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Abstract 
 

Merger integration includes taking decisions to ensure procedures are shared within a 

company to achieve common goals. Simultaneously, research shows a need for adaption to 

specific units’ practices. Consequently, this paper aims to increase the understanding in the 

interaction between central and local views of management control in terms of the key 

concepts of budgets and key performance indicators. We pose the question of how intended 

and perceived control differs, as differences may implicate that control is not followed. It is 

examined by a theoretical framework built upon four archetypes of change. We used semi-

structured interviews to achieve a deep understanding in one merger case. The results show 

that top management use centralized control by commanding and informing employees in 

order to gain information from the local units. Yet, local units perceive the intended control as 

adapted due to that dialogue is used at this level. This amounts to the concept of “false 

socializing” that is argued to create a deeper understanding of merger integration. It depicts 

how local units can carry out and perceive control intentions made by a central unit. 

Keywords: Merger, Integration, Management Control, Key Performance Indicators, 

Budgeting, Local Adaption, Perception of Control. 
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1 Introduction 

In the last half-century a trend of company merger waves has emerged with an increasing 

frequency (e.g. DePamphilis, 2012). The most important aim of a horizontal merger is to 

create cost and revenue synergies through integration (DePamphilis, 2012; Gleibs, 

Mummendey, et al 2008; Nikolaou et al., 2011; Robbins & Stylianou, 1999; Schraeder & 

Self, 2003). In history, researchers have emphasized the importance of integration 

implementation and its limited role in the empirical research on mergers (Buono & Bowditch 

1989; Datta, 1991; Hunt, 1990; Jemison & Sitkin, 1986; Marks, 1982). Later research has 

shown that an important issue to consider is how entities are to be integrated (Depamphilis, 

2012; Pablo, 1994; Roslender & Hart, 2003). In this sense integration is defined as “actions 

taken to secure the efficient and effective direction of organizational activities and resources 

toward the accomplishment of some set of common organizational goals” (Pablo, 1994, p. 

805).  

The effects on anticipated synergy benefits were attributed earlier by Kitching (1967), as well 

as later by Stahl and Voigt (2008), to the integration of management accounting 

arrangements. Concurrently, Granlund (2003) states that mergers have rarely been analyzed 

from a management accounting perspective. The most prominent field of research to date is 

tied to contingency related theory, where preceding theories show that management control is 

increased post mergers. Jones (1985), along with Shanley and Correa (1992), indicates that 

companies engage into a wider range of more sophisticated and harder types of management 

accounting systems to assist organizational integration. 

Pablo (1994) and Jones (1985) state that there is a need for changes during organizational 

integration, in terms of processes and people. Otherwise, the companies continually run as 

standalone firms without joint benefits. A controlling system shared by units has the power to 

assess business performance from information, gathered from disperse practices (Jones, 1985; 

Mintzberg, 1993). Decisions can be made concerning the distribution of resources and the 

steering of organizations toward what is seen feasible (Begley & Boyd, 2003).  

While companies with different business outputs, cultures and processes are merging into 

united entities, homogeneity is usually fitted to that of the stronger and commanding 

headquarter (Buono & Bowditch, 1989; Chenhall, 2003; Datta, 1991; Hambrick & Cannella, 

1993; Pablo, 1994; Schraeder & Self, 2003; Shanley, 1987; Shanley & Correa, 1992). Taken 
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widespread differences into account, there are reasons to incorporate a wider set of theories to 

understand management accounting change in merger integration, as in accordance to Weber 

and Drori (2011). Research on strategic renewal (Huy, 2009) and post-merger integration 

(Appelbaum, 2000a; Appelbaum, 2000b; Depamhilis, 2012; Huy & Reus, 2011; Jemison & 

Sitkin, 1986; Pablo, 1994; Schraeder & Self, 2003) show strong negative reactions toward 

integration of merging companies and the need for the unique requirements of units when 

making integration decisions. Inappropriate change to a management accounting system can 

create negative effects on an organization (Schraeder & Self, 2003). In addition, differences in 

accounting systems create barriers for integration. 

Considering the paradox explained, Pablo (1994) recommends that future research should be 

directed toward opening the black box of merger integration. Robson (1991, p. 566) show a 

need for accounting to take wider discourses than an “apparently neutral, technical 

discourse”. In this sense, Alvesson and Kärreman (2004), as well as Lindkvist and Llewellyn 

(2003), question common ideas on the existence of a pure form of control. Organizations 

require not only tools of structure and power but also tools that contribute to a communicative 

dimension to create a suitable balance. As such, there is a social dimension considering what 

is communicated and how the communication is interpreted. This is argued to be a productive 

area for future research and related to differences of an intended and perceived control system 

(Alvesson & Kärreman, 2004), whereas a perception is a person’s interpretation of 

impressions. Pablo (1994) argues that it is of importance to account for the realities of 

implementing integration decisions because miscommunication can interfere between an 

intended and a realized integration strategy.  

To be able to understand the likely effect of mergers and the pursued synergies there is a need 

to study the people involved (Stahl & Voigt, 2008; Weber & Drori, 2011) Change in general 

(Schein, 1993), and in merger´s particularly (Pablo, 1994), produce different perceptions 

among actors. This is in line with Jönsson and Grönlund (1988) who argue that there are 

insights to be gained from the further study of the interaction between central and disperse 

local management control. It was done by Euske et al. (1993) in a non-merger case who show 

that there are differences to be found in perceptions. The preceding theories show an 

increased amount of mergers taking place while the risk of creating different perception is 

higher during merger integration.  
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As such, this paper seeks to develop current research by increasing the understanding in 

management control of merger integration. It is carried out by studying the application of 

budgets and key performance indicators (KPIs) intended purpose from a central unit and its 

perception by local units. We chose to explore budgets and KPIs because of their correlation 

to each other (Fortuin, 1988; Parmenter, 2010) and their aggregated importance for 

management control (Malmi & Brown, 2008). In order to do so we first need to examine how 

the practice of budgets and KPIs is carried out. The question to be answered is consequently, 

does intended and perceived management control within merger integration differ, and if so, 

how? 
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2 Theoretical Framework  

The parent company within a merger case has the ability to choose how to implement KPIs 

and budget systems (Jones, 1985). According to Huy (2001a) the intended control by the 

central unit has a certain purpose. However, the perception and use of control can differ in the 

local point of view. It can result in discrepancies between the set strategy and the actual 

practice of employees. To realize large-scale change, it is argued to be essential for capable 

change agents to carefully use intervention types to achieve merger integration, such as 

steering integration interventions in order to align and spread intended control into sought 

after perceptions. The first section below contains a scrutiny of budgets and KPIs as major 

control techniques, followed by a theoretical framework structured after Huy´s (2001a) 

archetypes of change interventions. The Huy (2001a) framework is further enhanced with 

theories of budgets and KPIs, related to each archetype. 

2.1 Management Control 

Scholars have a multitude of different definitions of management control. A common belief is 

that control consists of exercising power with the purpose of coordinating individuals or 

groups to reach a certain goal (e.g. Barthelemy, 2003). Management control, as expressed by 

Jones (1985), facilitates organizational integration in merger situations to motivate individuals 

and groups, assist decision-making, delegate authority, communicate objectives, and provide 

measurements of performance. In order to create synergy effects companies must cooperate 

and apply management control that supports this process.  

Budgeting is one of many control mechanisms. It is seen as one of the cornerstones within 

management control (Anthony & Govindarajan, cited in Ostergren & Stensaker, 2011). 

Budgets specify how resources will be allocated to carry out the organization’s goals (Frolick 

& Ariyachandra, 2006; Malmi & Brown, 2008). One of the purposes of the tool is commonly 

to measure performance (Hansen et al., 2003) and to integrate activities (Malmi & Brown, 

2008). Budget is described as an integral part of management control systems that aims at 

promoting coordination and communication among sub-units within a company (Horngren et 

al., 2005). However, Hope and Fraser (2000) argue that budgets are used as a strict regime to 

coordinate, delegate and police a control. In this view, the finance department see themselves 

as the guardians of the budgets.  

Budgets are argued by Fortuin (1988) and Parmenter (2010) to be the foundation for creating 

reward-systems, strategies, follow up systems and KPIs. Managers use KPIs as guidance for 
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how to reach expected result (Frolick & Ariyachandra, 2006). They are connected to a 

company’s strategy and will therefore become a tool to follow up the process towards goals 

and manage activities (Fortuin, 1988). Common KPIs are for example number of sales, 

customer meetings and turnover measures (Frolick & Ariyachandra, 2006). However, it can 

be difficult to identify which factors to measure. It is a common problem for companies to 

find the strategy value-driver in order to achieve the companies’ goals (Frolick & 

Ariyachandra, 2006). Merchant (2006) corresponds, in the opposite direction, that goals can 

decrease flexibility for a company and thus becomes a barrier for education and adaption.   

Huy (2001a) constructs a model of different management approaches to handle a company in 

change. The four approaches stated are commanding (to change formal structures), teaching 

(to change beliefs), socializing (to change social relationships) and engineering (to change 

work processes). Each ideal type represents a set of congruent assumptions and a distinct 

cluster of change practices, and each seems important in the realization of large-scale change. 

Chenhall and Euske (2007) show that this model is applicable to control system change in 

merger situations. The theoretical framework of Huy (2001a) is correlated to the problem 

statement of balancing that procedures are shared and the need for adaption to specific 

practices. Huy (2001a) argues that often more than one change archetype may be applied, as 

none of the four types can, on their own, lead to substantial and needed change. However, 

distinguishing among them allows researchers and practitioners to focus on different sets of 

issues and to recognize the interactions among the four approaches more comprehensively 

(Huy, 2001a). The model is further extended by presenting other researchers’ important and 

related theories to the respective fields of the initial model. 

2.1.1 The Commanding Approach 

How power is applied has been known to affect integration (Schraeder & Self, 2003). Central 

control systems could be used to impose centralized control and decision-making. Rather than 

constant discussions about each person’s tasks, top management can distribute control of 

work through layers of supervision. This, in turn, buffers managers from unnecessary 

communication (Milkman, Chugh & Bazerman, 2009; Hinds & Kiesler, 1995). The 

commanding approach further directs people by commanding them what to do without taking 

their issues and their competencies into account (Huy, 2001a). It emphasizes the speed of a 

change by adapting fast to the top managers’ directions, which is also in line with Kotter 

(1995).  
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Before a company decides to integrate they need to make an active decision if one of the 

companies should be altered or both (Schweiger & Weber, 1989). The usual framework of 

analysis focuses on an organization that consists of a parent company (central management) 

and one or several other companies. In relation to mergers, there are several different 

classifications of organizational structure and integration. Several researchers have defined 

integration as management taking actions to integrate two independent companies into one 

(Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991; Pablo, 1994). In relation, Mintzberg (1993) argues that 

centralization allows a principal to retain control over important decisions. Centralization is a 

method to achieve integration (Chenhall, 2003; Pablo, 1994; Weber & Drori, 2011) by 

determining goals and imposing rules, standards and expectations (Chenhall, 2003; Weber & 

Drori, 2011). Centralization is in its definition a cluster of decision-making power, within a 

central unit as top management (Bruns & Waterhouse, 1975; Mintzberg, 1993). 

