 
p. 449). The research of these authors identified processes that some 
management teams could develop to manage these paradoxical strategies. 
These processes include dynamic decision making, building commitment 
to visions and goals, actively learning agendas and their respective 
relationships as well as willingness and capability to engage in conflicts. 
Success can be ensured either through a leader-centric or team-centric 
style. Leaders in complex situations need to communicate a vision with 
dual strategies (exploitation and exploration) motivating and encouraging 
competing agendas and creative problem solving, but they also need to 
express clear goals for different agendas (Smith, Bins & Tushman 2010, 
p. 455). Engaging in conflicts is required once they have been recognized 



33

Theoretical points of Departure in Strategy Research

as contradictory strategies may compete for the same resources or 
demand different organizational models and structures (Smith, Bins & 
Tushman 2010, p. 456). Indeed, Sundaramurthy & Lewis (2003, p. 408) 
also posit that “perceptive and influential CEOs facilitate cognitive 
conflict by encouraging candid, task-related debates” (see also Amason, 
1996). Mutual trust and collaboration in problem solving can also be a 
result of shared understanding (Sundaramurthy & Lewis 2003, p. 409). 
Shared understanding can be achieved through co-operation in strategic 
decision making and more profound informal and formal interactions 
(Sundaramurthy & Lewis 2003, p. 409).

Ambidextirity can also take place when a radical change needs to be 
introduced, while simultaneously maintaining continuity. Implementation 
of this change is typically in the hands of middle managers, who 
simultaneously need to manage and ensure continuity (Huy 2002, p. 31). 
However, middle management is often pointed as the source of resistance 
(Huy, 2002, p.33) or their contribution is associated with incremental 
changes. Huy (2002, p. 32) maintains that “most of the normative models of 
strategy tend to accord middle-management a supporting role at best” (see 
also Shrivastava 1986). Views like these overlook the position played by 
middle management when maintaining continuity during a radical change 
(Huy 2002, p. 32). Middle management is the group that faces the operative 
organization, and their actions finally determine not only the success of the 
change but also the success of operations.

Strategic leadership research has also focused on organizational 
performance from the financial viewpoint as measured by Key Performance 
Indicators (KPIs). Dominant metrics often relate to different measures 
of profitability, growth and survival (Carter & Greer 2013, p. 377, also 
Hambrick & Mason 1984). 

Strategic leadership is involved with the creation and communication 
of a vision, preparing and making of strategic decisions, ensuring that 
key competencies and capabilities are developed, proper organizational 
structures are put in place and wise people-choices are made, and processes 
and controls are set (Boal & Hoojberg 2000, p.516). However, many theories 
of strategic leadership are also void of the context, as they neglect to 
consider much of the environmental and organizational context, or their 
influence (Boal & Hoojberg 2000, p.528). However, as maintained by Boal 
& Hoojberg (2000, p.516), the work performed by strategic leaders unfolds 
“in an environment embedded in ambiguity, complexity and informational 
overload” (see also Hambrick 1989).  

From the theoretical and empirical perspective, the values of strategic 
leaders have been studied extensively at the micro-level (Carter & Greer 
2013, p. 378). Lately, strategic leadership literature has been shifting more 
towards topics such as teams, alliances, knowledge and leaderships styles 
(Carter & Greer 2013, p. 378). In the following two sections, I will discuss 
the role of top management and corporate culture in strategic leadership 
studies more in depth. 
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2.4 CEO and Top management 

Top management and especially Top Management Teams (TMTs) have 
been defined by strategic leadership scholars to include the CEO and the 
most influential executives who report to them (Finkelstein et al. 2009, 
p. 10). The associative group does not necessarily need to be the formal 
management team, though they would typically report to the CEO of a 
firm (Finkelstein et al. 2009, 10, 127). The Chief Executive Officer is the 
executive individual with overall responsibility for conducting operations 
and maintaining the performance of the entire organization (Finkelstein et 
al. 2009, p. 9). 

Minzberg (1973) points out that the CEO is not just a decision maker 
and that their tasks can be divided into three main categories and ten 
managerial roles. Interpersonal roles comprise those of the figurehead, the 
leader and the liaison; informational roles include those of the monitor, 
the disseminator and the spokesperson; and decisional roles encompass 
those of the entrepreneur, the disturbance handler, the resource allocator 
and the negotiator. Kotter (1982) confirms this approach and goes beyond 
it by defining that short- and long-term agenda setting, internal and 
external network building and having these networks implement the 
agendas are the main roles of the CEO (Finkelstein, et al. 2009, p. 18). Tsui 
(1984) provided a shortened list of CEO roles as a leader, a spokesperson, 
a resource allocator, an entrepreneur, an environmental monitor and as 
a liaison. Finkelstein, et al. (2009) also suggest that while tasks and roles 
are indeed important, leadership practice is fraught with contingency 
emergent from organizational, environmental, situational or individual 
events and activities. However, Finkelstein et al. (2009) suggest that these 
latter aspects have received scant empirical attention, thus warranting 
more work in highlighting the above-mentioned contingency aspects.

Many top management studies are informed by micro-sociological 
theories and seek to understand group performance, interactions and 
processes. These studies essentially discuss the definitions of who are the 
members of top management teams or groups and the power dynamics 
among the executives and their interrelationships (Finkelstein et al. 2009, 
p. 126). It is stated that CEOs play a crucial role in these team processes, 
set the stage for future actions, and can enhance teamwork by encouraging 
open discussion and dispute resolution. By framing and articulating the 
vision of a strategic decision, the CEO is able to moderate decisions and 
actions framed by the vision (Finkelstein et al. 2009, p. 136, 163).

Thomas & McDaniel (1990, p. 290) explicated the relationship of 
organizational context and how CEOs interpreted strategic issues. Their 
study explored how the CEO labels the strategic issues and related variables, 
as well as interacts within the top management team’s information-
processing structure. They argue that issues are interpreted along three 
dimensions: participation, interaction and formalization (see also Duncan 
1974). The authors also showed that participants below the level of vice-
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presidents are often neither informed nor involved. Furthermore, they 
claim that a higher level of participation and interaction as well as a lower 
level of formalization would lead to improved information processing (as 
was stated previously by Galbraith 1973) and ultimately to an interpretation 
using higher level variables. The industry life cycle is also thought to have 
an influence on the degree of integration. If the buyer is in a mature or 
declining industry, higher integration and a more formal coordination 
mechanism is usually needed (Bauer, Dao, Matzler & Tarba 2017, p. 501).

Top management teams’ perceived ability to access and process 
information also allows them to cope better with stress and anxiety since 
they feel that all is done and “no stone is unturned” (Thomas & McDaniel 
1990, p.291; Eisenhardt 1989). Extant research offers little understanding on 
the roles of top management in post-merger integration (Vaara 2003, p.862). 
Only recently has research become more interested in the symbolic role of 
top management (Hambrick & Lovelace, 2018), the personality of the CEO 
(Herrmann & Nadkarni 2014) and a more active role of middle management 
(Weiser, Jarzabkowski & Laamanen 2020, p.976). In this line of research, 
the CEO is depicted by the notion of managerial discretion. Finkelstein, 
et al. (2009) describe managerial discretion in terms of structural leeway 
or power for managers to make decisions. However, this depends on three 
factors: 1) what the environment will allow, 2) what the organization 
permits the CEO to formulate and execute, and 3) what the CEO is capable 
of envisioning or creating as credible and implementable courses of action 
(Hambrick & Finkelstein 1987, p. 379). Therefore, managerial discretion 
centrally depends on the environmental, or organizational, or individual 
sources of a CEO’s personal characteristics and his cognitive limits, 
augmented by the capabilities of their top management team (Finkelstein 
et al., 2009, p. 26).

2.5 Corporate Culture

The definition of corporate culture adopted here is based on the definition 
of Björkman, Stahl & Vaara (2007, p. 661). They define corporate culture as a 
system combining shared symbols and meanings (Smircich 1983), strategies 
of action (Swidler 1986), and rules that govern identification or identity and 
form a multinational corporation that consists of configurations of beliefs, 
values and practices. 

Corporate culture tends to be taken for granted by the members of the 
organization. The corporate culture becomes apparent to members of an 
organization especially in instances of change. Corporate culture can act 
as an enabling or constraining factor affecting the successful execution of 
a change process. Change processes can naturally be manifold. Examples 
of change in the strategy and management literature include processes of 
corporate rebranding and M&As, just to name a few. Different firms and 
other organizations are strongly characterized by their own corporate 
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cultures. Furthermore, each firm or organization may be characterized by 
its own values, belief systems and norms, which in turn shape and influence 
the behavior or practices of members or employees. These aspects generally 
tend to be addressed through the notion of organizational culture. 

Management and organization studies have extensively addressed 
the role and importance of organizational culture in understanding 
organizational processes, dynamics and action (Schein 2010). By and large, 
the role, impact, and importance of organizational culture in organizational 
processes and dynamics depends on one’s own research position. Ouchi 
and Wilkins (1985) famously show that the concept of organizational 
culture is rooted in two disciplinary domains. One view takes its influence 
from anthropology, whereas the other is mainly influenced by sociology. 
Organizational culture research informed by anthropology takes a broader 
view on culture as a whole way of life (Williams 1958), looking at how 
broader values and norms impact and influence organizational behavior. 
Researchers drawing on this notion of culture have, for instance, addressed 
cultural clashes in cross-border M&As (Lee, Kim & Park 2015, p. 582). 

Moreover, the anthropological tradition has addressed organizational 
culture from two perspectives: macro and micro. The macro perspective 
adopts functionalist sensibilities and holistically views organizational 
culture as comprised of a set of parts or components, such as organizational 
employment practices, corporate ceremonies and company legends (Ouchi 
& Wilkins 1985, p. 46). Each part or component of an organizational 
culture serves a joint function, which is to contribute to the maintenance 
and stability of organizational practices. The role of the researcher, then, 
would be to examine and explicate the structure and functioning of these 
components relative to a given organizational phenomenon, as well as 
to showcase how these components contribute to the maintenance and 
stability of the organization on a general level. The micro perspective, on the 
other hand, looks at how individuals or groups in an organization adopt or 
draw on language and symbols as a means for understanding a wide variety 
of organizational practises (Ouchi and Wilkins 1985). Works that adopt 
this line of inquiry, by and large, tend to draw on semiotic and ethnographic 
methodologies. Organizations are depicted as social constructions, i.e. 
cultures comprised and characterized by specific symbols and language 
guiding organizational behavior. The aim of this research is to gain access to 
the ‘inner life’ of organizations and to understand the symbols and language 
on which they are based. This deeper understanding provides a rich 
explanation as to why, for example, differences between the organizational 
cultures of the acquiring and acquired firms may constrain organizational 
identification in post-merger situations (Lee et al. 2005). 

On the other hand, sociologically inspired works view organizational 
culture “as a rational instrument designed by management to shape the 
behavior of employees in purposive ways” (Ouchi and Wilkins 1985, p. 462). 
Because of the influence of sociology, research in the field of management 
and organizational studies can also be further divided into two streams: 
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one following realist tenets and the other following interpretivist-
constructionist tenets. According to Ouchi and Wilkins (1985), the former 
foregrounds objective aspects of organizational phenomena, whereas 
the latter foregrounds subjective aspects. In the latter viewpoint, Ouchi 
and Wilkins (1985) also include micro-sociological perspectives such as 
symbolic interactionist, ethnomethodology and sensemaking perspectives. 

Classical concepts of culture regard employees and all individuals within 
the same cultural groups as homogenous and monolithic, as they “…carry 
more or less the same set of values” (Lee at al. 2015, p. 582). Classical 
concepts consider that since national culture is subconsciously acquired in 
an individual’s early socialization, it is deeply ingrained in an individual’s 
basic assumptions. Organizational culture concerns consciously acquired 
values and norms of the organization. M&A researchers often argue that 
national cultural differences have a negative effect on the outcome of 
post-merger integration (Lee at al. 2015). Stahl & Voigt (2008) carried 
out a comprehensive study of 46 M&As and concluded that socio-cultural 
integration outcomes were negatively affected by cultural differences.

Contemporary cultural theorists mainly view culture as a social 
construct, pragmatic and heterogenous (Lee et al. 2015, p. 582, Berger & 
Luckman 1991). Consequently, culture is viewed as dynamic, negotiable 
and not as static and given. When an intentional and substantive change 
is intended, some fundamental organizational parameters need to change. 
To reach this, some attributes normally considered to be static, such as 
identity, organizational identification and organizational image, must be 
assumed to be fluid and taken into account (Albert & Whetten 1985; Gioia & 
Thomas 1996; Colman & Lunnan 2010; Press and Arnould 2011). 

Lee et al. (2015) claim that prior works studying M&A from a cultural 
perspective in terms of the human or psychological aspect are studying 
either a value conflict or an identity conflict. Value conflict studies assume 
that cultural incompatibility leads to poor performance. The objects of 
these studies include cultural distance, value orientations, level and speed 
of integration or employee resistance. Those studying identity conflict 
assume that the employees of the acquired entity refuse to accept the new 
identity. The objective of these studies is to examine why the employees of 
the acquiring or acquired firm identify with the new or the old entity and 
how social or situational factors, such as sense of continuity of identity, 
pre-merger status or pre-merger identification affect the outcomes of post-
merger integration.

The identity of an organization is what is central, distinctive and 
enduring for the organization (Gioia & Thomas 1996, p. 371; Albert 
& Whetten 1985). Alternatively, organizational identity has been 
identified as “…the members’ collective, shared sense of who they are as 
an organization” (Corley & Gioia 2004, p.174; cf. also Albert & Whetten 
1985;) or the “…insiders’ perceptions and beliefs about what distinguishes 
their organization from others and provides the foundation for presenting 
the organization to external audiences” (Corley & Gioia 2004, p.174; cf. 
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also Hatch & Schultz 2002). Fluidity should also be added to the definition 
(Gioia & Thomas 1996, p. 394). The reason for adding the concept of 
fluidity comes from the finding that even though endurance is already 
included in the basic definition of organizational culture as an important 
aspect, organizational identity needs to be mallable, while a substantive 
change cannot be executed unless some basic features of identity change 
as well (Gioia & Thomas 1996, p. 394).

In the present study, organizational identification is defined as “the 
perception of oneness with or belongingness to an organization” (Colman 
& Lunnan 2010, p. 840; see also Mael & Ashforth 1992, p. 104). All major 
changes, especially strategic changes, need to go hand in hand with with 
a major alteration of the overall perception of the organization among 
the individuals that are its members (Gioia & Thomas 1996, p. 372; Fiol 
1991). Thus, organizational identification refers to how an organizational 
member defines their reference to the membership in the organization 
(He & Brown 2013; see also Ashforth & Mael 1989). In this definition of 
organizational identification, two central concepts need to be understood. 
Social categorization refers to how people define their belonging to certain 
groups or organizations, and self-enhancement implies that people usually 
want to maintain a positive sense of themselves in terms of the social 
groups or organizations that they belong to (Terry 2003). The historical 
and current organizational identity form the basis on which top managers 
can begin to foster a new identity and images of how they would like the 
organization to be perceived by internal and external stakeholders (Gioia & 
Thomas 1996, p. 394). Organizational identification has been demonstrated 
to generate positive outcomes for employees and organizations, manifested 
through factors, such as overall employee satisfaction and well-being, but 
more importantly employee performance (He & Brown 2013; Dukerich et 
al 2004, see also Ahsforth & al. 2008; Riketta 2005).

Organizational members react to emerging identity threats by preserving 
the attractiveness and distinctiveness of their own group (Colman & 
Lunnan 2010, p. 853; Haslam 2004) as well as by protecting and restoring 
their identities (Dutton & Dukerich, 1991).  Colman & Lunnan (2010) 
further discuss that self-enhancing actions can include valued identity 
attributes, such as knowledge, competence, technology, or culture. Target 
managers act to include these valued attributes as part of the new merged 
organization to restore attractiveness. In their study, the authors also find 
that if the identity of a unit is threatened, the members of the unit will 
mobilize what organizational members see as their strengths to protect and 
even restore their own identity. Thus, as argued by Colman & Lunnan (2010, 
p. 853), “[…] employees respond to identity threats by acting to preserve 
their identity”.

The image of an organization is how members of the organization believe 
others view their organization (Gioia & Thomas 1996, p. 372; Dutton, 
Dukerich & Harquail 1994). Therefore, the perception of the image is what 
is vital. This is the construed external image as seen from a descriptive 



39

Theoretical points of Departure in Strategy Research

viewpoint, which complements the projective viewpoint defined by 
Whetten, Lewis and Mischel (1992), where the projection describes how 
the organizational elite wants stakeholders to view the organization.

The extant literature is full of statements describing cultural clashes, 
but the tension does not need to be negative only. Such tensions can also 
be productive. Situational factors, such as poor performance or lack of 
communication, often lead people to channel blame on culture instead of 
contextual factors (Lee, Kim & Park, p. 592; Kanter & Corn 1994, p. 19). 
Thomas & McDaniel (1990, p. 286) called for research of organizational 
context and its effect on interpretation to go beyond the differences of the 
content of the issue (Daft & Weick 1984).  

Organizational members are active makers of corporate culture and 
not mere passive recipients. If language and symbols are seen as bearers 
of change, the role of top and middle management is to produce labels – 
to produce discourse (i.e., concepts, typologies, frames and scripts) as a 
means of sensegiving, leading to meaningful action (Scott 1995, p.44). 
Organizational culture can be changed according to the social context faced 
by the organization (Lee, Kim & Park 2015, p. 583). To follow Duncan’s 
(1974) call, middle managers can play an integral role in the issues of 
interpretation by actively being invited to participate, interact and 
contribute to the formalization of top leadership sensegiving. 

2.6 Ambiguity in Organizations

Organizational change processes are fraught with ambiguity2. Cambridge 
dictionary (Internet version) defines ambiguity as “a situation in which 
something has more that one possible meaning and may therefore cause 
confusion.” In instances of organizational change, it is crucial that the top 
management team understands ambiguity, especially identity ambiguity 
(Corley & Gioia 2004, p. 174). Identity ambiguity is what makes ambiguity 
uncomfortable and unpredictable in a change situation (Corley & Gioia 
2004, p. 173). Teerikangas (2004, p. 236) has studied organizational 
ambiguity from an uncertainty-motivation perspective and introduced a 
phase or temporal depiction of it describing the uncertainty-motivation in 
relation to the pre-acquisiton, during and post-acquisition phases. One of 
her key findings is that the acquirer would benefit from understanding the 
factors that impact the pre-deal uncertainty and motivation levels, given 
that a higher level of the pre-deal motivation has meant that the employees 
of the acquired entity are more accepting of upcoming changes.

Practitioner-oriented journals often refer to effective communication 
in terms of open communication (Eisenberg 1984, p. 228). Most 
theoretical writers see competent communication as the strategic use 

2 Cambrdige dictionary, internet version.
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of symbols (Eisenberg 1984, p. 227). Eisenberg (1984, p. 228) further 
sees organizational communication as “the process by which organizing 
occurs and not as something that occurs in organizations”.  Clarity can 
be achieved if i) the speaker has an idea, ii) this idea is encoded into 
language and symbols, and iii) the receiver understands it the way 
it was meant to be understood (Eisenberg 1984, p. 229). It should be 
understood that even if the message is clear, the situation can still be 
ambiguous, as there might not yet be a solution for this lack of clarity. By 
communicating a clear message, an ambiguous situation can be managed 
better. At the organizational level, strategic ambiguity can assist in 
shifting interpretations of organizational goals (Eisenberg 1984, p. 232), 
while at the interpersonal level it can assist in relationship development 
by other organizational members who fill in what they believe to be the 
meaning based on its context (Eisenberg 1984, p. 233). Inclusive use of 
strategic ambiguity can, at its best, orchestrate middle management 
to build closer relations to each other, thus increasing intragroup 
cohesiveness (Eisenberg 1984, p. 234). Consequently, Eisenberg (1984, 
p. 233) maintains that “research has shown that perceived similarity 
can lead to increased attraction”. Therefore, when top management 
sensegiving succeeds, middle management fills in the details and builds 
a stronger joint attraction and relationship to the subject in hand but 
above all a more detailed agenda to be followed. The greater the ambiguity 
in the message, the wider leeway it leaves for the recipient (Eisenberg 
1984, p. 233). As suggested by Heikkinen, Kerr, Malin & Routila (2021), 
middle managers are usually the ones who have had to face and manage 
the operational complexities first-hand. What this suggests is that the 
top management – middle management relationship ought to be more 
symbiotic, rather than mechanistic. 

The concept of identity ambiguity has also been linked closely to the 
understanding of organizational change processes. In a nutshell, identity 
ambiguity is linked to clarity and the unequivocal understanding of the roles 
that a member or members of an organization are supposed to fulfill (Corley 
& Cioia 2004). In instances of change, and especially in situations lacking 
clear sensegiving, members of an organization may interpret situations 
differently, thereby contributing to an increase in ambiguity levels. It comes 
as no surprise that the role of top managers is to embark on sensegiving, 
as this serves the function of easening or reducing ambiguity levels among 
organizational members when the organization is undertaking change. 

Ambiguity affects people differently and personal tolerance to ambiguity 
varies widely (Murphy, Mackenzie & Davey 2002, p. 28).  The authors 
further claim that congruence with personal values, cynisim, and tolerance 
for ambiguity strongly influence how people make sense of official values 
and judge their importance when they “extract cues” in making larger 
sense of what may be occurring in an organization. Furthermore, corporate 
culture is considered something that the organization is rather than what it 
has (Murphy, Mackenzie & Davey 2002, p. 18; Smirchich 1983).  The values 
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of the organization affect this consideration positively, and the values are 
an active tool of the top management (Murphy et al. 2002, p.28) 

2.7 Conclusion

The extant literature is vast on corporate strategy, strategic leadership as 
well as strategic management. These concepts were explained since they 
are needed to reflect on how Konecranes’ M&A and integration activities 
were carried out. Strategy can be perceived as defining the future of 
organizational entities. Mergers & Acquisitions are most often strategic and 
targeted for various types of growth. Thus, I will turn next to the academic 
discourse on M&As.
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3.1 M&A Definitions and Key Concepts

Mergers and Acquisitions (M&A) as a term refers to a transaction where 
one entity buys another and takes full control of the purchased entity, or 
two entities merge forming a combined unit. According to Bower (2001, 
p. 21), M&As occur for five primary reasons: “to deal with overcapacity 
through consolidation in mature industries; to roll-up competitors in 
geographically fragmented industries; to extend into new products or 
markets; as a substitute for research and development (R&D); and to 
exploit eroding industry boundaries by inventing an industry.” A number 
of academic dialogues on M&As cut across the above-mentioned reasons 
for companies deciding to embark on M&As. Teerikangas (2004) identifies 
several foci or M&A-related academic discussions: 1. Performance of the 
M&A, 2. Acquisitions as a form of entry mode to foreign markets, and 3. 
Management of the post-acquisition integration phase. 

The research on the performance aspects of M&As has looked at the 
financial outcomes of M&A activity.  General works on M&A performance 
have tended to focus on financial economics or have industrial organization 
and strategic management literatures foregrounding shareholder return for 
the acquiror or target firm’s owners (Datta 1991, p. 282). The performance 
aspect is usually explicated from the shareholder or economic point of 
view, or with the company level in mind. For example, King et al.’s (2004) 
meta-analysis of 93 M&A deals shows that very often, the anticipated 
synergies are not realized, and significant variance in M&A performance is 
far too often due to “unidentified variables” (Zhang & Stening 2014, page 
81). Schoenberger (2006) and Bruner (2004) also show that 50-80% of all 
M&A initiatives fail in their delivery of expected targets in return, sales 
growth, or profit increase (Lee, Kim & Park 2015, p. 581). However, studies 
have failed to produce a comprehensive understanding of the factors that 
influence M&A performance or why so many mergers and acquisitions 
rarely meet prior expectations (Datta 1991, p. 282). Other studies indicate 
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that immediate performance after M&As is difficult to capture because an 
increase in performance may materialize only five to ten years after the 
acquisition (Teerikangas 2004, p. 14; Laamanen & Keil 2008). 

Entry to foreign markets has been a constant topic, especially in the 
international business literature. Works in this domain suggest that 
successful foreign market entry depends on a number of firm and country 
related aspects, depending on whether the form of the market entry is 
an acquisition, a joint venture or an alliance (Teerikangas 2004, p. 142). 
Similar to the entry to foreign markets, an acquisition could also focus on 
access to new technologies. 

Post-merger integration, the third aspect identified by Teerikangas 
(2004), has been studied from different perspectives, foregrounding the 
integration process, different modes or approaches of integration and 
integration management. A number of key definitions are offered in this 
section. The process-based view on mergers and acquisitions introduced 
post-merger integration as a theme in the 1980s. Haspeslagh & Jemison 
(1991) famously introduced a process view on M&A deals, replacing earlier 
views positing that M&A activity would be a sum of sequential phases. 
Haspeslagh & Jemison (1991) do so by proposing a merging of previously 
disconnected strategic management and organizational behavior fields of 
studies. Following this line of thinking, an M&A deal consists of two phases: 
the pre-acquisition phase and the post-acquisition phase (Teerikangas 
2004, p. 15). During the pre-acquisition phase the acquiror examines 
whether a strategic fit exists, whereas the post-acquisition phase (i.e., 
the integration process) focuses on executing the desired organizational 
change in a structured process (Teerikangas 2004, p. 15). Teerikangas 
(2004, p. 15; see also Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991; Jemison & Sitkin 1986) 
identified this post-acquisition phase to be the most challenging phase for 
ensuring a successful acquisition. 

The overall process perspective of an M&A described by Haspeslagh & 
Jemison (1991, p. 12) identifies acquisition justification and acquisition 
integration as the phases of a process leading to positive results. Both 
of these phases possess unique problems and opportunities. What is 
common among the two is that together they should lead to value creation 
through joint capabilities and competitive advantages, thus creating better 
operational performance and eventually further value to shareholders as 
well as other stakeholders (Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991, p.23). The earlier 
“conventional view” had seen acquisitions as segmented, sequential 
processes of financial valuations and strategic fit analyses, backgrounding 
aspects of integration planning and execution (Haspeslagh & Jemison 
1991, p.13). Even some newer studies describe the pre-deal phase in the 
form of variance theories by focusing on why something happened, unlike 
process-based theories which focus on how something happened (Welch, 
Pavicevic, Keil & Laamanen 2020, p. 846). Welch et al. (2020) have called 
for i) more research on the complex interplay of pre-deal actors, ii) a 
dynamic perspective for describing the temporal elements of M&A activity 
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and specifically the consequences of the pre-deal phase for the PMI (post-
merger integration) process, and iii) further process-based theorizing 
(Welch et al. 2020, p. 846).

Haspeslagh & Jemison (1991, p.145) describe four different integration 
approaches based on whether the organization is seeking autonomy or 
strategic interdependence. Figure 1. below depicts the four different 
integration approaches proposed by Haspeslagh and Jemison (1991).

Need for Strategic Interdependence 

HighLow

High

Low

Needfor 
Organizational

Autonomy

SymbiosisPreservation

Holding Absorption

Figure 1.  Acquisition and Integration Approaches by Haspeslagh & Jemison 
1991, p.145

The bottom right quadrant in Figure 1. Acquisition and Integration 
Approaches by Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991, p.145 depicts absorption 
acquisitions as an integration approach. Absorption acquisitions require 
a high degree of interdependence and low organizational autonomy to 
create value. Such acquisitions also need full integration of operations, 
organizations and cultures for value creation to emerge. Absorption 
acquisitions are the most common and publicly most recognized 
acquisitions. These integrations fully consolidate two companies 
(Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991, p. 189)

Preservation acquisitions are acquisitions that require high 
organizational autonomy with a lower level of strategic interdependency. In 
such acquisitions, value creation can occur through financing capabilities, 
higher ambition, risk taking, improved competencies or even sales growth. 
Management needs to pay special attention to avoid destroying value by 
overly deep integration. These acquisitions are often initially small but are 
acquired as a platform for further development (Haspeslagh & Jemison 
1991, p. 209).

Symbiotic acquisitions are complex. Such acquisitions need high 
organizational autonomy. On the other hand, value creation requires 
a higher degree of interdependency. This coexistence of entities and 
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autonomy at the organizational level should ultimately lead to an increasing 
interdependency over the time. Corporate identity will and can be replaced 
gradually to conserve value and then create value. In these acquisitions, 
managers need to guide and carefully orient the patterns of interactions 
among the acquiror and acquiree (Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991, p. 222).

The final bottom left quadrant in Figure 1. depicts a a holding acquisition 
approach. In these cases, an owner company would be merely a common 
factor held by the acquiror and acquired firm.

Furthermore, Haspeslagh & Jemison (1991, p. 171) introduce a process 
model for integration. This model describes how interactions between 
solving process problems and creation of an atmosphere for capability 
transfer can guide a transfer of strategic capabilities. Eventually this leads 
toward improvement in distinctive competitive advantage. 

3.2 Schools of Thought in Mergers & Acquisitions

Given that the literature on M&As is vast and complex, it is challenging 
to exhaust all the academic peculiarities characterizing this academic 
discourse in an individual theory chapter. Nonetheless, we can form a 
relatively good picture of the M&A academic discourse by focusing on the 
main schools of thought informing this discourse and narrowing it down to 
serve the purpose of this study. Birkinshaw, Bresman & Håkanson (2000) 
identify four schools of thought in M&A, which were originally proposed by 
Haspeslagh and Jemison (1991): 

I. Capital markets school, 
II. Strategic management school, 
III. Organizational behavior school and 
IV. Process perspective school

The Capital markets school concentrates on wealth creation for 
shareholders and for the economy as a whole. The success of an acquisition 
would be measured and judged based on the immediate shareholder value 
creation. This hypothesis assumes that all unbiased information regarding 
future cash flows and risks would be reflected in the firm’s market value 
(Haspeslagh and Jemison 1991, p. 19). Consequently, a good acquisition 
would directly increase the market value, and the entire economy gains 
from the asset reallocation (Haspeslagh and Jemison 1991, p. 19). Works 
following this line of research demonstrate that more financial gain has 
accumulated for the shareholders of the acquired companies than for 
those making acquisitions (Birkinshaw, Bresman & Håkanson 2000, p. 397; 
Jarrell, Brickley & Netter 1988). This implies that the acquirors have paid 
too much or have systematically overvalued the estimated synergies. This 
school of thought provides little assistance to managers who seek to find 
ways to increase the value of their entity.
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The Strategic management school concentrates on performance and 
synergies in company-level studies. The main research interest is in value 
creation and the theoretical focus is on heavily industrial organization 
economics at the individual company level. Some studies examine the 
origins of the M&A activity in terms of economies of scale through related 
acquisitions (Lubatkin 1983), while others focus on quantifiable aspects of 
M&A performance, such as growth or increased profitability, or on factors 
that impact the performance and the success of the acquisition (Fowler & 
Schmidt 1989). The effects of strategic and organizational fit on acquisition 
performance falls in the scope of this school as well (Datta 1991; Sales & 
Mirvis 1984). 

The Organizational behavior school also concentrates on implications at 
the individual (employee) and organizational level. This school investigates 
aspects of the organizational culture and the human side of the M&A 
process. Studies informed by this school of thought claim that success is 
achieved by attending to systematic process management, communication, 
and cultural sensitivity when undergoing M&As (Bastien 1987; Sales & 
Mirvis 1984). Roberts (1994) proposes that an effective transfer of a strong 
culture (Deal & Kennedy 1982) to the acquired company can have a marked 
positive impact on performance (Barney 1986). 

The Process perspective school foregrounds value creation after the 
acquisition and during the integration period. Interestingly, this school of 
thought has demonstrated that strategic and organizational fit between 
entities allows the synergy potential to exist, though only the post-
acquisition (post-merger) process (integration) determines the realization 
of these potential synergies (Birkinshaw et al. 2000, p. 398; Greenwood, 
Hinings & Brown 1994; Haspelagh & Jemison 1989). Within the process 
school, decision process theory (Bower 1970) has been used in most studies 
for describing the integration process (Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991, p. 348). 

Birkinshaw et al. (2000) further draw on the two latter schools of thought 
and find that their differentiating factor is only the objective itself and that 
a synthesis of these could be created. Broadly speaking, the Organizational 
behavior school tends to focus on two aspects, namely the spawning of 
employee satisfaction and the shared corporate identity. The process 
perspective school, on the other hand, tends to focus on value creation 
during the integration process. Although the strategic and organizational 
fit between entitites involved in an M&A makes synegies possible, only an 
effective post-acquisition process allows them to be realised (Birkinshaw 
et al. 2000, p. 398). 

Combining these two perspectives, Birkinshaw et al. (2000) propose two 
distinct integration processes: ‘human integration’ and ‘task integration’. 
In M&A processes, Human integration acknowledges the importance of 
sensemaking, organizational culture, and identity as important factors to 
reckon with, whereas the task integration acknowledges operational and 
practical factors, i.e. the objective business aspect of an M&A. The aspect of 
ignoring human and cultural dimension during the post-merger integration 
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was already noted by Teerikangas (2004). This is sometimes referred to as 
“hard” and “soft” integration (Kroon, Noorderhaven, Corley & Vaara 2021).

Human integration, akin to sensegiving, is geared towards the creation 
of positive attitudes towards the integration among employees on both 
sides (Birkinshaw et al. 2000, p.  400). Integration is not only about 
organizational structures but also about cultures and symbols (Colman 
& Lunnan 2010, p. 854; Ranft & Lord 2002). Human integration already 
begins before closing an M&A deal. For example, Zhang & Stening (2014, 
p. 76) conclude that the differentiating factor between success and failure 
in post-acquisition integration can often be found in their approach to the 
integration strategy and people issues. Zhang & Stening (2014) show this in 
their article about automotive industry M&As and propose a simultaneous 
framework and dynamic post-acquisition integration management at 
the strategic and people levels. The study by Zhang & Stening (2014) 
underscores the following key points: i) the strategic level consists of 
clearly defined integration goals, the perspectives of both acquiror and 
acquiree firms as well as the development of a prioritized and staged 
approach to the integration process, and ii) at the level of individuals, there 
must be transparency and trust building, respect, being open-minded and 
motivated for adaptations and mutual learning. The duality of task and 
human integration is further supported by recent studies demonstrating 
that softer issues are also worth paying attention to (Lee et al. 2015, p. 580), 
nevertheless, without losing focus on the main M&A objectives.

Task integration is thus the identification and realization of operational 
synergies, either cost related or dynamic synergies (Birkinshaw et al. 
2000, p. 400). Task integration can be regarded as the “hard” part of 
the integration. It can be either the execution of the cost synergies or 
performing dynamic sales growth activities. If carried out appropriately, 
task integration may curtail the integration between different acquired and 
acquiring entities (Birkinshaw et al. 2000, p. 400). As noted by Suddaby 
and Greenwood (2005), in acquisition situations, acquired and acquiring 
entities inescapably enter into social conflict over the legitimacy of 
organizational forms. Consequently, successful task integration in M&As 
comprises an important dimension in the process of organizational change.

These styles do not need to be considered separately; they are not 
mutually exclusive. Both of the approaches can be dynamically combined 
(Kroon et al. 2021). “Success in acquisitions likely requires that managers 
find the right portfolio of integration mechanisms to achieve acquisition 
goals” (Meglio et al. 2015, p. 538).

3.3 M&A Rationale and Legitimation

Successful M&As always involve a process of legitimation. Legitimation is 
the justification and the rationale that is given for a particular change, in 
this case for a merger or an acquisition (Vaara & Monin 2010, p. 5). Vaara 
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& Monin adopted the definition of legitimacy in line with Suchman (1995, 
p.574) as “a generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an 
entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed 
system of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions”. It becomes the role of top 
management to announce and strategically manage the communication 
processes of an M&A so that values, beliefs, norms, and expectations are 
aligned at both the national-cultural level – including various stakeholders 
- and the organizational level. 

Two schools of thought exist in addressing the notion of legitimation 
(Suchman 1995, p. 575). The first is the strategic tradition that is based on 
the works of Pfeffer and his collaborators (Suchman 1995, p. 575; Dowling & 
Pfeffer 1975; Pfeffer 1981). From this perspective, the notion of legitimacy 
is seen as a strategic operational resource, where management can have 
high control over the legitimation process. According to this tradition, 
legitimation is planned, calculated and has a clear purpose towards the 
stakeholders. The second tradition has emerged among institutional 
researchers who, on the contrary, concentrate on the whole sector of 
activity or organizational life and depict legitimacy as a set of constitutive 
beliefs (Suchman 1995, p. 576). According to this tradition, external 
institutions construct the organization, and cultural definition dictates 
how the organization is built and run. 

The traditional view argues that legitimation is merely a phase in the 
M&A process or something that is loosely connected to (post)merger 
integration activities (Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991; Demers, Giroux & 
Chreim 2003; Tienari, Vaara & Björkman 2003). Vaara & Monin (2010, p. 
3) highlight the central relationship between the discursive legitimation 
of an M&A transaction on the one hand, and the related organizational 
actions on the other hand, instead of regarding legitimation only as one of 
the first steps in integration management. Legitimation will serve as a basis 
for the whole integration process. Even some newer studies seem to miss 
the concept of the pre-deal phase assisting the PMI phase of integration 
(Welch et al. 2020, p. 846).

The legitimation of the M&A deal starts from the announcements, internal 
and public, which are intensively followed by organizational members on 
both sides, the acquiror and the acquired party. The announcements of 
mergers (Demers et al, 2003) and their media coverage (Tienari et al. 2003, 
Comtois, Denis & Langley 2004 and Vaara & Monin 2010) have already 
received considerable research attention. Vaara & Monin (2010, p. 3), 
for instance, argue that the “focus should be maintained on the recursive 
relationship between discursive legitimation and organizational action”. 
Organizational action refers to how M&A is going to be implemented and 
how the integration will be executed. In other words, the role of the top 
management is to manage and align values, norms and beliefs between 
cultures at the national and organizational levels. Vaara & Monin (2010) 
claim that a focus is needed between sensegiving and organizational action 
and their recursive relationship. In their case example, Vaara & Monin 
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(2010) identify normalization, authorization, rationalization, moralization 
and narrativization as strategies of sensemaking legitimacy. The authors 
modify previous views to fit their study and propose five legitimation and 
deligitimation strategies: i) (de)naturalization where one renders something 
natural or unnatural by specific discursions, ii) rationalization when one 
provides a rational argumentation to legitimation, iii) exemplification where 
one provides examples to gain legitimacy, iv) authorization where one makes 
references to authorities for gaining legitimacy, and v) moralization where 
one gains legitimacy using moral arguments (Vaara & Monin, 2010,  p.10). 

People on both sides of the acquiror and acquired companies eagerly 
monitor the related communication and the actions taken in practice. 
The way, what and by whom something is communicated set the tone for 
the entire process of human integration in a specific M&A intitiative. The 
underlying meanings and actions are therefore more important than just 
the surface level organizational rhetoric (Vaara & Monin 2010, p. 5). Some 
scholars view legitimation as mainly belonging to the pre-acquisition phase 
(Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991), or as having only a loose connection with 
postmerger actions (Demers et al. 2003; Tienari et al. 2003), even though 
the prerequisites are already built with the announcement communication.

Vaara & Monin (2010) also identified three dynamics for discursive 
legitimation: justifications as the primary frames for future actions, 
institutionalizing specific ideas and justifications to serve as sensemaking 
frames, as well as power position and the authority of those responsible for 
the M&A and integration.

Part of the literature on M&A speaks of legitimation as what is called 
“discursive strategizing”. Using discursive strategizing one can employ 
the media for arguing over the legitimacy of specific issues such as a M&A 
activity (Vaara & Monin 2010, p. 5; Tienari et al. 2003). 

Legitimation is important not just as a way of communication but 
also to attract the middle managers to support something that is being 
done, specifically when requiring their active participation. As identified 
by Huy (2002), middle managers’ inclusion, involvement and active 
engagement in change processes is crucial for a successful transformation 
or change. The inclusion of middle managers and experts allows their 
knowledge, both explicit and tacit, to be used when assessing the synergy 
opportunities and obstacles. As argued by Vaara & Monin (2010, p. 19), 
legitimation should be based on facts and should not only be a nice story 
to be told to organizational members.

In addition to rationale business motives, Vaara and Monin (2010, 
p.4) name less legitimate motives such as empire building as well as the 
tendency of the leaders to be overenthusiastic and overconfident about 
the plans of the acquisitions. This can occur if management keeps their 
ideas above everything (Seth et al. 2002) or if the investment bankers or 
the consultants assume an overly important role in the process (Lubatkin 
& Lane 1996). Additionally, the group dynamic can lead to the decision-
making group losing their critical thinking, leading to dangerous group-
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think situations (Janis 1972). 
Middle managers can also be considered as strategic assets for 

interpreting and synthesizing the knowledge of top and frontline managers 
(Rouleau 2005, p. 1435). Middle managers can be central in interpreting 
and and selling strategic change even to their colleagues (Rouleau 2005, 
p. 1438). They can do so using micro-practices and practical knowledge 
(Rouleau 2005, p. 1431). These micro-practices can include translating the 
orientation, overcoding the strategy, disciplining the client and justifying 
the change. 

To this end, successful M&As are complex processes cutting across many 
levels, from national to intra and inter-organizational levels. The process of 
M&As involves not only the setting and agreeing on objective parameters 
but also involves a process of legitimation through which organizational 
activities, actions, and goals are aligned, managed and deemed proper in 
keeping with existing societal/national, as well as with the acquiring and 
acquired organizational values, beliefs and norms. A pressing issue then 
becomes the role of top management in managing and orienting the process 
through sensemaking and sensegiving. The latter, whether it is referred to 
as discourses, communication scripts, symbols or labels, to name a few – are 
handled is such a way as to be meaningful for stakeholders and members of 
organizations undergoing change.

3.4 Temporal Elements and Other Factors in the 
M&A Process

Another more practical central component of the M&A literature is and 
deals with the issue of time, timing and speed in the integration process 
(Angwin 2004, p. 418).  The chosen integration approach as was described 
in Figure 1 above forms the base for the integration timetable (Haspeslagh 
& Jemison 1991, p. 169). For example, in a holding integration, the time span 
can be relatively short, whereas absorption integration can be quite long.

The notion of time is usually tackled by provising answers to two questions: 
i) when can an acquisition and consequently integration be declared a 
success, and ii) what and how much needs to be achieved immediately at 
the beginning of the integration? As an example, Colman & Lunnan (2010, 
p. 841) argue that only after two years can the permanent effects of M&A 
be observed and success categorized. The first year is often spent in getting 
acquainted and reorganizing the combined businesses. Actual performance 
outcomes can typically be identified only after this period of time. Colman 
& Lunnan (2010) further claim that if there are no visible results by then 
and people are unsatisfied, it is likely that the acquisition will not create 
desired value in the future. 

On the other hand, the speed of integration can be measured with two 
criteria: i) time to completion and ii) progress over a specified time period. 
The research field is dominated by studies focusing on the progress over a 
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time period, though the completion of the integration is often more difficult 
to assess. This is primarily due to difficulty in gaining access to longitudinal 
study describing these types of phenomena (Angwin 2004, p. 419). 

The immediate post-integration period is crucial. Some early studies 
have suggested a 90-day immediate period (Angwin 2004, p. 419), while 
others such as that focusing on GE Capital have regarded a 100-day plan 
as critical. Feldman & Spratt (1999) further claimed that all the essential 
actions should be commenced within this timeframe and weighed against 
employee enthusiasm, customer tolerance and investor patience. The 
reason for this is that these performance indicators are known to decline 
after this period (Angwin 2004, p. 427). PriceWatehouseCoopers (PWC) has 
taken the matter further by suggesting that the entire integration process 
should only last 100 days (Lajoux 1998; Angwin 2004). The importance of 
the immediate period, whether 90 or 100 days may be essential for human 
integration; however, to state that a task as complex as integration would 
need to be accomplished within that immediate period is overly optimistic. 
In response to this, Angwin (2004, p. 427) stated that “there is little evidence 
to support the view that the volume of change started in the first 100 days 
is associated with perceptions of success”. His study found that the top 
managers early in the integration do not associate success with the actions 
of the first 90- or 100-day period. Furthermore, Angwin (2004) finds that 
top managers interviewed later than this period confirm this association. 
In these cases, it is more of a general association with the speed, not with an 
exact time period of 90 or 100 days. They may not recollect exactly when the 
change took place but merely associate it with the overall speed. A reason 
for such a vague recollection might be that they will only know after a longer 
time whether the acquisition really was successful (Angwin 2004, p. 428).

