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Abstract 

This study investigates an acquisition scenario where a property company acquired five Swedish 

shopping centers from a competitor. The aim was to investigate how certain organizational changes 

- organizational structure, company strategy and interaction routines - that followed after the 

acquisition had an impact on knowledge transfer on an intra- and inter-organizational level. This 

study investigated three out of the five acquired shopping centers. The analysis showed that 

changes of key positions after the acquisition led to uncertainties about roles and responsibilities 

and thus negatively impacted knowledge transfer. Furthermore, in two of the three shopping 

centers, the geographical distance between the property company and the shopping centers caused 

problems in organising face-to-face meetings which also inhibited knowledge transfer. However, 

the results also showed that there may be positive impacts of an acquisition on knowledge transfer, 

such as a lower level of control by the property company. In conclusion, it can be stated that the 

organizational changes following the acquisition impacted knowledge transfer to different degrees 

in the three investigated shopping centers.  
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1 Introduction 

Acquisitions can be an opportunity for organizations to acquire market share and to strengthen a 

market position (Anderson et al. 2012; Lane and Lubatkin 1998). An acquisition can enable the 

acquirer to gain ownership over knowledge-based resources in the acquired firm or parts of the 

firm (Inkpen 2000; Ranft and Lord 2002). Researchers regard knowledge as an important 

organizational resource that can be beneficial to achieve a competitive advantage on the market 

(Kogut and Zander 1992). After acquisitions, however, a major challenge is to successfully transfer 

the acquired knowledge within the firm (Van Wijk et al. 2008). This has been acknowledged in 

literature and several researchers have pointed out that successful knowledge transfer often falls 

short of the acquirer’s expectations (Håkansson and Snehota 1995; Schoenberg 2001). Thus, in 

order to successfully perform an acquisition, organizations need to utilize their existing knowledge 

and make use of newly acquired knowledge (Bresman et al. 1999; Leistner 2010; Westphal and 

Shaw 2005).  

This thesis carries out a single case study on an acquisition scenario from 2014, where a 

property company acquired five shopping centers from a competitor. Thus, the acquisition scenario 

did not involve the acquisition of a whole company. In fact, the acquirer - which later in this study 

will be referred to as the property company - acquired the shopping centers as subsidiaries. This 

case study involves the investigation of three out of the five shopping centers involved in the 

acquisition.   

1.1 Research Problem and Research Question 

Previous research has investigated the organizational and strategic fit of acquirer and target 

company (Chatterjee 1992; Datta 1991). However, Anderson et al. (2001) acknowledged that 

previous research mainly focused on the two merging companies and neglected to investigate the 

interdependence of a firm and its environment. The study of Anderson et al. (2001) showed that an 

acquisition also causes connected changes and impacts the business relationships with suppliers 

and customers. This phenomenon was also addressed by other researchers who investigated several 

business relationships on an inter-organizational level which includes the business relationships to 

suppliers, customers, competitors and other actors (Anderson et al. 2001; Öberg et al. 2007). In 

particular research on acquisitions in the shopping center industry, Simon et al. (2009) investigated 

the stores’ reactions and attitudes towards changes in shopping centers after an acquisition. Simon 
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et al.’s (2009) research focused on investigating how the acquisition was planned and executed and 

how future acquisitions could be conducted more efficiently. However, Simon et al. (2009) did not 

investigate how the event of an acquisition impacted knowledge transfer in a post- acquisition 

phase. Further, Teller and Alexander (2014) highlight that store managers hold valuable 

information about customers. For that reason, Teller and Alexander (2014) highlights the 

importance of knowledge transfer, both from intra- and inter-organizational sources in order to 

gather knowledge about customers and the shopping center (Netemeyer et al. 2010; Teller and 

Alexander 2014). However, Teller and Alexander’s (2014) study did not investigate how 

knowledge transfer takes places between property company and stores. Therefore, the researchers 

suggested to carry out qualitative studies to get a deeper understanding of knowledge transfer 

within the property company and on an inter-organizational level between property company and 

the stores (Teller and Alexander 2014). Further, Westphal and Shaw (2005) presented a framework 

of factors that impact knowledge transfer in a post-acquisition phase. However, Westphal and Shaw 

(2005) acknowledge that a limitation of their research is that a variety of different factors are 

presented in a simplified way and thus some linkages and relationships between certain factors may 

be missing. Westphal and Shaw (2005) further argue that their research on post-acquisition 

knowledge transfer is mainly build on different bodies of literature and not sufficiently tested in 

different settings. Thus, Westphal and Shaw (2005) recommend to further investigate factors that 

impact knowledge transfer in a post-acquisition phase in different settings in order to test if any 

generalizability of the presented factors exists.  

To address the presented research gaps, this thesis aims to investigate knowledge transfer 

within the property company that acquired the shopping centers and knowledge transfer between 

property company and stores. To the authors knowledge, no research has been carried out yet that 

investigated how an acquisition impacted knowledge transfer in the specific business environment 

of a shopping center. Thus, this research aims to investigate how intra-organizational changes in 

the property company influence knowledge transfer and to determine the impacts on the business 

relationships with stores in the shopping center. The research has the goal to contribute to Teller 

and Alexander´s (2014) study by investigating knowledge transfer between property company and 

stores in a shopping center. Furthermore, the authors aim to contribute to Westphal and Shaw´s 

(2005) research by testing selected factors that impact knowledge transfer in a specific setting. That 

leads us to the Research Question: 

“How did an acquisition impact knowledge transfer on an intra- and inter-organizational level?” 
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2 Theory 

In this second chapter the theoretical concepts that build the basis of the analysis are introduced. 

The chapter then closes with an analytical framework (section 2.4) which illustrates the theoretical 

premises in a model. 

2.1 Organizational Knowledge Transfer 

Kay (1993 p.73) points out that “[organizational knowledge] is distinctive to the firm, it is more 

than the sum of expertise of those who work in the firm, and is not available to other firms”. 

Literature regards knowledge as an important organizational resource that can contribute to gaining 

a competitive advantage (Kogut and Zander 1992; Van Wijk et al. 2008). Knowledge can be 

generated internally within the company, but also from external resources through mergers and 

acquisitions or other collaborative agreements (Inkpen 2000; Liu and Comer 2007). An acquisition 

enables the acquiring company to gain ownership over knowledge-based resources in the acquired 

firm or parts of the firm (Ranft and Lord 2002). However, a challenge for acquiring knowledge is 

the effective transfer of knowledge (Van Wijk et al. 2008). According to van Wijk et al. (2008, 

p.832) “Organizational knowledge transfer refers to the process through which organizational 

actors – teams, units, or organizations – exchange, receive and are influenced by the experience 

and knowledge of others.”  

Several researchers found that successful knowledge transfer often falls short of the 

acquirer’s expectations (Håkansson and Snehota 1995; Schoenberg 2001). Literature 

acknowledged that one of the reasons is that knowledge-based resources contain a high level of 

complexity. Organizational routines, knowledge inherited in individuals and teams and other 

factors influence knowledge transfer in organisations (Brown and Duguid 1991; Kogut and Zander 

1992). Researchers who studied acquisitions point out that tacit knowledge creates causal 

ambiguity and for that reason is difficult to transfer and can be a barrier to successful knowledge 

transfer (Bresman et al. 1999; Håkansson and Snehota 1995; Haspeslagh and Jemison 1991; 

Szulanski 1996).  Inkpen and Tsang (2005) argue that transferring knowledge across different firms 

is more challenging than transferring knowledge between units within the same organization. 

Literature acknowledges that acquisitions can cause a multitude of changes in organizations that 

may affect knowledge transfer in the merging companies (Datta 1991; Öberg et al. 2007; Westphal 

and Shaw 2005).  
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2.2 Organizational Factors that Impact Knowledge Transfer 

In this section, three factors - organizational structure, company strategy and interaction routines - 

that may change and effect knowledge transfer on an intra-organizational level after an acquisition 

are presented. These three factors have been discussed as influential factors that impact knowledge 

transfer, by a large body of literature. These intra-organizational factors refer to changes that occur 

in a post-acquisition phase after the two involved companies have merged together. 

2.2.1 Organizational Structure 

 

Literature that addresses organizational differences between companies often refers to the term 

organizational fit, which describes the extent of how well organizations involved in an acquisition 

fit together (Datta 1991). Researchers state that the more similarity in knowledge possession, 

experience, common norms and values exists between companies, the more beneficial it is for the 

development of relationships (Ford 1980). Researchers argue that a lack of organizational fit 

between acquirer and acquiree reduces the abilities to understand, assimilate and make use of 

existing and new knowledge (Bjorkman et al. 2007; Bröchner et al. 2004; Schoenberg 2001). An 

organization's ability to learn from another firm depends on the similarity between their 

organizational structures (Lane and Lubatkin 1998). An organizational instability in early stages of 

the post-acquisition integration process can lead to a productivity decline (Ranft and Lord 2002). 

As a result, employees often feel uncertainty about their future roles, which can have an impact on 

their commitment to work and the motivation to collaborate with the firm of the acquirer. Thus, 

the uncertainty can have a negative impact on the capabilities to transfer and absorb knowledge in 

a post-acquisition phase. (Ranft and Lord 2001) Further, previous research argues that a change in 

the organizational structure, for instance in a key position in the organization, may affect the 

relationships inside and outside of the firm. Thus, structural configurations and changes in roles or 

positions may influence knowledge transfer in those relationships. (Adler 2002; Inkpen and Tsang 

2005) Another aspect that affects knowledge transfer in a post- acquisition phase is the hierarchical 

structure in the newly formed firm. This can be become evident in the level of control, which can 

be either formal or informal, but also in decision-making processes and the level of structure in 

interaction. Depending on the degree and realization these factors can either positively or 

negatively impact knowledge transfer (Covin and Slevin 1988; Datta 1991; Khandwalla 1977). 

While some companies let their subordinates participate in decision-making processes, others have 

a vertical hierarchy which limits the participation. (Vroom and Yetton 1973) Organizations with a 
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vertical hierarchical structure tend to have employees that are acting as a strong-tie bridge between 

two actors and are therefore able to control the flow of information and knowledge (Kogut 2000). 

Several organizations maintain a vertical hierarchical structure in order to have more structured 

and defined processes and procedures. Structured procedures often require more time to transfer 

and exchange knowledge through different levels of management. Thus, literature states that strong 

bureaucratic structures slow down processes and constrain the information flow (Bharadwaj et al. 

2015; Nonaka 1994; Goh 2002). On the other hand, research shows that a horizontal hierarchy can 

positively contribute to knowledge transfer within organizations since there are fewer barriers that 

block the flow of information and knowledge (Goh 2002; Nonaka 1994). Further, in a horizontal 

hierarchy, less structured procedures enable faster and more effective knowledge transfer (Nonaka 

1994). Intra-organizational relationships thus contribute to an ongoing knowledge-transfer process 

between different functional units and play a significant role in an organization’s knowledge 

acquisition process (Boone and Ganeshan 2008).  

2.2.2 Company Strategy 

 

In a post-acquisition phase, strategic differences between the merging firms can affect the 

willingness to share knowledge (Darr and Kurtzberg 2000). Research acknowledged that a positive 

relationship between similarity and attraction exists. This implies that the more similar the strategy 

of acquirer and acquiree is, the more willing the companies are to share knowledge and information 

when they merge together (Byrne et al. 1966). Thus, a similar business strategy has been 

determined as a strong factor that encourages knowledge transfer within the newly formed 

company since employees are more likely to contribute with knowledge if they have experienced 

a similar strategy before (Darr and Kurtzberg 2000; Lane and Lubatkin 1998). According to Elsass 

and Veiga (1994) the extent of the strategic differences between the merging companies can 

influence the quality of integration between the two companies. Strategic differences can be 

facilitated in power, status and resources and may create boundaries between the two companies 

(Darr and Kurtzberg 2000; Elsass and Veiga 1994; Salk 1994). Organizations involved in an 

acquisition need to address and adapt to strategic differences in order to avoid conflict, resistance, 

discrimination and group biases which can inhibit post-acquisition integration (Elsass and Veiga 

1994).  