Parent firms often end up imposing their own practice on the other companies. It is seldom 

that the smaller companies keep their full independence (Chenhall & Euske, 2007; Datta, 

1991; Jones, 1985; Mirvis, cited in Weber & Drori, 2011; Pablo, 1994; Schraeder & Self, 

2003). It is thus shown that integration practices are associated with autonomy removal from 

the acquired managers and units (Weber & Drori, 2011). Jemison and Sitkin’s (1986) research 

tackles the issue of consequences after imposing a system onto an acquired company. 

Resistance and defensiveness from the acquired company against a new system is vivid. A 

major explanation is that the parent company believes that their system is always the superior 

one. According to Datta (1991), these beliefs can be the result of little knowledge in the 

acquired company system.  

The antithesis of integration is differentiation, where the middle managers have free reigns to 

control their own business units and thus have a decentralized structure (Bruns & Waterhouse, 

1975; Chenhall, 2003). Thus, decentralization is present when decision-making rests on a 

disperse set of points, as units and ultimately people (Mintzberg, 1993). Melumad and 

Reichelstein (1987), as well as Mintzberg (1993), further argue that organizations decentralize 

due to the fact that one institution, as a unit or person within the organization, cannot have the 

knowledge of it all.  

According to Melumad and Reichelstein (1987) valuable information is commonly spread 

throughout the whole company between different units and individuals. The principal need is 

to make a decision to either gather all the information to the top level or decentralize the 
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Figure 1, based on Hammond et al., 1999 and Milkman et al., 2009. 

decision process. Companies with a decentralized structure delegates more financial 

measurements to managers and thus have a more complex control structure, which includes 

more variables in order to measure the managers (Bruns & Waterhouse, 1975; Jones, 1985).  

This is in line with Ouchi and Maguire (1975) who state that top management need deep 

knowledge in the work process for being able to apply close behavior control of employees. 

By decentralizing decision-making and thus having less knowledge of the employees work, 

top managers will focus more on numbers in output control. This leaves units to make their 

own decisions to a greater extent. In relation, Cruz et al. (2011) argue that heterogeneous 

procedures can emerge in decentralized units without interfering, but rather complementing 

central command. 

The degree of centralization and decentralization is, however, a complex phenomenon, similar 

to a black box (Mintzberg, 1993). In relation, Hofstede (1968), noted that also the relation 

between participation in management control is more complex than foreseen. Thus, a 

deliberation of decision-making processes is in place. Decision making, in an explicit and 

conscious system (Milkman et. al., 2009; Stanovich & West, 2000), involves a range of subset 

steps in the quest toward action (see figure 1) (Hammond et al., 1999).  

There is a widespread debate around budgets and KPIs when it comes to decision making and 

structure. Different authors consider budgets to fit or produce either a decentralized or a 

centralized structure. Several critics to budgets claim that it creates hierarchical control and 

thus a less flexible structure (Hansen et al., 2003). Hope and Fraser (2000) argue that 

centralization creates systems of coercion, rather than coordination. It makes nonnegotiable 

allocations that forces middle managers to be commanders and controllers. 

Burns and Waterhouse (1975) state that a decentralized structure in companies is better suited 

for budget control. There are beliefs that a decentralized structure is necessary for applying a 

budget for the reason that it needs to be continuously reexamined in order to fit the practical 

situation (Hansen et al., 2003). It needs to be subjectively reassessed. To stop using, or de-

emphasizing, budgets is described as increasing the level of decentralization when it comes to 

Situation Information Advice Choise Authorization Execution Action 
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how to reach targets. It results in the fact that employees and local managers then themselves 

are more involved in the decision making process. In practice, Hope and Fraser (2001) argue 

that decentralization often means no more than the delegation of control within a strict regime 

of coordination and accountability, with the KPIs as the primary weapon for policing this 

control. It correlates to Huy (2001a) argument that top managers do not consider the 

psychological aspect of implementation and instead impose their process in the commanding 

archetype. This would increase the risk of failure (Huy, 2001a).  

For KPIs the most typical projects are implemented using a top-down approach (Frolick & 

Ariyachandra, 2006), as connected to centralized control. Performance management such as 

KPIs can change existing power structures by introducing new or modified processes and 

systems which make information more transparent. It is possible to implement a KPI initiative 

through a bottom-up method. Executed carefully, the bottom-up approach can work very well 

according to Frolick and Ariyachandra (2006), as well as Parmenter (2010). In such an 

approach employees and local managers are more embedded in the decision making process. 

The structure then becomes decentralized to a larger extent. Yet, the commanding approach 

advocate directing people by executing authority throughout the decision making process, 

without taking employees into consideration (Huy, 2001a). 

2.1.2 The Teaching Approach 

According to a substantial field of research (e. g. Thompson et al., 2010) change and visions 

must be followed by more than structural decisions. Communication is the key factor for 

implementing change according to Schein (1993). Adenfelt (2010) refers to communication 

when there is an information flow as one way communication. It needs to be persuasive, clear 

and connected to employee operations (Huy, 2001b; Schein, 1993). Pablo (1994) and 

Appelbaum (2000a) argue that communication is a vital part for a successful integration and 

Pablo (1994) also incorporates the thought of active participation by top managers. By 

teaching and collaborating with target agents top management can increase motivation and 

make employees participate actively in the integration. In comparison to the commanding 

approach the targets are actively engaged in the integration endeavors. They reeducate 

themselves whereas in the commanding approach they have a passive role (Huy, 2001a).   

People can communicate for different motives. The first motive could be to improve the 

decision making process by including others. The second motive has a control purpose and 

teaches their targets in order to provide incentives (Melumad & Reichelstein, 1987) and to 
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provide understanding (Appelbaum et al., 2000a; Datta, 1991; Schein, 1993). As such, the 

teaching approach creates understanding by teaching targets and thereby changing their 

beliefs (Huy, 2001a).  

According to Huy (2001b) a reason for difficulties in achieving change can be the top 

managers’ lack of strategic communication. How managers communicate to organization 

members affects their aspiration to resist change. Misunderstanding and low commitment 

appear when top managers do not share their strategy formulation. Kotter (1995), as well as 

Schraeder and Self (2003), states that managers should talk about how methods and 

procedures are related to the overall company vision. However, top managers can believe it is 

hard to frequently communicate to their people or it could be seen as not important or even 

not achievable (DiFonzo & Bordia, 1998).  

Fortuin (1988) corresponds and further clarifies that the company’s goals should be clear. It 

should additionally create a preferred performance by showing a purpose for the integration 

and giving direction to people (Appelbaum et al. 2000b). Understandable KPIs increases 

people’s motivation (Fortuin, 1988) and it is important for success to communicate KPIs to 

employees, and have active leadership surrounding it. All members of an organization should 

understand the measures (Parmenter, 2010), as obstacles will occur if people do not 

comprehend the purpose of integration and how it is connected to their work (Schein, 1993). 

Equally, employees better understand budget and KPI information when it is written in 

operational rapports rather than when stated in financial terms. In order for employees and 

managers to understand how to execute their work the resources should be connected to their 

activities (Hansen et al., 2003). By doing so, it follows that it would be easier to communicate 

it as well. 

2.1.3 The Socializing Approach 

The interactions between people are further referred to as ‘socializing’. Thus, the socializing 

approach is different from the teaching approach in the way that it involves a two-way 

dialogue (Huy, 2001a). Socializing demands change from both the target’s side and the 

sender’s side. It facilitates conditions in which each group can better understand each other’s 

perspective (Datta, 1991). Weber and Drori (2011) believe that the company needs to take 

into account the acquired organizational members’ outlook and thus, as stated by Paulraj et al. 

(2008), it is a matter of collaboration and communication between people. 
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The socializing approach takes into account individuals’ emotions and the structure of 

authority (Huy, 2001a). In relation, Weber and Drori (2011) argue that communication also 

involves handling people’s issues. The communication between organizational members 

should be adapted, open and not in constraint (Datta, 1991; Huy, 2001a). In order to 

implement change members need to be able to speak freely without fearing consequences. It 

consequently empowers employees. Huy (2001b) further argues that information in the 

socializing approach is spread through social networks to a substantial extent.  

Schein (1993) believes that all levels within an organization have diverse perceptions of the 

same matters. It increases the need to have communication among all levels. Boselie and 

Dietz (2003) further argue that creating participation in the decision making process, by 

dialogue and sharing information, improves results. Organizations create a deeper 

understanding of complex matters when the organizational members share important 

information and know-how (Paulraj et al, 2008). It is essential for companies who are in a 

phase of change to create a dialogue (Kotter, 1995; Schein, 1993) and build relationships 

(Schraeder & Self, 2003) in order to achieve integration. 

In order to create the same perceptions Schein (1993) argues that there is a need for dialogue 

between people to explicitly explain what each agent means by what they are saying.  If it is 

not performed correctly, a “false consensus” could be developed. “False consensus” occurs 

when people have different subjective perceptions of the same matter. A common problem 

that arises in such situations is the misunderstanding of goals (Schein, 1993). It is shown by 

Huy (2001b) that top managers, despite their authority, can experience difficulties in 

implementing their plans because of confusion further down the hierarchy. 

Common language and meanings are needed to create efficient organizations according to 

Schein (1993). To do so, rich communication channels (for example face-to-face meetings) 

are needed in situations where data are not giving enough information and when beliefs are 

opposing each other. Different levels within organizations rely on different languages that 

separate them from one another. Schein (1993) states that by having a dialogue people can 

realize that there are different ways to use language. The communication should be adapted to 

the individual and be direct and personal rather than communicated in broad business terms. 

By adapting information the risk of resistance toward the change will decrease (Huy, 2001b). 

Because of the middle managers’ social relationship with their employees, they know how to 

communicate in the employees’ language and create an understanding of top managers’ 
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change (Huy, 2001b). Unlike top managers, middle managers generally have a social network 

in the company based on informal relationships. It is derived from work in different positions 

and areas in the same company for a long period of time (Huy, 2001b).  

Communication can be a tool to implement control as referred to in Abernethy and 

Brownell’s (1999) study. The employees understood the importance of communication on the 

topic of budgets and they had dialogues with the members of the organization. In line with 

empowerment Chenhall (2003) further states that individuals feel more empowered when they 

are actively involved in setting organization standards. Furthermore, within the field of KPIs, 

Fortuin (1988) believes it is important that higher levels of the hierarchy collaborate with 

lower levels when designing KPIs. The users should decide which KPIs are effective and 

governable.  According to Fortuin (1988) and Parmenter (2010), KPIs can increase the level 

of communication through collaboration during their design process. As such, KPIs transfer 

power to the front line when employees are involved in the creating processes. Users of KPIs 

need to feel that they can control the result of the KPIs in both group and individual levels. It 

goes in line with Osterman (2008) and Huy’s (2001b) arguments of the importance of 

collaboration and considerations of employees’ emotions during change. The same arguments 

summarize the key factors within the socializing approach described by Huy (2001a). 