Despite the abundance of research on M&A and post-merger integration, 
systematic longitudinal studies are scant. As suggested by Angwin (2004, 
p. 421), what we lack is a better understanding of the process, actions 
undertaken, and the measures used to depict a post-acquisition integration 
period as successful. Furthermore, most prior studies are quantitative 
in nature primarily foregrounding predictive aspects pertaining to 
M&A. What is pressing is a longitudinal study seeking to gain a deeper 
understanding of sensemaking processes and actions taken especially by 
the top management in instances where companies undergo an M&A.

Taken together, the above academic studies suggest that successful 
M&A depends on a plethora of elements and are fraught with dynamism 
and complexity. As much as the success of an M&A depends on objective 
criteria identified in the pre-acquisition phase or as macro strategies 
and tactics, it also heavily depends on what was referred to above as 
the “softer issues” by Lee, Kim & Park (2015), such as top management 
negotiations, communications and other micro level details, as well as the 
sensemaking and sensegiving endeavour (also Vaara 2002). Whether we 
are speaking in terms of significant variance in M&A performance due to 
undefined variables (Teerikangas 2004; Zhang & Stening 2014), entering 
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new markets (Teerikangas 2004; Andersen 1997), or organizational post-
merger integration in general (Teerikangas 2004), or even an industry 
life-cycle of declining, maturing, or a growth situation (Bauer et al. 2016, 
p. 501), these “softer issues” and processes play an important role and are 
crucial to an understanding of M&As and post-integration processes. As 
suggested by Vaara (2003), most of the abovementioned research tends 
to focus on the “softer” side of M&A processes, especially as they relate 
to internal preparation and decision making in regard to post-merger 
integration. With these “softer issues” and processes, I follow the view of 
Lee, Kim & Park (2015) in defining these ”softer issues” as the meaning 
making activities and interactions between the top management and the 
middle management as well as conceptualize them via the sensemaking 
and sensegiving theoretical apparatus (Weick 1995). Interactions between 
the top management and the middle-management are situational and can 
be, based on the views of Kalthoff (2005), depicted as social places where 
organizational members interpret figures and facts to stabilise them and 
construct shared meaning (Huikku & Lukka 2015, p. 249). Latour (1987) 
writes that facts are produced in a process of ‘translation’ of claims into 
facts and thereafter collectively stabilised from controversies and gradually 
accepted to become true. This translation can also be considered a sort 
of negotiation to construct a common definition and meaning (Huikku & 
Lukka 2015, p. 249). Multiple cycles of negotiation connected with textual 
amendments made consecutively, can nevertheless make strategic plans 
more authoritative (Huikku & Lukka 2015, p. 250). In summary, realist 
and rationalistic research has dominated the M&A literature, and very 
little is known about what truly happens behind the scenes in the internal 
preparation and decision-making process regarding integration (Vaara 
2003, p. 860). 

3.5 Post-merger Integration

The people aspect of M&A, which becomes an issue for post-merger 
integration,  is considered from two viewpoints in the prior literature. The 
first viewpoint takes the value orientation perspective. This view considers 
the differences in the value orientation between the culturally different 
acquiring and acquired firms (Lee, Kim & Park 2015). Following this line of 
research, the argument follows that the larger the value gap or the cultural 
distance between the acquiring and acquired firm, the more challenging 
the progress of integration will become. On the other hand, the second 
viewpoint underscores the role of value orientation among members of 
acquiring and acquired organizations in relation to their (non)identification 
with the organizations after acquisition. The argument follows that 
refusal of organizational members to align with the new organizational 
identity position may greatly affect the success of a merger (Lee, Kim & 
Park 2015, p.  582). The corollary of this is that adequate sensegiving by 
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top management becomes crucial for a succesful post-merger integration. 
Through sensegiving, top management may considerably reduce ambiguity 
and induce organizational identification among organizational members. 

Differing modes of the integration, or what can also be called as 
approaches to the integration, have been identified based on the degree of 
integration (Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991; Teerikangas 2004, p.16; Graebner 
2004; Bower 2001). This view suggests an industry contextual approach 
to modes of integration and addresses the aspects or degrees of autonomy 
among entities in the process of M&As. For example, Teerikangas (2004) 
and Weber (1996) suggest that the autonomy of acquired unit would ensure 
better performance, especifically in data-driven and service industries 
as compared to the manufacturing industry, where a controlled process 
leads to a better end result. For Graebner (2004, p. 751), in the case of 
technology firms being acquired, the transfer of tacit knowledge might be 
difficult to be transferred, and therefore a high degree of integration might 
be needed, even though acquirors might only have little information on 
where the knowledge really resides. The move to a more context-specific 
understanding was further developed to reflect what makes sense. Ranft 
and Lord (2002) found that autonomy and deeper integration can co-
exist in parallel, since entities of the acquired firms can be integrated to a 
different degree, and that the integration level can change over time. 

Integration management has been studied from a wide variety of 
persepctives, including timing matters (Angwin 2004), communication 
(Ranft & Lord 2002), interface management (Haspeslagh & Jemison 
1991), supportive atmosphere (Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991; Olie 1994), 
involvement of the acquired managers (Angwin 2004) and execution skills, 
particularly in cross-border acquisitions where national cultural distance 
enhances cross-border acquisition performance (Morosini, Shane & Singh 
1998).  Ranft & Lord (2002, p. 420) studied the dynamics of the acquisition 
implementation and particularly how to transfer new technology and 
capabilities. 

Some studies view post-merger integration as a set of actions (Graebner, 
Heimeriks, Huy & Vaara 2017, p. 4), while others view it as actions to 
combine separate firms (Cording, Christmann & King 2008, p. 74). Other 
studies have defined integration as the outcome of integrating the buyer 
and target’s standardized practises (Vaara, Sarala, Stahl & Björkman 2012). 
Furthermore, some researchers pointed out the multidimensionality, for 
example, by defining post-merger integration as “multifaceted, dynamic 
process through which the acquirer and acquired firm or their components 
are combined to form a new organization” (Graebner, Heimeriks, Huy & 
Vaara 2017, p. 5). 

Research on the post-merger integration process have often been largely 
built on the idea that all value creation takes place after the acquisition 
(Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991).  Practitioners of the conventional view 
often delegate integration and post-acquisition decisions to management 
members who were not included in the pre-acquisition process because of 
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their lack of status in the organization or because of secrecy (Haspeslagh & 
Jemison 1991, p. 13).  

M&A process studies often describe integration actions, the impact of 
these actions on the acquiror and acquired company, and ultimately explain 
how the process as a whole created value (Birkinshaw et al. 2000, p. 395). 
However, the logic that value creation takes place after the acquisition 
misses the point of a M&A strategy and the key reasons for the strategy 
behind the acquisition. Value creation cannot take place unless there is a 
clear understanding of what the acquisition is about and why it is pursued 
in the first place. The idea that the execution of value creation takes place 
after the acquisition is completed, and the deal is closed, assumes that the 
value would only be created afterwards.  This form of reasoning appears 
to be misguided. Value creation takes place throughout the process. The 
outcome, whether successful or unsuccessful, is only an instance among 
many interlinked dynamics between various entities involved in the 
process of M&As.

Obviously, there can be serendipitous value creation, which refers to 
unexpected value induced by the acquisition not foreseen beforehand 
in the acquisition planning phase (Graebner 2004, p. 752). These can 
be new processes, maybe some unexpected technological innovations, 
new strategic ideas, or even general organizational and cultural renewal 
(Colman & Lunnan 2010, p. 850). True planning for strategic value creation 
is accomplished already, and mostly, prior to the closing of an M&A deal. 
Whether it is cost saving synergies that deliver the increase in value or 
dynamic synergies gained through increased sales, they need to form the 
basis for the acquisition. A factual basis for the acquisition thus requires 
that a multitude of details be considered; therefore, the middle management 
and experts typically need to be involved (Vaara & Monin 2010, p. 19). 
Top management needs to direct the process of challenging the middle 
management to reach an ambition level that is set sufficiently high. 

In absorption acquisitions, two entities are fully consolidating, and the 
integration can follow and implement the ideas outlined in the plan. In 
this type of integration, careful pre-planning is followed by managing 
the rationalization of the combination of the entities, transferring best 
practices between them and exploiting complementarity (Haspeslagh & 
Jemison 1991, p. 191). The idea needs to be that there are no winners and no 
losers, no separate legacy sides, and all sides and entities must be harnessed 
(Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991, p. 208).

In preservation acquisitions, value creation requires that the distinct 
cultures be preserved by protecting the boundaries, nurturing the acquired 
company, accumulating the learnings of a prospective new business, and 
increasing resource commitments (Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991, p. 211). 
Value creation is built by accelerating innovation, business development 
and by learning. The co-existence of exploitation and exploration in correct 
balance becomes a true issue (Aspara, Tikkanen, Pöntiskoski, & Järvensivu 
2011). In many organizations, the priority is sometimes unclear and one 



56

Mergers & Acquisitions

of these aspects gains too much focus, thereby endangering short-term or 
long-term profitability. There might be times when this is a consciously 
made decision for a temporary moment to concentrate on one of them only.

In symbiotic acquisitions, preservation and encouraged interactions 
require more pull from the acquired entity rather than push from the 
acquiror. Strategic control overcedes the operational control. The 
organizational structure will slowly amalgamate without losing the identity 
of the acquired entity. (Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991, p. 231). Value creation 
will occur if a proper strategic mission, interdependency and autonomy can 
be combined and balanced (Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991, p. 235).

In holding type of acquisitions, integration is minimalised. Only a 
holding company that consolidates operations is the common denominator 
and synergy is not usually sought between different operative companies 
(Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991, p. 235).

These types of M&A strategies identified by Haspeslagh & Jemison (1991) 
inform the strategy and strategising of many practicioners. In doing so, they 
tend to focus on the backstage planning aspect of M&A and integration, 
and as such background the continuous contingencies and dynamics of 
implementing a post-merger integration process. 

Post-merger integration is thus recognized as a main source of value 
creation and therefore a critical part of the M&A process (Angwin 2015, 
p. 235). Too often, strategists merely concentrate on motivations and 
strategies for the M&A initiation part and neglect the integration part, 
which begins when the M&A deal is struck (Angwin 2015, p. 235; Bower 
2001). Some existing studies are either conceptual and lack empirical data 
(Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991; Mirvis & Marks 2001; Angwin 2015, p. 385) 
or focus only on one specific integration strategy (Ellis & Lamont 2004). 
This research gap has motivated researchers to call for a greater focus 
on M&A implementation and effective integration (Angwin & Meadows 
2015, p. 235), while empirical, conceptual and methodological limitations 
have diminished the value of many extant post-merger studies (Angwin 
& Meadows 2015, p. 385). Moreover, until now, longitudinal studies have 
overlooked possible variation in the approaches employed to manage 
post-merger integration, and recent research has shown there to be more 
complexity in post-merger integration than has been previously explicated 
(Angwin 2015, p.285; Graebner 2004; Zaheer, Castaner & Souder 2013).

The industry context has been demonstrated to be specifically important 
for post-merger integration planning. In mature industries, it is likely 
that the approach will need to be different from what would be effective in 
growing or declining industries (Bauer et al. 2017, p. 511), and situational fit 
will also play an important role. 

Furthermore, a monolithic approach is found to be unlikely, since all 
transactions involve different units and will thus need different degrees of 
interdependence and autonomy (Kroon et al. 2021). The post-integration 
process needs to be dynamic and to fit the situation (Kroon et al. 2021). 
Unfortunately, the majority of studies have considered integration to be 
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homogenous, despite recent calls for introducing a more situation-specific 
approach (Kroon et al. 2021; see also Bauer & Matzler 2014; Teerikangas & 
Thanos 2018).

In their study, Zhang and Stening (2014) describe three research 
challenges facing post-acquisition integration research. First, the authors 
find the current approach for describing the integration process to be too 
fragmented and note that there is a need for a holistic integrated approach, 
as current approaches have tended to focus on standalone components, 
such as strategy, organizational behavior and process management, which 
limit application of these research results to real managerial situations. 
Mainstream M&A research has separately studied issues such as financial, 
strategic, organizational and process perspectives. Consequently, 
research tends to lack comprehensiveness and a deep understanding of 
the essentially interactive and integrated process, where all components 
affect each other. A second challenge identified by Zhang and Stening is 
that research too often assumes a “static approach to a dynamic reality” 
(Zhang & Stening 2014, p.81). Haspeslagh & Jemison (1991, p. 168) 
already stated that a post-merger integration “must be viewed as a highly 
dynamic process of adjustment”. All too often, this process view, especially 
when adopted in managerial practice, leads to a mechanistic and static 
approach that neglects the adjustments, adaptations and flexibility of the 
real-life integration process. As a third challenge, Zhang & Stening (2014) 
identify what they call a “too simplified approach” to research. According 
to the authors, conceptual frameworks are often generalized from cases 
that are randomly selected, and the case selection is mainly based on the 
possibility of gaining access to case data. This can often lead to comparing 
the incomparable.

Existing research has paid extensive attention to the role of the CEO in 
administering and guiding processes of change. Most of these works seem 
to provide a snapshot or a limited view of the role and activities of the CEOs 
in change processes. Other aspects, such as the relationship between the 
CEO and the role of the middle managers as well as the prolonged and 
holistic understanding of change processes, have been backgrounded, 
many due to a lack of access or time needed. It is also worth pointing out, 
without going deeper into the power aspect, that if power is needed, “it is 
best to first use power, and subsequently restrain the use of power” (Kroon 
et al. 2021, p. 24).

Some studies fail to notice that the ultimate target of post-merger 
integration is to reach the goals set out for the M&A activity. That is, to reach 
the planned synergies, whether entailing dynamic growth or cost synergies, 
or any other strategic targets set. If the goals are not well set, the follow-up 
becomes virtually impossible. Clear and well communicated goals make it 
possible even for external stakeholders to follow the execution of the post-
merger integration, something that is needed in cases of listed companies.
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3.6 Conclusion

There is a strong consensus among both practitioners and researchers that 
post-merger integration plays an important role in the success of the M&A 
endevour. Particular importance has been placed on the process and how 
the integration is executed. CEO – middle management -relationships have 
been identified as a crucial component in understanding the dynamics of 
an M&A process in general and the integration process more specifically. 
It is by understanding this aspect of the process that we can form a better 
picture of how value emerges during the post-integration process.

Extant literature is extensive on many M&A-related aspects, including 
integration depth or intervention mechanisms, but overlooks the 
interrelationships between topics such as leadership and strategy 
implementation, or organizational change and organizational behaviour 
(see also Steigenberg 2017). Sensemaking has been demonstrated to serve 
as a good approach for investigating organizational change processes, 
particularly in M&A activities. In the following Chapter, we will examine 
sensemaking as a theoretical apparatus and its applicability in this study.
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Concepts

4.1 Key Tenets of Sensemaking Research

There are many definitions of sensemaking. By and large, all the proposed 
definitions seek to condense the components or dimensions of sensemaking 
into a comprehensible definition. In this vein, the dominant definitions 
depict sensemaking as “an ongoing, situated process that involves creation 
of coherent understandings through interlinked observation (‘extraction 
of cues’), interpretation and action (‘enactment’)” (Schildt, Mantere & 
Cornelissen 2020, p. 245). Similarly, Maitlis and Sonenshein (2010, pp. 552-
523), define sensemaking as a “process of social construction that occurs 
when discrepant cues interrupt individuals’ ongoing activity, and involves 
the retrospective development of plausible meanings that rationalize what 
people are doing (see also Weick, 1995; Weick et al. 2005). Central to the 
development of plausible meanings is the bracketing of cues from the 
environment, and the interpretation of those cues based on salient frames. 
Thus, sensemaking can be viewed as “…connecting cues and frames to create 
an account of what is going on” (Maitlis and Sonenshein 2010: pp. 552-523).  
As maintained by Weick (1993, p. 635), “the basic idea of sensemaking is that 
reality is an ongoing accomplishment that emerges from efforts to create 
order and make retrospective sense of what occurs.” Individuals interpret 
and explain cues they notice from their environment in a social process 
of sensemaking (Maitlis 2005, p. 21). Phenomenologically, according to 
Husserl, time is a reflection of an event in past events, retaining them until 
today, current events at their existence and future events according to their 
current expectations (Routila 1970, p. 94). 

The sensemaking approach has been used to study a broad range of 
organizational phenomena, specifically focusing on organizational crises 
and organizational change.  The Sensemaking and Sensegiving approach 
has been used to look at how indogenous and exogenous disruptions of 
various sorts, affect organizations and organizational meaning-making 
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processes (Maitlis and Sonenshein 2010). Among the top proponents 
of the sensemaking theory is the social psychologist Karl E. Weick (e.g., 
1979; 1995). Sensemaking is used to address and highlight the processes 
by which members of an organization engage in meaning making while 
the organization is carrying out “business as usual” or undergoing change 
(Weick 1995; Weick et al. 2005). Weick suggests that we make sense of the 
environment through a meaning making process. Weick (1995) developed 
the concept of sensemaking to capture the processes of meaning-making, 
specifically in instances of change. 
    The concept of sensemaking can be understood by looking at its undergirding 
conceptual dimensions. We make sense of our environenment through and 
with the influence of seven interrelated properties (Mills, Thurlow & Mills 
2010, p. 184). Who we are and what experiences we have shape our view of 
the world as grounded in identity construction. In sensemaking, we compare 
and rely on our past experiences in order to interpret current events in a 
process of retrospection. The sensemaking process is triggered by cues and 
driven by plausibility. Sensemaking is about our environment and is social 
in the sense that it is contingent on interaction with other organizational 
members. Sensemaking is ongoing, as it is a sequential, iterative and 
neverending process that is in a constant state of flow (Mills, Thurlow 
& Mills 2010, p.185). In similar terms, Sandberg & Tsoukas (2015, p. 11) 
identify five basic constituents of sensemaking based on study of Weick’s 
texts: “(i) confined to specific episodes, (ii) triggered by ambiguous events, 
(iii) occurs through specific processes, (iv) generating particular outcomes, 
(v) is influenced by specific situational factors”. Sandberg & Tsoukas (2015, 
p. 14) further view sensemaking as a cycle of creation, interpretation and 
enactment. Creation consists of extracting cues, noticing and bracketing. 
Interpretation occurs when the initial sense is developed into a narratively 
organized sense, and enactment involves acting upon the more complete 
sense. The outcome can be a plausible account that helps create a narrative 
to act upon in the future (Sandberg & Tsoukas 2015, p. 15).  

Events and Episodes
The sensemaking literature depicts sensemaking as something that is 
triggered by events, experiences or phenomena in which an organization 
and its members find themselves. For Weick et al. (2005), events are 
depicted as instances having the potential to induce chaos or ambiguity 
among organizational members. Members of an organization may ask what 
is going to happen to us, how this change is going to affect us, how this is 
going to affect what we do and how we carry out our business practices. 

Sandberg & Tsoukas (2015, p. 11) also discuss sensemaking as episodic. A 
specific episode is a definable episode from when an ongoing organizational 
activity is interrupted until it is satisfactorily restored or permanently 
interrupted. It is during this episode when sensemaking about an activity 
occurs. There can be various types of differing levels of sensemaking 
episodes ongoing simultaneously, some shorter and some longer in effect. 
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Although events can be something that emerges from the environment, 
such as competitor actions or customer opportunities, the events can also 
be planned and self-created (Sandberg & Tsoukas 2015, p. 12).

Noticing and Bracketing
The sensemaking literature suggests that the triggering process is associated 
with noticing and bracketing situations (Weick, Sutcliff & Obstfeld 2005, p. 
411). Noticing entails identifying the symptoms or the causes contributing 
to ambiguity, to the new situation. Noticing a new situation also typically 
raises discussion, a discussion pertaining to what the situation actually is. 
Noticing also involves the early collection of facts that one might need for 
the labelling or categorizing of those events. The noticing of symptoms or 
‘discrepant cues’ exacerbated by an event entails a retrospective account 
by members of an organization. This is to suggest that they will refer to 
their previous experiences of similar events when assessing symptoms 
or “discrepant ques” (Weick 1993). This aspect is akin to the grounded 
identity construction concept described above. For example, in order for the 
members of an organization to make sense of a disruptive event, they will 
look for reasons to explain why such a disruption has occurred and will seek 
for meaningful ways to resume their organizational practices. Bracketing 
involves identification of some rough ideas that can later be articulated 
as labels or as meaning categories. This envolves categorization and 
filtering of the initial cause(s) of events. For Weick et al. (2005), noticing 
and bracketing mark the beginning phase of sensemaking. What these two 
components of the sensemaking concept suggest is that organizational 
members’ sensemaking processes may materialize differently if their 
frames of reference do not support the desired interpretation of events. 

The reasoning for meaningful action depends on prior experiences, as 
well as on a number of premises, available organizational frameworks or 
scripts, such as those embodied in the organizational culture, including tacit 
knowledge, norms, values, business structure/model of the organization 
and traditions. If change factor(s) are interpreted differently from what 
is taken for granted as organizational frames of reference, sensemaking 
by members of organization will tend to be biased. The members of an 
organization will seek alternative frames of reference. In doing so, they 
engage in meaning making that might not be in line with organizational 
expectations. This could occur if they suboptimize their own entity, often 
without even understanding the consequences for the whole entity.

Labelling
Labelling and categorization can be considered as functional deployment, 
that is “imposing labels on interdependent events in ways that suggest 
plausible acts of managing, coordinating and distributing” (Weick et al. 
2005, p. 411). Labelling pertains to the definition of the cognitive categories 
and provides a typology for action. Without labels containing adequate, 
congruent categories and typology, sensemaking may be converted 
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into unsuccessful sensegiving, which could result in members of the 
organization not understanding what organizational change entails.

Action
The general notions of sensemaking as seeking information, associating 
meaning and action (Thomas, Clarke & Gioia 1993, p. 240; Weick 1979; Gioia 
& Chitipeddi 1991) are also the key processes of cognition-action identified 
as scanning of environment, interpretation and active responses. Although 
these concepts are widely recognized, their link to the performance lacks 
supporting research (Thomas, Clarke & Gioia 1993, p.240). Cognition and 
action have been demonstrated to be linked together (Thomas, Clarke & 
Gioia 1993, p. 239). By attending to cognition and action, Thomas, Clarke 
& Gioia (1993) wanted to explicate the differences between success and 
failure and further to link sensemaking processes with organizational 
performance.

If managers first ask themselves what is going on, they typically want 
to think of what they should do next (Weick et al. 2005, p. 412). Finally, 
communication in the social context is a crucial element of sensemaking 
(Weick et al. 2005, p. 413). Communication in sensemaking theory has been 
addressed by the concept of sensegiving. Corely and Gioia (2004) depict 
sensegiving as being akin to a communicative-rhetoric strategy aimed at 
influencing or guiding organizational members’ meaning making. In this 
sense, managerial sensemaking is an intervention tool in the repertoire of 
top leadership. It is deployed to guide organizational members’ sensemaking 
and to align it with the organizational narrative. 

Retrospection
Retrospectivity has been argued in recent studies, resulting in a call for a 
more present and future-oriented focus (Ganzin, Islam & Suddaby 2020, 
p. 79; Colville & Pye 2010; Colville, Pye & Brown 2015; Holt & Cornelissen 
2014). For Weick, retrospectivity is a crucial element in sensemaking and 
arises in his question “How can I know what I think until I see what I say” 
(Weick 1979, p. 133; 2009, p. 143). Building on this, Holt & Cornelissen 
(2014, p. 525) state that “sense is being governed by exposure to unknown 
possibility rather than only retrospective assessment”. This would seem 
to indicate that sensemaking includes not only retrospection but also the 
imaginable future outcomes and how they would make sense. 

Sensemaking and Change Processes
For Weick et al. (2005), and especially for Gioia and Chittipeddi (1991), 
organizational change processes involve a pivotal role for top managers in 
orienting and administering change. In my study, I seek to foreground the 
role of top management as well as the dynamics and processes by which 
top managers together with mid-level managers construct and orient 
sensemaking and sensegiving to members of an organization in instances 
of strategic change. Of particular interest is the construction of labels 
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or categories as means for “stabilizing the streaming of experience” by 
members of an organization, while the organization is undergoing an M&A 
(Weick et al. 2005, p. 411). Specifically, on the one hand, I look to underscore 
how top management sensegiving contributes to the “stabilization and the 
streaming of experience” among organizational members. The notions of 
ambiguity and identification are of particular importance (Corley & Gioia 
2004). On the other hand, I seek to underscore the notion of legitimacy as 
playing a crucial role in conveying importance and relevance to stakeholders 
(Vaara & Monin 2003). 

As identified above, change processes such as M&As are extremely 
complex. A number of things can go wrong. Informed managerial 
sensemaking and sensegiving is crucial. In instances of lacking or 
inadequate sensemaking and sensegiving, members of an organization 
come to a point in which they “extract cues” and bracket; that is, they 
interpret change efforts differently from what the top leadership had in 
mind. In such situations, the organization is likely to encounter obstacles 
while undergoing strategic change. 

In instances of disruption and change, managers and members of 
organizations face an ambiguous, chaotic or an uncertain situation in their 
work (cues). In such instances, they seek to make sense of the situation 
and try to generate an understanding of what is happening around them. 
Ambiguous and uncertain situations trigger interpretation (Schildt et al. 
2015; Weick 1995). The interlinked processes (Sandberg & Tsoukas 2015; 
Weick 1995) when combined and repeated explicate how understanding 
also evolves continuously over time (Schildt et al. 2015; Weick 1993). As per 
the role of top management in instances of change, such as during M&As, 
top management is required to reflexively ponder about and make sense of 
the industry environment as well as of organizational intricacies of both 
the acquiring firm and the firm to be acquired. This process is carried out 
through sensemaking (Weick et al. 2005; Gioia & Chittipeddi 1991). 

Change processes are set in motion through top leadership announcements 
within an organization. These announcements take the form of narratives 
or discourses, which serve as a way to give food-for-thought to middle 
management in instances when change is undertaken. Top management 
can describe the aims and objectives as well as assign boundaries to the 
M&A for middle-managers. In turn, the middle managers can work with 
these ingredients within the boundaries, as if it were a sandbox. This is a way 
of empowering the middle-managers. This empowering leaves the middle 
managers to freely find their own ways but still within a certain framework. 
The narratives can serve multiple perspectives of the change and meanings, 
with the narratives being tied to a certain time, while allowing managers not 
only to construct meaning for their own understanding but also to influence 
others (Sonenshein 2010, p. 480). The narratives can be simplistic stories 
that express how managers make sense of the past, present and plans for 
the future (Rouleau 2005, p. 1415).

Middle managers do not necessarily take the narratives at their face value 
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but rather decorate them (Sonenshein 2010, p. 502). When employees get 
unfrozen (breaking down the construction of existing meanings) from a 
strategic change, they may also take the narrative into a wrong direction, 
as the top managerial narrative is only one outcome alternative, not the 
only one (Sonenshein 2010, p. 502). This can lead to conflicting narratives 
(Dawson & Buchanan 2005). In the worst case, competing narratives may 
result in organizational resistance (Buono, Weiss & Bowditch, 1989) or 
politicking (Vaara & Monin 2010, p. 4). A successful generative dialogue 
can also be used to create a facilitative role for resistance (Thomas, Sargent 
& Hardy, 2011. p. 36). Conventional thinking states that resistance is 
natural and inevitable because people may be fearful of the future, may 
misunderstand the benefits, or may resist because of their personalities. 
Nevertheless, Thomas, Sargent & Hardy (2011, p. 35) suggest that a 
thoughtful resistance may better assist the change than unquestioning 
acceptance. Middle management can, instead of a manifested response, 
tailor their narratives and further manage change when they understand 
the underlying meanings (Sonenshein 2010, p. 504). Narratives are not 
only tools that participating actors use to make sense of events but can 
also contribute to the appearance of collective sensemaking (Sonenshein 
2010, p. 479). A narrative can be a discursive construction for the actor to 
shape their own understanding, to explicate the concept, or to influence the 
understanding of other organizational members (Sonenshein 2010, p. 480).

Regarding narratives, some specific methods have recently surfaced 
through research. One worth mentioning is a simultaneous transformational 
and preservational narrative. Managers can use narratives that state the 
requirement for a strategic change transformation (Barry & Elmes 1997) 
while simultaneously combining narratives that express stability and 
reduce uncertainty (Sonenshein 2010, p. 501). Empowering people allows 
them to construct the meanings for themselves and to make further sense 
in the next level of detail. Their sensemaking is needed for their own work 
but also in their sensegiving activities to the next level in the organization.  
Constructive negotiation succeeds when middle management sensemaking 
succeeds. Top management needs them in order to obtain further details 
and procedures to take the change a step further. 

Rouleau (2005, p. 1435) recognizes middle managers as “strategic assets” 
in strategic change. He further takes up tacit knowledge (Rouleau 2005, 
p. 1416) in sensemaking and sensegiving as well as describes how middle 
managers participate in these processes. The involvement of middle 
managers has been empirically demonstrated to be advantageous (Thomas, 
Sargent & Hardy 2011, p. 35). Middle managers naturally participate in 
strategizing at a micro level when they participate through their day-to-day 
activities in the formation of the strategy (Whittington 2003) during their 
daily encounters with customers, suppliers, stakeholders, when they also 
shape their environment (Weick 1995; Rouleau 2005, p. 1438).

Earlier literature on strategy implementation focused on monolithic 
management without specifying neither the roles of top and middle 
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management, nor the role of the CEO (Weiser, Jarzabkowski & Laamanen 
2020, p.976). Increasing interest has been given to the top management 
and its symbolic role (Hambrick & Lovelace 2018; Heyden, Fourne, Koene, 
Werkman & Ansari 2017; Weiser, Jarzabkowski, & Laamanen 2020, p. 
976). Strategy implementation research considered middle management 
only as an executor of top management plans and decisions in a rational 
setting only without considering active participation at all. Effective 
implementation was sought through incentives (Stonich 1981) or tactics 
to overcome resistance (Weiser, Jarzabkowski, & Laamanen 2020, p. 976). 
These tactics could include intervention, participation, persuasion or edict 
(Nutt 1987; 1989). Furthermore, middle management involvement was 
found to be more important than a mere commitment to implementation 
(Weiser, Jarzabkowski, & Laamanen 2020, p. 976). 

Although Top management sensegiving in a change situation normally 
forms part of the actions planned for a change (Mantere, Schildt & 
Sillince 2012; Gioia & Chittipeddi 1991), it can also occur as a response 
to a “sensegiving imperative” (Corley & Gioia 2004), a situation that can 
be experienced by attentive management. The negotiation between the 
senior and middle management occurs based on adequate scripts and 
labels, that is on the basis of the “discursive template” over meaning (Vaara 
& Monin, 2010). It is a text, a narrative, typically a slogan produced in a 
company by the top management addressed to the middle management’s 
interpretation (Thomas, Sargent & Hardy 2011, p. 22). This is analogous to 
labeling components of sensemaking, as proposed by Weick et al. (2005). 
The discourse is always set in response to resistance to change when 
engagement with new meaning is required to meet challenges and maybe 
even modification (Tsoukas & Chia 2002, p. 579). 

Top management should not only create “change agents” to deal with 
change “recipients”. Doing so would entail a one-way communication instead 
of co-constructions of change. Change would better occur when both the 
top management and middle management are active contributors in the 
construction and articulation of the “discursive template” or labels, and their 
associative concepts and typologies, that is, meaning (Thomas, Sargent & 
Hardy 2011, p. 36). Top management sensegiving is their attempt to influence 
the successful outcome and to gain support for a given direction (Rouleau 
2005, p. 1415).  Still, the creation and distribution of meaning for concepts not 
only involves negotiation by top managers with the internal organization but 
also with external stakeholders such as customers. Since Middle management 
is often closer to customers, their sensemaking is a must for them to be able 
to communicate why a strategic change is being made, and more importantly, 
what the new strategy is (Rouleau 2005, p. 1413).

Subsequently, the overall vision of how a change process will be carried 
out, is disseminated to stakeholders and across members of the acquiring 
and acquired organizations through processes of sensegiving. Sensegiving 
involves articulation of new labels, categories or scripts of meanings 
regarding what a particular M&A may entail for stakeholders and members 
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of organizations (Gioia & Chittipeddi 1991). Furthermore, Gioia & 
Chittipeddi (1991, p. 434) suggest that “the initiation of strategic change can 
be viewed as a process whereby the CEO makes sense of an altered vision 
of the organization and engages in cycles of negotiated social construction 
activities to influence stakeholders and constituents to accept that vision.” 

Sensemaking and Concepts and Symbols
Sensemaking is a process in which managers analyse, process and 
interpret an ambiguous world in order to connect the abstract to something 
concrete that can lead to action and communication (Weick 2005, p. 412). 
Managerial action and communication are consequently conceptualized as 
sensegiving. Without the construction of adequate labels and associative 
concepts and typologies, managers cannot successfully communicate 
change. Sensegiving is the managerial communication of new beliefs and 
meanings to members of organization (Mantere, Schildt & Sillince 2012, p. 
173; see also Fiss & Zajac 2006; Gioia et al. 1994). 

A basic understanding of sensemaking requires understanding of how 
different meanings can be assigned to an event (Mills, Thurlow & Mills 
2010, p. 183). Weick (1995) describes how sensemaking can provide a useful 
way to uncover the underlying process contributing to an organizational 
outcome, rather the outcome itself (Mills, Thurlow & Mills 2010, p. 183

Strategic sensemaking is closely linked with the utilization of strategic 
concepts (Jalonen, Schildt & Vaara 2018, p. 2819). These strategic concepts 
can be defined as linguistic expressions, words and phrases that carry an 
established or shared meaning and become focal in the strategy discourse 
of an organization, and as such, provide key tools for managers in their 
microlevel strategic sensemaking (Jalonen, Schildt & Vaara 2018, p. 2795). 
By focusing on labels or concepts, one can thus open a new line of inquiry 
regarding strategic sensemaking, which can concentrate on the emergence, 
shaping, mobilization and replacement of strategic concepts as well as the 
complexities, contradictions and ambiguities that all of this may entail 
(Jalonen, Schildt & Vaara 2018, p. 2822; see also Cornellissen & Schildt 
2015; Maitlis & Christianson 2014). Specific labels or concepts can be closely 
linked to a certain time and situation, after which their “life-cycle” is over and 
they require replacement (Jalonen, Schildt & Vaara 2018, p. 2795). 

Jalonen, Schildt & Vaara (2018, p. 2795) base their theoretical framework 
on Wittgenstein’s conception of language as social practice, which 
emphasizes that the meanings of words and concepts will depend on the 
established organizational culture, tacit knowledge in the organization and 
the established organizational rules. Therefore, what might work as a label or 
concept in one place might not work in another place without understanding 
the situation. The linguistic expressions can be a label or concepts expressed 
by terms, words, phrases, metaphors, expressions or even signs (Jalonen, 
Schildt & Vaara 2018, p. 2796). Even if the organizational members would 
not fully agree about the meanings associated with strategic concepts, they 
still serve as vital tools for making sense of the actions of an organization 
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(Jalonen, Schildt & Vaara 2018, p. 2797). Microlevel strategic sensemaking 
can thus be explained by the way strategic concepts are used as central tools 
in the formulation and interpretation of strategic issues and initiatives by 
managers (Jalonen, Schildt & Vaara 2018, p. 2795)

Strategic concepts can be used as micro-level tools in strategic 
sensemaking (Jalonen, Schildt & Vaara 2018, p. 2795). Analyses of strategic 
conversations at the organizational micro-level have typically focused on 
collective sensemaking episodes (Jalonen, Schildt & Vaara 2018, p. 2796; 
Clarke, Kwon & Wodak 2014; Samra-Fredericks 2005; Whittle, Housley, 
Gilchrist, Mueller & Lenney 2014). Top managers should seek to understand, 
interpret, and create sense about the information regarding strategic 
change, often referred to as sensemaking. Sensegiving again is when they 
attempt to influence the outcome, to communicate their thinking to middle 
managers, and even to gain their support for actions (Rouleau 2005, p. 1415)

In his Rhetoric about modes of persuasion, Aristotle defined three  
technical means for persuasion (Rapp 2010, p. 7): i.) credibility of the  
character of the speaker (ethos), ii.) emotional disposition and emotional 
state of the listener or the recipient of the message (pathos), and iii.) 
the argumentation itself (logos). By and large, managerial sensegiving 
incorporates the above-mentioned rhetorical elements in their 
communication efforts. 

The sensemaking approach would situate managerial discretion, as per 
Finkelstein et al. (2009), as being enacted in situations of decision making. 
In this light, how managerial discretion would play out would depend on 
how the situation arises as something of interest or concern and how that 
situation is constructed among the different managers interacting with 
one another. A key feature or dimension of both, managerial discrection 
and managerial sensemaking, pertains to organizational culture. Unlike 
the sensemaking view on organizational culture, managerial discretion 
subsumes this dimension under the internal organization dimension. 
Managerial discretion is a more encompassing term that subsumes 
organizational culture among resource availability and internal forces, 
such as the size of the organization (Williamson 1963). 

4.2 Sensemaking and the Implementation  
of Change

The merger or acquisition should be based on concrete, material and 
operational facts; it is not only about a nice story to be told (Vaara & Monin 
2010, p. 19). Since the factual bases for the acquisition requires considering 
numerous details, middle management and experts typically need to 
be involved (Vaara & Monin 2010, p. 19). Only when the factual basis is 
exhausted and agreed upon can one commence with the announcement and 
the follow-up narrative to be disseminated to stakeholders, and especially 
to the middle-management. 
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Although M&A activity is a planned event for the acquiree, it often comes 
as a surprise for the acquired entity. Even when the event can be planned 
and is known to the top management of the acquiree, it may not be a known 
planned activity for middle management. A sensemaking episode can be a 
major event, but it can also be a minor event (Sandberg & Tsoukas 2015, p. 
21). Sensemaking studies typically start from or relate to an organizational 
event, such as an M&A (Mills, Thurlow & Mills 2010, p. 191). This type of 
an event may generate “organizational shock” (Weick 1995). Subsequently, 
these events trigger sensemaking, further contributing to ambiguity. In 
doing so, such events induce organizational members’ sensemaking (Mills, 
Thurlow & Mills 2010, p. 191). 

Furthermore, sensemaking is typically seen to be episodic, triggered by 
an event and continued until stability is reached, though sensemaking can 
also be seen as ongoing, present and ubiquitous, rather than exceptional 
(Sandberg & Tsoukas 2015, p. 22). When an organization undergoes an 
M&A process, the integration period can be very long, often 3-4 years 
or even longer. It can then feel to be ongoing and ubiquitous. However, 
within the integration, there can be layers of events that require their own 
sensemaking, albeit more limited in scope and time. Some activites may 
also become imminent sensemaking (Sandberg & Tsoukas 2015, p. 25). 
Imminent sensemaking can take place when organizational members 
spontaneously respond to a developing situation. This can be called 
absorbed coping, where “acting is experienced as a steady flow of skillful 
activity in response to one’s sense of the situation” (Dreyfus 2002, p. 12).

M&A integration is, in addition to being structural, also cultural and 
symbolic (Colman & Lunnan 2010, p. 854; Ranft & Lord 2002). Management 
uses symbols in managing ambiguous concepts (Jalonen, Schildt & 
Vaara 2018, p. 2823; Jarzabkowski et al. 2010; Sillince et al. 2012), even 
though there is little research on the role of concepts in internal strategy 
conversations and strategy texts. It is through strategic language games 
that concepts are created, negotiated, debated and sometimes abandoned 
by using strategic language in strategic sensemaking (Jalonen, Schildt & 
Vaara 2018, p. 2823). Shared meaning is created through various language 
games in a Wittgensteinian manner. In the early works of Wittgenstein, he 
claimed that language represents the world in meaningful ways (Mantere 
2015, p. 222). Later, he (Wittgenstein) corrected his writings by adding that 
in social contexts, language serves a function. Wittgenstein’s philosophical 
theories have been used, for example, by Seidl (2007) to examine how, in 
organizational discourse, strategy labels lift up the strategy concepts that 
are specific for a certain organization (Mantere 2015, p.  222).

For integration work, it is important to have an understanding of the 
social identity theory. Accordingly, the reaction of people to identity 
threats makes them want to preserve their group’s distinctiveness and 
attractiveness (Colman & Lunnan 2010, p. 853) and even to protect or 
restore their identity (Dutton & Dukerich 1991). An effective new identity 
requires either a relocation or replacement of the identity (Balogun & 
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Johnson 2004, p. 543). Major changes, especially strategic changes, need 
to coincide with significant alteration in the overall perception of the 
organization itself (Gioia & Thomas 1996, p. 373; Fiol 1991). 

The logic is that in the context of M&As, taken-for-granted conceptions 
of “who we are”, that is the foundations of our social identities, are shaken, 
since M&As tend to generate uncertainty for members of organizations. 
The role of the top management is to reflexively understand values and 
norms as well as organizational cultural characteristics undergirding both 
the acquiring and the acquired company. As shown by Lee at al. (2005), 
national and organizational cultures tend to become prevalent in cross-
cultural M&As. In other instances, cross-cultural aspects may be less 
prevalent, such as when M&As entail two firms from Germanic or Nordic 
countries. The reason for this being so is that social roles, such as those of 
an executive, mid-level manager or an ordinary organizational employee, 
are informed by similar norms and values predominantly internalized 
during business studies and industry practice. 

Managerial challenges arising in the form of organizational resistance 
(Buono & Bowditch 1989), cultural clashes and incompatibilities 
(Cartwright & Cooper 1993; Stahl & Mendehall 2005) as well as politicking 
(Vaara 2003) tend to emerge when developing synergy and value creation 
plans (Vaara & Monin 2010, p. 4). Thomas, Sargent & Hardy (2011, p. 36) 
examined patterns identified in the negotiation of meaning and claimed that 
communicative practices lead to constructive dialogue when resistance 
played a facilitative role.  Conventionally it is believed that resistance to 
change is a natural reaction and inevitable, because organizational members 
can be fearful, or misunderstand the benefits of the proposed change (Dent 
& Goldberg 1999). Nevertheless, resistance can also play a facilitative role.  
This “facilitative resistance is produced from the intersection of specific 
communicative practices of senior and of subordinate managers” (Thomas, 
Sargent & Hardy 2011, p. 35). 

Ford at al. (2008) confirmed that thoughtful resistance can be much 
more assisting than just unquestioning acceptance. Top management that 
allows and even encourages discussion and opinions about facts have been 
demonstrated to emphasize positive aspects (Thomas & McDaniel 1990). 
These managers cope better with ambiguity (Eisenhardt & Bourgeois 
1988) and uncertainty (Milliken 1990) and can create effective and efficient 
routines, structures, teams and systems (Daft & Lengel 1986). The managers 
who collect all this information are better off in making decisions, as key 
issues are more analysed, and the risks are better known, thus leading to an 
increased capability to accept risk when it is  factually quantified.  All this 
further confirms the role of sensemaking in middle management through 
sensegiving by top management. 

Previous research has classified employees in three sensemaking 
categories: resisting, championing and accepting (Sonenschein 2010, p. 
496), but this categorization fails to recognize the temporal setting in the 
context. The organizational members do not immediately fall into one 
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of these categories. The recipient needs some time to reflect and digest 
the received information. Some individuals may immediately know their 
position and opinion, though most do not. Their sensemaking is a process 
of hearing, verifying, understanding, making sense, and then deciding what 
to think about the matter and how to act upon this information. It is this 
time that is crucial for the top management to act, to lead and to make sense 
and give sense to middle managers. During this time, the top management 
needs to build the required schemata and to reach acceptance from the 
organizational members.

