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Abstract  
When a large organisation experiences a change in its business environment in a way that 

interrupts how business has previously functioned this can be detrimental if the organisation 

cannot change and adapt to the changes. The TEIER model is introduced in this paper as a 

means for large organisations to achieve organisational changes more reliably and with less 

immediate implications to organisational culture. The TEIER model was inspired by the case 

of a large oil drilling company based in Denmark which had to change its growth potential 

beyond core business as core business was diminishing and becoming more competitive. The 

TEIER model is proven through a literature review which establishes the theoretical basis for 

the model comparing the academical findings with case company in a qualitative study. 

 

Keywords: change management, organisational culture, cultural aspects of merger and 

acquisitions, literature review, the TEIER model 
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1. Introduction 
1.1. The spark of innovation 
In the fall of 2019 Fredrik Tukk, the Head of Innovation Scouting from Maersk Drilling, visited 

Copenhagen Business School to present the case of how Maersk Drilling had improved its 

innovative efforts. In this presentation it became clear that Maersk Drilling had performed an 

unusual transformation of the company. Maersk Drilling was a traditional company with 

strong hierarchical structures and culture in which deviation and norm-violations was 

frowned upon. Tukk presented a company in which the innovative initiatives used to be 

utterly unstructured and scattered uncontrollably throughout the organisation. The 

innovative efforts were at best individually lead from a single person or team and at worst 

multiple people across different departments was doing the same initiatives without knowing 

of the other. This lack of structured innovation and silos inhibiting communication between 

departments originates from the top management team not recognising the need for 

innovation at the time in an industry which used to be highly stable and predictable (Tukk, 

2020). 

In this business environment of predictability and long-term contracts there was no need for 

innovative efforts as customer needs was satisfied by already perfected business models and 

products. However, this stability was disrupted in 2014 with oil prices declining and Maersk 

Drilling now facing cost-cuttings which was further worsened by customers reducing contract 

sizes. Previously contracts were expected to run upwards of five years, but now single-well 

drilling contracts would only last somewhere from four to six weeks. The shift in contract 

standards and failing oil prices was some of the prerequisites for the innovation department 

to come into existence (Tukk, 2020). 

In 2014, the Chief Information Technology Officer (CIO) at Maersk Drilling and Tukk started to 

develop an innovation initiative for Maersk Drilling. The two analysed the technology of 

Maersk Drilling, its customers and its competitors to establish the reason as to why a 

structured innovation approach was needed. This analysis was then pushed by the CIO to be 

presented for top management. At the meeting of the presentation the innovation initiative 

was rejected with the argument that more pressing matters had priority and this was a 

business expense in a time of cost-cutting and turmoil. However, about five months after the 

meeting the CEO came back to the CIO and Tukk with the message that this innovation 

initiative was needed at Maersk Drilling. The CEO personally endorsed a trial of the project 

and gave the CIO and Tukk permission to spearhead the project and the resources to select a 
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group of people to join this project. The two did not go idle and were quick to collect about 

70 ideas and assemble a group of people formed from individuals selected out of other 

departments throughout Maersk Drilling (Tukk, 2020). 

The CEO had given the group three months to prove the case that innovation was valid 

business for Maersk Drilling, and therefore time was essential. This time pressure led to the 

first really big decision in the group, that they needed to move somewhere else than the main 

office building because this building and the colleagues in it represented a threat to the 

commitment of the group. Normally projects like this was done through sitting together in a 

conference room for a series of sessions, but this typical approach risked people leaving to 

answer phone calls, cancelling due to other meeting, and other excuses for not participating. 

Instead it was decided that the entire team would be 100 percent committed to this single 

project of developing the innovation capabilities and to support this commitment an 

alternative location was found in the form of a villa. This villa was a totally separate building 

from the main offices, but close enough that people could just walk between the two for 

lunch. This decision seemed at the time illogical as the main offices had just finished 

rebuilding and the project team was therefore leaving brand new offices to instead work in 

an old villa (Tukk, 2020). 

1.2. The Villa 
Thusly, the new department was given a unique opportunity to move physically outside the 

offices of Maersk Drilling to small villa. Within this villa the new innovation department was 

given full autonomy from the remaining organisation with exception of top management. The 

innovation team1 had been able to shock the entire top management at this first visit by 

having prototypes and minimum viable products ready within the first three weeks. This level 

of productivity and innovation was enough to prove the case and the duration was extended 

from three months to two years and then integration into the main offices. These two years 

gave the innovation team time and resources to further define and develop what innovation 

should look like at Maersk Drilling (Tukk, 2020). 

To support the new department’s the innovative efforts they could ask for resources from the 

remaining organisation of Maersk Drilling to join the Villa for short periods of time. Often the 

people who came from the main organisation was astounded by the culture of the Villa but 

not dimissive. The innovation team had seen it as a mission to question the norms of Maersk 

 
1 Original team of ten people who went to the Villa later becoming the innovation department. 
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Drilling whilst tirelessly innovating new solutions at a rapid pace. The key factors describing 

the innovation team’s experiences in the Villa are; dare to try, fast failure, teamwork, speed, 

openness, networking, new technology, customer engagement and agile (Tukk, 2020). 

The lack of interference from other departments enabled the innovation team to develop 

their own approach to innovation with multiple facets and attributes which clearly differed 

from the traditional ways of thinking. In the Villa the team endorsed a culture of daring to try 

new technology and solutions without establishing perfect business cases in full detail. 

Instead it became important to try out new ideas but be quick to let go of ideas if they proved 

to be failures and instead move on and try out the next idea to quickly find the successes 

instead of pondering on how to fix a failed idea. Teamwork was an important way of 

supporting this fast experimentation because the innovation team was assembled from 

different departments at Maersk Drilling then silo-thinking mentality was mitigated. 

Removing the silos enabled this teamwork and was also a driving factor in speed with which 

the innovation team was able to deliver solutions which was achieved because cumbersome 

bureaucracy was no longer present. Instead the team members could just turn their chairs 

and tap another person on the shoulder when questions occurred (Tukk, 2020). 

Part of this teamwork was also the internal openness between the team members with the 

innovation team having a daily check-in and check-out. These checks were both on project 

status but also on the feelings of the individual team members with the team implementing 

the red, amber, green scoring system from project management to describe the emotional 

state of the day. This served to enable the team members to communicate more effectively 

and honestly with each other because personally having a bad day was openly revealed and 

respected between team members. The openness towards emotional state helped support 

the teamwork as the corporate theatre of everything being fine and dandy was disregarded, 

and personal problems were respected. Additionally, when the team first moved out to the 

Villa, they had also decided to disregard the company dress-code and allowed themselves to 

enjoy what they described as Saturday-clothes. This internal openness also supported the 

team in their networking efforts. The team had decided to increase their network capabilities 

to find external partners to co-create solutions with and the processes of co-creation was 

improved by the open and honest environment in the Villa (Tukk, 2020). 

Instead of developing new ideas from scratch and innovating these internally, the new 

department opened its perspective up for receiving innovation from outside the corporate 

boundaries. Opening up meant two things; analysing incoming innovative suggestions sent to 
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Maersk Drilling, and scouting for specific innovations and solutions to incoming challenges 

already solved by start-ups, universities, or even customers. Innovation with customers had 

previously been impossible as the Sales Department had little interest in enabling anyone to 

unnecessarily bother customers. However, the innovation team was eventually able to find 

customers willing to join the team in co-creation and the responses was overwhelmingly 

positive from the customers. This co-creation resulted in multiple solutions being 

implemented on the rig of a customer, and the customer willingly contributing time to 

develop these solutions. Furthermore, co-creation with customers and other partners 

allowed the innovation team to turn the conventional approach of product development 

upside-down (Tukk, 2020). 

The conventional method of finding a problem then a solution then a partner who can provide 

some technology as a solution. Reversing this method and instead asking how interesting 

technology could be applied in different situations maybe yielding a solution for a hitherto 

unknown problem. The traditional methodology of solutions development at Maersk Drilling 

was meticulous planning based on business cases and aiming for perfect solutions at time of 

delivery. The innovation team wanted to be agile in their development processes by applying 

technology first, engaging with customers and being fast to fail and move on. Coupling this 

with the commitment, openness and teamwork spirit was all successful in establishing the 

right culture for innovation. Thus, the experiment achieved its purpose and the innovation 

team was ready to integrate back into the main organisation and become the innovation 

department (Tukk, 2020). 



 

Copenhagen Business School 103240 Page 8 of 104 

1.3. Main offices 
In mid-August 2019 after spending 

almost two and half years in the Villa 

the innovation department returned 

to the main offices of Maersk Drilling 

to become a fully integrated part of 

the organisation. The innovation 

department would become a 

supporting function as in late 2019 

Maersk Drilling underwent a 

restructuring which divided the 

company into two major division 

with four supporting functions, 

innovation being one of these four 

support functions. The offices to 

which the innovation department 

moved into was decorated to comply 

the different work processes and culture developed in the Villa. The workstations are open 

for everyone with an emphasis on employee mobility rather than named seating. 

Furthermore, separation by soundproof walls are kept to a minimum and conference rooms 

for groups larger than three are only separated by large curtains. These solutions have been 

installed per request of the innovation team itself inspired by experiences from the Villa. The 

offices were furthermore equipped with sound-absorbing walls as seen on Picture 1: 

Innovation Department Office Entrance with the red wall section (Tukk, 2020). 

Picture 1: Innovation Department Office Entrance 
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Furthermore, the innovation department 

differentiates from other division in Maersk 

Drilling by having a separate set of values 

expressed through their manifesto explicitly 

mounted on a wall facing outwards to the 

remaining organisation. This can be seen in 

Picture 2: The Manifesto. The innovation 

department having a manifesto can be 

provocative when Maersk Drilling has a public 

set of five values set by the Maersk Group; 

“Constant Care, Humbleness, Uprightness, Our 

Employees, Our Name” (Maersk Drilling A/S, 

2020). However, the manifesto encompasses 

the journey and the result of the 

experimentation the innovation department underwent to become the innovation 

department (Tukk, 2020). 

All of the statements in the innovation Manifesto relates to the experiences from the Villa 

and the culture of innovation that was developed in the Villa. Learn fast is the fact that the 

innovation department wants to try out new solutions and technologies and this requires 

them to quickly learn what works and what does not. Be street smart is the notion that perfect 

solution is not the first priority and therefore minimum viable products are great to enable 

faster learning about. Stay curious is the ability to question conventional wisdom and daring 

to ask what is considered ludicrous questions instead of accepting solutions at face value. 

Don’t judge is the continuation of staying curious by trying to embrace solutions or technology 

that would otherwise have been considered non-viable in the drilling industry. This leads to 

the next which is be bold and passionate, to achieve remarkable innovation they have to aim 

for something more than just one percent improvement. The boldness is the culmination of 

curiosity and not judging with conventional wisdom, and the passion needs to be present or 

otherwise the solution will not be developed (Tukk, 2020). 

Owning and acing is when the process of when a product or project is started then the 

innovation department needs to own the solutions to best deliver innovation as breaking new 

ground can be terrifying if the right mindset and culture is not spearheading it. Then the 

innovation department work hard to develop these solutions and drills deeper by not taking 

Picture 2: The Manifesto 
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the first answer as the only. Instead challenging the conventional wisdom of senior employees 

leads to better solutions. Being reliable and responsible states the responsibility that the 

innovation department bears to the remaining organisation, the innovation department 

owning the innovation projects can only be viable if they also take the responsibility of 

following through. Love the team and help other is a call back the teamwork spirit from the 

Villa where emotions are not neglected, and silo-mentality is kept to a minimum, and both 

support the understanding that no person can innovate alone. All of these keywords 

combined produce the last keyword, create the future, because; “… innovation is not just 

about changing tomorrow, it’s about changing the day after as well.” (Tukk, 2020). 

1.4. Innovation today at Maersk Drilling 
When the management team decided to scale up the innovation capabilities then the 

innovation department was formalised and structured to better comply with the structure of 

the rest of Maersk Drilling: 

… Because we used to a very hierarchical process/structure-oriented company and when we 

went to the Villa we went to the opposite of the pendulum; let’s go as a start-up, let’s do 

totally wild and crazy things without process. But then, now, when you grow to up to 25 

people you also need to have some more structure on the approach, the methodology, the 

people, the way you get to prioritise product, etc. (Tukk, 2020) 

The key words that Tukk uses to describe the situation of the innovation department being 

back at the main offices of Maersk Drilling are: Structure, innovation methodology, focus on 

growth, more skills, innovation focus from the top, less focus on tech, top management buy-

in, project tunnel, bigger budget and innovation coordination (Tukk, 2020). 

Returning to Maersk Drilling to scale up and fully become a support function required 

structuring as emphasised in the citation from Tukk above. Additionally, the experimentation 

in the Villa had to be formalised into an innovation methodology which also relates to the 

innovation tunnel. The methodology is the framework in which innovation projects are 

normally executed by the innovation department and the innovation tunnel is structure the 

different projects in relation to each other. This methodology is more structured than the 

Villa but has not fallen back to the old ways of business cases and perfection mentality. 

However, there was a need for this structure because the journey back into the main offices 

also changed the focus of the innovation department. In the Villa there had been the 

antithesis of conventional use of new technology with testing new technology before a 

problem or solution required such technology to be applied. Innovation at Maersk Drilling 
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falls into line with the conventional framework of problem, solution, provider, technology 

because the focus is less on the technology itself and instead it is on growth. The innovation 

department holds the responsibility of creating growth for Maersk Drilling in the long term 

(Tukk, 2020). 

The innovation department have been given this responsibility from the top management 

team who have now collectively endorsed the notion that innovation is important for Maersk 

Drilling. Innovation have become a focus of the top management whilst growth have become 

the focus of the innovation department. This also relates to the importance of the top 

management buy-in; throughout the beginning of the Villa experiment the entire project was 

only endorsed by the CEO himself and the CIO who had helped initiate the project. The rest 

of the top management team and their support structure utterly lacked the understanding 

why innovation needed its own department. However, the results produced in the Villa 

swayed the majority of the top management to buy in on the idea that innovation is important 

for the future of Maersk Drilling. This buy-in also enabled the innovation department to 

consolidate all innovation budgets which previously had been scattered throughout the 

different divisions and department of the whole of Maersk Drilling. Now the innovation 

department have consolidated these small budgets into a single big budget (Tukk, 2020). 

The centralised budget allowed the innovation department to better coordinate resources 

across different innovation projects as all ideas are also coordinated in the project tunnel. 

Thusly, the coordination of innovation efforts has been improved and boosted as the budget 

is also increased. Lastly, the innovation department has been scaled up to better respond to 

the increased workload and this increase in colleagues was done in a way that secured more 

diverse skills joining the team instead of replicating the existing competencies. Despite the 

formalisation and structuring the innovation department succeeded in retaining some of the 

core values and culture needed for improved innovative processes (See Picture 2: The 

Manifesto). Furthermore, post-interview Tukk showcased some of the changes the 

innovation department had afflicted upon the other departments. Prior to the innovation 

department desks, walls and common areas were expected to be free from any disturbances, 

text or clutter. After the innovation department joined the offices wallpapers with analytics 

and idea-sharing has spread to other departments. The open and innovative culture that 

remains a core part of the innovation department is spreading (Tukk, 2020).  
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2. The TEIER model 
Organisations facing changed business environments need to react to such changes because 

they otherwise face being outcompeted (Kotter, 1996; Schoemaker, et al., 2018). 

The TEIER model is five specific steps that a large organisation can undergo to change itself 

from being too heavily exploiting to increase the dynamic capabilities. The TEIER model will 

seek to provide a theoretical framework which these large organisations can utilise to achieve 

changes in the organisation to improve dynamic capabilities and the cultural changes to 

support such improvement. TEIER is an abbreviation of; Translocation, Experimentation, 

Integration, Evolve, Reinforce. Each step is inspired from the different parts of the case 

described above. 

 

Main assumptions 
Before each step is elaborated upon the basic assumptions of the TEIER model will be 

explored: 

I. Changing the organisation is necessary as it is no longer competitive in the business 

environment. 

The first assumption explores the necessity of changing the organisation. If the organisation 

experiences increasing challenge from its business environment without having the capability 

to respond to such challenges, then changing the innovative processes is necessary 

The TEIER model 

3. Integration 

Senior management 

Div. A Div. B Div. X New Div. 

Senior management 

Div. A Div. B Div. X New Div. 

1. Translocation 2. Experimentation 
Senior management 

New Div. 
Version A Version B 

Version C Version X 

4. Evolve 

Senior management 

Div. A Div. B Div. X New Div. 

5. Reinforce 

Senior management 

Div. A Div. B Div. X New Div. 
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(Schoemaker, et al., 2018). This organisation will be assumed to have functioned 

competitively up until this moment through exploitative efforts, however balancing is needed 

to establish explorative efforts to respond to business viability challenges and opportunities 

(March, 1991). 

II. Changing the organisational culture is necessary as it is hindering the change 

processes. 

The organisation is assumed to have specialised itself into the situation described above in 

the first assumption. This specialisation has happened over a long period of stability where 

work processes, hierarchies and structures are built up to support the current revenue 

streams. However, this specialisation establishes a culture that enforces further specialisation 

as improving these efforts has previously increased profitability and competitiveness (Schein, 

1985). Therefore, the culture that continuously supports exploitative efforts needs changing 

to support efforts to become more explorative which is diametrically different. The changes 

to the culture are not to make the organisation only support explorative efforts, but instead 

to balance the culture to support a balance of exploitative and explorative efforts (March, 

1991). 

III. The TEIER model is best suited for managing changes, both organisational and cultural, 

in large organisation. 

The TEIER model is primarily suited for organisations large enough to encounter the 

organisational and cultural challenges. The definition of a large organisation is according to 

Eurostat (2020) 250 employees, €50 million turnover or €43 million balance sheet. These 

measures are suitable indicate what organisations the TEIER model is better suited for. Any 

organisation reaching a size of 250 employees or more will have established certain 

organisational structures and a supporting culture to achieve such success. Assuming 

organisation of this size to be suitable for using the TEIER model does not exclude smaller 

companies from using the model. It is assumed that small and medium size organisations will 

not face the same difficulty nor have the resources or time required for this level of change 

management. 
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2.1. Translocation 

 
The first step of the TEIER model is translocation. The inspiration from the case of Maersk 

Drilling was when the CEO signed off on the idea of establishing an innovation strategy the 

CIO and Tukk were enabled to select resources based on their analysis (Tukk, 2020). 