A business strategy, or parts of the strategy, can be articulated and communicated as an 

organizational vision to engage and give employees a sense of involvement and contribution with 

organization’s vision (O’Dell and Grayson 1998). Information sharing norms can be part of the 
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business strategy and can provide employees with a system of corporate values in terms of 

knowledge management. This includes that an understanding exists, what types of knowledge are 

desired and which knowledge-related activities are encouraged by the management. (Levinthal 

1998) Clear information sharing norms can encourage the relationships between different business 

units and functions within an organization, which can be beneficial for knowledge transfer (Fisher 

et al. 1997). Research has shown that a variety of positive outcomes are linked to that, including 

increased interactions and integration between functions in an organization (Fisher et al. 1997; 

O’Dell and Grayson 1998). Further, information-sharing norms can contribute to a deeper 

understanding of the market and an increased ability to adapt to changing market demands (Liu 

and Comer 2007; O’Dell and Grayson 1998). It can be stated that company strategy, vision and 

information-sharing norms should be articulated clearly to allow identification and understanding 

among employees (Fisher et al. 1997; Liu and Comer 2007; O’Dell and Grayson 1998). 

2.2.3 Interaction Routines 

According to Leistner (2010), the three main forms of direct interaction in organizations are e-mail, 

telephone or in face-to-face interaction. More indirect forms of interaction are, among others, the 

exchange of information through reports or databases. In order to allow the exchange and transfer 

of knowledge, a mind-set is needed that encourages interaction and collaboration between different 

functions and individuals (Ismail Al-Alawi et al. 2007). Other researchers argue that interaction 

with different departments within the company enhances the opportunity to for tacit-knowledge 

transfer (Boone and Ganeshan 2008). Information can be exchanged in a formal or informal way. 

A formal way of information exchange is for instance written reports, while phone or e-mail 

conversations are usually more informal (Ismail Al-Alawi et al. 2007). Literature distinguishes 

between explicit and tacit knowledge. While explicit knowledge can often be transferred easily 

through documents or in databases, tacit knowledge is highly subjective and rooted in the 

individual’s experience, beliefs and perceptions (Daft and Huber 1987; Nonaka 1994). Bharadwaj 

et al. (2015) argues that developing close relationships may positively impact the transfer of 

knowledge in companies. This is also confirmed by Uzzi (1997) who argues that information 

exchange is easier in embedded relationships since the motivation to share knowledge is higher 

compared to arm’s length relationship. Researchers argue that face-to-face interactions between 

individuals are crucial to transfer tacit knowledge in organizations (Daft and Huber 1987; Lane and 

Lubatkin 1998).  Further, face-to-face interaction enables to interpret body language or tone, which 

is an advantage over the interaction via e-mail or phone (Leistner 2010).  
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Literature acknowledges that time is a factor that can inhibit effective knowledge transfer. 

Especially in larger corporations there are time constraints when it comes to the exchange of 

knowledge among several actors and on different levels in the hierarchy (Leistner 2010).  Ford 

(1980) argues that it is vital to devote time for interaction, for instance in the form of meetings, to 

establish a close relationship. Time constraints can limit the opportunities for interaction in 

business relationships which can cause barriers to knowledge transfer. (Lim et al. 2015) Ensign 

(2009) argues that knowledge transfer is more likely to take place when actors who communicate 

with each other are proximate, either in the same country or the same city. Thus, the larger the 

geographical distance between business units of the same firm, the more challenging knowledge 

transfer becomes. (Ensign 2009; Ensign et al. 2013) Furthermore, researchers argue that physical 

closeness between organizations may impact the likelihood of interaction and may be beneficial 

for the transfer of tacit knowledge (Boschma and Broekel 2012; Ensign 2009). 

2.3 The Impact on inter-organizational Business Relationships 

 

Section 2.2 presented three factors - organizational structure, company strategy and interaction 

routines - that can impact knowledge transfer in the merging firms. Researchers point out that an 

acquisition may cause changes in the relationships of the merging firms (Anderson et al. 1994; 

Halinen et al. 1999; Havila and Salmi 2000; Jemison and Sitkin 1986). Further, organizational 

changes on an intra-organizational level may also influence the business relationships with other 

firms. Researchers investigated how acquisitions caused connected change in the business 

relationships of the acquirer with inter-organizational actors such as suppliers, customers, 

competitors (Anderson et al. 2001; Öberg et al. 2007). As pointed out by Anderson et al. (2001, p. 

579): “A change in the focal business relationship therefore also may affect other, directly or 

indirectly, connected parties.” For this reason, any changes in intra-organizational relationships in 

the merging companies after an acquisition can also cause connected change in inter-organizational 

business relationships (Anderson et al. 2001). The embeddedness of the business relationship can 

be seen as important for the development of information exchange (Uzzi 1997). According to Uzzi 

(1997) information exchange is higher in embedded business relationships since the motivation to 

share information is higher compared to arm’s length business relationships. According to Burt 

(1992) some key positions in companies can be considered as important, since they control and 

gather information from multiple business relationships. According to Boone and Ganeshan (2008) 

organizations with several inter-organizational business relationships tend to obtain more 

knowledge which can lead to higher productivity, compared to organizations with mainly intra-
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organizational relationships. In the business environment of shopping centers, Simon (2009) 

considers the stores in a shopping center as internal customers. Teller and Alexander (2005) argue 

that close interaction with stores, which are inter-organizational actors, can generate knowledge 

for the property company about the shopping center. Thus, inter-organizational business 

relationships enable increased interaction which yields more opportunities for knowledge transfer 

as pointed out by several researchers (Boone and Ganeshan 2008; Reagans and McEvily 2003).  

2.4 Analytical Framework 

The following analytical framework is based on the presented factors in sections 2.2 and 2.3 that 

impact knowledge transfer in a post-acquisition phase. Changes in the organizational structure, 

company strategy and interaction routines can impact knowledge transfer on an intra-

organizational level in the newly formed company. However, changes on an intra-organizational 

level can also impact the business relationships and knowledge transfer between the newly formed 

company and companies outside the firm. The model is later applied in the discussion to analyse 

in what way the new organizational structure, company strategy and interaction routines after an 

acquisition impacted knowledge transfer on an intra- and inter-organizational level. 

Figure 1: Analytical Framework (Authors own model) 
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3 Methodology 

This chapter presents the research approach: case study design, the construction of the interviews, 

choices of shopping centers and interviewees. Lastly, it presents limitations of the chosen research 

approach.  

3.1 Research Design 

Qualitative data collection techniques are all techniques that create non-numerical data (Saunders 

et al. 2009). As pointed out by Saunders et al. (2009), a qualitative design is appropriate to study a 

phenomenon by making sense of opinions and expressed meanings. In this thesis, a qualitative 

research design is used. The authors considered qualitative research as appropriate in order to 

investigate the specific phenomenon of an acquisition scenario and the impacts on knowledge 

transfer. The research applied an abductive research approach, which implies that the authors 

developed theory and analytical framework simultaneously. Dubois and Gadde (2002) refer to that 

approach as “systematic combining”. Dubois and Gadde (2002, p.554) argue that: “Systematic 

combining is a process where theoretical framework, empirical fieldwork, and case analysis evolve 

simultaneously, and it is particularly useful for development of new theories.” Since knowledge 

transfer in a post-acquisition phase is a complex topic, this research approach was considered as 

the most efficient approach in order to develop theory and combine it with the empirical data 

simultaneously. In the early stages of the investigation, a preliminary theoretical framework was 

developed. The theoretical framework considered different factors that may impact knowledge 

transfer in a post-acquisition phase. The interview questions were then created based on this 

framework. After carrying out the interviews and analysing them, certain factors that impact 

knowledge transfer were identified as the most relevant in our study. Therefore, after carrying out 

the interviews the theoretical concepts and the analytical framework were adjusted based on the 

findings (Yin 2003).   

3.2 Research Strategy - Single Case Study 

Based on the research question of how an acquisition impacted knowledge transfer in the involved 

shopping centers, a single case study approach was chosen as research design. As pointed out in 

literature, a case study enables researchers to investigate a specific topic in-depth. Case studies are 

seen as an appropriate research strategy when studying events, projects or analysing people 

(Thomas 2011). Furthermore, a case study strategy allows the empirical investigation of a 
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particular phenomenon within a specific context and allows to use multiple sources of evidence 

(Saunders et al. 2009). Due to the previously mentioned reasons, a case study strategy was 

considered as appropriate to investigate the event of acquisition.  

3.3 The Case Study Design 

The case study design presents the unit of analysis and gives an overview about the selection of 

interviewees. 

3.3.1 Unit of Analysis 
 

The research subject of the case study are three different shopping centers. Each shopping center 

consists of 50 - 120 individual stores. It was decided that interviews with four stores in each 

investigated center would be carried out. Property managers and shopping center managers are 

both employed by the same company, the property company. Thus, the unit of analysis is the 

property company and the 12 interviewed stores. The investigated relationships between property 

managers and shopping center managers are on an intra-organizational level. Any business 

relationship between property company and stores is taking place on an inter-organizational level.  

Figure 2: Unit of Analysis (Author’s own model) 
 

In total, five shopping centers were involved in the acquisition scenario in 2014. After the 

acquisition all five shopping centers were managed by the property company as individual 

subsidiaries. To allow an in-depth investigation of the shopping centers involved in the acquisition, 

it was decided to only focus on three of five shopping centers. The decision to investigate only 
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three out of the five shopping centers was based on two main reasons. Firstly, shopping center A 

is located closely within a distance of 30 kilometres to the office of the property company. 

Shopping center B was located around 160 kilometres and shopping center C more than 300 

kilometres away from the office of the property company. Researchers pointed out that 

geographical distance can impact knowledge transfer either positively or negatively (Ensign 2009; 

Ensign et al. 2013). Due to that fact it was considered as beneficial for the study to choose three 

shopping centers where the geographical distance to the office of the property company is different. 

Secondly, it was decided to choose three shopping centers that are managed by three different 

property managers. Shopping Center D and E, that were not investigated are managed by the same 

property manager who also manages shopping center C. Therefore, when interviewing property 

manager C, the aim was that she would only inform us about the situation in one of the three 

shopping centers, namely shopping center C. Furthermore, shopping center D was not investigated 

due to the fact that the responsible shopping center manager was on maternity leave, and the 

replacement manager had not experienced the acquisition and early post-acquisition period. Lastly, 

shopping center E was not investigated because its management is shared between the property 

company and another company, which is part-owner of the shopping center. 

3.3.2 Choice of Interviewees 

The investigated shopping centers are owned and managed by the property company. Within this 

company, a manager responsible for one or more particular shopping centers is called property 

manager (PM). The PM has the responsibility for the overall shopping center management and 

development, including decisions about the tenant mix and implementing actions for long-term 

profitability. After the acquisition for each of the three investigated shopping centers, a new 

property manager was appointed. 

Secondly, an important position is the shopping center manager (SCM) who is positioned 

inside the shopping center and employed by the property company. The SCM’s main responsibility 

is the local shopping center management where he acts as the main contact person for the stores in 

the shopping center. The shopping center managers in the investigated three shopping centers 

worked in the same position already before the acquisition and were integrated in the firm of the 

property company. Thus, property managers and shopping center managers are both employees of 

the property company. 
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Thirdly, there are the individual stores, which belong to a larger organization, the retail 

chain. In these stores, store managers hold an important position and their main task is to manage 

the store and communicate with the shopping center manager.  

In the property company the informants (interviewees) were three different property 

managers (PM) and three shopping center managers (SCM). The property managers have his/her 

office in the property company. The store managers were the interviewees who informed about the 

stores. In the property company a total of six interviews were carried out, three interviews with 

property managers and three interviews with shopping center managers. Further, 12 different 

interviews with store managers were carried out, whereby four store managers in each shopping 

center were interviewed. The four investigated stores in each of the three shopping centers had 

been established already before the acquisition and thus were taken over by the property company 

after the acquisition. The SCM’s and the four stores are placed and work in the physical entity of 

the shopping center. The empirical data collection showed that four interviews are sufficient to 

identify different perceptions of the stores in terms of knowledge transfer in the post-acquisition 

phase, and at the same time avoiding that information become too repetitive.  