The methods adopted by top management typically consist of the 
narratives, storytelling, engagement or power already previously described 
in this Chapter. These narratives (Brown 2000), along with frames 
(Weick 1995) and accounts (Maitlis 2005) are what connect discrepant 
cues and observations of both collective and individual efforts into what 
sensemaking is (Schildt Mantere & Cornelissen 2019, p.245).  Sometimes, 
these sensemaking processes can end up being arenas for conflicts when 
organizational members formulate and express conflicting and opposing 
narratives (Schildt, Mantere & Cornelissen 2019, p.245; Sonenschein 2010). 
Storytelling along with conversations are sensemaking practices (Balogun 
& Johnson 2004, p.524) that can be symbolic (Weick 2001), particularly 
when referring to actions. In any case, sensemaking plays a very central role 
in cognitive reorientation (Gioia & Chittipeddi 1991).

Implementation of top management’s plans is not a passive process 
(Whittington 2002). Middle management needs to negotiate with the 
top leadership and interpret these plans on strategic and operational 
levels (Balogun & Johnson   2004, p. 524). The discursive template, i.e., 
meanings (labels and symbols) or scripts, are best constructed between top 
management and middle management, and then further communicated to 
the rest of the members of the organization. In turn, how sensemaking is done 
and how sensegiving is given play a huge role in how M&A are implemented. 
It is important to understand this because a M&A announcement typically 
leads to chaos that throws the organization into ambiguity or even 
questioning its existence. Some research has suggested that managers 
instigate radical change to gain employee acceptance (Sonenshein 2010, 
p. 501; Reger, Gustafson, Demarie & Mullane 1994). Sonenshein (2010, 
p. 501) identified alternative approaches where managers presented 
multiple narratives simultaneously; transformational and preservational. 
Lewinian (Lewin’s three stage theory of change: unfreezing (breaking 
down the existing meanings construction), moving (establishment of new 
meanings) to a new one, and refreezing (solidifying the new meanings). 
This paradigm would suggest that unless employees are unfreezed they will 
embrace resistance (Labianca, Gray & Brass 2000). Albert (1992) originally 
discussed relocation and replacement sequences, where relocation means 
that the old and new schemata co-exist until reinforcement of the new 
takes place, whereas replacement means that old structure is detached 
and reattachement of the new takes place (Balogun & Johnson 2004). 
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Sonenshein (2010, p.501) concluded that joint sets of interlinked narratives 
of stragegic change transformation and simultaneous uncertainty-reducing 
stability narratives created an atmosphere that triggered sensemaking and 
embellishing (Sonenshein 2010, p. 502) of the narratives by organizational 
members.

In a chaos situation, managers need to first make sure that a panic is 
not set free. Weick (1993) discusses this in his well-known Mann Gulch 
disaster article about a group which first becomes disintegrated from its 
sensemaking. This case is about a firefighter squadron in a forest fire who 
are badly equipped, badly trained, as well as poorly coordinated and led to 
overcome such a massive disaster. The group disintegrates in its efforts and 
goes into a panic. When structures, routines and a group’s organizational 
reference fail, it can lead to panic.  Panic happened when the group lost 
what tied it together. Freud (1959, p. 28) defines panic as a causal reaction 
occurring after disintegration, not the other way around.

To this end, sensemaking has become a focus in the adaptive turn research 
and has as its objective the study of strategy implementation and how 
organizational members make sense of the strategy (Weiser, Jarzabkowski 
& Laamanen 2020). Whereas the early strategy literature concentrated 
on optimal structures, systems and controls for the implementation of 
strategy, the emphasis has shifted to a new focus on how management and 
organizations make sense of and enact on strategies in practice (Weizer 
et al. 2020, p. 969). The authors further call for a “continuous interplay of 
conceptualizing and enacting at multiple hierarchical levels and multiple 
organizational units simultaneously” (Weizer et al. 2020, p. 969). Similarly, 
sensemaking is not only suitable for the early stage of the M&A but also for 
the post-merger integration work - at multiple hierarchical levels and at 
multiple organizational units simultaneosly.

4.3 Conclusion

I have adopted the sensemaking approach as the primary research 
perspective for this study. Sensemaking and sensegiving as concepts go 
well together in helping to describe my fact-based decision making. But 
sensemaking is not only a story, it truly accounts for facts that people can 
relate to, a process of how people make and give sense. Top management 
bracketing is giving guidance on the boundaries within which middle 
management has to make their own sense and to fill in the details needed 
for further action.

Ambiguity management is something that the top management 
should sense and feel. Ambiguity rises in events that trigger a need for 
sensemaking. A major planned event such as a large M&A deal also provides 
opportunities for the management to guide change. Ambiguity together 
with organizational identification need to be managed in order to avoid 
leading to wide-spread panic in the organization.
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5. Research Framework and 
Research Questions

5.1 Forming a Research Framework for 
Sensemaking and Sensegiving in an M&A 
Process

Most of the sensemaking and sensegiving literature concentrates on the 
outcomes of sensemaking (Sandberg & Tsoukas 2015) and not the process of 
it (Schildt, Vaara & Cornelissen 2019). Thus, it can be argued so far that the 
process of M&A and post-merger integration, especially the role of the top 
management in sensemaking and sensegiving, is well worth researching as 
the overall view of the CEO has received far less attention in the literature. 

The impact and effects of the top management sensemaking and 
sensegiving can be approached by examining their effect on middle 
management sensemaking (Balogun & Johnson 2004; Gioia et al. 1994; 
Gioia & Chittipedi 1991). The success of top management sensegiving can 
only be clearly established once middle management’s conception of the 
sensemaking is coherent with what the top management has set as its goals 
(Mantere, Schildt & Sillince 2012, p. 173). 

Ambiguity management

Legitimation

Achieve M&A goal and 
current performance

Identity and Identification

Other situational factors

Figure 2.  Elements affecting the M&A transaction outcome.
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My target as the CEO of Konecranes was to achieve a shareholder value 
accretive M&A activity. In Figure 2, I have shown the key elements 
that, under scrutiny in this study, I felt affected the outcome of the M&A 
transaction. In the literature review, these issues have been shown to have 
significant effects on the outcomes of organizational change.

More recent research has also shown that it is the balanced mix of various 
dynamic actions related to hard and soft integration activites that lead to 
performance of an M&A endevour (Kroon et al. 2021).

Ambiguity has shown to increase during organizational change processes 
such as the M&A process (Corley & Gioia 2004). In this study I will analyse 
the management of ambiguity during the different phases of the M&A 
endeavour.

Corporate identity and the identification of the employees during the 
integration process are considered a part of soft integration activity. 
Identification of all of the employees is crucial for ensuring their 
commitment and motivation (Graebner et al. 2017). My study, like most 
of the studies on this topic, focuses more on the buyer side (Graebner 
& Eisenhardt 2004), while the integration also takes into account the 
perspectives of the employees on the acquired and integrated side.

Legitimation is a complex issue and a crucial question to grapple with. 
Transaction legitimation, at its best, is based on very sound reasoning. 
This reasoning can be exernally and internally shared, and can even be 
very detailed. My target is to show how the different layers of facts sum 
up to achieve a concrete integration outcome. Although some activites in 
the process can be planned already in great detail pre-transaction, other 
activites may only emerge in the post-closing stage, whereas serendipitious 
activities may become apparent only after integration is well under way.

Noticing
The symptoms are 
identified

Bracketing
Categorization, 
concepts are in 
formulation, fact 
base guides for the 
decision

Labelling
Functional deployment 
Decision is taken 
Communicat
The symbols and 
slogans are invented

Labels become 
stable
The narrative is 
accepted and 
normal work 
continues

Events and cues
Of the 
environment

Fact Base building

Narrative and discursive legitimation

Identity and Emotions handling

Sensemaking and sensegiving

Figure 3.  Sensemaking in relation to the fact base and legitimation.

Figure 3 graphically outlines managerial sensemaking and sensegiving as 
well as depicts how top management would use Fact Base building to create 
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a solid basis for sensegiving.  The fact base requires not only facts that 
people can easily relate to, but also conclusions on what to do with these 
facts. The facts are collected by a large group of people, typically one’s own 
personnel, though consultants or other external actors are also involved 
in the process. These facts are then used not only for the narratives 
and negotiations but also more importantly for internal and external 
legitimation. Legitimation becomes very strong when the argumentation 
is undeniable and seen as true.

Following the central tenets of the sensemaking approach, it all begins 
with an event or a cue. Although an event is easier to detect, the cues of 
the environment will typically be less apparent, and their recognization 
will be more difficult. An M&A activity is a planned event for the acquiree. 
Sometimes the cues are contradictory and not all the people will see the 
cues in a similar manner. Bracketing and noticing will already be more 
detailed and include identification of the symptoms, that is, the causes 
contributing to ambiguity. The magnitude of ambiguity will need to be 
measured, evaluated and managed. 

Noticing an event or cue is most often quite urgent. The urgency arises 
from the fact that if the organization is left without direction, bracketing 
will be used by the top or middle management, or even perhaps by the whole 
personnel, to interpret the event or cue. This may lead towards a direction 
that might not be in the best interest of the whole corporation: Something 
that the top management does not want.

Fact base building is mainly happening during these two phases and should 
lead towards labelling. In the labelling phase, concrete labels serve as what 
Weick et al., (2005) refer to as functional deployment; that is, symbols and 
concepts are created and further communicated to the organization. Labels 
as functional deployment serve the function of reframing organizational 
members’ sensemaking outside the scripts set by the top management. 
The narrative for this communication is negotiated between the top and 
middle management to agree with the fact base. During the final parts of 
this process, the identity of the organization is strengthened, and ambiguity 
is handled in order to make the execution possible.

When all these phases are over (i.e., adequate sensemaking and 
sensegiving has been implemented), organizational ambiguity is reduced 
and stability prevails until a new reason for ambiguity arises. Naturally, 
in real life, there are continuously numerous reasons for ambiguity at 
different levels of importance, existing all the time, some of which may or 
may not be related.
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Integration level

M&A-transaction level

Activity 
level ...

Activity 
level ...

Activity 
level ...

Activity 
level ...

Activity 
level ...

Activity 
level ...

Figure 4.  Sensemaking levels in M&As

Consequently, Figure 4 presents the levels of sensemaking, starting from 
the M&A transaction level with overall transaction level labels and then 
continuing onwards to integration labels and finally progressing to the 
activity labels.

The M&A transaction level labels are based on the cues, noticing and 
bracketing arising during the deal preparation leading to the creation of the 
transaction level labels. Although the labels are created by top management, 
middle management is needed to provide the detailed understanding of how 
the business works. These labels legitimate the whole deal, the strategic 
intent, and provide the basis for the integration. The rationale for the deal is 
what forms the reason for the M&A transaction. 

Integration level labels are the main level of the negotiation between 
the top management and the middle management. This level comprises 
the sets of rules and guidance for activites required to set individual 
targets. Integration labels are based on transaction level labels, which are 
more detailed, though not yet executable activities. The rationale guides 
the details. In the best-case deal legitimation is already detailed enough 
through the main synergistic actions, in which case the integration labels 
form just a more detailed account of the transaction labels. 

Finally, Activity level labels describe the level of individual actions that 
are defined within the whole of the integration process. The sum of the 
activity labels makes up the total target setting for integration. These are 
the actionable items and their outcomes that can be more or less easily 
followed up.

5.2 Building Up the Research Questions

Research often points to integration when explaining the underperformance 
of M&A activity (Kroon et al. 2021). Although post-merger integration 
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has been shown to be a complex process, there is still a need to combine 
the M&A goals of value creation and synergy realization together with 
commitment and motivation of the employees (Graebner et al. 2017).  
Some of the studies presented in the theory of this dissertation tend to 
foreground the complexity of the situations in which top management and 
middle management interact and agree on the specific sensemaking and 
sensegiving needed to lead and communicate issues related to the M&A 
process and the organization. These studies describe change but tend to 
isolate it from the surrounding complexity characterizing such situations. 
There is no monolithic, homogenous solution, but rather a situation-
specific context that needs to be understood (Kroon et. 2021) Specifically, 
the actions taken by the top management sensemaking and sensegiving 
in the integration phase is not well understood. Although many studies 
examine management actions (Junni & Sarala 2014), they fail to include 
top management in the process by foregrounding the actions of middle 
management who are only responsible for mundane tactical-operational 
integration efforts (Steigenberg 2017). Those works that do incorporate 
top management and specifically the CEOs in their studies, by and large, 
study individual decision makers, the CEO, only in the initiation of M&A 
(Welch et al. 2020). A qualitative methodological approach would enable 
a fine-grained understanding of sensemaking processes employed by 
top management. Furthermore, as I have examined different levels of 
sensemaking, in a large, complex context (Sandberg & Tsoukas 2015, p. 
20), an understanding of these different levels of sensemaking is needed in 
terms of the transaction level, integration level or activity level.

Another often missing issue is methodological. Longitudinal 
comprehensive data as well as the researcher’s prolonged engagement with 
M&A would give a more holistic understanding of sensemaking processes 
at this level, as the temporal dynamics of M&As are just not very well 
understood (Steigenberg 2017, see also Graebner et al. 2017). Similarly, 
Sniazhko (2021) posits that longitudinal analysis of sensemaking in post-
merger integration has been scarce, and as such, empirical research is 
warranted in order to gain a better understanding of sensemaking and 
sensegiving in post-merger integration. 

As argued by Rouleau (2005, p. 1432), strategic sensemaking and 
sensegiving and related processes have traditionally been studied with only 
two orders of explanation. The first-order explanation would objectively 
refer to events and facts for describing the phases of change (Rouleau 
2005, p. 1432; Gioia & Thomas 1996; Thomas et al. 1993). The second-
order explanation would entail studying sequential and iterative cycles of 
negotiation to gain a deeper understanding of the processes when looking 
closer at storytelling and discourses characterizing these processes 
(Rouleau 2005, p. 1432). Rouleau (2005, p. 1432) further introduced a third-
order explanation for exploring communication and action in routines and 
conversations. I attempt to bridge this gap by means of an interpretative 
informed case study that addresses all three of these issues.
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Furthermore, extant research tends to focus on short time frames for 
study of M&As. A prolonged temporal time frame incorporating the whole 
process would be more likely to provide a better understanding of top 
management sensemaking processes in instances where firms undergo 
M&A (Junni & Sarala 2014). Interpretative research requires an insider 
perspective, somebody who can reach an emic perspective, as opposed 
to somebody who would only be measuring or observing events from a 
distance (Lukka & Modell 2010, p. 464).

To this end, the research questions informing this inquiry are as follows:

1. What are the processes of sensemaking when companies 
undergo post-merger integration in complex M&As? (Broad 
research question)

2. How does top management orchestrate the process of 
sensemaking and constructing sensegiving labels together 
with middle management? (specific and narrow research 
question)

3. What are the outcomes of such processes, both theoretical 
and managerial? (answers the ‘What’ question)
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In this Chapter, I will first start with my onto-epistemologic underpinnings 
and then introduce my research methodology and methods of data collection 
as well as data analysis. I will also discuss the credibility of my study as 
a whole. “Methodology is sometimes called the philosophy of methods” 
(Eriksson & Kovalainen 2016, p. 17). Methodology is more practical than 
epistemology and guides the research process and the research design. 
Similarly, as epistemology is concerned with the question of “how do we 
come to know the world?”, it involves a practical viewpoint that focuses 
on research design, methods of data collection and methods of data 
analyses used in research to understand a given phenomenon (Eriksson & 
Kovalainen 2016).

As already mentioned, my study draws on interpretative qualitative 
methods and seeks for understanding instead of an explanation, which 
would be the role of studies informed by scientific realism. Constructionist 
epistemological tenets underscore the role of the researcher as 
someone who participates in some capacity in the process of research. 
Constructionist epistemology does not assume a detached researcher 
in a manner that realist informed epistemological tenets would suggest 
(Eriksson & Kovalainen 2016).  Having said that, I will have a personal role 
in the study, as I was formerly employed as the CEO of the case company, 
and I will look for discovered knowledge (Stake 1995, p. 37). By doing so, I 
seek to reflexively address my position as well as my biases in conducting 
this research.  

The application of a specific methodology is a procedure by which 
the researcher examines, investigates and understands a phenomenon 
(Eriksson and Kovalainen 2016). I have opted for the case study research 
methodology as proposed by Yin (2003) and Stake (1995). Yin (2003) has 
been a standard reference for most case study informed works. However, 
as I am considering the constructionist nature of my work, I believe that 
Stake’s (1995) case study approach is better suited for my case study. Data 
analyses will follow Stake’s (1995) direct interpretation. This, however, does 
not mean that I have not followed some of the main principles underlying 
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Yin’s (2003) case study methodology. Particularly, my study adopts those 
aspects of what constitutes a case, such as boundaries and aspects of 
research design, which are congruent with Stake’s (1995) approach. 
The difference between Yin (2003) and Stake (1995) is most evident in 
the assumptions and therefore in the analytic techniques offered for 
examining cases. As argued by Stake (1995), the aim of a case researcher 
is to examine and understand what the case is and how the case works. 
The focus on understanding puts Stake in the constructionist camp, and 
the role of data and the analytic techniques he offers are thus in line with 
the constructionist assumptions or tenets. 

6.1 Onto-epistemologic Underpinnings

6.1.1 Ontology

As a concept, ontology is related to the idea of what can confidently be 
claimed to exist in the world. Ontology is based on the teachings of Aristotle, 
on what he calls “First Philosophy”, which some ancient writers in the antic 
era referred to as Metaphysics” (Routila 1970, p. 81).  For example, during 
the last century, Edmund Husserl described his phenomenology as “the first 
philosophy” and claimed that this first philosophy preceeded metaphysics. In 
modern philosophy, the first science preceeds metaphysics in philosophical 
order (Routila 1970, p. 81). The general ideas of phenomenology suit this 
study well for describing perceptions, observations and experiences used 
in the creation of understanding and interpretation.

Different philosophical perspectives draw on different paradigmatic 
tenets. They can be broadly categorized as inhabiting a spectrum between 
realism and constructionism. In the former, the assumption is that an 
objective existence of social reality exists independent of our minds or 
conceptions of it. On the other hand, the latter posits subjective existence 
of social reality. (Eriksson and Kovalainen 2016; Hudson & Ozanne 1988; 
Flick 2004; Schutz 1962).

The sensemaking approach informing my research tends to reside 
within the social constructionist domain, that is, the subjective spectrum. 
Consistent with the social constructionist philosophical tenets (Ericsson 
and Kovalainen 2016; Hudson & Ozanne 1988; Flick 2004), I will explicate, 
examine and interpret sensemaking and sensegiving processes in the context 
of a large firm undergoing a post-merger integration, which also provided 
a strategic turnaround for the firm studied. Sensemaking is a continuous 
and ongoing process which involves conceptualization of coherent 
understanding via interlinked observation, interpretation and action in an 
iterative manner by individuals or by groups in their process of enacting 
order and generating observations and cues to trigger interpretation and 
action again and again (Weick 1995, Weick, Sutcliffe & Obtsfeld 2005).
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Sensemaking entails constructing new meanings, which trigger new 
ways for organizing and understanding (Maitlis & Christianson 2014, p. 
93). Sensemaking also commits to the idea that understanding of what 
might look like an objective entity, such as organizations, is a construct 
constituted by the subjective meanings of individuals (Eriksson & 
Kovalainen 2016, p. 21). That is to say, no organizational practice (no market, 
no organization, no firms, or no business practises) exists independent of 
our minds or conceptions of it. In this sense, the nature of human beings, 
such as managers of all levels as well as employees of all organizations, is 
to socially interact, produce and construct the nature of organizational 
practices, rendering them objective and meaningful to those engaged in 
these practices (Ericsson and Kovalainen 2016; Hudson & Ozanne 1988).

The sensemaking approach thus draws on the central tenets of social 
constructionism and, as such, is not utilized to depict absolute truths, but 
rather to write and redraft a story, so that it becomes more accurate and 
comprehensive in containing more information for the reader and being 
more resilient against critisism (Weick et al. 2005, p. 415). 

The overriding ontological tenet of social constructionism is that the 
reality is inherently subjective. Consequently, the social reality is very 
much produced and constructed through social interaction. No reality 
exists outside of our conceptions or interpretations.

Whereas quantitative researchers seek objective explanation for 
phehomena under study, qualitative researchers seek understanding of 
complex interrelationships (Stake 1995, p. 37). Based on the work of von 
Wright (1971) in qualitative research, Stake states that the researcher seeks 
to “establish an emphatic understanding for the reader, through description 
… what experience itself would convey” (Stake 1995, p. 39). In quantitative 
studies that seek to uncover causes and generate empirical generalizations, 
a uniqueness would not be sought. In constructionist informed qualitative 
study, particularity is even the goal, maintaining that uniqueness and 
contexts are worth understanding (Stake 1995, p. 39).

6.1.2 Epistemology

From an epistemological point of view, constructionist tenets suggest that 
we have no direct access to the world apart from our world of experience, 
observations and interpretations of a social reality (Ericsson and 
Kovalainen 2016; Flick 2004; Routila 1970).  As defined by Schutz (1962, p. 
5), “(a)ll our knowledge of the world, in common sense as well as in scientific 
thinking, involves constructs, i.e. sets of abstractions, generalizations, 
formalizations and idealizations, specific to the relevant level of thought 
organizations”. From this position, the only way to understand a reality 
is by attending to a situation, an event or a setting and by observing how 
individuals construct a reality concerning organizational phenomena. 
“For constructivist epistemology, and empirical research based on it, 
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knowledge and the constructions it contains become the relevant means of 
access to the objects with which they are concerned” (Flick 2004, p. 89).  
People construct their view of the world around them by observing and 
interpreting their surroundings. In this sense, everything is constructed 
by the observer (Glasersfeld 1992, p. 30). Constructionist research focuses, 
in addition to empirical data, on the process of how the content and data 
is produced through language practice. Such research “focuses on the full 
complexity of human sense making as the situations emerge” (Eriksson & 
Kovalainen 2016, p. 21).

In this study, the post-merger integration triggered sensemaking in the 
organization, which was initiated by the the top management and, more 
essentially, the CEO. As discussed in the Chapter four, sensemaking process 
tends to follow a trajectory in which the first instance of sensemaking 
emerges as a result of specific event or chaos, followed by noticing, 
bracketing and labelling, action and communication (Weick et al. 2005). All 
phases of the sensemaking process involve production and reproduction of 
new meanings associated with organizational practices.

Constructionist epistemology dictates the role of the researcher in 
the research process. In the present study, the researcher is viewed as a 
participant seeking to understand the sensemaking process in the context 
of a strategic turnaround emerging from a post-merger integration. The 
researcher participated in and led the process as the CEO of the acquiring 
entity (Konecranes annual reports 2016; 2017; 2018; 2019). 

As top manager, I was interested in the final outcomes and results 
of the integration; in this study, I review the integration process with 
the aim of obtaining a deep understanding of the shared meanings and 
the conceptions of the participants during the integration. The process 
leading to the integration is studied to gain a deeper understanding of 
what made it successful.

Given my role as the CEO of the firm making the acquisition and being 
in charge of the integration, this philosophical position is best suited for 
the research, as it allowed me to know all the details of the integration, 
how it was planned, organized, constructed, managed and finally ended in 
success. My views may be subjective, but so be it, since they are supported 
by the constructionist view that the reality does not exist outside of 
our interpretations. Subjectivity is seen as an essential element for 
understanding, not as something to be eliminated (Stake 1995, p. 45)

In most of the situations described herein, the interpretations are those 
of the researcher or a group of persons, in which the researcher was the 
chairman. The actual work performed and executed in the integration was 
based very much on the interpretations and decisions of a group or groups. 
Although this group consisted of either the Management Team (GxB) or 
the Integration Steering Group (ISG), it could very well also have been a 
temporarily set up group. In the case narrative, the individuals and groups 
as well as their role become more understandable. The structure of the 
integration was well established since the beginning. All the preparations 
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and decision making followed the operative hierarchy of the organization. 
Those responsible for the business and accountable for the operative 
results were also in charge of their respective part of the integration. The 
Management Team (GxB) was needed to make sure that everybody knew 
what was going on in the other parts of the organization. Since we wanted 
to avoid silos of decision making, the whole GxB also knew what was going 
on in the other parts of the organization.

The Integration Steering Group (ISG) made sure that the program follow-
up was organized and that both the time plan and profit targetting was 
continuously kept in mind. Escalation turned out to be an important role of 
the ISG. Without continuous monitoring, problems could have accumulated 
and left some sub-projects behind. For some activities, separate teams were 
formed because of the nature and content of the activity or because of the 
magnitude of the activity in terms of expected profitability or workload.

Drawing on constructionist tenets, the overriding goal of this research 
is to understand, rather than predict or generalize, thereby rooting this 
work in the concept of (Verstehen) as empathetic understanding. The aim 
is to acquire deep understanding to allow for interpretation. And it is this 
interpretation that can and should lead to transferability, which would 
enable repeatability and replicability across similar contexts (Hudson & 
Ozanne 1988). 

Most of the contemporary qualitative research is based on the belief 
that knowledge is not discovered but constructed (Stake 1995, p. 99). 
Understanding is constructed from experience. Case studies may rely on 
theoretical generalizations (Colman & Lunnan 2010, p. 845; Maxwell 2005; 
Yin 2003). I will leave it for the reader to decide how he or she wants to 
interpret and replicate the results of this study. My aim is rather to achieve 
a deeper understanding, and not to produce a theoretical generalization. 
Probably, the easiest way for the reader to assess replicability is by reading 
the Chapter 8. The constructivist view adopted here encourages readers 
to make their own generalizations when reading my study, my narratives 
and vignettes in Chapter 7 describing the findings (Stake 1995, p. 102). 
My aim is to focus on the description of events, people and places and in 
particular management situations based on the knowledge that I acquired 
during the case.

Autoethnography is a “research (graphy) that connects the personal 
(auto) to the cultural (ethnos), placing the self within a social context” 
(Reed-Danahay 1997, p. 145). According to autoethnography as a popular 
contemporary methodological approach, this study is written to reflect the 
researcher’s status as a participant in the process by using the first-person 
“I” form (Doloriert & Sambrook 2011)

Introspection (Gould 1995) has been suitable for representing an 
internal focus on perceptual awareness. Retrospection, specifically as a 
form of introspection, has allowed me to relive, re-experience and reflect 
on my own thoughts and behaviours (Gould 1995). This introspection 
has allowed me to expand the direct interpretation (Stake 1995) of the 
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phenomena by describing the process of how this interpretation was 
obtained (Gould 1995).

6.1.3 My own Backgound

Case study methodology underscores the importance of the researcher’s 
background. The world view of the actor defines how he or she views the 
world, as well as how broad and rich it is. My work career has allowed me to 
experience various roles at several levels of the organizations in different 
countries and continents. Therefore, my leadership style reflects not only 
my educational background but also my experiences as a leader, CEO, 
and board member or chairman. I have learned to interpret and reflect on 
various types of situations, each of which has given me new experiences 
and insights.

I started my career in IT, with my first job at the Nokia corporation when 
they still owned an IT division. I worked with financial planning software. 
Then, I moved to a building materials group called Partek in 1986, where 
I was responsible for their financial IT systems. After carrying out my 
military service in the middle of my work career, I continued with IT in the 
position of IT manager of the biggest business area, Partek Concrete. In 
1991, I received a job offer to work at their central European coordination 
center as a controller, and one year thereafter assumed the position of 
Director of Finance and Control in their French subsidiary. Three years 
later, I joined the Outokumpu group, a Finnish metals company, assuming 
the post of controller for the Drawn Copper Products Division. When the 
leader of the Division left the company, I took my first general management 
position. It was then that I was first confronted with the necessity of a 
turnaround. My work approach and management style started to develop 
from this point onwards.

The division that I took over consisted of three business units. The 
division had been making loss for some 5 years and my plan was to turn it 
around. The turnaround was accomplished together with the management 
teams of the units within three years, which resulted in the operating 
profit being taken from -40 MFIM to +73 MFIM. The action plan was 
developed over a 3-month planning period and subsequently executed. 
The major elements of the plan consisted of introducing Business Process 
Reingineering, Key Account Management (KAM), ensuring delivery 
punctuality at the factory and efficency programs, as well as IT system 
development and reorganization. The process had been described in a 
previous article (Routila, 2003).

My work took me next to the position of CEO in a metal casting company 
owned by the Finnish Kuusakoski family. In that  position I changed 
the strategy of the firm from being an SME based only in Finland into an 
international group serving telecom and automotive giants. The job started 
with two main tasks in hand: integration of the Finnish factories to become 
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one entity and the acquisition of a similar company in Sweden. Alteams 
was the leading supplier of die-cast, machined and assembled aluminum 
components for Nokia telecom networks, The Swedish Stilexo was the 
largest supplier of similar components for Ericsson telecom networks. Both 
companies had a hunch that the business would sooner or later go to China, 
and the joint synergy was therefore clear: keep the technology development 
and some volume in Scandinavia while at the same time gain growth in 
China. I acquired Stilexo even before I was officially employed by Alteams, 
and the Chinese factory was started six months later. The synergy proved to 
be right, and within six  months, we attained exclusive supply agreements 
with both Nokia and Ericsson. By the end of my time at Alteams, the biggest 
factory was located in China with over 1500 people, and we had gained two 
important factories in Sweden and India. 

In January of 2008, I started  working for a Finnish family-owned private 
investor company, Ahlström Capital. The family had been the wealthiest 
in Finland, but the jointly owned Ahlström Capital had needed reignition. 
During my eight years there, the portfolio was completely changed, and the 
value taken from EUR 227 million to over a billion euros, after the assets 
developed during my tenure were sold and true value captured. During the 
period 2008-2015, I participated in several turnarounds. It is the lessons 
learned from these turnarounds that I will also exploit. 

Some of these turnarounds are worth mentioning here. Prior to my start at 
Ahlström Capital, the company had bought a Turkish electrical accessories 
manufacturing company. It was acquired in the context of a wider strategy 
that fell apart. Nevertheless, Ahlström Capital ended up having this Turkish 
company in its ownership. The company was not in a good state, and a 
turnaround plan was needed. I took over as the chairman of the Turkish 
company and during the following three years visited this Turkish company 
73 times. Among the many changes achieved, the most successful actions 
included changing the CEO of the company four times, complete renewal 
of the product palette, complete change of the customer base, renewal of 
the manufacturing methods, as well as introduction of financial planning 
and reporting. Changing the CEO finally succeeded when after replacing 
the first CEO with the then current CFO, whom I soon had to replace with 
trusted advisors. These trusted advisors stayed until an internal candidate 
could take over. The product palette was renewed by introducing completely 
new products that replaced the older product families By the end of the 
three-year period, the products introduced during the turnaround period 
accounted for 70% of the sales. In addition, the customer base had also 
changed: the previous model had been to sell products through electrical 
installers to final customers building their homes, whereas the new model 
channeled all sales through bigger wholesalers. The manufacturing process 
was also improved by introducing quality concepts and lean manufacturing 
methods, leading to better production planning. Finally, a reporting system 
was introduced, thus allowing effective follow-up of the actions and results. 
Once the turnaround was completed, the company was to sold to ABB.



86

Research Methodology and Methods

Ahlström Capital was the biggest but not the majority owner of the 
company Nordkalk ABP. Nordkalk was a carve-out entity from the 
industrial conglomerate Partek. It was spun off when Partek became part of 
Kone, with some parts later forming Cargotec. During my first transaction 
at Ahlström Capital, we noted that the ownership structure of Nordkalk 
was not optimal for the development of the company nor thus for value 
creation. We soon came to the conclusion with another major owner Rettig 
Group that it would be of interest for them to buy Nordkalk from the other 
owners. This was orchestrated rather quickly and led to good value creation 
of the AC ownership part.

Ahlstrom Oyj had lost a lot of its shine since its introduction to the 
Helsinki Stock Exchange. The company had sold out some parts, was 
complex in organization, weak in its balance sheet, and management was 
too distant from its businesses. I was proposed to the Board in the spring 
2014 and started with an induction right after the AGM in March. It soon 
became very apparent that the top management was practically burned 
out. The CEO was changed within two months after my arrival to the 
Board. The new CEO started well with an analysis of the situation. Some 
of the Board members did not fully agree that the company was in crisis. 
Although an Ahlström family member took the chairmanship, due to some 
very unfortunate events, he needed to step down and I took the chairman 
position in early 2015. We started a thorough action plan with the CEO, 
changed the organization from a matrix to a simple business unit structure, 
thus reducing 25% of the middle management. A sales excellence program 
was implemented with some consultants, delivering good results, and we 
were very soon on the right track. After 2015, the company was well in order 
for new strategic direction and a merger with Munksjö.

Vacon was a company that designed and manufactured drives and 
frequency converters. Ahlström Capital had acquired its 11% stake in Vacon 
from Konecranes early in 2000. When the global financial crisis in 2008 hit, 
some shareholders needed to sell down and I acquired those shares, thereby 
raising Ahlström Capital’s shareholding in Vacon to 20%. I took on a board 
position with Vacon in 2010 and the chairmanship in 2013. 

Vacon had enjoyed a 7 CAGR growth since its creation 1994. The share 
valuation stayed quite high while it was a growth company and had delivered 
its story. Soon after taking the chairmanship, I came to the conclusion that 
the growth story would be ending relatively soon. Vacon had become number 
6/7 in the world markets. However, to reach the position of 3/4, the low 
voltage markets would no longer be enough. We had set up an R&D center 
in the USA, which collaborated very well with the local universities. As a 
matter of fact, the collaboration was so good, that President Obama, when 
he wanted to address his yearly research related speech to the nation, came 
to Raleigh for that occasion and visited Vacon as an exemplary company. 
During his nationally broadcast speech, he specifically mentioned Vacon 
five times.

My conclusion of a new strategy and story made me approach some 
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potential buyers through different channels. One of them got very interested 
and after just three months of negotiations on September 12th, 2014, a 
public tender was announced for Danfoss to acquire all outstanding shares 
of Vacon. The value represented a multiple of Ebit of 25.5. The deal went 
through and was finally closed in early 2015.

Enics manufactures industrial electronics. The company was formed 
prior to my arrival to AC by combining the previously owned Ahltronics 
with an enitity that was acquired from Elcoteq. I took the board position 
in 2008 and took the chairmanship in 2009. At that time, the net sales of 
the company was 167 MEUR. During the next six years, we implemented 
an ambitious growth program, and by 2015 we finally passed 500 MEUR in 
sales (MEUR 501 was the actual number when I left the chairmanship). Key 
account management and business entity structure were the dominating 
factors in this success. Factories were more than manufacturing units. Each 
factory had its own sales as well; they could take responsibility for their 
own destiny and did not only rely on a central sales function. Cost control 
was extremely important, as the existence of the company was based on 
its ability to be more efficient than a customer’s own unit. Therefore, the 
manufacturing methods and business processes needed to be very lean, 
with low fixed costs and people very motivated by their work.

One of the best deals I have made was the acquisition of Outokumpu 
shares. The possibility of acquiring a stake in Outokumpu arose in late 
November 2014 when competition authorities had not approved a deal 
Outkompu was making with ThyssenKrupp. A decision about making a deal 
needed to be reached in a very short time, as we only had 24 hours to decide 
whether to participate in the deal or not. In this time, we had a management 
presentation, put up an investment memorandum, and decided to take a 5% 
shareholding in the company to become the second biggest shareholder. 
The plan assumed that implementing five different actions in the company 
would enable us to drive the profitability up and potentially 2-3 years later 
we could sell the shares. Hype led the shares to gain value much faster than 
expected, and I sold the shares 10 moths later with a profit of 114 MEUR. 
The beauty was that for a commitment to invest 38 MEUR, we never needed 
to tie a single euro to the case. The value growth allowed the invested money 
to be fully loaned. Our dilemma was how to calculate return on equity for 0 
investment.

Destia was acquired from the government of Finland with the objective 
of attaining a rather steady cashflow from infrastructure works and 
maintenance. During my tenure at AC, it served its the purpose well and 
allowed AC to pay dividends to its shareholders.

AR Packaging had been underperforming for a long period. After some 
ownership changes, a merger with Flectrus (flexible packaging), a CEO 
change, efficiency programs and divestment of the best performing entity, 
profitability turnaround was achieved. Subcequently, acquisition of a 
competitor led to a value creation that was realized by AC when it was 
divested after my tenure.
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The position as CEO of Konecranes PLC – the case company of this study 
- started in November 2015 and continued until October 2019. Since this 
period will be the subject of the main narrative, I will not explain it any 
further here.

There is something that all of these positions and the work I did have had 
in common. The commonality has been not to just run the business but to 
continuously make significant changes. I have had businesses where the 
target has been to accelerate the cash flow and use it somewhere else. In 
most of the cases, though, I have needed and wanted to do more than just run 
the business. It could be a turnaround, expansion, M&A, but nonetheless 
something that would offer a lot of challenge.

During all of these jobs, I have created an approach that involved taking 
over a position, conducting a thorough situational analysis and then leading 
it. In my earlier career, I had been a terrible micromanager, though later I 
realized that being a micromanager would just make me a bottleneck in 
decision making. That was when I was struck by the idea of empowering 
people yet directing and assisting them in their work. 

My leadership style is very direct, factual and data-driven, but at the 
same time also emotionally supportive for logical thinking. I have and will 
demand a lot from the people around me, as I also do from myself. People 
who do not perform will not stay long in their positions. 

6.2 Case Study Research 

Creswell (2007, p. 245) defines case study research as “a qualitative 
approach in which the investigator explores a bounded system (a case) 
or multiple bounded systems (cases) over time through detailed, in-
depth data collection involving multiple sources of information (e.g., 
observations, interviews, audiovisual material, documents and reports) 
and reports a case description and case-based themes.” By and large, the 
abovementioned definition encompasses and synthesizes a broad range of 
principles characterizing case study research as a distinct and established 
methodology (Yin 2003; Eisenhardt 1989). 

Case study research has been used for various theoretical positions, 
ranging from research informed by scientific realism to various forms of 
social constructionism. For example, as mentioned earlier, works following 
Yin’s (2003) methodological principles tend to adhere to more realist 
underpinnings, whereas works following constructionist underpinnings 
tend to rely on Stake’s (1995) methodological principles. Methodological 
differences between the two are, however, in my view not so drastic. The 
difference becomes more evident when it comes to the analytical side. 
Yin’s (2003) approach is more formalistic, whereas Stake (1995) suggests 
more open interpretative analytic procedures. Stake (1995, p.40) writes 
that higher priority is given on direct interpretation of events and lower 
focus on measurement data interpretation (Guba and Lincoln 1989;). Even 
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Tolstoi wrote (1869; 1978, p. 1427) “through reason man observes himself; 
but he knows himself only through consciousness.” Within the frame of 
understading, a qualitative researcher explicates happenings with his own 
interpretation and uses stories, such as narratives or vignettes, to allow 
readers to gain a deep understanding of the case (Stake 1995, p. 40). Stake 
also underscores the uniqueness of individual cases. Case uniqueness 
is established by those people close to the case, and readers are drawn to 
this uniqueness by narratives, vignettes and experiences. Therefore, the 
uniqueness of accounts is crucial for an understanding of this particular 
case (Stake 1995, p.44).

Case study methodology is common in organization studies (Yin 2003) 
and is often used to study phenomena associated with change processes. 
For example, cases depicting failure or success of an organizing activity. 
In doing so, case study research methodology may be used to generate and 
advance theory or replicate existing theory. The methodological principles 
underlying case study research suggest a series of steps one needs to take 
in order to claim to be doing sound case study research. In my study, I have 
included seven criteria: (i) determining the case, (ii) determining the case 
boundaries, (iii) determing the case study or unit of analyses, (iv) the (data) 
evidence required in case study research, (v) case significance, (vi) case 
relevance, and (vii) case engagedness (Yin 2003; Stake 1995; Eriksson & 
Kovalainen 2016; Creswell 2007).

Determining the case. Following the methodological principles of 
case study research and especially Yin’s (2003) guidelines, I claim to have 
a case because because I am addressing both “how” and “why” questions, 
the behavior of those involved in the study are beyond human control, and 
the contextual conditions imposed by the M&A are relevant to understand 
the phenomenon of decision-making. I claim to have a case of individual 
decision-making, that is, sensemaking and sensegiving as they unfold in the 
context and the process of an M&A. Based on this, I have conceptualized my 
case as an analysis of the process of sensemaking and sensegiving led by 
the CEO when companies undergo an M&A and post-merger integration. 
Determining the case in such a manner is fruitful becase it helps address 
and adequately craft interesting research questions. As shown in Table 1, 
this study aims to answer three research questions
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Table 1 Research questions

Case Example The Research Questions

The decision-making process be-tween the 
CEOs and middle manag-ers in strategic 
turnaround change while the company 
undergoes an M&A and post-merger 
integration.

What are the processes of (deci-sion-making) 
sensemaking when companies undergo an M&A 
and post-merger integration in complex strategic 
turnaround? 

Highlights:  
Interest in the activity  
A process to be analysed

The sensemaking and sensegiving process 
of strategic turnaround change when 
company undergoes a M&A. 

How does top management or-chestrate the process 
of sensemak-ing and constructing sensegiving labels 
with the middle management? 

Highlights:  
Decision making of a “group”  
Descriptive (narrative depiction of the process)

So what? What are the outcomes of such process, both 
theoretical and mana-gerial?  

Case boundaries. The reason for placing boundaries, or binding the case, 
is to avoid answering too broad research questions and keep the study 
within the scope. Hence the saying “not too broad, not too narrow” following 
Yin (2003), Stake (1995), Eisenhardt (1989), Creswell (2003), Eriksson and 
Kovalainen (2016) and Miles and Huberman (1994), three sub-criteria 
need to be considered when placing case boundaries: (i) time and place 
marking a beginning and completion of a process, (ii) activities and events 
are identifiable, and (iii) definitions and context are definable. In terms of 
time and place, the M&A process described and analysed in my case study 
started in 2015 and ended in 2019. The case study identifies and defines two 
groups of individuals, the management team and middle management, who 
will be referred to as GxB and middle management, respectively. 

The overall purpose of this study is to investigate the case of an M&A 
deal and post-merger integration at Konecranes, where I worked as Chief 
Executive Officer (CEO). Particularly, I will reflect on my own activities 
and the relations that I had with the management team throughout this 
process. Introspection and specifically retrospection have not only allowed 
me to re-live the case but also to more deeply reflect on my own thoughts 
and behaviours (Gould 1995). The aim is to gain an understanding of how 
the individuals and the group interacted and successfully reached the 
strategic goals that were set prior to the M&A. I will examine how the 
process of sensemaking and sensegiving was carried out throughout the 
M&A. The presentation of the case and the vignettes provide a discovery 
of interpretation as an autoethnography based on my own diary notes 
(Doloriert & Sambrook 2011). 

My aim is to provide a rich description of the case as well as to unpack 
the key episodes by explaining the process of sensemaking and sensegiving 
during this time (Sandberg & Tsukas 2015; Weick et al., 2005; Stake 
1995), thus allowing my direct interpretation to become deeper through 
introspection (Gould 1995).
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Determining the type of case study. Yin (2003) identifies three types 
of case study research designs: descriptive, explanatory, and exploratory. 
Descriptive case studies are geared towards understanding a phenomenon 
as a reflection of the organizational context manifesting the phenomenon. 
On the other hand, explanatory case studies seek to identify events and 
explain cause-effect relationships characterizing case events (Yin 2003; 
Kähkönen 2014; Seuring 2008). Finally, exploratory case studies seek to 
examine phenomena that are relatively unknown, and based on the findings 
come up with a set of propositions or a hypothesis that will be used for 
future explanatory studies, or to determine the feasibility of the desired 
research procedure (Yin 2003; Kähkönen 2014)

Consistent with my theoretical stance and the type of research questions 
I pose, I adopt a descriptive-explanatory approach. Through description, I 
seek to provide a rich overall account of the case. In the case description, 
I seek to provide a chronological account of the focal M&A process by 
specifically identifying actors involved in the M&A (who), identifying 
what was at stake in the process, as well as identifying the key events 
that happened throughout the M&A process. What is more, through the 
explanatory mode, I seek to showcase specific instances and relationships 
among my own sensegiving and the middle management’s sensemaking as 
well as the subsequent sensegiving conveyed to the rest of the organization. 
Because of the theoretical positioning of my work in the organizational 
sensemaking approach, I do not seek to provide hypotheses or propositions 
as suggested by Yin (2003); nonetheless, the findings I offer may well be 
used to draw hypothesis or propositions for serving future research. 