Translocation in the TEIER model encompasses these two actions and is dependent on top 

management approval as in the case. The first part of translocation is the analysis of what 

change is actually needed in the organisation and how to actualise this change. Tukk and the 

CIO formalised such an actualisation in the form of a business strategy which could be 

presented for the top management, but it was never a fully formed plan with a step by step 

(Tukk, 2020). 

Therefore, translocating resources and members of the organisation needs to be done 

purposefully hence the pre-emptive analysis is necessary. Additionally, translocation is also 

inspired by John Kotter’s (1996) ideas of change processes and how changes are inevitable 

and should be strongly led. The top management of Maersk Drilling did not endorse the 

innovation team until very late in the process which from change management perspective 

validates the idea of moving power, responsibility and resources away from incompetent 

leadership (Kotter, 2007). The TEIER model adopts this practice fully by suggesting that 

organisation in general will resist change until such a time where hindsight would approve 

the change process. Therefore, a physical relocation is suggested after the right people and 

resources have been selected.  However, the first does requires some buy-in from senior 

management supporting this translocation against initial organisational resistance. 

The term ‘division’ is used in the TEIER model instead of department. Division is used not to 

describe the number of people translocating, but instead the rank in the bureaucratic 

hierarchy; a department normally functions lower than a division. This becomes important 

1. Translocation 

Senior management 

Div. A Div. B Div. X New Div. 
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for the second step; experimentation Furthermore, in the Maersk Drilling case the innovation 

department would later integrate back a support function. The assumption about a division 

is that it can more freely be reorganised into any other organisational position. 

2.2. Experimentation 

 
Having translocated the new division will try to prove its own legitimacy by engaging in 

experimentation. The experimentation step is the part of the model where change 

management literature becomes important as the physical separation is the protected 

sandbox in which experiments can be undertaken without the interference from the 

remaining organisation. The TEIER model relies on Kotter’s (1996) 8-step model for change 

management which will be explained in-depth in chapter 6 Theoretical Application. However, 

this is not a limitation to the TEIER model and during the second step the organisation can 

freely choose another change management framework. Though a requirement is that the 

model acknowledges cultural implications of change management. The purpose of the 

experimentation step is inspired by the innovation team and this is shown in the illustration 

above. Experimentation is open environment in which the new division can try to achieve the 

changes which the main organisation desires and furthermore establish the right culture to 

support these changes. The dotted lines indicate experiments and the full line indicates the 

final agreed upon culture that supports the changes. 

The ultimate goal of the experimentation is achieving the organisational changes and 

establishing an organisational culture and structure that support the changes. Whilst the new 

division is experimenting it should only report directly to senior management. Finding the 

organisational culture that supports change management effort will eventually produce a 

result that is then consolidated in the new division just before Step 3: Integration. 

2. Experimentation 

Senior Management 

New Div. 
Version A Version B 

Version C Version X 
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2.3. Integration 

 
Integration is the process of the new division starting to connect organisationally to the main 

organisation structure whilst retaining changes achieved during experimentation and the 

support structure. The assumption is that no other division was able to achieve these changes 

as illustrated above by the different shapes, squares versus oval. Therefore, it is important 

that the main organisation enables the new division to retain its differentness illustrated by 

the dotted line. The integration of differentness is accomplished through a merger of the new 

division into the main organisation. Generally in mergers and acquisitions cultural differences 

is the cause of tension and conflicts and has been the scapegoat excuse for the failure of 

mergers and acquisitions (Gertsen, et al., 1998). However, the TEIER model introduces firstly 

the merger and secondly the importance of management of cultural differences as to avert 

conflicts. The merger is better suited to describe this situation as acquisitions will primarily 

be interested in establishing the more powerful of the two entities as the dominant and 

correct culture which is contra productive to the TEIER model (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993). 

The structure established by the innovation department is different from the main 

organisation which will be a point of contention and conflict. Therefore, the TEIER model will 

include the following two steps of focussing on fully completing the integration and change 

processes. 

2.4. Evolve 

 

3. Integration 

Senior Management 

Div. A Div. B Div. X New Div. 

4. Evolve 

Senior Management 

Div. A Div. B Div. X New Div. 
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The fourth step of the TEIER model is evolve and it concerns the spread of change from the 

new division to other divisions. Illustrated above is examples of how and where such change 

ideas could spread. Division A represents a part of the organisation resisting the changes, 

Division B represents another part fully embracing the changes, Div. X represents parts of the 

organisation accepting some changes and resisting others. Atop all of these divisions the 

senior management has started to change a little as a consequence of the previous three 

steps and the spread of change ideas from the new division. Organisational change can vary 

in how long it takes for the organisation to fully accept and embrace, and the TEIER model 

furthermore considers changes and the culture that support them separately. 

Maersk Drilling is a large organisation spanning multiple countries and multinational change 

management is outside the scope of the TEIER model presented in this paper. However, the 

innovation department is starting to spread its culture throughout the whole of Maersk 

Drilling in Denmark. This is done by the second largest group of employees in the innovation 

department who are responsible for maintaining and developing the innovation methodology 

and; “… also spreading it to the rest of the house.” (Tukk, 2020). 

2.5. Reinforce 

 
The spread of ideas leads to the fifth and final step in the TEIER model, reinforce. Reinforce is 

the act by which the entire organisation finally accomplishes the changes. Reinforcing the 

entire organisation as illustrated above is fronted by both the new division and senior 

management. All division including the new division and the senior management has fully 

changed trying to retain the best from both the original organisation and the experiment. 

Where step four concerns itself more with the free movement of change ideas then step five 

concerns itself with the consolidation and structuralising of such change ideas. Not all the 

changes to processes, structure and culture achieved by the new division is necessarily part 

of the end product, however it has had influence on the final organisation. This influence is 

illustrated as the curvy corners on the previously squared boxes which resembles the oval 

5. Reinforce 

Senior Management 

Div. A Div. B Div. X New Div. 
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shape from step two. Furthermore, the reinforcement of the changes serves to establish a 

common culture across all departments which might make the new division obsolete. 

Maersk Drilling has yet to achieve reinforcement as the innovation department is still working 

on spreading the change ideas. This emphasises the slow rate of change in large organisations 

and the cultural resistance throughout even with the full endorsement from the top 

management. Thusly, the final goal of the TEIER model is to allow large organisation to 

successfully implement changes that would also interfere with the organisational culture and 

thereby give these organisations an implementation framework for change management 

processes.  
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3. Research Question 
In a world where business environments become more volatile, uncertain, complex and 

ambiguous changing the organisation becomes vital for survival (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). 

Exploitative efforts cannot be the ultimate goal of businesses and therefore explorative 

efforts need endorsement from senior management and both exploration and exploitation 

needs to be balanced to remain competitive (March, 1991). Changing an organisation is 

difficult and requires structured approaches (Kotter, 1996). The case of Maersk Drilling 

Innovation Department resulted in the TEIER model presented above which is a model 

wherein organisational changes can be undertaken whilst acknowledging the implications to 

organisational culture. Thusly, the research question of this paper is: 

 

How can a large organisation utilise the academical framework of the TEIER model to achieve 

organisational changes whilst mitigating the cultural conflicts such changes will inflict? 

 

Answering the research question is comprehensive and will therefore be further understood 

through answering the following sub-questions: 

1. What theoretical literature supports the five different steps of the TEIER model? 

2. How does the TEIER model apply to the Maersk Drilling case? 

3.1. Delimitations 
The TEIER model is quite extensive in what it seeks to encompass, however there are 

limitations to the extensions of the model. This paper seeks to introduce the TEIER model 

from an academical perspective and thusly the limitations to the model will also function as 

a natural delimitation of this paper. 

- One delimitation to the TEIER model is the initial exclusion of multinational effects on 

both mergers and acquisitions, organisational culture and change management. All 

three different schools of literature have nuanced articles and academia which 

investigate the specificity of multinational implications which this is outside the scope 

of this paper. 

- Another delimitation is change management literature being a wide field of different 

models and theories with some narrowing down into specific industries or even 

specific companies. The TEIER model seeks not to become a model for specific 

companies, industry or market. 
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4. Methodology 
The following chapter will introduce the research process which is used to answer the 

research question. The research process of this paper is based in the Research Onion 

developed by Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2012) and the structure of this chapter will be 

based on the layers of this model. The research onion span a broad variety of different 

philosophies, research approaches etc. and is generally holistic in its explanations which 

serves a great basis for the methodology development (Saunders, et al., 2012). The chapter 

will start with the outermost layer and increasingly narrow down more specifics as sections 

move closer to the centre of the onion, data collection and data analysis. The research onion 

is illustrated in Figure 1 below. 

 
Figure 1: The Research Onion. Source: Saunders, et al., 2012 

4.1. Research philosophy 
The most important layer of the research onion is the outermost concerning the research 

philosophy. The two major things concerning the philosophy is; the researchers’ way of 

thinking and the research question of the paper. This is due to its importance regarding the 

nature of knowledge and how knowledge is developed. When researching business and 

management the two primary parts of the research philosophies; epistemology and ontology. 
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Epistemology is the establishing of what is acceptable knowledge in a field study, and 

ontology regards the nature of reality with which this knowledge is perceived by the 

researcher. Different philosophies have been derived from interpreting epistemology and 

ontology different and Saunders et al. (2012) names four major philosophies; positivism, 

realism, interpretivism and pragmatism. Deciding which research philosophy is adequate for 

the study of this paper it is highly important to consider the major subjects of organisational 

culture, change management and merger processes. These subjects are intangible 

interactions between people and relatively difficult to quantify systematically which made 

the choice of pragmatism seem appropriate. The pragmatist epistemology recognises 

knowledge as socially constructed beliefs, habits and experiences  and the ontology is the 

reality of what has functioned over time thus proving its right to exist (Yefimov, 2004). 

The advantage of using a pragmatist philosophy is the ability to draw upon the various 

methods from both interpretivism and positivism. Utilising the factual methods from 

positivism to establish a foundation based on the objective reality taking a step back from the 

interpretivist subjectivity. However, the interpretivist methods are exceptional for looking 

beyond theories and concepts trying to answer the research question from interpretation of 

observation and knowledge (Saunders, et al., 2012). The main focus of the pragmatist is the 

research question and answering this in a factual and reasonable manner through the 

combination of facts, theories and interpretations. 

The purpose of this paper is a new model for change management with strong focus on 

implications to organisational culture established from a theoretical foundation and analysis 

and inspired from the experiences of a case company. This is almost textbook pragmatic as 

the theoretical foundation requires objectivity found in positivism and the interpretation of 

social experiences from the case as cultural analysis. 

4.2. Research approach 
The second layer of the research onion concerns the relevant approach to determine the 

reasoning of the research logic, the application of data and generalisation of such data. There 

are three different research approaches; deductive, inductive and abductive, however they 

consist of the same three components; rules, observations and results (Karlsson, 2016). Rules 

for reality is also recognised as theory as rules tries to how the world is built and functions, 

observations are the data points collected by the researcher, and results are a logical 

conclusion (Karlsson, 2016). The research approaches have a specific structure of the three 
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components and depends on the logic and starting point of the research paper (Karlsson, 

2016): 

- The deductive approach starts with the theory or a hypothesis (rule) which is tested 

against data (observation) only leading to a conclusion when all statements presented 

are either proven or disproven (result). Deduction is cumbersome as the preferred 

data is quantifiable for the purpose of thorough testing which is necessary to achieve 

a conclusion. 

- The inductive approach starts with observations from which a pattern (result) is 

interpreted and the researcher then analyses the patterns to establish a theory (rule). 

The context of data is highly important in inductive research and therefore qualitative 

research is preferred to best capture the context of collected data also requiring small 

sample numbers of data. 

- The abductive approach starts with the result to which the researcher is then trying 

to find theory and rules to explain the result. Lastly, testing this hypothetical 

explanation with observations and data to reasonably establish the best prediction. 

The first two chapters of this paper follows this abductive approach as the case was presented 

before any part of the research had been conducted and from this case introduction an initial 

set of rules is presented in the form of the TEIER model. Thusly, the starting point of the paper 

follows the abductive approach and the subsequent chapters from this Methodology chapter 

will follow the structure of the abductive approach. The case and the TEIER model lead to a 

literature review followed by a theoretical application which expands the theoretical basis of 

the model and finally an analysis empirical material will help reach the best possible 

conclusion to the research question. Lastly, the abductive research approach is aligned with 

the pragmatist methods of data collection which can be both quantitative and qualitative 

allowing the research academic freedom to choose relative to the research question 

(Saunders, et al., 2012). 

4.3. Methodological choice 
Closing in on the centre of the research onion the choices becomes more defined by previous 

choices. The methodological choice layer basically regards the choice of quantitative or 

qualitative research or a combination of both. Quantitative data is the quantifiable data; that 

which can be reduced to numbers which by themselves is merely a numerical representation 

of reality. Thusly, statistical analysis needs to be applied before the data can be analysed and 

generalised. Oppositely to quantitative research is qualitative research which has the focal 
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point of interpreting a variety of contextual factors which cannot be otherwise reduced to 

quantifiable measures. Researchers have a greater variety of data collection tools which can 

comprehend such interpretation by being non-standardised, i.e. semi-structured or 

unstructured interviews, focus groups, case studies etc. Qualitative studies might employ 

multiple tools or alter questions as the researchers accrue more knowledge from participants 

which can be crucial to reach a sufficient level of understanding (Saunders, et al., 2012). 

Pragmatism and the abductive approach allow for any choice of the two data collection 

approaches. However, the scope of the paper is not simply proving the validity of the TEIER 

model with a yes or no, but to understand the development in organisational culture in the 

case company and how well this compare with the academical literature throughout the 

process. Thusly, understanding the contextual factors of social interactions and feelings 

suggests the qualitative research, however with semi-structured interviews as comparison 

with literature requires an indication of what literature is actually being researched at any 

given time. 

4.4. Research strategy 
The research onion again narrows further down with the research strategy, and Saunders et 

al. (2012) presents eight of such strategies; experiment, survey, archival research, case study, 

ethnography, action research, grounded theory, narrative inquiry. These strategies can be 

used by themselves or in combinations, however this paper is limited in time and resources 

which excludes some of the strategies from consideration. Furthermore, the quantitative 

strategies can also be excluded. Thusly, only case study or narrative inquiry might be utilised 

in this research and therefore it is necessary to take the purpose and research question of the 

paper into consideration before choosing (Saunders, et al., 2012). The presented TEIER model 

being based on the experiences presented in the introduction pushes the research into 

narrative inquiry. 

4.4.1. Narrative inquiry 
The narrative inquiry research strategy is the collection of personal accounts which is 

interprets an event or series of events. The researcher believes that the experiences of the 

participants can best be accessed by collecting analysing these accounts as stories. The 

chronology is preserved in the sequence of events as presented by the participants and this 

chronological structure ease the reading experience as events are interpreted ordered by the 

events. Narrative inquiry sets the participant as the narrator of a story about an event, work 

project, managing or setting up a business, or organisational change. An optimal way of 
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collecting these personal accounts regarding what has happened is through the in-depth 

interview. These interviews can be structured together for increased chronological cohesion 

(Saunders, et al., 2012). The semi-structured interview is thusly a great tool for collecting such 

personal accounts and experiences (Justesen & Mik-Meyer, 2010). 

4.5. Time horizon 
The second to last layer in the research onion is the time horizon and it is broken into two 

studies; cross-sectional and longitudinal. The cross-sectional is a snapshot of a specific 

company at a specific time and this type of study is commonly chosen for academic projects 

having a time constraint attached, i.e. a course will end, and the project needs to be 

completed before a deadline. Longitudinal studies represent the opposite to this with the 

research having time for multiple snapshots of the company following an event or series of 

events (Saunders, et al., 2012). This paper has such a time constraint attached and will 

therefore naturally fall into the cross-sectional group of studies. 

4.6. Data collection 
The final layer of the research onion regards the actual collection of data and presentation of 

such data in a subsequent analysis (Saunders, et al., 2012). 

The empirical data is primarily collected from primary sources with a few secondary 

supplementing sources regarding the company as whole taken directly from official website. 

However, this paper also presents the TEIER model which will be fully founded in academical 

literature which is also secondary sources. 

The means of collecting data has already been hinted at previously, semi-structured 

interviews, due to the nature of the paper, research question and the narrative inquiry 

strategy. The foundation of the TEIER model will be done through a literature review and a 

subsequent theoretical application to establish the model. 

4.6.1. The semi-structured interview 
The semi-structured interview works through themes and having prepared overarching 

questions or statements to guide the conversation thus allowing the interviewee to 

determine what was important (Justesen & Mik-Meyer, 2010). This allows the interviewer to 

pursue interesting topics as they were presented by the interviewee. Justesen and Mik-Meyer 

(2010) argues for the semi-structured interview’s capacity to procure descriptions of the 

interviewee’s worldview and life or work experiences. The strength of the semi-structured 

interview is that it allows the interviewee time to reflect on themes, questions and the 
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conversation regarding personal experiences related to the research question. The themes of 

the semi-structured interview can be established through an interview guide. 

The interview guide can be broken down into a small introduction followed by four 

conversation themes: the Maersk Drilling organisation, the Innovation Department 

organisation, Ten Words and The Manifesto. Collectively, these themes are the basis for the 

overall research question and each theme is then broken down into a small collection of open 

and non-leading questions. The purpose of open and non-leading questions is to not interfere 

with the worldviews and experiences of the interviewees minimising closed questions into 

reaffirming an interviewee statement or following up on a closed question with an open 

question trying to get a description through using how or why questions. Trying to maintain 

a neutrality through these non-leading questions and focussing on descriptions of worldviews 

was to minimise interviewer influence on answers and simultaneously reduced interviewees 

desire to analyse on his or her situation. Reducing the interviewee self-analysis was important 

as the outcome of the change could become shrouded by employee trying to confirm 

company loyalty. Remedying for this was the respective descriptions of the Maersk Drilling 

organisation and the Innovation Department and the respective descriptions of ten words 

chosen by each person and the breakdown of the Manifesto. 

The four different themes of had the purposes of unveiling information of both the Innovation 

Department and Maersk Drilling as a whole. Firstly, understanding the Maersk Drilling 

organisation is trying to establish a worldview of what I assumed is a more rigid organisation 

who slowly adapt to changes in its environment. Secondly, getting insights into the 

worldviews of the Innovation Department serves the purpose of exposing difference between 

the small and nimble department existing with a greater deal of autonomy contrasted against 

the large organisation working proactively for internal stability and market dominance. These 

two worldviews were sometimes very explicitly stated when interviewees of one worldview 

had to describe the other worldview which showed the contrast in organisational 

perspectives. Thirdly, I did an interview exercise in which I asked the interviewee to write up 

to ten words on a piece of paper describing how innovation used to be done in the Villa and 

I would then ask the interviewee to elaborate each of the written words for me. I would 

repeat this exercise of ten words for how innovation is currently done at Maersk Drilling and 

the new Innovation Department. Lastly, I would then take forward the Manifesto which is 

written on the wall of the Innovation Department and go through each sentence with the 

interviewee. The purpose of these to exercises is to get the interviewee to formulate their 
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own worldviews and then compare these worldviews with the Innovation Department 

Manifesto trying to explore potential contrasts. 