On request of the interviewees, the study is anonymized and no names are mentioned. Thus, 

abbreviations for the three different types of interviewees are used. The table below shows the 

abbreviations for the property managers, shopping center managers and store managers in all three 

shopping centers. For example, the property manager of shopping center C is referred to as “PM-

C”, an interview with shopping center manager B is referred to as “SCM-B” and an interview with 

a store manager of Store 1 in shopping A is referred to as “Store-A1”.  

 

Figure 3: Overview of Interviewees (Authors own table) 
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3.4 Data Collection  

The used data collection technique is interviews. Literature often distinguishes between different 

types of interviews, depending on the level of formality and structure into 1) structured, 2) semi-

structured and 3) unstructured interviews (Saunders et al. 2009). In this thesis, it was decided to 

carry out semi-structured in-depth interviews. The reason for this choice was that this type of 

interview follows a certain structure and includes a list of categories and questions. Research states 

that in-depth interviews can help to get an understanding of the relationship between different 

variables and to understand what is happening (Saunders et al. 2009). In a case study research, 

semi-structured interviews are the most frequently used type of interview (Gillham 2010). During 

the interviews a case study protocol, as advised by Yin (2006) was used that included the main 

interview questions as well as some follow up-questions. The interview protocol built the 

framework to conduct the interviews and helped to maintain a consistent structure throughout all 

interviews. Follow-up questions were then asked if we perceived that the interviewee could 

elaborate on something or if we could not fully comprehend what had been said. The semi-

structured interviews included 14 main questions and several follow-up questions (see appendices) 

that were asked in the same order in the majority of the interviews. The questions were based on 

the analytical framework presented in section four. The introductory question and the first question 

were used to get some general background information about the interviewee, including the job 

position. Questions 2-8 aimed to gather information that informed about how the new 

organizational structure of the property company impacted knowledge transfer. Question 9 – 

including several sub-questions - gathered data about the impact of the company strategy on 

knowledge transfer. Questions 10-14 informed the authors about the interaction routines in the new 

property. Since representatives of different companies and different management levels were 

interviewed, some questions had to be adapted depending on the interviewee and the organizational 

context as suggested by Saunders et al. (2009). Thus, the questions asked to property managers, 

shopping center managers and store managers differed slightly (see appendices)  

A total of 18 interviews were carried out between March and April 2016. This included 

three interviews with property managers and three with shopping center managers, who are both 

employees of the property company. Furthermore, four stores were interviewed in each shopping 

center. The selection of the interviewed stores managers was done depending on availability of the 

store manager. Saunders et al. (2009) points out that the choice of interviewees can be based on 

their availability. Except for one interview, all interviews were carried out face-to face in the 

location where the managers had their offices. One interview was carried out by phone. The 
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interviews were audio-recorded, except for interviews where managers did not allow audio-

recording. Generally, during the interviews one of us was responsible mainly for conducting the 

interviews and asking the main questions. The other person was responsible for taking notes. 

Follow-up questions, however, were asked during the interview by both interviewers. 

The interviews took between 25 minutes and 55 minutes, depending on how detailed the 

interviewees answered the questions and how many follow-up questions asked by us. After 

carrying out an interview, the audio-recorded interviews were transcribed and the transcriptions 

were used as the basis for the analysis. In the interviews where participants did not allow recording, 

the notes taken during the interviews were used for the analysis.  

3.5 Limitations to the Research Method 

Firstly, researchers argue that a qualitative research design involves large amounts of non-

standardised data (Saunders et al. 2009). A challenge in this thesis was to condense, categorize and 

structure the collected data from the in-depth interviews in order to carry out a well-developed 

analysis, as pointed out by Saunders et al. (2009). A limitation of the study may also be that some 

interviewees did not allow audio-recording of the interviews. Thus, a thorough transcription of 

these interviews was not possible. Instead, in the analysis the authors had to use the notes that had 

been taken during the interviews.  

Secondly, several researchers point out that there are certain limitations to case studies. 

Since case studies are often situation specific and carried out in a particular company or 

environment, it might not be appropriate to generalize the findings (Saunders et al. 2009; Yin 

2003). The authors are aware that the findings in the three investigated shopping centers are 

situation-specific and that there might have been slightly different findings in the other two 

shopping center that were not investigated. However, by carrying out four interviews with stores 

in each investigated shopping center, we believe that we were able to get an understanding as to if 

the statements are congruent in different in shopping centers. Thus, we believe that focusing on 

only three out of the five shopping centers enabled a more in-depth understanding of how the 

acquisition impacted knowledge transfer in the investigated shopping centers.  

Thirdly, in all three shopping centers the interviewed stores were selected on availability. 

However, since the investigated shopping centers involved between 50 and 120 stores, the findings 

might have been slightly different if other stores were interviewed. Furthermore, when the 

shopping center managers talked about stores in the interviews, they usually talked in general about 
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stores, not specific ones. Thus, no direct comparison between statements of a specific interviewed 

stores and the perspective of the shopping center managers was possible.  
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4 Results in the three investigated Shopping Centers 
 

The following chapter presents the main findings of the three investigated shopping centers. On an 

intra-organizational level, the results refer to the interaction between property manager and 

shopping center manager in the different shopping centers. On an inter-organizational the results 

present the business relationship between the property company and the stores. At this point it 

should be stated that the informants who reported on the interaction between property company 

and stores are the shopping center managers and store managers. To be able to present the results 

in an understandable way, the abbreviations shown in table 3, are used to refer clearly to the 

different interviewees.    

4.1 Shopping Center A 

4.1.1 The Interaction within the Property Company between PM-A and 

SCM-A 

The interviews revealed that the acquisition took place in July 2014, however it was not until May 

2015 that PM-A was appointed as responsible property manager (PM) for shopping center A. Thus, 

it can be stated that the position of the property manager, which is considered as a key position in 

the property company, was not staffed in the early post-acquisition period. In this transition period 

one manager in the property company had an overall responsibility for all five shopping centers. 

Due to missing position of PM-A in the first months, SCM-A pointed out: “I have done a lot of 

things, had a lot of responsibilities in the beginning, but that was no problem in that way”. Despite 

the increased responsibilities after the acquisition in the transition period, SCM-A considered the 

acquisition as well performed and pointed out: “I would say that it went smoothly, I felt good in my 

role”. However, SCM-A acknowledged that he did not develop a close relationship with the interim 

manager in the first months after the acquisition and was sometimes lacking information. After the 

appointment of PM-A, SCM-A reported a closer relationship. Except for the appointment of a new 

property manager after ten months, SCM-A did not perceive any major changes of positions and 

roles after the acquisition. He pointed out: “The network was almost the same set-up before with 

the previous owner”. PM-A stated that his main contact person within the company is SCM-A. 

PM-A is aware of the important position of the shopping center manager, because SCM-A 

is the main contact person of the stores. Thus, PM-A encourages SCM-A to establish good business 

relationships with the stores. PM-A stated that due to the geographic closeness he regularly meets 

with the SCM-A and discusses information that SCM-A acquires from stores. Both, SCM-A and 
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PM-A acknowledged that face-to-face meetings are the best way to exchange knowledge. Besides 

face-to-face meetings, e-mail and phone conversations are commonly used types of interaction to 

discuss issues. 

PM-A stated that after his appointment the aim was to implement and execute his goals, 

focusing mainly on the turnover, customer flow and overall store performance. He further pointed 

out that it’s not “rocket science” to manage a shopping center and due to more than seven years’ 

experience as a property manager in another company he felt confident to be successful in his new 

position. SCM-A stated that after the acquisition he perceived not much changed in his role. Due 

to his previous experience as SCM-A he felt confident to continue working in a similar way than 

before. After the appointment of PM-A he perceived that both worked well together. SCM-A 

pointed out that one thing he particularly noticed was a low level of control from PM-A which 

allowed him to carry out more decisions independently. PM-A pointed out: “A center manager has 

to develop its own brain and a problem solving mentality. Major things we discuss, but smaller 

things they should do on their own”. SCM-A stated that this made it easier for him to develop 

things further and pursue his own ideas in order to improve the shopping center. SCM-A 

acknowledged that after the appointment of PM-A it was uncomplicated to discuss ideas with PM-

A. SCM-A felt that all managers and employees can be approached in an informal way. SCM-A 

pointed out that “you can talk to everybody when you have ideas and want to push things forward, 

it´s a great culture”. Furthermore, SCM-A stated that after the acquisition less paperwork in form 

of reports had to be done which was positive since time could be saved. From the perspective of 

SCM-A this lead to faster-decision making processes.   

 SCM-A pointed out that the new property company seems to have a high financial power 

and is willing to invest in order to improve the tenant mix and thereby the shopping center. He 

perceives that the property company has a long-term orientated vision and strategy for the shopping 

center. SCM-A further stated that part of this approach is to have a close eye on store performance. 

SCM-A feels that contracts with low performing stores are now rather terminated instead of 

suggesting to cut the rent. The interview with PM-A confirmed that an integral part of managing 

the shopping center is striving for an optimal and successful tenant mix. For that reason, PM-A has 

the philosophy that it is better to change stores if necessary in order to optimize the performance 

of the whole shopping center instead of keeping stores just because they have a contract for a 

certain time. SCM-A stated that he has a very positive attitude towards this vision and tries to 

contribute with his knowledge and experience in the best possible way.  



18 

4.1.2 The Interaction between Property Company and Stores 

The interviews showed that no direct interaction takes place between PM-A and the stores. One of 

the main reasons is that shopping center A contains around 120 stores. Thus, PM-A acknowledged 

that it is practically impossible to establish business relationships with all stores because this would 

extent his capabilities and the workload he could handle. PM-A stated: “If I had the time I would 

talk to them, but I have the opinion it would not affect my work result positively enough to make 

time for it”. This was confirmed by all four interviewed store managers in shopping center A who 

stated that none of them communicates directly with the PM-A. Due to that fact, all stores explained 

that there were no major changes and their main contact person remained SCM-A. SCM-A pointed 

out that he tried to continue working in a similar way than before. Thus, he stated that he applied 

nearly the same management style and procedures. However, as pointed out earlier he had 

increased responsibilities in this transition phase in the first 10 months. Store-A4 perceived that 

due to the new ownership after the acquisition an optimal tenant mix was put into focus. This 

included more frequent relocation of stores, as well as terminating contracts and implementing new 

stores into the shopping center. Store-A4 perceived that the communication with SCM-A became 

more frequent and that there was a more constructive exchange of ideas in regards to the relocation 

of his store. Also store-A3 stated that after the acquisition more relocation and rebuilding activities 

happened. He believes that especially the increase of store size of one anchor store was beneficial 

for the whole shopping center, including his store. Store-A1 agreed that the restructuring activities 

following the acquisition brought more dynamic and change into the shopping center. Store-A1 

believes that the focus of the property company on store performance increased the pressure on the 

individual stores to perform well. SCM-A stated that the changes in the tenant mix required an 

increased amount of communication with stores that are part of the restructuring plans. Since SCM-

A and stores are in the same physical place, SCM-A perceived it as uncomplicated to meet the 

stores. SCM-A explained that if a store is doing well, there is usually little need to discuss things 

with stores and it is also unlikely that stores seeks interaction with SCM-A. However, after the 

acquisition several lease contracts with stores were subject of discussion. SCM-A stated that a fast 

communication and little barriers in interaction are beneficial for the conversation with the stores. 

Store-A2 and store-A4 acknowledged positively that after the acquisition it remained 

uncomplicated to meet SCM-A since he has his office in the shopping center.  

Furthermore, SCM-A pointed out that the new property company has a stronger focus on 

performance figures and is sending out and analysing turnover numbers on a weekly basis. 