Single case vs. multiple case design. Single case studies are good 
for when the research interest focuses on an individual issue or a single 
group of people (Watson 2009). Single-descriptive case study designs are 
suitable for explicating a description of a phenomenon within its context 
by foregronding the actors involved, the activity and the context (Yin 
2003; Kähkönen 2014). In my study, I am focusing on a single case. My 
single case study is aimed at gaining a holistic and unique (Yin 2003) in-
depth understanding of the CEO and the middle manager sensemaking 
and sensegiving processes. Yin (2003) suggests that one can rationalize 
single-case studies through the representativeness of the case. For Yin 
(2003), the value of a case may be argued because the case represents 
extreme, unique, or typical case features or case characteristics. 
Single-descriptive case studies suggest that a case indicates a unique 
characteristic not encountered before, though some single cases can be 
representative or typical cases, and suggest that the inquiry is directed 
towards the understanding of “circumstances and conditions of everyday 
or commonplace situations” (Yin 2003, p.  41). Yin also maintains that 
these kinds of cases represent a typical “project” or a strategic activity 
carried out by companies. The outcome of such single cases is a better 
or deeper understanding of experiences that organizational members 
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undergo when carrying out a “project”. This context provides typical, but 
at the same time, a unique case to examine sensemaking and sensegiving 
because the CEO provides or tells the story from his or her point of view. 
“The important issue is instead if the researcher is capable to describe and 
understand the context of the scene in question so well that the context 
can be understandable to the reader and to produce theory in relationship 
to that context” (Gustaffson 2017, p.4). Existing studies are scant when it 
comes to an explication of a process of sensemaking and sensegiving as 
seen or narrated by the CEO her/himself (Junni & Sarala 2014). 

My research thus concerns one intensive case (Yin 2003). Intensive case 
studies are studies that explicate a holistic and contextualized case with 
the aim of understanding that case. The target is not so much in producing 
(statistically) generalizable knowledge but rather in offering a deep 
understanding. This deep understanding and the knowledge generated 
should be able to resonate with the tacit knowledge possessed by the reader. 
According to Kathleen Eisenhardt (1989, p. 534), a case study is “a research 
strategy which focuses on understanding the dynamics present within 
single settings”. An intensive case study explores one or, at most, a few cases 
in depth, whereas extensive case studies seek patterns across several cases 
(Eriksson & Kovalainen 2016, p. 133)

The intensive case study is best suited to my research because the aim is 
to offer a descriptively rich account of decision making in the instance of 
an M&A, as well as to explain selected sensemaking episodes (Sandberg & 
Tsoukas 2015) or situations with vignettes in which I reflectively interpret 
the process of sensemaking and sensegiving in particular situations (Stake 
1995). To this end, I believe I can offer an interesting and relevant case 
description. With this case study, I can elaborate the sensemaking and 
sensegiving process in the context of a post-merger integration that was 
complex and significant, yet succesful. 

Unlike exploratory and explanatory case studies that seek to identify 
objective causal relations between how the phenomenon happened and how 
it was manifested, constructionist informed descriptive case studies seek 
to provide a deep understanding of a phenomenon. Thus, consistent with 
the constructionist tenets, explanation may be achieved by fullfilling a set 
number of evaluative criteria, such as trustworthiness, a rich description 
and interpretation of events (Stake 1995). 

Multiple sources of evidence. Multiple sourses of data are important 
because they give depth and breadth to inquiry (Yin 2003). Cresswell 
(2003), Yin (2003) as well as Stake (1995) underscore the multiplicity 
of data types. My data set comprises diaries, documents, memos and 
photographs, to name a few. For Yin (2003), multiple sources of data are 
important, as they allow for triangulation. Triangulation is an important 
mechanism to claim the validity of case study research, and triangulation 
is reached by using different sources of data and different kinds of data 
analysis. Stake (1995, p. 107) describes triangulation as protocols that do 
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not depend on intuition or good intentions but of discipline for accuracy 
and seeking alternative explanations. The meaning of an observation is 
not enough, additional observations give reason for revising and deepening 
the interpretation (Stake 1995, p. 110). Validation and what Stake (1995, 
p. 108) calls consequential validation means that part of the researcher’s 
responsibility is to consider the consequences of the measurements.  It is 
the researcher’s ethical obligation to minimize misrepresentations and 
misunderstandings (Stake 1995, p. 109).  The reader may expect that the 
procedures applied go beyond repetition of gathering data to explicate the 
validity of the data observed (Stake 1995, p. 109). The idea is to come to the 
same conclusions in the end using different data sources. 

Four triangulation protocols have been described based on Denzin’s 
research (1984) to confirm, increase credibility and to demonstrate 
commonality (Stake 1995, p. 112). Data source triangulation is used to 
determine whether the case or phenomenon repeats other times or when 
persons may act differently, or when empirical evidence is collected from 
multiple sources to cross-check an interpretation (Eriksson & Kovalainen 
2016, p. 306). Investigator triangulation involves asking other researchers 
to interpret the same scene or phenomenon.  Theory triangulation is used 
if one could use reviewers or co-observers from alternative theoretical 
views. When used with case studies, methodological triangulation employs 
observations, interviews and document reviews. Denzin (1989) and Flick 
(2004) write that the protocols of triangulation focus more on the search for 
additional interpretations rather than on confirmation of a single meaning 
(Stake 1995, p. 115).

Member checking would be used when the actors in a play, organizational 
members in a narrative or a vignette would be asked to confirm what they 
had said and what their actions had been. This procedure would allow 
participants to check the interpretation of what they did and what they had 
told the researcher (Eriksson & Kovalainen 2016, p. 307). The participants 
could provide alternative language and even an alternative interpretation, 
though they would not be promised that their version would be in the final 
study (Stake 1995, p. 115). Triangulation has been achieved in this study by 
examining separate data sources, analysing them using different methods, 
and then finally conducting member checking. Four participants have 
been asked to read the case description and analyses as well as to give their 
comments, as will be described in Section 6.4. In an autoethnography, the 
researcher judges its quality based on their research experience to ensure 
practise-based quality (Doloriert & Sambrook 2011).

Case significance. Another criterion pertains to whether the case is 
significant. This case is without doubt significant. It is one of the biggest 
acquisitions that a Finnish company has ever done internationally. The 
overall value of the transaction was over EUR 1.6 billion.  In terms of 
the industry and field of activity, it has been the biggest in the world. 
Konecranes was already prior to the acquisition number one and Demag (as 
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part of the MHPS) number two in the world in producing and selling lifting 
devices. A study by the European Union competition authority sh0wed a 
European market share of 30-50% depending on the country (European 
Comission, DG competition 7792, 2016 p. 15). The case is unusual in its 
complexity, making it a unique case in every sense of the word. First, 
there was a merger-of-equals negotiated and even started, an interloper 
surfaced, which enabled an acquisition of the most wanted and synergistic 
business, and finally the integration was able to start after the selling of a 
remedy asset. The financial community and the Finnish press were very 
keen on following the success of the integration. My own involvement was 
significant and I had a deep understanding of the case, deeper than anybody 
else could have.

Case relevance. This is a relevant case because the case itself can be of 
general interest and the lessons learned can be transferable, repeatable and 
replicable across many industries. The relevance is apparent; despite the 
large number of M&As deals happening worldwide, many tend to fail or go 
through unimaginable hurdles. Industrial companies expand often through 
M&A deals, and for a successful deal, the integration needs to be well done. 
This case, because of its size and complexity, gained considerable media 
attention throughout the process, from the day it was announced to the 
integration completion. The Finnish press and even the international press 
followed the deal with interest. The case was followed by prominent media, 
including the Financial Times, the Wall Street Journal, Kauppalehti, and 
Taloussanomat. Obviously, the shareholders were extremely interested in 
the success of the integration, while the value increase was almost solely 
attributable to the success of the integration.

Case engagedness. A case should be engaging for the reader in the sense 
that an attentive reader can reflect on the case as well as have an interest 
in reading about the case. Since the case chosen is a complex situation 
of an M&A activity, the process of interest is “transparently observable” 
(Eisenhardt 1989, p. 537; Stake 1995). My construction of understanding 
begins with sensing the experience of the external stimuli produced by what 
happened and the sensations that provided a personal meaning (Stake 1995, 
p. 100). The personal meanings are attached to events experienced by myself 
together with my team and are not detached from the context in which we 
were situated. Following case study research methodological principles and 
the sensemaking theory, I have arranged the prose of the case descriptions 
and the vignettes in such a way that provides a rich account of the process 
as well as highlights some of the prominent sensemaking and sensegiving 
events characterizing this particular M&A. As stated, I am also writing the 
case mostly in the “I” form, as researchers claim that an autoethnography 
can be so written (Doloriert & Sambrook 2011). Introspection (Gould 1995) 
and particularly the vignettes with their deep and thick description should 
make the case interesting for the reader.
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The abovementioned dimensions characterize and are used when a 
researcher is claiming to apply case study research methodology. Having 
done that, now we move on to the next section, in which I provide a more 
detailed account of the methods I have used to collect and analyse my data. 

6.3 Methods

6.3.1 Data Collection

Research data was collected during the different phases of the M&A process 
in the case company. I participated in the M&A and integration as the CEO 
of the company who was managing and carrying out the integration from 
November 2015 to October 2019. My viewpoint naturally was that of the top 
management and the person responsible for the entire M&A process. The 
empirical data consists of powerpoint presentations, emails, discussions, 
various event materials, pictures and my experiences of those events 
condensed in a diary (See Table 2). 

Following the principles of case study research methodology, the data 
consists primarily of information recorded in the diary that I kept through 
the process of the M&A, as well as my own notes from various meetings and 
conferences with various stakeholders, quarterly reports, media reports, 
and photographs that I took during meetings and events. Although most 
of the data is confidential by nature and therefore cannot be fully shared, 
my diary chronologically sums up the events and the team interactions in 
terms of dynamics and my own interpretations of what happened during 
those encounters. The data presented to third parties became public at 
those events and meetings and therefore can be used freely. Nevertheless, 
my experiences, feelings and interpretations of those events are not 
confidential by nature and therefore can be more easily shared in this study. 
Table 2 summarizes the data more in detail. 
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Table 2.  Data used in the Study

TYPE OF DATA Usage Number of 
data sources

Description Time 

Management 
team meetings

Only own diary 
and pictures used

78 meetings GxB Group Executive 
Board

2015-2019

Integration 
steering mee-
tings

Only own diary 
and pictures used

129 meetings Integration Steering 
Group was the main 
body of the preparation 
and follow-up of the 
integration

2016-2019

Board meetings Only own diary 
used

40 2015-2019

Factbooks Only own diary 
used

35 Individual designated 
activities that were 
significant to merit an 
own fact book

2017-2019

Konecranes 
Conference

Only own diary 
and pictures used

4 conferences, 
5245 pages of 
presentations

Lawyer meetings Only own diary 
used 

Investor mee-
tings

all meetings were 
public

385 Meeting the investors in 
various occasions

2015-2019

Capital Markets 
Day

Fully public 169 pages, 7 
presentations

12. 2017

Harvard studies Only own diary 
and pictures used

3 times 1 week 
trai-nings

The top management, 
50 people one week a 
year and three times

2017, 
2018, 2019

Internal BA Board 
meetings

Only own diary 
used

Quarterly reports fully public 14 quarters 2016-2019

Media texts Fully public Interviews, news stories 
etc in Financial Times, 
Wall Street Journal, 
Kauppalehti, Talous-
elämä, Arvopaperi, 
Dagens Industri

2015-2019

Online content Fully Public

Own direct ob-
servation notes

excessively used 1122 pages Diary kept 2015-2019

Pictures to bring back in 
mind trajectories 
of memories

2358 taken with my iphone 2015 - 
2019

The Board of directors met about ten times a year, except for the time of the 
deal, when in 2016 the Board convened 16 times. Due to confidentiality, 
board meetings material has not been used in this study. The management 
team, GxB, met basically once a month. During the first half of 2016, the 
beginning of the integration, meetings were held twice a month, and very 
early on in the integration period even weekly. The Chief Legal Officer of 
the case company kept the minutes of the decisions. Discussions were not 
noted on the minutes, only the decisions. Throughout the entire process, 
however, I kept my own records of the main discussions and other notes of 
the meetings in the format of a diary. The meetings were well prepared and 
the material was first reviewed at the Integration Steering Group before 
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being distributed to the GxB members. Altogether, the board of directors 
met 78 times; the annual number of meetings is published in the annual 
report and is publicly available information. The contents of Board meetings 
has not been used as a source for this study.

The Integration Steering Group (ISG) meetings were held weekly during 
the first 10 months of the integration. During the three-year integration 
period, there were over 180 meetings. In addition to myself as the chairman, 
other members of the ISG included the Chief Financial Officer (CFO), 
Chief HR Officer (CHRO), IMO director and representatives from the 
consultants, typically three of them. Although separate meeting notes were 
not kept, the meeting material was always sent at least one day in advance to 
allow for reading and good understanding of the material. The presentation 
typically consisted of dozens of pages consisting of the executive summary 
and annexes. The overall content consisted of the flight path summary 
(which is further explained in the case description), follow-up of each of the 
workstream outcomes, and typically also a deep dive in one or several issues. 
The material itself was seldom presented in the meetings, as participants 
needed to have read the material before, since time was not spent in just 
presentations but rather in discussions. The discussions were reflected 
in the fact books by either adding data or by changing data within them. 
Many of the fact books were taken for discussion followed by a decision in 
the GxB. These fact books as such have not been used as a source for this 
study, but it is rather the format which has been used. The format was the 
same for all comprehensive topics that needed a fact book of its own. This 
format was set already in the beginning of the integration. There were 35 
such topics that merited their own fact book due to the financial reach of 
the decisions to be made. A specific factbook was created, for instance, for 
go-to-market decisions, or new product creation. 

A Konecranes Conference was organised annually during May. The first 
Konecranes conference was held in 1994 with Dr. Gustavson, CEO at that 
moment, meeting with 8 global leaders. In 2019, the number of participants 
had grown to about 200. The conference lasted for three days and started 
with a Monday evening get together. Typically, Tuesday and Wednesday 
were full of presentations about the business situation and updates on 
products and services. All these presenations comprise a valuable aspect of 
my data. The conference would then be closed by an awards ceremony. This 
was also a time to meet each other and have sidetalks.

Meetings with lawyers were extremely important in a global M&A 
transaction like this one. The law firms Skadden and Roschier represented 
the company (Konecranes press release on 16.5.2016). Although meetings 
were not officially documented, the outcome of the discussions would 
end up drafted in the agreement texts. Naturally, the sequence of these 
meetings concentrated more on the transaction and its parts and not on the 
integration process that much.

Investor meetings were typically held during road shows. After each 
quarterly report release, we would go to meet investors and analysts in 
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Helsinki, London, Paris, New York and quite often in Toronto, Chicago and 
Stockholm. The days would be organized by brokers in different cities, larger 
owners would get a one-to-one meeting for an hour, while smaller investors 
would participate in a group meeting. The material discussed was always 
based on the quarterly report publication, to which was added the replies 
that were well prepared. Very often the written text would form the basis on 
which to build and the Q&A (questions & answers) were pre-written. The 
Q&A answers would go somewhat more into details, as we did not want to 
write everything into the text but still wanted to share more information to 
the public domain. The answers were given at the analyst meetings when 
publishing the quarterly report, and then discussions with the investors 
would be based on them. All these taken together would build the Publicly 
Available Information (PAI). These PAIs have been extensively used as a 
source for this dissertation. I calculated that during the 4-year -period, 385 
meetings were held in various locations.

Capital Markets Day in December 2017 was an important event, at which 
we would gather close to 50 investors, analysts and bankers in a full-day 
presentation of what we had achieved and what the next plan would be. 
The material is fully public and available on Konecranes’ internet pages to 
be downloaded in the form of presentations but also on video. The videos 
describe a larger content than just the presentations.

In the autumns of 2017, 2018 and 2019, I organised a week-long study 
session at Harvard for the top 50 people of Konecranes’ management. The 
Harvard study materials consisted of study and group work material. Study 
sessions were based on case studies similar to those typically used at Harvard 
University. Each participant would have the cases to be read beforehand and 
then a discussion would be moderated by the respective professor. Group 
work material centered around operative and strategic topics.

The media published quite a lot of articles about the MoE and the 
acquisition. The Wall Street Journal and the Financial times published 
altogether six articles, the Finnish Kauppalehti 24 articles, Arvopaperi two 
articles, and Talouselämä three articles.

Most importantly, for my own introspection, I have kept a diary of the 
meetings that I have held since 1986, and all annual diaries are still in my 
possession. I started using Time System® in November 1986 and still use 
it. Electronic calendars have evolved a lot, but it was only when I moved 
to Konecranes that I started to use one. My assistant kept the schedules 
updated, something that made work a lot easier since there were many 
meetings and especially because the meetings kept changing frequently. 
Even though I stopped using the calendar pages in Time System, I still used 
its memo pages. For all the meetings and even short conversations, I have 
written up the main points. My initial reason for doing so has been to be 
able to track down activities retrospectively. This allowed me to follow up 
what had been promisd and agreed on.  It was very easy for me to go back 
sometimes even six months later to review what had been decided, said or 
planned to be done and compare the statements later with the outcome in 
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terms of key performance indicators. Retrospection made writing vivid. 
Actually, writing this study has proven to play a crucial role in tracking 
down what really was said and done during the period of the M&A activity 
and integration.

Pictures (mostly photographs) have served well in this study, too. I have 
always been interested in taking pictures; despite of my early hesitation, 
I started using camera phones. During all events, meetings and visits 
I have taken pictures. The participants of certain events can be seen 
in the pictures, as well as the general atmosphere. The pictures along 
with the diaries have also refreshed my memory about the discussions, 
what happened and how it happened. In main events such as annual 
shareholders’ meetings or the Konecranes Conference, the event 
organizer would take the photographs for me.

6.3.2 Data Analysis

Consistent with the key tenets of interpretative qualitative research, data 
collection and data analysis tend to go hand in hand (Baxter & Jack 2008). 
Depending on the case type, the theoretical position, research questions 
and the case study design and data analysis ought to be consistent with the 
chosen approach. My take on data analysis resonates with Stake’s (2005) 
categorical and direct interpretation analytic strategy. 

Stake maintains (1995, p. 74) that researchers may reach new meanings 
through two strategic ways: direct interpretation and aggregation of 
instances. Direct interpretation of the instance occurs when the researcher 
concentrates on the instance by explicating it, pulling it apart, creating 
and writing a meaning, thereby enabling analysis and writing a synthesis 
(Stake 1995, p. 75).  Aggregation of the instances occurs when something 
cathegorical can be said about the instances as a class (Stake 1995, p. 74). 

Categorical aggregation and direct interpretation resonates with 
Gioia & Chittipeddi’s (1991) analytic method of first and second order 
coding. The latter being akin to first order categories, whereas the former 
would correspond to what Gioia calls second order coding. Using direct 
interpretation, I introspectively evoked my experiences of the various 
episodes that I encountered during the process of the M&A. My own 
diary notes and pictures allowed me to analyse the data as an instance of a 
single phenomenon or episode, looked at from different viewpoints. As per 
categorical aggregation, existing concepts used to study the organizational 
change process were helpful. The task, then, entailed deciding on which 
second order concepts would best reflect the managerial sensemaking and 
sensegiving in this particular case.

Apart from abovementioned data analytic techniques Stake (1995), 
as a researcher needed to justify the narrative or story description, and 
especially when writing the episodes, he usually depicted these stories via 
vignettes not as a thin description but as a “thick description” (Stake 1995, 
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p. 102; Geertz 1973). These “thick descriptions” are particular perceptions 
of the actors, not just objective complex accounts on what happened (Stake 
1995, p. 42). The perceptions of the other actors have been used through 
the outcome of the discussions at various events or meetings. I have also 
had four persons read my case description. These four persons, or at 
least one of them, always participated in these events or meetings. Thick 
descriptions provide rich accounts to describe in detail the culture, social 
settings, events and individuals (Eriksson & Kovalainen 2016, p. 331). In 
my study, the actors were the organizational members, top management, 
GxB members, and middle management. As posited by Stake (1995, p. 72), 
“qualitative study capitalizes on ordinary ways of making sense”. 

Thus, using direct interpretation and categorical aggregation, the 
researcher searches for meaning by searching for patterns and consistencies. 
Sometimes, these patterns in the correspondence and consistency within 
certain conditions can be known in advance and drawn from the research 
questions because they serve as a template for analyses, though these 
analyses may sometimes reveal unexpected patterns (Stake 1995, p. 78).

The data that I have collected throughout the process reflects my own 
experiences of the M&A process and strongly resembles the introspective 
method suggested by Gould (1995). Introspection is defined by Gould (1995, 
p. 719) as “an ongoing process of tracking, experiencing, and reflecting 
on one’s thoughts, mental images, feelings, sensations and behaviors”. 
A focus on the external world, extrospection, is therefore enlargened by 
introspection, with an internal focus in perceptual awareness. Gould (1995) 
further expands the introspection by not only accounting for the result 
of the thinking, e.g. a direct account of what happened, but one can also 
“describe the underlying process of how one obtained it” (Gould 1995, p. 
719). Instead of concurrent introspection, I have used retrospection which 
is the introspective process of remembering (Gould 1995). I have further 
drawn on autoethnography through the presentation of a set of vignettes and 
the usage of my personal diaries (Doloriert & Sambrook 2011) that describe 
a journey of discovery replete with evaluation and interpretation.  My own 
personal diaries have been particularly useful in the process of writing the 
case description and the vignettes as well as analysing them. As pointed out 
by Doloriert & Sambrook (2011, p. 596), the “autoethnographer internally 
judges its quality. Evidence is tacit, individualistic and subjective”. They 
further note that the lived research experience makes the practice-based 
quality rather than usage of formal evidencing. My purpose has been to 
“help the reader … to understand and feel the phenomena under scrutiny” 
(Bochner 2000, p.270).

I wrote the case description first. The case was written with retrospective 
introspection (Gould 1995) in an autoethnographic style (Doloriert & 
Sambrook 2011). My case description is offered in a chronological format 
depicting the company background, the dynamics of the M&A process, key 
events in the post-merger integration process, and the context in which the 
abovementioned actors and processes interacted with each other. 
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When writing the case, I set aside some of the key events and episodes 
as relevant exemplars through which managerial sensemaking and 
sensegiving is explained (Sandberg & Tsoukas 2015). Those were the ones 
that I recognized as important episodes already when they happened. They 
also became the vignettes that were analysed using the direct interpretation 
(Stake 1995). Direct interpretation was achieved by writing the story of 
the case as it happened by reflecting on the pictures and my own diaries. 
The vignettes that I chose represent the moments that were crucial for the 
success of the whole process. It was already recognized at those moments 
that they would become important; however, later in retrospection, these 
moments could well be identified even as crucial events for the success of 
these processes. The vignettes were also chosen to represent one of the 
key findings, namely ambiguity management, legitimation and corporate 
identification.  These vignettes, in my understanding, best elucidate the 
intricacies of the sensemaking and sensegiving processes. Analytically, 
I have addressed this issue by first providing a thick case description 
followed by a more explanatory take on a set of events or episodes, which I 
believe best illustrate the dynamics of these sensemaking and sensegiving 
processes that my team and I have undergone.

The case is a historical account of what happened, I have not tried to create 
the historical account (Gill, Gill & Roulet 2018). I am adopting a narrative 
perspective and provide my interpretation (Gill et al. 2018). My story is 
providing a coherent story of the past (White 1984). The reflection became 
very vivid when seeing, once again, the notes and the pictures. It was easy to 
remember how I came to the conclusions on what I would decide and how I 
would manage the corporation. I am very happy that I had so many pictures, 
as they easily transmitted the atmosphere at the meetings and events. 
Both the diary and the pictures are organized meticulously and temporally, 
reflecting the details and dynamics as well as my own experiences of the 
various meetings and events in which I participated. My diary notes are 
concise and detailed. They contain and condense the data material depicted 
in Table 3 above. First, the diary enabled me to reflect on what was done 
and what was achieved during the process of the M&A and the integration. 
Secondly, the analysis of the data material allowed me to write a thick 
description, interpretation, and explanation of the M&A process and of the 
various events occurring during the processs. The pictures that I took have 
supported the reflection and permitted me to depict various events and to 
write a vivid text depicting those events. 

When I started to write the case description, I took out the diaries 
from these four years, and it all came back to my mind. I have been able 
to go back to specific memories with the aid of my diaries and my photos. 
These together have assisted me to create “current perspectives on 
those memories” (Gould 1995, p. 720). These memories have brought me 
back not only to the trajectory and the situations, but also to what I was 
thinking at that time. 



102

Research Methodology and Methods

 Methodologically, the reflection entailed a back-and-forth process of 
reading between the literature and analyses of the diaries and visual images 
on my database. The reflections were made against the sensemaking 
theoretical apparatus. Reading the articles on sensemaking resonated well 
with what I believe top management was doing and accomplishing even on 
a practical level.

I had already noticed many culmination points at work. It was only after 
reading more on the theory that I understood and gained perspective on 
why they did so. The theory assisted my reflection on finding the reasons 
why it was important for these certain events to be properly managed. 
There might have been other ways to manage this M&A and integration, but 
the results show that at least this way was a successful one.

Sensemaking provided a relevant approach on which to base my 
reflections on the case. Iterating between data analysis and literature review, 
as per Stake (1995), I combined direct interpretation codes into aggregate 
concepts of legitimacy, identification, and ambiguity that permitted me not 
only to describe the M&A process richly but also to explain how the process 
was carried out and the effect resulting from the process. 

To this end, Stake (1995) argues that constuctivist case studies as a form 
of a qualitative methodology are undertaken to make a certain case more 
understandable. “Naturalistic generalization are conclusions arrived at 
through personal engagement in life’s affairs or by vicarious experience 
so well constructed that the person feels as if it happened to themselves” 
(Stake 1995, p. 85). Emphasizing the time, place and the person in a 
narrative account, vignette, personalistic description or chronological 
presentation of a story, we can create vicarious experience that is personal 
and make readers curious (Stake 1995, p. 86-87).  A consequence of this is 
that the responsibility of the researcher is to assist the reader in arriving 
at high-quality understandings based on a contemporary view of research 
(Stake 1995, p. 88).  

6.4 Validity, Reliability and Overall Quality of the 
Study

Yin (2003) identified four criteria for evaluating case study research: 
construct validity, internal validity, external validity, and reliability. 
However, as I have built on interpretivist tenets, the evaluative criteria 
proposed by Stake (1995) are more relevant. Following interpretivist 
tenets, instead of generalizability, this study claims transferability; that 
is, the findings from this research can be applied to other similar contexts 
and cases. Furthermore, instead of construct validity, internal validity, 
external validity and reliability, Stake (1995) proposes trustworthiness, 
that is, to provide a rich description and direct interpretation of events. 
Trustworthiness is akin to validity criteria and reliability, as proposed by 
Yin (2003; see also Guba & Lincoln 1994). 
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Construct validity is achieved by using multiple sources of evidence and 
systematic analyses of the data. The aim of this study is to account for a 
strategic change process, that is, the case of an M&A. More specifically, the 
study aims to determine how management sensemaking and sensegiving 
led to a successful M&A process, including its tricky integration phase. 
All the data point to a set of facts identified as key elements in orienting 
the change process. In the construction of validity, the researcher can 
use multiple data sources of evidence, establish a chain of evidence and 
its trail, and finally review some of the key informants. I have had four 
persons read through the case description and all of them agree on what I 
have written. Their reading of the description has also led to a discussion 
of what happened. One of the comments was that the pre-integration 
organizational change had a more significant effect on the outcome than I 
had initially thought. I thereafter went back to my diaries and reflections 
and noticed how important the initial organizational change had been for 
the outcome of the M&A integration. As will be shown later, the split of the 
entire integration into 10 organizationally separate integration streams 
would not have been possible. 

Moreover, after receiving the comments some minor corrections became 
evident in how the sequence had occurred, though no changes in the 
conclusions were suggested. All this confirms that the introspection (Gould 
1995) and interpretations in thick descriptions (Stake 1995) that I have 
written in autoethnographic style (Doloriert & Sambrook 2011) are correct 
and reliable. Therefore, I have been able to provide an accurate historical 
account of the events and come to the correct conclusions concerning what 
mattered.

Furthermore, Gould (1995) identifies two techniques for evaluation, 
namely self-evaluation and other-evaluation. In self-evaluation, although 
I have been as honest as I can, I have also allowed my interpretation be 
derived from my experiencies. It is easy for the reader to understand that 
watching my TV interview reminded me of my experience of not only the 
interview itself but also about how it was prepared and what happened just 
before the interview. In “other-evaluation”, I have had persons who read this 
study before its completion, as described above. To cite one such person, “I 
fully agree with your view on what was done and how it was done … it was 
actually funny to read it and to be reminded again about how many obstacles 
there were even if I participated myself ” (Person L). Another person stated 
that “This is not only how it happened, but this is what we made happen. 
We were always well prepared for all the meetings; proper reflections were 
done prior to the negotiations. The end result could not have been better” 
(Person G). I have had several data sources as evidence, some of which have 
been used extensively. Even when some data items have not been used at 
all, the number of them is accounted for. The chain of evidence has been 
subjectively reviewed. The aim of the study is to account for a strategic 
change process, that is, a case of a complex M&A process. More specifically, 
my aim has been to study how leadership sensemaking and sensegiving led 
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to a successful M&A and integration. All the data points represent sets of 
facts that were identified as key elements in orienting the change process. 

Internal validity is not relevant here, as this is not a quantitative study 
but rather a qualitative study. As stated earlier, my case study is descriptive 
and explanatory. I provide a rich account of the description. The case 
is recounted as much as possible in an uncontestable form, a historical 
narrative, in such a way that anybody who observed the phenomenon 
would have noticed and recorded it similarly (Stake 1995, p.110). I specify 
some vignettes where I go much deeper in what happened and how it 
was done. My purpose is not to make causal claims, but rather to provide 
interpretations of what happened and why. I have not tried to build 
explanations by addressing rival explanations, nor have I seen a need for 
pattern matching. Neither have I offered alternative paths of what could 
have happened. There were several moments when it all could have ended 
differently. First the MoE, then the acquisition when the interloper still 
had a chance of putting up a bid. Moreover, the remedy asset sale could 
have ended differently. And finally, the integration could have had another 
outcome instead of success. The correct end result was achieved for the 
company, its shareholders and customers.  It was achieved under my 
leadership, me driving and manouvering the process to final conclusion of 
the integration, greatly helped by the management of Konecranes and other 
individuals in the Board of Directors.

In this study, external validity refers to repeatability and transferablity, as 
opposed to generalizability. Regarding the external validity, I am claiming 
transferability or repeatability by the reader, and not generalizability. The 
attentive reader can her/himself judge the possibility for transferability and 
maybe use learnings and reflections to further enhance their own thoughts. 

 I have not had the need to find a suitable case for the case study. Normally, 
the researcher should first have identified which generalizabilities could 
exist prior to selecting the case to be studied (Yin 2003, p. 37). In my 
situation, the case presented itself to me. An external researcher would 
never be able to gain the insight that I have had.

For reliability, the researcher should according to Yin (2003, p. 37) make 
sure that errors and biases are avoided. My data exists primarily in the form 
of diaries, photos or undisputable information publicly made available by 
the company, for example, in the form of quarterly reports or presentations 
in the capital markets day or other public presentations. As I draw on an 
intrepretative paradigm, the biases, as Yin (2003) would have it, cannot 
be totally eradicated. What can be done is to make sure that the concepts 
used to describe and explain the process are theoretically well-informed. 
As noted by Lukka & Modell (2010, p. 464; see also Denzin 1983; Headland 
1990), interpretative research is only available for a native insider, only 
that way the researcher can claim an emic perspective. According to 
Lukka & Modell (2010, p. 464), reality is perhaps even entirely construed 
by individual persons (see also Morgan & Smircich 1980). In this case, it 
is me who is constructing reality through introspection (Gould 1995) in 
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autoethnographic style (Doloriert & Sambrook 2011). Nobody could have 
had the opportunity to re-live and re-experience what was done and how 
the conclusions were reached. This study is my account of what was done to 
achieve a successful integration. The financial results speak for themselves 
in showing that the integration was a success.
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In this Chapter, I present my case description in two ways, starting with the 
overall story: a history of what happened. In subsequent sections, I continue 
with a more fine-grained analysis of sensemaking and sensegiving in the 
M&A process under scrutiny in my study. This consists of a description 
and an analysis of three vignettes depicting a number of central episodes in 
the M&A process.  Finally, the entire case is analysed based on the research 
framework presented in Chapter 5.

Figure 5 shows the timeline of the focal M&A process (‘the case’) itself. 
Throughout the case desrcripiton, and especially the chosen vignettes, I 
will introduce more descriptive detail. The visual timeline representations 
will be complemented with more detailed text as we move from case 
description to vi-gnettes. The aim is to provide a rich description but also 
an interpretation and analysis of the case in its entirety.

2019
The integration is 
declared finished  on 
25.7.2019, New hoist 
families launched

2016
Organizational change,
16.5 MHPS deal is 
announced, EU and 
US-filing,
Stahl divestment,
Financing package

2017
Integration starts
New organization,
Factory closures, 
R&D for new hoist 
families

2018
Service growth targets,
Further factory 
closures, procurement 
savings

2015
M&A is 
started

Figure 5.  Timeline depicting major milestones in the process of the M&A and 
integration

The M&A endeavour started on 15.4.2015, and developed from a planned 
merger of equals to an outright acquisiton. A remedy was offered to ensure 
the acceptance of the case by the European Union. Consequently, the 
remedy asset was divested and the M&A transaction deal closed. In January 
2017, the integration process could start, and, by July 2019, the promised 
annual synergies of EUR 140 million were achieved.
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7.1 Case Description

7.1.1 Introduction to the M&A Process: The Beginnings 

This case description starts from 2015, which was also the time when I 
joined Konecranes as the CEO. But first, some of the history of Konecranes. 

Konecranes was originally a division within the Finnish elevator company 
Kone. The division was naturally called Kone, Cranes. The spin-off was 
made in April 1994 when the management headed by Dr. Stig Gustavson, 
together with the Scandinavian private equity company Industrikapital 
(“IK”), acquired the majority of the ownership. As early as 1996, a public 
listing was possible, and IK sold a large part of their shares in conjunction 
with the IPO executing financially a very successful exit for the fund.

Konecranes is a technology company; orders are won through 
technological advantage. Early on, service capability became the most 
important part of the company: the shift from retroactive maintenance to 
planned, preventive, predicted, and even prescriptive service ensured that 
customers’ equipment uptime was high – something that customers very 
much appreciated and differentiates Konecranes from the competitors.

In 2015, Konecranes was a global corporation with 11 000 people and net 
sales of  EUR 2.1 billion. In 2015–2016, Konecranes embarked on a major 
merger and acquisition (M&A) activity, first signing a MoE, which was 
further converted to an acquisition, details of which will be described below. 
After the acquisition in 2017, Konecranes became a company organized into 
three business areas: Industrial Equipment, Service, and Port Solutions. 
The net sales reached EUR 3.3 billion, and the company employed 18 000 
employees globally. These numbers are an indicator of the magnitude of the 
successful integration, executed during a three-year period.

The Industrial Equipment business area designs, manufactures, and 
sells industrial cranes and hoists as components or as fully built cranes 
systems. Products are sold under several different brands such as SWF, 
R&M, Morris, or Verlinde. The products are sold to multiple industries 
that require lifting and movement of goods for their core production or 
their support processes. Growth is driven by underlying investments in 
new manufacturing capacity or improvements in the efficiency of job 
safety measures. Most of the manufacturing sites are organised under this 
business area, and, therefore, it also employs the most people.

The Industrial Equipment business area had been the core business of 
Konecranes. The technology that the company had adopted some 15 years 
ago had demonstrated its strengths with technological competitiveness. 
The last product generation was designed in early 2000s and had become 
the market leader. Soon after 2016, these patents were coming to the end 
of their life cycle, and a new product generation design project was to be 
launched. After the acquisition, this product development project was set 
up with joint forces between the acquiree and the acquired entity, resulting 
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in a new product generation finally being launched in September 2019.
The Service business area carries out preventive maintenance and 

inspection; sells spare parts; and conducts repairs, modernizations, and 
retrofits. The service agreement base is an important source for the base 
load of operations. The majority of sales comes from Konecranes’ own 
equipment installed-base.  The key for a successful service business is 
extremely good product management. Service has grown in importance, 
and, in 2019, made up to 75% of the company’s profits. The Service business 
area is predominantly global, and it has over 500 branch offices around the 
world. Branches need to be close to their customers. 

Port Solutions became a business area of its own starting from 2017. It 
had become a business of over EUR 1 billion after the integration and it 
has its own customer base.  Port Solutions manufactures and services port 
cranes and mobile equipment. It also sells software and consulting services 
to ports. There are around 1000 relevant ports worldwide, so the customer 
base is very well defined and easily reachable. 

Furthermore, the Konecranes Group has certain joint functions, such as 
reporting and financing, HR, legal, marketing communications, and R&D.

In 2015, the organizational matrix of Konecranes that I inherited 
consisted of two business areas: Equipment and Services separately. The 
inherited management system was a complex matrix in which business 
was conducted in regions and sub-regions, but product management was 
separated within business areas. The business areas were those that were 
reported externally via segment reporting. They were, however, able to 
take decisions only through the matrix with the regional organisation, 
so they were not fully independent. Regions managed the sales and the 
delivery organization in different countries. Functions were global, but the 
functional organizational members were within the regional organization.

7.1.2 Merger of Equals Phase triggers M&A endevour

Konecranes’ top management and board were in a tough position at the start 
of 2015. The growth had stagnated, profitability development had halted, 
and the company’s next steps were hard to foresee strategically. Konecranes’ 
growth prior to the financial crisis of 2008 had been remarkable. The crisis 
was eventually overcome, but, since then, the corporate vision lacked 
a clear purpose. Furthermore, the profitability of the group showed no 
improvement. Net sales had stayed at the EUR 2.1 billion level and the 
EBIT margin at 5.5%, while fixed costs increased, therefore decreasing the 
profitability.

The period 2011–2014 was largely spent achieving meaningful growth in 
the developing countries. One company was bought in India, followed by a 
significant investment in a new factory in anticipation of a growing market. 
Unfortunately, India as a market ended up in stagnation. Another company 
was acquired in China, which had a product family of its own with an 



110

Case Description and Analysis

appropriate cost level dedicated to the Chinese market – a market segment 
where Konecranes had not been well represented before. This was because 
sales and marketing had been successful towards the subsidiaries of the 
western enterprises, but not towards companies with Chinese owners. 
In addition, a minority stake was acquired in a Japanese company, giving 
Konecranes a position in the Japanese market through collaboration. In 
early 2015, it became evident that even these actions together would not 
enable the growth that was anticipated, and they were, overall, not very 
succesful financially.

At the same time, an ongoing IT implementation was coming close to its 
completion, and about 50% of the business units had adopted the group’s 
CRM-ERP-Financials-system combination. Later on, this proved to be one 
of the crucial reasons for the undeniable success of the integration. The 
project cost was over EUR 125 million, and it extended over several years. 
However, this IT-project created major disturbances for the organization. 
The first factory where it was installed suffered from basic process 
problems resulting in a market loss of 10 percentage points, almost 1/4th, 
due to delivery problems. The factory could not forecast its material flows 
and could not get the products out for delivery. Luckily, the problems were 
solved after about one year, and the lost market share was regained in the 
following year.

In spring 2015, the CEO resigned and the board needed to find a new CEO. 
My appointment was made public in late July 2015. 

7.1.3 The Situation when I Joined and Shortly After

In 2015, there were two leading global crane makers in the world: Demag and 
Konecranes. The German company Demag had been the market leader until 
the beginning of the 21st century, but, during the early 2000s, Konecranes 
took position as number one in the world with its technology and reach of 
the Service business. The drives of electrical motors, a new innovation, and 
efficient design of the hoists were the two leading factors for winning of the 
battle of who is number one. Demag was founded in 1819 in a small town called 
Wetter in Germany. In early 2000, it became part of Mannesmann Group. 
Mannesmann had for a long time been a well-known German engineering 
and machinery company. They invested heavily in telecommunication and 
had enormous success. The telecommunication division ended up being 
sold to Vodafone and Siemens. After some subsequent acquisitions by KKR 
and an IPO, Demag Cranes and Components division finally became part 
of the American firm Terex Corporation. Even though Terex already had a 
mobile crane business, the firm was interested in Demag, and it is likely that 
the strategic motivation of the acquisition was to seek synergies between 
those divisions.

Konecranes and its founder and chairperson, Dr Gustavson, had tried to 
acquire Demag operations twice, either as a company or as a business. On 
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both occasions, the valuation had climbed too high, and Konecranes had 
withdrawn from the M&A processes. The first time was when the group that 
Demag belonged to was acquired by Vodafone and subsequently divested to 
Siemens, and then further on to KKR, who floated it on the stock exchange 
during 2002–2006. The second time was when Terex made a public bid 
in 2011 and took Demag private. Terex was then a US-listed company 
consisting of five business sectors: Construction equipment, Aerial Work 
Platforms (AWP), Minerals and Mining, Mobile Cranes and lastly Material 
Handling, and Port Systems (MHPS). The MHPS sector was the one that 
contained the Demag and Gottwald brands, of which Konecranes was seen 
to be the archrival, but with which it also had the most synergies. Terex had 
combined Demag and the port crane brand Gottwald to form the above-
mentioned business area, Terex MHPS (later known simply as MHPS). 
There had been hints that Terex as an owner would be ready for structural 
arrangements.

This time, Dr Gustavson was set to win, and he needed a person whom 
he could trust to lead the company. That is why I became the CEO. Dr 
Gustavson had been the chair of Ahlström Capital when I worked there. 
Together we had made some successful deals, and this would add another 
one to the list.

In mid 2015, Terex contacted Konecranes again, proposing to discuss 
potential deeper co-operation and eventual ownership arrangements. 
These discussions led to the idea of a full-blown merger of equals (MoE). 
An unbelievable era had started. A business combination agreement 
(BCA) for an MoE was announced in early August 2015 as an endeavour to 
pursue the following aims: (i) combine the historically good Konecranes 
PE-valuation with Terex value, after certain changes in the business 
portfolio were made (this could potentially give a EUR 1.5 billion increase 
in market capitalization); (ii) accomplish a complete business integration 
to create operational and strategic synergies between Konecranes and 
MHPS-division of Terex; and (iii) enjoy the benefits of the parent company 
being in Europe (Finland) instead of the USA. The MoE was announced 
in early August 2015. The announced annual synergy savings amounted 
to about EUR 110 million. The synergy value proposition is depicted in 
Figure 6. below. The procurement, operational, and SG&A savings would 
be reached by synergies in the operational combination of Terex MHPS 
and Konecranes. Corporate synergies constituted point (iii) above. It was 
surprising that, at that moment, corporate taxation in Finland was more 
favourable than US taxation.
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USD:EUR exchange rate of 0.91 as at 7 August 2015.

Figure 6. Synergy estimates as presented on 11.08.2015

The journey had started. The final result was not yet known, but everybody 
knew an outcome would be accomplished somehow. Serendipity would 
play its role along the journey; the process just had to be started. The 
rationale was that this would do good for the businesses and for the owners. 
I knew from the start that there would be moments when ambiguity would 
be extremely high, and there would be moments when the appropriate 
managerial actions would not be easily foreseeable. 

Immediately after the announcement, work started with the 
competition filing work, prospect writing, and financing issues. 
Integration work was to start somewhat later when the competition 
filings were more advanced. Some heated discussions took place around 
future organizational model. I had just been elected to the position of 
CEO of Konecranes, but had not started yet. Terex had told their CEO at 
that time that his contract was going to be allowed to expire, and that a 
new CEO was to be chosen. The combination agreement did not clearly 
stipulate who would be chosen as the new CEO for the merged group. My 
own ambiguity and uncertainty was rising, but I intuitively knew that 
good work would always be rewarded. 