Before the formal interview process was initiated, I met with a senior employee at the 

Innovation Department to reaffirm my interview opportunity and to get an introduction into 

the department. During this visit I was given a small introduction to the current state of affairs 

in the Innovation Department and a tour around the facilities at Maersk Drilling. The 

introduction and a couple of pictures taken during the tour served as an inspiration for the 

interview guide, the most important information from this was a picture of the Manifesto 

which became a theme of itself in the interview guide. 

4.6.2. The interviewee 
The interviewee from Maersk Drilling was the Head of Innovation Scouting who has a great 

insight into the entire process that the innovation department has undergone in 

development. The interviewee has furthermore performed an official presentation of the 

case at Copenhagen Business School in the fall of 2019. He was chosen as the prime interview 

from the beginning and was so because he was a founding member of the ethnographical 

group  which is the innovation department (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015) and he has 

organisational experiences prior to the change as well. The interviewee’s insights are 

significant as they concern specific social practices both past and present which makes him 

an expert (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015) having 10 years of experience at Maersk Drilling and 

long career before that in management consulting (Tukk, 2020). Had additional interviews 

not been interrupted and cancelled the entire process of choosing interviewees would have 

been an iterative process that allowed for reasoning and contemplation between interview 

situations. 

The interview duration was requested to be one hour, but the intention was to retain 10-15 

minutes of the interview for debriefing. The interview with the Head of Innovation Scouting 

was almost dead on point in timing with a debriefing containing multiple details of the history 

which was beyond the scope of the interview guide. Furthermore, the interview with the 

Head of Innovation Scouting can be argued to be an elite interview according to Kvale and 

Brinkmann (2015) as the interviewee is person of rank and power in the innovation 

department. Additionally, the Head of Innovation Scouting has experience with presenting 

his knowledge regarding the case and therefore his responses are almost instantaneously. 

This is positive as the interviewee can present even more of his story and experiences in each 

answer, and it is also negative as the interviewee has already performed an initial level of 
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reasoning as to what he himself deemed most important. Thusly, some experiences might be 

suppressed by such a reasoning which might have been unveiled by a less prepared 

interviewee. 

4.6.3. The interviewer 
The interviewer is the most important research tool in the interview situation and 

interviewing is a craft that requires practice (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). This practice based 

on previous interview work but would potentially also have been present if more interviews 

would have been conducted. 

An interviewer needs to possess certain qualifications for an optimised interview situation; 

insightful, open-minded, accommodating, structured, speaking clearly, and critical thinking. 

Insightful is the requirement that the interviewer needs to knowledgeable enough about the 

subject matter of the interview as to be able to follow the conversation and ask the correct 

questions of clarification if needed (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). Insights into the case was 

gained through both the presentation that the interview person had performed six months 

prior and the initial and unformal meeting to establish an agreement of research. Open-

minded is important as the interviewer can be a huge influence on the interviewee in an 

interview situation (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). Therefore, the interviewer should limit himself 

from speaking unless to keep the interviewee speaking and without influencing what words 

and expressions are used (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). This can be achieved by utilising the 

lingo of the interviewee to the best of interviewer’s ability. This is also related to the ability 

to accommodate the interviewee; the open-minded conversation has to be friendly and 

inviting for the interviewee to join in and open up (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). 

Structure is firstly established by the interview guide and secondly reinforced by the 

interviewer being able to navigate the interview guide without enforcing it where it is 

unnatural (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). The conversation can jump naturally or the interviewee 

can answer multiple themes or questions which does require the interviewer to retain an 

overview of the structure as the interview progresses (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). Speaking 

clearly and critical thinking is the last two components of a competent interviewer, the first 

being almost self-explanatory. Speaking clearly is the interviewer’s ability to match the 

conversation tone of the interviewee making the person feel comfortable in the conversation 

(Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). Critical thinking is the last and most important of all the 

capabilities; an interview is not a rigid situation with a predetermined conversation and thusly 

the interviewer needs to be aware in the interview of what is said at all times. The interviewee 
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will present new knowledge which extends beyond the interview guide. Being able to 

correctly pursue avenues of new interesting information and disregarding unimportant 

notions defines whether an interviewer is mastering the interview craft or still learning (Kvale 

& Brinkmann, 2015). 

The interviewer has previous interview experience as part of an interviewing team of two 

people; one person handling administrative tasks such a tracking the interview guide, note 

taking, time and recording, and the other person could focus on being the interviewer. This is 

an ideal situation as the interviewer can fully dedicate his attention to the interviewee. 

However, there was no secondary person during the interview to take care of administrative 

tasks which the interviewer therefore had to perform as well at the cost of slowing the 

cognitive abilities of the interviewer a little. 

4.6.4. The interview situation 
The interview was performed at Maersk Drilling premises which can ensure interviewee 

comfortability as the environment surrounding the interview situation remains familiar (Kvale 

& Brinkmann, 2015). Furthermore, as the interviewee was a ranking employee in the 

organisation, he was even more comfortable as he felt no need to hide criticism of the 

organisation (Tukk, 2020). 

The structure of the interview was as follows: 

- Briefing and introduction 

- Interview following the interview guide 

- Debriefing and unformal conversation 

The briefing served to establish the purpose of the interview and the intentions of the 

interviewer after the interview was completed. During the actual interview the interviewer 

tried to remain less controlling of the conversation and to follow Kvale and Brinkmann’s 

(2015) description of a competent interviewer. This was to allow the interviewee to elaborate 

as much as possible on his own experiences and perspective on reality as it constructed in his 

view (Justesen & Mik-Meyer, 2010).The debriefing was used to get the short version of the 

history prior the actual change process which was important to document for chapter 1 

Introduction. 

4.6.5. Ethical considerations 
The ethical considerations has been central to the development of the interview as 

interviewee trust and openness is vital to gain as much insight into his world-view as possible 

(Justesen & Mik-Meyer, 2010). The Head of Innovation Scouting has a great amount of 
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autonomy and has officially been approved to present this case publicly at Copenhagen 

Business School. Therefore, no need for anonymisation was ever discussed or demanded by 

the interview person. However, a confidentiality agreement had been considered if other 

employees had been interviewed to protect them equally to the Head of Innovation Scouting. 

Confidentiality and anonymisation can be useful as it allows interviewees to be more honest 

with the interviewer because they will experience little to no ramifications for statements 

that might be perceived negatively by the senior management who might read this paper. 

4.7. Data quality 
To ensure that readers can trust the results of research the reliability and validity of the data 

in the research must be assured (Karlsson, 2016). 

4.7.1. Reliability 
The reliability of qualitative data concerns whether it was collected and measured correctly; 

correct collection and measure can be defined in four point. 1) Transparency of the research 

process, 2) Documentation of findings, 3) Details of the research protocol, and 4) Successive 

reproduction of research (Saunders, et al., 2012). The transparency of a qualitative research 

is established by the clear presentation of methods and approaches which has been achieved 

by structurally going through the layers of the research onion (Saunders, et al., 2012). The 

documentation of findings has been secured by three measure; audio recording, full 

transcription and adding the interview guide as well in the appendices. A proper research 

protocol was not developed due to a time constraint which minimises the reliability of the 

data being interpret as certain rules and procedures getting lost as the methodology chapter 

is instead used as an informal research protocol. 

Lastly, replicability is difficult when discussing semi-structured interviews as the nature of the 

interview is the ability to deviate from the interview guide and being able to pursue new 

information as it is presented in the interview (Justesen & Mik-Meyer, 2010; Kvale & 

Brinkmann, 2015; Saunders, et al., 2012). To fully replicate the interview, it would need to be 

converted from semi-structured to structured which would not necessarily guarantee 

replicated results (Saunders, et al., 2012). However, Saunders et al. (2012) presents the 

argument that the findings; “… are not necessarily intended to be repeatable since they reflect 

reality at the time they were collected, in a situation which may be subject to change”. 

Replication is further complicated by the cross-sectional snapshot in time as Maersk Drilling 

is not guaranteed to exist in the future and then the uniqueness of the company becomes a 

third consideration. Instead successive reproduction of research comes down to the 
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reasoning behind selected philosophy, design, strategy and methods to best enable future 

researchers to understand choices in the research situation. Here it is also important to note 

that the native tongue of both the interviewee and interviewer is not English, and this is seen 

in the phrases used during the interview which also limits replication. 

4.7.2. Validity 
Validity concerns whether the research is actually researching what it claims. Validity can be 

broken down into three categories; construct, internal and external (Saunders, et al., 2012). 

Construct validity is the degree of how well tools and techniques are used compared to their 

intention when collecting data. Construct validation is then achieved by having multiple 

sources of data and gaining consistent results over different data points (Saunders, et al., 

2012). Construct validity was difficult to obtain due to the limitations explained below in 

section 4.8 the result being that no interviews was obtained due COVID-19. This is mitigated 

in the paper by the extensive nature of the Methodology chapter which has clearly described 

every rule, thought and technique utilised for the single interview which was conducted. 

Despite no formal and exhaustive research protocol being developed which arguably could 

have provided a better overview of processes and procedures (Saunders, et al., 2012). 

Internal validity is outside the scope of this paper as the success of a semi-structured 

interview with a pragmatic approach is measured by the ability to correctly influence the data 

collection through critical thinking and follow-up questions. Thusly, internal validity is 

disregarded. 

External validity is the ability to apply conclusions from this paper in other cases, i.e. how 

generalisable is the results. One way of establishing this external validity is the literature 

review and application of such literature with collected data to establish a relationship 

between observations and other theoretical literature (Saunders, et al., 2012; Snyder, 2019). 

This process of transferring observation knowledge is difficult due the unique nature of every 

company existing in a specific business environment consisting of geography, government 

regulation, workforce, resources, competition, etc. However, it is possible to improve the 

external validity of through proper inclusion and exclusion criteria trying to clearly define 

what population is subject to the research. Such criteria is listed before the TEIER model is 

first elaborated upon in the first section, “Main assumptions”, of chapter 2 The TEIER model. 

Lastly, another way to improve external validity is replicate the data collection with new 

samples or settings to try and replicate the same results, and due to the number of interviews 
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which was never conducted replication can be argued as a major way of improving the validity 

of this paper. 

4.8. Limitations to empirical material 
The year of 2020 can mildly be described as turbulent concerning all planning done in the 

start of the year. When this paper was started in December 2019 and January 2020 the initial 

plan was to gather a large portion of empirical material to construct a case which could 

subsequently be analysed through a theoretical very similar to the one established in 5 

Literature Review and 6 Theoretical Application. However, the COVID-19 epidemic and lock-

down of Denmark and most of the world through the months March to May threw a wrench 

into the plan for the first hand-in deadline. COVID-19 is a force majeure and therefore out of 

any form of control as the government forcefully ordered all non-essential persons to stay 

home for the entirety of March through May. Personally, the author has child of 1.5 years 

which then required fulltime care at home which would not necessarily have been problem 

as two parents could have split the productive hours between each other. However, in this 

case the other parent held a job deemed essential and was therefore expected to continue 

working fulltime resulting in the author becoming the only parent at home caring for a child 

of 1.5 years. 

This time spent in lock-down was supposed to be spent gathering empirical material. Instead 

both the author and the supposed interviewees were forced to stay home. In mid-May 2020 

the lock-down ended, however the case company was not interested in interviews of 

employees due to health concerns. Furthermore, employees had rescheduled a lot of the 

tasks for May which complicated communication between the author and the interviewees. 

Additionally, the traditional summer vacation was upcoming as July approached which further 

set back any attempts of scheduling interviews. The author got a promise of communication 

in August from Innovation Department; however, this promise was never fulfilled. The last 

chance of gather empirical material disappeared during August as the second hand-in 

deadline approached, 15th of September 2020. 

Additional interviews could have provided the necessary material to make a separate analysis 

chapter. However, due this missing empirical data it was decided to include the empirical 

material directly in chapter 6 as means of improving the application with empirical material 

supporting the literature review. These interviews should have covered a wider range of 

perspectives on the new division and its influence on the remaining organisation. These 

perspectives would have included a 3-4 other people from within the innovation department 
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and 1-2 people from other departments in Maersk Drilling. These people would have been 

both employees and middle managers. Each additional interview would have allowed for an 

increasingly better understanding of the case which could have improved the interviewer’s 

knowledge from one interview to the next. 

However, no additional interviews followed the interview with Fredrik Tukk and the abductive 

approach was most appropriate given the initial presentation at Copenhagen Business School 

by Tukk. The interview with Tukk can then be used as the observation on which the best 

explanation of the TEIER model. However, the abductive approach is limited to the 

hypotheses it presents which additional empirical material could have improved on. 

Despite the limitations to the gathered empirical material and what was expected to be 

supported by this evidence. The single interview that was performed is still valid to include in 

the subsequent analysis below as it now serves as the observation on which the best 

hypothetical explanation can be supported. Furthermore, the interviewee having presented 

the specific case in front of crowds prior to the interview can be a benefit in this particular 

situation as the information provided was incredibly condensed. The condensation of 

information is beneficial because the interviewee has already done a process of reasoning 

relevancy of information presented. However, this also exemplifies the cognitive bias because 

negative effects from the story has probably been reduced or left out, which additional 

interview perspectives would have mitigated. The mitigation of this potential bias will instead 

be presented in the 7 Discussion. 

4.9. Methodological literature review 
Besides the data collected through interview a majority of this paper is concentrated around 

a literature review which has the purpose of building a theoretical basis for the TEIER model 

from academical literature. Academical literature is by nature secondary data and the 

advantage of a literature review is the ability to systematically collect and synthesise previous 

research (Snyder, 2019). “By integrating findings and perspectives from many empirical 

findings, a literature review can address research questions with a power that no single study 

has.” (Snyder, 2019). A literature review methodology can be either systematic, semi-

systematic or integrative each having distinct advantages (Snyder, 2019). 

- Systematic reviews were developed medical science but has been tried as well in social 

and business sciences. It is the systematic process of collecting articles and then using 

a qualitative approach to assess them to determine the consistency of effects, findings 

and conclusions across studies. 
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- Semi-systematic reviews are more interdisciplinary than the strictly systematic above 

and as the topic of a semi-systematic review might encompass several disciplines it is 

not possible to review every article. Instead a research strategy is developed to argue 

what topics are included and subsequent analysis of the topics can yield map of 

research or even agendas for future. 

- Integrative reviews are closely related to semi-systematic reviews, but the purpose 

differs as the integrative review seeks to assess, critique and synthesise the literature 

to enable new theoretical frameworks and perspectives. The aim is to establish the 

knowledge base and then critically review it and conceptualise new models rather 

than reviewing previous ones. The collection of literature is more creative and seeks 

not to cover all existing literature from every topic included but focuses on the 

combination of such literature. An important aspect of integrative reviews is the 

transparency of the literature selection (Snyder, 2019). 

4.9.1. Literature review process 
The process of reviewing the literature consists of four phases; 1) Design, 2) Conduct, 3) 

Analysis, and 4) Structuring and writing the review.  

When designing the literature review it is important to considered whether it is needed and 

which of the three approaches is most appropriate. The research question is guiding for this 

and a strategy for what to include and exclude will based on what topics is within the scope 

of the research question. These criteria for what literature are included or excluded are 

important regardless of the chosen approach as the quality of literature review is based on 

these selection criteria (Snyder, 2019). In this paper the research question includes three 

major topics which serves a natural limitation to a literature review: organisational change 

management, mergers and acquisitions (M&A), and organisational culture. These topics are 

different enough from each to exclude the systematic review and combined with the TEIER 

model introduced in chapter 2 the integrative review seems the most appropriate approach. 

Change management is included because of historical reasoning of the organisational need 

to change from both March (1991) and Schoemaker et al. (2018). M&A is inspired directly 

from the Maersk Drilling case and how they achieved organisational changes, however M&A 

needed to specified further with a cultural aspect as the value of M&A process was related to 

changes in the organisational culture. A second limitation was to rely on both historically 

acclaimed publications and more modern articles and books in an effort to utilise more 

modern and relevant research in combination with a historically solid foundation. 
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Conducting a literature review should be done is two parts; an initial pilot review and a 

subsequent in-depth review. The pilot is used to get an idea of what further limitations should 

be put in place to limit the size of sampled literature for the future in-depth review. It is 

preferred to use two reviewers in both parts of the process to ensure quality and reliability. 

The review can be in a number of different ways; reading every text in full, reading methods 

and findings only, reading abstracts and making a second selections, and a last option is 

scanning references in texts and delving deeper from here. Each strategy mentioned has 

advantages and disadvantages considering; time, resources, and review approach  (Snyder, 

2019). The review process in this paper started with the historically acclaimed literature and 

the made a combination of these to define what modern literature should be included. The 

review process was mainly reading selected books and texts in full and then scanning for 

references in texts that provided additional levels knowledge. The author was the only 

student working on the paper and therefore the supervisor was used as a sparring partner in 

iterations during the review to ensure at least one more person was included in the review 

besides the author. The literature review resulted in chapter 5 Literature Review where the 

major theme are presented with methods and findings from the specific literature are 

presented. 

The analysis is the process of presenting and analysing the reviewed literature and relate it 

back to the chosen review approach. This should be consistent with the purpose of the paper 

and research question (Snyder, 2019). This paper tries to establish the TEIER model using an 

integrative review approach and consists of three different topics and therefore a qualitative 

analysis is best suited for the literature review. This qualitative analysis is structured after the 

TEIER model and tries to find overlaps in the literature which can establish a foundation for 

the model. Specifically, the literature analysis of this paper is conducted in chapter 6 

Theoretical Application where each step of the model is analysed with the related literature 

as it was presented in chapter 5 Literature Review. 

Writing the review should present the motivation and purpose clearly. Furthermore, it is 

necessary for transparency that the methods for how the literature was identified, analysed, 

synthesised and reported by the author (Snyder, 2019). All these considerations have been 

sought to be answered during this section of the Methodology chapter. 