2.1.4 The Engineering Approach 

Huy’s (2001a) engineering aspect of change is deliberated by analyzing, understanding, 

redesigning and improving work processes. This is used for benchmarking and transferring 

best practice. It is a matter of creating explicit knowledge out of an embedded tacitness for the 

purpose of standardization trough communication (Huy, 2001a), or at least grasp already 

explicit knowledge by other actors (Langfield-Smith, 1997). The knowledge is further 

integrated and adapted to local requirements in other parts of the organization. As such 

engineering has an emphasis on specifications, planning and control (Huy, 2001a). 

As control and centralization increases during mergers it can be connected to Lindkvist and 

Llewellyn’s (2003) view of a system and life world. In the system world, action within 

organization falls under the premises of formally regulated domains of action. It imposes and 

inflicts on a life world as members of organizations convey to an instrumental logic of ‘work’. 

Communication is only used with reservation. Members know they can have recourse to 

formal regulations, not only in exceptional cases but also in routine cases; there is no 

necessity for achieving consensus by communicative means (Lindkvist & Llewellyn, 2003). 
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These delinguistified steering mechanisms are seen as decoupled consensual processes. In this 

context, it is accounting that promotes the character of work as well as threatens to extinguish 

the socializing processes (Roberts, cited in Lindkvist & Llewellyn, 2003).  

To the extent that budgets are used as control devices in centralized organizations, Bruns and 

Waterhouse (1975) hypothesize that they will be used in a more interpersonal manner than in 

decentralized but structured organization. Budget-related behavior will tend to be 

administrative in character rather than interpersonal. Subordinate managers have less 

authority and may perceive themselves as having less control in centralized organizations. 

Fortuin (1988) puts this into perspective of KPIs as it is furthermore pointed out that KPIs are 

not useful in the same specifications everywhere, as engineering techniques suggest. Each 

KPI has its own characteristics and many applications require their own KPIs for optimal 

decision-making, defined and designed in accordance with these applications (Fortuin, 1988; 

Merchant, 2006). Shanin and Mahbod (2007) takes a top-down approach to propose KPI 

development in a systematic decision making style to assist managers to choose KPIs. 

Fortuin, (1988) argues that with manager knowledge of KPIs there is also a temptation to 

compare KPIs that refer to different units, geographical areas, services and products within an 

organization. This is only sensible if circumstances and targets are indeed comparable. 

Generally speaking, such a comparison should not be made inside a company. The only 

sensible comparison is with itself, at earlier instants of time. 

2.1.5 The Change methods in summary 

The model created by Huy (2001a) show evidence of benefits and disadvantages from all four 

individual techniques aiming at changing formal structures (commanding), beliefs (teaching), 

social relationships (socializing) and work processes (engineering). To realize large-scale 

change, it seems necessary for change agents to carefully combine multiple change archetypes 

or by gradual pacing them. Users have to consciously reflect and control paradoxes in 

archetypes as well as be able to clarify seeming incongruities to recipients. 
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3 Method 

Alvesson and Kärreman (2004) argue that much of the management accounting research is 

shallow and lacks empirical input. We chose to study the application of budgets and KPIs 

because of their relevance to management controlling and their connecting to each other. 

Suggested is the use a more diverse set of research methods, to be relevant for understanding 

managerial and organizational work. In the research by Pablo (1994) there are propositions of 

the need for finer-grained studies of merger integration. A qualitative single case study 

strategy is therefore applied as we aspire to gain a richer understanding than would have been 

possible with a larger number of cases, or a quantitative study. It provides an opportunity to 

observe, examine and analyze a phenomenon that has limited previous research (Saunders et 

al., 2009). 

We used a specific case of a merger event. It was chosen on the basis of having recent and 

relevant merger conduct, in an area attainable for our research. The company operates within 

Scandinavia, with four different areas of business in the language service sector. It includes 

translation and interpretation services directed toward corporations as well as private sectors. 

We decided to keep the company in a confidential status due to the nature of the topic being 

potentially sensitive. As a result we could reduce anxiety, respect their wishes, and enhance 

the possibility to gather more delicate data as in accordance to Bryman and Bell (2005) and 

Saunders et al. (2009). 

The first object of study was interviews at an exploratory stage. The conduct is stated by 

Saunders et al., (2009) to be valuable to get an overview of the case as well as awareness for 

major issues expressed in the organization. We organized an initial interview on organization 

structure and a description of the control system in use. We thereafter identified a sample of 

employees involved in designing and using the control system. A qualitative method of 

interviews was used to gather information from top managers in the central unit, middle 

managers, local unit managers and operational employees (for a full list of interviews, see 

Appendix 1). This is in accordance to the fact that interviews will undoubtedly be the most 

advantageous approach to attempting to obtain data in the following circumstances: when 

there is a substantial amount of questions to be asked; when the questions are open-ended or 

when complexity is large; and when the variety of questions may need to be changed 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2008; Jankowicz, 2005; Saunders et al., 2009). 
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The corporate website was used to gather information on employee titles, unit services and 

company history to prepare for interviews, stated as important pre-research by Saunders et al. 

(2009, p. 328). Before each interview participants were provided with a list of interview 

themes to enable the interviewee to prepare and consider the information requested, allowing 

them the opportunity to assemble supporting thoughts and organizational documentation as in 

accordance to Saunders et al. (2009, p. 328-329). The themes stated were: views and uses of 

KPIs as well as budgets; how they were determined and how they were communicated in 

relation to integration process.  

In terms of amount of interviews we used a saturation method to the extent possible. It 

prescribes to stop conducting new interviews when new information and increased reliance is 

saturated. This is to the degree we had a number of possible respondents to interview. 

Cartwright and Cooper (1990) state that there is a great resistance to gaining access to 

companies in the state of a merger, thus, we would expect a possible sample bias due to the 

nature of the individuals who accept an interview invitation in terms of Robson (cited in 

Saunders et al., 2009, p. 327). However, there is immunity in this research toward such bias 

since no request was turned down. 

The interviews were conducted as panel interviews in Christensen et al.’s (2001) terms, where 

both authors interviewed one respondent at a time. One led the interview while the other 

noted the answers as well as filled in with extra questions where needed. We conducted the 

interviews in Swedish since the respondents preferred it to English. Consequently, the 

empirical quotations used in the case description are translations. The interviews were also 

audio recorded to be able to listen to the interview again and then relate them to notes from 

the interview.  

3.1 Semi-structured Interviews 

According to Ekholm and Fransson (1992) open questions are preferable in our case since 

attitudes, perceptions and values are under investigation. The semi standardization of 

questions for interviews reduced the risk that the respondents’ answers might plunge outside 

the subject.  In order to create comparability between the respondents’ answers the disparity 

of questions had to be consistent in accordance to Bryman and Bell (2005). In semi-structured 

interviews the researchers have a list of themes and questions to be covered, although these 

may vary from interview to interview as is done in accordance to Christensen et al. (2001). 

This means that we omitted some questions in particular interviews, given that a specific 
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context at the same time as additional questions was required to explore the research question 

of “does intended and perceived management control within merger integration differ, and if 

so, how?” depending on the particular respondent’s previous answers. The questioning order 

was also changed as a means to keeping a flow in the conversations (Saunders et al., 2009).  

In general, the questions in our interviews followed a certain order where the first questions 

were directly connected to the purpose of the research in order not to confuse the respondents, 

as in accordance to Bryman and Bell (2005). The more general questions were asked early to 

avoid traps. For instance, people who answer a more specific question before a general one 

tend not to include the answer in the specific question when answering the general one. This 

could lead to a situation where several factors are not seen as in relation to each other. The 

more sensitive and anxiety-provoking questions were asked at the end of the interviews in 

order to create a comfortable feeling. 

When asking questions we used, wherever possible, questions grounded in real-life 

experiences of our participants rather than being on an abstract conceptual level, as in 

accordance to Saunders et al. (2009). It provided the possibility to gain more tangible 

answers. We were also sensitive to respondents’ use of words and their delivery of ideas in a 

particular way in accordance to Saunders et al. (2009). It led the discussions into areas that we 

had not considered in a pre-context. It was significant for our understanding of the 

respondents´ perceptions. In line with Bazerman and Moore (2008), as well as Kahneman and 

Klein (2009), managers might further be biased into expressing more control than actually 

received or being held. Hence, there might be a keenness in respondents to say that they have 

power to influence budgets and KPIs. Consequently, respondents could, in researchers’ eyes, 

be perceived as more powerful than in practice. To limit such a bias we made respondents 

aware of our triangulation methods, sample size and amplitude of managerial levels present in 

the study that would feasibly reveal and anchor their proposed power statements to reality. 

Hence, these measures were taken in order to cleanse a possible overstatement of power from 

the respondents’ actual perception of power. 

In qualitative research methods reliability is connected to the extent different researchers 

would reveal similar information (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 156, 326). There are issues of 

interviewer bias where the tone, comments and non-verbal conduct of the interviewer can 

produce an influence in the respondents’ answers (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 326). Responses 

were kept neutral, but not uninterested in accordance to Saunders et al. (2009) as to not supply 
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any type of direction that may result in a bias. In order to bring increased validity through the 

non-standardized qualitative interviews we strived for questions being clarified, meanings of 

answers examined and to discuss the themes from a plethora of views in accordance to 

Saunders et al. (2009, p. 327). However, making a qualitative study wholly replicable by other 

researchers “would not be realistic or feasible without undermining the strength of this type of 

research” (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 328). 

3.1.1 Face-to-Face Interviews 

Types of interviews have impact on the reliance of a study. We hereby lay forth both positive 

and negative aspects in the types of face-to-face and phone interviews used within this study. 

Whenever reasonably possible the interviews were held face to face at the company´s offices. 

According to Ekholm and Fransson (1992), Christensen (2001) as well as Saunders et al. 

(2009), the external environment should not be stressful. Accordingly we conducted the 

interviews in office rooms without disturbing factors. In order to affect the respondents 

positively we also dressed according to how they dressed (Christensen, 2001). 

During our personal interviews we could gain more information than we could gain through a 

phone interview since we could, in addition to hearing their answers, read their body language 

and other non-verbal cues. According to Christensen (2001) 55% of reading people is through 

their body language. This was especially helpful when we asked the more sensitive questions. 

We are, however, aware that we cannot rely too much on body language since it can be 

interpreted differently.  

3.1.2 Phone Interviews 

By conducting phone interviews with some managers we lost the opportunity to investigate 

their office and look for non-verbal communication and signs in their offices (Brinkmann, 

2009, p. 165; Bryman & Bell, 2005) but instead solved the issue of distance between our 

respondent and us (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). Telephone interviews are restricted in the 

sense that it is hard to keep the respondents’ attention and active participation. It should 

therefore be conducted in under an hour. We took this concept into consideration and the 

phone interviews were conducted to last approximately 45 minutes.  

During an interview questions need to be easy to understand and should not have too many 

alternative answers since interviewees need to memorize the alternatives and do not have the 

opportunity to see them (Jacobson 2002, p. 320; Saunders et al., 2009, p, 265 & 378). There 

are difficulties to conduct semi-constructed telephone interviews in the aspect of adapting 
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questions. (Bryman & Bell, 2005; Jacobson, 2002, p. 162) Therefore Jacobson (2002, p. 161) 

states that phone interviews should be conducted with close questions. We took this into our 

consideration and changed the formulation of question during phone interviews. 