The overall relative ambiguity level below in Figure 7. is built based on 
the cues I sensed from my own feelings and from the discussions with 
middle management. This is my own and subjective evaluation; it is 
an impressionistic representation of my ambiguity level and should be 
interpreted qualitatively and not quantitatively. Each participant probably 
would have felt it differently; in general, I assume that the levels would be 
quite similar though. The figure explains well the management challenges 
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that I and GxB had when leading the Konecranes Group first amid the MoE, 
acquisition of MHPS, and executing the integration.  There were moments 
when the ambiguity made me or other top management team members 
intervene and act to reduce it. Specific situations of ambiguity as a theme 
will be addressed in the form of vignettes below in this section. 

2015
M&A is 
started

2019
The integration is 
declared finished  on 
25.7.2019

2016
Organizational change,
16.5 MHPS deal is 
announced, EU and 
US-filing,
Stahl divestment,
Financing package

2017
Integration starts
New organization,
Factory closures, 
R&D for new hoist 
families

2017
Integration starts
New organization,
Factory closures, 
R&D for new hoist 
families

Ambiguity level
In relative terms

Figure 7.  Timeline and relative ambiguity level

Once the preparation for MoE integration began, it became evident that the 
parties had slightly different opinions about how the new strategy should 
be formulated and how the new merged entity should be managed. All 
this was done in the backround without much room for letting employees 
and stakeholders know what was going on. Effectively, the ambiguity was 
building up, and I needed to find a way to ensure management control 
and not to lose the grip on what was happening. Officially, I was not even 
employed by the Konecranes yet, but I needed to show that things were 
under control. The formal parts of the merger preparation advanced well: 
prospectus writing, competition authority filings, and so on. These aspects 
were not an issue. The uncertainty experienced by organizational members 
accompanying the background work, however, was rising and needed 
attention. 

Two months in the preparations, the situation was further complicated 
when a Chinese interloper approached Terex and proposed starting 
negotiations regarding a potential full take-private acquisition of Terex. 
The interloper proposal was an all-cash deal, and they wanted to acquire 
the whole company (Terex). This information was relayed to Konecranes 
within hours of Terex having received it on 22.10.2015. The reason for Terex 
informing Konecranes so quickly was because of their legal obligation to 
do so immediately. The Business Combination Agreement (BCA) included 
a paragraph stating that, should they be contacted by a third-party buyer 
candidate, not only with a firm offer but also with a request for negotiations, 
this would need to be communicated without delay to Konecranes. Terex 
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continued on both of the deal tracks until the deal was leaked to the press 
(WSJ 26.1.2016). Luckily it took three crucial months before the leak 
happened. It gave us time to advance our own position in the negotiations.

On Konecranes’ side, news of the appearance of this third party was 
welcome information. It was immediately seen that this new situation 
could be used to change the deal structure. It could allow us to manouvre 
away from the MoE towards just an acquisition of the MHPS business 
sector which had originally been the target of Konecranes.  The reader 
may remember that Konecranes had already tried to acquire the Demag 
business two times before. We needed a plan for how to manouvre towards 
this acquisition instead. This plan was drawn up to consist of both publicity 
and legal actions. For the publicity, we recruited two separate US-based 
media agencies. One was to advance positive message on us, on acquisitions 
by European companies in general, and on the proposed deal between 
Konecranes and Terex; the other was used to make sure that the media had 
sufficient – and sufficiently objective – information about the interloper, 
who they are, and how they operate (Routila Presentation at Kaamos 
forum 2017). This included, for example, their sales of equipment and co-
operations in Iran together with the Chinese Army while all business with 
Iran was under sanctions, their involvement in some corruption cases in 
Africa, and their weak and government-backed balance sheet. These stories 
appeared in the US papers during the spring 2016.

The period between the end of October 2015 and early April 2016 was 
used in continuing the integration activites and negotiating the new deal 
structure. After the integration was halted in mid-February, all the remaining 
time was used for the new deal (i.e., a straight acquisitionof MHPS).

I officially joined Konecranes on 1.11.2015. An induction programme had 
been planned to familiarize me with operations but also simultaneously 
to take the lead on the MoE preparations. This proved to be a hectic 
time. I visited some of the main countries and sites of operation to meet 
the people and learn about the operations, but also to talk to them about 
the M&A deal and the future of the company. My first impression of the 
operative situation was that the organizational structure was complicated, 
costly, and inefficient. I could see this quite easily, but to convince the 
organization of this fact required some more work. I recognized clearly 
that the existing organizational model was more restricting than enabling. 
I knew I would need to come back to the organizational model soon, but 
the time was not yet right.

Along with this preparation, the deal negotiations continued. The idea of 
changing from the MoE to an acquisition of the Terex MHPS was introduced 
unofficially for the first time in a meeting I had with the new Terex CEO 
in London in late November 2015. We had both just officially started in 
our jobs and were trying to make sense of what was going on. During this 
meeting in London, we both unofficially laid out the idea of moving from a 
MoE towards the acquisition of MHPS from Terex by Konecranes.

The overall discussions continued on a dual track between MoE and 
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MHPS acquisitions until February 2016, by which time the MoE was no 
longer being considered and all efforts were concentrated on the MHPS 
deal. However, we could see that Terex was very much occupied with 
their discussions with the interloper and their advisors. The position of 
the board of Terex was complicated while the board needed to fulfil their 
fiduciary duty towards their shareholders. This naturally comprises the 
best financial outcome, but also the highest deal certainty.

The interloper leaked not only the existence of a possibile cash deal to 
the market through the press (Financial Times and Wall Street Journal 
26.1.2016), but also continuously the status of their discussions. When the 
first leak was out, KonnecT-integration (MoE integration) was internally 
more and more difficult, and finally became impossible. Konecranes and 
Terex  could no longer be open to discuss matters for the integration.

At the end of February 2016, Terex informed us officially that they would 
halt the integration work until further notice: until the situation was clear. 
This leaked to the press within 6 hours and was published in the Financial 
Times and the Wall Street Journal (WSJ 19.2.2016).

The press was well up to date. The Wall Street Journal indicated that 
Terex might accept the interloper cash offer (though the cash offer was 
still at discussion level, and not yet firm offer).  How the press got this tip 
so quickly was unknown to us. From that moment, we knew that everything 
we did could be in the press very quickly, and the international press was 
interested on the case.

Terex was in a difficult position because some of their shareholders 
liked the cash deal with the interloper. We again tried to convince them, 
the investor community, and the public that the offer by the interloper 
was not hard offer, not a real offer, just a proposal without a chance of 
being executed. It was not backed with a financing proposal. We also 
worked on the message that the deal with the interloper would not 
be possible because of CFIUS issues. CFIUS is an US approval body 
for incoming acquisitions i.e. for acquisitions where there might be a 
national security interest. Terex MHPS and Terex overall is a defence 
contractor. Several meetings were held with Terex representatives in 
order to reach what both parties now basically considered to be the best 
outcome: Konecranes acquiring the MHPS business area from Terex, 
and Terex continuing as independent company.

The KonnecT integration – integration of the MoE – had started at 
the discussion level as early as in September 2015, with an official kick 
off meeting with about 40 participants in London on 17.12.2015. At that 
moment, there was already doubt of the MoE in the air, albeit that only a 
very small number of people knew it. Konecranes had been informed of an 
interloper in late October, but this information was restricted to a small 
circle of people in the top management and the board. 

The integration team members were also noticing that the efforts for 
integration were becoming less and less important to both sides. Until 
the WSJ article in late January, the official story was that we were fully 
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committed to the MoE. Behind the scenes, the discussion had already 
turned to the acquisition; top managers on both of the sides (Konecranes 
and Terex) were of the opinion that Konecranes acquiring MHPS would 
make more sense as early as November 2015. Perhaps the only ones who 
believed or wanted the original deal were some the deal advisors.

Meanwhile, at the organization, things were not going very well. The 
abovementioned stories reached our organizational members. The levels of 
uncertainty and ambiguity were growing rapidly. In order to address this 
major problem, the GxB and I organized a set of meetings and participated 
in some other pre-arranged larger gatherings with various members of 
organization. The aim of all of these meeting was to address the levels of 
ambiguity and uncertainty discussed in the next section, in the midst of 
which, the company needed to continue to perform.

7.1.4 Managing Uncertainty: Do Not Get Distracted

When uncertainty about the deal was at its highest level in the company in 
January–April 2016 , I created a slogan that was repeatedly stated in meetings 
throughout the company. The slogan was: “Do not get distracted”.  We in 
the top management wanted to make sure that people would not panic and 
that they would not use too much of their working time for speculation. The 
daily operations needed to run well for us to reach the required profit level. 
But we also needed to show the world that we were not becoming introverted, 
that we remained focused on caring about our customers and their needs. All 
in all, we succeeded extremely well in this. This part of the M&A transaction 
is a crucial milestone, and, as such, will be analysed in more dertail in the first 
vignette below. The slogan together with some other management actions 
relaxed the situation for a while. Now I could move the action to next activity: 
organizational change and deal valuation. 

7.1.5 Organizational Change

The inherited organizational model in Konecranes had been in place for 
about two years. It was a complex matrix organization. This matrix was far 
from being fully understood by the whole organization. Complexity was 
created by setting regional units and business structures to be in a matrix. 
In addition to this, there was a country-based organization in place where 
personel was managed within their respective countries The national 
managers reported to the regional organization, a region was a combination 
of certain countries. Within this structure, organizational functions could 
not take full advantage of internal synergies. The global management of 
functions was scattered in the regions, and the only coordination was 
global. I concluded rather quickly that the organizational structure needed 
to be changed. This was firstly because the organization simply functioned 
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inefficiently. The order-to-delivery process was not well functioning 
between the business areas and the regions. People could manage the 
situation, but the handovers, profit responsibility and delivery operations 
did not work together. Secondly, because of the coming M&A deal, I could 
not see the integration happening well in a matrix organization such as 
ours. A complex integration would end up in a mess within that matrix 
structure. Thirdly, it was too costly.  Fixed costs had been increasing, but 
there had not been any organic growth, so profitability had suffered. I knew 
that I needed to improve the company’s profitability quickly. Fixed costs 
were proportionally compared to competition higher than they should be, 
and this would be a rapid way to bring fixed costs down.

Thus, as a new CEO, I had to navigate two separate but concurrent 
processes at hand: first, changing the organizational design and to ensure 
the operative profitability and, second, the merger and acquisition process. 
Each of these processes alone would already be a complex and demanding 
task. 

I had a longer discussion with my closest managers about whether it 
would be too much to execute the organizational change at that point, 
in the middle of all this ambiguity and tension. We decided to make the 
change for the three simple reasons mentioned above, i.e. functioning 
of the organization, incoming integration and the high cost level. The 
board of directors were informed just after the change was made. In any 
case, the organization needed to get occupied with something that would 
shake their immediate surrounding. The change from the organization by 
region to organization by business area was considerable. I determined 
that the company needed to transform from a matrix to a clear profit line-
organization. Maybe the biggest conceptual change was that the separate 
country-based organizations were dissolved completely. Each larger 
country had had a separate organization with a national manager reporting 
to two directions, the region and the business area, but without a clear 
leader. 

The project was called NPOM (New Process and Operating Model). We 
in top management created a dedicated team to build the new structure, 
and their assignment consisted of the following: 

• Dismantling of the matrix organization, and, at the same time, also 
the regional and national operating model;

• Reduction of the middle management tier by about 300 persons, 
mostly by increasing the span of control for each superior;

• Creation of a direct profit-and-loss responsibility. 

The team comprised people who had already been assigned to the IMO 
work to lead the integration. This became their training program; the 
working mode was put in place, and the meeting cadence set. In this way, 
we could already establish many of the best practises.  I can mention as 
an example the working methods for the follow-up for the impacts. These 
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learnings would become very useful during the integration which could 
advance at full speed once the respective permissions were in place to allow 
for the closing of the deal.

The assignment itself came from me. I set the ambition level; the team 
filled in the details. I needed the middle management to find, analyse, and 
execute the rest, because I had only been in the company a few months 
by that point. I found a good team for this. Their success also increased 
my confidence in this team, allowing me to trust them to manage the big 
integration. I could, with this project, test their devotion, commitment, 
execution capability, and trustworthiness. The middle management was 
assigned to fill in the details of how the organization would work in the new 
scheme. Their positive energy in executing the change was enormous and 
their success immediate. The success of the assignment was easy to follow. 
Among others, the KPIs included the number of persons to be reduced, 
and the amount of euros to be saved. The span of control would grow from 
3.1 to 5.6. One of the reasons that the fixed costs had grown so much was 
the fact that, for one superior, there were of 3.1 subordinates in average. I 
had previous experience suggesting that one person could handle more 
than 5 subordinates, and I set the target at 6. This detail helped the team 
considerably.

The details were worked out in each of the business units, together with 
some centrally managed resources and consultants. These resources had 
become available because the integration organization for the MoE had 
been set up, but the integration was halted at the end of February 2016, 
and these persons were without clear directions and tasks. The internal 
employees had been taken out of their operative roles, freeing up their time. 
At the same time the consultants were already engaged and they were ready 
for some action too. So, I decided to use this time in the organizational 
change project. Later it became evident, that this was a very good practice 
project for the integration, as many of the methods, such as weekly 
meetings, follow-up of different levels of hierarchy of the project, and flight 
paths of the results, were created in this project and were optimized by the 
time integration finally could start.

The principles of the organizational change were set out from the top 
management, but the change itself, with the detailed planning, would be 
carried out by the organization: in particular, the middle management. 
We started the project with weekly follow-up meetings to make sure that 
the project would be completed in a timely manner and that the results 
would be in place. The new organization was announced in April 2016 and 
became effective in June 2016. The positive financial impact of the change 
was already visible in the Q3 2016 report, but, interestingly, also in the job 
satisfaction survey carried out later in the year. People appreciated the 
clarity and simplicity of the new organization.

The abovementioned matters related to cost savings were important, 
but proved to be far less important reason for making the change: to enable 
the subsequent integration. Cost saving measures provided an immediate 



119

Case Description and Analysis

profitability improvement, which was important for the analysts and 
shareholders to see that something was being achieved, but the integration 
required much more. I had the incoming integration on my list as one of the 
reasons for the organizational change while I was relatively certain that there 
would be a deal – whether it would be the original MoE or an acquisition of 
Terex MHPS  business sector still remained uncertain. In either situation, 
the current organizational structure would not permit the integration the 
way I envisioned it. I laid out a plan for the organization, and that was to 
integrate the businesses very deeply. The acquired entity would be split into 
several business units, and actual integration would be implemented in 11 
different entities. These entities were the business units that were reporting 
to business areas, combined with main functional entities (finance, legal, 
HR etc). This would allow clear roles and responsibilities; unit leaders 
would know exactly what was expected of them and what they needed to 
do to achieve their best performance. It also ensured that there would not 
be one front resisting all changes. The following two months were spent 
designing a well functioning business unit structure responsible for global 
operations. I kept two business areas, Equipment and Services, separate, 
but I already considered that Port Solutions would become a business area 
of its own in the future. The business units were created with this in mind.

Sales personnel were more relaxed after the “do not get distracted” slogan 
related to the US sales meeting (see below Vignette 1) and subsequent 
communication, and now operations and functions, the middle management 
to say, got occupied with the organizational change. The entire organization 
felt reassured that progress was being made on the M&A side because the 
M&A was given as one of the reasons for the organizational change. Nobody 
except the top management and the deal team were occupied with the deal 
itself. The New Process and Operating Model (NPOM) was now clear, even 
though it was not yet fully implemented.

7.1.6 Finding a Solution for Deal Valuation

At the end of March 2016, some Konecranes board members had a meeting 
in the USA with some of the Terex board members and reached a rough level 
of understanding for the valuation of the deal. Then a smaller team of us 
from Konecranes had a meeting with some Terex board and management 
members in London in early April 2016. We still had a valuation gap which 
was considerable, but the idea of using Konecranes’ shares for bridging this 
valuation gap was gaining wider acceptance. There was still the procedural 
problem of how to manoeuvre officially out of the MoE, but I will return to 
this below.

In order to bridge the valuation gap, we finally agreed on a solution: issuing 
our own shares as partial payment. Both parties to the transaction agreed 
that the share price would increase if and when the integration succeeded. 
The final bridge was found in issuing an agreed number of shares as partial 
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payment in addition to a cash payment. In this way, the share price increase 
would be partly distributed to the Terex side; they would gain part of the 
synergies in the form of increased share price. The number of shares to 
be issued already included a certain threshold share price that was higher 
than the share price at the time of the negotiations, so some protection of 
the value increase was provided by Konecranes. The owners would need 
to agree on the dilution, but that was calculated based on an upside for the 
current Konecranes shareholders.

For Konecranes, the beauty of issuing its own shares was that it would 
bring an increased equity to the balance sheet. The equity to be accounted 
would be recorded with the share price value at the time of issuing the 
shares: in this case, at closing of the deal. The assumption of a share price 
increase proved to be correct and adequate. Terex could sell the shares very 
soon after the lock-in period.  Konecranes finally recorded about EUR 300 
million higher equity at the closing of the transaction. This higher equity 
was important to Konecranes since it offered better balance sheet ratios but 
on the other hand an increased goodwill.

A separate matter related to issuing one’s own shares was governance 
protection. We wanted to give Terex, as an owner, the role of a financial 
owner with observer seats on the board, rather than the role of a major 
owner. The legal team proposed a solution of second-class shares, which 
would entitle holders to the same financial return as class A shares, as well 
as two board seats, but their conversion to class A voting shares would 
only be possible if the conversion fulfilled certain criteria related to how 
they were disposed of from Terex. A hindering factor for a definitive deal 
was still the dilemma of which party would find a legal way out of the MoE 
agreement that included an official break fee of EUR 38 million. Neither of 
the parties wanted to pay that just to cancel the agreement.

In early May 2016, we organized two crucial meetings. The first of these 
meetings with Terex management was to finalise the deal valuation. In this 
meeting, we addressed all the remaining deal parameters. The amount of 
the shares to be issued to close the valuation gap would be dependent on 
the 2016 EBIT of Konecranes. Nobody could predict the share price. But we 
agreed that the profitability would mean a lot for the valuation in addition 
to the deal itself. Accepting a threshold profit for 2016 would guarantee the 
Konecranes share exchange. If we could not reach the specified profit level, 
we would need to issue more shares. The only open question was to find the 
way out of the MoE without paying the EUR 38 million break-fee.

More important evidence of the trip was that after the meeting with 
Terex representatives we innovated with our external legal councel the 
way we would be able to solve the stalemate in the legal situation. The legal 
manoeuvring provided a way in which we would not need to pay the break-
fee, while also providing Terex management a way to reject the interloper’s 
proposal in a definitive manner, so that they could complete the deal with 
us. This problem was solved by us sending Terex Board a letter defining the 
final deal parameters, and, at the same time, giving them a two week walk-
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away with a break-fee of EUR 38 million, if the interloper were to propose 
a workable deal.  This letter consisted of the terms with which the MHPS 
transaction become possible. Accepting our proposal, and signing a new 
share and assets sales agreement would end the MoE. On Friday 13.5. 2016, I 
was sitting at chairman Gustavson’s office when the call came from Terex at 
about 14:00 finnish time. They had had a board meeting and they accepted 
the proposal. Some final negotiation on some details would, however, still 
be needed. I had planned to fly to Japan 3 hours later on that Friday, but 
changed the tickets and flew to New York instead with my CFO on 2 hours’ 
notice. The deal was ready to be made. The trip was thus well worth taking.

The deal was announced on 16.5.2016 and the strategic direction became 
clear to all. I had prepared a back-up plan in case the deal did not go through, 
but luckily it was never needed. The message for the announcement was 
clear. The message would be very factual, detailed with the synergies 
to be reached. The most important detail was naturally that this would 
ameliorate the deal ambiguity around us.

The deal announcement on 16.5.2016 created a huge fuss around us in the 
media but also at stock market. Very seldom does the share price increase 
for an acquiror on the day of a deal announcement. In our case, the increase 
was 17.86% on that day: a day when Helsinki Stock Exchange index went 
up with only 0.35%. Konecranes shares were the second most traded after 
Nokia. This episode of the case is analysed more in detail in vignette 2.

The targeted synergy was the key to a financially attractive transaction. 
At that moment, we already had somewhat more of an understanding of 
the synergies. During the months of March to April 2016, we had several 
sessions with the internal project team, the very same team which would 
be involved in the integration later on, to further refine the synergy target. 
This team knew that they would need to deliver all they lay out here in their 
plan. We had several meetings going through the list of integration targets, 
and, in some activites, a top management push was needed to challenge 
from two sides; sometimes there was not enough ambition, but sometimes 
there was too much optimism. Based on the level of detail available, we 
could target slightly higher synergy savings than originally considered – 
namely, EUR 140 million.  The list of integration targets (Figure 8 below) 
was a grouping of the actions that were planned in a fairly detailed way. The 
synergies were grouped below three main categories, namely, procurement, 
operations, and SG&A. We considered it important to also publish the 
first year synergies, which we considered an important element for the 
analysts to use in their financial modelling. Also, the total level of costs and 
investments associated with capturing these synergies were mentioned in 
this figure. This was needed to calculate the cash position of the plan. The 
plan itself at that moment already consisted of some hundreds of action 
items, and would later be enlarged to contain over 3 000 action items. Our 
plan was concrete, material, and above all executable.
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SIGNIFICANT VALUE CREATION 
OPPORTUNITY THROUGH SYNERGIES  
• Konecranes is well-prepared for a large transaction  
• Synergy implementation based on integration planning work carried out jointly with 

Terex over recent months 
• In-depth review of synergy opportunity has identified incremental synergy potential 

– Upwards-revised synergy target of EUR 140m run-rate to be implemented within 3 years from 
closing of the acquisition 

– EUR 35m savings to be implemented within 12 months from closing of the acquisition 
– EUR 130m one-off implementation costs and EUR 60m capex expected 

11 

Procurement 
 Supply chain optimization 
 Insourcing/ outsourcing 
 Freight and logistics efficiency 

Operations 
 Manufacturing footprint 
 Capacity utilization 
 Overall operational optimization 

SG&A 
 SG&A efficiencies  
 IT system consolidation  
 Engineering and R&D optimization 

~EUR 140m 
synergies at 
EBIT level 

Figure 8.  Synergies as published to the public with the acquisition release

This list of synergies was weighted against the risks that could be associated 
with the acquisition. Several case calculations were made to understand 
the risk levels with different outcomes. Out of a total of 16 different full-
scale cases, a base case, an optimistic case, and a pessimistic case were 
selected and presented to the board for final decision making. These cases 
were three different possible scenarios that could happen post-acquisition, 
including what the growth and profitability would be and how the financing 
would be secured in each risk case. The board’s specific questioning mainly 
focused on the financing, how high the leverage ratio and gearing would 
become in different scenarios, and the associated payback.

As mentioned above, on the day of the announcement, the share price 
went up by 17.86%. It is quite rare that the buyer’s share price goes up, but 
this happened on this occasion for two reasons. Firstly, because there had 
been a long period of uncertainty about Konecranes’ plans; a total of nine 
months elapsed between the initial announcement of the MoE and the 
MHPS acquisition. Secondly, the transaction was clearly seen as a lucrative 
one with the potential for high shareholder value creation.

Overall, the key acquisition parameters were summarized for the public 
announcement.  This was important for the owners and analysts to make 
their respective valuation analyses. Acquisition summary is shown in 
Figure 9 below.
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ACQUISITION SUMMARY 

3 

Structure 

 USD 820m cash consideration (EUR 723m1) and Terex receives 19.6m newly issued class B shares of 
Konecranes with restricted voting rights and certain nomination rights making Terex a 25% 
shareholder2,3 

 Konecranes acquires Terex MHPS free of interest bearing debt and cash4 

 Assuming Konecranes’ closing price of EUR 20.60 as at May 13, 2016, transaction enterprise value 
(“EV”) amounts to EUR 1,126m3 implying 2015 EV/Adj. EBITDA5 of 10.5x and including synergies, 5.3x6 

 Terex to be entitled to nominate up to two members to the Board of Directors of Konecranes 

Operational & 
Financial 
Benefits 

 Aggregated 2015 sales of EUR 3,517m and adj. EBITDA of EUR 267m (excl. synergies) 
 Expected to be EPS accretive to Konecranes’ shareholders in first full year from inception7 

 Industrial and operational synergies of EUR 140m p.a. targeted at EBIT level, to be implemented within 
3 years from closing of the acquisition 

Conditions / 
Timing 

 The closing of the acquisition is subject to regulatory authority approvals and other closing conditions, 
including shareholder approval at a Konecranes EGM 

 The Stock and Asset Purchase Agreement may be terminated by Terex prior to May 31, 2016, if it enters 
into, or reasonably believes that it will promptly enter into, a legally binding merger agreement with 
Zoomlion, in which case it is to compensate Konecranes a termination fee of USD 37m 

 Expected to close in early 2017 

Termination of 
Business 

Combination 

 Konecranes and Terex have jointly decided to terminate the Business Combination Agreement and Plan 
of Merger announced on August 11, 2015 with no penalties incurred by either party 

1) EURUSD FX 1.1348 as at May 13, 2016; 2) See Appendix for further information on class B shares. Ownership calculated from shares outstanding on April 30, 2016; 3) 
The parties have agreed  on purchase price adjustments based on potential remedies due to antitrust review and performance of the MHPS business in 2016. A summary of 
the terms are included in the Appendix; 4) Konecranes assumes approximately EUR 202m of unfunded pension liabilities; 5) Adj. EBITDA includes share of the result of the 
50%-owned Singapore-based joint venture, stock compensation, non-controlling interest and changes in certain provisions; 6) EV adjusted for EUR 190m implementation 
costs and capex; 7) Adjusted for non-recurring integration costs and  purchase price allocation related amortization 

Figure 9.  MHPS acquisition presentation, as announced on 16.5.2016.

The structure of the transaction describes the cash price paid but also the 
amount of shares to be distributed for the payment of the transaction. The 
valuation multiple in this page above is described as pre- but also post-
synergies. The pre-synergy multiple was somewhat high but the post-
synergy multiple was only 5.3. Finally, the timing was expected to be tight, 
but a challenging time proposal was published nonetheless. 

On 26.5.2016, Terex announced that the interloper could not come up 
with a firm offer, therefore our deal would survive (Financial Times, WSJ 
May 2016). I was in France, and, at 05:00 French time, the CEO of Terex 
called me saying that he knew the early time but probably this is a call I 
want to have. The discussions had just ended with the interloper without 
them being able to provide the deal security that Terex would need in order 
to safeguard their fiduciary duty of having at least one executable deal. Our 
deal was finally finished.

7.1.7 Closing the Transaction

The Competition Authority clearances in several countries needed to start 
at full speed. And so they did. We knew all the time that the European Union 
approval process could be difficult, and, therefore, a large effort was devoted 
to that work. The preparation of the filing included 60  000 documents, 
even including the entire email database of some of the management team 
members. In addition to the written material, we conducted thorough 
negotiations explaining our points about why the deal is not creating a 
dominant position.
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During the negotiations with the European Union Merger Control , it 
became clear that a certain German business would need to be given as a 
remedy while according to their opinion the initial deal would create a too 
dominant position. In Germany, Konecranes owned a separate brand, Stahl 
Kranentechnik. Towards the end of the phase 1, which is a specific phase in 
the merger clearance process, we calculated shareholder value creations 
based on several alternatives. This demonstrated that the best value creation 
would happen if the remedy were given voluntarily, and that the asset, the 
German company, were sold with a good valuation. This divestement project 
became one of the most important sub-streams to be well executed in the 
autumn of 2016. This divestment could merit a study of its own, now I will 
just take up some of the main characteristics of the successful remedy asset 
divestment. While involved in this process, we could clearly see a reversal 
change in strategy of communication. Previously we had stated that no 
remedy would be given, but now we were to execute otherwise. 

The divestment had several paths. We mandated an investment bank to 
run the process. I handled most of the important meetings myself, and the 
investment bank organized the practicalities. A specific project manager 
was appointed internally as well. The German company still needed to be 
managed, while its numbers were to be consolidated until the end of the 
year. EU ruling stated that a trustee would be appointed to manage the 
company in the meantime. Once the company management were told they 
would be divested, managing them became very difficult. They felt betrayed 
as victims of the deal. The whole process was made public, which meant 
that we could talk publicly about it. We could get three industrial groups 
interested and several private equity investors as well. The divestment 
process was the main factor for us to reach a tentative end-of-year closing 
date. The timing, therefore, was crucial. 

The integration itself could be planned, but only on our end. The 
agreement permitted us to start the joint integration planning only once 
the main approvals, from the European Union and the US Departement 
of Justice (DoJ), were approved. In the European Union, the merger and 
acquisition control fall under the competition authority directorate, while, 
in the United States, it is under Department of Justice (DoJ). We received 
both of these in August 2016, but the EU approval was still conditional on 
the closing of the German divestment.

The seller side (Terex) ultimately considered the risk of the deal so low 
that the integration was allowed to start in the middle of September 2016. 
Though, due to competition constraints, at that moment, we could still not 
exchange sensitive information. Such information could, however, be given 
to 3rd party advisors in a “clean room”. In a “clean room” arrangement, the 
advisors would get all material from both of the sides, and subsequently 
would be allowed to report to us just on a summary level. A good way to 
describe this process is, e.g., regarding the purchase prices of certain 
components. We could not exchange the actual purchase prices from the 
suppliers, but we were allowed to see the savings potential on a summary 
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level. This “clean room” speeds up the process of the integration while the 
preparations can be made before the deal is closed, and the details fully 
shared immediately post closing.

The kick-off seminar was held on 9.9.2016. The first agenda item on the 
day was to launch a new name for the integration. The integration with 
Terex had carried the project name KonnecT. Obviously, we did not want to 
continue with the same name; it had somewhat too much of a burden, and 
therefore a new name was launched: Genext. The burden was clearly visible 
while with KonnecT it had been somewhat unclear to the organization who 
really drives the integration. This time, the integration was going to be run 
by Konecranes but with a welcoming manner, not by domination.

The most important principles for the integration were announced in 
the abovementioned event, along with the setup for the whole integration 
project as such. In the opening words, I announced the following principles:

 
1. We will make fact-based decisions and therefore the fact books for 

each individual sub-project would be collected to guide decisions. 

2. The IT system of Konecranes would be chosen and not questioned at 
all, it will be installed to all units with as rapid a time plan as possible.

3. The organizational model will follow the Konecranes model that is 
the Konecranes’ business unit structure. The acquired business will 
be split into 10 units that will be integrated to respective Konecranes 
units. In practice, this meant that there will be 10 smaller business 
integrations instead of only one huge integration.

4. People choices will made from pools that will always include people 
from both of the sides of the integration. Respectively we will monitor 
that, on aggregate levels, the chosen persons will be from both sides.

5. The strategy of Konecranes remains valid; no separate strategy 
session is needed. It is clear enough, and now it is time to execute. 
The strategy will be reviewed and refined once the integration is 
finished, and the targeted EUR 140 million savings attained.

6. An integration steering group will be presided by the CEO (me); 
the CFO, CHRO, and the head of Integration Management Office 
(IMO) will participate in the group, along with representatives of the 
consultants

7. Boston Consulting Group (BCG) will be assisting IMO in the 
integration. They will compile the fact books, manage overall action 
planning, and present the follow-up.
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The setup for the different work streams would firstly be along the following 
business areas: Service, Industrial Equipment, and Ports Solutions. Lift 
Trucks would have their own work stream, as well as Port Cranes, even 
though both of them were within the Port Solutions Business Area, similar 
setup was also followed within the other business areas. Furthermore, 
the major functions would have their own work streams, and these would 
be: Finance, HR, Marketing and Communications, IT and Procurement. 
Procurement had just been centralized in my new organization model, and 
a new person was appointed to lead it. 

The work streams were organized under the command of respective 
business or functional leadership. It was important to have a very close link 
between the integration and the actual business responsibility. Those who 
were responsible of the profit and loss were also ultimately responsible of 
the execution. The work streams would report to the steering group and, 
in practice, to the person responsible for the integration management 
office. Each of the work streams had external help for the fact collection 
and writing the data books. The teams from BCG were assisting each of the 
work streams. The steering group had already decided the content model 
with which all of the factbooks were to be presented. A consistent format 
allowed rapid comprehension of what was studied and what the potential 
outcome or alternatives could be. The financial summary would have the 
following content: effect on sales, effect on margin, effect on earnings per 
share, effect on cash, effect on personnel.

The original cost synergy saving plan was divided according to the work 
streams. Their role was to carry out the actions and continuously plan for the 
remaining part of the integration. A summary of key events and the journey 
that led to the integration is depicted in Figure 10 below; all the elements of 
it have been described to a greater or lesser extent in the text already.

© 2015 Konecranes Plc. All rights reserved.© 2015 Konecranes Plc. All rights reserved.© 2015 Konecranes Plc. All rights reserved.
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Figure 10.  From MoE to Integration, as presented at Marketing Clinique 
workshop in October 2018.
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The end of the year 2016 was very busy with many activities going on. 
The integration was being prepared. The ongoing activities pertaining 
to the conditions of the European anti-trust filing were being fulfilled by 
separating the remedy company from the rest of the group. Simultaneously, 
all the other conditions for the deal to be closed were under preparation. 
But there was another major consideration: everyday business needed 
to run well. Some of the conditions of the closing – specifically relating 
to the valuation – also required that Konecranes reach a certain level of 
profitability in absolute terms.

7.1.8 Integration 

The integration process had already started before closing the deal – once 
both parties had enough confidence for closing the transaction at the 
beginning of the year 2017. Many types of preparations were in the work 
list, and perhaps the most important was to set the organizational structure. 
The first important practical step to be taken was the introduction of new 
MHPS employees to the group. The largest local integration was happening 
in Germany; over 3 500 persons were to be integrated. In order for them to 
feel warmly welcome to the group, we took the whole GxB to Germany for 
the welcome events. I had chosen two important messages in the welcome 
speech. The welcome speech was held in the German language. The two 
messages were: “You have come to a new home to stay” (“Sie sind bei uns 
zu bleiben”), and, secondly, “We are colleagues” (“Wir sind Kollegen und 
Kolleginnen”). We wanted to make everybody feel warmly welcome after 
being archrivals for decades. This theme will be a subject of discussion and 
analyses more in detail in vignette 3 below. 

The setup in different work streams was already in place when the deal 
closed, and the first factbook compilation was well under way. This was 
possible because the preparations had started already in September 2016 
with “clean room” process. That allowed the main setup to be in place. 
Some of the work streams had been able to detail the work in terms of 
activities. This detailing of the activities was important because it would 
allow for the timeplan follow-up, but, more importantly, it would enable 
reporting of the savings. Alltogether there were over 3 500 activities that 
could each be followed up.

The integration steering group started to have weekly meetings and each 
of the meeting took around three hours. The meeting had a standard agenda 
and reporting structure. It started with an overall follow-up of numbers and 
continued with each of the workstreams. Typically, there would always be a 
separate and specific agenda item for which we would use more time for a 
deep-dive. I required that the participants receive the meeting material at 
least one day in advance. This proved to be a good practice; when everybody 
had read the material before the meeting, the meeting itself could concentrate 
on validation of the facts and on deciding on the actions for further work. 



128

Case Description and Analysis

The main decisions would always be taken at the GxB, the Group 
Executive Board (GxB), i.e., the management team that was presided by 
me as the CEO. In fact, the decision making power and authority of the 
GxB was not separate from that of the CEO; all the decisions that the GxB 
could take, I could also take alone, but, to enhance joint decision making, 
they were taken by the GxB. This allowed everybody to participate and 
contribute to decisions with their comments. Perhaps more importantly, 
this also allowed and even obligated them to participate in commenting on 
the issues at meetings and sometimes even before. During the first part of 
the year, GxB meetings were held every second week, some as phone/video 
calls, but mostly as physical meetings. This meant that, in 2017, we had 25 
GxB meetings. 

For the integration, a separate organizational unit called the Integration 
Management Office (IMO) was created. The Integration Steering Group 
(IGS) guided the activities, and the IMO executed the preparations 
and analyses, and pursued the execution. The execution of actions was 
naturally carried out by the operative organization. This ensured that the 
responsibility was clear; the operative line organization was in all cases 
responsible for the financial success an activity. The IMO consisted of 
people from our own organization, as well as consultants.  Sometimes 
the roles clashed, but mostly the borderlines were clear enough. In the 
beginning, over 350 people were involved in integration related actions, and 
over 50 people were assigned to the IMO full time.

Factbooks were used not only as a format for collecting information, but 
also as a base for discussion. The activities that were considered separate 
and large enough warranted separate factbooks. Compilation of the 
factbooks was guided by the steering group.  Data collection was executed 
internally as well as by consultants. Most of the data analyses were carried 
out by consultants, but the main decisions were finally taken by the GxB. A 
factbook was formed for factory closures, for go-to-market model decisions, 
for new product introduction plans, and for some other activities. 

A model of factbook content was set in place right at the beginning of 
the integration. Factbook content was standardized, with the financial 
summary page consisting of the effects of alternative actions, compared 
by their effect on adjusted EBIT, adjusted EPS, ROCE, and cash flow. In 
the beginning, considerable effort was placed on defining the standard 
and required content and format for the factbooks. It might appear simple 
to collate these financials, but the actual collection and estimation of this 
financial data was not always easy. 

When the procedure of fact-based decision making was introduced at the 
beginning of the integration, we were told that, in one earlier integration 
project, MHPS personnel were told not to let the facts confuse a good story! 
We were going completely the other way this time.

Figure 11 depicts indicative examples of the content of a factbook (not 
taken from a live document). The structure is visible, but the content has 
been norma-lised so that live and actual data is not available.
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0

Options assessment

Description

Strategic
considerations

Implementation
complexity

Financials

Close Hamburg

• Out-sourcing of pre-fabrications
• Transfer work to Estonia
• Final assembly & material management to Munich

1 Keep Hamburg & significantly
downsize operations

• Keep supply & material management in Hamburg
• Majority of component works to Estonia
• Special products to remain in Hamburg

2

+ Lower risk regarding demand fluctuations
+ Strong reduction in fixed cost base
▬ Increased long-term supply risk
▬ Lead time increase by 1-2 weeks due to logistics

▬ Risk of workforce availability in Estonia
▬ Supply chain interruption risk during transfers
▬ Extended works council issues due to full closure
▬ Implementation timeline of full closure beyond program 

timeframe (most likely possible until 2020)

+ Step wise implementation possible
▬ Risk of workforce availability in Estonia
▬ Partial supply chain interruption risk during transfers
▬Works council issues due to strong HC decrease (~101)

+Gain procurement leverage
+Higher flexibility of European & global supply
▬ High fixed cost kept in Hamburg for remaining production
▬ Close to subcritical amount of products left in Hamburg

EBIT benefit
(in M€)

Cash one-offs (in M€)
Redundancies

Internal capex
100% of Estonia capex

Purchase of goods7.1

-40.5
-22.0
-2.5

-11.4
-5.0

Other +0.3

EBIT benefit
(in M€)

Cash one-offs (in M€)
Redundancies

Internal capex
49% of Estonia capex

Purchase of goods4.3

-15.9
-11.6
-0.3
-4.4
0.0

Other +0.4

FIGURE 11

1

DRAFT PLAN

3,886
7,135

5,614
7,135

1,254

0.48

-0.23

0.48

-0.23

-0.54

6,212

353

3,066
6,212

4,735

4.57
2.96

6.00
0.34

6.00

-0.29-0.29

0.42

-0.60

0.42

1,524
4,463

2,265
4,463 4,463

4.314.31
2.19

1.47 4.31

0.30

-0.38

0.30

-0.13

0.30

6.891.21 5.423.75
6.89

-4,175 -1,323

-18,408

6,222 6,222 5,2635,263

-1,810

5,263

-18,566
-24,636

-3,274 -217

7,3727,372

602

1,459 3,581 3,581 3,581

3.460.58 1.41
3.46 3.46

0.24

-0.20

-0.44

0.24 0.24

4,201

-12,752

-2,732

4,201 4,201

2,260
1,223 4,263 4,263 4,263

1.18 4.12 4.12
2.18

4.12

-0.15
-0.38

0.29 0.290.29

4,6044,604

-2,111

4,604

-9,440

Close Hamburg & 
Swap ownership

Downsize Hamburg & Buy 
remaining motor mfg.

Close Hamburg & Buy 
remaining products

EBIT
(KEUR)

Adjusted EPS 
accrual

(Euro cents)

ROCE
impact on 
group level
(Δ %-ppt)

Net cash flow
(KEUR)

Incl. restr. items

Payback

NPV

Downsize Hamburg & 
Swap ownership

Downsize Hamburg & 
Keep current ownership

23.333 M€

5.5 years

19.540 M€

5.3 years

19.941 M€

4.8 years

16.382 M€

4.5 years

21.989 M€

3.5 years

'18 '19 '20 '21 '22 '18 '19 '20 '21 '22 '18 '19 '20 '21 '22 '18 '19 '20 '21 '22 '18 '19 '20 '21 '22

-3,139 -8,597 -4,340 7,135 7,135 -9,416-4,040 -5,218 6,212 6,212 -1,960 -5,866 4,463 4,463 4,463 -2,882 -6,672 3,581 3,581 3,581

1A 2B 2C1B 2A

-2,261 -5,871 4,263 4,263 4,263

Financial summary
FIGURE 11

Figure 11.  Model for a fact book.

The longest factbook collection was for the decision about the 
manufacturing location of the new electric chain hoist. This took over one 
year from the decision to design the new product to the final choice of the 
manufacturing location. 

Already when the transaction was announced, it was stated that there 
were overlapping product families. The original idea was to choose the 
best families and stop producing the others. Quite early, it was noted that 
a simple choice between electric chain hoists would not be easy. There 
were complementary features in each of the families, and, secondly, the 
manufacturability at a certain cost level would not be optimal. Therefore, 
the customer demand and internal profitability were driving the decision 
to design a combination of the two product families capable of replacing 
both the older generations. This decision drove a further need to look at the 
manufacturing site. In the past, the chain hoists had been manufactured 
mainly at two different sites, and it would be natural to consolidate all the 
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manufacturing to one single site. So, concurrently with the designing phase, 
the manufacturing site selection started. Due to the size of the decision 
and its effect on some of the sites, a separate team was assigned for this 
purpose. This project had its own steering group, but it was followed by the 
integration steering group. The final decision was made by the GxB after the 
respective co-determination negotiations were concluded.

Some of the action items did not merit their own factbook. The same 
thinking guided us through all of the decision making, collection of facts, and 
subsequent determination of the best outcome in terms of the cumulative 
EPS for the whole Konecranes Group.

The overall project financials were followed with a data tool provided for 
usage for free by BCG, and the firm’s performance became clearly visible in 
the quar-terly reports. In a listed company, it is very brutal to requirement 
that every quarter needs to exceed the comparable one. The published 
synergies of MEUR 140 annual cost savings were the targets for the 
integration. At the announcment of the deal itself, it was already stated that 
the capturing of the synergies would be published every quarter. To have 
this capability, the follow-up needed to be rig-orous. This was achieved 
with the above-mentioned data tool. All the activities and actions were 
individualized and followed monthly. The planning of all of these activities 
was important. Their individual targets were set in the beginning, but the 
continuous achievements and estimates were used as management tools for 
managing the total outcome. Internally and externally, a so-called “flight 
path” was taken into use. The internal was just much more comprehensive 
than the external one. Figure 12 shows what the flight path looked like. 
The flight path served as the main summary and tool of follow-up for the 
integration steering group, as well as for the management team. In addition 
to the actual savings executed, we could see the timing according to which 
they would bring the estimated financial effect. The most important, 
though, was the ability to follow up and estimate the financial effect of the 
whole integration project.

2

Flight Path of P&L impact
FIGURE 12

Figure 12.  Flight path.
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13

1

4

16

30

Stream status update

Snapshot as of 8 May 2018

Topic /
initiative

Cost
synergies (€M)

Topic 1
Lead: N.N.

Topic 4
Lead: N.N.

Topic 4
Lead: N.N.