4.9.2. Quality of literature review 
The quality of an integrative literature review is determined by two factors; replicability and 

usefulness (Snyder, 2019). Replication is describing what methods has led to the chosen 
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topics and literature allows the other researchers find the same results. Usefulness relates to 

how useful the research is in the field of study it tries to contribute to and is especially difficult 

to establish when the purpose is to introduce a new model or framework (Snyder, 2019). This 

paper has described the chosen methods through this Methodology chapter in order to better 

enable replication. However, the TEIER model is novel to the change management literature 

as it combines mergers and acquisitions as a means to mitigate negative implications of 

organisational culture on the change management process. It is difficult to measure the 

usefulness of the model to other research and thusly the quality of the literature review is 

decent as replicability is present, but usefulness is undetermined. 
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5. Literature Review 
5.1. Mergers and Acquisitions 
The classical business strategy literature regards mergers and acquisitions as a means of 

obtaining strategic advantage (Hillier, et al., 2014). The classical literature from mergers and 

acquisitions such as Sherman (1998) elaborates upon how mergers and acquisitions is an 

actionable method of implementing the business strategy. Thusly, mergers and acquisitions 

are a means for an organisation to obtain strategic advantages in a competitive market 

(Barney, 1991; Mintzberg, 1987; Porter, 1985). Both mergers and acquisitions can be defined 

as; a process involving two parties of either similar size merging together combining 

resources, or two parties of different sizes with one holding larger power or liquidity and 

therefore acquiring the other party (Sherman, 1998). Regardless of the context, two different 

entities become one single entity for a strategic purpose (Barney, 1991; Mintzberg, 1987; 

Porter, 1985; Sherman, 1998). The strategic purpose of a merger or acquisition is defined by 

a pre-emptive analysis to define and estimate what competitive advantages are to be gained 

by the acquirer (Sherman, 1998). For example; combining resources can allow the new entity 

to exploit further scales of production thus allowing the company to lower prices to gain 

market share. Furthermore, combined resources can also ensure a new entity the liquidity 

needed for a later acquisition of a competitor combining both aspects of mergers and 

acquisitions. Acquisition of other companies can be part of a strategy employed by any 

company to acquire anything from new technology to market shares (Sherman, 1998). 

The viability of mergers and acquisitions is often debated amongst academics as mergers and 

acquisitions are often seen failing (Cartwright & Schoenberg, 2006). Different studies of 

mergers and acquisitions range these failure rates from 20 percent to almost 50 percent 

(Cartwright & Schoenberg, 2006) which is massive variance in the literature. Furthermore, 

this variance opens the question of what the metrics of success are when observing mergers 

and acquisitions. Schweiger and Very (2003) analysed on this question in their article 

“Creating value through merger and acquisition integration”. Most pre-emptive analyses of 

mergers and acquisition has a strong focus on discounted cash flows (Schweiger & Very, 

2003); the accumulation of expected profits discounted with inflations rates to establish the 

value of future earnings compared to today’s capital (Hillier, et al., 2014). Supplementing 

discounted cash flows in the valuation analysis of mergers and acquisitions are synergies 

(Schweiger & Very, 2003). Synergies be any or all of the four mentioned by Schweiger and 

Very (2003); cost, revenue, market power and intangible. Capturing some or all synergies in 
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a merger or acquisition can improve the value of such, however the realisation of synergies 

depends on the integration type and level (Schweiger & Very, 2003). 

Integration can be categorised into the following four approaches; consolidation, 

standardisation, coordination and intervention. These different approaches can be used 

based on what the merger or acquisition seeks to accomplish (Schweiger, 2002). These 

approaches handle the different integration challenges arising in mergers or acquisitions 

based on what strategic objectives are sought after. These strategic objectives are one of five: 

1. Consolidate within a geographic area 

2. Extend or add new products, services, or technologies 

3. Enter a new market 

4. Vertically integrate 

5. Enter a new line of business 

Each of these strategic objectives yield different levels of synergy in each of the four synergies 

listed previously, and furthermore each strategic objective presents its own specific 

integration challenges. Hence, the four different integration approaches can be utilised to 

mitigate these challenges to better capture the value of a merger or acquisition (Schweiger & 

Very, 2003). However, Schweiger and Very (2003) also presents five major issues to 

integration of which cultural resistance is highly complex. Cultural compatibility is debatably 

and influential factor in the success of mergers and acquisition (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993; 

Schweiger & Very, 2003). 

Cultural incompatibility has been reported as a cause of poor merger performance with 

strong cultures unwilling to change, despite the necessity to do so (Cartwright & Cooper, 

1993; Schoemaker, et al., 2018). Cultural compatibility is defined through the identification 

of what cultures dominate the acquirer and the acquired, and how successful the two cultures 

have previously proven to combine in studies (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993). Cartwright and 

Cooper (1993) defines four primary groups of culture; power, role, task/achievement and 

person/support. Each of these have distinctions and no organisation is expected to purely one 

or another. Instead organisations contain some of all but will be heavily dominated by one of 

the four in particular. Mergers and acquisitions between two organisations will then present 

the combination of two cultures and the likely outcome can vary from potentially good to 

potentially disastrous. Mergers and acquisitions must then fall into one of three types 

dependent on the degree of integration and cultural change needed; extension mergers, 

collaborative mergers and redesign mergers (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993). 
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5.2. Organisational Culture 
A company undergoing either a merger or an acquisition process will encounter a challenge 

towards its incumbent organisational culture. This situation arises as different organisational 

cultures are forced into becoming a single organisational culture existing throughout the 

newly formed company (Gertsen, et al., 1998). The challenges in organisational culture arises 

because the individual cultures has its separate norms, rhetoric, hierarchies and interactions 

between all employees within an organisation (Schein, 1985; Smircich, 1983). Culture 

influences all levels of an organisation and is highly influential on the work processes and 

decision-making processes (Schein, 1985). Typical challenges between organisational cultures 

clashing with each other is the variance in tightness or looseness (Gelfand, 2018). Some 

cultures have a much tighter hierarchy with employees working in specified functions 

whereas other cultures are more loose in the description of what each employee is supposed 

to work with (Gelfand, 2018). Examples of organisations with a tight culture could be a factory 

producing specific products such as a medical equipment which requires high levels of 

precision and accuracy to make correctly. Examples of a organisations with a loose culture 

could be a start-up where roles does not yet need to be clearly defined, or a research and 

development department where innovation and agility are highly encouraged (March, 1991). 

Continuing from the examples above of different cultures it could be imagined that the 

company producing medical equipment would seek to incorporate a research and 

development unit. This illustrates a great cultural issue for both organisations as a tight and 

a loose culture would encounter each other in process of the companies merging together. 

The cultural issues would then arise as employees from each organisation are convinced of 

their own cultural superiority to the opposition. This subjective conviction of the employees 

is based on their individual experiences of success within each company prior to the merger 

which is both explicitly and implicitly expressed through the organisational culture of each 

company (Schein, 1985). Organisational culture is deeply rooted in and around the employees 

and therefore changes to the culture is highly difficult as it challenges the core beliefs of each 

employee (Schein, 1985). However, merging organisations have to address these cultural 

challenges as differing cultures will otherwise engage with each other to establish a dominant 

culture and a submissive (Gelfand, 2018). A situation of dominance and submission can be 

very costly for both companies trying to merge together even resulting in the breakdown of 

merging processes and subsequent sunk costs (Gelfand, 2018). 
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The organisational culture of merging and acquiring companies therefore needs to be 

addressed because companies have limited resources and sunk cost should be avoided 

whenever possible (Porter, 1985). In Linda Smircich’s article (1983) she explains how culture 

is such an important part of a business that culture is peer to structure, size, technology and 

management style. Furthermore, Smircich (1983) explores how culture can be wielded as a 

tool by strategic managers of the organisation to best pursue profitability equal to the 

structure, size, technology and management style (Smircich, 1983). Wielding culture as a tool 

introduces an interesting aspect in a merger or acquisition process because it suggests the 

different cultures of each individual organisation can be managed. Herein lies a challenge to 

Smircich (1983) because Schein (1985) explains how culture is difficult to change due to the 

mixture of tangible and intangible assets that composes organisational culture (Schein, 1985) 

compared to the very tangible peers presented by Smircich (1983). 

Regardless of the purpose of the intended merger or acquisition befalling two parties the 

same thing will happen; different companies will become a single entity. Principally mergers 

are often a cooperative agreement between partners and of co-workers where minor 

conflicts arise only to be quickly resolved (Gertsen, et al., 1998). Whereas acquisitions are the 

buying of publicly available shares to gain control of another company and this can be either 

a hostile takeover or more friendly (Gertsen, et al., 1998). The hostile takeover can culturally 

lead to brutally forcing a lesser participant into submission to the dominant participant 

requiring major restructures and massive layoffs (Koller, 2002; McGee-Cooper, 2005). These 

extremes exist on a spectrum with an infinite amount of variations in-between (Koller, 2002; 

McGee-Cooper, 2005). Before a merger or acquisition one or both entities will do an analysis 

to determine the expected outcome and value (Sherman, 1998). However, the often-

forgotten parameter in such an analysis is the difference in culture between two entities 

(Gertsen, et al., 1998). Differences in culture can hugely affect the success of a merger 

dependent on how far apart the different parties are from each other (Gertsen, et al., 1998; 

Krug & Shill, 2008). Therefore, proper acknowledgement and caretaking of cultural 

differences is fundamental for the overall success of either a merger or an acquisition 

(Gertsen, et al., 1998; Krug & Shill, 2008). 

Organisations dealing with cultural changes will often resolve issues in a top-down-approach 

with the management team establishing goals and plans for achieving such goals then just 

execute these plans (Eisenstat, et al., 1990). A top-down approach can be a powerful way or 

influencing the organisation which is an advantage, but it will simultaneously have 
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disadvantages which can leave managers blind to causes for failure to change (Eisenstat, et 

al., 1990; Cooke, et al., 2013). The advantage of top-down management of culture is the 

managers ability to directly influence the work environment, routines, procedures, tools and 

much more. This non-exhaustive list exemplifies artefacts at work which is the most common 

and actionable level of culture (Schein, 1985). The even deeper level of organisational culture 

are the espoused values which is the explicitly stated behavioural norms that the organisation 

expects its employees to abide. The artefacts and espoused values of an organisation are 

more easily influenced by those who intend it. However, the deepest level of Schein’s (1985) 

model is the shared basic assumptions and are only indirectly influenced by the levels above 

it which requires new artefacts or new values to fully settle before affecting the assumptions 

which in turn requires time (Schein, 1985). 

The managerial disadvantage of time being a scarce resource is problematic as the time spent 

waiting for cultural changes to happen is at the expense of productive time (Robbins, 1932). 

Thusly, changing organisational culture in a top-down-approach is at the expense of economic 

benefits, and rarely does an organisation have an excess of this to spend on such a change. 

Therefore, as Eisenstat, Spector and Beer found in their 1990 article the bottom-up-approach 

becomes relevant when analysing successful corporate changes (Eisenstat, et al., 1990). 

Lower level leaders and managers of the organisation are much better equipped to manage 

changes in the organisation and the senior management staff are reduced to allow grass-root 

changes. Eisenstat, Spector and Beer (1990) presents six steps that the minor level 

teamleaders and -managers should follow to achieve successful change. In this model senior 

management should set guiding visions for the grass-roots to aim for and then protect grass-

roots until they become powerful enough to challenge senior management and the CEO. 

When this situation occurs then has the organisation succeeded in changing as a whole 

(Eisenstat, et al., 1990). 

Klein, Wallis and Cooke (2013) introduces an additional perspective on company culture in 

that companies can maintain either a constructive, passive-defensive, or aggressive-defensive 

culture (Cooke, et al., 2013). The constructive culture contains similarities to the bottom-up-

approach (Eisenstat, et al., 1990), and the passive-defensive contains similarities closer to the 

top-down-approach (Cooke, et al., 2013). Lastly, the aggressive-defensive culture describes a 

more competitive and hostile work environment which is not within the scope of this paper. 

The constructive culture holds some of the best competitive advantages as constructive 

culture strives to extract the best of every employee by allowing them to express themselves 
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even when in opposition to senior management (Cooke, et al., 2013). However, managers 

may implement tools and strategies to establish legitimacy to their position in the 

organisational hierarchy which often leads to passive-defensive culture in organisations 

(Eisenstat, et al., 1990; Cooke, et al., 2013). 

5.2.1. Tight and loose cultures 
Tight and loose cultures is a younger perspective on the organisational culture and how 

cultures can vary from organisation to organisation or even country to country (Gelfand, 

2018). Tight culture organisations have clearly defined norms, rules and boundaries to 

increase the internal stability and maximise the utilisation of current employee skills, 

experience and training. Oppositional to tight cultures are loose cultures;  

In her book Rule Makers, Rule Breakers: How Tight and Loose Cultures Wire Our World (2018) 

Michele Gelfand establishes tightness and looseness as a method of measuring compatibility 

between different cultures. Such measurement is mostly of the values and assumptions of a 

group, but there are no exact measures on a scale from 0 to 100. Tightness and looseness are 

observed in both generalisations and specific behaviour which when combined and compared 

to similar entities will determine tightness-looseness (Gelfand, 2018). Clashes between tight 

and loose cultures can be found on all levels of organisation from individuals behaving 

differently from each other to companies to nation states behaving according the majority 

culture aspect of tight or loose. The tight-loose is a spectrum with great variety, but the 

consequence of tight versus loose is often lack of agreement or even conflict. Tight cultures 

prefer stability, order and predictability and loose cultures prefer independence, creativity 

and agility; both cultures at the expense of the other. However, it is never a situation of 

complete tightness or complete looseness, but the differences are often clear enough to 

matter within a culture. An example of a loose culture could be found in USA where freedom 

and independence are fundamental to the nationality, but terrorist attacks has resulted in the 

Patriot Act which enables the government to monitor large parts of the population without 

much regulation. An example of the opposite can be found in Germany which is a tighter 

culture compared to the USA but still enjoys a more widespread acceptance of public nudity 

comparatively (Gelfand, 2018). 

The implications of tight and loose cultures are significant as movement from one to the other 

is influenced by a multitude of different contextual factors. Incidents and higher contextual 

risks encourage more tightness into the culture as a way to offset the negative outcome of 

such risks or incidents. Vice versa contextual stability enables a culture to loosen up as threats 
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become less prevalent and people can more freely search positive options. In mergers and 

acquisitions clashes between tightness and looseness is inevitable as even similar entities will 

differ from each in some form or capacity (Gelfand, 2018). Proper management of culture in 

such a process is highly influential on the resulting success of a merger or acquisition 

(Groysberg, et al., 2018). Cultures merging together will having multiple reasons for 

maintaining their respective cultures as these different cultures is part of the success of the 

company. Thusly, Gelfand (2018) and Groysberg et al. (2018) find that managers of the new 

entity combined from two separate entities need to establish a new culture and reinforce it.  

Oppositely, Eisenstat, Spector and Beer (1990) would suggest that the change in culture 

should be executed through grass-root teams only loosely guided by senior management 

(Eisenstat, et al., 1990). Despite of which approach the organisation should follow the new 

culture can be any combination of the two former cultures or an entirely new third culture 

(Gelfand, 2018). 

When different cultures of tightness and looseness are mismanaged it can be highly costly for 

the new and final entity. Proper management of the cultural clashes will ease the transition 

between different points of tightness-looseness and therefore should be considered in every 

acquisition, merger or cultural change (Gelfand, 2018). 

However, Gelfand’s (2018) perspective is one of a management top-down-approach to 

achieve successful cultural changes, also in mergers and acquisitions (Gelfand, 2018). 

Eisenstat, Spector and Beer (1990) maintains the perspective of successful changes coming 

from bottom-up grass-roots with Klein, Wallis and Cooke (2013) stating this corporate culture 

as constructive and more competitive (Eisenstat, et al., 1990; Cooke, et al., 2013). Changing 

an organisation in any regard does however require some level of management; Gelfand 

(2018) states a higher degree of senior level involvement compared to Eisenstat, Spector and 

Beer (1990). However, the change management literature introduced by Kurt Lewin in 1947 

encompasses several top-down-approaches to change as well as some bottom-up-

approaches introduced signicantly later than Lewin’s intial work (Bridges, 1991; Kotter, 1996; 

Lewin, 1947; Schoemaker, et al., 2018; Tang, 2019). 

5.3. Change Management 
In the current years the business environment is rapidly changing as fast-paced and dynamic 

markets allows rivalries to arise quickly, this rapidly changing business environment is better 

described by Schoemaker, Heaton and Teece (2018) as volatile, uncertain, complex and 

ambigious (VUCA). VUCA environments can affect companies negatively as difficult-to-handle 
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situations arises faster, and therefore requires faster organisational change to successfully 

overcome (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). However, as described in segment 5.2 Organisational 

Culture changing an organisation can be difficult as culture is a powerful way of maintaining 

a routines, workflows and methods that has previously proven competitively successful 

(Gelfand, 2018; Schein, 1985). However, introducing Change Management as an instrument 

for organisations to guide, monitor, manage and lead desired changes within the organisation 

itself (Bridges, 1991; Kotter, 1996). The benefits of following the literature of change 

management is the improved and smoothened process which the organisation undergoes to 

achieve such a change (Kotter, 1996). In relation to the previous segments of this chapter; 5.1 

Mergers and Acquisitions, and 5.2 Organisational Culture both incur major organisational 

change and therefore justifies the introduction of change management as framework within 

which the changes can be managed. 

Adaption to such changes can be handled through a multitude of different approaches, the 

earliest of such approaches is Kurt Lewin’s Change Management Model of Unfreeze, 

Transition, Freeze which he presented in 1947. This model has also been praised by Edgar 

Schein (1988) as “[…] the intellectual father of contemporary theories of applied behavioural 

science, action research and planned change […]” (Schein, 1988). The first stage of this model 

concerns the preparation of the organisation by overcoming inertia and confrontation thus 

unfreezing the mindset needing to be changed, the second stage is the actual change in the 

organisation and the mindset. Finally leading to the third and last stage which is locking the 

organisation back into a zone of comfort thus freezing and retaining the changes (Lewin, 

1947). 

Another model heavily based on Lewin’s Change Management Model is William Bridges’  

Transition Model (1991), however Bridges’ book focusses less on the actual change process 

but instead analyses the transition process. The connection to Lewin’s (1947) model is 

established through the three stages each transition undergoes; 1. Ending, Losing and Letting 

Go, 2. The Neutral Zone, 3. The New Beginning, which is almost identical to the three stages 

of Lewin’s model. Bridges’ model strengthens the understanding of a change process by the 

inclusion of psychological theory in Change Management literature and through the focus on 

people’s emotions whilst undergoing a transition (Bridges, 1991). Thusly, Bridges (1991) 

inclusion of emotions and how to handle the emotional reactions to changes and transitions 

elevates Lewin’s model to higher level of empathical understanding of the associated people 

experiencing the change. Managers taking a top-down-approach to change management 
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should take this Transition Model into consideration throughout the change process as 

neglecting the emotional stages can lead to less successful or even failure of a desired change 

(Bridges, 1991). 