There is a risk that the respondent might feel the need to answer what he/she believes would 

be the most appreciated answer in the interviewer’s point of view by adapting to visual 

attributes. By having phone interviews we minimized our effect on the interviewees’ answers 

and thus retrieved more truthful responses. (Bryman & Bell, 2005; Jacobson, 2002, p. 162; 

Saunders et al., 2009)  

3.2 Method of analyzing gathered data 

The interviews conducted were transcribed and analyzed in order of collections as an ongoing 

creative process. Data that was found to deviate from a certain trend line, or evolving patterns, 

were probed for additional discussion among the researchers. Where the interviews did not 

offer an answer to a specific question we analyzed why that could be the case in accordance to 

Saunders et al. (2009). It is an exploratory study in the sense of finding out what is happening 

and “to ask questions and to assess phenomena in a new light” (Robson, cited in Saunders et 

al., 2009, p. 139). We modified directions as a result of new data and insights occurring. In 

relation to Alvesson and Sköldberg (2008) the method is abductive as the empirics and 

theories were gradually being written at the same time as our understanding of the phenomena 

deepened. The abductive type of research also made it possible to forward any such incidents 

and other areas of particular interest to the consecutive interviews, in order to be answered by 

other respondents. We collected necessary supporting documents and observed procedures in 

order to triangulate data through independent sources as to further enhance the input from 

interviews in accordance to Saunders et al. (2009, p. 146). The topic of the documents 

includes structure of meetings between local managers and their employees, communication 

tool called the disk-tool, and tables for budgets that will be further explained in the empirics.  

3.2.1 Triangulation 

Visits to two local offices were made to observe work procedures and information systems in 

use. We witnessed the atmosphere as well as visual objects on the locations. They were based 

on KPIs and budgets, such as billboards with KPIs and budgets, TV screens with operational 

live updates (e.g. calls on hold) and whiteboards with employees own ad-hoc writings of KPIs 

(e.g. own performance lists). We reviewed the shared systems that were most used in the 

corporation to conduct and motivate budget and KPI use. The systems were of CRM and 
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project planning types used by project managers. Also business intelligence systems used by 

managers to both produce budgets and to measure performance were examined. Both the 

system’s overall functions and how it was regularly used were observed. 

The top management budget process plans, budget outcomes, and instructions for producing 

budgets were studied in addition to the many excel schemas used to be filled in by different 

managers. The intranet was further examined to gather a compelling view of the employees’ 

ability to retrieve electronic information from day to day information flows, budgets and their 

outcomes, as well as process manuals. The company´s external website was used to gather 

extra material on vision descriptions and organizational structure. Material (e.g. PowerPoint 

files) for monthly held performance meetings was also observed. We retrieved managerial file 

content from employee and manager personality categorization. Schemas for employee and 

manager performance-based meetings, as well as examples of their written outcome, were 

further examined. As such we had the possibility to triangulate work processes and systems. 
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4 The Case 

The empirical chapter covers three levels within the company, the top managers in the central 

unit, the middle managers, and the local managers and their employees in the local units. The 

case describes how the practice of integration, budgets and KPIs are carried out. 

4.1 Integration toward “One Company”  

The company operates within Scandinavia with four different areas of business in the 

language service sector. According to the central unit, mergers are done to expand the current 

company. They have acquired and merged with other companies within the same area of 

expertise to then integrate them in the main company. The company vision is to create “One 

Company” and integrate all units. The integration process includes taking the superior 

capacities and competences of all companies. According to the central unit, in order to gain 

information of best practice the merged companies were observed.  

The central unit has created a method called “Processes Without Borders” which refers to 

standardized work processes for all units. A top managers stated, “The result becomes better 

when the acquired company has to let go of the old way of working and not to hold on to it”. 

In order to succeed with a fast integration it was mentioned that: “This is how we will work 

and there is no alternative ways […] the acquiring company will decide how it should be and 

the other has to adjust and abide in the ranks”. The result will create harmonization between 

units and thus follow their vision of “One company”. Local managers noted that a couple of 

years ago, the company managed several different processes and systems. The purpose today 

is said to incorporate one shared system that is applied in all units. It contains information of 

all their contractors and clients. The positive aspect of working with one system instead of 

several is the efficiency, according to respondents in the local units. The purpose is also to 

integrate all units and to pursue the vision to be “One Company”. There is constant 

communication about “One Company”. The local managers mention that this ambition will 

take time to roll out since some differences are “in the walls” and hard to change. The vision 

of “One Company” needs to be incorporated not only by creating a common system but also 

the mentality and corporate culture. By applying one system for all units regardless of which 

country or business field they work in, they will create a common language. According to the 

local units, the earlier techniques in the pre-merger companies are not much considered. The 

internal reporting used to be different. The purpose of the control is stated to steer behavior 

and go through processes and this control is perceived to have been increased by all local 

managers. The different types of control have increased according to the local units.  
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The central unit holds meetings with the middle managers who further spread the information 

to the local units. According to the local units the increased type of control is carried out 

through discussions, questioning of processes and procedures. “It feels like it is more 

centralized”. Communication of control is also said to be done through monthly meetings of 

face-to-face and telephone type. There are meetings between local managers and middle 

managers every other week. The physical meetings include talks of shared practices cross 

borders and systems. There are local manager statements of better processes due to 

questionings. The central unit continuously examines the efficiency of the processes. In 

meetings, follow-ups are conducted, regarding their financial status in relation to the financial 

goals. The discussions during the meetings become longer if their financial result did not 

reach the goals. 

According to the middle managers, in order to create an understanding of employees’ 

characteristics, the company uses a communication tool called disk-tool. This is applied by 

referring to everyone in a specific color. For instance, a blue person likes data and numbers, 

green wants to feel secure by getting to know once experience, the red color presents people 

who are more direct and want to know margins and “what’s in it for them” and the yellow 

color is based on emotions. The employees have being assigned their own color and the 

middle and local managers adapt their communication accordingly. 

There are also expressions of other types of communication. In order to standardize the work 

process, information is spread as documents and tools through their intranet for all business 

units and countries. According to the central unit, the intranet presents the KPIs and the 

budget to create awareness of their financial situation. The local managers check the intranet 

every morning to stay updated on control news. For employees, the intranet is also preferred 

to be viewed at least once a day. The intranet contains news and updates from the central unit, 

IT updates on the systems, changes in the organization, systems for manager support, internal 

revisions, ISO documents, informal personal employee news and publishing of process 

meetings.  

4.2 Budgets 

According to the central unit, the budget is a standardized tool across all units and business 

fields. They believe there is no motive to adapt them at the budget level. The purpose of the 

budget is to increase the sales numbers and provide a sense of cost awareness. It is applied as 

a financial follow-up for the balance sheet and income statement, as well as to set financial 
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goals. The budget is constructed by middle managers, but the financial target for the budget is 

decided by the central unit and then presented to the local units. Final decisions lie in the 

central unit’s hands. It is common for middle managers to adapt their construction to the 

central unit request by lowering their cost and increasing their turnover. 

According to the middle managers, in order to create a budget there is a need to involve the 

central unit, middle managers, local managers and employees to gather required information 

and opinions. The units are said to be complex and large, with many customers, and thus there 

is a need of collaboration and it requires, as one middle managers stated, “many brains put 

together”. The cost side of the budget can be increased if, for example, the employees want 

and need further education or plan an event. The turnover is calculated with the help of the 

employees by evaluating their 20 largest clients’ needs and what could be expected from them 

in the near future. In order to create realistic numbers and to motivate them it is important to 

include the employees during budget construction. The negative aspect according to the 

middle managers is the tendency for some employees to decrease the expected result. The 

managers then motivates employees to reach expected results and gives them tips on how to 

do it, yet, without lowering the target. The targets are also expressed to be heavily based on 

previous years, with predicted changes from the middle managers and local units. 

According to the local units, the central unit is very interested in presenting their views. The 

local managers feel lost control in the decision-making process, for example about systems 

and their large investments. They are said to be set and served by central. Decision-making 

speed is slower as more actors are involved. According to the local managers more 

collaboration around knowledge and information should improve the situation. 

The local managers themselves only fill in unit-specific blanks of a standardized budget 

framework where overall levels are set. Both middle and local managers are involved in 

turnover, prognosis of sales and cost units. In terms of budgets they say that instructions are 

followed strictly. Local managers argue that the budget is set in relation to a plethora of 

central unit’s requests and demands for profit. This is believed to be set by their projections 

based on the last year. Budgets are set per customer and per month. It is said to be questioned 

in detail. In the detailed settings there is also employee involvement said to recommend 

relevant numbers about their own key customers and their projections. Overall, they argue not 

to be able to influence the budget. The cause is believed by the local units to be knowledge 
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and interest about numbers and trends from a central perspective. Flexibility, however, is 

expressed to exist around the budget by the local units to some extent. For example: 

“Seven more employees are the reason for red numbers in February. The numbers 

is not a problem under this circumstance. The middle manager trusts me that I 

know the local setting better. She looks if it is reasonable in relation to the 

company.” 

The budget setting process goes on to answer top and middle management questions of “why 

is this number on this table?” Local managers then explain that the process from that point is 

unknown, but that the budget is communicated toward employees to a certain extent. It is 

foremost communicated by the closest local manager in meetings every month, where they 

only discuss their own unit’s budget. An employee states that “we don’t see other unit’s 

budgets and the information is mostly about turnover”. They do explain how they set the 

budget and that they rely on the market demands and the historical results. The way it is 

shown is that the local units’ budgets are seen on the intranet as a monthly update. There is a 

budget update every month where the present stage is presented, accompanied by color-

coding indicating whether the target is reached or not reached. There are also budget maps on 

the walls connected to their current performance. However, there is no broader knowledge of 

budgets among employees, and sometimes even local managers. Instead, their managers 

inspect the reasonability of their numbers, i.e. how much everything generates. The middle 

managers then communicates with the local managers in terms of, for example, “How much 

employees should we have and what about the cost of it […] does it correspond to what we 

can handle?”  There are also physical meetings held in the buildings once a month. Instead of 

numbers the local managers write down words and small texts to explain it. Employees show 

little interest in budget figures, “They think it’s boring, we communicate more group-near 

aspects instead”, argues a local manager. Examples are the number of calls or the number of 

missions on a group level. Every employee´s questions are raised and possible solutions are 

communicated.  

4.3 Key Performance Indicators 

Top and middle managers express that KPI usage makes it easier for local units to reach 

budget goals since it is presented through visualization and verbal conduct. According to the 

central unit, KPIs are seen as a tool to measure efficiency, motivate people, follow up and 

manage the units in order to reach the budget. The local units states that the budget and KPIs 
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are related to the company’s goal however it could be more linked. All levels argue that there 

is a strong correlation between the budget and the KPIs. If KPIs are reached, then the budget 

is under control. The middle managers, like the local managers, have financial KPIs to 

conform with. 