However, he critically acknowledged that not much actions are taken in order to educate and train 
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the store employees. From his previous work experience, he had the feeling that stores often have 

a too narrow perspective on the performance of their own store but neglect to act as a part of the 

whole shopping center. For that reason, he decided to implement a customer-service training for 

store managers and store employees. By doing that he wanted to raise the awareness among stores 

and stated that his aim is that stores understand “[...] your own store is important, but if you can´t 

handle the customer request, recommend them another shop in the mall”. Store-A1 stated that he 

is aware that if the shopping center as a whole is doing well, this attracts more customers which 

could also benefit his own store. In that way sharing knowledge about customers with SCM-A and 

applying a customer service mind-set is seen as beneficial. 

4.2 Shopping Center B 

4.2.1 The Interaction within the Property Company between PM-B and 

SCM-B 

In contrast to shopping center A, PM-B was appointed directly after the acquisition in July 2014. 

However, at this point it should be stated that PM-B was not only responsible property manager 

for shopping center B, but also worked in the position as leasing director in the property company. 

Thus, he had a responsibility for leasing-related issues in five different shopping centers. SCM-B 

pointed out that due to that situation he had more tasks and responsibilities after the acquisition. 

As a negative aspect he mentioned that it was often difficult to get hold of PM-B and discuss issues. 

However, he described that this can also be seen from a positive side since he believes that he is 

qualified and has the experience to carry out more decisions on his own. SCM-B stated that if he 

is not able to discuss issues with PM-B, there is often no other way than carrying out a decision by 

himself. 

PM-B stated that a challenge for him after the acquisition was to understand how the 

previous owner managed the shopping center. Thus, a main focus was on analysing the 

performance of the stores in order to take the right decisions in regards to an optimal tenant mix. 

PM-B acknowledged that this process took some time and he had to adapt his style of “how to do 

things” to the new business environment of shopping center B. Furthermore, he stated that parallel 

to the development of shopping center B, the property company as a whole was in a period of a 

start-up phase in Sweden. This was due to the fact that the property company previously only 

owned three shopping centers in Sweden and after the acquisition had to integrate and manage five 

new centers. Thus, this process takes resources it took some time to establish new organizational 

structures. This was also pointed out by SCM-B, who explained that in the first months after the 
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acquisition he was not sure about his role and what decisions he can take himself and which 

decision require discussions with PM-B. Even though he showed understanding for the situation 

and acknowledged that it takes some time to implement the acquired shopping centers into the 

property company. SCM-B pointed out that often he was not able to share his ideas with PM-B. 

Due to the geographical distance of around 160 kilometres between the office of PM-B and the 

shopping center, face-to-face meetings were very rare only around 1-2 times a month. SCM-B 

perceived that he does not have a close relationship with PM-B and wishes to have more regular 

interaction in order to exchange ideas to develop the shopping center. PM-B believes that face-to-

face interaction is important, but due to the geographical distance between his office and the 

shopping center it is hard to schedule meetings on a regular basis. Furthermore, besides the role as 

a property manager for shopping center B, PM-B had several other roles and responsibilities in the 

company. Thus, he stated that he had to prioritize tasks, and sometimes there is not enough time to 

serve the expectations of everybody. For that reason, PM-B encourages SCM-B to carry out small 

decisions on his own and only discuss larger and important decisions with him. Due to a lot of 

responsibilities PM-B had to prioritize some discussions and decisions over others.  

PM-B stated that the highest priority was to have an optimal tenant mix in the shopping 

center. Therefore, his main task was strategic planning about relocation of existing stores, as well 

as terminating contracts and replacing existing stores if necessary. SCM-B pointed out that he 

recognized that the new property company is willing to invest in order to improve the tenant mix 

to make the shopping center successful in a long run. SCM-B stated that after the acquisition 

contracts with around 25-30% of the stores were terminated in order to create the opportunity to 

restructure the shopping center. 

4.2.2 The Interaction between Property Company and Stores 

The conducted interviews in shopping center B showed that no direct interaction is taking place 

between PM-B and the stores. Due to that fact the interaction between the property company and 

stores is taking place between SCM-B and the store managers. Due to the fact that SCM-B 

remained the main contact person for the stores, no major changes in positions after the acquisition 

were reported by the interviewed stores.  

From a store perspective the perception of the business relationship with the property 

company is predominantly positive. Store-B2 stated that it is easy to talk to SCM-B, especially 

because SCM-B is placed within the shopping center. Store-B1 and store-B4 made similar 

statements and explained that they consider it as uncomplicated to communicate to SCM-B. Store-

B3 on the other hand had the perception that after the acquisition it got more difficult to get in 
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contact with SCM-B. Most of the communication between SCM-B and stores happens via e-mail 

or phone, but SCM-B pointed out that store managers can always “knock on the door” when they 

want to discuss any issues face-to-face. One aspect that was acknowledged as positive by stores as 

well as SCM-B, was that the new property company had less requirements in regards to paperwork. 

SCM-B stated that less reports had to be done and things were discussed in a more informal way. 

This was also acknowledged by the majority of the stores who considered this as a positive 

development, since creating this reports was time-consuming. 

SCM-B stated that one major change after the acquisition was that PM-B expected that he 

assesses store performance more closely in order to be able to carry out the right actions. As 

previously mentioned, contracts with around 25-30% of the stores were terminated following the 

acquisition. Thus, SCM-B pointed out that increased communication was necessary with stores 

that were not performing well. Stores also noticed that an increased amount of restructuring 

happened in the shopping center. Store-B2 acknowledged the restructuring processes of the center 

as positive for the development of his own store. He stated: “things are finally happening”. 

However, he did not want to elaborate what exactly is happening since the information are still 

confidential. Also store-B3 and store-B4 acknowledged that there are a lot more restructuring 

processes in the shopping center after the acquisition. Both stores perceived this as positive in order 

to increase the performance of the whole shopping center. However, store-B1 had a more negative 

opinion about the restructuring plans and believed that there are more rumours and anxiety about 

the future of their stores. 

4.3 Shopping Center C 

4.3.1 The Interaction within the Property Company between PM-C and 

SCM-C 

Similar to shopping center A, after the acquisition it took around 10 months until PM-C was 

appointed. Thus, SCM-C did not have a direct contact person in the head office of the property 

company in the early post-acquisition phase. SCM-C stated that after the acquisition two positions 

in the extended management team in the shopping center were eliminated. This were the positions 

of a marketing manager and an employee responsible for contract handling. The employees who 

held these positions were previously supporting SCM-C. Due to that situation, SCM-C stated that 

he had increased responsibilities and tasks at hand in the post-acquisition phase. PM-C stated that 

the person she is mainly communicating with is SCM-C, who has a wide range of responsibilities 
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in the shopping center. The main topics of discussions are the performance of the whole shopping 

center, whereby a close eye is on store performance. Furthermore, PM-C stated that she discusses 

extensively about customers with SCM-C. PM-C is aware that SCM-C holds a very important 

position since PM-C receives knowledge about the stores and customers through SCM-C. PM-C 

stated: “I don´t have information about the customers, what people in [...] like, how the store should 

look and what customers buy”. PM-C believes that she openly communicates with SCM-C about 

all ongoing projects. The projects are mainly about reconstructions and changes in the tenant mix 

in the shopping center. 

PM-C stated that after her appointment as responsible property manager for shopping center 

C she felt some kind of uncertainty about her role and responsibilities. She said the most important 

thing was to get a “grip” of the shopping center and to understand the overall situation. Turnover 

numbers helped her to get an understanding about the store performance but a large part of her 

work was to get to know other managers to develop an understanding about the situation. However, 

PM-C stated that due to her previous experience in the shopping center industry, she felt confident 

to quickly be able to manage the shopping center in an efficient way. 

PM-C stated that after the settling period, a large part of her work was to analyse 

performance of each store in order to improve the tenant mix. She pointed out that if a store does 

not perform according to the expectations and goals, the chance is high that the store will be 

replaced. The close performance monitoring also caused changes in routines in regards to turnover 

reports. PM-C stated that reports were delivered and analysed on a weekly basis now. Furthermore, 

costs were monitored very closely by PM-C in order to eliminate any unnecessary costs. SCM-C 

perceived the way of how the new property company manages the center in a positive way. SCM-

C believes that the property company is more willing to carry out adaptations in the tenant mix to 

improve the long-term profitability of the shopping center. 

In terms of specific interaction between PM-C and SCM-C, PM-C pointed out that due to 

the geographical distance of around 300 kilometres between her office and the shopping center, 

personal face-to-face meetings are happening rarely due to the large travel efforts. At the same time 

PM-C stated that more travelling and meeting more often with the SCM-C might be beneficial to 

more effectively manage the shopping center. PM-C pointed out that she tries to be in the shopping 

center C at least around 1-2 times a month. Besides that, the communication takes place via phone 

or e-mail. SCM-C has the perception that “more physical meetings could help to exchange 

knowledge in a better way”. SCM-C believes that often information and knowledge stays in the 

shopping center and does not reach PM-C. Due to the fact that personal meetings happen so rarely, 

SCM-C feels that he has no close relationship with PM-C and feels a bit isolated. Furthermore, 
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SCM-C stated that the interaction with other shopping center managers of different shopping 

centers has decreased after the acquisition. He believes that these meetings were a good opportunity 

to share and exchange ideas among other shopping center managers.  

4.3.2 The Interaction between Property Company and Stores 

The interviews in shopping center C showed that no direct interaction between PM-C and stores is 

taking place. PM-C stated: “I try to keep away from store managers”. Due to the fact that the 

shopping center manager remained the main contact person for the stores. For that reason, all 

interviewed stores in shopping center C stated that they did not perceive much change in positions 

after the acquisition. Stores were aware that due to the acquisition and the new ownership, a new 

property manager was appointed, however they did not feel directly impacted by that. 

 SCM-C stated that he did not change his way of managing the shopping center significantly 

due to the new ownership. However, he acknowledged that there were certain new procedures, 

tasks and responsibilities for him. While SCM-C had a positive attitude towards the restructuring 

plans the stores opinion about this new approach was contrary. Store-C2 pointed out that the new 

property company is monitoring store performance very closely and due to that he perceives a high 

pressure to perform well. Store-C1 stated, that his perception is that the property company is 

striving to constantly improve the shopping center. Further, store-C1 perceives the close 

monitoring of the store as frightening, especially because he perceived that SCM-C is not allowed 

to share knowledge about the reconstruction plans with him. Store-C3 and store-C4 pointed out 

that they did not perceive any major changes that impacted their store after the acquisition. SCM-

C stated that in terms of interaction with the stores, he mainly communicates via e-mail and phone 

and if required face-to-face meetings are scheduled. SCM-C pointed out that one directive he got 

from PM-C is to not talk with stores about concrete restructuring plans until a final decision is 

made. This is done in order to avoid concerns and the spread of rumours among stores. Store-C2, 

store-C3 and store-C4 stated that in the months after the acquisition the frequency of face-to-face 

meetings with the shopping center manager decreased. For that reason more interaction had to take 

place via e-mail and phone. Store-C1 in contrast describes that his business relationship with SCM-

C improved which entailed increased communication. 
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5 Analysis 

The following chapter analyses the connections between the theoretical concepts presented in 

chapter 2 and from the results in the investigated three shopping centers, presented in chapter 4. 

5.1 Shopping Center A 

5.1.1 Impact on Knowledge Transfer in the Property Company  

Organizational Structure 

The empirical data showed that in shopping center A, an intra-organizational relationship exists 

between PM-A and SCM-A. The results revealed that PM-A and SCM-A, both have a significant 

role in the property company in terms of the overall shopping center development. Research points 

out that changes in roles or positions may influence knowledge transfer in intra-organizational 

relationships (Adler 2002; Inkpen and Tsang 2005). One finding was that in the first 10 months 

after the acquisition, the position of the property manager, responsible for shopping center A, was 

not staffed. Instead, there was an interim manager who was responsible for all five shopping centers 

that were acquired. Research acknowledges that intra-organizational relationships contribute to 

knowledge transfer between different units and are important for the company’s internal knowledge 

acquisition (Boone and Ganeshan 2008). Literature states that the degree of similarity between 

organizations involved in an acquisition influences the ability to learn from each other (Lane and 

Lubatkin 1998). Researchers further argue that a good organizational fit is beneficial for 

understanding, assimilating and making use of knowledge (Bjorkman et al. 2007; Bröchner et al. 