In 1996 John Kotter (1996) presented his model of change management, an 8-step model with 

extensive elaborations of each step, which is founded on the work of Kurt Lewin (1947). This 

model increased the work in the early stage of a change while accepting the world becoming 

more active and focussed on short-term achievements. Kotter (1996) recognised that the 

world was moving towards a volatile, uncertain, complex and ambiguous business 

environment (Schoemaker, et al., 2018) and the more prevalent truth; that the companies of 

greater inertia are more likely to be overtaken by organisations accepting change and 

adapting to it (Kotter, 1996). In Kotter’s 8-step model (1996) managing organisational changes 

is feasible by following these steps. The overall requirement in Kotter’s model is for the 

managers to understand the necessity of strong leadership skills and subsequently his model 

is mainly a top-down approach regarding the actual management of organisational changes 

(Kotter, 1996). 

A fifth model of change management is ADKAR, which is an acronym of; Awareness, Desire, 

Knowledge, Ability and Reinforcement. The model was developed by Jeff Hiatt in 2003 (Tang, 

2019). The ADKAR model is mainly for increasing the acceptance by the human resources of 

an organisation by increasing understanding for what changes are coming, why such changes 

are happening and when it is expected that the organisation engages and incorporates such 

changes. Therefore, the ADKAR model supplements the other models for change 

management incredibly well through the different steps or stages. 

All the different model of change management share roots with Lewin’s original model (1947) 

and all offer a method for managing cultural changes in organisations. Combining this 

understanding with Riad’s (2005) article regarding culture’s influence on successful mergers 

establishes a theorem supporting the research question of this paper. Applying change 

management literature to manage cultural differences in mergers and acquisition as a tool to 

mitigate cultural influence on the success to better enable organisations to realise other 

factors affecting mergers and acquisitions. 
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6. Theoretical Application 
The previous chapter introduced several theories and their accompanying models for 

understanding and managing mergers and acquisitions, organisational culture and change 

management. The following chapter will apply the different theories in combination to 

establish a theoretical framework supporting the proposed TEIER model and the end of each 

section the current step will be applied in the case of the Maersk Drilling Innovation 

Department. Thusly, this chapter tries to answer both the first sub question to the research 

question; “What theoretical literature supports the five different steps of the TEIER model?” 

and the second sub question; “How does the TEIER model apply to the Maersk Drilling case?”. 

The TEIER model as presented in the introduction consists of the following steps; 

Translocation, Experimentation, Integration, Evolve, Reinforce. 

 
Figure 2: The TEIER model 

Each step describes different actions an organisation takes whilst undergoing a change to 

establish; a framework for organisational changes that acknowledges the importance and 

influence organisational culture for the success of such changes to last. Furthermore, 

following the steps of the TEIER model establishes the structure of this chapter. Therefore, 

the chapter will apply the different theories and models across the different steps of the TEIER 

model to utilise the benefits of each theory to their greatest extent. Applying the theory 

The TEIER model 

3. Integration 

Senior management 

Div. A Div. B Div. X New Div. 

Senior management 

Div. A Div. B Div. X New Div. 

1. Translocation 2. Experimentation 
Senior management 
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4. Evolve 

Senior management 
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Senior management 
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introduced in the literature review above will establish the theoretical foundation that allows 

for further validation against empirical material. Theoretical overlaps and similarities are 

joined together in this chapter to apply different theories across each other and the 

framework of the TEIER model will structure these overlaps and will thusly function as both 

framework and overview of the theoretical application. The argument for applying a theory 

across different steps of the TEIER model is that the different theories are not necessarily 

limited to handle any single and specific step. Acknowledging the scope that some theories 

can apply to multiple steps of the TEIER model therefore validates the inclusion of such 

theories across multiple steps in the following chapter. 

6.1. Translocation 

 
Step 1: Translocation 

6.1.1. Defining translocation 
The word translocation can be broken down into its two part; trans and location. Trans derives 

from Latin and can be described as a movement “across, beyond, or to the opposite site of”. 

Location derives from the Latin two words “locare” and “tio” respectively describing a “place 

or location” and the suffix to a verb to form a noun (Sihler, 1995). Translocation therefore 

describes the process of moving from one place to another and specifically in the TEIER model 

this regards the translocation of the group of individuals who will compose the new division 

undergoing a change. This is illustrated in Figure 2 by the new division being separate from 

existing divisions yet receiving ingoing arrows from all the main organisation. The arrows 

going into the new division represent the movement of people and resources thus 

establishing this division from existing organisational resources with no limitation as to where 

these resources come from; management or employees. However, the requirement for 

Senior Management 

Div. A Div. B Div. X New Div. 

1. Translocation 



 

Copenhagen Business School 103240 Page 47 of 104 

people to become part of the new division is determined by the individual’s mindset towards 

change, willingness to changes and capability to change. The new division will differ from the 

main organisation by having a non-stable structure illustrated by the dotted line around the 

nametag. This differentiation between the new division and the main organisation illustrates 

that the main organisation will continue to function normally whilst the new division alone 

will undergo a change process. Thusly, the main organisation remains stable to support the 

current work processes and organisational culture, whereas the new division is non-stable to 

allow it to continue into the second step of the TEIER model, experimentation. The non-stable 

structure of the new division requires the translocating people and resources from the main 

organisation with the right mindset, willingness and capabilities to productively and 

effectively explore new structures, work processes and culture. The process of precisely 

determining which people will be translocated by this is described in section 6.2 below. 

6.1.2. Translocating to allow organisational change 
The first step of the TEIER model is translocation and requires the correct preparations to 

understand what this step entails. From Kotter’s (1996) 8-step model the first step present 

the need to create urgency; this is done through the identification and examination of threats 

and opportunities (Kotter, 1996). This is done whilst requesting the inclusion of the relevant 

decision-makers, stakeholders and industry people and then leading to the second step which 

is the formation of a powerful guiding coalition or more (Kotter, 1996). This guiding coalition 

is highly important in the change process and should therefore work together as a team and 

include powerful members and decisions-makers from the organisation to effectively affect 

the organisation (Kotter, 1996). Furthermore, it is important that this guiding coalition holds 

the support from senior management and executives as change cannot be achieve if powerful 

members of the organisations resist this change (Kotter, 2007) which is supported by 

Smircich’s (1983) and Schein’s (1985) cultural arguments. Organisational culture is highly 

effective in maintaining a status quo as the beliefs and assumption of the employees are that 

the existing work methods, markets and mindsets are successful based on historical evidence 

(Smircich, 1983; Schein, 1985). 

Change is necessary within any organisation as the business environment is becoming more 

volatile, uncertain, complex and ambiguous (VUCA) (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). The business 

environment does remain stable and predictable in the short term, however senior 

management must include a longer perspective to the decisions and in the long term VUCA 

demands consideration (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). The volatility and uncertainty have both 
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increased in the modern free market economy and has therefore become a strategic 

challenge for companies regardless of the given market (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). The vast 

increase in information-sharing accompanying the rise of the internet with online prices and 

market information being available to everyone in the world has vastly increased the volatility 

companies experience in the current economy compared to the time before 1990 

(Schoemaker, et al., 2018). A clear example of increased volatility is the traditional taxi 

companies being challenged by car-sharing services such Lyft and Uber both utilising 

increased levels of available information to improve the traditional taxi service (Perry, 2015). 

The example with Lyft and Uber also represents the increased uncertainty of markets as both 

companies are start-up wanting to increase car-sharing between private individuals. 

However, both quickly realise the taxi market as a potential to increase profits and thusly 

become new entrants in this market and this unpredictability of new entrants is 

representative of increased uncertainty (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). Increased complexity can 

also be exemplified through Uber and the GDPR regulations being implemented (Trzaskowski 

& Sørensen, 2019). The GDPR set restrictions for Ubers business practices which increased 

the complexity of doing the business. Another example of regulation increasing complexity of 

the taxi specifically in Denmark is the Danish Taxi Law from 2018 and especially the technical 

requirements for transporting people (Færdselsstyrelsen, 2018; Jasper, 2018). Both 

regulations increased the complexity of Uber’s business model. Lastly, ambiguity relates to a 

leaders ability to rightly interpret the world which the example of the GDPR put to the test 

within most companies operating within the EU (Trzaskowski & Sørensen, 2019). Ambiguity 

in this regards can be highly costly for a company as fines become costly and risk of being 

prohibited in conducting its business can be an ultimate consequence of wrongful 

interpretation (Trzaskowski & Sørensen, 2019). 

Schoemaker et al. (2018) presents dynamic capabilities as a means needed to be developed 

within a company to best mitigate the effects of increased volatility, uncertainty, complexity 

and ambiguity (VUCA) (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). Dynamic capabilities consists of three 

pillars; sense change, seize opportunities and transform the business (Schoemaker, et al., 

2018). Developing these capabilities within the company lowers the risk related to a VUCA 

business environment (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). Sensing changes is the ability for a company 

and its management anticapte market changes and technological changes, and furthermore 

challenge conventional wisdom within the organisation (Schoemaker, et al., 2018) which is 

similar to Kotter’s detection of threats and opportunities (Kotter, 1996). Seizing opportunities 
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is the ability correctly interpret the changes which was previously sensed and detected, and 

then decide which opportunities to be chased and which to disregard not falling prey to 

“analysis paralysis” (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). This requires a decision-maker to make asset-

light commitments with incomplete information which requires discipline and will to do 

adequetly and furhter requires the balancing of speed, rigor, quality and agility (Schoemaker, 

et al., 2018). Lastly, transforming the business requires the alignment of the organisation 

without insisting on perfect consensus every time; tough issues, diverse agendas, or hidden 

agendas can prove detrimental to the transformation. Furthermore, learning from mistakes 

or failures fast and celebrating success helps the organisation to embrace the changes and 

therefore transparency and course-correction are vital to stabilise and consolidate the 

changes made (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). 

The volatile, uncertain, complex and ambiguous world the mitigating dynamic capabilities 

(Schoemaker, et al., 2018) truly validates its predecessors of Lewin (1947) and Kotter 

(1996;2007) as well as the accompanying ADKAR model by Tang (2019). The need for change 

management has become even important to a company. However, Eisenstat et al. (1990) 

presented the argument that senior management is seldom capable of successfully 

implementing changes in an organisation and therefore the responsibility of change 

management should be shifted towards the employee teams and their team leaders 

(Eisenstat, et al., 1990). Furthermore, Bridges (1991) acknowledges the positive psychological 

effect by including the employees’ feelings and acceptance in the transition process. Bridges’ 

(1991) argument is the every change will undergo three stages in what he describes as the 

transition process; 1. Ending, Losing and Letting Go, 2. The Neutral Zone, 3. The New 

Beginning (Bridges, 1991). The first stage can be unnecessarily prolonged by distancing 

decision-making from those being influenced by such decisions (Bridges, 1991). Thusly, an 

organisation risks the prolonging or even failure of the change process if decisions are never 

fully accepted at lower employee levels due to unwillingness to end and let go of previous 

practices needing change. 

6.1.3. Translocating the middle out 
A conflict exists in the change management theory is whether top-down management 

(Kotter, 1996; Lewin, 1947; Tang, 2019) is better or worse than bottom-up and it is difficult 

to establish a single true answer (Bridges, 1991; Eisenstat, et al., 1990). Drawing from the 

experience of the Maersk Drilling case with the innovation department an solution might be 

found somewhere in-between the two extremes that could potentially draw the best from 
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both worlds. This is the intention with the TEIER model and the argument is then; that Bridges 

(1991) and Eisenstat et al. (1990) provides solid evidence that change processes excluding 

bottom-up input will either been less successful, timely or plainly fail. Thusly, employees from 

lower-level positions should have their say in the change processes and could furthermore 

provide valuable ideas in such processes (Bridges, 1991; Eisenstat, et al., 1990). However, 

Kotter (1996) also provides sufficient evidence that management has it merits in the change 

process serving multiple purposes throughout different steps of his 8-step model. Thusly, the 

argument has been made for the inclusion of both (Bridges, 1991; Eisenstat, et al., 1990; 

Kotter, 1996). 

The question thusly arises how the TEIER model intends to succeed in bringing both 

perspectives into the change processes and the answer was given at the start of the chapter, 

model and paper. Utilising the experiences from the Maersk Drilling case the argument 

proposed is that a new division leading the change process should be constructed from 

internal resources (Tukk, 2020). This enables the inclusion of employees from lower levels to 

directly lead the change process. Furthermore, the team shall circumvent the incumbent 

organisational structures and directly report to the senior management, thusly the 

management level aspect is also included. Cementing these inclusions and the power given is 

then the physical separation from previous engagements. Tukk describes how working on any 

project inside the main organisation always risked drawing peoples’ attention away to other 

projects (Tukk, 2020). Kotter (1996; 2007) describes how the guiding coalition needs to be 

dedicated to the change process otherwise it can never succeed in convincing others and 

create the necessary urgency fundamental for the change. Therefore, translocating the new 

division in charge of changing can be seen as an investment in their dedication to create 

urgency. 

Specifically for Maersk Drilling the oil price is alpha and omega as the core business is directly 

related to drilling for oil reserves in the oceans around the world and in 2014 the price went 

down (Tukk, 2020). This was a precursor for customers to start changing their contracts with 

drilling companies from being long-term to becoming short-term instead (Tukk, 2020). This 

change in customer behaviour increases the volatility and complexity of Maersk Drilling’s 

business environment as contract turnover rate increases (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). The 

response from the top management team of Maersk Drilling was directly related to past 

business practices; i.e. staff reduction and cutting operational cost to compete (Tukk, 2020). 

However, Schoemaker et al. (2018) describes that increased volatility, uncertainty, 
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complexity and ambiguity (VUCA) requires dynamic capabilities to mitigate. Dynamic 

capabilites are similar to what March (1991) describes as exploration which is the opposite of 

exploitation, and the measures implemented by the top management are related to 

exploitation. Thusly, the top management is trying in vain to mitigate increased VUCA with 

the incorrect set of actions. 

However, the CIO and Tukk realise that the innovative capabilities of Maersk Drilling are 

present in the organisation despite being uncoordinated and sporadic (Tukk, 2020). The two 

formulate an action plan for structuring the innovative efforts so they are not forcefully 

discouraged and removed by cost-cutting initiatives. Despite firstly being rejected, they still 

get approval by the CEO a little later (Tukk, 2020). Both of these situations illustrate that 

despite Maersk Drilling reacting with exploitative measure to increased VUCA the company is 

still able to sense changes coming (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). However, it also serves well for 

the innovation team as they became aware of the need to remove themselves from the 

bureaucratic structure of Maersk Drilling if they were to achieve any real change (Tukk, 2020). 

This is aligned with the TEIER model as this allows the innovation team the autonomy to 

initiates a period of rapid experimentation and reconfiguration. 

Furthermore, the team consist of members from different parts and levels of the main 

organisation (Tukk, 2020) which is also proposed as the better way of achieving successful 

change by Eisenstat et al. (1990). They propose that senior management cannot management 

change processes successfully as the changes mainly concerns the employees on the company 

floor (Eisenstat, et al., 1990). However, change management requires the approval from 

senior management as we see in the case (Kotter, 1996). The compromise in the TEIER model 

of having the new division consist of members from both managerial positions and employees 

from the floor; Tukk supported by both the CIO and CEO, and the team consisting of 

employees from all over Maersk Drilling. This consistency with the TEIER model should allow 

the innovation team to achieve changes faster as the decision power is closer to the team, 

and the actual changes is more grounded in the experiences from the company employees. 

This is also the result we observe from the case where top managers visit after only a few 

weeks to find actual innovation rather than only a plan for innovation which was the expected 

(Tukk, 2020). 

When the new division has been established; the resources have been transferred, the 

adequate decision-making power is transferred and the physical location for the change 

process has been determined, then the next step of the TEIER model can begin. 
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6.2. Experimentation 

 
Step 2: Experimentation 

6.2.1. Defining experimentation and adapting 
After translocating the people with right mindset and willingness to change from the main 

organisation to the new division the second part immediately starts. This second step of the 

TEIER model is experimentation and the purpose of this experimentation is firstly; to develop 

the dynamic capabilities to mitigate the more volatile, uncertain, complex and ambiguous 

business environment. Secondly; to develop an organisational culture capable of competently 

challenging the conventional wisdom and culture of the main organisation. Experimentation 

is inspired by the literature regarding the playful work with the intention of developing more 

creative work methods and better solutions for the challenges companies encounter (Brown, 

2010). Experiments performed in the new division should therefore provide learning 

opportunities for the division thus incrementally improving the overall knowledge to best 

develop the dynamic capabilities needed. Developing dynamic capabilities is what allows the 

new division to adapt to the VUCA business environment. Adaptation is defined from the 

biological sphere of science and is a two-step process; random variation and natural selection 

(American Heritage, 2011). In this paper the random variation is performed through the 

experimentation and thusly adaption is understood as natural selection of the best viable 

solutions. 

The purpose of the experimentation is the changes to the organisational culture, hierarchical 

structure and the work processes all within the new division. It is important that the new 

division learns from the experimentation which experiments to adapt to and which to move 

away from. The expected final outcome of the experimentation step for the new division is 

to establish a culture, structure and the work processes that best enables the division to 

2. Experimentation 
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achieve needed changes. When new culture, structure and work processes have been 

adequately achieved the new division will consolidate these as the divisional settings before 

the third step can initiate. In the figure the experimentation is illustrated by the different 

versions of having dotted lines of varying shapes and the final outcome is the version with a 

full drawn line. The shapes of different versions illustrate how the work processes, structure 

and culture varies from experiment to experiment however the new division itself is still 

outline with a square dotted line. The shape of the new division being a square illustrates how 

it is still part of the main organisation and it is connected and thus reports to the senior 

management. However, this square only functions as the intermediary until a final outcome 

has been procured through the experimentation step and therefore this square is dotted to 

portray that it will change. 