TL Key next stepsStatus 
(Key achievements and concerns)

• Country efficiency implementation as planned
• BU central operations integration plan outlined
• Training of India engineers on site X on-going

• Product pricing issues in key countries clarified
• Harmonization initiatives and roll-out on track
• New product development progressing as planned

• Continue executing country actions; Plan "next wave" in Europe
• Agree on cross-BU operating model

• Roll out revised prices during May (main countries)
• Continue actions for harmonization initiatives
• New product: Assess & decide on design changes

• Back-up planning and site evaluation with local teams
• US transfer troubleshooting, esp. pick & pack
• Plan Germany layout given planned changes
• Continue China production line transfer

• Site evaluation process kicked off
• US transfer finalized and processes set up
• China on track; production ramped down

Overall state (subjective):
CompletedBG Y ROverall state (subjective):

On track
Overall state (subjective):
At risk

Overall state (subjective):
Off track

G

Topic 2
Lead: N.N.

• Target product portfolio selections defined
• BU sales model defined and operations structure 

outlined
• Future supply footprint hypothesis outlined
• Project and pricing coordination continued

• Plan roll-out of target product portfolio
• Detail BU operations hubs and global team; set targets
• Calculate saving potential of BU turnaround actions

R

Topic 3
Lead: N.N.

• Spares price increases done, distributor reviews con't
• Shared frontlines: Country reviews done in CZ, FR, IT
• Sales excellence launched in China, India to follow

• Formalize growth plans and target setting for indirect channel
• Push price increases, continue distributor visits as planned
• Shared frontlines: Continue country reviews, next in Middle East
• Detail next pricing alignment (July) for spares

G

Y

Y

Total
AddÕl bottom-up update Õ19Target: Remaining Õ19Actuals YTD Target: Remaining Õ18

2 7

33

10

8 13

10

7

9

1

4

16

30

419 2319 65

FIGURE 13

Figure 13.  Model for activity follow-up.

The activity follow-up also contained the description of how each of the 
ac-tivities was doing, and what was still needed to achieve the required 
outcome. Figure 13 above shows a generalized model of the content. The 
page contains the cost synergy and status of each topic/activity, and the key 
next steps to follow. 

During the three years of the integration period, we had about 180 
integration steering meetings, always with the same team members at 
place. Sometimes somebody would just dial in, though mostly I preferred to 
have the people physically present at the meeting room; I felt that it allowed 
a better discussion and better engagement.

7.1.9 Important Practical Steps

The integration consisted of a new organizational structure, cost synergies, 
and execution. The financial market would be very keen to follow the 
financial outcome of the integration. This obviously would be seen in the 
quarterly results. For us to be able to show improved financial performance, 
the reporting was defined in the beginning. We needed internal reporting 
and external reporting. The internal reporting, as mentioned above, was 
called “the flight path” to the synergy goal. This internal follow-up was 
done with the tool provided for our use by BCG. In the tool, all the different 
activities were defined, and each of them, including the results of the 
activities, was updated at least monthly. Targets were set already prior 
to publishing the deal and we continually ensured that the sum of these 
activities was above the promised EUR 140 million. This system made it 
very easy to follow our overall achievements. External reporting would only 
be on a summary level, and the most important figures to be shown would 
be what was already executed, what was seen in the quarterly result, and 
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what was planned for the total synergy cost savings programme. Below is 
an example of what was reported externally in two pages. First, Figure 14 
shows what was achieved in terms of the total programme and what the 
restructuring cost was associated with this achievement. The subsequent 
figure (Figure 15) shows some of the details of what was done to achieve the 
total saving. These pages were published on 25.7.2019.

Synergy savings program completed, cumulative run-rate savings
target of EUR 140 million reached 6 months ahead of schedule

15
30 36

56 63
80

98
113

126
140

Q1/17 Q4/17 Q4/18 Q1/19 Q2/19

10

*EUR 17 million additional restructuring costs booked in Q2 related to further efficiency improvements

Figure 14.  Integration synergy outcome.

EUR 140m synergy savings achieved from many areas
Category Key activities 

Commercial 
operations

Technology and
product platforms

Manufacturing 
operations

Service
operations

Organization, staff 
resourcing
and support

• New go-to-market model for IE and
Service implemented

• New product portfolio defined

• Reduction of IE product platforms from 30 to 
20

• Closure of 12 production facilities 
• Overall manufacturing and supplier network 

optimization

• Branch network consolidated in the Americas, 
APAC and most of EMEA, spare part network 
efficiency improved

• Target organization in place
• Net headcount reduction of 1,100 whilst 

investing in Service growth 

Total:

Realized synergies

~ 15 MEUR

~ 10  MEUR

~ 60 MEUR

~ 30 MEUR

~ 25 MEUR

140 MEUR

Original synergy estimate

11

~ 15-25 MEUR

~ 20-30  MEUR

~ 50-70 MEUR

~ 15-20 MEUR

~ 15-20 MEUR

140 MEUR

© 2019 Konecranes. All rights reserved.

Figure 15.  Q2 2019 presentation of achieved synergies.

There were some very urgent issues to be solved immediately when the 
integration started. These had to do with salary systems, as well as some 
legal matters. The first thing, though, was to create an email address for all 
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the people joining the group: all 7 500 of them.  The work was just beginning. 
Brand positioning, and its respective actions, was one of the key items 

in the integration. Konecranes had already had a dual marketing and sales 
strategy. The so-called alpha business only involved hoists. The hoist 
provides the functioning of the crane; the girder is just a passive steel 
structure allowing the loads to be lifted. Konecranes had made some great 
acquisitions before. These typically were cranemakers which had been 
turned into hoist makers and service providers. This had been carried out 
in the USA and, in Europe, in Germany and France. One such acquisition 
was Stahl CraneSystems AG in 2005. These acquisitions had often ended 
in the crane building itself being stopped and just the hoist manufacturing 
continuing. In many of the cases, the acquired organizations became 
sales organization, and the hoist manufacturing was centralized in the 
group’s own assembly factories. Stahl was somewhat different though; 
they had their own manufacturing unit in Künzelsau, Germany. Their 
speciality was the engineering unit. Stahl concentrated on manufacturing 
explosion-proof hoists for special applications, and an important part of 
their profitability came from the engineering of these units according to 
customer specifications.

The second part of the equipment business was the beta business: the 
crane making itself. This unit consisted of standard cranes and process 
cranes; the differentiation was that cranes that could be configured with an 
IT tool by the sales team themselves were sold as standard cranes. On the 
other hand, the cranes that needed some additional engineering were sold 
as process cranes. Standard cranes and process cranes together constituted 
the Industrial Cranes Business Unit.

The (alpha) hoist business, or Components Business Unit as it was then 
called. A big part of the value that was acquired lay in the crane making 
itself. Demag had a very significant market position within automotive 
and aviation applications, as well as geographically in southern Europe, 
the Americas, and Asia. Therefore, it was not feasible to devote the Demag 
business just to alpha business. Rather, the separate units were integrated, 
one with alpha and the other to beta business.

Regarding the positioning of the alpha brands, we had a consultant 
organiza-tion study the brand attributes associated with the different 
brands by the cus-tomers. This study served us for the positioning of each 
of the alpha brands.  The go-to-market strategy was the crucial one for 
keeping the customers loyal to us. The positions between Konecranes and 
Demag hoist brands can be seen in Figure 16. Some brand attributes, such as 
flexibility and service, deviated more than others. The essence, though, was 
that the attributes were very much alike, albeit with Konecranes somewhat 
stronger overall. Deeper analyses showed that there were more differences 
in some geographical areas as well as within some business sectors and 
industries.
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© 2015 Konecranes Plc. All rights reserved.4/13/20222

Offers products customized for usForerunner in digital solutions &
services

Strong technical expertise

Is able to maintain our lifting
equipment for its entire life cycle

Provides wide range of services and
equipment

Service minded

Prioritizes safety

Offers value for money

Offers products with low life-cycle
costs

Efficient
ReliableFriendly

Ensures peace of mind

Easy to work with

Flexible

Proactive in problem solving

Innovative

Close to us

Easily reachable

Socially and environmentally
responsible

Keeps promises

Brand attribute scores of Konecranes and Demag (N=446)*

Konecranes Demag

Konecranes and Demag have almost identical brand profiles –
Konecranes is the stronger one

*Konecranes and Demag customers with equal 50/50 weights

Similar brand position, 
similar communication, 

similar value-add

KEY CHALLENGE: TWO FORMER HEAD-TO-HEAD COMPETITORS IN THE SAME PORTFOLIO 
How to maximise their growth potential across markets and channels without sacrificing 
existing top- and bottomline

Figure 16.  Brand attributes as presented by Panu Routila at Marketing Clinic 
Seminar in November 2017.

The go-to-market strategy proved to be tricky, not only on the Equipment 
side but also within the service business. We needed to decide on the go-
to-market-strategy for the service business very early on. There were 
some rough ideas already prior to closing the deal, but, while the analysis 
was possible only once we got all the information, the work of this stream 
really started in January 2017. The model was finalized in March 2017, with 
a clear forward work path established. The legal entities in each country 
would be called Konecranes and Demag, and the service technicians would 
bear both logos on their overalls and clothing, and the service technicians’ 
cars, all 3 000 of them, would have both logos on their sides. 

7.1.10 Combining and Aligning Company Cultures

We knew that putting the old arch-rivals together would not be an easy task. 
During the planning phase before the closing the deal, an initial cultural 
study was made. This showed the similarities and differences between the 
organizations, or, to be more precise, how the organizations worked and what 
was important for them.  This study was further deepened during the first 
months of the integration. Around 600 persons answered a questionnaire 
that would show us the cultural situation in both organizations in detail.

Before turning to study the implications of these differences and 
similarities more closely, I should state that we wanted put a lot of effort 
into enhancing the similarities while avoiding the pitfalls of the differences. 

Figure 17 below was shown at CMD 2017 (Capital Markets Day held in 
De-cember 2017); naturally, the internally available report was much more 
com-prenhensive and allowed more direct intervention. In this graph, one 
can al-ready notice the existence of three major similarities and two major 
differences. This study gave us an extremely good starting point to work 
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from. It was also one way of demonstrating fact-based decision making. We 
would collect facts, in this case via a survey, use the survey to analyse the 
situation, and then act upon this analysis.

1.8 2.0 2.2 2.4 2.6 2.8 3.0 3.2 3.4 3.6 3.8 4.0 4.2

Figure 17.  Company cultures, presented at CMD presentation on 14.12.2017

A major annual event for the last twenty years had been the Konecranes 
Confrence. It had started as an event for about 10 global leaders to discuss 
global management challenges, and, during recent years, had grown to be 
an event for 150 people. In 2016, the event was held in Berlin. It was my first 
Konecranes conference. 

In 2017, the situation overall in Konecranes was completely different: the 
acquisition was closed, and we were in the middle of the integration. In 2016 
the situation had been very ambiguous. This time, even if the ambiguity 
had vanished, the cultural integration had not happened yet. People were 
predominantly still “in their corners” and defensive of their own positions 
and their history.  This could be noticed in the Konecranes 2017 conference 
as well. Participants were polite to each other, but stayed within their own 
reference groups during the first evening: the get-together. 

I had had an idea, though, for joining the management towards a 
common feeling and naturally towards common concrete goals. This 
needed some crea-tive intervention. I had previous experience of using 
sports marketing collabora-tion as means for cultural integration. I had 
received a proposal from the Finnish formula race driver Valtteri Bottas 
to develop a marketing collaboration. And, just prior to the beginning of 
the season, he had joined the Mercedes race team. Mercedes, as a German 
car maker, was a huge role model for the Germans, and the majority of the 
new persons who joined Konecranes after the acquisition were German.  
Out of the 50 new persons from the acquired side who participated the 
conference, probably 70% were German. So, together with our MarCom 
leader (marketing and communications), we had planned the internal 
launch to happen at the conference. The marketing collaboration was kept 
a total secret until then. We had planned the launch to take place on the 
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first afternoon. The announcement was a great success. People were very 
proud to be associated to something like technical sports. Our slogan for the 
collaboration was POWER MEETS CONTROL. This slogan corresponded 
well to our business but also to racing. Valtteri presented very well, and the 
subsequent photo session was inspiring. Already that evening, I could see 
that the cultural integration had happened. We had won people’s hearts. 
After the conference, the participation in the integration actions was on 
a completely different level. In addition to the cultural integration, the 
marketing co-operation had a direct effect on the share price. Immediately 
after the press-release was out, the share price went up by 0.55 Euro, or 1.46 
%, (see Figure 18).

© 2015 Konecranes Plc. All rights reserved.

Market 
capitalization 

up by 35 MEUR

Figure 18.  Share price on the day marketing co-operation was published 

The 2018 conference in Dubrovnik was held in very different circumstances 
from 2017. The deal had shown its strengths already, the share price had 
greatly increased, and business was doing well. In the conference, the 
slogan was “Committed to 2020” which meant commitment to 2020 target 
setting, the port integration targets that were made public in CMD 2017. 
The highlight of the seminar was when Randi Zuckerberg gave her speech 
about success and aspiration, with a theme of diversity. Randi is the sister 
of Mark Zuckerberg, the founder of Facebook. Randi is a good example of 
a successful businessperson with a good and practical view on technology. 
Her presentation was a great success.

For the management, the final joint organizational model was actually 
an easier but more time-consuming work stream. Certain main principles 
were set at the group level, such as that both the candidate pool and the 
selection team needed to have people from both sides of the merger. Many 
psychological assesments were made and always by the same team to ensure 
comparability between each of them. Over 70 higher managerial assesments 



137

Case Description and Analysis

were carried out by an external assessor, and close to 500 assessments by 
the internal team.  The outcome, the organizational structure and people 
position, was followed, e.g., via the KPI described below in Figure 19. It 
shows that managerial positions were distributed quite well, within the 
proportions of the size of the organizations. The voluntary attrition rate 
showed that there was no unusual attrition due to the situation, and, at the 
same time, organizational climate surveys indicated that, climate-wise, the 
direction was right.

•

•

•

•

Figure 19.  Talent retention on each side, CMD Presentation 14.12.2017

My idea of splitting the merger into 10 smaller integrations based on the 
business unit-structure was great as I will now present. I already had this 
idea before the acquisition was announced. The Konecranes organization, 
as explained before, was set so that the different entities from the acquired 
company would be easy to integrate. There were natural business units, as 
well as functional units. This naturally meant that the acquired company 
was split into 10 smaller entities in a way that they never had been organized 
before. This gave us, though, the opportunity to have 10 smaller integration 
entities instead of facing a single unified resistance front.

The first external check point was the publishing of the Q1.2017 results. 
The markets took these results very positively. After the Q1.2017 results 
were published, the market value increase was already about Eur 2 billion 
since the announcement of the deal. The share price had already increased 
during autumn 2016 while confidence in the deal was increasing. But the 
investment community still needed to see that the synergy was real and 
attainable. Perhaps of equal importance was that the underlying business 
was in good condition, which would be seen only in the first quarterly 
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report of 2017. Konecranes had not published a full-year-guidance before 
Q1. The reason used was that there were too many unknown factors. We 
were somewhat unsure of what kind of reaction this would create, but, with 
good explanations, this would be overcome. It did not create confusion, but 
investors and analysts were ready to wait for the results. 

The guidance was finally published together with our Q1.2017 stock 
exchange release. During the two weeks after the Q1.2017 results were 
published, the share price reached its highest ever value: 38.20. It normally 
takes two weeks for the investment community to digest the published 
reports . This means that a stock-listed company can expect that, about 
two weeks from the publication of the quarterly results, the investment 
community (analysts, investors and others involved) would have had 
enough time to analyse the results and draw conclusions, and probably 
also act on the opportunity by either selling or buying shares. The market 
capitalization increase can be seen in Figure 20.

© 2015 Konecranes Plc. All rights reserved.© 2015 Konecranes Plc. All rights reserved.© 2015 Konecranes Plc. All rights reserved.

ALL THESE THREE BOOSTED SHAREHOLDER VALUE CREATION
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1.5

3.0

Konecranes market capitalization (€B)

1.2

+145%

MHPS acquisition 
announcement

Figure 20.  Shareholder value creation, Panu Routila at Marketing Clinic 
Seminar in November 2017

The success of the Service business integration was important for future 
profitability. Prior to the transaction, Service made Eur 103 million of the 
EUR 118 million total EBIT. Also, the highest profitability expectation 
was in the Service business. The restated 2016 figures showed that of 
the consolidated EUR 184 million EBITA, EUR 153 million was from the 
Service business (the restatement was done with a calculation and not thru 
a full financial consolidation) The success of the Service business is easily 
visible in the consolidated 2019 numbers, out of a total EUR 275 million 
Service made EUR 208.5 million.

The following two figures (Figure 21, explaining sales between the years 
1999 and 2018, and Figure 22, showing the Service Business profitability 
and its share of the total company profit), produced using publicly 
available information, show the growth and the importance of the Service 
business over time.
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Sales evolution over time
Equipment includes Industrial Equipment and Port Solutions (post 2016) / Standard and Heavy Lifting (pre 2009) 

Equipment growth

Geographical 
split(a)

EMEA Americas APAC

New segment reporting 
where Standard and 

Heavy lifting were 
combined to form 

“Equipment”

New segment reporting 
where “Equipment” was 

split in Industrial 
Equipment and Port 

Solutions(c)

Including MHPS

Service growth 24.4% 2.0% 18.0% (11.5)%6.8% (9.0)% 29.5% 6.1% 0.6%1.7% 31.4% 12.5% 0.7% 38.4%9.0% 11.0% 10.9% (2.4)% 2.2%

17.8% (12.4)% 45.8% (25.4)%6.6% (5.5)% 61.6% (14.9)% (5.9)%13.9% 12.0% 26.6% (8.1)% 66.3%27.3% 17.6% 1.5% (6.3)% 2.7%

(a) APAC includes Middle East and Africa during 1999-2005, after which they have been reported as part of EMEA
(b) Growth with comparable FX on a segment level only reported for 2017-2019
(c) Port Solutions service sales of €160m, €161m, €178m and €186 from 2016-2019 respectively included in Service segment
(d) Excluding unallocated items and eliminations
Note: Business units do not add up to total sales due to eliminations and unallocated items that are not included on the chart
Source: Company information

Equipment as 
% of sales(d)

Service as 
% of sales(d) 41%44% 44% 34%44% 47% 39% 37% 38%46% 33% 43% 40% 44%37% 40% 42% 40% 41%

59%56% 56% 66%56% 53% 61% 63% 62%54% 67% 57% 60% 56%63% 60% 58% 60% 59%
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Service growth with comparable FX(b) (1.6)% 5.2%

Equipment growth with comparable FX(b) (4.9)% 5.3%
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Figure 21.  Sales and in particular Service Sales to be noted
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EBITA(c), including MHPS

EBIT(A) is before restructuring costs 
and other non-recurring items, EBIT(A) 
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overheads and eliminations, which are 

included in the Group total figures
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Figure 22.  Significance of the Service Business EBIT

Consequently, 2017 was planned to be the year of integrating operations 
and setting the basics in place. Next would come the growth initiatives. 
Targets were well achieved in 2017. Some of the Service branches were 
closed if they were situated within 50 km of each other (around 65 branches 
were closed in 2017); the Service management software, the Siebel-based 
system, was installed in the major branches, and service technicians were 
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trained to use it. And, naturally, the organizational structure was set in 
place. In some countries, this was a bigger problem and task, while in other 
countries, integration was a very small task. This was because the Demag 
Service organization did not have a big presence in some countries. 

2018 was planned to be the growth year, and it started well. The growth 
planning session was organized in Germany at the end of November 2017, 
when the key management met and KPIs were set. 

In autumn 2017, the main topic was still the integration and its succesful 
implementation. Together with the CHRO (Chief HR Officer), I had 
planned some leadership training for top leadership once the integration 
was far enough. This was initially planned to take place in May 2017, but, 
in early 2017, we realised this would be too early and moved it to early 
September. We had the opportunity to have a one-week session at Harvard, 
using the Harvard Case method. Top professors would teach case studies, 
every participant would have read the case in advance and even answered 
some questions and then the case would be discussed. We had some 45 
top managers participating and the seminar was a huge success. Not only 
was the setting inspiring, but the top professors also provided us insight 
to what was already done in comparable companies. The cases were 
well preselected by CHRO to suit our needs and our situation, and every 
participant was thrilled to take part in such a novel experience. In addition 
to the Harvard cases and the group sessions, we also had a fireside chat in 
which I interviewed the ex-CEO of Danaher, Larry Culp, who had taken a 
position as lecturer at Harvard. We had a very interesting chat about the 
credibility of planning, commitment, and delivering the results. Both of us 
concluded that the commitment of the organizational members needs to be 
seen when they are assigned certain tasks.

For the second session, the 2018 session, we had learnt some lessons, 
and the setup was somewhat changed. The Harvard cases formed the 
foundation of the days, but group sessions were also organized daily to 
support the business improvement plans in each of the business areas. 
Nobel laureate in economics Bengt Holmström gave a dinner speech on 
innovation, and Larry Culp joined us again to present a Harvard business 
case study. Two weeks later, Larry Culp was appointed President and CEO 
of General Electric.

For 2019, the topic was more future oriented, targeting strategy creation 
and strategic growth. One case session was convened by Professor Michael 
Tushman; his topic was how to grow to adjacent business areas. Nobel 
laureate Bengt Holmström gave another dinner speech and introduced us 
to the word serendipity. Serendipity will be discussed more in the analyses 
section.

In the Q2.2019 presentation, the integration was declared finished and all 
targets reached. My target had been reached. 
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7.2 Three Vignettes Depicting Specific Episodes 
of Managerial Sensemaking and Sensegiving

In this section, I will present snapshots from the merger timeline, and 
identify three episodes as exemplars through which I will explain how 
the top management and I went about sensemaking and sensegiving.  An 
episode is a definable period during which ongoing organizational activity 
is interrupted, until its restoration or permanent interruption (Sandberg & 
Tsoukas 2015, p. 11).

Three episodes will be introduced via short vignettes. These vignettes 
will then be analysed via the sensemaking conceptual apparatus presented 
above. Each of the episodes can be identified in the case description above, 
but now I will explicate them more in detail. I would assume that some of 
the details and events in the case description have already attracted the 
attention of the reader. An attentive reader would have liked to learn more 
of these events. These vignettes were selected to represent some findings 
that later will be discussed in detail. These vignettes are particularly apt to 
establish how managerial sensemaking played a crucial role in preparations 
and adequate decision making and finally in sensegiving, hence resulting in 
a successful M&A process outcome. These three vignettes also represent 
moments when the overall M&A activities were at critical points. Had these 
not been successful, the overall outcome would have been quite different. 

Ambiguity management, stakeholder legitimacy, and identification 
management were three dimensions adressed by top and middle 
management as well as me, the CEO, 

The reader will notice later that one of my propositions is that the 
corporate transaction level, and specifically this transaction level work 
that is done prior to the closing of the deal, will greatly affect the outcome 
of the integration. Therefore, it is also natural that many of the vignettes are 
chosen from the time when the base was solidified for the M&A deal and 
subsequent integration work. Ambiguity management, legitimation, and 
identification have been the themes for this.

Figure 23 below, is the previously presented Figure 7.  Now the time 
periods of the vignettes are indicated, making it easier for the reader to 
recognise these episodes from the overall description.



142

Case Description and Analysis

2015
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2016
Organizational change,
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In relative terms

Vignette 1

Vignette 3

Vignette 2

Figure 23.  Vignettes in the merger timeline

These vignettes also describe my own experiences (Gould 1995) and 
perception on the process, as well as showcasing how my own ambiguity 
level evolved as a result of how the management and I dealt with various 
situations. I do not want to claim that the whole success of the M&A 
activity was my doing. There were countless inputs by other members of 
the organization as well, without whom the success of the M&A would 
have been unimaginable. In short, these episodes, I believe, provide a 
good snapshot of episodes and events more generally in this period and 
the dynamics associated with them. They showcase my own experiences, 
interpretations, and rationalizations of sensemaking and sensegiving, as 
utilized to guide the change process. 

Each vignette examines an episode characterizing managerial 
sensemaking and sensegiving. Each vignette addresses a concept which 
best explains the aim of sensemaking and sensegiving pertaining to each 
episode. The concepts used to explain what happened and how each episode 
proceeded were derived via Stake’s (1995) analytic method: by analysing 
instances until I reached an aggregate concept that best explained the aims 
of sensemaking and sensegiving in each episode. 

Figure 24 below, provides a conceptual representation of the three 
vignettes.
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Figure 24.  Three vignettes, their explanatory concepts, and their roles in 
execution

In Section 7.1, I provided an account of the case, detailing the inctricacies 
of the M&A process. What will follow is a more fine-grained analysis, a 
thick description of managerial sensemaking and sensegiving. Then I will 
analyse and interpret them. To do so, I emphasise a number of decision-
making episodes as exemplars of managing the M&A process. In the first 
vignette (Section 7.2.1), I will underscore managerial sensemaking and 
sensegiving geared towards ameliorating perception of the ambiguity 
among organizational members. In the second vignette (Section 7.2.2), I will 
underscore managerial sensemaking and sensegiving emphasizing the way 
in which stakeholder legitimation was carried out when the transaction 
was publicly changed from a MoE towards the acquisition of MHPS. The 
third vignette (Section 7.2.3) will underscore managerial sensemaking 
and sensegiving geared towards organizational identification. The fourth 
element – fact-based decisions – is present throughout all three vignettes 
and the entire case. 

7.2.1 Vignette 1. A NEW DIRECTION: “Do not Get Distracted”

This vignette depicts an episode that took place in early 2016, namely 
between February and March 2016 (see Figure 25.). The episode depicts 
the time when ambiguity among organizational members was at its 
highest point; leadership action to ameriorate the ambiguity levels among 
organizational members was thus crucial.
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Figure 25.  Vignette 1 in the merger timeline

The time from the middle of February 2016 until the announcement of the 
MHPS deal on May 16th 2016 was difficult to manage. Deal legitimation 
for the MoE had started at the first announcement. For us, it was easy to 
explain to our internal and external stakeholders the operative combination 
of Konecranes and Terex MHPS. However, the whole MoE logic was less 
evident. The narrative that was created was concentrating around the 
operative combination of the abovementioned entities, combined with the 
overall value creation opportunity of redirecting the portfolio of businesses 
and relocating the HQ. Meanwhile, we embarked on a communication 
campaign targeting specific markets as well as our internal members. For 
specific markets, communication was directed with the aim of making the 
“equity story” intelligible in order to have the investors invest in shares. 
Internally, the aim was to make people believe in the new entity and induce 
enthusiasm among the organizational members.

Despite these efforts, the internal aspects were not going as we thought 
they would. The Chief HR Officer (CHRO), together with some other GxB 
members, were first to indicate to me that the organization is becoming 
nervous about the future. The direction was unclear, and the ambiguity 
around the MoE was rising rapidly. Managerial action was warranted. 
The Marketing and Communications  Director and his team were 
wondering the content of the communication. Organizational members 
needed more information. But the question remained: what could we tell 
them, knowing that some aspects of the MoE were not yet public? It was 
becoming harder and harder to tell more, both internally and externally, 
while very little was actually happening. Meanwhile, The Wall Street 
Journal writing publicly about the halting of the integration activites 
made the lack of progress very public. However, the story had an immense 
impact across the ocean too. Very soon after the article was published by 
the WSJ, serendipidity knocked on our door – a big sales conference was 
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to be organized in the USA. This event proved to be a great opportunity 
for us to set some things on the right track.  Over 450 participants were 
scheduled to join the sales meeting. It was always a well attended meeting; 
many presentations from technology innovations to sales techniques 
were held, and the annual awards ceremony gala dinner concluded the 
event. Most of the GxB members would join the event. 

GxB held a meeting prior to the conference to discuss the US-related 
issues. During these GxB discussions, it became clear that direction needed 
to be given to the sales force especially. They were getting nervous about 
the future. Meanwhile, some service people left the company and started 
their own, smaller and local, competing service operations. Tensions 
were noticibly rising. HR were saying that people were almost panicking. 
The middle management did not have answers to give to their units about 
what was going on. It was not only a question of what to communicate; the 
question was deeper: what should we actually do? What was the strategic 
direction now? The chair of the board was sure of what was needed and 
another board member thought so, too. The chair had founded the company 
and he had successfully led it, first as a CEO, and, later on, as the board chair. 
He was a person I could trust; this fact encouraged me on my way forward. 
My diligence was being actioned; the strategic planning team was ensuring 
that the planned synergies were in place. Acquiring Terex MHPS would 
be the right thing to do. Facts supported this. However, if sales were to be 
negatively affected, the end result would be catastrophic. 

My diary notes from the time indicate that operational management was 
saying that we should tell the conference directly that the MoE would not 
happen. This statement would, though, not give a new direction. I was almost 
sure that if we just told everyone that the MoE was not happening without 
providing a direction of what would follow, the organization would actually 
panic. Therefore, I rejected the idea because a new direction was also needed. 
The company lawyers’ position was that we would not tell anything that 
could be interpreted as a breach of the MoE combination agreement. The 
penalty for not carrying out the deal in the signed form was EUR 38 million 
(Konecranes published the MoE with full details on 27.1.2016). Quite a 
significant amount indeed. This penalty was also the reason why Terex could 
not officially state that the integration work had stopped; instead, it was 
just deemed to have halted. A stopping of activites towards MoE would be a 
breach of the agreement. To circumvent such a breach, the integration work 
was halted but not stopped. Confidentiality issues were used as a concern, 
this way it did not constitute a breech of the agreement.

The GxB was becoming convinced that the MHPS acquisition would be 
the right thing to do. But how would we get there? Negotiation over the 
message took place at the GxB; everybody understood that the substance 
was in the question: “What are we going to execute?” Everybody was 
distracted by the uncertainty over the deal, We needed time to get there. We 
needed something to allow everybody concentrate on their own work. 

During the discussions, I came up with the concept of “Do not get 
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distracted”. I wanted to have the full sales force concentrate on their sales 
work, operations on the deliveries, and functions on their assisting role. 
At the same time, I had to give people hope of the future. Member A was 
saying at the GxB meeting that we cannot say anything about the future; 
Member B said we must give an overly optimistic view; Member C was 
afraid of saying too much of anything at all; Member D wanted to say that 
we don’t know what the status of the merger is. I had the idea of what to try 
to achieve and a message could well reflect that.  This part of the message 
was finally conceptualized as “Top management has this under control”.  A 
more concrete way to express “Do not get distracted”

A sales meeting was held at Grand Old Opry Hotel in Nashville, Tennessee. 
The official preselected slogan and theme for the conference was FOCUS – 
Cus-tomer. Process. Profitable Growth (see Figure 26).

Figure 26.  Picture taken at the conference on 16.2.2016

I spoke the opening words of the conference. I started my speech by 
commenting on the recently finished year (2015). I first presented of the 
annual report 2015, explaining what was achieved during the previous 
year, what the situation was in the market, and how the share price had 
been reacting. 
Then I continued to comment on the deal. The statement was formulated 
as: “Do not get distracted – Top management has this under control. You do 
your job, and we will do ours”. This became the slogan for the time and people 
took it seriously and did their jobs well. The statement was convincing; 
people could see that I was serious about it. All other presentations during 
the conference continued to give further reinforcement of the tactics. 
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Figure 27.  Presentation in the conference instigating participants for the 
achievements

Finally, I ended my speech by asking the audience a question, (we had an 
online poll system, in use for the first time, which would allow me to ask a 
ques-tion and the participants to reply immediately.  I first asked what the 
share price of Konecranes should be at the end of the year. This question was 
to warm up the audience. The second question was the main one: “Are you 
committed to make or exceed your sales budget?” This is depicted in Figure 
27 behind me. The answer itself would not be the most important factor 
there: more important would be the speed with which participants would 
answer and their enthusiasm to be seen from the stage. The largest number 
of answers was clearly for exceeding share price. I got what I had wanted; 
participants were instigated. The US Business Director continued after me 
and he further instigated, almost agitated, people for doing their utmost for 
the sales. After the sales conference, the salespeople were calmed by this 
renewed sense of purpose, and the organization remained motivated, with 
panic no longer rising. 

7.2.1.1	 Analysis	of	Vignette	1

This vignette, in as much as it is describing an episode of organizational 
dynamism and activity, points out that decision making tends to be a 
rather complex and contingent process. Noticing, a sensemaking concept 
of Weick et al. (2005), became relevant to me when concerns were first 
raised by the CHRO. 

I was new in the role of CEO, having just started 3 months earlier. 
However, I had broad leadership experience, and I could see that something 
needed to be done quickly. I had travelled to the US sales meeting, and we 
had a US business update meeting the day before. I was getting worried 
signals from several senior leaders. I was told that there were far too many 
rumours in the organization. More worrying was that I could see in some 
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managers’ faces that things were not well, but they were afraid or hesitant 
to talk to me directly. At the same time, I felt uncertain of the final outcome 
of the deal. I was sure that the MoE would not be the best outcome for the 
shareholders, in terms of the value of the company. A much better outcome 
would be to acquire MHPS. The main external advisor was focused on the 
MoE, and I needed to have a new advisor to assist in the MHPS deal. And I 
needed time to get the alternative deal done. Now, I needed to concentrate 
on the leadership situation. I needed to convince people of my vision, to get 
them more confident of the future. I needed to inspire our salespeople to do 
their best for the result of the ongoing year.

The situation became more evident during the subsequent discussions 
with GxB members and the management of the US Service business; the 
latter in particular were getting worried. There were several cues in the 
air to be picked, internally and externally. Internally, the organization 
was growing anxious: panic was rising. We heard detailed questions from 
different parts of the organization that were difficult to answer for middle 
management. We noticed that people used too much time in internal 
speculation, being worried about the state in the company. Externally, the 
share price had remained at the same level, but there was a pressure to 
show direction. Analysts were naturally asking lots of questions about what 
was happening with the deal. The Q4.2015 roadshow had finished in mid-
February 2016, and investors were asking the same questions as analysts: 
“What is happening, what is your strategic direction?” Newspapers, not only 
in Finland, but globally, were writing articles about what was happening. 
It was evident to me that our own personnel were very much following the 
external world around us and related to us all the time. I was worried about 
our public image (cf. Gioia & Thomas 1996). The newspaper articles about 
us would soon have an influence on people’s perceptions internally, too. 
This problem was becoming an identity ambiguity, making the situation 
uncomfortable but also uncontrollable (Corley & Gioia 2004; Teerikangas 
2004). I was worried about the panic which could be seen in two ways: 
key people would leave the company, or people would use too much time 
worrying instead of working. If the organization were to lose what ties it 
together, the outcome would be panic (see also Freud 1959). This problem 
became a pressing issue that needed to be addressed immediately. 

Noticing the situation led me to think about the symptoms. I was 
continuously bracketing (Weick 1995) as I was noticing what happened 
around me and around us. The noticing emerged more clearly when other 
members of the top management team got together. It was clear that the 
organization needed a reinstatement of trust in the short-term direction: 
guidance about what was happening and what we were going to do.

The bracketing and labelling (Weick 1995) happened jointly at the GxB 
meeting. In February 2016, the concept of the alternative deal was still 
underdeveloped, and the valuation gap remained. The idea of manouevring 
away from the MoE was put forward, though a way to do it systematically 
was not clear. Because so many top management team members believed in 
the deal and its synergies, we needed to keep pushing forward to find a way 
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to realize it. But, now, we needed more time. We could not allow our people 
to start making their own conclusions about the situation and whether 
the transaction is progressing or not.  This prompted us to think about a 
communication strategy. 

The GxB had a discussion about what message would calm the situation 
down. But we knew that the question was not simply what we should 
communicate, but rather what we should actually do. There were several 
alternative action plans, and each of them would have had a different 
concept to be communicated as well. During the discussion at GxB, the 
bracketing and alternative choices of action were discussed, and each 
of them would have had their own conceptualization. Once the decision 
was reached to play for time, all these notions assisted in constructing 
the concept and the respective slogan that would then be communicated. 
The slogan was created: “Do not get distracted – Top management has this 
under control. You do your job, and we will do ours!”

We had come to the conclusion that we are not disconnecting from the 
MoE yet, but, as we could not provide any new information, we needed to 
play for time with that statement. The financial numbers were the facts 
to build on. Thereafter, three subconcepts unfolded in this discussion. 
The first one was how to give people hope, the second one how to trigger 
enthusiasm and reinstate trust, and the third one how we play for (buy) 
time by downplaying ambiguity before we could disclose an alternative 
path to the desired MHPS acquisition. However, the last of these, playing 
for time, should not be very visible to the organization, but rather a natural 
outcome of the other reasoning. 

Downplay 
ambiguity

Give hope

Numbers 
are facts

“Do not get 
Distracted”

Trigger 
enthusiasm, 
regain trust

Figure 28.  Label components of sensemaking and sensegiving
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Figure 28 above illustrates the structure of the labelling process. It 
represents the subconcepts and their typologies for the label. Based on 
managerial noticing and bracketing, we came to the conclusion that the 
label should contain four major elements. First, I wanted to show the 
organizational members that the fi-nancial figures are relatively good, and 
that this is a good sign. Second, we knew that trust and hope needed to be 
articulated. And thirdly, because we were in a situation in which we could 
not disclose a lot of information, we had to downplay the facts coming out 
of media regarding the status of the MoE, all the same time when MHPS 
acquisition could not yet be disclosed. 

Effectively, the labels provided me with a structure by which I could start 
sensegiving. The first instance of sensegiving took place at the US sales 
meeting event. I opened my speech by making reference to the existing 
market situation. I unpacked some of the existing numbers in order to 
convey the message that, in this regard, we were doing not great but fine. 
The follow-up pertained to the crux of the message, that is: “Don’t get 
distracted, concentrate on your job. We at the top leadership have things 
under control”. The aim was to give people hope, to tell them that there is 
a bright future ahead of us, and that you can trust us despite it not being 
possible to reveal the whole situation. 

Perhaps, the most interesting aspect of the label pertains to a 
particular use of communicative or persuasive strategies (Maitlis and 
Lawrence 2007). The first part of sensegiving is a logical argumentation 
strategy (à la Aristotle): what, in rhetoric, is referred to as logos. The 
second part of the speech builds on ethos and pathos. Ethos pertains 
to the credibility of the speaker, whereas pathos pertains to emotional 
engagement with the audience. Pathos ultimately means the connection 
to the emotions of the audience. 

All these communication strategies were conveyed via specific rhetorical 
strategies. The part of the speech where I said: “You do your job well; we do 
our jobs well too” – which may be classified as anadiplosis, a rhetorical tactic 
which builds on repetition, and it is meant to underscore a point of view or 
provoke urgency among an audience.  The consequence of my sensegiving 
was an attempt of what Gioia and Chittipeddi (1991, p. 442) refer to as 
“[influencing] the sensemaking and meaning construction of others toward 
a preferred redifiniton of organizational reality.” I had received visible 
indications that the organization was getting worried about the situation. 
The situation was not only being discussed internally; the international 
press was publishing articles about us (WSJ; FT). Everybody would notice it, 
and the risk was that people would draw their own conclusions. They would 
bracket (Weick 1995) their own way too early with too little information 
(Weick, Sutcliff & Obstfeld 2005).  The ambiguous and uncertain situation 
would trigger organization to make their own interpretations (Schildt 
et al. 2015) unless they were guided by careful sensegiving. Situational 
meaning construction would need to be good enough to override any other 
interpretation. And that was what we achieved.
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 The effects of this managerial sensemaking and sensegiving were evident 
immediately. Soon after, reports suggested that organizational members 
were fully engaged with their sales work, fighting at the market to gain the 
customers’ confidence. Sales activity was going well, and there was much 
less speculation internally, too.

We achieved what we aimed for. We got the time we needed to negotiate 
the MHPS deal through. And people concentrated on their work. A 
company must perform all the time in sales, manufacturing, and deliveries 
to produce profit. What we did not know then was that the final price (in 
terms of number of shares to be issued) would depend on the 2016 EBIT. 
Labelling became finalised with the slogan, but the true question was: 
what was being done? We were buying time to get the deal done in a new 
form. I had felt the ambiguity level rising to its highest point so far. But the 
action, i.e., managerial sensegiving, helped. The ambiguity stopped rising 
and stabilized.

The threat of panic was among the criteria for us when deciding what 
to do. Having later reviewed the theories of panic (Freud 1959) and the 
famous Mann-Gulch (Weick 1993) case, I have noticed two things: firstly, 
the slogan presented at the conference reinforced the ties within the 
organization and, secondly, that it was exactly the right move to start the 
organizational change at that point. We avoided a panic in the organization 
and among the organizational members. The old organizational structure 
was not strong enough, it could not have kept the organization in place. 
The new structure was something more logical, something  tangible to 
the organization, and the change process itself tied the people together, 
reducing the threat of panic.

Ambiguity management is recognized to be one of the main features of 
managerial sensemaking and sensegiving. Gioia’s work with others (Gioia 
& Chittipedi 1991; Corley & Gioia 2004) underscores the role of ambiguity 
in organizational change processes. The very first instance of initiating 
change will generate ambiguity among organizational members. It is the 
task of the leadership to understand such intricacies and attend to them so 
that ambiguity levels are ameliorated or managed, provided they are still 
aligned with the organizational narrative and do not severely undermine 
change processes. Teerikangas (2004) found that pre-deal uncertainty 
plays a role in the degree of openness to the changes to come. In our case, 
the acquired entity had been acquired several times during the previous 
10 years, so there was a latent readiness, but also fatigue, for another 
acquisition. The MoE also paved the way towards the acquisition of MHPS. 

Gioia and colleagues tend to highlight change cases in which the beginning 
of the process is not clearly defined. In this respect the Konecranes case is 
a different example. Yet the sensemaking processes that I, together with 
my middle managers, were undertaking were very similar to the examples 
that Gioia and Chittipeddi (1991) and Corley and Gioia (2004) identify, that 
is, sensemaking as a mode of managerial envisioning, and sensegiving as 
a mode of signaling: envisioning in the sense of what is the way to go and 
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signalling with language, symbols, and narratives of the way to go; enabling 
the middle managers to add further detail to the message.  The M&A as a 
process was characterized by dynamism; my team and I were continuously 
engaged in processes of sensemaking and sensegiving. The sensegiving 
depicting this episode, however, foregrounds an interesting dimension of 
sensemaking and sensegiving; the whole enterprise was geared towards 
the concealment of the existing status of the deal. So, sensemaking and 
sensegiving were carried out with a double strategy: on the one hand to 
conceal, and on the other hand to induce hope and trust so that ambiguity 
levels were ameliorated until further notice.

7.2.2 Vignette 2. Deal Finalization, Announcement, and 
Legitimation 

This vignette depicts an episode that took place in May 2016. At that time, 
nego-tiations for the MHPS transaction were advanced but not yet finalized. 
Figure 29 shows when this vignette happened in the overall timeline.

2015
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25.7.2019
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Organizational change,
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Figure 29.  Vignette 2: Deal Finalization, Announcement and Legitimation 

A Konecranes conference was going to be held in Berlin in early May 2016. 
The conference would garther 160 top managers from around the globe 
together. This conference had a long tradition as it had been held every year 
since 1996, uniting the top managers together. The event is characterized 
by a lot of information sharing, informal discussions, and new product 
presentations. All participants expected to get news on our strategic 
direction. If the previous vignette described “The Event” for the USA sales 
team, this conference was “The Event” for the whole Konecranes Group.

Two weeks prior to the conference, I was very worried about the message 
to be conveyed there. Together with the closest GxB members, we were 
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considering the message and the contents of the conference. Apart from 
ambiguity levels being somewhat ameliorated, we were facing a situation in 
which the patience among organizational members and senior leadership 
was running out.

On the one hand, we had advanced a lot with the alternative deal, though 
we were still experiencing ambiguity related to the deal. The question 
preoccupying us managers pertained to how to get the currently stalled 
situation moving forward. The deal parameters were all close to being 
solved, but the final touches remained undone. We were grappling with 
several questions and were considering scenarios of how this could be done. 
At the GxB level, some were questioning the whole idea and suggesting 
that we ought to forget the whole transaction. Everybody had been very 
occupied with the organizational change and the related new operational 
model (NPOM), so there was really no time for a distraction either.