In order to implement the KPIs their purpose needs to be understood, according to the central 

unit and the middle managers. There were some complications in the beginning of the 

implementation process of KPIs because of lack of understanding. According to the middle 

managers, the acquired companies did not understand the purpose of the KPIs since they 

believed that quality was more important than the number of sales for example. The local 

units claimed that they applied KPIs incorrectly and therefore the central unit could not 

understand the produced financial numbers. In order to increase the continuity and 

consistency within all the units the central unit educated the acquired companies. The clearer 

and thus more understandable the instructions were, the faster the KPIs could be applied 

accurately. The KPIs are discussed during meetings called “ARQ-meetings” (Activity, result 

and quality). The central unit and middle managers describe that the topic of these meetings 

has been standardized and it includes the following subjects: follow up on KPIs; what is 

needed to achieve them; and the local units’ opinions of their own work. The middle 

managers further argue that these meetings give the opportunity to explain the KPIs, for 

instance their purpose, and what is good about them. One middle manager prefers to present 

the KPIs in relation to their work rather than presenting it on a excel spreadsheet. The middle 

managers have the perception that meetings create balance between hard and soft control.  

According to the local units, the amount of control by KPIs are, however, said to have been 

increased throughout the company. One local manager stated, “All of the KPIs given are 

important for us”. Examples of KPIs are: contribution margin; customer meetings; number of 

orders; and returned orders. The local units state that managers for every team inform about 

KPIs so that they are correctly executed. The meetings that are held present how KPIs are 

applied. Every unit holds its own meetings locally every week. The KPIs are communicated 

through group meetings and individual “ARQ-meetings” once a month. The terms of 

performance are followed up in these meetings. “We know about where we are expected to be 

in KPIs. It motivates me; […] we are very well aware of every KPI”. 

Local managers express that there are no instructions to update KPIs in terms of work 

processes. There are only technical instructions of, for instance, “how to open a window and 



24 
 

save work progress,” not specifics on how they work with customers and how they are 

categorized. According to some local managers the central unit has not conducted education 

about how to apply KPIs. Local employees follow KPI instructions that are presented, but 

every country translates them differently. Some local managers express the view that there are 

a bit too many different translations of the instructions.  

There are also signs of visualization of KPIs. The local managers state that one of the 

purposes of the shared systems is to visualize the individual´s KPIs. There is a need for 

visualizations, and dialogue about KPIs is argued to be important so that employees truly 

grasp it. The local managers and employees talk in informal settings about the KPIs and the 

margins of their projects connected to the KPIs and the results. “They understand what is 

measured and accept them”. 

4.3.1 Level of KPIs  

According to the central unit and the middle managers, the levels of KPIs are to some extent 

adjusted to each unit. For instance, the top managers take the language differences between 

the countries into consideration and customize some KPIs accordingly. A top manager 

expressed that “Finland complained that their average length of a word was longer than in 

other countries. Thus they asked for compensation of KPI levels of words translated”. From 

one middle managers point of view, all KPIs should be customized. According to another 

middle manager, KPIs can be customized more freely as the KPIs are decided further down in 

the hierarchy. Top managers stated, the level of KPIs was a result of information taken from 

the local units, and then decided upon by the top managers.  

According to the middle managers, KPIs need to be perceived as realistic for the employees in 

order to create positive attitudes. Therefore the levels of KPIs are needed to be set together 

with the employees. To set KPI levels demands a lot of knowledge. It is needed to understand 

the underlying factors of the numbers and the effect of the KPIs on people, stated by middle 

managers. Therefore there is a necessity to collaborate with the employees. However, the 

middle managers need to prioritize the budget result set by the central unit. Thus, they express 

a need to find a balance between the employees’ opinions and the budget results. This can be 

done by collaborating with the employees and discussing what is needed to reach the target. 

One middle manager admitted, “To a certain degree they need to take it or leave it”. 

The local managers express that they develop KPIs together in cross border meetings a couple 

of times a year. The KPIs are claimed by the local units to be unvarying, but local managers 
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have succumbed to the uniformity of some KPI levels. They are set at level of nation, region, 

process and individuals. There are also considerations of language differences, hours worked 

per week, customer type, project length, and so forth. “We also consider the individuals 

situation in the ARQ- meetings”. It is set from many levels of managers, employees and the 

board to some extent. The local managers feel that they have considerable input in KPI levels 

but they also need to connect it to the budget. Consequently, they express the process of 

setting the KPIs as dynamic. If the managers need to employ or dismiss employees, if tenders 

are changed, or if goals are reached, then pre-existing goals are altered.  

The employees express an ability to give input on their work. The affected employees argue 

that the local manager sets the level of KPIs by tuning with statistics and how the market is 

projected to change. In addition, there are discussions between local managers and their 

employees. The employees perceive that feelings can be expressed, and that the managers 

adapt accordingly. This is done through “ARQ-meetings”.  A local manager stated, “It is 

about what they can reach, what can motivate them, and what is realistic toward 

projections”. Some managers express that too much is never put on them while one 

respondent instead says that the goals from top managers need to be realized in the KPIs of 

the employees. 

4.3.2 Type of KPIs 

According to the central unit, which type of KPIs used are adapted to the respective business 

fields of for example translation and interpretation. However, the KPIs are standardized 

within each business field. The purpose of standardized KPIs is to compare the units against 

each other and over time according to the central unit. The middle managers believe that there 

is a need of knowledge to construct KPIs. Thus, they are established in collaboration with the 

employees. Middle managers state that the central unit decides what to measure in the KPIs 

and take the lower levels’ references into consideration. 

From the local units point of view there is expressions of that in some cases, the type of KPIs 

is pre-set by top management. An emphasized example by all local respondents is the KPI of 

“customer meetings”. This is argued to be standardized in both type and level.  In response, 

some local managers argue that all KPIs should be customized, stating “we cannot have the 

same amount of requirements on customer meetings”. The top management state that they 

think it is applicable that all employees must each do a certain amount of customer visits. The 

local managers, however, argue that no one reaches that goal and that great results can be 
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attained without good performance in that KPI. For example, the KPIs of “customer 

meetings” can be low but the ARQ-meetings can be positive due to a high “contribution 

margin”. If that is the case, there are employees stating that the demands of reaching 

“customer meetings” goals are pushed to later on that year. Managers express that they do not 

work that way. According to the local units the KPI for the “customer meetings” does not 

consider the right perspective of what is important. 

“We don’t drink coffee with customers. We meet customers that have decision 

power. In the meantime we have many other tasks to do. The “customer meetings” 

KPI do not give input on whether those are the right customers. We should strive 

to find the ones that can bring in the most revenue. In ARQ-meetings we talk 

about what customers’ employees have met, not how many. We do these 

evaluations even though we do not have it supported by the system”. 

The type of KPIs are said by employees to be set by managers. They do not exactly know by 

what level of management and how it materializes. When the interviewed managers answered 

questions of how KPI types are chosen, they often referred to the levels of KPIs instead of the 

actual measure type. Little is known of it explicitly. Nevertheless, local practices of adaption 

are vivid. For example, there are customized types of KPIs for one employee that has different 

tasks than every other employee in the specific unit. 

“She can never reach the goals because she does other tasks - she is the spider in 

the web. I look at other performance factors when evaluating her, for example, 

measures of the work she does with ´deviations´. In the ARQ-meetings I 

emphasize the ´spider tasks´ without referring to the KPIs.” 

There are also examples of group customizations put forth by the respondents in the local 

units. According to local managers every KPI is individual, except for some units, where 

group goals are used because a certain type of contingency (as for example language 

differences) is always worse off. Sometimes the employees say that “I will never reach these 

goals” and thus do not get a bonus. A manager states that it cannot be totally fair and that it is 

not their error, consequently stating, “I take it at a group level instead”. 
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5 Analysis  

The analysis is depicted in the three themes of: “One Company” integration; budgets; and 

lastly key performance indicators. The structure is in relation to the three levels of top 

managers in the central unit, the middle managers, and the local managers with the employees 

in the local units. Every theme includes each level’s perspective of the given theme in the 

order of appearance. 

5.1 Integration towards “One Company” 

As preceding research commonly shows, the case company merges with others in order to 

create synergy through integration of best practices. Their integration process involves taking 

the superior capacities and competences of all companies to create “One Company”. The 

integration involves the three levels within the company: top managers in the central unit; 

middle managers; local managers; and their employees in the local units. In order to gain 

knowledge of best practice the top managers explore the acquired companies and then, as 

aligned with Huy (2001a), improve their work process. To integrate units, the engineering 

aspect of change mentioned in Huy (2001a) was applied by benchmarking the control aspect. 

In order to standardize best practice of management controlling it is necessary to impose the 

practice, as aligned with Chenhall’s (2003) and Weber and Drori’s (2011) theories of 

integration. Control as a standardization process is an act by the top managers. Accordingly, it 

created a centralized structure to achieve control over important decisions (Mintzberg, 1993).  

In order to align processes the central unit spreads information to the middle managers and the 

local units through the intranet, meetings, documents and billboards. The meetings include a 

follow up and information regarding the central units’ decisions. This is in alignment with 

Adenfelt’s (2010) assumption of communication by spreading information and Appelbaum et 

al. (2000a; 2000b) by applying verbal and non-verbal symbols. Thereby the central unit is 

trying to create a common understanding, which is important according to Schein (1993). It is 

connected to Huy’s (2001a) teaching approach since top management believes 

communication is a vital part of change. However, this type of communication could, to a 

large extent, create a passive receiver role as one-way communication and contradict the 

approach to create a common understanding. This is, to some extent, the use of the 

commanding approach from the central unit, since the form of distributing information is one-

way and the active participation from the targets is low.  

In order to create understanding of control the middle managers applies a typecasting tool to 
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be able to customize communication. The middle managers apply the teaching approach of 

change mentioned by Huy (2001a) by adapting the conversation of KPIs and budget to how 

people communicate. The middle managers’ adjustments toward the local units create their 

own common language, as in line with Schein (1993), as to increase understanding between 

the levels. The middle managers become messengers between the central and local units. The 

communication is also in line with Huy’s (2001a) socializing approach since the 

communication is carried out in personal rather than in more abstract, non-operational terms. 

This is aligned with Osterman (2008) since the middle managers can be seen as the key 

performers for implementing the change by taking the local units emotions into consideration.  

From the local perception there is a certain belief that control is set in accordance to a strategy 

conducted by top management. It correlates with control as expressed by Barthelemy (2003) 

and Jones (1985) since control coordinates goals and facilitates organizational integration to 

motivate individuals, assist decision-making, delegate authority, communicate objectives, and 

provide measurements of performance. There is a need of central reporting of budgets and a 

rational thought of setting the KPIs correspondingly. Thus, there is a sympathizing with top 

management to create the vision of “One Company” to an extent. In terms of Huy (2001a), 

the shared system and increased use of control is perceived as a centralizing mechanism of 

commanding. It provides a sense of direction but also inflexibility. It comes with the cost of 

low official decision power. Top management hold control over the later decision process 

steps of authorization and execution. In accordance to Jones (1985) and Datta (1991) local 

managers within the acquired companies felt that they lost power and influence to top 

managers. There is a need for socializing and decentralization which is expressed as a request 

for more knowledge to be shared by the central unit to improve the control. 

5.2 Budgets 

As aligned with Chenhall (2003), as well as Weber and Drori (2011), the budget is in this case 

said by the central unit to be intended as a standardized tool across all units and business 

fields. It creates a centralized form of decision-making by imposing rules, to be correlated 

with Mintzberg (1993). Hence, standardizing the budget enhances centralized control and 

follows the commanding approach stated by Huy (2001a). 