6.2.2. A new culture welcoming to changes 
After establishing the new division independently from the remaining divisions of the main 

organisation this new division would have to engage with the change process. Returning to 

Kotter’s (1996) third step of developing a vision and strategy; the vision and subsequent 

strategy to achieve related change should be for the benefit of the main organisation (Kotter, 

1996). However, the new division have a unique possibility to explore new opportunities for 

the main organisation which could help reacting to a volatile, uncertain, complex and 

ambiguous business environment (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). Schoemaker et al. (2018) 

introduces dynamic capabilities which consists of three pillars; the ablility to sense changes, 

seize opportunities and transforming the firm (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). The organisation 

having established the new division would already have sensed contextual changes affecting 

the firm which has therefore been anticipated and challenged. The new division would thusly 

be responsible for developing the second and third pillar of organisational dynamic capability 

(Schoemaker, et al., 2018) during the second step of the TEIER model, experimentation. 

Seizing opportunities would therefore be a core value of the new division as the main 

organisation needs to capitalise on these to remain competitive (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). 

Therefore, a core value of the vision and strategy (Kotter, 1996) should be seizing 

opportunities and then transforming the firm to properly capitalise on these (Schoemaker, et 

al., 2018). 

Communicating the vision rooted in seizing opportunities and transforming to capitalise on 

such is easier to achieve in the new division as it is smaller consisting only of the team 

members recruited due to their willingness to change (Kotter, 1996). Furthermore, the 
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previous segment 6.1 established the foundation of the new division that efforts should be to 

change incumbent business practices and organisational culture brought from the main 

organisation. Thusly, it is instrumental for the team members to internally communicate the 

vision that division exists to explore new business opportunities and to experiment within the 

division and with the division itself to engage these opportunities which complies with 

Kotter’s (1996) fourth step. The majority of Kotter’s (1996) fifth step has been achieved in the 

previous step of the TEIER model by excluding the majority of the organisation and recruiting 

change-willing participants from the organisation into the new division. 

However, the new division should according to Kotter’s (1996) sixth step create short-term 

wins which can be publicly endorsed, celebrated and the people rewarded when they support 

and progress the change process (Kotter, 1996). This directly relates to the artefacts and 

espoused values presented by Schein (1985) as the new division will have to establish its own 

new operations, values and goals separately from the main organisation to achieve successful 

change management (Kotter, 1996). The short-term goals outperform one long-term goal in 

change processes as they are more achievable because they are less expensive and have a 

small risk of failure (Kotter, 1996). Furthermore, the change team will experience more 

success faster and more often which reinforces the idea of the change being an improvement 

over what came before (Kotter, 1996). 

These successes also reinforces the positive relationship between the employees and next 

artefacts and espoused values where the short-term goals become artefacts in the own right 

and the value comes from the successful feeling of achieving these (Schein, 1985). This 

positively loaded cultural loop can accelerate the time needed to establish shared basic 

assumptions regarding the culture of the new division (Schein, 1985). Kotter (1996) would call 

these shared basic assumptions of the new division a consolidation of gains by which stories 

of successfully achieving changes become a part of the foundational story of the new division. 

This further interrelates with Kotter’s (1996) last step anchoring change in the corporate 

culture which requires the team members of the change team to discuss the success stories 

in every given opportunity (Kotter, 1996). This again reinforces worth of the artefacts and 

espoused values by which the shared basic assumptions further consolidate into the culture 

of the new division (Schein, 1985). 

6.2.3. Experimenting to successfully change 
Therefore, the new division would be developing a new divisional culture that challenges the 

incumbent organisational culture. The incumbent culture is not fully capable of changing 
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(Kotter, 1996) and achieving the necessary dynamic capabilities to respond to a rapidly 

changing environment (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). Dedication to the necessary change and 

the communication of this in the vision and rewarding of people changing will lead to cultural 

change as the team members establishes this dedication as shared basic assumptions 

regarding the new division (Schein, 1985). This cultural change would further be encouraged 

as the senior level management of the new division has been recruited from a lower 

management level of the main organisation (Eisenstat, et al., 1990). Therefore, the managers 

of the new division would not need to enforce their decisions to establish legitimacy and 

therefore a passive-defensive culture is evaded in favour of a constructive culture (Cooke, et 

al., 2013). The new division communicating and rewarding (Kotter, 1996) the vision of seizing 

opportunities and transforming the firm (Schoemaker, et al., 2018) would reinforcing a 

constructive culture as the employees are encouraged to challenge incumbent practices and 

involved more closely in the process of changing (Cooke, et al., 2013). 

When culturally changing the new division the employees’ willingness to change will 

furthermore ease in the first stage of the transition process (Bridges, 1991). The team 

members will support each in the process of ending old practices and new reward systems 

will further encourage employees to relinquish themselves from the mindset the dominates 

the main organisation (Bridges, 1991). When the leaders, managers and employees all have 

a commonality in their desire to change incumbent practices this aids them through the first 

transition stage and into the neutral zone (Bridges, 1991). In the neutral zone team members 

are more free to explore possibilities (Bridges, 1991) and which would align with the new 

culture being presented by a leader or manager who shares the basic assumption that change 

is positive (Schein, 1985).Thusly, the new division would more easily overcome the emotional 

obstacles related to a change process (Bridges, 1991) due the new constructive divisional 

culture (Cooke, et al., 2013). 

The constructive culture (Cooke, et al., 2013) enables the new division to become more 

playful (Brown, 2010) in its work methods as it develops solutions to the challenges needing 

reaction. More playful work can result in more productive and creative employees who are 

more engaged with their work (Brown, 2010). A constructive and playful work culture become 

desirable for the new division as these improve the chances for successfully achieving changes 

(Brown, 2010; Cooke, et al., 2013). Furthermore, play at work can improve employees’ morale 

which can aid even further when the new division encounters the first stage of transition; 

Ending, Losing, Letting Go (Bridges, 1991). Incorporating playfulness into the changes the new 
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division is undergoing can help mitigate the negative impact of changing as employees can 

enjoy themselves more after work has changed (Brown, 2010). Furthermore, play can aid in 

the establishment of a better work culture for experimentation as a failed project becomes 

an opportunity to rework, redesign or remake the project (Brown, 2010). 

Thusly, the constructive culture enabling a more playful work environment can significantly 

improve the amount of experiments the new division can undergo and further encourage the 

employees to continue experimenting even after failure (Brown, 2010; Cooke, et al., 2013). 

This allows the new division to seize upon even more opportunities as it lowers the sunk cost 

of not successfully achieving such an opportunity which directly counteracts a major risk for 

the new division; “analysis paralysis” (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). Analysis paralysis is the 

situation of managers or decision-makers being unable to make decisions and commit 

resources because of the infinitesimal amount pre-analysis which could potentially influence 

such decisions (Charan, 2001). Charan (2001) presents the argument that organisational 

culture can cause organisational decision-makers to become paralysed from deciding 

resulting in organisational paralysation (Charan, 2001). Therefore, encouraging employees 

and managers to play and experiment in the workplace counteracts the analysis paralysis 

when actually deciding to seize an opportunity. 

Thusly, as the new division undergoes the change process to establish dynamic capabilities 

thus reacting to a more volatile, uncertain, complex and ambiguous business environment, 

the new division is experimenting with new divisional culture which challenges the incumbent 

organisational culture (Kotter, 1996; Schein, 1985; Schoemaker, et al., 2018). This divisional 

culture will be more constructive compared to the incumbent organisational culture and 

therefore it will be comparably more competitive (Cooke, et al., 2013). Furthermore, because 

the new division in comprised of leaders, managers and employee originally from a lower 

management level in the main organisation (Cooke, et al., 2013) they are transitioning more 

easily through the emotional obstacles of the change process (Bridges, 1991). Thusly, the new 

division should be able to seize the opportunities and transform the division to capitalise on 

these opportunities in a much more timely manner and using less resources compared to the 

main organisation (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). Seizing the opportunities would be rewarded 

and publicly praised throughout the division as well as divisional success stories being pushed 

internally to reinforce the success of the change achieved (Kotter, 1996). 

When looking at Maersk Drilling it is clear that the innovation department acting out of the 

Villa has achieved a lot of the cultural changes discussed in the sections and paragraphs 
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above. They experiment with different work processes and methods for developing 

innovative products which can be illustrated in the keywords Tukk uses to describe the 

experiences for the Villa (Tukk, 2020). These are significantly different from the main 

organisation according to Tukk (2020) which is supported when he states the active efforts to 

think and do things differently from the main organisation and their traditional mindset. 

Thusly, the new department has embraced and completed the first phase of a transition 

process, ending and letting go, and are now acting in the second phase, the neutral zone 

(Bridges, 1991). Which is precisely what the TEIER model wants to encourage during this 

separated experimentation step with the goal of establishing change in the dynamic 

capabilities. 

Dynamic capabilities should enable Maersk Drilling to seize more opportunities which is 

literally some of the keywords Tukk (2020) uses to describe the Villa experiences; networking, 

customer engagement and new technologies. The team in the Villa is searching for new 

opportunities and try to seize each one as they encounter them, and lastly they are willing to 

completely changed their own business to embrace the opportunities as is seen when the 

engage in collaboration with a customer for the first time (Tukk, 2020). The new department 

circumvents the traditional structure and processes for customer interaction to seize the 

opportunity to co-create and it is successful for the team thusly demonstrating the flawed old 

mentality of the salesforce to the whole company (Tukk, 2020). Another example of the new 

department having developed dynamic capabilities is the engagement with start-ups, 

universities and tech companies like Google (Tukk, 2020). 

The new division having become a more constructive and playful division comparably to the 

main organisation thusly allowed the new division to better seize opportunities and transform 

to best utilise such opportunities. However, the new division will have to integrate into the 

main organisation if Maersk Drilling is to incorporate these dynamic capabilities to counteract 

the more volatile, uncertain, complex and ambiguous business environment that long term 

threatens its viability. This integration is explained below in the next section of the theoretical 

application. 
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6.3. Integration 

 
Step 3: Integration 

6.3.1. Defining the integration 
Integration is defined by the online Cambridge Dictionary as; “the action or process of 

successfully joining or mixing with a different group of people” (Cambridge University Press, 

2020). Two groups of people mixing does adequately describe the third step of the TEIER 

model; Integration. However, the success of such integration is difficult to determine as the 

culture and hierarchical structure of the new division will differ considerably from the main 

organisation. These differences in organisational culture can be described using the 

framework provided by Michele Gelfand (2018): tightness versus looseness. Different 

cultures of tightness and looseness can have negative economic impact on each other unless 

managed. Tools to manage such an integration process can be provided by the literatures 

surrounding managing cultural differences and mergers and acquisitions. The reason that 

management of cultural differences is so important in the 3rd step is that culture developed 

by the new division is important to the main organisation as described in Step 2: 

Experimentation. Therefore, it is vital that to the success of this integration that it is handled 

less like an acquisition and more like a merger. 

Mergers and acquisition is two different processes; mergers is the combining of resources 

and capabilities between to almost equal organisations, whereas acquisitions is the process 

by which a more powerful company acquires another company willingly or less so (Gertsen, 

et al., 1998). The TEIER model does not directly include the acquisition of other companies 

nor the merger with equals. However, the model presents a situation that similar to an 

acquisition or merger as illustrated by the differences in Step 1: Translocation and Step 3: 

Integration. Step 1 established the new division separately from the remaining organisation 

even without the same subservient bureaucracy and hierarchy as the main organisation. This 
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structure was proposed in the model to best enable Step 2: Experimentation which in turn 

enabled the new division to utilise both top-down and bottom-up change management and 

develop dynamic capabilities. The final result of Step 2 was a division shaped differently in 

structure, culture and work processes from the main organisation. However, the new division 

cannot solve the challenges of the main organisation whilst being independent from the 

organisation and therefore must join with it. Step 3 describes this process of integrating the 

new division with the main organisation which utilises the mergers and acquisitions literature. 

The purpose of the third step is to establish an organisational structure that allows the new 

division to properly become a part of the main organisation without the prior needs to protect 

the new division. This new organisational structure should allow for the new division to retain 

the changes achieved whilst it existed freely from the main organisation. The changes 

achieved is illustrated in the model as the shape of the new division compared to the main 

organisation; circular versus square. 

6.3.2. Merging together 
When deciding which method of integration is best suited in the third step of the TEIER model 

Schweiger and Very’s (2003) article regarding valuation of mergers and acquisitions becomes 

highly relevant. The TEIER model does not take into considerations the cash flows as the new 

division exists within the frame of the main organisation despite being a separate entity until 

the third step. Thusly, the merger or acquisition value will be evaluated from other sources 

of synergies (Schweiger & Very, 2003) which in turn has the potential to improve the cash 

flows (Schweiger, 2002). The four sources of synergy are; cost, revenue, market power and 

intangible. Cost synergies is achieved by reducing either fixed cost or variable cost and cost 

synergy is historically the most common and often the easiest type to capture (Schweiger & 

Very, 2003). Fixed cost is the economies of scale and scope reducing administrative overhead 

by consolidating different operations to reduce transaction cost in the supply chain 

(Schweiger & Very, 2003). Variable cost is associated with increased productivity and 

purchasing power. Both forms of cost reduction are realised by the physical consolidation of 

activities and the success of this consolidation is dependent on the acquirer’s business model 

(Schweiger & Very, 2003). Lastly, cost synergies are most likely present in almost every merger 

and acquisition (Schweiger & Very, 2003). 

Revenue synergies are often hoped for but rarely obtained as they are the selling of products 

or services across complementary and non-overlapping sales organisations to geographic 

regions, customers or technologies (Schweiger & Very, 2003). The assumption is that 
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complementary markets and customers desire the same products or services not available 

prior to a merger or acquisition (Schweiger & Very, 2003). However, the new division already 

shares the same sales organisation with the main organisation, and therefore revenue 

synergies is limited to new product development as a result of the increased dynamic 

capabilities (Schoemaker, et al., 2018; Schweiger & Very, 2003). Market power synergies are 

the result of competition elimination (Schweiger & Very, 2003) which only becomes relevant 

if the new division is utilised to penetrate such a new market. Lastly, intangible synergies are 

the most difficult to obtain as it is difficult to quantify and measure. Intangible synergies 

include knowledge-sharing, brand name and know-how which relies on the ability to transfer 

such from the acquired to the acquirer (Schweiger & Very, 2003). 

Large mergers and acquisitions will have multiple synergies present in the integration process 

and smaller mergers and acquisitions might only have a single synergy to be sought. However, 

achieving any or all of the synergies sought after requires the awareness of them and 

management of integration processes (Schweiger & Very, 2003). Different integration 

approaches are consolidation by which the separate physical functions and activities are 

consolidated into one from both the acquirer and acquired (Schweiger, 2002). 

Standardisation is the process of standardising and formalising separate functions and 

activities without physically consolidating them. Coordination of functions and activities 

between the acquirer and acquired utilising each other’s organisational capabilities. Lastly, 

intervention by which the acquired firm is intervened into by the acquirer to turnaround 

unviable operations or work flows regardless of inherent sources of synergy (Schweiger, 

2002). The synergies and integration approaches are then combined with the strategic 

objectives where each of these objectives yields different synergies and present different 

challenges (Schweiger & Very, 2003). An important note is that the acquirer can pursue 

multiple strategies and synergies in a merger or acquisition (Schweiger & Very, 2003). The 

different strategic objectives are: “Consolidate within a geographic area”, “Extend or add new 

products, services, or technologies”, “Enter a new geographic market”, “Vertically integrate” 

and “Enter a new line of business” (Schweiger & Very, 2003). 

Consolidating within a geographic area is the acquisition of competitors in the same 

geographic market which can yield cost and market power synergies. It requires high levels 

of organisational consolidation, standardisation and coordination with differences between 

acquirer and acquired in organisational culture, identity, management practices, strategies, 

policies, operations and branding needing to be resolved (Schweiger & Very, 2003). Extending 
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or adding to the product line-up is the increase of competitive capabilities through 

acquisitions from the marketplace. This potentially yields some cost synergies, high revenue 

synergies and moderate market power and intangible synergies. Extensions requires 

moderate levels of consolidation and standardisation, but high levels of coordination to 

resolve differences in organisational culture, identity and management practices and 

potentially resolve strategy, policy, branding and operations (Schweiger & Very, 2003). 

Entering a new geographic market can yield high revenue synergy, moderate intangible 

synergy and low cost and market power synergies. It often happens as market roll-ups; many 

small firms being acquired by one highly consolidated firm to increase revenue and 

profitability, or as a result of market deregulation opening up previously unattainable 

markets. Market entry requires low levels of organisational consolidation where the 

geographical overlap is small which is the reverse when geographical overlap is high. Besides 

organisational consolidation high levels of standardisation and coordination may be required 

to resolve the differences in organisational culture, identity and management practices 

(Schweiger & Very, 2003). 

Vertical integration is the objective of increasing value added to the business or gaining 

control over supply or distribution channels. It requires very low levels of organisational 

consolidation and standardisation but very high levels of coordination. Potential synergies are 

high market power synergy, moderate cost synergy, and low revenue and intangible 

synergies. It is important to retain key people in vertical integrations though differences in 

organisational culture, identity and management practices might not be an issue despite 

strategies needing to be resolved (Schweiger & Very, 2003). Enter a new line of business is 

the last of the five strategic objectives to choose from in a merger or acquisition and concerns 

when acquirer wants to enter business without previous experience. 

Entering new lines of business could be growing revenue, increasing distribution, adding new 

products or services, acquiring new technology or even new management talent with 

different organisational perspective. However, the synergies are only low for cost and 

intangible and near none for revenue and market power. This is due to the lack of experience 

that renders no functions or activities consolidated until the merger or acquisition and 

typically the acquired company operates as either a division in the main organisation or as a 

fully owned subsidiary. High levels of consolidation and standardisation may take place in 

subsequent activities of this new line of business if it functions as a platform for further 

market development. Differences in organisational culture, identity and management 
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practices between the acquirer and acquired are an issue if senior management from both 

sides are disagreeing. Lastly, the retention of key people from the acquired is highly important 

as the acquirer cannot replace them from internal ranks (Schweiger & Very, 2003). 

Deciding which strategy is better suited in the TEIER model is dependent on what changes 

was achieved in the second step of the model. Different organisations will want to achieve 

different changes to stay competitive. However, a Schweiger and Very (2003) presents five  

key issues that can be problematic in any of the different strategic objectives in a merger or 

acquisition. These five issues are; individual uncertainty and ambiguity, organisational 

politics, voluntary departure of key people, loss of customers and cultural resistance 

(Schweiger & Very, 2003). These issues often overlap is a way that any single one of them is 

seldom the only reason for lost value in a merger or acquisition (Schweiger & Very, 2003). The 

organisational politics can be the change in management style which leads to conflicts of 

power and resources. This can lead to favouritism of the acquirer’s management approach 

and further lead to internal competition deafening efforts towards external competition 

(Schweiger & Very, 2003). Political issues can furthermore lead to the loss of key people due 

to demotivation and this loss of key people can be devasting to the realisation of synergistic 

value (Schweiger & Very, 2003). 