2004; Schoenberg 2001). The results showed that PM-A had long term work experience in 

managing shopping centers from previous jobs. Thus, it can be argued that a high similarity existed 

between his previous positions and his position in the new property company. Researchers point 

out that organizational instabilities in the post-acquisition period can lead to uncertainties among 

employees (Ranft and Lord 2002). However, PM-A perceived only little uncertainty about his role 

and felt motivated to collaborate with the shopping center manager and other employees and 

therefore it can be assumed that it had only little negative impact on the capabilities to absorb 

knowledge. SCM-A pointed out that in the first phase after the acquisition he had more 

responsibilities. However, he almost did not perceive any uncertainties about his role. Due to his 

extensive experience in his position, he took more decisions independently and did not recognize 

organizational instabilities in the transition period that impacted knowledge transfer negatively. 

Thus, it can be argued that due to a good organizational fit knowledge could be understood and 
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used in an effective way which is in line with the findings in research (Bjorkman et al. 2007; 

Bröchner et al. 2004; Schoenberg 2001). Researches argue that a horizontal hierarchical structure 

can impact knowledge transfer positively and allow a fast and independent decision making (Goh 

2002; Nonaka 1994; Vroom and Yetton 1973). After the appointment of PM-A, a flat hierarchical 

structure, low level of control from PM-A and an informal way of interaction became evident, 

which was beneficial for knowledge transfer.  

Company Strategy 

 

The business strategy of the property company was more aggressive, striving for an optimal tenant 

mix. Researchers state that a different strategy can inhibit knowledge transfer between functions in 

the company (Darr and Kurtzberg 2000; Lane and Lubatkin 1998). It can therefore be assumed that 

the SCM-A had little experience of similar strategic approaches and is therefore less likely to 

contribute with his existing knowledge. However, the findings revealed that SCM-A perceived the 

vision of the new property company as very positive for the development of the shopping center 

which encouraged him to contribute with his knowledge and experience. This is in line with 

previous research that states that communicating a clear company vision can have a positive impact 

on knowledge transfer (O’Dell and Grayson 1998). SCM-A perceived the information sharing 

norms as more supportive towards implementing new ideas in order to improve the shopping 

center. SCM-A felt that he was finally able to share his ideas and thereby contribute to the 

development of the shopping center. Fisher et al. (1997) argue that clear norms can be beneficial 

for knowledge transfer since it enables a clearer understanding and thus a higher identification with 

the vision. Further, a positive outcome of clearly communicated information sharing norms is 

increased interaction (Fisher et al. 1997; O´Dell and Grayson 1998) 

Interaction Routines 

 

Researchers argue that face-to-face interaction can enhance knowledge transfer within 

organizations (Ismail Al-Alawi et al. 2007; Leistner 2010). SCM-A stated that the relationship with 

PM-A was closer than with the property manager previous to the acquisition. The results showed 

that PM-A and SCM-A meet face-to-face several times a week to discuss important issues, which 

was considered as positive to transfer knowledge. This is in line with the findings of Daft and 

Huber (1987), who acknowledged that face-to-face interaction is especially important for the 

transfer of tacit knowledge. Both, PM-A and SCM-A considered face-to-face interaction as the 



26 

most important form to transfer knowledge and develop a close relationship. This is in line with 

the findings of Bharadwaj et al. (2015) who state that an open way of sharing information can 

positively impact the relationships and thus enhance knowledge transfer. Furthermore, PM-A and 

SCM-A have their offices in close geographical distance to each other. This enabled PM-A to be 

present in the shopping center several times a week and discuss issues with SCM-A. Researchers 

claim that physical closeness is especially important in terms of tacit knowledge transfer, which 

became evident in shopping center A (Ensign 2009; Ensign et al. 2013).  

5.1.2 Impact on Knowledge Transfer in the Business Relationships with 

Stores 

Chapter 5.1.1. presented and explained how three factors impacted knowledge transfer in the 

property company. A new organizational structure, company strategy and interaction routines in 

the property company also caused connected change in business relationships between property 

company and the stores in the shopping center. Literature previously acknowledged this by stating 

that after an acquisition changes in the firm of the acquirer also causes connected change in 

business relationships (Anderson et al. 2001; Halinen et al. 1999; Havila and Salmi 2000; Öberg et 

al. 2007). The following chapter presents how the organizational structure, strategy and interaction 

routines of the property company impacted the business relationships with the stores. 

The results showed that no direct interaction is taking place between stores and PM-A. 

Thus, the only investigated business relationship on an inter-organizational level takes place 

between SCM-A and the stores. SCM-A therefore holds an important role in the property company 

since he has the responsibility to develop business relationships with the stores in order to gather 

and exchange knowledge. Researchers argue that inter-organizational business relationships enable 

more interaction which yields more opportunities for knowledge transfer (Boone and Ganeshan 

2008; Reagans and McEvily 2003). SCM-A continued working in the same position and role as 

before the acquisition, but was integrated in the firm of the property company. Since SCM-A 

remained the contact person for the stores, none of the stores perceived a significant change of 

positions after the acquisition. The findings from the interviews with SCM-A and stores revealed 

that there was little uncertainty about future roles on both sides. Due to the little uncertainty 

knowledge transfer was not negatively impacted, which is line with the findings of Ranft and Lord 

(2002). Further, the results indicate that due to existing business relationships, knowledge transfer 

between stores and property company was not negatively affected by the acquisition. This is in 

accordance to findings of Uzzi (1997) who states that the motivation to share information is higher 

in established and embedded relationships. 
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In regards to the new company strategy, the interviews with the stores showed different 

evaluations. Since the new strategy involved more restructuring processes in the shopping center, 

more communication and knowledge exchange was necessary with stores which were part of the 

restructuring process, as pointed out by SCM-A. However, store-A1 felt that his ideas and 

knowledge are not valued in the process of restructuring and felt disregarded. Thus, his attitude 

towards the new strategy was rather negative. This is accordance with the findings of Elsass and 

Veiga (1994) who argue that if a new strategy differs significantly from the previous one, it can 

generate conflict and group biases which inhibits knowledge transfer. Literature states that the more 

similar the business strategy is, the more willing other companies are to share knowledge (Byrne 

et al. 1966). However, store-A4 stated that even though the strategy was different, more interaction 

took place between him and SCM-A than before the acquisition. This is due to the fact that more 

meetings are scheduled to discuss restructuring plans of the store.  

Researchers state that geographical closeness is beneficial for knowledge transfer, which is 

especially the case for the transfer of tacit knowledge (Ensign 2009; Ensign et al. 2013). Both, 

SCM-A and stores acknowledged that the geographical closeness is indeed beneficial for 

knowledge transfer since it gives more opportunities for personal meetings. However, SCM-A 

acknowledged that due to the large amount of business relationships with around 120 stores, time 

constraints due to more responsibilities in his role made it necessary to prioritize some meetings 

and conversations over others. Thus, it can be stated that due to the time constraints the 

opportunities for knowledge transfer with some stores were negatively impacted. This is in 

accordance with the findings of Leistner (2010) who acknowledged that time constraints may 

inhibit knowledge transfer.  

5.2 Shopping Center B 

5.2.1 Impact on Knowledge Transfer in the Property Company 

Organizational Structure 

Literature state that changes in the organizational structure, for instance changes in roles or 

positions may influence knowledge transfer in those relationships (Adler 2002; Inkpen and Tsang 

2005). PM-B was appointed directly after the acquisition took place in July 2014. However, PM-

B was not only responsible property manager for shopping center B, but also worked in the position 

as leasing director in the property company. Thereby, PM-B had a wide range of different tasks 

and his focus was not only on managing one shopping center.  
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As argued by Lane and Lubatkin (1998) the similarity between acquiree and acquirer affects 

the ability to learn from each other. PM-B had long experience from similar roles in companies in 

the industry and thus felt that there was a high similarity in his new position and responsibilities 

compared to his previous experiences. However, PM-B acknowledged that it took some time to get 

to know the situation in the shopping center and to make use of existing knowledge. This is in line 

with findings in research stating that after an acquisition it might be challenging to make use of the 

existing and new knowledge due to differences in the organizational structure (Bjorkman et al. 

2007; Bröchner et al. 2004; Lane and Lubatkin 1998; Schoenberg 2001). After the acquisition 

SCM-B got more responsibilities and perceived uncertainty about his role, responsibilities and the 

decision making progress. Thus, it can be argued that the uncertainty had a negative impact on 

knowledge transfer, since SCM-B was not sure which issues he had to discuss with the PM-B and 

which decisions he could take independently. This was also acknowledged by researchers stating 

that uncertainty and organizational instabilities after acquisitions may lead to productivity decline 

(Ranft and Lord 2001; Ranft and Lord 2002). PM-B encouraged SCM-B to carry out decisions he 

is capable of on his own and only discuss larger and important decisions with him to increase the 

efficiency by saving time. Thus, PM-B applied a low level of control in terms of the interaction 

with SCM-B. Vroom and Yetton (1973) acknowledged that participation in decision-making 

processes is a characteristic of a horizontal hierarchical structure.  

A positive outcome of the lower level of control was that bureaucratic structures decreased 

and small decisions could be carried out faster by SCM-B. This was also acknowledged by 

researchers pointing out that low levels of control enable more efficient knowledge transfer due to 

fewer barriers (Goh 2002; Nonaka 1994). However, one problem that became evident was that 

SCM-B reported problems in the accessibility of PM-B, which slowed down knowledge transfer. 

This was mainly due to the fact that is was challenging to discuss issues. Therefore, more time was 

needed to take larger decision that required interaction. Researchers pointed out that barriers can 

impact knowledge transfer negatively (Goh 2002; Nonaka 1994). On the other hand, it can be 

argued that the informal interaction and low level of control contributed to a faster decision making 

in terms of smaller decisions that PM-B could carry out independently. 
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Company Strategy 

 

SCM-B perceived that the strategy after the acquisition has changed and the vision is to improve 

the shopping center focusing on a more long-term perspective. Part of the strategy are more 

frequent changes and a higher fluctuation in the tenant mix. Thus, a different strategy that was 

characterized by increased adaptations in the tenant mix became evident. Researchers argue that a 

similar business strategy can encourage knowledge transfer, while a different strategy makes it 

harder to contribute from previous experience and knowledge (Darr and Kurtzberg 2000; Lane and 

Lubatkin 1998). It can therefore be argued that it is hard to determine how the new company 

strategy impacted the knowledge transfer in intra-organizational relationship. However, SCM-B 

perceived the interaction with PM-B as insufficient, which limited opportunities for knowledge 

transfer and participation of SCM-B in terms of strategy implementation. Literature states that a 

sufficient articulation of a strategy is necessary to ensure the participation and involvement of 

employees (O’Dell and Grayson 1998; Fisher et al. 1997). However, SCM-B felt that the new 

strategy and vision was insufficiently communicated. Therefore, it can be stated that knowledge 

transfer was inhibited due to the fact that a low identification and involvement of SCM-B with the 

new strategy existed.  