On the other hand, we knew that patience among organizational members 
was running out, and some new information was needed. As in the previous 
vignette, my talk at the opening of the conference started by talking about 
first-quarter  2016 financial results. I emphasized that they were showing 
a slight improvement. I wanted to make sure that participants in the 
conference could see that we were doing well in these regards. As per the 
deal, my talk vaguely promised that something was coming up without 
providing a lot of detail. I was in a similar situation as before; I could not 
reveal anything tangible new about the deal. However, I gave some more 
concrete hints about it, indicating that we are on the right track. 

We were confident that no distraction had happened since our last 
address, depicted in the first vignette. However, we still felt that there was 
not much more time left. Patience was running out again. Nonetheless, we 
maintained our calm because we were confident that the deal would happen 
eventually.  

The meeting ended with my closing remarks. Immediately, the CFO and 
I left straight from the podium to the airport for the final negotiations with 
Terex. My impression after the conference was that participants were sure 
that the deal was close to being completed. Effectively, this meant that we 
had bought some more time.

The following two weeks went extremely fast. Our CFO and I flew three 
times to New York, once to Helsinki, and, between all of these trips, back 
to Helsinki. The meetings in person were necessary while negotiation was 
needed, a simple phone call was not sufficient.  Without these meetings, I 
felt, the deal would not happen within the time frame we were hoping for. 

 The first of these meetings with Terex management took place in early 
May 2016, right after the conference. The aim was to finalize the deal 
valuation. We managed to solve all the remaining deal parameters. The 
amount of shares to be issued to close the valuation gap would be dependent 
on the 2016 EBIT. 

Internally, the atmosphere had calmed down; the top managers returned 
home and passed the message to their respective parts of the organization 
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that the deal was about to happen, and that we were close – very close – to 
finalizing it. We did not hear any negative feedback, and the operations 
worked well. This was important because, knowing so, I was confident that 
people were not getting distracted.

However, something I would like to emphasize in this vignette, is that the 
deal had changed in the process. Internally, people knew, or at least were 
very heavily assuming, that we would abandon the MoE and go for a MHPS 
acquisition instead. So many hints had been given throughout this time. 

Externally, the situation was different. We were officially still advancing 
the MoE. Had we said anything else, it woud have been a breach of the 
combination agreement and made us liable for the compensation. We 
needed to remember that this was a US agreement, much more heavily 
sanctioned than a typical European agreement.

Some of the investors and analysts had been asking if the MHPS deal 
would be possible or even desirable, but we had not speculated about that. 
My intuition was telling me that the MHPS deal would be very welcome for 
them as well – as long as we could show the clear synergies to be achieved 
and increased shareholder value, we would be fine. 

I signed the deal on 15.5.2016 at 23.39 on the Konecranes side. The Terex 
signature came in at about 4 AM on May 16th. I was ready to go to sleep 
before the press conference that we would have in the morning. Before that, 
as per our usual habit with the quarterly reports, we would first share the 
news in the Hyvinkää headquarters at the same time as the release was 
published to the public at 9.00 am. 

Consequently, the deal announcement on 16.5.2016 created a considerable 
media interest around us. All the main newspapers were writing about the 
deal: not only in Finland, but also globally. 

The public message had so far been that we would stick to the signed MoE. 
Now this was totally changed. We needed to replace the message of the MoE 
with the acquisition message. In a listed company, the message is extremely 
important. The analysts and investors make fast decisions based on the 
information they get. The message and its reliability make the difference in 
a company’s valuation, and this will be seen in the share price immediately. 
Because the official story had still been that we were fully aligned for the 
MoE, we needed to navigate away from that situation in a careful manner. 

We had come to the conclusion that the message to be announced had 
to be logical and crystal clear. The message had to be factual, detailed, 
and succinctly describe the synergies to be reached. We reasoned that 
the starting point would be to cover a summary of the major pillars of 
the acquisition. Figure 30 below provides the contents of acquisition 
parameters; financial deal parameters, such as purchase price and its 
financing; timing related issues; and, finally, the fact that the full merger of 
equals had been terminated. There were four main mes-sages on this slide. 
First, the valuation multiple of 5.3 post-synergies, and 10.5 pre-synergies, 
both on a reasonable level even the corresponding pre-synergy multiple 
lower compared to the relative Konecranes valuation. Second, Terex 
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receives 25% shareholding at Konecranes with restricted voting rights. 
Third, Terex may withdraw if it executes an agreement with a third party 
within two weeks. Fourth, the MoE agreement is terminated.

© 2016 Konecranes. All rights reserved. © 2016 Konecranes. All rights reserved.© 2016 Konecranes. All rights reserved. 

ACQUISITION SUMMARY 

3 

Structure 

 USD 820m cash consideration (EUR 723m1) and Terex receives 19.6m newly issued class B shares of 
Konecranes with restricted voting rights and certain nomination rights making Terex a 25% 
shareholder2,3 

 Konecranes acquires Terex MHPS free of interest bearing debt and cash4 

 Assuming Konecranes’ closing price of EUR 20.60 as at May 13, 2016, transaction enterprise value 
(“EV”) amounts to EUR 1,126m3 implying 2015 EV/Adj. EBITDA5 of 10.5x and including synergies, 5.3x6 

 Terex to be entitled to nominate up to two members to the Board of Directors of Konecranes 

Operational & 
Financial 
Benefits 

 Aggregated 2015 sales of EUR 3,517m and adj. EBITDA of EUR 267m (excl. synergies) 
 Expected to be EPS accretive to Konecranes’ shareholders in first full year from inception7 

 Industrial and operational synergies of EUR 140m p.a. targeted at EBIT level, to be implemented within 
3 years from closing of the acquisition 

Conditions / 
Timing 

 The closing of the acquisition is subject to regulatory authority approvals and other closing conditions, 
including shareholder approval at a Konecranes EGM 

 The Stock and Asset Purchase Agreement may be terminated by Terex prior to May 31, 2016, if it enters 
into, or reasonably believes that it will promptly enter into, a legally binding merger agreement with 
Zoomlion, in which case it is to compensate Konecranes a termination fee of USD 37m 

 Expected to close in early 2017 

Termination of 
Business 

Combination 

 Konecranes and Terex have jointly decided to terminate the Business Combination Agreement and Plan 
of Merger announced on August 11, 2015 with no penalties incurred by either party 

1) EURUSD FX 1.1348 as at May 13, 2016; 2) See Appendix for further information on class B shares. Ownership calculated from shares outstanding on April 30, 2016; 3) 
The parties have agreed  on purchase price adjustments based on potential remedies due to antitrust review and performance of the MHPS business in 2016. A summary of 
the terms are included in the Appendix; 4) Konecranes assumes approximately EUR 202m of unfunded pension liabilities; 5) Adj. EBITDA includes share of the result of the 
50%-owned Singapore-based joint venture, stock compensation, non-controlling interest and changes in certain provisions; 6) EV adjusted for EUR 190m implementation 
costs and capex; 7) Adjusted for non-recurring integration costs and  purchase price allocation related amortization 

Figure 30.  Transaction parameters, as presented by Konecranes on 16.5.2016

Our aim was to show how the structure of the organization would be affected 
by the acquisition, show how the acquisition would affect us financially, and 
provide timeframes within which the acquisition would take effect. This 
part of our communication was aimed at providing objective facts about 
the acquisition. However, we considered that the more important part of 
our message was to emphasize that this was a much better deal for our 
shareholders: better for value creation. We whould not say that the MoE was 
never a good idea. Rather, we would say that the acquisition was a better and 
easier way to create value. This was something we had stressed throughout 
the entire period of ambiguity. I always said that the main operational 
synergy lies with the business combination of the Koneranes and MHPS. 
Having in mind that the investors and analysts make their own financial 
models of what they expect in terms of value creation, we wanted to provide 
enough detail so that they could update and correct their financial models. 
Figure 31 depicts the areas of focus we wanted to emphasize in our message.
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© 2016 Konecranes. All rights reserved. © 2016 Konecranes. All rights reserved.© 2016 Konecranes. All rights reserved. 

SIGNIFICANT VALUE CREATION 
OPPORTUNITY THROUGH SYNERGIES  
• Konecranes is well-prepared for a large transaction  
• Synergy implementation based on integration planning work carried out jointly with 

Terex over recent months 
• In-depth review of synergy opportunity has identified incremental synergy potential 

– Upwards-revised synergy target of EUR 140m run-rate to be implemented within 3 years from 
closing of the acquisition 

– EUR 35m savings to be implemented within 12 months from closing of the acquisition 
– EUR 130m one-off implementation costs and EUR 60m capex expected 

11 

Procurement 
 Supply chain optimization 
 Insourcing/ outsourcing 
 Freight and logistics efficiency 

Operations 
 Manufacturing footprint 
 Capacity utilization 
 Overall operational optimization 

SG&A 
 SG&A efficiencies  
 IT system consolidation  
 Engineering and R&D optimization 

~EUR 140m 
synergies at 
EBIT level 

Figure 31.  Synergy estimate, as presented by Konecranes on 16.5.2016

The synergies were well prepared internally in three different rounds. We 
were concentrating on the cost synergies in our public communication; 
secondary were the dynamic synergies of what the installed base of Demag 
could give as opportunities for the service business area. For the ports 
business area, the most evident issue was the complementarity of product 
portfolios. The cost synergies were grouped so that it would be easy to 
continue to track them in the quarterly follow-up; I promised this already 
for the future.

The main things for us were two-fold: (i) the message would end the 
perceived deal ambiguity around us; and (ii) the message would increase 
confidence in the overall legitimacy of the new deal. Businesses that belonged 
together were going to get together: nothing more complicated than that.

The main message of the whole presentation was that the synergies 
were huge relative to the current profitability as described in Figure 31 
(synergies) and Fig-ure 32 (2015 financials). The aggregated EBIT was 
EUR 168 million, and we were expecting EUR 140 million in synergies, 
almost doubling what we had had before.  This was even slightly more 
than the synergies published at the time of the MoE (explained earlier in 
Figure 6), which was naturally important to the shareholders. We would 
need to explain this in detail many times in road-shows over the next few 
years. We communicated all the financial details that should have been 
sufficient for the analysts to prepare their initial financial models. Finally, 
we showed that the acquisition would already be value accretive for 
Konecranes shareholders after the first full year. My credibility in giving 
this presentation was very strong, as the financials had already improved, 
and now the deal was done.
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© 2016 Konecranes. All rights reserved. © 2016 Konecranes. All rights reserved.© 2016 Konecranes. All rights reserved. 

AGGREGATED FINANCIALS 

12 

EURm, 2015 Konecranes MHPS1 Aggregated Aggregated 
incl. synergies 

Sales 2,126 1,391 3,517 3,517 

Adj. EBITDA 166 100 267 407 

Adj. EBIT 118 50 168 308 

Note: Average 2015 EURUSD FX rate 1.109; Konecranes’ financials according to IFRS and MHPS’ financials according to US GAAP 
1) MHPS and Crane America Services combined. See Appendix for details 

Figure 32.  Aggregated financial, as presented by Konecranes on 16.5.2016

We were beating the interloper not with money but with tactics. Only with a 
small nuance did we say that there was a possibility for a withdrawal during 
a two-week time, but then there would be a break fee to be paid.

As it came evident earlier, it is very seldom that the share price increases 
for acquiror on the day of the deal announcement. In our case, the increase 
was as high as 17.86% on that day. We had done a good job replacing the 
MoE strategy with this acquisition and subsequent integration. During the 
next two weeks, some of the shareprice jump retraced, but only roughly one 
third. External communications had succeeded.
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Figure 33.  Kauppalehti front page on 17.5.2016, “Konecranes wins China”

7.2.2.1	 Analysis	of	Vignette	2

The second vignette describes another episode relating to the sensemaking 
and sensegiving processes of this M&A endevour. What I show in this 
vignette is that it is difficult to demarcate the numerous intertwined and 
simultaneous managerial sensemaking and sensegiving activities in the 
process of the merger and integration. 

Inasmuch as my top management team and I were trying to close the 
deal and, with that, remove the burden of having to reduce high ambiguity 
levels among our employees and stakeholders, we were also dealing with 
ambiguity of our own. We had to make sense of the process by addressing 
and discussing various scenarios and options, should the deal not happen. 
Nonetheless, the deal did indeed happen. The process was dynamic, and 
the episode described in the second vignette highlights the highly emergent 
nature of the M&A. We had originally been aiming for an MoE, but ended 
end up with an acquisition. This attracted the attention of the media. In 
an industry like that of Konecranes, the amount of public interest is vast. 
Various stakeholders take a keen interest in major strategic undertakings 
such as M&As. The media tends to play a huge role in, and pay close 
attention to such processes. The media tends to be outside of managerial 
control, too. Working with the media is a given in an industry such as this 
one. Consequently, this dynamic pushes managers and managerial action 
towards constant efforts of legitimatizing or maintenance of legitimacy in 
the eyes of stakeholders. As seen in vignette 2, a slight misunderstanding 
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or miscommunication could have huge repercussions. As much as we 
understood this aspect, the media announcement about the deal took us by 
surprise. We did not anticipate such a rapid media reaction. We knew that 
it was coming, but not this fast. This aspect triggered our sensemaking; we 
had to address this issue immediately. In terms of sensemaking theoretical 
concepts, noticing that the media reaction was fast led us to think about 
the necessary actions. Bracketing happened relatively quickly because the 
situation was already known to me and my team from previous experiences 
(retrospection). We knew that a delegitimation of the deal would be 
disastrous. That was obvious to all of us. 

Consequently, we called in our communications team and agreed on 
what the message should contain. We agreed that the whole idea was to 
communicate the acquisition and integration as a better outcome compared 
to the originally planned MoE. The whole label can be categorized as 
stakeholder (re)legitimation of the deal. Consequently, to reinforce and 
maintain legitimacy, the sensegiving had to follow a script. 

Factual summary of 
the acquisition (logos)

Synergies as a mean
 of re-qualifying the 
deal (logos+pathos)

valuation 

Credibility of the 
announcement, 

excutability of the 
deal, synergy estimate

Re-ligitimation 
of the deal for 
stakeholders  

Figure 34.  Label components of the annoucement

As in the previous vignette, Figure 34, above, illustrates the label 
components. Based on managerial noticing and bracketing, we came to 
the conclusion that the labels ought to address the major elements: (i) we 
wanted to give a fact-based overview of the acquisition and succinctly show 
our stakeholders the ben-efits of the acquisition; (ii) we wanted to pertain 
to an explication of the syner-gies that create shareholder value in the 
transaction; and iii) we wanted to en-hance the credibility on the basis of 
the executability of the deal itself and exe-cutability of the synergies.

The press release was followed by several instances in which I personally 
gave interviews for the media (YLE news on 16.5.2016, MTV news on the 
same day, Kauppalehti 17.5.2016), emphasizing a similar communicative 
structure to the above. 

Referring to the notion of legitimacy and the perspectives identified in 
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the literature review, I qualify this episode and managerial sensegiving as 
a strategic endeavour to harness stakeholder support. More specifically, 
managerial sensemaking efforts may be qualified as “legitimacy grounded 
in pragmatic assessments of stakeholder relations” (Suchman 1995, p. 572). 
The way the labels are constructed explicates how we sought to gain and 
maintain pragmatic legitimacy in the eyes of the stakeholders. The labels are 
geared towards “efforts to conform to the existing environment” (Suchman 
1995, p. 587). As such, the labels are constructed based on objective facts, 
underlying a logos type of rhetorical style. The structure of the labelling is 
pragmatic in tone. It addresses stakeholders by saying that the deal change 
is better, that it “meets the substantive needs” of stakoholders better that 
the initial planned deal. 

Managerial sensegiving characterized this episode of the M&A endevour. 
All organizational communicative activities with various audiences, by and 
large, followed the same sctucture. My appearances with the national TV 
broadcaster, Yle (Yle News on 16.5.2016 at 20.30), or MTV3 (MTV3 news 
on 16.5.2016 at 19.00 and 22.00) exemplify managerial sensegiving at this 
point of time.

Holt & Cornelissen (2014) argue to include imaginable future outcomes 
in addition to necessary retrospection in sensemaking and sensegiving. 
Therefore, in our sensegiving we communicated some future views as well 
rather than restricting ourselves to just what was currently happening; the 
areas where synergy would be sought were explained in sufficient detail. 
Holt and Cornellissen claim that Weick’s (1995) original sensemaking 
definition is missing the future orientation. Sensemaking in retrospection 
alone would miss an important point, namely, the future and potential 
imaginable outcomes. Holt & Cornelissen (2014) filled this definitional gap. 
My study confirms that the future and potential imaginable outcomes need 
to be considered as well.  Analysts and investors look very much to the future 
and not only backwards. The future determines value expectations. The 
market capitalization of a corporation is built on the future expectations.

As legitimation should serve as a basis for the whole integration process, it 
should not be seen as just a phase in the M&A process. We planned quarterly 
follow-up of the outcome of the integration work and the synergies. So, the 
sensegiving would continue throughout the entirety of the three-year long 
integration work. The share price reaction showed that only about one 
third of the synergies were taken into account by the analysts when they 
estimated the share price. Consensus price consistently went up. The share 
price followed roughly the same lines.

Several studies have analysed the legitimation in M&A announcements: 
legitimation as narratives (Demers et al 2003) or from the media coverage 
point of view (Tienari et al. 2003). Konecranes’ legitimation of the merger 
announcement was analysed by Klemetti (2019) in his master’s thesis. In 
this thesis, Klemetti’s findings are consistent with the view that indicate 
that the legitimation efforts by Konecranes translated to the stakeholders 
exactly as they were meant to be understood by them. Elsbach (1994) 
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states that many scholars have found that organizational spokespersons 
use specific sensegiving tactics in establishing legitimacy. Furthermore, 
Hardy & Phillips (1998) show how legitimacy has been established by 
spokespersons using different tactics. My sensegiving tactics followed the 
logic of logos-, ethos-, and pathos-based factual tactics, as mentioned in the 
description and analysis of the first vignette. 

The whole notion of legitimation is to be seen as a strategic operational 
resource permitting top management to plan calculated and purposeful 
legitimation (Suchman 1995, p. 575). Legitimation itself starts already 
from the deal announcement (Demers et al. 2003; Tienari et al 2003; Vaara 
& Monin 2010, p.3), when the first public statements are made. 

Vaara & Monin (2010, p.3) define five alternative legitimation strategies 
and our strategy used them all.  One was providing rational argumentation 
for legitimation. We also used naturalization in stating that these businesses 
belong together; number one and number two in the world market are a 
unique combination. We pointed out that the MHPS have finally found a 
home with Konecranes: we would be an industrial strategic owner and would 
not sell them on. Rationalization was used in the synergy presentation; the 
hard facts of the synergies were the most important part of the internal 
and external legitimation. Exemplification was used in the presentations 
where the targeted profitability was compared to some of the best-in-class 
engineering companies. The acquiree’s profitability had been lagging behind 
and we needed to set a new ambition level. Authorization was used in the 
situation where the European Competition authorities would not have 
approved the transaction unless a voluntary remedy had been given. The 
remedy was proposed to the authorities, and, thereafter, the M&A transaction 
was approved. The communication at the remedy asset was difficult, though, 
and the authority requirement was used in the legitimation narrative towards 
them, which in a sense was true. Moralization was not used at this moment, 
but it, too, would be used later on.

I used multiple justifications (Vaara & Monin 2010). Different fact 
books were often collected and verified by external consultants and used 
in related rhetoric throughout the entire organization. The symbolism of 
certain strategic choices, content models for the fact books, and actionable 
categorization of the integration path became institutionalized. The 
improved profitability strengthened the message that the acquisition was 
the right thing to do. Vaara & Monin (2010, p. 18) note this issue as one of 
their conclusions: the success of M&A legitimation depends on concrete 
integration results.

Vaara & Monin (2010) also claim as one of their findings that concrete 
facts and an operational base are the only way to a successful integration. I 
can only second that. Middle management personnel that know the details 
of the operational facts are needed for diligent integration planning. Their 
work needs to be guided by aspiration and instigation, synthesizing, and 
finally creating the story based on the facts supported by the symbols, such 
as the slogans, graphics, and logos needed for that purpose. In our case, 
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we had the luxury of having quite a good base of information about the 
acquisition candidate; we knew the business, and we had collected good 
intelligence about the largest competitor. The story alone without the facts 
would have become an empty shell, and we did not want that.

Internally, the announcement was what everybody had been expecting. 
We made a video that was available via our intranet. We communicated 
slightly more internally than externally; we wanted to make sure that 
middle management would support and actively participate in the 
integration process that was to follow. Very important, too, would be the 
reactions of personnel from the old arch-rival, MHPS, especially among 
the people working with the Demag brand. For this reason, I travelled to 
meet them the following day, after the announcements to start the joint 
planning of future activities.

7.2.3 Vignette 3. Deciding on the Communications for the 
Welcome Event

I was sitting at my desk when I got the phone call I had been expecting. 
Our ex-ternal lawyer/advisor on the anti-trust filing called me and shared 
the good news. The European Union authorities had approved all the 
conditions for the acquisition. The 2016 autumn had been a tough one. 
The competition authority filing was submitted already in May 2016, but 
the actual decision was reached in late July 2016. We would divest one of 
the German businesses, Stahl, voluntarily in order to get the approval of the 
European Commission. The project started, and we carried out an auction 
in two phases. A US-based buyer qualified as the best buyer. On this day, 
just before Chrismas 2016, I received a call that the US-based buyer of the 
remedy business, Stahl, was qualified by the authorities. Figure 35 shows 
the period of the third vignette.

2015
M&A is 
started

2019
The integration is 
declared finished on 
25.7.2019

2016
Organizational change,
16.5 MHPS deal is 
announced, EU and 
US-filing,
Stahl divestment,
Financing package

2017
Integration starts
New organization,
Factory closures, 
R&D for new hoist 
families

2018
Integration moves 
from cost cutting to 
Service growth, 
procurement savings 
become more 
important

Ambiguity level
In relative terms

Vignette 3

Figure 35.  Vignette 3: Deciding the Communications for the Welcome Event
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We had all been expecting this good news, which was anticipated but never 
sure until it arrived. In expectation of this result, we had planned events in 
various locations to welcome the new personnel to the Konecranes Group. 
But the welcome message was not yet clear though. We had been thinking 
extensively about the welcome event. We knew that the event’s planning 
was especially important to our German collegues. The majority of the 
newly acquired personnel were based in Germany: over 4 500 out of the 
total of 7 000 of them. Consequently, the new German employees would 
need to feel welcomed by the new group.

Once I received the phone call, I ran to the office of Communications 
Director. I could see the anxiousness in his face, but he knew what was 
coming. His last months’ work had been targeting to this – the closing of 
the deal and subsequent internal welcoming of the new personnel. The deal 
was ready to be closed and executed, and integration work could start.

We started to sketch the welcoming message: what to tell the new 
organizational members. The CHRO and the CFO joined us in discussing 
the message to be conveyed. Very soon, we came to the conclusion that we 
wanted to give a firm and positive message. The initial discussion revolved 
around the ideas of how to address the audience. Different notions were 
discussed until we settled around the idea of collegiality.  We would call 
them all colleagues because we wanted them to be our new colleagues, not 
only our personnel.  We would tell them that now, finally, they had joined a 
group where they would stay. That these businesses belonged together was 
to be our core message.

Furthermore, the Communication Director said that we should speak 
German in some parts of the event. My reply was that something is always 
lost in translation. My own German was rusty to say the least. I told this to 
all.  Communication Director did not want to hear any more excuses, and 
told me that I could easily get some spelling assistance. Then we found a 
person suitable to assist me in getting my pronounciation back on track. The 
following day, I was already going to meet a professor of German language 
to get my pronounciation right. 

The first address would be the video message that would be available on 
our intranet. One in German, another in French, and one in English as well.

The main event would be the event to be held in Düsseldorf, in two 
locations there, one in Wetter where the main site of Demag is located, and 
a second site closer to the city at the site of the Port Solutions factory. About 
2 000 employees worked in both of these locations. Welcoming them to the 
Group and getting them feel welcome would be an important task. They 
would need to contribute to the future integration work, capture synergies, 
and participate in the profit increase. 

In addition to welcoming the colleagues, we would also need to say 
something factual, something more concrete of the integration process that 
was to follow. For the participants, more important would be the matters 
that would touch them more, matters such as the organization, the future of 
Demag as a brand, and the future of the industrial site.
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I started my speech in the German language, saying that, normally, people 
take pictures of the speakers, but this time I wanted to take a picture as a 
speaker of the audience. Then I said the main message “Wir sind jetzt 
Kollegen” – “We are now colleagues”. And this made the participants 
applaud immediately. Another important issue to be repeated there at the 
event were Konecranes’ values. We said many times that the values had 
been thoroughly tested in many real-life situations before, and that we 
would respect them throughout the integration process. I repeat the values 
here: (i) total service commitment; (ii) trust in people; and (iii) sustained 
profitability.

My following message was more general in nature and encouraging for 
the newcomers, also stating that the overall strategy of the corporation 
was clear, and that now we needed to execute the integration. I was also 
repeating what I had said in many events prior to this; the decisions would 
be taken based on facts; the facts would be collected and then decisions 
taken. I concluded my speech by saying that now they have joined a new 
family, Konecranes Group, to stay there. 

Figure 36.  Participants at the Wetter event

Other speakers spoke about the more detailed organization: how the main 
lines of Konecranes organization would be followed. Our HR Chief explained 
the main principles for choosing people for the new positions. After the 
events, we could feel that the new employees appreciated the events and 
that we had a lot of new and motivated employees in the Konecranes Group 
(see the predominantly smiling faces in Figure 36).
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7.2.3.1	 Analysis	of	Vignette	3

This vignette describes managerial sensemaking and sensegiving 
by highlighting the notions of organizational identity and employee 
identification with the new amalgamated entity. In terms of sensemaking 
concepts, noticing (Weick 1995) happened during our discussions 
pertaining to the German culture: how the German employees felt about 
the integration and how they will feel being part of Konecranes. We felt that 
the previous integration related to earlier M&A processes that they had 
gone through had not been very deep and not very culturally welcoming. In 
these discussions, various aspects of culture, human resource viewpoints 
and even emotional factors were discussed. Bracketing continued around 
German language and German culture in general. 

Labelling was practised around the notions of collegiality and familiarity, 
matters that are important in German culture. This appeared with the 
symbols and language of “You have come to your new home” or “We are 
now colleagues”. We wanted to make sure that our new colleagues would 
have no doubts about the organization, and trust that the organization, 
apart from being a successful one, also promoted a set of values including 
familiarity and collegiality. The sensemaking and sensegiving strategy 
for legitimation followed the lines of what Vaara & Monin have identified 
(2010). Naturalization was therefore very much 

in evidence, making the new eployees find it natural to come to their 
“new home”. Calling the new employees “colleagues” was certainly a 
moralization argument, too.  But also, per my managerial style, some hard 
facts about the integration had to be part of the speech, and this would be the 
rationalization part. We wanted to convey to them that synergies between 
us will contribute to success in the future.

Some previous experiences with post-acquisition integration at MHPS 
were brought up and discussed. We had a good example of how not to start a 
speech. A prior event had started with the sentence: “There is a new sheriff 
in town and that will be me”. We all agreed that starting a speech with a 
statement like that would be a bad beginning of the relationship. That 
statement would have been great, probably, in the US. But not in Germany. 
Not even if delivered with sarcasm. To this end, concluded what we wanted 
to convey in the welcome event.  

Figure 37 illustrates the labels of sensegiving.
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Synergy facts 

Collegiality 

Familiarity 

Org identity and 
identifucation 

Figure 37.  Sensegiving labels components

Sensegiving was important in the episode this vignette describes. As a 
rhetorical strategy, collegial discourse seeks to downplay hierarchies among 
different individuals, and, in this case especially among the new German 
employees. What is more, we wanted to build the collegiality by making 
them feel that this organization was equally a product of their input, too. 
We were in this jointly: together as collegues. Important was that the facts 
would direct us to the correct decisions during the integration.

The identity of an organization is often seen as fluid and mallable in 
some research (Gioia & Thomas 1996, p. 394). I very much agree with this 
statement; identity, and the related notion of organizational identification, 
is a tool for top management to direct the organization. Something needed to 
be changed; the sense of belonging needed to be increased. Our collegiality 
message initiated this identity change.

The factual side always has a central role in my speeches, and so it was 
this time as well. There were fewer facts to be told now, but the way the facts 
would be employed was explained. In general, the aim of my sensegiving 
was an instance of the attempt to get the newly merged counterpart to 
unambigoulsy indetify with the organization. Similarly, as in vignette one, 
the label components served as a basis for functional deployment (Weick et 
al. 2005). Corley and Gioia 

(2004) identify ambiguity as a major obstacle to a successful 
organizational change process. For them, identity ambiguity relates to 
several possible interpretations about the what the new organization may 
stand for. If the interpretiations of the new organizational features are not in 
line with other ones promoted by top leadership, it is very likely that a series 
of tensions and forms of resistance may accompany the organizational 
change process. In this sense, my sensegiving was geared towards the idea 
of promoting collective sensemaking, a sensegiving aimed at “fostering a 
renewed clarity about an altered identity” (Corley & Gioia 2004, p. 174). 



167

Case Description and Analysis

Researchers studying organizational behaviour often depict acquisition 
as “leading to exclusively negative outcomes to the acquired employees” 
(Graebner & Eisenhardt 2004, p. 367). We wanted to do things differently, 
and show that there is huge respect for the new collegues.

The findings also depict a different understanding from that of Legge 
(1994, p. 407), who depicts culture as being created by senior management 
for the “lower orders to swallow” (Murphy & Mackenzie Davey 2002, p. 
18). Identity is there jointly for the organization’s members to help ease 
up and enjoy their work. Organizational members are active creators and 
performers of corporate identity: not merely passive recipients.

7.3 An Analysis of the Entire Case

The above case description (Section 7.1) was written to reflect what 
happened in the focal M&A process. Through introspection (Gould 1995), I 
have not only produced a thick description of how events unfolded, but also 
reflected on what was happening behind the scenes. By choosing to apply 
autoethnography (Doloriert & Sambrook 2011), I have written in the “I” 
form, reflected on, relived, and re-experienced events: how they unfolded 
and even what I was thinking at the moments of decision-making, directing 
the corporation. M&A processes are indeed complex by nature. The 
Konecranes case is an example par excellence of an extremely complex M&A 
undertaking. Each phase in this strategic undertaking was characterized by 
various degrees of complexity. In what follows, I will identify some of major 
elements that required close top management attention.

The case description and analyses become particularly detailed in the 
three vignettes in Section 7.2. The vignettes were chosen to foreground 
three episodes along the M&A process which I considered to best depict the 
intricacies and the intensity of managerial sensemaking and sensegiving. 
There could have been other episodes and events as well to be written about, 
but the three that are chosen explain, on the one hand, how I, together with 
my managers carried out sensemaking and sensegiving whilst Konecranes 
was undertaking the M&A, whereas, on the other hand, they also bring 
to life the conceptual dimensions foregrounded in each episode. These 
concepts related to ambiguity management, legitimation, and corporate 
identification in a longitudinal study, as seen from the viewpoint of a CEO. 

In the Konecranes case, the first layer of complexity started initially with 
the preparations for, and subsequent announcement of, the MoE. Then an 
interlop-er intervened, consequently giving us a good cause to change the 
M&A strategy. The MoE was turned into an acquisition and finalised in 
that form. The second layer of complexity came from the fact that, in this 
M&A, two globally leading competitors were integrated together. The third 
layer of complexity concerns the element of ambiguity that was running 
throughout the whole process. Figure 38 below depicts visually the phases 
of the whole M&A process.
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Early phase: 
July 2015– May 2016:
- MoE negotiation and    
annoucement
- Interloper intervention
- M&A negotiation and 
announcement
Organizational change

Middle phase: 
May 2015– Jan 2017:
- Authority approvals
- Closing the deal
- Preparations for the 

integration

End phase: 
Jan 2017– July 2019:
- Actual Integration 
phase

Figure 38.  Timeline of the Konecranes M&A process

The first phase of the overall process involved the negotiation of the MoE, 
and its announcement in August 2015; interloper intervention, allowing us 
to move out from the agreed MoE; negotiation of the MHPS acquisition; 
and making the organizational change. All this took 10 months. The second 
phase, which took about about eight months, was spent on closing the 
transaction, obtaining respective authority approvals, and making pre-
arrangements for the integration. The third phase involved almost 3 years 
of integration. In and of itself, these elements made this M&A process an 
extremely complex one to execute alongside simultaneously managing day-
to-day business operations. 

One of the key factors contributing to the successful M&A of Konecranes 
was the organizational change made before the final form of the transaction 
was announced. When I joined Konecranes, I immediately initiated 
organizational change, triggering an attitude shift among organizational 
members, promoting openness towards bigger incoming change. The 
outcome of this enabled us to construct a more flexible corporate culture 
that could accommodate the integration of the newly acquired company, 
including all its personnel. Corporate culture furthermore continued 
to be fluid when the integration phase really started.  It is a well-known 
statement, or at least it goes without saying, that a new CEO ought to make 
some changes within 90–100 days (Angwin 2004), even if this initial period 
has not yet been associated with success as such.

In retrospect, the topic of organizational change had been an ongoing 
topic of discussion between myself and some of my then-subordinates. Our 
common consensus to this day persists that embarking on the process of 
organizational change at that moment was crucial for the ultimate success 
of the entire M&A process. This became more apparent to me after one of 
my previous colleagues read the study. He commented that I had somewhat 
understated the importance of the overall organizational change. It was 
present as an activity in the study already prior to his comments, but I 
further enhanced its importance and deepened its analysis. To remind the 
reader, the organizational change was made 

with three targets in mind. The existing organizational structure was too 
costly, it did not function as intended, and, lastly, it would have not permitted 
an integration at the business unit level. In retrospect, the latter reason 
proved to be far more important compared to the previous arguments which 
were initially thought to be more significant. When the actual integration 
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phase started, the organization of the newly formed entity needed to be 
defined. Because the organizational structure had just been created for 
this purpose, it proved to be far more welcoming and integrative for the 
newcomers. And, above all, it permitted the split of the one large integration 
task into 10 smaller business-unit-level integration works.

Sensemaking and sensegiving provide a useful approach to how the 
overall sequence of events can be interpreted and how they can be managed. 
My study covers the concepts and managerial practices used in managing 
the whole corporation. Top management leads and guides the corporation 
with concepts based on cues of what is going on around (sensemaking). 
These concepts are communicated internally and externally in a slightly 
different way (sensegiving). Internal communication is more engaging, 
more focused on building aspiration; while external communication is 
more explanatory so as to contribute to value creation from an external 
stakeholder viewpoint.

The integration work itself – what was done with business decisions – is 
not explained in detail for two reasons. One is naturally the confidentiality 
of the business secrets; another is that there would be thousands of details 
to write about. These activities were e.g., go-to-market decisions, factory 
cl0sures, new product development, personnel-related decisions, etc. 
There is already plenty of research about these separate activities, how they 
are managed, and how to prepare and decide individual tasks and activities. 
What many studies fail to notice, though, is how the overall integration is 
led. How can the top management ensure a successful integration? How 
will the top management guide the middle management? Practitioners can 
also learn from this case study by reflecting on what was done, and how.

7.3.1 A CEO View of the M&A Process

One can only imagine the top management challenge in not only successfully 
leading the company in the midst of the dynamism characterizing this 
particual M&A, but also maintaining profitability and carrying out the day-
to-day business activities. What this is to suggest is that the top mangement’s 
role in leading and orienting the M&A becomes crucial. Carrying out such a 
large strategic undertaking requires adequate sensemaking and sensegiving 
by the top leadership, and deep involvement and commitment of the middle 
management throughout the process. 

The true partnership between the CEO and the middle management is 
dynamic. The CEO needs the middle management as much they need the 
CEO. When a symbiotic partnership is created, efficiency and effectiveness 
are on a different level than if they were just to do their jobs in isolation. 
Sonenschein (2010) classified employees into three categories depending 
on their reactions to change (resisting, accepting, and championing). 
Typically, a Gauss-style curve would make people fall into the three classes. 
I find that the curve can be significantly changed by top management, and, 
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in particular, by the CEO’s sensegiving strategies.
 Middle management involvement is a complex matter. Middle 

management participation, in my opinion, needs to be ensured by 
inspiration and guidance about the decisions to be made. Strategic direction 
and instigation, among other things, are the tools the CEO can use in this 
role. This guidance can be achieved by setting the format for the facts to be 
collected and used in decision making.  I said already in 2003 that “business 
profitability is only ensured by the continuous capability of the whole 
organization to make and then carry out decisions at different levels by 
increasing speed” (Routila 2003, p.238). I have consistently held the same 
leadership style. If power was needed, I rather used it upfront, for example, 
in some of the statements I made at the opening session of the integration 
project (e.g., no strategy work is needed, Konecranes’ existing strategy is 
valid; or that IT systems will be installed from Konecranes, no study needed 
for that). Kroon et al. (2021) demonstrate that this is the right way.

In addition to the middle management partnership, the role of investment 
bankers and other external advisors is of importance. Sometimes this can 
also be misguiding. Vaara & Monin (2010) mention that, often, these advisors 
have a vested interest in guiding the process according to their specific 
ideas or populars fashions (see also Lubatkin & Lane 1996). In our case, the 
original advisors continued pushing the original MoE in the direction of 
increasing deal size, resulting their increased success fee. Therefore, for the 
acquisition phase following the MoE phase, I needed new advisors to assist 
me and my team in the new deal structure. Top management thus needsto 
keep a tight rein on the situation.; there are many who forget the priorities 
and try to make false steps or set the wrong priorities in the organization, 
among external advisors and even at the board.

I found in my work that sensemaking and sensegiving approach can 
combine many of the roles, in keeping with Tsui’s (1984) shortened list of a 
CEO’s roles. Entrepreneur, environmental monitor, and resource allocator 
roles suit well for sensemaking. Sensemaking is all about observation, 
interpretation, and action. Sensegiving combines spokesperson and liaison 
roles, while sensegiving is also managerial action and communication 
(Weick 2005). It also centrally involves the communication of new beliefs 
and meanings (Mantere et al. 2012). I found that creating novel concepts, 
and then further communicating them to the organization in a credible 
way, enhanced by proper detailing by the next levels of management, made 
the organization ready to digest and execute these concepts, creating a 
financially profitable outcome.

Finkelstein et al. (2009) call for studies on contingency from 
organizational, environmental, situational, and individual events and 
activities. My study explicated how a sensemaking and sensegiving 
approach can serve as a tie between all of these aspects.  Regarding what 
they (Finkelstein et al. 2009) defined as managerial discretion, I was able to 
manipulate not only what the environment would allow but also change the 
environment through extremely carefully planned and determined actions. 
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The instigation of the organization and innovative visioning of its activities 
further permitted me to go beyond a linear course of action. Finkelstein et 
al. (2011) find managerial discretion to depend centrally on the cognitive 
limits and capabilities of the CEO and top management. Thomas et al. 
(1993) namely link cognition and action well together The vignettes I 
described and analysed above provided good examples of how I, as the CEO, 
and my top management team recognized the need for managerial action, 
sensemaking, and sensegiving. They were not the only times where such 
cognition was needed and immediately thereafter action required. The 
vignettes serve as good examples of noticing the cues and defining actions 
and sensegiving.

A combination of hard and soft integration is the responsibility of the 
CEO, too. I knew that my task would be to combine both of these (Kroon 
et al. 2021). I could envision the integration task prior to starting it, firstly, 
as an objective towards executing the promised cost synergies. Secondly, 
I could feel that, in order to succeed in the continuous profitability 
improvement, I would need to have a well engaged and committed top and 
middle management. Therefore, the soft side needed to be taken care of as 
well. Both of these styles, hard and soft, needed to be combined (Kroon et 
al 2021); they were not exclusive but rather inclusive. The hard part was 
reached with the integration follow-up hierarchy model, which enabled 
the collection of the hard facts also needed in legitimation (Vaara & Monin 
2010), and, naturally, in the subsequent execution. The soft part was 
achieved through the mallability (Gioia & Thomas 1996) of corporation 
culture, and through the organizational identification (Colman & Lunnan 
2010). During the time of the integration, I would need to make sure that 
ambiguity (Corley & Gioia 2004) was managed continuously. It was most 
difficult prior to the announcement of the MHPS transaction, when the 
MoE was still in force. Success required the right portfolio of integration 
mechanisms (Meglio et al. 2015), for example, task forces and committees, 
or informal events and visits, but also some harder procedures.

7.3.2 Sensemaking and Sensegiving in Practice

In retrospect, as stated in the introduction in Section 1, I was not familiar 
with the theoretical framework of sensemaking during my managerial work. 
However, I consider that I intuitively made decisions that follow the process 
and concepts of managerial sensemaking and sensegiving. My leadership 
style has always been characterized by “fact-based management” and 
logical decision making. As such, I consider my managerial style to dovetail 
with the sensemaking approach. The cues are noticed, the situation is 
bracketed with facts and labelled with actions for direction. Sensemaking 
approach allowed me to reflexively examine, in retrospect, and interpret my 
actions and related decision-making throughout the focal M&A process. 

The sensemaking literature is just one approach or conceptual apparatus 
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among many competing ones used to examine organizational change 
processes such as M&As. Different perspectives may potentially yield 
nuanced explanations and understandings of change process. Sensemaking 
suited me well in this case because my leadership and management style 
is logical and fact based, underscoring analysis and understandings of 
encountered situations, and then acting on the facts. 

In addition to employing a data-driven fact-based management style, I 
have always liked building concepts. Strategic concepts (Jalonen et al. 2018) 
have emerged in the form of linguistic expressions, or symbols or often in 
a form of slogans for a certain period. These concepts can tie together the 
ambiguities, contradictions, and complexities of the world surrounding us. 
These concepts and their representations as symbols or expression have 
a limited lifespan (Jalonen et al. 2018); my experience is that 4–6 months 
usage is the longest they can survive. A mission statement or the purpose 
of an organization should not be confused with these concepts, which are 
emergent for certain time periods or certain events. 

I wrote above about the processes of sensemaking and how sensemaking 
enabled me to understand my own leadership style, as well as providing an 
explanation of how I led the Konecranes M&A process. My leadership style 
has since been further expanded by the sensemaking approach. Knowing 
concisously what I was previously doing intuitively has helped me as a 
practitioner to better lead people and manage situations. Similarly, any 
practitioner can learn from what I did at Konecranes and how I did it. A 
practitioner can reflect on the emergence of events (Sandberg & Tsoukas 
2015), extraction of cues (Shildt, Mantere & Cornelissen 2019), bracketing 
of ideas (Weick et al 2005), and finally labelling them for functional 
deployment and action (Weick 1995; Weick et al. 2005). 

Below I will discuss the ambiguity management, legitimation and 
organizational identification in more practical analyses.

7.3.3 Managing Ambiguity

Managing organizational ambiguity is one of the most daunting tasks for 
top leaders. Adequate sensemaking and succinct sensegiving by the CEO 
and their top management team is paramount for ambiguity management. 
Clear and transparent communication becomes central. However, 
without adequate sensemaking, there cannot be adequate sensegiving 
or communication. And communication without a proper factual base 
becomes empty words without content or context.

I consider moderate levels of ambiguity to be good for an organization, 
it provides some alertness. However, too much ambiguity can paralyse 
the organization, especially if the ambiguity relates to the continuation 
of the employment of many employees. Ambiguity levels tend to be high 
in drastic organizational change situations like M&As. When adequate 
and continuous sensemaking is carried out, and adequate sensegiving 
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is provided, ambiguity can be ameliorated and adequate sensemaking 
faciliated for the rest of the organizational members.

In the Konecranes case, ambiguity management was two-fold. Identity 
ambi-guity was the first to be avoided; it easily leads to overall panic (Weick 
1995; Freud 1959). Panic can be the consequence if the group loses what 
ties it togeth-er as read in Weick’s (1993) famous Mann Gulch case. In the 
pre-deal phase, it was not possible to reveal much to the organization, and, 
therefore, ambiguity levels were at their highest (as shown, e.g., in Figure 72. 
What this entailed was a different and even peculiar sensegiving strategy 
in contrast to the post-annoucement sensegiving. But, later on, when the 
deal was announced, the am-biguity management became different. There 
was much less identity ambiguity once the actual integration started 
and organizational decisions were made to follow Konecranes’ new 
organization.