However, out of all the issues surrounding mergers and acquisitions the differences in 

organisational culture is often presented as the most common reason for failure (Schweiger 

& Very, 2003). Differences in organisational culture has been described by Cartwright and  

Cooper (1993) as the cultural compatibility between two organisations. In Harrison’s article 

from 1972 he presents four primary groups of culture; power, role, task/achievement and 

person/support which can each be the dominant culture of any organisation. Comprehensive 

analysis will always find traits from multiple culture groups represented despite one culture 

group being dominant. The characteristics of the different cultures have been summarised by 

Cartwright and  Cooper (1993) and can be seen in Figure 3: Types of Organisational Culture 

below: 
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Figure 3: Types of Organisational Culture 

Cartwright and  Cooper (1993) utilises the groups described by Harrison (1972) to explore 

how different cultures react to each other during mergers or acquisitions. They find that 

mergers and acquisitions fall into one of three categories; extension, collaborative or redesign 

(Cartwright & Cooper, 1993). Extension is considered the open merger whereby the business 

continues as uninterrupted as possible and differences in organisational culture are accepted 

and considered relatively unimportant. Collaboration occur when integration is necessary to 

achieve success and in the ideal scenario differences in culture are seen as value-adding by 

integrating the best of both cultures to establish a win-win situation. Redesign is when the 

acquiring party considers the acquired party culturally inferior, and therefore intends to fully 
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impose its own culture onto the acquired party. Redesign is consider a win-lose scenario with 

the success dependent on the ability to displaced the culture of the acquired and differences 

in culture are considered counterproductive, irritating and obstructive (Cartwright & Cooper, 

1993). Because extension mergers try to disregard cultural differences by letting each entity 

continue uninterrupted it is only collaboration and redesign merger that can cause cultural 

friction. 

In collaborations the cultural friction is dependent on how far apart the two cultures are from 

each other as seen on the spectrum below in Figure 4: Relationship between cultural types: 

 
Figure 4: Relationship between cultural types 

The more dissimilar two cultures are from each other in a collaboration merger the more 

problematic it can become to successfully establish a unified culture. This is because each 

party in the merger have to move further to from their respective starting point to find a 

middle ground on which a common culture can be established. Cartwright and Cooper (1993) 

even state that cultures have to either similar or adjacent by one from each other for 

collaboration mergers to function (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993). In redesign mergers both 

parties hold their respective cultures, but the acquiring company will be trying to change the 

culture of the acquired company. The framework in Figure 4 also illustrates the attractiveness 

and acceptability of the acquirer’s culture; changing towards the right and person/support 

will encounter less resistance as this direction imposes less restraint on the employees. 
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However, given that both the acquiring and the acquired organisation can have any of the 

four culture groups this establishes a total of 16 different permutations. The outcome of these 

merger permutations ranges from potentially disastrous to potentially good with Figure 4 

giving an indication of what permutations lie where. Power cultures acquiring anything else 

than power is potentially disastrous which is evident by the change in autonomy to the left, 

thus employees of the acquired would feel more constrained. Role culture acquiring power 

culture, or another role culture can potentially be good, but acquiring task is potentially 

problematic and person culture is potentially disastrous. Task cultures are the best culture for 

an acquiring organisation as it is potentially well off acquiring any of the other three cultures. 

Lastly, person/support which is best described the Cartwright and Cooper (1993) themselves: 

“While theoretically any culture type would potentially marry well with the person/support 

culture, person/support cultures by definition evolve; and so the concept of a traditional 

marriage2 and cultural imposition would be anathema to them. (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993)”. 

The new division has spent Step 1 and Step 2 changing the organisational culture from being 

similar to the main organisation to being different. The main organisation does not necessarily 

have to be power or role oriented, but it is assumed to be a more constrained culture from 

what the new division has become. Thusly, a merger between the new division and the main 

organisation needs to accommodate for such differences through both the best suited type 

of merger (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993) and aiming for the right strategic objectives in the 

merger (Schweiger & Very, 2003). However, the cultural differences between the new division 

and the main organisation need to be best understood as part of a pre-emptive analysis 

before a merger. 

6.3.3. Cultural differences 
The new division has spent the entirety of the second step of the TEIER model experimenting 

with work processes, organisational structure and culture to best enable this division seize 

opportunities and transform the business to exploit such opportunities (Schoemaker, et al., 

2018). The result of this experimentation was the establishment of a constructive culture 

much creative, playful and accepting of non-normative behaviour compared to the 

incumbent culture of the main organisation (Brown, 2010; Cooke, et al., 2013). This describes 

a loose culture when viewed from the perspective of tightness and looseness (Gelfand, 2018). 

The tight and loose culture perspective is useful when analysing the compatibility or entities 

 
2 Cartwright and Cooper (1993) use the metaphor of marriages to describe mergers and acquisitions. 
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merging together as differences in tightness and looseness can vocalise upcoming challenges 

in the merger (Gelfand, 2018). Cultural challenges in mergers is common, however seldom 

directly addressed which can become costly (Gertsen, et al., 1998). Despite the challenges of 

merging different cultures together tight cultures and loose cultures can merge if managed 

well throughout the organisation (Gelfand, 2018). 

Tightness and looseness are measurable in the organisational culture yet not quantifiable in 

the same manners as finances. Defining how tight or loose an organisation might be requires 

insights into the work processes, structure and reward- and promotion systems (Gelfand, 

2018). The measures listed is the some of the major indicators, but they are a non-exhaustive 

list (Gelfand, 2018). In the TEIER model it is assumed that the organisation wanting to change 

is performing in a tight culture and intends to modify this towards a looser culture because 

this change can help create needed innovation and seizing of opportunities. This change of 

culture in the TEIER model is achieved by creating the new division experimenting to become 

more loose (see: Step 1: Translocation and Step 2: Experimentation). The result being a loose 

culture in the new division needing to merge with a tight culture in the main organisation. 

Loose and tight cultures have distinct advantages to them which are oppositely the 

disadvantages of the other culture (Gelfand, 2018). Tighter organisations have spent time, 

resources and recruited personnel all supporting and further developing productive systems, 

hierarchies and structures to best enable the organisations to compete on effectiveness 

(Gelfand, 2018). The tighter cultures have established rules that when followed has enabled 

the organisation to perform better by reducing the number of inconsistencies and rule-

breakers (Gelfand, 2018). Rule-breakers and norm-violators have difficulties accepting the 

rigidity that often exists in tight cultures as the rules will often feel like they prevent such 

people from excelling and fulfil their full potential (Gelfand, 2018). Tight cultures reward 

conformity to rules and structure and deviation is frowned upon (Gelfand, 2018). This 

description of tight cultures and the benefits of such cultures is similar to James March’s 

(1991) description of the benefits of exploitation. Tighter cultures put emphasis on the 

exploitation of capabilities to gain their competitive advantage, however March (1991) 

presented the dilemma that eventually exploitation will lose effectiveness as new 

technologies, industries, markets, etc. arises to compete (March, 1991). Therefore, 

organisations have to engage in exploration to not perish being the best at something none 

desires (March, 1991). 
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Exploration is the point of the new division; which ultimately resulted in the creation of a 

looser culture from the main organisation (see: Step 2: Experimentation). Loose cultures are 

defined by the ability to encompass greater variety, diversity, controversy and to some extend 

anarchy (Gelfand, 2018). Looser cultures have a greater capacity to enable unique individuals 

to excel and through this capacity to protect the ideas of the individual loose cultures foster 

a more open discussion and forum for idea-sharing (Gelfand, 2018). Rules are more likely to 

be guiding lines which individuals can choose to interpret more freely to better enable the 

openness and creative environment. Conformity becomes less useful in a loose culture as the 

rewards for conformity is non-existing as deviant behaviour produces better and more 

interesting solutions rather than the replication of prior successes (Gelfand, 2018). The 

weaker norms and high tolerance of deviant behaviour allows loose cultures to better accept 

ambiguity, changes and risk-taking (Gelfand, 2018). The loose culture described by Gelfand 

resemble the terms used by March (1991) to describe an organisation exploring; “variation, 

risk taking, experimentation, play, flexibility” (March, 1991). Organisations heavily exploring 

face the opposite challenge of organisations heavily exploiting; the exploration can be costly 

and if opportunities explored are never utilised and exploited then the cost of exploration can 

drive a company into the ground (March, 1991). 

Thus, it is established that the loose culture supports exploration whilst tight cultures support 

exploitation, and furthermore that companies should strive to not become solely one or the 

other. Balancing exploration and exploitation are key to gain competitive advantage and 

therefore organisational culture will have to shift as well to support this balancing act. Step 

2: Experimentation established a looser culture in the new division compared to the tighter 

culture of the main organisation. However, having two separate entities will not allow the 

learning process from explorative efforts to be channel through to the exploitative parts of 

the organisation. The balancing of exploration and exploitation is done through the 

ambidextrous actions which requires the organisation as a whole to work together (March, 

1991). Thereby establishing the argument; the culture of the organisation should change to 

support this balancing of exploitative and explorative efforts. 

6.3.4. Cultural awareness in the merger process 
In the TEIER model the cultural changes achieved by the new division renders the division to 

be more loose compared to the tight culture of the main organisation (Gelfand, 2018). The 

looseness trait describes the organisational culture as more permissive and with greater 

autonomy which would indicate that the new division moving to right side of Figure 4: 



 

Copenhagen Business School 103240 Page 69 of 104 

Relationship between cultural types (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993). Furthermore, because the 

new division exist within some corporate boundaries achieving person/support culture 

becomes difficult and it is more reasonable to assume that aiming for task/achievement 

culture could be an objective with the cultural transformation. However, some of the traits 

from person/support culture or role culture would also be present dependent on how much 

or little freedom the main organisation is willing to give the new division throughout the 

experimentation step (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993; Gelfand, 2018). Defining the culture of the 

main organisation becomes a more difficult task, however the assumption of the TEIER model 

is that it is better suited for large organisation. This assumption combined with the 

assumption from Step 1: Translocation that the organisation has realised the need for change 

and its own inability to do so further indicates the organisation is heavily leaning to the left 

side of Figure 4. This side of the spectrum equals greater control with employees which 

resembles how Gelfand (2018) describes culturally tighter organisations. 

Thusly, there is a difference in the tightness-looseness of the main organisation and the new 

division prior to the two parties integrating with each other which requires proper 

management to not become a root cause for integration failure (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993; 

Gelfand, 2018; Harrison, 1972; Schweiger & Very, 2003). Furthermore, it is assumed that the 

main organisation is the acquirer of the new division, the acquired, because the new division 

has never actually existed as an autonomous company and the employees technically still 

belonging to the main organisation. However, the two entities will have to acknowledge that 

this integration resembles the merger or acquisition of a different company because of the 

organisationally cultural differences (Gelfand, 2018; Schweiger & Very, 2003). Managing 

these differences could be handled in a traditional manner with the acquirer enforcing its 

culture onto the acquired (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993), but this would be counterproductive 

to the entire purpose of the TEIER model. Thusly, a merger becomes the more reasonable 

choice of integration as the culture of the acquired levels out the importance between the 

two entities (Schweiger & Very, 2003; Sherman, 1998). 

In this merger it is important to establish the strategic objectives including into the 

consideration cultural differences and retention of key people (Schweiger & Very, 2003). Such 

strategic objectives have to align with the changes achieved in Step 2: Experimentation as 

strategic objectives have specific synergies and obstacles that influence the perceived value 

creation of the merger (Schweiger & Very, 2003). The value of the new division is closely 

related to its organisational culture and its ability to challenge the incumbent wisdom of the 



 

Copenhagen Business School 103240 Page 70 of 104 

main organisation and such value can be anything from improving innovative capabilities to 

establishing a new geographical branch (Schoemaker, et al., 2018; Schweiger & Very, 2003). 

The merger will therefore utilise the collaboration approach and try to establish a new culture 

trying to implement the best of both cultures (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993). However, this can 

be difficult as cultural differences between tight and loose cultures can be difficult to change 

(Gelfand, 2018). 

When the innovation department start to integrate the strategic objective set out by the top 

management is the establishment of a new line of business (Schweiger & Very, 2003) in the 

addition of a specified innovation department. Thusly, following the suggestions of the TEIER 

model Maersk Drilling can then analyse what will be the expected synergies with which the 

top management can evaluate the integration progress (Schweiger & Very, 2003). Though the 

synergies are low in this case the strategic objective also indicates what potential issue might 

be present such; retention of key people and cultural complications (Schweiger & Very, 2003). 

The innovation department have spent a considerable time becoming as culturally different 

in its organisation as possible from the main organisational culture which require attention 

and consideration in the integration process (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993; Gelfand, 2018). The 

culture of the main organisation can be categorised role culture with its rules, boundaries, 

bureaucracy and hierarchy whereas the innovation department has experimented and 

transformed in a task/achievement culture as explain above in section 6.2. Which can 

potentially be problematic if the integration process is handled as a redesign merger 

(Cartwright & Cooper, 1993). 

The dynamic capabilities developed in the innovation department prior to the integration is 

fully supported by the loose work culture where a deliberate decision on the first day in the 

Villa was to downgrade the dress code (Tukk, 2020). This decision made people from the 

instantly suspicious of what they were doing in the Villa with this experiment asking; “What 

happened? Are you on vacation? Have you been fired?” (Tukk, 2020). This perfectly illustrates 

a high tight in the culture of Maersk Drilling because the dress code is eventually reversed by 

the innovation department to accommodate the dress code of the main organisation showing 

that such a thing is not negotiable (Gelfand, 2018). However, the dress code is a mild thing to 

change and the main organisation is not fully into the traditional merger trying to erase the 

culture of the innovation department (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993). Instead the merger with 

the innovation department is treated mostly as an extension from the perspective of the main 
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organisation with is not the recommended action by the TEIER model, preferring the 

collaboration merger (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993). 

The innovation department is given a separate office space though right beside other 

colleagues and departments it is still physically separate and interiorly designed to 

accommodate the innovation team (See Picture 1). However, the two parties does engage in 

small amount of collaboration with the innovation department changing to become more 

tight gaining structure, innovation methodology sharing vision with Maersk Drilling (Tukk, 

2020). On the other hand, the top management has been fully convinced of the legitimacy of 

innovation and therefore fully endorses the need to change the organisation and include 

innovation. Furthermore, the innovation department is given control of the previously 

dispersed innovation budgets from each other department and the power to make decision 

regarding the innovation of the organisation (Tukk, 2020). This demonstrates a 

deconstruction of hierarchies and bureaucratic structures in the main organisation indicating 

the main organisation changing to become looser in its organisational culture (Gelfand, 2018). 

However, the integration process is still in progress from the perspective of the TEIER model 

until the collaboration has been successful (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993). This requires 

additional change management (Kotter, 1996) and strategic objectives to be sought 

(Schweiger & Very, 2003) elaborated further in the following to sections 6.4 and 6.5. 

6.4. Evolve 

 
Step 4: Evolve 

6.4.1. Change and evolution of the organisation 
Changing the organisation is part of the constant evolution of a company as different business 

environments present different challenges that the organisation needs to manage to stay 

competitive (Barney, 1991; Kotter, 1996; Schoemaker, et al., 2018). Evolving an organisation 

is a natural process and thus far in the TEIER model it is only the new division that has achieved 

changes, Step 4 is when the main organisation start to achieve changes as well. The fourth 

step is closely linked and related to the integration described in Step 3: Integration but the 

4. Evolve 

Senior Management 

Div. A Div. B Div. X New Div. 
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perspective is changed. Instead of focussing on the new division having a different 

organisational culture, the focus how this culture can be the leading factor in changing the 

main organisation. Kotter (1996) describes in his 8-step model how the guiding coalition is 

vital to achieve organisational change. The main organisation need to change its previous 

inadequacy and the new division being separated has achieved the needed change and has 

integrated back into the main organisation and can thusly serve as such a guiding coalition 

(Kotter, 1996). 

Until Step 4 the TEIER model has focussed on establishing a new division, leading changes in 

this division and allowing for a culture that supports such changes in a way the organisational 

structure and processes is aligned with the changes. This effort has the advantage of elevating 

Kotter’s (1996) guiding coalition with a department now integrating into the main 

organisation which is fundamentally and culturally convinced of its own prowess and 

legitimacy. Thus, empowering a guiding change coalition to spread changes ideas throughout 

the whole organisation. Illustrated above in Step 4: Evolve the new division will influence 

other division and even senior management with the change ideas. The dotted line from the 

new division into the main organisation illustrates that the integration process is still going, 

and its progress is furthermore linked to the spread of change ideas in the organisation. The 

idea is that the integration process is completed fully in Step 5: Reinforce. Thusly, step four is 

dedicated to the collaboration merger which seeks to establish a unified culture with best 

from both the main organisation and the new division (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993). However, 

this process is made uneasy by the distance in tightness-looseness of the two entities 

(Cartwright & Cooper, 1993; Gelfand, 2018) and therefore Kotter’s (1996) full 8-step model is 

relevant to achieve these changes that bring the two cultures together. Additionally, the 

larger variation from any of the previous cultures will require larger investment from 

management to succeed (Groysberg, et al., 2018). 

6.4.2. A powerful force for change 
The new division having developed changes separately from the influences of main 

organisation have allowed the new division to establish an organisational culture that support 

the changes achieved. Anchoring changes in the corporate culture is the last step of Kotter’s 

(1996) 8-step model but the new division having achieved this establishes a corporate 

example for other divisions to change. However, the first step of eight is creating urgency 

(Kotter, 1996)which the senior management has succeeded in doing by starting the entire 

TEIER model based on the ability to sense change (Schoemaker, et al., 2018). The second step 
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is the formation of a guiding coalition and as mentioned above the new division serves as the 

basis. The new division is already composed of people from across the organisation and they 

have already worked to establish a common culture that supports their change goals (Kotter, 

1996). Third step developing a vision and strategy which is where Kotter’s (1996) model 

overlaps with the integration process described in Step 3: Integration in the TEIER model as 

both steps concern developing core values, vision for the organisation and realising change 

throughout the organisation (Kotter, 1996). 