Interaction Routines 

Due to the fact that face-to-face meetings between PM-B and SCM-B were very rare, most of the 

interaction took place via e-mail and phone. Researchers acknowledged the importance of face-to-

face interaction for knowledge transfer in organizations (Ismail Al-Alawi et al. 2007; Leistner 

2010). SCM-B had the perception that knowledge transfer became more challenging after the 

acquisition since face-to-face meetings happened rarely and it was difficult to reach PM-B in 

general. SCM-B assumed that due several responsibilities of PM-B, time was a limiting factor for 

more interaction. In literature, Leistner (2010) pointed out that time constraints may hinder 

knowledge transfer. SCM-B acknowledged that more direct interaction, preferably face-to-face 

could help to transfer knowledge more effectively. Thus, it can be stated that due to limited 

opportunities to discuss topics in face-to-face meetings, knowledge transfer was inhibited between 

PM-B and SCM-B. This in line with research that states face-to-face interaction is especially 

beneficial to transfer tacit knowledge in organizations (Daft and Huber 1987; Lane and Lubatkin 

1998). One of the main reasons for the little face-to-face meetings was the geographical distance 

between the office of PM-B and the shopping center. This is in accordance with research about the 

impact of geographical distance on knowledge transfer, where a larger geographical distance was 
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identified as challenging for knowledge transfer, especially tacit knowledge (Ensign 2009; Ensign 

et al. 2013; Nonaka 1994). Due to the geographical distance and large travel efforts, time 

constraints of PM-B made it difficult to schedule more face-to-face meetings and thus it can be 

argued that knowledge transfer was negatively impacted. Time constraints were also acknowledged 

by Leistner (2010) as limitation for effective knowledge transfer. 

5.2.2 Impact on Knowledge Transfer in the Business Relationships with 

Stores 

The following chapter presents how the new organizational structure, strategy and interaction 

routines of the property company impacted the business relationships and knowledge transfer with 

the stores. 

Researchers states that inter-organizational business relationships provide opportunities to 

gather and transfer knowledge with other firms (Boone and Ganeshan 2008; Reagans and McEvily 

2003). Due to his position and responsibilities SCM-B was able to obtain knowledge from the 

business relationships with stores. The knowledge is mainly about the shopping center, customers 

and stores. Thus, the role of the shopping center manager can be regarded as crucial since he acts 

as an information bridge between stores and property company. SCM-B worked already in the 

position and role as shopping center manager before the acquisition and was integrated in the firm 

of the property company. Due to the fact the SCM-B had already established business relationships 

with stores, the stores did not perceive any major change in positions after the acquisition. The 

main contact person of the stores remained SCM-B. Uzzi (1997) argues that more information can 

be exchanged in embedded relationships compared to arm’s length relationships. Thus, it can be 

argued that the changes in other positions in the property company did not have any negative impact 

on knowledge transfer between SCM-B and stores on an inter-organizational level.  

However, after the acquisition SCM-B was uncertain which decisions he could take 

independently. This uncertainty also impacted his business relationships with stores. One reason 

was that SCM-B was not certain, what knowledge and information he is allowed to share with 

stores. Thus, it can be stated that the uncertainty about roles and responsibilities impacted the 

capabilities to transfer and absorb knowledge as pointed out by several researchers (Ranft and Lord 

2001; Schoenberg 2001). Further, according to Elsass and Veiga (1994) a new strategy can inhibit 

the post-acquisition integration and knowledge transfer. If strategies are differing to a large extent 

it may lead to conflict and resistance. Impacts of the new strategy on knowledge transfer became 

evident in the inter-organizational business relationships with stores. All stores perceived that the 

property company had a more progressive strategy in regards to the optimization of the tenant mix. 
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Store-B2 stated that his store was involved in the restructuring process which lead to more 

opportunities for him to interact and share knowledge with SCM-B. Thus, it can be argued that the 

new business strategy increased the willingness of Store-B2 to share knowledge. This is slightly 

contrasting to the findings of Byrne et al. (1966) who state that a different strategy might decrease 

the willingness to exchange knowledge. However, in contrast to that store-B1 perceived the 

strategy as rather threatening, because from his perspective it caused more anxiety about the future 

of the store and thus caused a resistant behaviour towards the new strategy. This is in accordance 

with research stating that a different strategy can cause conflict and resistance which inhibits 

knowledge transfer (Elsass and Veiga 1994). Store-B3 and store-B4 acknowledged that the strategy 

after the acquisition was different and more changes happened. However, both stores pointed out 

that the new strategy did not involve their stores so far and knowledge transfer was impacted neither 

positively nor negatively.  

The interaction between SCM-B and stores took place mostly in an informal way, via e-

mail, phone or face-to-face meetings, which are according to Leistner (2010) the most common 

forms of direct interaction. Stores and SCM-B pointed out that less paper work in form of reports 

had to be done after the acquisition. Thus, more time could be devoted for informal interaction. To 

realize meetings, SCM-B stated that it was an advantage to be placed within the shopping center, 

because it enables him to meet the stores face-to-face if necessary. Thus, it can be argued that the 

geographical closeness between SCM-B and stores was beneficial for knowledge transfer, 

especially tacit knowledge. This is in line with research that states that geographical closeness is 

beneficial to transfer tacit knowledge (Daft and Huber 1987; Ensign 2009; Ensign et al. 2013; 

Nonaka 1994).  

5.3 Shopping Center C 

5.3.1 Impact on Knowledge Transfer in the Property Company 

Organizational Structure 

The results in shopping center C revealed that as in shopping center A, a new property manager 

was appointed 10 months after the acquisition. Thus, an important position in the property company 

was not staffed. During that time SCM-C communicated with an interim manager in the property 

company. However, as pointed out earlier the interim manager was responsible for five different 

shopping centers in the transition period. During the transition period SCM-C had only little 

interaction with the interim manager and the relationship was considered as weak. Thus, it can be 
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argued that knowledge transfer was negatively impacted. This is in line with the findings in 

research that states that a change in the organizational structure, e.g. the absence of a key position 

may affect relationships (Adler 2002; Inkpen and Tsang 2005). 

After the appointment of PM-C, SCM-C reported a gradual improvement towards a more 

embedded relationship with increased interaction. Further, researchers state that organizational 

instabilities can lead to productivity decline and uncertainty about roles and position may hinder 

knowledge transfer (Ranft and Lord 2001; Ranft and Lord 2002). Due to the missing position of 

PM-C in the first 10 months, SCM-C had increased responsibilities. However, due to insufficient 

interaction with the interim manager during the transition period, SCM-C felt a large uncertainty 

about his role and responsibilities, which negatively impacted the capabilities to absorb and transfer 

knowledge. According to researchers the ability to understand existing knowledge is dependent on 

the organizational fit between the merging companies (Bjorkman et al. 2007; Bröchner et al. 2004; 

Schoenberg 2001). PM-C reported that even though she had several years of experience there was 

an uncertainty about the situation in the shopping center and her own role and responsibilities. PM-

C acknowledged that it took time to understand and make use of the existing and new knowledge. 

PM-C also encouraged SCM-C to share as much knowledge as possible about the shopping center 

and stores. Furthermore, PM-C encouraged SCM-C to participate in decision-making processes. 

This was also confirmed by SCM-C. According to Vroom and Yetton (1973), participation in 

decision making processes is a characteristic of a horizontal hierarchy and allows faster decisions. 

SCM-C acknowledged that after the acquisition, a more informal level of control and decreased 

bureaucratic structures became evident. This involved that less reports had to be done which 

allowed to share knowledge and information in a more informal way between SCM-C and PM-C. 

Thus faster knowledge transfer and decision making processes in regards to small decisions were 

enabled. Positive impacts of a horizontal hierarchical structure and informal interaction on 

knowledge transfer were also acknowledged by researchers (Bharadwaj et al. 2015; Vroom and 

Yetton 1973). 

Company Strategy 

 

SCM-C stated that the strategy of the new property company had a stronger focus on the 

profitability of the shopping center, which involved more frequent changes in the tenant mix. 

Literature states that a vision and strategy that employees can identify with, may positively impact 

knowledge transfer (O’Dell and Grayson 1998). SCM-C had a positive attitude towards the new 

strategy and was willing to contribute to the implementation of the strategy. PM-C was aware of 
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the important position of SMC-C in order to implement the new strategy. This is due to the fact 

that SCM-C gathers relevant information about the shopping center and stores that are useful for 

PM-C. For that reason, PM-C openly shares knowledge with SCM-C about all ongoing projects 

and about future reconstruction plans. Furthermore, to achieve a strong identification of SCM-C 

with the strategy, PM-C encourages SCM-C to share as much relevant knowledge and information 

as possible with her. Literature acknowledges that a clear communication of the vision and strategy 

encourages employees to contribute to the strategy and can lead to stronger identification (O’Dell 

and Grayson 1998; Fisher et al. 1997; Liu and Comer 2007). However, even though SCM-C could 

identify well with the new strategy his perception was that there were barriers in interaction with 

PM-C which impeded more knowledge transfer. SCM-C believes that mainly time constraints due 

to a lot of responsibilities of PM-C hinder more frequent interaction. Leistner (2010) acknowledged 

this in his research by pointing out that knowledge transfer can among employees can be hindered 

due to times constraints 

Interaction Routines 

 

In terms of the interaction between PM-C and SCM-C most of the direct communication took place 

via e-mail and phone (Leistner 2010). Research states that face-to-face interaction is crucial to 

transfer tacit knowledge in organizations (Daft and Huber 1987; Lane and Lubatkin 1998). 

However, due to the geographical distance of around 300 kilometres face-to-face meetings only 

took place around 1-2 times per month. PM-C acknowledged that the geographical distance and 

thus the travel efforts are too high to schedule face-to-face meetings more often. Thus, it can be 

stated that the geographical distance makes it challenging to transfer tacit knowledge which is in 

line with findings of researchers (Ensign 2009; Ensign et al. 2013). SCM-C believes that more 

physical meetings could help to exchange knowledge in a better way, however he has no solution 

how to realize it.  

5.3.2 Impact on Knowledge Transfer in the Business Relationships with 

Stores 

 

The following section presents how the new organizational structure, company strategy and 

interaction routines of the property company impacted the business relationships and knowledge 

transfer between property company and stores. 

The results showed that no direct interaction is taking place between PM-C and the stores. 

Thus, the interaction on an inter-organizational level takes places between SCM-C and stores. 
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Since SCM-C was the main contact person for stores already before the acquisition, stores did not 

perceive any major changes in positions after the new property company took over the shopping 

center. However, the results showed that changes of other positions in the property company 

indirectly impacted the stores. As pointed out by researchers, an organizational instability after 

acquisitions can lead to a productivity decline (Ranft and Lord 2001; Ranft and Lord 2002). SCM-

C acknowledged that after the acquisition some changes in his role occurred due to increased 

responsibilities and more frequent travelling. Store-C2, store-C3 and store-C4 reported decreased 

interaction and a less embedded business relationship with SCM-C after the acquisition. Thus, it 

can be argued that the increased responsibilities of SCM-C impacted the interaction with the stores 

negatively and allowed less opportunities for knowledge transfer. As stated in literature uncertainty 

about responsibilities caused by organizational instabilities after an acquisition can negatively 

impact the commitment to work and collaboration (Ranft and Lord 2001; Ranft and Lord 2002). It 

can there be argued that the knowledge transfer may have been affected negatively.  

In regards to the new business strategy of the property company, all interviewed stores 

acknowledged, that increased restructurings processes took place in the shopping center. Even 

though the stores understood that this was part of the new strategy they perceived more uncertainty 

about the future of their stores and showed a certain resistance to cooperate. This is in accordance 

with findings from several researchers who state that strategic differences can cause conflict and 

resistance (Elsass and Veiga 1994; Darr and Kurtzberg 2000). The new strategy also impacted the 

business relationships between SCM-C and stores. SCM-C got the directive to closer monitor store 

performance in order to optimize the shopping center. However, SCM-C also stated that due to 

directives from the property company, in most cases he was not allowed to inform the stores about 

the exact restructuring plans until a final decision is taking. This was confirmed by store-C1 stating 

that he perceives that knowledge about the restructuring was not shared with him. Thus, as pointed 

out by Elsass and Veiga (1994) strategic differences caused conflict and resistance and thus inhibit 

knowledge transfer, which became apparent in shopping center C.   

In terms of interaction routines, SCM-C stated that most interaction with stores took place 

via e-mail and phone and if necessary face-to-face meetings were scheduled. As stated by Daft and 

Huber (1987) face-to-face interactions are crucial to transfer tacit knowledge in organizations. 