In alignment with Hansen et al. (2003), a budget, according to the central unit, is applied as a 

financial follow-up for the balance sheet and income statement and set as a financial goal. 

According to Bruns and Waterhouse (1975), by centralizing budget construction the control is 
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applied in a more impersonal manner. The budget is, however, constructed by managers of all 

levels, whereas the central unit decides the financial target. Some middle managers had to 

lower their cost and increase their turnover after presenting the budget to the central unit. It 

correlates with Hope and Fraser’s (2000) view on budgets as control reports since it 

constantly feeds back information toward the central unit. Therefore, it increases 

centralization as mentioned in the commanding approach stated by Huy (2001a). This creates 

a hierarchical control structure as mentioned by Hansen et al. (2003). The central unit which 

applies the budget is in alignment with Hope and Fraser (2000) as the executer of a strict 

regime to coordinate, delegate and police a control. Yet, to an extent the central unit also 

express that local units can affect their own budget if arguments are successfully provided. In 

regards to decentralization, the budget is linked with empowerment of employees in terms of 

determining how to accomplish goals. Decentralization is used, to some extent, in order to 

accomplish goals. It correlates with Bruns and Waterhouse’s (1975) and Chenhall’s (2003) 

view of how the antithesis of integration is decentralization.  

In order to create a budget middle managers believe there is a need to involve all levels and 

units to gather the needed information, such as turnover and cost factors. It is perceived as 

decentralization in alignment with Melumad and Reichelstein (1987) since the central unit 

include the other units in the information gathering part of the decision making process. Yet, 

the local units almost exclusively take part in this first step of the decision making process (as 

described in figure 1). It is correlated to the engineering aspect for the construction of the 

budget because it only grasps the local units’ explicit knowledge. Correlations to Langfield-

Smith (1997) are vivid since there is little effect on the overall budget decision making 

process. As such, the most vivid Huy (2001a) archetype is commanding from the middle 

managers perspective. 

According to the local units, the employees also have an opportunity to question the budget. It 

shows that Huy´s (2001a) socializing and engineering approaches are used at the local level 

through their perception. The meetings that are held face-to-face connect to socializing, which 

makes people express and share thoughts. It also relates to engineering, mentioned by Huy 

(2001a), since it incorporates analyzing, understanding and improving work processes. In the 

process, local employees have to be consulted to extract explicit knowledge from an 

embedded tacit knowledge for the purpose of standardization. It is connected with Langfield-

Smith’s (1997) opinion that frequent informal discussions are important to convince 

employees to release know-how. To an extent the actions described support Cruz et al. (2011) 
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in that decentralization can complement central command in the local units’ perception. 

According to the local units, the central unit has the ability through the systems to acquire 

information about each unit’s performance. However, responsibility to set up details in the 

budgets instead lies with local managers. It is delegated as a decentralized technique, used by 

top management to save time, opposite to Huy´s (2001a) commanding type. There is also 

employee involvement to recommend relevant numbers about projections. It is a form of 

engineering, namely gathering specific information (Huy, 2001a). Close operational expertise 

is used as engineering and decentralizing. It is said to be questioned in detail. According to 

Schein (1993), such practice could lead to common meanings and socializing.  

The decentralization of budgets is, however, limited since the local managers themselves only 

fill in specific blanks of a standardized budget framework where the overall demands for 

profit are fixed. It is within the frame of the central unit that examine the reasonability in 

relation to the company overall. It relates to Hope and Fraser’s (2001) expression of 

decentralization as delegation of control by a strict system of coordination and accountability. 

The effect is perceived as central perspective centralization. But the local units express the 

feeling of flexibility around budgets is showing decentralization to an extent. The local units 

express that communication is vivid, as Huy’s (2001a) socializing two way kind, where 

managers explain processes and argue for their views. In line with Abernethy and Brownell 

(1999), communication about budgets will make the receivers understand the importance of it. 

As such, there is a perception of a possibility to make changes and it can be seen as a 

centralizing type of commanding but with the use of socializing. Still, the local units’ 

perception of it is also socializing due to the low feeling of control because of employee 

involvement. 

When the construction of the budget is set, the next step in budget integration practices is 

communication of the budget toward employees. The budget has a perception by the local 

units of having a well-grounded purpose as it is communicated. It correlates with the teaching 

archetype (Huy, 2001a) as the communication is directed one way. This is both vivid in 

meetings held within local units and the monthly updates on the intranet. That there are 

budgets printed as performance maps on the walls connects to the need of entirely 

understanding the reason for the integration, and how it is connected to their operations, as in 

accordance to Schein (1993). It also follows that it should not be confusing but simple enough 

to employ it (Appelbaum et al., 2000a), as local units are not that knowledgeable of budgets. 



31 
 

Instead of numbers the local managers write words and small texts to explain it. Group 

aspects are communicated as in line with Hansen et al. (2003), Huy (2001b) and Schein 

(1993) that writings should hold operational terms in order to be better understood.  

The budget is only seen as a framework in which KPIs are prevailing instead of a 

communicated tool. As such, KPIs in themselves are a type of Huy´s (2001a) teaching 

archetype toward local managers and employees. The KPIs are perceived by all levels to be 

connected to budgets, as the former impacts the latter. KPIs are seen as a help to reach budget 

goals. The middle and local managers likewise have financial KPIs to follow further down the 

hierarchy. This is aligned with Hope and Fraser (2001) and Parmenter (2010) since the budget 

is a foundation of the KPIs and therefore there is a correlation between them. By correlating 

them the control has a top down approach as in Huy’s (2001a) commanding approach for the 

reason that the top managers decide the turnover for budget, which affects the resource 

allocation. By likewise applying KPIs to the middle managers the output control streams 

down to the employees since their performance and KPI levels affect the managers’ KPIs.  

5.3 Key Performance Indicators 

As a mindset the central unit strives for standardization in KPIs. Each type of business field 

has their own KPIs. Yet, within each type of business field standardized KPIs are intended to 

be used without adaption to specific units. Through standardization the KPIs within the fields 

would, in line with Huy (2001a), increase centralized decision making and thus apply the 

commanding approach of change. The visualizations of KPIs can be seen as a tool for top 

management to increase the perceived importance of KPIs. There is a clear type of 

commanding and teaching but only to the extent of correct usage. In some situations the KPIs 

are, to some extent, adjusted to each unit in the perception of the top management. 

According to the central unit, KPIs need to be understandable in order to be implemented for 

integration purposes. To increase the understanding of KPIs the company needs to educate the 

acquired companies, which occurs during the ARQ-meetings. The central unit follows the 

teaching approach in Huy’s (2001a) model by informing employees of the KPIs. The topic of 

these meetings are standardized as they all include the subjects of follow up on KPIs, what is 

needed to achieve them, and employees’ opinions of their work. The communication follows 

Melumad and Reichelstein’s (1987) second communication approach by increasing the 

control to motivate to apply the KPIs. Top managers state that during meetings employees can 

express their opinions, which creates a dialogue as in the socializing approach. Nevertheless, 
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top managers’ desire to standardize work processes decreases local units involvement in the 

decision making process. It creates a centralized control mentioned in Huy’s (2001a) 

commanding aspect of change.  

The local units perceive that there is a clear type of commanding to the extent that they are 

used right. However, the local units perceive the communication in the “ARQ-meetings” in a 

socializing way. This provides an opportunity to have a dialogue, but the lack of influence in 

the decision making process shows signs of the teaching approach.  It provides the possibility 

to achieve what Huy (2001a) describes as preferred communication. There is also a possibility 

to tailor individual conversations to specific needs. Employees and managers can 

communicate directly and personally, rather than in a vague and general corporate manner.  

5.3.1 Level of KPIs  

The decision making process around KPIs circulates around what types of KPIs and what 

levels of goals within the types should be used. The level of KPIs is a result of information 

from the lower levels according to the central unit. After the KPI levels are adapted to the 

market demands and budget, the levels are decided by the central unit. By applying the 

engineering aspect to gain information the decision is still made by top managers and it 

consequently creates a centralized form of control as in alignment with Huy’s (2001a) 

commanding approach. 

In line with the commanding approach (Huy, 2001a) applied by the top managers, the middle 

managers will not adapt to the local units’ request to lower their given levels. They need to 

follow their given KPI levels and can only help their employees by giving suggestions for 

how to reach them. This correlates with Hope and Fraser (2000) since the centralization 

creates systems of coercion rather than coordination, and forces the middle managers to 

become commanders and controllers. They apply the commanding approach. Yet, they create 

a dialogue through “ARQ-meetings” that refers to the socializing aspect of change in Huy’s 

(1991a) framework. One middle manager admitted, “To a certain degree they need to take it 

or leave it”.  From the point of view of Huy’s (2001a) model, the change approach is 

commanding in the decision making process where the engineering aspect is applied for need 

of information from lower levels. However, by creating a dialogue to receive the information 

it is also perceived as Huy’s (2001a) socializing approach.  

While local managers need to connect KPIs to the budget demands of central unit they feel 

that they have considerable input in the KPI levels. That local managers have customized 
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some KPI levels to their local practices shows decentralization tendencies of the decision 

making process. It goes in line with Osterman (2008) who found that managers, such as local 

ones, act as translators. They link an abstract strategic vision toward practical implementation 

terms for the employees. As such, there is a perception of decentralization to a degree, as 

levels are set in a spectrum of what is feasible to every local employee’s and middle 

managers’ requirements. The commanding approach is perceived as decentralization or 

almost a sense of socializing. The socialization is increased in-between local managers and 

local employees. It goes in hand with that of Parmenter (2010) which is emphasizing a staff 

involvement when operating KPIs. Local knowledge is used about both their external 

environment and their employees from “ARQ-meetings” as in accordance to Fortuin’s (1988) 

and Merchant’s (2006) arguments of KPI adaption. It relates to the fact that they know each 

other well, as described by Huy (2001b). One local manager feels that too much would never 

be put on the employees and would in such a case neglect the central units’ budget.  

The conduct of adaption amounts to low perceptions of the commanding approach. In such a 

situation the social world would conquer the system world, as according to Lindkvist and 

Llewellyn (2003). Motivation is perceived to be more important than the rational reporting 

aspect of control. The adaption is even enhancing control by socialization, a two-way 

communication that produces understanding when it is set in collaboration and with a clear 

causality. The actual purpose of control is present and resistance toward integration will 

decline according to Huy (2001b) by creating informal relationships. The users of KPIs feel 

that they can control the levels of KPIs both on group- and individual levels. In line with 

Fortuin (1988), the KPIs need to be understandable when they are implemented. This is 

carried out by socialization, from sources of communication through, for example, “ARQ-

meetings”. There is an expressed perception of commanding from the central unit that, 

however, is perceived by local units as an ability to give input from their work and 

perspective. Actors within every level of the organization have a perception of control of their 

own levels of KPI. 

5.3.2 Type of KPIs 

The second decision making process around KPIs is concerned with what types of KPIs to 

apply. The central unit has a centralized decision making process where they apply KPIs as a 

tool to measure efficiency, follow-up and to manage the units in order to reach the budget. In 

order to measure efficiency they need to standardize KPI types. As these decisions are made 

by the central unit it has a centralized structure mentioned by Mintzberg (1993) and Chenhall 
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(2003). The decision making process in the company relies heavily on the top managers and 

only takes in the middle managers’ opinions into account when complications, such as 

complaints, occur. Thus, top managers gather some information from the lower levels. The 

commanding approach is further emphasized by not including others in the final decision. 