 Ambiguity management tends to be intuitively addressed by managers 
carrying out a change process. However, in retrospect, my first recognition 
of ambiguity instances became salient when some of my managers brought 
up their concerns to me about employees being “confused and not knowing 
what is happening.” Following Stake (1995), each of the concerns brought 
up to me by my managers enabled me to interpret them as an instance of 
something “not going well.” The instances already indicated to me that 
something more serious was about to hit the organization hard. When 
these managerial instances accumulated, and all shared similar concerns 
about members of the organization being confused and panicking, I was 
able to categorize them as symptoms ambiguity. The following episodes, 
those related to legitimacy and identification, follow a very similar pattern. 
Naturally, an experienced manager intuitively knows that ambiguity, 
legitimacy, and identification are major dimensions of organizational 
change, and, therefore, that they need to be addressed adequately.  

Ambiguity management was largely achieved via internal narratives: 
some verbal and some written (texts, internal communications, symbols, 
and slogans). Therefore, sensemaking, with its adequate labelling, was 
necessary so as not to allow the middle management to bracket and label the 
situation in an inappropriate way (Sonenschein 2010; Weick et al. 2005). 
Specific emphasis was put on having a coherent and consistent narrative 
over time and throughout the organizational levels, particularly to avoid 
having conflicting narratives (Dawson & Buchanan 2005). Well-argued 
counterargumentation (thoughtful resistance) was, though, welcome 
in order to ensure that all relevant viewpoints were covered (Thomas et 
al. 2011). Simultaneous transformational and preservational narratives 
served the purpose of stabilizing the situation, but also pointing out the 
need for the profitability improvement (Sonenschein 2010; see also Barry 
& Elmes 1997).

I share the view of Weiser et al. (2020) when they argue against considering 
management as a monolithic entity. I considered middle management much 
more than a mere executor of top management plans. Middle management 
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to me was clearly a “strategic asset” (Rouleau 2005). Some specific tactics 
(Nutt 1987) were not enough to empower the middle management: nor 
were they considered as change agents (Thomas et al. 2011). I considered 
the relationship with middle management to be symbiotic; both are active 
contributors and articulators of labels and concepts, i.e., the meaning 
of action (Thomas et al. 2011). The implementation of top management 
plans was not a passive process (Whittington 2002), middle management 
was invited to fill in the details (Eisenberg 1984) and even interpret and 
negotiate these strategic and operational plans (Balogun & Johnson 2004). 
This happened during the data collection periods for the legitimation of 
the transaction, but also for the individual factbooks during the integration 
phase. For the legitimation, only a limited number of people were invited. 
Middle management was encouraged to participate in constructing the fact 
base for the fact books by commenting and ensuring that all the angles were 
covered.  

I find that the three Lewinian (Lewin 1950) stages of change 
(unfreezing, moving, refreezing) were better conceptualized by Balogun 
& Johnson (2004; see also Albert 1992), who posit the co-existence of 
unfreezing, moving, and refreezing of meaning constructs until the 
reinforcement of new schema can take place. In the Konecranes case, 
the integration of the MoE was not taken to completion while the 
ultimate desired action was the MHPS acquisition. This means that we 
even wanted the co-existence of the stages, and certainly did not want 
to refreeze with the MoE. Once the MHPS acquisition was announced, 
we very quickly unfroze the Konnect MoE integration and moved to the 
acquisition meanings. The refreezing could only be executed once the 
remedy asset was sold and EU approval received. 

7.3.4 Legitimation

The Konecranes case fits the absorption type of M&A well (Haspeslagh and 
Jemison 1991, see also Figure 1). Based on this qualification, a full and deep 
integration was needed to reach the full synergies. Synergies were important 
because the case reasoning was built overall on the synergies to be captured. 
The legitimation as to why shareholders should approve the transaction 
in their ex-traordinary general meeting was entirely built around the 
synergies. The acquisition would improve the combined profitability, and, 
therefore, create added shareholder value.  The background work of defining 
the synergies was the pre-requisite for the further steps that followed in 
practice and characterized the Konecranes M&A process. 

Some studies view legitimation as an activity for the pre-deal phase only 
(e.g., Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991). I was able to notice that legitimation 
was needed at different levels throughout the process: pre-deal, post 
announcement, and during the integration, and this was confirmed by 
several recent studies as well (Tienari et al. 2003; Vaara & Monin 2010). 
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The detailing of the facts was different during different phases of the M&A 
process. At the pre-deal phase, it was about the planning of the transaction 
level synergies. After the announcement, it was centrally about the comfort 
and executability of the synergies. During the integration phase, it was 
about decision making, execution, and the “stickiness” of the results. 
Legitimation was internal to justify the needed actions, and external to 
ensure that the key stakeholders understood what was going on.

Sensemaking-related conceptual tools suit fact-based management very 
well, especially in a situation where information is mostly in the hands of 
the company. The event in my case example is a self-triggered and planned 
M&A. Most of the cues for the integration could be found internally. 
Konecranes’ investment story was also a self-made story stregthening 
further the statement that success was entirely in the hands of the company 
to gain the synergies; it did not depend on any market changes or gaining a 
larger market share as such. This approach of legitimation fits well with the 
perspective, as defined by Suchman (1995), being a strategic, operational 
resource of top management which has and wants to take high control over 
the whole legitimation process.

The background work in preparing for adequate legitimation needed 
a factual base, which would make it rational. In the addition to rational 
business motives, Vaara and Monin (2010) also identify less legitimate 
motives, such as empire building and the tendency of the leaders to be 
overenthusiastic and overconfident about planned acquisitions. This can 
happen if management does not respond to changing facts on the ground 
(Seth et al. 2002), or if investment bankers or consultants come to have 
too central a role in the process (Lubatkin & Lane 1996). What is more, the 
group dynamic can lead to a decision-making style where the group loses 
its critical thinking capacity, resulting in groupthink (Janis 1972).  Top 
management must try to remain rational, even in dynamic or over-heated 
situations.

Legitimation of a major strategic undertaking, as much as it is about the 
communication of objective facts, it is also skill related to how facts are 
communicated. We wanted to convey the message with a great degree of 
certainty. For internal reasons, internal sensegiving was affected to ensure 
implementation because; too often, strategic actions are “not implemented 
as originally intended because of senior manager’s inadequate or unclear 
sensegiving actions” (Weiser, Jarzabkowski, & Laamanen 2020, p. 980).

M&A transaction level legitimation is sensemaking labels assigned by 
the top management. This is the overall sensemaking of the transaction. 
It provides the overall road map on which the transaction legitimation 
will be built by top and middle management. Top management will have 
made sense of the world out there and understood that a particular context 
will provide an opportunity for the firm. Depending on what is the reason 
for the deal (Bower 2001), the synergy targets are set. These transaction 
labels, such as synergy estimates, new entity profitability, and investment 
guidance, organizational structures, etc., will be the guiding roadmap 
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throughout the integration period. As I am driven by a particular leadership 
style, my criteria for these public labels were as follows:

• Can I explain them in public?
• Can I defend them with factual argumentation?
• Can I execute them with good financial results?

Interestingly, these questions coincide well with the definition of 
legitimation that I adopted on the basis of work by Vaara & Monin (2010). 
Again, intuitively I was using the right set of reasoning, fitting well with 
the sensemaking approach. But the legitimation did not only depend on 
the facts, but also on the story behind the facts: symbols and slogans that 
described the narrative.

One of the most complex situations to be managed was the remedy asset 
once the remedy was promised. European Union authorities appointed 
a trustee to manage the company, and we were not allowed to manage 
it anymore. The remedy asset was hugely disappointed that we were 
sacrificing them. The legitimation of total shareholder value creation was 
not heeded, and emotions ruled their sensemaking. All we could do was to 
manage a proper divestment process in order to gain the best value in the 
divestment.

Legitimation also required details that only the middle management 
could find. Their involvement in the early planning was crucial. What is 
more, their work guided the external consultants who, in turn, deepened 
the fact base and found the comparison data to challenge the ambition 
level. External stakeholders also needed their facts; the owners, bankers, 
and analysts needed the data to fill their models and follow the promised 
profitability improvement in detail. This study is very much about leading 
and orchestrating the sensemaking of the middle management via 
sensegiving heuristics and letting them “fill in” their details (Eisenberg 
1984, p.233). Orchestrating the middle management was achieved through 
sensegiving that enabled their proper sensemaking for bracketing towards 
a common goal, in practise by constructing the overall language, narrative, 
and symbols within which their sensemaking should happen. As an example 
I used a sandbox in some presentations and defined that the sandbox was 
the place within which the middle management should work, not to go 
outside of the sandbox.

The execution of the actual integration process itself was organized 
separately for each business unit and functional entity. This was because 
an operative organization must be in charge of carrying out their own 
profitability improvement actions. Accountability in large organizations 
can be a huge problem. 

I was writing a lot about the organizational change and reasons behind it. 
My operative finding was that a matrix organization works if the company 
is in growth mode, when the decisions relate mostly how to use and allocate 
the recourses – something that can be called “positive” problems: which 
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paths to follow. Once tougher desicions are needed, a matrix organization 
will never work, priorization will not be able to be sorted out. For this reason, 
the organization in a post-merger integration needs to be rather clear.

A similar phenomenon can be seen sometimes in board work. When board 
members are selected to represent only some functional viewpoint, they do 
so and simply neglect to agree on priorities, only raising points related to 
what they are interested in, and do not agree on holistic views.

With fact-based management and prepraration, I have tried to avoid 
politicizing the decision making. Even complex decisions can be fact-
based. The argumentation of decisions needs to be based on facts that can 
be used in legitimation internally and externally (Finkelstein & Hambrick 
1990, p. 485). 

7.3.5 Organizational Identification

Identity and corporate culture management is one central part of top 
leadership in corporations. A large organization can be better managed 
with values, identity formation, and culture than with very detailed top-
down micromanagement. The main principle is to create a culture and 
identity such that people want to be associated with it. People want to do 
well in their jobs, and, therefore, a suitable organizational atmosphere must 
be created for them.

The organization needs to be inspired and instigated towards improved 
results. Those persons that are not inspired cannot contribute to the 
organization. Adequate means for replacing them need to be found so that 
both the organization and these employees themselves may benefit from it 
in the future.

In the Konecranes case, there were numerous actions and events used to 
increase joint organizational identification along the M&A process. One of 
them is explained in detail in vignette 3; some others can be found in the 
case description.

A superficial organizational culture study, or filling out forms, is 
not enough to change organizational identification. Corporate culture 
discussions organized by the HR function alone will not convey the 
message; top management involvement is really needed. Practioners 
need to take innovative and concrete steps to show their commitment to 
a renewed identification. Vignette 3 focused on the effort of the welcome 
events and their success. Another successful idea was a sports marketing 
collaboration that served the purpose of unifying the identifications of the 
merged organizations.

The organizational change executed just prior to the post-merger 
integration inside Konecranes made it possible to divide the integration 
work into several smaller organizational entities with their own 
integration processes. This integration happened within the overall 
framework of organizational entities already existing on the Konecranes 
side, and the acquired entity was split into units fitting this structure. 
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This made it possible to integrate smaller and simpler structures. The 
receiving entities were also, by then, ready to receive new employees and 
new businesses. In light of recent research, this change also enabled a 
unit-by-unit approach where each entity chose or was assigned slightly 
different approaches, instead of a monolithic homogenous approach 
(Kroon et al. 2021). Barkema & Shijven (2008) noted that if the acquiror 
had executed several acquisitions since a previous restructuring, further 
restructuring would result in greater performance. In our case, there 
had been several restructuring efforts at Konecranes prior to the M&A 
endeavour, but perhaps the most important one was the organizational 
change just prior to the start of the integration process.

Relatively few empirical studies have examined the effects of 
organizational identity and identification. It has been shown that positive 
organizational identification relates positively with cooperative behaviour 
(Dukerich, Golden & Shortell 2004).  My study confirms this; when the 
identification improved, cooperation increased and became easier. 

Corpoarate culture and, more importantly, organizational identification 
in the Konecranes Group was ready to be created and negotiated (Lee et 
al, 2015), and the top management understood its importance well. It was 
followed up during the whole integration process and even externally 
reported (CMD 2017). National cultures did not play a huge role; only 
the German organization was treated somewhat separately due to its 
importance and weight in the new corporate structure.

7.3.6 Hierarchy of the Integration

The time element came about in three different levels. Understanding of 
details and the situation, that is sensemaking, was improving and expanding 
along when time went by. In the beginning, macro-level information about 
the transaction was available from public sources. And, naturally, we had 
collected a lot of information about the acquiree, which was a competitor 
in the past. The fact that Koneranes had already twice before considered 
this potential acquisition had permitted the collection of a vast amount of 
information about the other party which could be fully utilized in this case. 
All this information helped a deeper legitimation that might not be possible 
in general in all transactions. It also ensured that our negotiators were well 
informed at all times throughout the negotiations.

Transaction-level information is often higher-level information which 
is the only available information at the beginning of an M&A process. 
The integration level is already more detailed, but not yet as much as the 
execution information needed for actions on the activity level. Activity-
level information is typically reached only when the M&A deal has already 
been closed, and all information can be made available in the organization. 
Figure 39 depicts the process of how the M&A, as well as the integration, in 
the case of Konecranes unfolded.
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Integration level: Organizational identification, 
General guidelines

M&A-transaction level: Overall legitimation, Ambiguity 
management

Predefined and well known 
synergy opportunities, 

Serendipitious 
synergies

Defined but not 
detailled synergies

Activity 
level ...

Activity 
level ...

Activity 
level ...

Activity 
level ...

Activity 
level ...

Activity 
level ...

Figure 39.  M&A process and its sensemaking levels

The bottom level of Figure 39 addresses the M&A transaction level 
sensemaking/sensegiving labels: the overall transaction level. The middle 
level addresses integration level guidance. The third level, the activity level, 
addresses the multiple different activities informed by the previous labels, 
and consists of further detailed activities through which the synergies 
would actually be captured.

At the transaction level, this study is mostly about how top management 
runs an M&A activity in a complex setting. The transaction-level is 
dedicated to the external world and only partly to the internal organization. 
The external part of the sensegiving is directed towards key stakeholders. 
The internal legitimation is established in the beginning in order to guide 
the integration work. This legitimation guides stakeholders, investors, 
and analysts in understanding what is being done and how the subsequent 
follow-up will be organized.  For their own personnel, internal legitimation 
is intended to allow understanding of what is to come. In order to be able 
to construct this legitimation, the management needs facts. Sometimes 
it is possible to get these facts from the company to be acquired, but most 
often they need to be constructed and created with the market knowledge 
the buyer has. In our case, we had a vast amount of data which was gathered 
when we had looked at this asset already before on several occasions.

Strong external legitimation was needed because, ultimately, the 
transaction approval decision would be taken at the shareholder meeting. 
But their opinion would depend also on share price development. It would 
be most favourable if the share price increased continuously. The opinions 
of analysts would help in this regard, so they needed information in order 
to believe in the story and that it could be executed. External legitimation 
was therefore conducted with such a level of detail that it was ready to 
be published, but also so that it would serve as the basis for the whole 
integration with all of its detailing later. In a listed company, it was crucial 
to get the information published in order to make sure that enough details 
were reaching the public domain and would not be considered insider 
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information in any way. When this information is published, there is 
no turning back. The homework needs to be done well to ensure that the 
promise can be kept.

However, this transaction level also serves internally. The members of 
the organization follow very closely what the company is communicating 
externally. The message needs to be coherent. Internally, it was possible to 
communicate some more details already at this stage. As the image of the 
organization is a reflection of what organizational members think others 
think of the firm, external legitimation has a very direct impact on the 
corporate image and, thereafter, on the identification of the firm.

The middle level in Figure 39 represents the integration level sensemaking 
and sensegiving, which is where the top management guides the general 
direction of post-M&A integration. Integration labels provide further 
guidance for the middle management on how their sensemaking ought to be 
carried out. It is a framework for their bracketing and labelling. They know 
their own entity in more detail than top management ever can. They need 
to fill in the details that the top management may not have available. This 
level of labels ought to give them guidance enough, but freedom as well. To 
be successful, the middle man-agement needs to feel empowered to work 
within the guidelines. Top manage-ment needs to trust middle management, 
but be also able to direct their work, and middle management must show 
the competence to execute the required work. This labelling should guide 
priority setting. At this level, general guidelines, such as appointment rules, 
are set. Another important topic in the Konecranes case was how the fact 
book contents would be constructed, and how the information collection 
was organized so that, for larger decision points, there would always be 
enough information to understand the effects on future EPS (Earnings Per 
Share) – which I had decided would be the guiding financial principle.

For example, I was recounting at the major events that there is no need 
to question the strategy of Konecranes; it is valid. A second fact that was 
continuously stated was that the IT system selection was already done; 
Konecranes IT systems will be installed everywhere. Very often, a great 
hinderance to integration is the IT systems. Lastly, the model for the 
fact books was prepared. The fact book model told people the basis on 
which decisions should be made. All decisions aimed to increase the EPS 
(earnings per share, cumulatively) because, ultimately, this would convert 
to increased shareholder value. Another important matter at this level was 
the rules of how to make key appointments when the organization was 
being built. This was even publicly reported.

The top of Figure 39 shows the activity level in the case. This actually 
consisted of over 3 000 individual activities that were followed up at least 
quarterly, most of them monthly, some even weekly at certain periods.  
These activites were built bottom-up by the organization and became part 
of the overall integration plan. The activity plans were built based on the 
overall transaction labels, further guided by the integration labels which 
provided guidance for some individual activities in relation to how they 
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should be decided and executed. An example of a transaction label was 
procurement savings, and for procurement an integration level label was 
eg. some category savings. Activity level saving was a clearly identified 
saving, such as a transportation saving. The grouping followed the M&A 
level guidance because the summary of the activities would be reported 
quarterly in the published financial reports.

These activities can be categorized based on what was already clear at 
the beginning. They make up the vertical boxes of the figure. First, some of 
these activities were well known and pre-defined synergies, even at quite a 
detailed level, since the beginning of the deal itself.  One such example was 
the brand strategy; we paid a lot for the Demag brand, so we were certainly 
going to also use it. Secondly, some of the integration targets were defined, 
but not so clearly detailed. They could already be seen roughly, but they 
would need more work. The biggest reason for them not being so well defined 
was a lack of information. Before the deal was closed, the companies were 
still competitors, and, due to anti-trust issues, competitors are not allowed 
to exchange such information. Naturally, the parties also want to protect 
some of their information. In case the deal did not go through, the entities 
would remain competitors. A typical example of an issue on this level was 
the product portfolio; we knew it needed fine tuning, but how much could 
only be defined after the transaction had been closed. A practical example 
was the question of the chain hoist families; we thought that we would 
choose either Konecranes or Demag chain hoists to be the product platform 
for the combined entity. When examining them, it was soon discovered that 
redesigning a completely new chain hoist would be the most value-creating 
solution, and, therefore, a R&D project was set up for this purpose. This took 
some more time, and the results would be seen later, as was communicated, 
but it was the best solution. The third group was serendipituos activities: 
the ones that could not be foreseen in advance but were detected during the 
process. A good example here could be, e.g., a large port automation deal for 
Port of Hadarom, announced in early 2019, which contained a combination 
of equipment from the Konecranes legacy side and software capability of 
TBA (an entity that was part of the acquired MHPS).

The hierarchy of the integration work followed the three main levels 
described above. Work streams followed the main ideas already determined 
at the transaction level. The work streams also followed the organizational 
business unit hierarchy. The work streams consisted of topics or initiatives. 
Some of the initiatives merited their own fact book because of the size of 
the topic in question or due to its financial reach. Furthermore, detailed 
activities were those that were followed up in detail with their milestones 
and financial concequencies.
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8.1 Theoretical Contributions

Theoretically, this thesis contributes to the literature on M&A and strategic 
change processes by highlighting the role of CEOs sensemaking and 
sensegiving when leading complex corporate-wide processes of change. In 
my study, I have examined managerial sensemaking and sensegiving in the 
context of Konecranes’ M&A activity in 2015–2019. My findings essentially 
show a dynamic process in which the CEO and the top management team, 
together with middle managers, actively engaged in complex sensemaking 
and sensegiving processes emergent from the intricacies and situations 
characterizing the M&A and the post-integration phase, which, altogether, 
lasted four years.

The existing literature identifies the role of the CEO as crucial to leading 
change. However, even if many authors (Gioia & Chittipedi 1991; Corley 
& Gioia 2004), emphasize the role of the CEO in change processes, they 
seldom capture the full perspective of the CEO due to limited access to 
the CEO’s time to take part in academic research projects. In most cases, 
the CEO has given only one or maybe just a few interviews, or filled in 
some questionnaires, but has not been available during the whole process. 
Participant observation and top management self-introspection studies 
have also been extremely rare. As Rouleau (2005) identifies, the perspective 
of the CEO mainly tends to be captured through the middle management 
perspective. This is achieved by middle management being considered as 
top leadership or by them giving their opinions and perhaps suggesting 
what the CEOs would think. The lack of access to interview materials or 
the inability to observe CEOs at work is noted in research papers (Junni 
& Sarala 2014; Sniazhko 2021). It is no surprise, then, that actual CEOs 
tend to feature scantly in research projects: even those dealing with major 
strategic organizational change. In the Konecranes case, I was the CEO 
leading the change process. As a researcher studying myself, this meant 



184

Discussion and Conclusions

that I had to reflexively ponder the ins and outs of the change process. In 
this introspection (Gould 1995), I have drawn on some key concepts of the 
sensemaking approach as a theoretical lens in order to reflexively examine 
how I, together with top and middle managers, went about sensemaking 
and sensegiving to orient the M&A and the post-integration processes. 
Therefore, the dominating viewpoint of this study has been the one of the 
CEO and top management towards the middle management. 

Another contribution of this study is that it is quite rare that a CEO 
would take the time to study his or her own undertakings ex post from a 
theoretical point of view. More often, CEOs write their autobiographies or 
management philosophy books to make their leadership style public. I do 
not try to replicate that here. My aim has been to reflexively think about and 
interpret my own actions from a particular approach: that of managerial 
and organizational sensemaking and sensegiving.

This work further contributes to studies on sensemaking and M&A 
processes by providing a longitudinal case study of a recent M&A 
endeavour by responding to Angwin’s (2004; see also Sniazhko 2021) call 
for studies not only focusing on a short part of an M&A process, but the 
whole process. As I was the CEO leading the process, I was able to construct 
and partake in decision making activities geared towards a successful 
M&A outcome throughout the whole time. The case description provides a 
thick description of this process (Stake 1995), highlighting the nitty-gritty 
detail characterizing the process of collecting the facts, as well as how the 
decisions were made. The vignettes in the previous Chapter, on the other 
hand, elucidate and provide a number of revealing episodes depicting even 
further the intricacies pertaining to managerial sensemaking highlighting 
the decisions and actions of the CEO and top and middle managers over 
time. The outcome of the process was a successful M&A project, as noted 
and compared to the synergy targets declared at the announcement of 
the deal and declared captured in July 2019 (as to the success of an M&A 
initiative, see Vaara and Monin 2010).

The sensemaking approach has been associated with change and 
transformation in corporations (Weick 1995; Gioia & Chittipeddi 1991; 
Sandberg & Tsoukas 2015). As per the call to “[bring] the manager back in 
management studies”, it is therefore valuable to also take forth a practical 
case where sensemaking and sensegiving can retroactively be demonstrated 
to have played a crucial role. This study reconfirms the applicability of the 
sensemaking and sensegiving approach for a pivotal change. 

This study, in contrast to some other studies (Legge 1994; Meyerson 
1991), depicts an example of a CEO-middle management relationship as 
a symbiotic one (Sundaramurthy & Lewis 2003; Graebner & Eisenhardt 
2004). This partnership is not mechanistic, but symbiotic: a living 
partnership. Middle management resistance is discussed often in extant 
studies, but according to my findings, when the middle management 
was assigned to fill in the missing details (Eisenberg 1984; Weiser, 
Jarzabkowski & Laamanen 2020; Sonenschein 2010), they did so. These 
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details are crucial in integration execution. Most often the top management 
does not know all the details of the operations and needs to have middle 
management complete the details. In this symbiotic partnership, middle 
management needs to be assigned an active role, not merely a mechanistic 
executor role. The positive energy was enormous and success immediate. 
This first became evident in the organizational change initiated prior to 
the acquisition announcement. The legitimation of the change was clear. 
Even those organizational members losing their perceived position were 
supporting this change. Middle management was clearly motivated to 
participate. 

Organizational life is characterized by episodes in which heightened 
managerial activity is opportune or even mandated. Critical episodes 
such as a M&A process, or parts thereof (Sandberg & Tsoukas 2015), are 
time periods during which managerial sensemaking can play a role in the 
restoration of organizational activity. These episodes can be triggered by 
planned events, such as merger announcements, or by unplanned events 
in which the sensegiving imperative arises once management notices that 
sensegiving is needed, for example to decrease organizational ambiguity. 
The case study presented in this research report was a major planned event 
at the M&A transaction level. There were also other planned and unplanned 
specific episodes during the M&A and integration process, some were 
major and some minor. The most central one of to be named here would be 
the change of the original MoE to a more conventional acquisition, which 
required its own specific sensemaking and consequent sensegiving in order 
to guide the organization out of the published MoE rhetoric towards a 
rhetoric better suited to acquisition. There can be several layers of episodes 
and events, some at company, and some at transaction or activity level.

During these episodes, top management sensemaking and sensegiving 
focuses on managing holistic dimensions related to the entire M&A 
process. In the Konecranes case, three aspects highlight the three major 
dimensions of top management sensemaking and sensegiving. The first 
aspect deals with ambiguity management (Eisenberg 1984; Corley & Gioia 
2004; Murphy, Mackenzie & Davey 2002; Sniazhko 2021); the second with 
stakeholder legitimation (Suchman 1991; Haspeslagh & Jemison 1991; 
Tienari 2003; Vaara & Monin 2010); and the third with organizational 
identification (Scott 1995; Gioia & Thomas 1996; Colman & Lunnan 2010; 
Lee, Kim & Park 2015). 

Firstly, Gioia & Chittipedi (1991), as well as Gorley & Gioia (2004), 
underscore ambiguity as a major component in organizational change 
processes. The more effectively top leadership grasps the causes of 
organizational ambiguity, the smoother the change process. 

Secondly, when the facts changed for the stakeholder legitimacy, so did 
the sensegiving strategy. What this suggests is that organizational change 
processes such M&A as processes are not straightforward and linear but 
dynamic and complex, including numerous feedback loops between different 
phases of the process (cf. Parvinen and Tikkanen 2007). Furthermore, what 
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tied naturalization together was the pre-merger internal organizational 
change within Konecranes. This change was needed in any case; it became 
even more important when the MoE was changed to an outright acquisition. 
Analysing it later, it all made sense; at the moment of execution, however, it 
was not so clear. Comparing to Vaara and Monin (2010), in the Konecranes 
case example, all the legitimacy dimensions identified by Vaara and Monin 
(2010) are relevant and were used in practice, as presented in the case 
analysis above. 

Thirdly, a key element characterizing the Konecranes M&A process 
deals with organizational identification. Organizational identification is 
yet another element that Gioia & Thomas (1996) notes as either enabling 
or disabling a smooth change process. Several studies confirm that a high 
level of organizational identification with the new integrated organization 
increases employee satisfaction and well-being, but, first and foremost, 
organizational identification works to improve employee performance (He 
& Brown 2013, Colman & Lunnan 2010; Terry 2003). Without a change 
in organizational identification and adequate sensegiving, it would not 
have been possible to integrate two previously competing organizations 
together so swiftly. Colman & Lunnan (2010) found that, in the context of 
post-acquisition integration, the relationship between identity and value 
creation is an understudied issue. My case study shows that a positive 
identification between the acquiror and the acquiree had a positive effect 
on successful post-acquisition integration. This could also be seen in the 
value creation through a significant increase in share value.

My case study is consistent with social identity categorization as argued 
by Terry (2003). Vignette 3 described the beginning of new organizational 
identification by welcoming the new members as equal members of the 
newly formed  integrated organization. The marketing collaboration, as 
described in Section 7.1.10, further deepened this identification, but also 
made sure that the self-enhancement component (Terry 2003) increased, 
giving employees a positive sense of the company they now belonged to. 

National culture has been demonstrated to negatively affect post-merger 
integration outcomes (Lee et al. 2015: see also Stahl & Voigt 2008). The 
Konecranes M&A endeavour was not a single-country acquisition, rather, 
the integration involved 49 countries altogether. We did not concentrate 
very much on national cultures, except some of the most important ones. 
The predominant integration activity took place in Germany; as many 
as 63% of the employees of the acquired entity were located in Germany. 
Therefore, the German integration was crucial, and we focused our biggest 
effort there. Vignette 3 specifically describes the beginning of the official 
integration process, or how people were invited and welcomed to join 
the newly formed and yet-to-be-integrated organizational entity. The 
organizational change executed just prior to the post-merger integration 
inside Konecranes made all this possible.

Furthermore, my study supports existing organizational identification 
studies which show “that when the target identifies with the acquirer, the 
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integration process is smooth and there are few conflicts and high employee 
satisfaction” (Colman & Lunnan 2010, p. 856; see also Hogg & Terry 2000; 
Ullrich et al. 2005; Van Dick et al. 2004,). My case study was an absorption-
type integration, as was the case that Coleman & Lunnan (2010) described 
in their study explicating how synergies can be exploited. My case confirms 
their findings of higher employee satisfaction (Coleman & Lunnan 2010), 
but also the findings of improved performance (He & Brown 2013) in 
synergy exploitation.

All these aspects together confirm the contemporary belief in corporate 
culture as being dynamic and negotiable: something that the management 
can affect with their actions, not something with respect to which they are 
mere bystanders. When organizations change, so do their meaning making 
processes and structures (Maitlis and Sonenshein 2010; Weick 1995; Lee, 
Kim & Park 2015; Huikku & Lukka 2015).  Sensemaking is the most suitable 
conceptual lens for understanding and explicating new meaning structures 
that emerge during the M&A process. The role of top leaders is to provide 
sensegiving to organizational members so that they identify themselves 
with the new meaning structure of the organization. Top management 
outlines the main principles, and creates the symbols and narratives, and 
middle management fills in their respective details (cf. Eisenberg 1984). A 
set of hard and soft integration tools were used in the integration process. I 
can support the finding that these hard and soft tools are not exclusive, but 
rather inclusive (Kroon et al. 2021). They need to be dynamically combined 
as a combination of several mechanisms (Meglio et al. 2015) to achieve the 
strategic and operational goals set in an ambitious environment. 

8.2 My Personal Takeways from the Study

In this section, I want to bring forward some ideas of how one utilizes 
sensemaking in practice. From my point of view, fact-based-management 
is very much in line with the sensemaking approach. An alertness for what 
is happening in the surroundings and situational analyses form the basis 
for efficient and effective managerial sensemaking.

Most real-world M&A processes are not linear and not always very 
predictable. In my case study, the original target of Konecranes was to 
acquire MHPS from Terex. The first negotiated outcome was a MoE 
between the companies. A deep, joint understanding of the execution of 
the MoE was not fully reached when integration started, and, luckily, the 
third-party interloper helped very much to redirect the MoE towards an 
acquisition of MHPS. Top management needs to be very alert and capable 
of seizing an opportunity when it emerges. The difficulty came from the fact 
that there was a considerable period between the time when existence of an 
interloper became public and when the acquisition was published. During 
this time, refreezing was required as it was not possible to communicate 
everything. This refreezing was achieved with the proper sensegiving as 
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described in vignette 1. In the end, the outcome was as targeted, but the 
steps were unexpected and also unplannable as such. 

Sonenschein (2010) categorised employees into three categories based 
on how they react to change: resisting, championing, and accepting. I 
have noticed that it might take time for the organizational members to be 
categorized into one of these categories (and their belonging to a certain 
ccategory may also change along the M&A process). However, sensegiving 
can facilitate the salience of these categories. What I have seen is that 
champions emerge from the crowd almost immediately. Some members of 
the organization become advocates of the change and see the change as their 
opportunity. My impression is that about 5% of employees are champions. 
Those accepting change become rather silent and cope accordingly, 
making up about 80% of the total personnel. Those initially resisting the 
change need some time to make sense of the situation, understand what 
the change means and what effect it will have on their work. Most of them 
will ultimately accept the change, but those resisting with emotional 
argumentation and without factual argumentation cannot contribute 
to the organization in the long run, persistent irrational criticism is not 
constructive. Constructive and well argued criticism should be welcomed 
(Ford et al. 2008; Thomas & McDaniel 1990) and even necessary to ensure 
that all relevant facts are collected and analysed throughout the change 
process. Ambiguity can also be managed better when open discussion and 
opinions are encouraged (Eisenhardt & Bourgeois 1998) in the form of 
facilitative resistance (Thomas, Sargent & Hardy 2011). Critisism which is 
emotional and not based on rational arguments cannot be tolerated, at least 
in the long run. My practical finding and in view of my 30 years of personal 
experience is that approximately 0.5–2% of employees do not see their 
future within the organization after change. Those not inspired should be let 
go by most acceptable standards. They will rarely contribute to the overall 
development and it is also in their best interest to find a new motivation 
elsewhere. This is seldom found in the literature, but, in practice, it is best 
for everybody.  

Another important issue is to lead the preparations and not merely collect 
information which is easily available. Fact books should contain the most 
relevant facts, and not just those that are the easiest to gather. The fact book 
should be the basis of all decision making. 

Legitimation has been proven to be an important part of transaction 
success. Legitimation needs facts, but also a good story. The facts first 
need to be rock solid; then a good story and good slogan can improve the 
credibility of the legitimation narrative. But a good story without facts very 
easily and very soon becomes just an empty shell. People will notice that 
there was nothing behind it. 

When a transaction is announced, the facts need to be there to support 
the narrative. The parties making the transaction need to have such details 
available and such confidence on them that the main items can be published. 
Evidently the financial community will not forget to follow the announced 
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parameters and therefore a continuous reporting needs to be established.
Managerial ambidexterity amidst an integration is a complex matter. In 

general, I have seen that a large organization can handle some priorities 
simultaneously, but not too many. Typically, I have launched one corporate 
slogan for a specific episode that takes about six months, and then issued a 
new one once the first episode is nearing completion. One needs to note that 
this overall “slogan” or symbol is intended for the whole organization and 
comes on top of unit-specific topics. One slogan at the time guides middle 
management sensemaking properly; introducing two or more competing 
slogans would diminish the effect of the main sensegiving objective. So, 
according to my experience launching and maintaining one corporation-
wide slogan at a time has supported its effectiveness.

A proper mix of exploration and exploitation is needed, and, very often, I 
see that this mix is not ideal. This is most often due to inadequate or absent 
sensegiving and communication by top management; organizational 
members do not then know the new priorities and bracket based on their 
prior experiences and where their own priorities lie. It can get further 
worsened if the top management rewards organizational members for 
something other than financial results. What top management sees as 
contextual ambidexterity often ends up in practice being structural 
ambidexterity at the business unit level. The entity divides people into 
those who are tasked with growth and those who deal with profitability 
improvement, despite the fact that top management designates a unit to 
do both. 

Decision making is quite easy when the preparations are well done. and 
if the organizational logic and the objectives are properly understood. 
The appropriate facts contribute to better-informed decision making. 
The background work, the homework of collecting the facts as identified 
above, is a prerequisite for sounder decision making. Decisions should 
not be made from the point of view of what those organizational members 
collecting the information want to collect, but on objectively targeted facts. 
Decisions can actually flow from the facts; the decision maker just needs to 
have the courage to take the decision. The hard part is to communicate an 
inevitable but unpleasant decision. Facts invite action and once the facts 
are collected, the decision must be taken. The organization will notice quite 
quickly if the top management is not executing when the facts are there. 
Fact handling can be a daunting experience for managers. When you get the 
facts, you have to do something with them. Facts make sense in the context 
in which they are collected; relevant facts are needed for well informed 
decisions. Business objectives influence the way facts are interpreted and 
what they lead to. All this is because facts invite action. 

The leadership’s courage is revealed when facts are dealt with. Experience 
usually brings a leader confidence and courage. And courage is needed 
to make the sometimes unpleasant decisions which you need to explain, 
defend, and execute. Sensemaking is an apparatus that can help managers 
who like to lead by facts, who are ready to face the facts, and who will act 
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upon the facts. Power is not really needed; engagement and competence are 
and should be enough to guide the whole organization.

So, what have I learned from examining the Konecranes case and 
reflecting on the case from the viewpoint of the sensemaking approach? 
Moreover, how can my managerial experience over the years inform my 
decision-making practices and actions in future? It is against these two 
backgrounds that I am recommending the following:

I. Because of the complex nature of M&A, solid background work is 
crucial. This is extremely important because once the parameters and 
the transaction reasoning are published, there is no way back. Making 
sure that the backgound work, the homework, is done meticulously 
will contribute to a smoother M&A process. But this is not all. It is 
just the beginning. Some of the main aspects of the background work 
include an understanding of your business logic characterizing the 
firm, having a solid understanding of your earnings/economic logic, 
and having a way of channelling this understanding so that it can be 
reflected within and across the organization.

II. External and internal legitimation is crucial at the corporate level. 
By and large, this is a process of sensegiving, involving adequate 
communication. Managerial sensemaking plays an important role 
at this level. The claims of synergies need to have good background 
work in order to express executability. Through sensemaking and 
the use of sensemaking conceptual tools, it is possible to gain an 
informed understanding of how and why I did what I did. External 
legitimation serves as justification for the shareholders to approve 
the transaction, and it serves for the analysts and investors to get 
exited about the company and buy shares its. Finally, internal and 
external legitimation serves as the base for all subsequent integration 
work. Internally, the transaction level labels served as the frame for 
the integration work at the other two levels (the integration process 
and its distinct activities).

III. Higher-order sensegiving labels applied to the overall transaction 
translate into integration-level sensemaking and sensegiving. 
On this level, claims turn to executable programmes that need 
further detailed facts for decision making. Sensemaking labels are 
particularly important because they facilitate middle management’s 
sensemaking, as well as their sensegiving activities further down the 
organization. The top management provides middle managers with 
a blueprint containing the parameters for the more detailled work . 
What this entails is that the middle management can bracket their 
own details, still keeping the whole corporation in mind, but allowing 
for enactment in their own unit. At the integration level, too, the 
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identity of the newly formed entity is constructed. New symbols and 
new meanings are created, and these replace or modify the old ones. 
Corporate culture is not only something that is passively measured 
and noted; it is something that the top management should lead. 
Quicker changes need more drastic and bolder moves.

IV. This higher-order sensemaking and sensegiving taking place on 
the transaction and integration levels (see Figure 39 above) has to 
translate into the activity level. My way of making sure that these 
higher-order sensemaking and sensegiving activities are effective 
at the activity level is through tools such as the fact-book model 
and the flight path as described in Section 7.1.8. The overall aim 
and the objective of these tools is to make sure that business unit 
activities unfold within the bounds of the overall objective of the 
M&A transaction. On this level, finally, the claims turn to facts, and 
decisions to activities.  On the one hand, they guide sensemaking at 
the activity-level, and, at the same time, they act as devices through 
which performance is monitored.

V. Corporate culture building, that is, the constructing a novel identity 
for the combined organizational entity, does not just consist of 
culture cafés or simply talking about cultural aspects; rather, it is 
about creating a new combined culture with deliberate actions. 
These actions are then to support a renewal in corporate culture. 
I have personally done this three times, and it has worked every 
time. The task takes 6–10 months; culture is not fixed and constant, 
cultural malleability possible and even desirable thing. Based 
on my experience as a seasoned leader I agree with the view that 
sees organizational culture “as a rational instrument designed by 
management to shape the behavior of employees in purposive ways” 
(Ouchi and Wilkins 1985, p. 462). 

8.3 Limitations

Naturally, this study is not without limitations. My study claims 
transferability by interpretation (Stake 1995). Very often studies 
concentrate on (statistical) generalizability, which has not been my 
objective here. Interpretation by aggregation of instances (Stake 1995) 
would have needed another type of data and perhaps some more cases as 
well. A quantitative study in which similar absorption-type integrations 
were included could provide more generalizability. Inasmuch as I tried to 
reflexively analyse the case by adhering to the key sensemaking approach 
and case study methodology tenets, expanded triangulation with other 
members of the organization who were involved in the process could have 
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potentially revealed different nuances of the process but would not have 
changed the overall outcome.

Another limitation pertains to my potential biases as not only a researcher, 
but simultaneously as the object of the study. Despite these biases, the emic 
closeness of the researcher to the case has enabled a study that otherwise 
would not have been possible (Lukka & Modell 2010). A study by an outside 
researcher would easily miss the feelings and details that I had access to 
when executing the work and when writing the study. This is something 
that only someone who lived the case can access: the feeling of what was 
done and how it was done. Autoethnography as a methodology is well suited 
for this purpose (Doloriert & Sambrook 2011), even though it, too, creates 
certainly biases. My biases might also be connected to the fact that I came 
from the acquiror side. It would be interesting to see a study from the 
acquiree-side, similarly having the researcher as participant.

My data set is in itself vast; however, due to confidentiality matters, I 
have not used all of it in this study. There are two reasons for this. The first 
relates to the nature of the data and that the company in the case would not 
want certain data to be revealed to the public. The second relates to the fact 
of my departure from the case company prior to finalizing this study, and, 
therefore, all the data was no longer available to me. My own notes have not 
been subject to confidentiality agreement as such, although sometimes the 
content has been confidential in an ethical sense. Fortunately, the public 
elements are numerous in quantity and rich in quality.

The study has been introspective through retrospection; it could have 
been possible to collect more details with concurrent introspection (Gould 
1995). The feelings could have been somewhat different, but the outcome 
would not have been as visible. Retrospection has permitted me to separate 
the whole from the details; the experience and reflections might not have 
been as deep as they have been now that it all is over and I can look at the 
case study from a temporal distance. 

8.4 Future Studies

The concept of strategy may have lost some of its former glory, as many 
tactical activities are nowadays often called strategic. Strategy certainly 
exists on different levels. A grand strategy (Gaddis, 2019) and M&A as 
part of long-term corporate growth and renewal would be an interesting 
topic to be further studied. A grand strategy identifies the means that will 
be used to achieve an organization’s long-term objectives. Examples of 
corporate grand strategies employed by a specific firm include, for instance: 
business model innovation, multi-market contact, global sourcing, global 
R&D, global mergers & acquisitions, divestiture, and liquidation. How do 
large organizations build their futures and transformations? How do they 
expand and grow with M&A in changing markets, and how does the top 
management orchestrate the related transformation?
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My study was about an absorption-type M&A. It would be interesting 
to study M&A and integration reflexively with the same type of insight 
as I have had in my case study in relation to other types of acquisition 
integration tactics, such as what is needed for symbiotic, preservative, or 
holding integration tactics.

This qualitative reflection study could be used as a starting point for 
quantitative study on sensemaking during M&A processes. The main idea 
could be to develop propositions and even hypotheses from this study in 
order to test some of the relationships that I underscore in a statistically 
generalizable way. Such a study could address the management of 
ambiguity, top management legitimation and organizational identification, 
and their relationship to successful M&A and integration. A quantitative 
study on people’s reactions to change (Sonenschein 2010) and how they can 
be managed would be interesting to pursue.
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The dissertation is a historical and personal account of how I lead 
Konecranes in its merger and acquisition (M&A) and post-merger 
integration process between 2015 to 2019.  In this case study, 

My study assists leaders to reflect their own managerial challenges and 
assess the transferability and repeatability from my study.

The general aim is to provide a rich account and deep understanding of 
the M&A process as viewed from the CEO perspective, something that is 
often missing in extant literature. 
Leaders who face M&A and post-merger integration need to excel 
in managing organizational ambiguity, provide adequate fact-based 
legitimation for stakeholders and be able to modify and transform existing 
corporate cultures into integrated one.

I have drawn on autoethnography using retrospection. My own personal 
diaries have been particularly useful in the process of writing the case 
description and the vignettes as well as analysing them in order to find 
discovered knowledge. 
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