However, store-C2, C3 and C4 stated that after the acquisition the frequency of face-to-face 

meetings with SCM-C decreased. Thus, it can be argued that decreased face-to-face interaction 

inhibited the transfer of tacit knowledge, which is in accordance with the findings of Daft and 

Huber (1987). SCM-C acknowledged that time constraints due to increased responsibilities can be 

seen as one of the reasons that the direct interaction with some stores decreased. This was also 
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acknowledged by Leistner (2010), who stated that time constraints might inhibit the transfer of 

knowledge. Since, both SCM-C and stores are placed within the shopping center, the aspect of 

geographical closeness seemed to have a minor impact on the decreased interaction. In contrast to 

the opinion of three of the interviewed stores, store-C1 reported that more face-to-face meetings 

with SCM-C took place after the acquisition to discuss restructuring plans, which positively 

impacted knowledge transfer. This was also acknowledged by Bharadwaj et al. (2015) who stated 

that developing a closer business relationship can positively impact knowledge transfer. 
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6 Cross Analysis of the Three Shopping Centers 

The following chapter discusses the main findings in the three investigated shopping center 

simultaneously and presents similarities and disparities. 

6.1 Impact on Knowledge Transfer in the Property Company 

Organizational Structure 

 

Researchers argue that after an acquisition, the organizational fit between the merging companies 

is important in order to make use of existing and new knowledge (Bjorkman et al. 2007; Bröchner 

et al. 2004; Schoenberg 2001). However, in the investigated acquisition scenario the position of 

the property manager was not staffed for the first 10 months in shopping center A and C. Thus the 

organizational fit can be considered as insufficient since an important position was not staffed. Due 

to this, it was difficult for the shopping center managers to understand and work under a new 

organizational structure which had a negative impact on knowledge transfer. In shopping center B 

the position of the property manager was staffed directly after the acquisition and in that way the 

organizational fit was more sufficient. Theory states that structural configurations and changes in 

the organization may influence the relationships and thereby can also impact knowledge transfer 

(Adler 2002; Inkpen and Tsang 2005). Both SCM-A and SCM-C reported weak relationships with 

the interim manager which lead to limited interaction and less opportunities to transfer knowledge. 

After the appointment of PM-A and PM-C, around 10 months after the acquisition, an important 

position was staffed which lead to increased opportunities for knowledge transfer.  

Further, researchers point out that an organizational instability after an acquisition can lead 

to uncertainties about future roles and responsibilities, which limits the capabilities to transfer and 

absorb knowledge (Ranft and Lord 2001; Ranft and Lord 2002). This became mainly evident in 

shopping center B and C, where the shopping center managers perceived an uncertainty about their 

role in the organization. Thus, their commitment to work and motivation to collaborate was rather 

weak and lead to a barrier to knowledge transfer. In contrast to that in shopping center A, PM-A 

felt confident about his role.  

The results in all three shopping center showed that after the acquisition the property 

managers applied a lower level of control. Therefore, the perception was that the decision making 

was faster. This is in line with research stating that a horizontal hierarchical structure and low level 



37 

of control can impact decision making and knowledge transfer positively (Nonaka 1994; Goh 2002; 

Vroom and Yetton 1973).  

Company Strategy 

 

Shopping center managers of all three investigated shopping centers perceived that the business 

strategy of the property company was more progressive towards finding an optimal tenant mix. 

Research argues that a similar business strategy has been determined as a strong factor that 

encourages knowledge transfer in an organization, since employees are more likely to contribute 

with their knowledge when they have experienced a similar strategy (Darr and Kurtzberg 2000). 

On the other hand, theory states that strategic differences can cause conflict, resistance and group 

biases and might inhibit post-acquisition integration (Elsass and Veiga 1994). Researchers argue 

that a company should clearly communicate vision and norms to allow identification and 

understanding among employees (Fisher et al. 1997; Liu and Comer 2007; O´Dell and Grayson 

1998). All shopping center managers stated that the strategy was different. However, no conflict or 

resistance was reported by the shopping center managers. Due to intensive restructuring plans in 

all shopping centers more interaction between property managers and shopping center managers 

were necessary within the organization. SCM-A had a very positive attitude towards the new 

strategy and reported that he shared his knowledge and experience with PM-A to contribute to the 

implementation of the strategy. In contrast to that, the SCM-B and SCM-C often did not feel 

involved well in the decision making processes in terms of strategy implementation. Thus, it can 

be argued that knowledge transfer was inhibited in shopping center B and C.  

Interaction Routines 

 

Researchers state that a close geographical distance can be beneficial for tacit knowledge transfer 

(Ensign 2009; Ensign et al. 2013). The findings in shopping center A revealed that due to the 

geographical closeness, PM-A and SCM-A are meeting face-to-face several times a week. Both 

acknowledged that this type of interaction was beneficial to discuss complex topics and thereby 

transfer tacit knowledge. In contrast to that the findings in shopping center B and C showed, that 

due to the geographical distance of around 160 kilometres in shopping center B and 300 kilometres 

in shopping center C, face-to-face meetings between property managers and shopping center 

managers are happening less frequently. In both shopping centers only 1-2 face-to-face meetings 

per month took place. Especially SCM-C felt isolated after the acquisition which created barriers 
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to knowledge transfer. Thus, geographical distance was identified as a barrier to knowledge transfer 

in shopping center B and C. Connected to the geographical distance, time constraints were 

identified as one of the main reasons for insufficient interaction between shopping center and 

property managers in shopping center B and C. Firstly, in both shopping centers it was challenging 

to organize face-to-face meetings due to the time effort for travelling. Secondly, SCM-B and SCM-

C stated that due to a lot of other responsibilities, the property managers were often not even 

accessible via e-mail or phone. Thus, it can be argued that due to that situation knowledge transfer 

was impacted negatively in shopping center B and C. This was also acknowledged by Leistner 

(2010) who stated that effective knowledge transfer can be inhibited by time constraints.  

6.2 Impact on Knowledge Transfer in the Business Relationships 

with Stores 

 

The results in all three shopping centers showed that no direct interaction was happening between 

property managers and the stores. Thus, on an inter-organizational level, the investigated 

interaction between property company and stores, took place between the shopping center 

managers and stores. It can be argued that the shopping center managers had a crucial role in the 

property company since they had established business relationships with all stores in the shopping 

center. Burt (1992) argues that actors that are situated on an important position are able to control 

and gather information from different business relationships. Uzzi (1997) stated that embedded 

business relationships enable more efficient tacit information exchange. Therefore, it can be argued 

that established relationships between shopping center managers and stores were beneficial for 

knowledge transfer after the acquisition. 

Further, research states that uncertainties about roles and responsibilities can negatively 

impact the motivation to collaborate and to share knowledge (Ranft and Lord 2001). Even though 

stores and shopping center managers had established business relationships, uncertainty about roles 

became evident to a different extent in the three shopping centers. In shopping center A, SCM-A 

perceived low uncertainty about his role, while in shopping center B and C, the uncertainty of the 

shopping center managers about roles and responsibilities was much higher. In terms of knowledge 

transfer SCM-B and SCM-C were uncertain which decisions they can carry out independently and 

which knowledge and information they are allowed to share with the stores. As argued by Ranft 

and Lord (2001) uncertainty about the role in the organization can impact the commitment to work 

and can have a negative impact on the capabilities to transfer and absorb knowledge. From a store 
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perspective, stores in shopping center C perceived that it got more difficult to communicate with 

SCM-C after the acquisition. A reason might have been the increased responsibilities of SCM-C 

after the acquisition. In shopping center A and B the stores had differing opinions about the 

business relationship with the shopping center managers after the acquisition. Thus, no clear impact 

on knowledge transfer became evident.   

The new strategy of the property company impacted the stores differently. According to 

Elsass and Veiga (1994) differences in strategy may create boundaries for knowledge transfer in 

the organization. Research states that an organization needs to clearly communicate their business 

strategy in order to engage and give other actors a sense of involvement and contribution to the 

organization (O’Dell and Grayson 1998). Stores in shopping center B and C perceived that more 

reconstructions and changes in the tenant mix occurred after the acquisition. Some stores in 

shopping center B and C reported that they did not feel well informed about the restructuring plans. 

Due to this, more anxiety about the future of their store was felt and a resistant behaviour of some 

stores made them less willing to share information with the shopping center manager. However, 

those stores who had a positive attitude towards the changes in the shopping center became more 

willing to share information to help the company to succeed with their strategy. Fisher et al. (1997) 

argues that if a company successfully communicates their vision the identification and 

understanding might be higher and can positively impact the knowledge transfer. Thus, it can be 

argued that changes in strategy affected knowledge transfer both negatively and positively on an 

inter-organizational level.  

In terms of interaction routines, knowledge transfer has been affected in different ways in 

the three shopping centers. The findings showed that due to the fact that the shopping center 

managers and stores are placed in the same physical building it was considered rather easy to 

organize face-to-face meetings. Researchers argue that the physical closeness between organization 

may impact knowledge transfer positively since it provides more opportunities for meetings 

(Boschma and Broekel 2012; Ensign 2009). However, SCM-A did not perceive any significant 

changes in the interaction routines with the stores due to the acquisition. In shopping center B, 

SCM-B perceived that the interaction changed from rather formal to informal regarding the 

interaction with the stores. This was mainly due to the fact that the new property company required 

less reports. Thus, more interaction with the stores happened informally via phone, email or face-

to-face. While explicit knowledge can often be transferred easily through documents or in 

databases, tacit knowledge is highly subjective and rooted in the individual’s experience, beliefs 

and perceptions (Daft and Huber; Nonaka 1994). Thus, the informal interaction can be considered 

as is beneficial for the transfer of tacit knowledge. This is in line with the findings of Leistner 
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(2010) who argues that informal interaction is considered as less time consuming, which allows 

more knowledge transfer (Leistner 2010). In shopping center C, the majority of stores reported a 

decrease in face-to-face meetings. Ismail Al-Alawi et al. (2007) argues that face-to-face meetings 

positively enable tacit knowledge transfer. According to shopping center manager C, his increased 

responsibilities after the acquisition resulted in the situation that it was challenging the make time 

for meetings with stores. According to Lim et. al (2015) time constraints can impede the knowledge 

transfer processes and negatively impact business relationships. Due to different findings, it was 

not possible to generalize the impacts that the interaction routines had on knowledge transfer in the 

three shopping centers.   

6.3 Summary and Theoretical Implications 

 

Firstly, the research carried out in this thesis adds to the theoretical research gap on knowledge 

transfer in the business environment of shopping centers. Teller and Alexander (2014) suggested 

to investigate knowledge transfer between managers in the property company as well as between 

property company and stores. This was done in this study and the findings reveal that shopping 

center managers play a crucial role in regards to knowledge transfer from stores to the property 

company. Teller and Alexander (2014) acknowledge that stores hold plenty of customer knowledge 

– however, their research neglected to investigate how this knowledge is transferred. Thus, it can 

be argued that this research gives a better understanding about knowledge transfer between stores 

in shopping centers and the property company which owns and manages the center. 

Secondly, this research investigated how certain factors impact knowledge transfer in a 

post-acquisition phase. Among other factors, the research of Westphal and Shaw (2005) included 

organizational structure, company strategy and interaction routines as factors that might impact 

knowledge transfer in a post-acquisition phase. However, Westphal and Shaw (2005) pointed out 

that their research was mainly built on bodies of literature and should be tested in different settings 

to identify if their identified factors can be generalized when applied in different organizational 

settings. By investigating knowledge transfer in a specific acquisition-setting, the authors 

contributed to Westphal and Shaw’s (2005) research. It can be stated that changes in organizational 

structure, strategy and interaction routines impact knowledge transfer after the acquisition. 

However, the extent differed in the three investigated shopping centers. 