This is also in alignment with the engineering approach in Huy’s (2001a) model by attaining 

information to find best practice as mentioned in this case.  

From a middle managers perspective there are expressions of that knowledge is necessary in 

order to construct KPIs. They are said to be established in collaboration with local managers 

and employees by gathering information. This is in agreement with Fortuin (1988), who 

believes it is important that the higher levels of the hierarchy need collaboration when 

designing the KPIs. It is conducted by gathering information from the local level mentioned in 

the engineering aspect of change. In line with Melumad and Reichelstein (1987) it creates a 

centralized form of control. It follows by the vision of “One Company” that when the 

information gathering process is done the new KPIs are spread throughout all units. This is 

without considering every unit in the information gathering process. The top managers 

therefore decide what to measure as there is a centralized aspect in the decision making 

process of which KPIs should be applied in all units depending on their business field. In this 

perspective they apply a top down approach of KPIs, which is the common approach 

according to Frolick and Ariyachandra (2006). Yet, influences from the bottom are considered 

to some extent. 

There are expressions from the local units of an ability to influence levels of KPIs. The types 

of KPIs are nevertheless still out of reach for most local managers and this show commanding 

tendencies throughout the hierarchy. Top managers are the decision makers from advice to 

execution. Many KPIs are argued to be commanded without the advantage of local 

customization in the words of Hammond et al. (1999). In line with Fortuin (1988), the 

company standardizes in order to compare units in different geographical areas, which does 

not yield fair results according to some middle managers. For instance, the amount of 

customer meetings for different countries should differ since they are executed in the frame of 

different conducts. Some KPIs has an acquired understanding by the local units of why it is 

used. Still, local managers and employees do not know exactly who and how is further in 

involved in the selection of control methods. When the interviewed local managers’ answered 

questions of how KPI types are chosen they instead often referred to the levels of KPIs they 
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already use. How the KPIs are chosen is not within their limits, as little is known of it 

explicitly. To acquire a common view around some KPIs of, for example, “Customer 

meetings” there is commanding without having a dialogue as mentioned in the socializing 

approach. Instead, only one way communication is used as a tool for spreading the purpose of 

KPI types in order to integrate the units. For KPI types to be understood there is a need of 

communication through dialogue, as in line with Schein (1993). By applying one way 

communication the understanding consequently differs between local units. In comparison, 

the aspect of KPI levels has common understanding between the units to a greater extent 

because of the socializing approach and its elaborative two way communication.  

The KPIs of “Customer meetings”, as an example, is perceived as negative by local units. The 

perception is in line with the centralization mentioned in the commanding approach by Huy 

(2001a). In alignment with Schein (1993) the different levels within the organization have 

different perceptions of the same topics. The local units argue that great results can be 

achieved without reaching expected performance in that KPI. They express that they do not 

want to, or do work, in the way that the central unit prescribe with the given control. The 

commanding approach is seemingly used without socializing since the value of it is not 

recognized. No or little socializing decreases the employees’ motivation and understanding of 

why the KPI is needed. The perception of the management control integration is negative as a 

result. It has to be done no matter what. It is perceived as the commanding archetype without 

any adaption. It is explained but there is not a consensus. In line with Lindkvist and Llewellyn 

(2003) mentioned in the engineering approach, there is no necessity for achieving consensus 

by communicative means with regard to what type of KPI. 

While the commanding approach is perceived to be vivid, the practice exercised in the local 

units is decentralized. The local managers perceive themselves to hold knowledge more 

applicable to their own units than the central units could prescribe. The local managers instead 

emphasize other values to use as control and in “ARQ-meetings,” as for example, the 

employee doing diverse “spider tasks”. In contradiction to Frolick and Ariyachandra (2006), 

as well as Parmenter (2010), by creating a KPI fit for the “spider task” through a bottom-up 

approach, the information the top managers will receive from this employees will be hard to 

interpret for the central unit. This is since it is not a standardized KPI; thus it decreases the 

transparency. However, by creating a bottom-up approach KPI, it follows Huy’s (2001b) and 

Schein’s (1993) beliefs of connecting the KPI to their operations. 
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Common problems that arise for top managers are that the goals change the further down they 

reach in the hierarchy. In line with Schein (1993) the top managers, despite their amount of 

power, experience difficulties in spreading their ideas because of misperception further downs 

the hierarchy. Local managers see to it that employees are regularly measured with an 

emphasis on a narrow set of KPIs and occasionally, even completely other factors.  

“In ARQ-meetings we talk about what customers they have met, not how 

many. We do this although we don’t have it in the system. We do these 

evaluations even though we do not have it supported by the system.” 

As such, it is done in a socializing and adapted way to provide understanding of the control. 

In relation to Daft et al. (1987) face-to-face communication channels are proven to be helpful 

in situations where the data do not give enough information, when the beliefs are opposing 

each other, are unclear, or when parties need to resolve issues. Per se, KPIs that are not 

supported by the system and top management is still applied in practice. There are translations 

of the central intended control to something different in the environment of the local units. 

Yet, the intended design is altered in a fashion that does not misalign itself with the local 

system. Local practices override the central control types where there is a need for adaption to 

support unique operations as in line with Cruz et al. (2011). The local units are able to shield 

themselves from what the central units believe is a superior system. The system world is 

obeyed only to a degree in which life world characteristics persist on a local level.  
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6 Conclusion  

The preceding theories show an increased account of mergers taking place while the risk of 

creating different perceptions is higher during merger integration. We have studied if and how 

the intended management control and the perceived control differ in a specific merger 

situation. Differences between intended and perceived control may indicate discrepancies 

between set procedures and actual practices of employees. By using a conceptual framework 

of change archetypes the findings show that the intended accounting system and the perceived 

control differ in the integration of budget, levels and types of KPIs. Central control differs, in 

a plethora of aspects, from the local in that the actual practices do not correspond to top 

management’s integration aim. The differences are shown to be increasingly understood by 

analyzing the techniques explained in Huy´s four archetypes. The results show that it is 

plausible to determine how a particular archetype of commanding, teaching, socializing and 

engineering is taken into practice. 

The study shows that top management intends to bring about post-merger integration by using 

commanding and teaching toward the lower levels. It provides a sense of shared meaning 

between and within the units, as being “One Company”. The budgets and KPIs are used, 

communicated and constantly fed back toward the top of the hierarchy. Top managers can use 

it as a tool to measure the performance, to integrate activities, and to distribute resources. 

However, the commanding and teaching approach of top managers fails in itself to contribute 

as a more specific tool to control behavior in the units. Budget and KPIs cannot directly be 

applied for the purpose of motivating managers and other employees in local units. 

Decentralization is needed to set appropriate levels which are achieved by socializing, within 

the frames of teaching and commanding from top management.  

Between the intended control from the central unit toward the local units there is a layer of 

middle managers as messengers. They use socializing as a link between the intended control 

and the local units. Because of the middle managers’ social relationships they know how to 

communicate in their local units’ language and create an understanding of the top managers’ 

integration actions. In order to create an efficient organization they create a common language 

and meanings. They are the ones who take the employees emotions into consideration during 

integration. The central unit’s vision is implemented to practical actions by two way 

communication. 
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The findings display that the middle managers are a reason why intended and perceived 

control differ. The middle managers are the messengers and interpreters that change the style 

of control. As such, the middle managers also captivate messages back up in the hierarchy. 

The top managers decide budgets, what to measure and levels in the KPIs, and take the lower 

levels’ references into consideration to a degree trough the messengers. The middle managers 

collaborate with the employees by listening to their opinions, which creates a dialogue that 

could be viewed as a socializing approach. However, the middle managers do not lower their 

given levels of budgets and consequently the KPI levels that match the budget. They need to 

conform to the given directives from the top managers. It makes nonnegotiable allocations 

that forces middle managers to be commanders and controllers to a degree. The situation in 

the study findings create a case of what we hereby name “false socializing”, as commanding 

in disguise. It again shows that the archetypes are only frames of theoretical clear types of 

change. Middle managers use the techniques of socializing in the framework of commanding 

to find the balance between demands from above and the needs and opinions from below. The 

concept of “false socializing” thus becomes an elaboration of Huy´s (2001a) framework as it 

shows a complex involvement of the four basic archetypes. In the “false socializing” concept 

the dialogue does not involve local units in the decision process but could produce that 

perception. Their communication gives an illusion of including someone in the decision 

making process by asking for information. Being heard creates a perceived socializing 

approach when in reality the commanding approach is applied.  

As the commanding style of change in structure acts as a method to enhance the feeling of 

urgency to change past practices, local units perceive it as imposing. The study results show 

that the local units surpass this dilemma by decoupling the commanding and teaching from 

top management. When the control messages reach local levels, it transforms to a focus on the 

life world by focusing on human aspect of integration. The local managers play a substantial 

role in the accomplishment of controlling safeguards of KPI levels and budget by changing 

the communication to other types of KPIs. They thereby withhold from the emphasis of the 

budget and its connection to KPI levels. Local units shield themselves from commanding 

through the ability of socializing to create a shared and well-grounded meaning for day-to-day 

practices. It surpasses the fact that local units are commanded to use standardized KPIs. 

Adaption is in fact carried out by introducing new KPIs, as in the case of the spider, for 

example. Thus, the findings demonstrate that KPI types, as opposite to KPI levels and budget, 

do not follow the concept of “false socializing” because of the high decentralization of 
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decision making. The local units surpass the commanding approach to create actual 

socializing instead of “false socializing”. 

The results of this study vivifies that adaptions can be made to fit the local practices without 

losing the intended focus from top management accounting systems. Local managers solve it 

by officially setting types of KPIs that are enforced by commanding but adapt it to the 

employees through socializing.  Instead of being perceived as a standardized tool of KPIs they 

are translated to adaption in order to create value. Both the perceived and realized control 

differs from the central intended management accounting system. Nevertheless, the process of 

socializing is an elongation of commanding as it provides the same result: consensus and 

steering of behavior. What would have created discrepancies between the set strategy and the 

actual practice of employees is complemented by socializing. The adapted KPIs steer the 

behavior in order to reach the KPI levels and thus adapt to the budget outcome decided by the 

top managers. Local units create the actual practice and it amounts to value creation by 

socializing and adaption of KPI types. The life world is relied on to the vast extent that the 

KPIs from the system world yield in meetings. The study shows that commanding and 

teaching archetypes are replaced by socializing in a sequential manner when moving from a 

central unit toward local units. It provides the same results but through an integration type 

fitting the unique surrounding.  
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7 Discussion  

As presented in the analysis, there are differences in the perceptions of the control through 

budgets and KPIs in relation to Huy’s (2001a) model of change. A discussion on the topic of 

why this appears follows. We will further develop our thoughts on: “false socializing”; the 

correlation between budgets and KPIs with the decision making structure of the company; as 

well as the balance between motivation and ability measure performance. 