Researchers argued that changes on an intra-organizational level after an acquisition also 

lead to changes in the business relationships of the acquirer with other firms (Anderson et al. 1994; 
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Halinen et al. 1999; Havila and Salmi 2000). This thesis added on the existing body of research by 

giving a clearer understanding how the acquisition of a shopping center affected knowledge 

transfer in the business relationships between property company and stores in the shopping center. 

This understanding is particular important due to the fact that a property company in most cases 

owns shopping centers with a multitude of stores. Due to that fact numerous business relationships 

have to be established.   
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7 Conclusion 

Knowledge is considered an important organizational resource that can have a major impact on the 

success of businesses (Kogut and Zander 1992; Van Wijk et al. 2008). Furthermore, an acquisition 

can be an opportunity for companies to gather knowledge from external resources (Inkpen 2000; 

Liu and Comer 2007). This thesis carried out a case study on three Swedish shopping centers that 

were acquired from a property company in 2014. The study focused on investigating how changes 

in organizational structure, company strategy and interaction routines impacted knowledge transfer 

within the property company. Furthermore, the study investigated in what way these intra-

organizational changes caused connected change in business relationships between property 

company and the stores in the shopping centers.  

The main findings were: Firstly, due to a different organizational structure of the property 

company, organizational instabilities occurred, particularly in the first months after the acquisition. 

The uncertainty about roles and responsibilities impacted knowledge transfer negatively on an 

intra- and inter-organizational level. Secondly, the shopping center managers who were integrated 

in the property company after the acquisition had increased responsibilities. However, relationships 

between property manager and shopping center manager were considered weak in two of the 

investigated shopping centers. For that reason, knowledge transfer was negatively inhibited and 

the acquisition was perceived as rather negative. Thirdly, in the two shopping centers that were 

geographically located farthest away from the offices of the property company, knowledge transfer 

was inhibited due to the distance. The reason was that face-to-face meetings, which are especially 

important for the transfer of tacit knowledge, barely took place. Finally, the property managers do 

not communicate with store managers, which enables no direct knowledge transfer. Due to this, on 

an inter-organizational level, knowledge from stores is only gathered by the shopping center 

managers. Therefore, it can be argued that the position of the shopping center manager is very 

important in terms of knowledge transfer between stores and the property company.  

7.1 Managerial Implications 

 

Firstly, to mitigate a negative impact on knowledge transfer, changes in roles and responsibilities 

following an acquisition should be clearly communicated. Furthermore, in a post-acquisition phase, 

managers should be informed about the new company vision and strategy in order to avoid 

uncertainty and resistance towards changes. Drawing from the main findings of the three shopping 
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centers, it can be concluded that the more certain managers were about their roles and 

responsibilities, the more efficient knowledge transfer was accomplished.  

Secondly, the case study revealed that infrequent face-to-face interaction inhibited 

knowledge transfer, especially in shopping center B and C due to the geographical distance 

between property company and shopping center. Thus, in order to increase knowledge transfer 

between property managers and shopping center managers, a recommendation is that property 

managers should be present in the shopping center at least once per week instead of only 1-2 times 

a month or if possible even have their offices in the shopping center. This would allow increased 

interaction between shopping center managers and property managers.  

Thirdly, the case study showed that the property managers are very dependent on the 

shopping center managers in regards to knowledge about stores and customers. Thus, it can be 

argued that strong-tie business relationships between shopping center managers and stores are 

crucial in order to effectively gather and exchange knowledge. Also, it is beneficial to continue 

employing the shopping center managers after the acquisition, which is in line with the findings of 

Inkpen (2000) and Liu and Comer (2007) who stated that an acquisition may enable the acquirer 

to gain ownership over knowledge-based resources. Because of the shopping center managers’ 

extensive experience, knowledge and established business relationships with the stores, they 

constitute a valuable source of knowledge and information for the property managers, particularly 

in the early post-acquisition phase. 

7.2 Limitations of the Study 

On an intra-organizational level, all interviewed property managers as well as shopping center 

managers are part of the same company. Saunders et al. (2009) argue that interviewees may respond 

in a way their bosses expect them to answer if they are part of the same company. However, 

literature also states that this is mainly a problem within organizations with a vertical hierarchical 

structure, which was not the case in our research. Further, the positions of the interviewed managers 

might look different in shopping centers that are managed by other property companies. We are 

also aware that any acquisition scenario has a dynamic of its own, and thus our findings may only 

be applicable to some extent on other shopping centers and acquisition scenarios.  

Another limitation of the study might be that only three factors that impact knowledge 

transfer - namely the organizational structure, company strategy and interaction routines - were 

investigated. Other than these factors, research has also presented additional factors that impact 

knowledge transfer in a post-acquisition phase (Bresman et al. 1999; Martinkenaite 2012 Westphal 



44 

and Shaw 2005). However, it was decided to focus in-depth only on this three factors and aim to 

identify in what way they had an impact on knowledge transfer. 

Furthermore, in terms of knowledge transfer between stores and property company it was 

rather difficult to determine to what extent the findings are applicable on the shopping center as a 

whole, since only four out of multiple stores were investigated. For this reason, the individual 

relationships between shopping center managers and store managers might have an effect of the 

perceived level and success of knowledge transfer. 

7.3 Outlook for Future Research 

As pointed out in the results and analysis, no direct interaction between property managers and 

store managers takes place. However, the interviews with the property managers revealed that 

property managers communicate with managers in the retail chain company about future strategic 

plans for the stores. Property managers pointed out that the managers they talk to are often on a 

level of director or CEO and thus are able to carry out important decisions. Therefore, future 

research could investigate the role of the chain manager in terms of knowledge transfer and which 

role the chain managers play in the decision making process about the tenant mix. Furthermore, a 

quantitative study with property managers, store managers, chain managers and shopping center 

managers could be carried out to receive a better understanding of what knowledge content the 

different actors consider most relevant for their work. Finally, as mentioned previously there are 

other factors than the ones we included in our investigation that may impact knowledge transfer in 

a post-acquisition phase, as presented by for instance Westphal and Shaw (2005). Thus, researchers 

could take our study as well as theirs as a basis to investigate other acquisition scenarios.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1 

  

Questions to Property Managers 

  

Introduction – What is your job position? How long have you been working in the company? 

  

1)   In 2014, X acquired five shopping centers from Y. What were the main motives and goals 

for the acquisition from your perspective? 

Organizational Structure 

2)  Can you describe the network of the shopping center?  

a. Which are the key managers that you talk to? In what way are you talking to the stores? 

b. How did the network look before the acquisition and were there any major changes in roles 

and positions? 

3)  What are your main responsibilities? Who are you mainly communicating with and who are 

you reporting to? 

4) From your perspective, what would you describe as the major changes for the other 

managers in the property company (e.g. shopping center manager) after you took over the 

management of the property?  

a. In what way do you think the organizational structure changed after the acquisition? 

5)   Is there a hierarchical structure with who you share information? 

a. For example, do you communicate directly with the store managers or is it only via the 

shopping center manager? 

6)  When you got appointed as the new property manager, how well did you feel informed 

about your role and tasks? Did you feel any kind of uncertainty about your role and 

responsibilities? 

7)   Can you please describe the integration process after the acquisition? 

a. How did you get to know the shopping center and other managers? 

8) Did you feel any resistance towards your way of managing the shopping center? Where 

there any changes or problems that occurred? Were there any changes or new business 

processes? 



Company Strategy 

9) How do you think the other managers you are in contact with perceived X in regards to 

power, image and reputation in comparison to the previous property company? 

a. What were your goals and vision for the shopping center? 

b. How did you communicate the vision to other managers and to the stores? 

c. Are there any norms in terms of how you share and gather information? 

Interaction Routines 

10)  In what way do you exchange information with other managers? (e.g. meetings, email,  

     Internet? 

a. How often do you meet the shopping center manager? 

11) What are the main issues and topics you talk about? 

12) Do you encourage the other managers and stores you talk with to share information and 

knowledge? 

a. What kind of information is most relevant for you? 

13) Do you see it as a disadvantage that you are not placed in the shopping center? 

14) In summary: What do you see as the main barriers that hinder the transfer of information and 

knowledge with other managers you talk to? 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Appendix 2 

Questions to Shopping Center Managers 

  

Introduction - What is your job position? How long have you been working in the company? 

  

1) In 2014, X acquired five shopping centers from Y. What were the main motives for the 

acquisition from your perspective? 

Organizational Structure 

2) Can you describe the network of the shopping center?  

a. Which are the managers that you talk to in the network?  

b. How did the network look before the acquisition and were there any major changes in roles 

and positions? 

3) What are your main responsibilities? Who are you mainly communicating with and who are you 

reporting to? 

a. What  

4) What were the main changes in your role and responsibilities that you perceived after the 

acquisition? 

5) In the early period after the acquisition, did you feel well informed about changes in regards to 

your role and responsibilities? 

6) Can you please describe the integration process after the acquisition? 

a. How did you get to know new managers in the property company? 

7) What were the main differences between the property company before and the new one after the 

acquisition? 

a. Were there any changes or new business processes? 

b. Are you encouraged to do that? 

 8) Is there a clear hierarchical structure with who you talk to and share information? 

a. What kind of knowledge do you receive from both sides the property manager and the 

store managers?  

b. Do you see yourself as a “middleman” when it comes to information transfer between 

stores and property company? 

Company Strategy 

9) How did you perceive power, image and reputation of the new property company compared to 

the previous property company? 



a. What are the things you believe the new property company does different? 

b. Was the goals and vision of the company clearly communicated to you? 

c. In what way did it impact your work and interaction with stores? 

Interaction Routines 

10) In what way do you exchange information with the other managers? (E.g. meetings, email, 

intranet) 

a. How often do you meet the property manager face-to-face? 

b. What interaction do you consider most relevant to exchange information? 

11) What are the main issues and topics you talk about with the property company and stores? 

12) Are you encouraged by the property manager to share information and knowledge and do you 

encourage the stores to share information with you? 

13) What knowledge do you believe is of most interest for the property manager in order to carry 

out appropriate decisions for the success of the shopping center? 

14) In summary: What do you see as the main barriers that hinder the transfer of information and 

knowledge with the other managers you talk to? 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  



Appendix 3  

Questions to Stores (Store Managers) 

  

Introduction - What is your job position? How long have you been working in the company? 

  

1) In 2014, X acquired five shopping centers from Y. Do you know anything about the motives 

and goals of the acquisition? 

 

Organizational Structure 

2) Can you describe the network of the shopping center.  

a. Which are the managers that you talk to in the property company?  

b. How did the network look before the acquisition and were there any major changes in roles 

and positions? 

3) What are your main responsibilities? Who are you mainly communicating with and who are you 

reporting to?  

4) Is there are clear hierarchical structure with who you talk to and share information with? 

a. Do you communicate directly with the property manager or only with the shopping center 

manager? 

5) What were the main changes in your role and responsibilities you perceived after the acquisition? 

6) In the early period after the acquisition, did you feel well informed about changes in regards to 

your role? 

7) Can you please describe the integration process after the acquisition? 

a. How did you get to know new managers? 

8) What were the main differences between the property company before and the new one after the 

acquisition? 

a. Were there any new processes? 

b. Any new routines and procedures that you had to follow? 

Company Strategy 

9) How did you perceive power, image and reputation of the new property company compared to 

the previous property company?  

a. Did you perceive the goals and vision for the shopping center were clearly communicated 

towards you?  

b. Were there any major changes that impacted your store? 

 



Interaction Routines 

10) In what way do you exchange information with the other managers? (e.g. meetings, email, 

intranet) 

a.What type of interaction do you consider most relevant? 

b. How often do you meet managers in the property company face-to-face? 

11) What are the main issues and topics you talk about?   

12) Are you encouraged by the property manager and/or shopping center manager to share 

information and knowledge? 

13) What knowledge do you believe is of most interest for the property manager and for the 

shopping center managers to carry out appropriate decisions for the success of the shopping center? 

14) In summary: What do you see as the main barriers that hinder the transfer of information and 

knowledge with the other managers you talk to? Do you feel your knowledge is appreciated and 

listened to? 

  

 