Middle managers may create difficulties to form a common perspective between the central 

and local units. The results show that dialogue is mostly carried out toward the closest 

colleagues in the hierarchy. In order to create a common understanding the different levels 

need to have dialogue. The central unit has dialogues with the middle managers during 

meetings, and the middle managers thereafter have dialogues with local managers and 

employees. These are actions made to spread and gain information. There are mostly one-way 

communication types from the central unit directed to the local units by the medium 

messages, documents and the intranet. It could increase the difficulties to form a common 

perspective between the central and local units. Because of the lack of dialogue between the 

central unit and local units, the units can create what Schein (1993) refers to as “false 

consensus”. It occurs when the units are believed to have the same perception while, in 

practice, they are different. “False consensus” may add to the complexity of “false 

socializing” to further create perception discrepancies.  

The ”false socializing” concept may indicate that a company is not fully integrated. It can be a 

result of local practices differing from central. If integration were further expanded, all 

practices should be aligned. Without being fully integrated, the decentralized adapted types of 

KPIs can support the central unit by reaching their goals. They may do so without following 

the integration that top management tries to impose. It may be seen as a tradeoff between 

using local knowledge and a central ability to integrate and benchmark units. “False 

socializing” can be seen as a balancing approach between the two outliers of local knowledge 

and an ability to benchmark. Both sides’ benefits can find common ground within the concept 

of “false socializing” without the bearing of substantial side effects. 

The tradeoff paradox may also produce a power struggle between a central unit and local units 

since every level may want to restrain decision making power within their hierarchical level. 

The local units desire to have an adapted budget and KPIs could stand in contrast to the 

central unit integration goals. They have the desire to standardize KPIs and budgets for all 
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units in the same business field. In a positive manner, the concept of “false socializing” may 

solve the paradox between centralization and decentralization. It could be used to create a 

perception of decentralization with its benefits, without changing the system or benefits from 

centralization.  The local units prefer to adapt the control to their level in order to create a fair 

picture of their results. Yet, simultaneously, the central unit wants to standardize the control to 

be able to compare the units with each other. With “false socializing” both the central and 

local units could get what they desire since the local units perceive control as adapted, 

whereas the central unit has centralized them in their preference. 

As stated in the theory section, there are discussions of whether budgets and KPIs themselves 

are a tool that advocates centralized or decentralized power structure (Frolick & 

Ariyachandra, 2006; Ostergren and Stensaker, 2011; Parmenter, 2010). Another approach is 

to reflect if the tool itself does not advocate any power structure, but applying it, according to 

a change approach, does. For instance, the KPIs can be applied in the socializing aspect by 

customizing them. In order to customize KPIs the central unit needs to have a dialogue with 

the local units to be able to choose effective ones. It could also be applied with the 

commanding approach, by centralizing the decision making process, and then imposing the 

selected KPIs on local units. Consequently, the results show an inclination toward the 

application of the tool possibly being based on the structure of the company, rather than the 

opposite cause and effect direction. 

By applying a certain structure a company may experience some shortcomings. The 

decentralized form of control can adapt KPIs to correspond better with local units. For KPIs 

to be adapted, they need to be developed with the employees through the socializing 

approach. By adapting the KPIs to employees they may be more motivated to work with them 

and the central unit can implement a tighter control of behavior. Behavioral control can only 

be effectively implemented when the central unit has knowledge about the employees’ work 

(Ouchi & Maguire, 1975), which will be gained during collaboration while creating the KPIs. 

The units’ own customized types of KPIs can be seen as a means of decentralization and 

socialization between local managers and their employees. If KPIs instead were commanded 

as central standardization, without ability of adaption, employees could not do these vital 

locally demanded tasks, or at least not be motivated for it. The same notion is applicable for 

altering individual KPIs to a group level. While strong executive sponsorship is essential for 

the life of KPIs (Griffin, cited in Frolick & Ariyachandra, 2006), adaption to and through 

local knowledge is vital. It is a matter of not just a long life but a meaningful and understood 
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life of management control. However, by creating a decentralized structure the central unit 

cannot create a standardized system. Thus, numbers of all KPIs can be hard to interpret by top 

management since adaption creates deviations. The control loses its ability to be addressed 

with the engineering approach all together since socializing creates adapted controls. There 

are more engineering used in the local units but this type of engineering may be too specific to 

be able to be of value to the central unit. The discussion displays a connection to Simons 

(1990, 1991) in the sense of company control. A control systems purpose is to carry out 

diagnostics or act as interactive control. It is a trade-off between motivating employees and 

gaining information for benchmarking purposes.  

As seen in the results, there is a solution of adapting KPI types in order to reach budgets and 

KPI levels. This may also be a sign that decentralization is needed and that top managers are 

in fact imposing management control to an excessive degree. External actors, such as owners, 

might in an ever increasing pace impose higher revenue targets. It follows that local units 

must report budgets and KPI levels to comply. If the same high targets were used toward 

employees in meetings and discussions with the purpose of motivation, it could produce the 

opposite effect. The employees would most likely see them as unattainable and may be struck 

by the reverse motivational effect. This may possibly be the reason why local managers 

choose to emphasize other KPIs in the communication. In a sense this might create a 

perception among the employees that they are not as controlled as they in fact are according 

to budget requirements. Employees in the local units can have the impression of being able to 

impact the budget and KPI levels. It may present ability for employees to attain a state of 

empowerment. They are being controlled without their knowledge, as in connection to the 

concept of “false socializing”. This is a concept furthermore related to a well approved 

leadership technique described by Hill (2003), by means of controlling the employees without 

their perception of being controlled. 

To have a management control system that has discrepancies between the intended control 

and its practice may be very harmful. Recent years have shown that reliable accounting 

practice is vital. What can be called a worldwide catastrophe through individual company 

disasters, in plentiful numbers, has come into existence. However, the case of KPI types and 

“false socializing” is not harmful in the case examined since the local units create practices 

that support top management. If instead local units brought about contradicting or harmful 

practices of any sort, the outcome could be different. Top management not being able to see 
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such practice may present dangers because of the risk of bad practices appearing. “False 

socializing” might, in another case, lead to unreliable accounting practices. 

8 Managerial Implications 

The study demonstrates that change types matter in different actors’ perceptions and uses of 

control. The study deepens the understandings of how managerial levels and employees 

perceive change, and how it can be carried out. The value stems from findings for managers 

to use in setting up new management controlling functions in new merger entities. In addition, 

before merger decisions are taken, the results of this study can aid in the assessment of 

feasibility and success likelihood in management control integration within companies and 

units. Managers need to find a balance between demands from above and the needs and 

opinions from below. 

The study can increase the understanding of which change type is desirable in integration 

cases. To which extent managers have the ability to carry out integration in relation to the 

unique leadership skills can be evaluated. Each archetype has it specific needs. In addition to 

commanding, teaching, socializing and engineering, also the concept of “false socializing” 

can be taken into consideration. 

According to Huy (2001a) the four different approaches can be applied simultaneously. A 

company could centralize and apply the commanding approach if the purpose is to standardize 

numbers to analyze, measure and benchmark units and business fields. However, if a 

company wants to apply behavior control and create KPIs that corresponds better with the 

employees’ work, a decentralized structure of the socializing approach is preferred instead.  

Commanding and engineering can be applied simultaneously if a company decides to 

benchmark best practices and standardize, and thus have the decision made by the top 

managers. Teaching and commanding complement each other since the decisions need to be 

communicated to lower levels of the hierarchy in order to implement them. The commanding 

and socializing approaches are each other’s counterpart in terms of the decision making 

process, since commanding declares centralization, and socializing emphasizes 

decentralization. However, in order to extract knowledge from employees to construct best 

practices there is a need for two-way communication. Thus, there is a need to apply 

socializing in the aspect of integration. Schein (1993) argues that dialogue is required for a 

deep understanding. The value of a budget and KPIs has to be spread through the socializing 

approach.  
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As a consequence, there is a need for management controlling to take a wider discourse than 

simply considering the technical and practical parts. Structural changes of decision making 

power need to be reinforced through teaching and socializing techniques. With this in mind, 

applying the commanding approach regarding the decision making process while explaining 

by creating a dialogue will create better common understandings. How communication is 

made can change how control is perceived and thus separate it from how it is actually applied, 

and accordingly create “false socializing”.  

The study shows that “false socializing” can be beneficial for merger integration 

considerations. We emphasize how important it is to increase the understanding and 

awareness of management control in lower levels. The concept depicts how integration is 

carried out in practice and how the control initiatives are perceived. Hence, there can be a 

creation of “false socializing” in positive terms. Integration by using socializing can 

implement the commanding approach without being perceived as such. 

9 Result Limitations and Further Research 

Perceptions are a complex phenomenon since several factors affect it, as for instance, one’s 

emotions and thoughts. The conclusion includes a new concept of “false socializing” where 

middle managers, as messengers, are described as the reason for perception differences 

between diverse levels. It may also be explained by contingency theories. Further research 

should identify other explanations and apply contingency theories in order to gain an 

understanding of how the perception can differ. Result differences may be found if the basis 

of empirics is from companies of, for example, other sizes, industries, structures and national 

cultures. Moreover, there is a possibility to find other results if alterations in the methodology 

are made to the time perspective, the case company’s amount of mergers, its frequency and 

type. The interviews were conducted during a relative short time frame whereas a longitudinal 

study during a longer time period may yield different results in integration and perceptions 

along a given time line. The perceptions may also be influenced by the reactions to the 

merger, or the corporate culture before the integration, in addition to the control through 

budgets and KPIs. 

In order to focus on gaining a deep understanding we studied budgets and KPIs in relation to 

Huy’s (2001a) model of change. Yet, Malmi and Brown (2008) set forth an argument of 

control systems as a package, with positive outcomes to be gained from studying an 

organization’s control in a holistic manner. Further research can be directed toward other 
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focused control types as well as to depict a holistic view, based on the findings put forth in the 

present study. Taken all together, the study’s findings suggest that it is valuable to look at 

merger integration decisions through multiple theoretical lenses. In order to increase the 

understanding of management control practices it is beneficial carry out such future studies 

with different actors’ perspectives.  
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Appendixes 

 

1. Summary of Interviews Conducted 

Interviewees  Location Type Duration Date 

Group CFO Stockholm Face-to-

face 

65 min 2013-2-28 

Country CFO Finland Helsinki Phone 50 min 2013-3-12 

Group Chief of Translations Malmö Phone 50 min 2013-3-13 

Group Chief of Interpretation Stockholm Face-to-

face 

60 min 2013-3-14 

Unit Manager Translations Stockholm Face-to-

face 

70 min 2013-3-19 

Project Manager Translations Stockholm Phone 35 min 2013-3-21 

Unit Manager Translations, Sales Process 

Manager and Unit Manager Education 

Stockholm Face-to-

face 

60 min 2013-3-22 

Country Manager Finland and Unit 

Manager Translations 

Helsinki Phone 55 min 2013-3-22 

Unit Manager Interpretation Uppsala Face-to-

face 

70 min 2013-3-26 

Operational Employee Interpretation Uppsala Face-to-

face 

30 min 2013-3-26 

Operational Employee Interpretation Uppsala Face-to-

face 

30 min 2013-3-26 

Unit Manager Interpretation Uppsala Face-to-

face 

60 min 2013-4-17 

 

 