Developing these core values have to consider the differences in organisational culture from 

both the new division and the main organisation, and how to utilise the best from both 

cultures (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993). The differences in this collaboration merger (Cartwright 

& Cooper, 1993) can be further evaluated and mitigated by understanding the tightness and 

looseness of both parties (Gelfand, 2018). A tight organisation becoming looser is difficult as 

systems, structures and norms can be deeply rooted in the organisation and hierarchies will 

be challenged and managers will fight hard to prevent loss of status, power and rank (Gelfand, 

2018). However, in the TEIER model does consider that both parties will have to come closer 

to each other, and therefore the new division will also have to regress some of the cultural 

changes achieved without becoming fully subservient. The looseness of the new division 

should be tightened with organisational structure, work schedules and processes, and vision 

and goals that are all aligned with the main organisation (Gelfand, 2018). Meeting each other 

somewhere in the middle during mergers is suggested by both Cartwright and Cooper (1993) 

and Gelfand (2018) as a means of mitigating the negative emotions related to change 

processes. 

The emotional awareness that the merging organisation needs to be aware of is also a core 

element of Bridges (1991) article when managing transitions. When handling the first phase 

of the transition process regarding the merger of the new division and the main organisation 

it is important to realise the stability employees are losing until common ground has been 

established (Bridges, 1991). However, the cultural analysis (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993; 

Gelfand, 2018; Schein, 1985) of the new division and the main organisation can be utilised to 

establish the clear vision needing to be communicated throughout the changing organisation 

(Kotter, 1996). The ability to clearly define what needs to change in both parties (Kotter, 1996) 

to retains as much of the new value developed by the new division (Schoemaker, et al., 2018; 

Schweiger & Very, 2003) should aid the first phase of transition (Bridges, 1991). However, it 

is the second phase of Bridges’ (1991) transition model that is important to Step 4: Evolve as 
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the new division is formally merged yet not integrated. In the neutral zone the old reality is 

left behind, and a new identity is developed; people are creating new processes and learning 

new roles (Bridges, 1991). 

It is important that leaders and managers are prepared for the changes and communicates 

honestly with employees (Bridges, 1991; Kotter, 1996). This communication is the fourth step 

in Kotter’s (1996) 8-step model and he emphasises the importance of repeating the goals and 

vision multiple times every situation possible; always relate current work situations to change 

process in work (Kotter, 1996). Thusly, if the goal is to become more aligned culturally then 

the emphasis on what progresses this alignment in every work situation can aid the 

understanding of why the organisation is changing (Bridges, 1991; Gelfand, 2018; Kotter, 

1996). The fifth step is removing obstacles and concerns both the inert resistance to change 

and the rewarding of people endorsing the change. This time people from both parties needs 

to have a unified reward system in place that correctly endorse change efforts in the correct 

direction from the respective organisation (Kotter, 1996). If the reward and progression 

system remains that of the main organisation and the old ways of doing things then the 

employees main organisation will lack any incentive to change their behaviour and culture 

towards the ways of the new division. However, the situation is reversed if the main 

organisation blindly adopts every reward system from the new division, and therefore an 

entirely new system needs to be established which supports both parties in the progress to 

meet each other somewhere in-between (Kotter, 1996). 

The TEIER model acknowledges that some people will try to resist the change and insist on 

the old reward systems staying in place to retain positions and power illustrated by Division 

A in Step 4: Evolve. The spread of change ideas will have begun during this fourth step of the 

TEIER model; however, they are only fully achieved in the last step of the model. Step 4: 

Evolve thusly serves as the reminder in all change processes that the final product of such 

takes time (Kotter, 1996) and everybody from the worker on the floor to the CEO need to 

acknowledge the change happening and embrace that it always take more time than firstly 

expected. 

This is where the case at Maersk Drilling has come to at the time of interview. The innovation 

department is still integrating; however, they have been successful in retaining key elements 

of the different culture they developed in the Villa and are now actively working to spread 

these change ideas to the rest of the organisation. This is done through the innovation 

methodology maintained and taught by the methods and technology team to other parts of 
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the organisation (Tukk, 2020). Thusly, the innovation team is following the suggestions of the 

TEIER model despite no follow-up interviews can currently explain how well this process is 

going at Maersk Drilling. 

6.5. Reinforce 

 
Step 5: Reinforce 

6.5.1. Reinforce to finalise the change 
The fifth and final step of the TEIER model is Reinforce. This step concerns the very end of the 

changes process for the entire organisation and achieving organisational change. These 

changes have been inspired by the new division but is a combination of both old and new 

organisational values, culture, structure, processes, rewards systems and mentality. The 

illustration above showcases this combination by every part of the organisation having the 

same shaped combining the square with the oval. At the end of this step the new division will 

have fully integrated and spread the ideas of change throughout the entire organisation while 

senior management and the guiding coalition has established what the final change would be 

in the organisation. This final version of the changed organisation should have developed the 

necessary dynamic capabilities to stay competitive, however the TEIER model recognises that 

future change is inevitable as both Kotter (1996) and Schoemaker et al. (2018) proclaim. 

However, the changes achieved when following the TEIER model will have considered the 

implications to organisational culture throughout the entire change process as to best 

mitigate for resistance. 

Reinforce is also the last part of the ADKAR model (Tang, 2019); Awareness, Desire, 

Knowledge, Ability, Reinforce. The four other parts of this model are implicit parts of the the 

first and second step of the TEIER model, however reinforce is only fully executed during the 

fifth step hence the overlap in naming. Reinforcing changes in the ADKAR model is the process 

of consolidating organisational structures, processes and culture into a new solid state similar 

to Lewin’s Freeze step (Lewin, 1947; Tang, 2019). This is the same intention of the TEIER 

model; that the changes achieved will enable the organisation to gain competitive advantage, 

5. Reinforce 

Senior Management 

Div. A Div. B Div. X New Div. 
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and thusly engage with a phase of exploitation of such a gained advantage (March, 1991). 

This reinforcement of everything changed will then remain in action until the need to change 

is again necessary (Kotter, 1996; Lewin, 1947; March, 1991; Schoemaker, et al., 2018). 

6.5.2. Wins, consolidation and cultural acceptance 
Finally, the TEIER model will fully complete Kotter’s (1996) 8-step model and afterwards the 

final reinforcement can be executed. The sixth step is related to the fifth step in Kotter’s 

model (1996) as creating short-term wins is a powerful way of demonstrating the benefits of 

new reward systems being put in place of old ones. Furthermore, Kotter (1996) suggests that 

short-term goals are preferable as the investment to achieve each goal is lowered and rapid 

celebrations and successes improve the change progress. This point is also related to Bridges 

third phase, new beginnings, as rewards and successes achieved in the common reward 

system will help people understand their new identity, purpose and how to contribute 

(Bridges, 1991). Bringing people into the last phase of Bridges’ (1991) model is related to both 

the seventh and eighth step of Kotter’s (1996) model. Consolidating gains is done by creating 

positive feedback loops by analysing the successes and improving on these to establish 

continuous improvement (Kotter, 1996). These continuously improving stories of success is 

then reinforcing peoples understanding of purpose and identity which should now be the new 

norm of success in the organisation (Bridges, 1991; Kotter, 1996). 

Anchoring the entire change process in the organisational culture is the final part of Kotter’s 

(1996) model and relates back to the entire reason why to follow the TEIER model. 

Translocating the new division physically and bureaucratically away from the main 

organisation allowed the division to achieve the fullest potential of change during the 

experimentation. Then integrating back into the organisation during a merger process which 

respected the differences in organisational culture between the new division and the main 

organisation allowed the incumbent corporate culture to be changed by spread of changes 

ideas. The spread of these change ideas helped evolve the main organisation to embrace the 

need to change the main organisation itself. These change ideas are consolidated and 

reinforced into the new solid organisational structure and culture thusly achieving the unified 

culture having the best of both worlds whilst supporting the changes achieved (Cartwright & 

Cooper, 1993; Kotter, 1996; Tang, 2019). This finalises the change process of Kotter (1996), 

ADKAR (Tang, 2019), and the TEIER model itself, and therefore the organisation can freeze 

itself and again fully focus on the business (Lewin, 1947; March, 1991). 
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7. Discussion 
When discussing the TEIER model inspiration can be drawn from the last sub questions to the 

research question; “What are the current limitations to the TEIER model and the implication 

of such limitations?” Discussing these limitations from the current point in time. 

During the methodology of data collection and the theoretical application certain limitations 

can be identified; the biggest of these being the amount of data collected from Maersk 

Drilling. 

7.1. Lack of data 
Though the reasoning as to why so little data was collected has been presented in section 4.8 

it is still worth mentioning this fact again during this discussion. The implication of this lack of 

data in the form of more interviews makes the application of theory in practice difficult 

throughout the entirety of chapter 6 with the data running out before the final step of the 

TEIER model has been explained. However, the mitigating notion regarding the lack of data is 

that the primary function of the TEIER model lies in the first three steps as both Step 4 and 

Step 5 is the finalisation of the integration. The TEIER model is primarily focussed on 

establishing the change to an organisation in a smaller environment allowing for a more 

complete change with cultural support. Then secondly, the integration of such a changed 

division back into the main organisation thus establishes precedence for successful change 

and a strong guiding coalition (Kotter, 1996). The fourth and fifth step of the TEIER model 

then concerns more normal change management process which has been described in-depth 

by Kotter (1996). Kotter’s (1996) 8-step model ends with the changes reaching in the 

corporate culture, but the TEIER model drives this process into position at a much earlier 

stage and does it in a heavily consolidatory way. Thusly, the final steps of the TEIER model 

relies more heavily on the findings of Kotter and literature from Step 3 instead of more 

empirical material. 

7.2. Introducing a new model 
Another limitation is the experience of the author. It is a difficult and extensive task to try and 

introduce a new model, framework or theory into any discipline and is often suggested to be 

left for more experienced researchers (Snyder, 2019). However, the novelty of combining the 

cultural aspects of mergers and acquisitions to mitigate for the cultural implications in change 

management processes seems to be a combination less explored. Additionally, taking the 

aspects of physically translocating a division away from the main organisation to achieve such 
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changes as is the case with Maersk Drilling only made this interdisciplinary exercise the more 

interesting which has hopefully also the case for the reader of this paper.  
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8. Conclusion 
The conclusion of this paper is that the TEIER model has a strong academical foundation and 

the model have proven overlaps in the theory regarding change management, organisational 

culture and mergers and acquisition processes concerned with the cultural implications. The 

new division presented in the TEIER model is enabled to undergo a change process much 

faster than the large organisation could ever imagine achieving. However, the change process 

is then integrated back into the large organisation through the use of mergers tools that 

concerns themselves with protecting value and cultural differentiation. Identifying these 

differences is then a necessary part of the integration process, and the integration process 

thusly becomes part of how the change process is driven forward in the main organisation. 

Through the TEIER model large organisation, such as Maersk Drilling, have gained access to a 

tool which can be used throughout multiple parts of the organisation changing from the new 

division driving change to the whole organisation achieving change. In the case of Maersk 

Drilling the need for change was initially disregarded due to the top management not 

recognising the threats surrounding the organisation. When the TEIER model focusses on 

achieving dynamic capabilities over the specifics of the case then it encompasses changes in 

more general as large organisation have a tendency to become better exploiters rather than 

explores. Exploration and dynamic capabilities are open to interpretation by the individual 

organisation which can then determine the precise change needs and employ the TEIER 

model to achieve such changes. 
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Appendices 
Appendix I: Interview guide 

Theme Question 

The interviewee Can you give a professional resumé? 

- Background 

- Current position 

The organisation Describe the structure of Maersk Drilling  

Describe the processes of Maersk Drilling  

The department Describe the structure of the Innovation Department 

Describe the processes of the Innovation Department 

Describe a normal day 

Ten words Can you spend a minute thinking of 10 words describing your 

experience in the villa? 

Can you spend a minute thinking of 10 words describing your 

experience coming back from the villa? 

The Manifesto Learn fast 

Be street smart 

Stay curious 

Don’t judge 

Be bold and passionate 

Own it and ace it 

Work hard 

Drill deeper 

Be reliable and responsible 

Love the team and help others 

Create the future 

Status today What is the business model in the Innovation Department? 
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Appendix II: Interview transcript with Head of Innovation Scouting, Fredrik Tukk 
Date 28th of February 2020 

Interviewer Joakim Niels Østergaard 

Interviewee Fredrik Tukk 

Place of interview Common Hall at Maersk Drilling Offices 

Duration 51 minutes and 27 seconds 

 

Interviewer 
Hi Fredrik and thank you for participating in this interview. I would like to start with, following 

the interview guide, having you giving a small professional resume of what you have been 

doing before you started here at Maersk, but also an educational background so I have an 

idea of where you are coming from. 

Interviewee 
Yes okay, I can start with my background; I have a Cand.Merc in Quality Management, and I 

then have been working 12 years as a management consultant in different companies in 

Europe. And following that I spent three years at Telenor in Denmark working with strategy 

development and then I transferred almost exactly ten years ago to Maersk Drilling where 

I’ve been in many departments, where I started basically in strategy and been working in 

Commercial, IT and now Innovation. 

Interviewer 
Ok, quite the journey then. 

Interviewee 
Yep. 

Interviewer 
Ok, so the next question I would like to talk about is the organisation of Maersk Drilling, 

because that is what the innovation department, that I’m analysing, is part of. Yes, and let’s 

just start with defining the structure of the company. 

Interviewee 
Yes, if you look at the whole company, we reorganised some four months ago where we 

divided the company into two divisions. So basically, we have a North Sea division and a 

Global division. And they have the full responsibility for selling the rigs and all the revenue 

and the cost. And how we organised this is we have four support functions which is organised 

in a matrix organisation, so innovation is one of them, so we support both of these operational 

divisions. So, if you look at it from a top management perspective you have a CEO, of course, 
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and then we have a person in charge of what we call, he is the Chief Operating Officer, 

underneath him is all the technology, innovation, sales and those things are in there. And on 

the side, we have the CFO, which is [mumble word], and then we have the Chief HR Director. 

So, there are only four people in the top management team, so that means that the 

operations divisions are quite big, and that’s then organised in two divisions, and four 

supporting functions. 

Interviewer 
Ok, and let’s then take what is then structure of the innovation department? 

Interviewee 
Sure, we have also four groups or departments. So, the biggest one is basically product 

managers; what we do is that we both capture and develop the innovation products, so that 

means we basically need to have product managers that are taking care and running these 

projects. So, as one called it; they are managing the innovation tunnel, so we have that as one 

of the biggest groups. Then the second biggest group is what we call methods and technology, 

and what they do is that they then are looking after methodology and the approach we are 

having and on how we do innovation projects with the intend of also spreading it to the rest 

of the house. So, it’s not only for our sake, it’s also for the rest to try to integrate and 

imbedding the innovation muscle in the rest of the organisation. And the other two are; one 

is the big project that we are running, which is called DPP, Drilling Production Platform. 

Interviewer 
Excuse me, what was the name again? 

Interviewee 
Drilling Production Platform, that’s the DPP-department. And then the last one is where I sit, 

which is called Innovation Scouting which is for building the ecosystem and what I do is 

scouting for innovation partners. So those are the four departments we have in Innovation. 

Interviewer 
Yes, ok. And how is [edit: are] the processes, let’s start with the regular processes in the rest 

of the organisation? And then I would like to also have you describe how normal work process 

is in the Innovation Department. 

Interviewee 
Yeah, uhm, we have a lot of processes, but if you think about our value chain what we do is 

that, we basically, we scout for contracts or we get request for potations. And then we 

prepare, then we negotiate with the customer and what happens is that if the customer, if 

you have a contract, they need to prepare the rig to operate and move the rig to the right 
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place in the world, wherever they are going to be drilling. And after that you perform the 

operations, the drilling, so to speak. And then afterwards it’s a lot of the classical things of 

invoicing and everything else that is happening on the side there. But the big thing, of course, 

is the operation itself and sales is of course an important part of it, and then the operations 

takes most of the value chain and then you’re done. 

Interviewer 
Then there is the decommission part. 

Interviewee 
Yeah, you close it down to then move it to the next place and then you’re moving the rig 

again. 

Interviewer 
How long is the typical rig process like this? I guess there is some differences. 

Interviewee 
Yes, it has changed in the last couple of years in the marketplace because previously we used 

to have long-term contracts, like five years, not that it, because the customer then wants to 

secure the capacity for doing drilling operations. While in the downturn it has changed; so, 

they only go well by well, so there could be contracts now where we negotiated for drilling 

one well, and that takes four to six weeks. 

Interviewer 
Oh, that’s a short value chain then instead of [edit: the five years]. 

Interviewee 
It is, it is short, and what you need to then is to be good at flexibility and good at moving rigs 

and getting them to start working very fast. 

Interviewer 
And when was this change again? 

Interviewee 
It started in 2014, basically, when the oil price started to go down, but then as we were on 

long-term contracts it has changed over the years, so basically the last three years, I would 

say two to three years, that’s been this focus on short-term contracts, 17, 18, 19 [read: 2017, 

2018 and 2019]. And there still is, we still see small change now, but not dramatic. 

Interviewer 
Okay, so the last two or three years. 

Okay, and what is the… I think it could be interesting to have you describe how the work 

processes used to be in the innovation department as before you went to the villa. 
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Interviewee 
Yes, the case is that we didn’t have, basically, any innovation department before. So, the big 

changes are that, first of all, innovation, if you can call it that in a sense or business 

development, was done in each department everybody had their own budgets for it and then 

they could go out and if they found something that they thought would develop the business 

then they could do that. That was one thing, we didn’t have innovation as a function. We tried 

it once with two people and that was put down after a year or so because it didn’t work and 

then nothing changed. So, the thing we tried out in the Villa was to, the first there was also 

to say; innovation needs to happen across departments, and across skills and functions, 

because we used to be very silo orientated. So, it has been like; we have our silo processes 

and the other departments have their processes, and you don’t talk together. While now, the 

first thing we did in the Villa we started to mix the competences and the departments, so we 

develop stuff together, which was a big change in the way you do innovation. And now we’ve 

been integrating and taking it to the next step, so now all the budgets are, for development 

project, are basically put in one bucket, and it’s in innovation. So, it has been centralised in 

the sense that you can’t start a project without being in line with us. What we do, so we 

coordinate the tunnel, the projects, and understand if this new idea is actually something, we 

should put down time on and do something about or if it’s other things that have priority. So, 

that’s basically what you described last time, the change is going from being very structured 

and organised and into something try-out and now we’re trying to integrate that into the rest 

of the [edit: organisation]. We’re not a department that’s the big change from before, we 

don’t come back in here and become a department or a function, basically we are an, like you 

painted on the wall last time, we are something that tries to integrate in all the rest of the 

organisation, because we don’t have an existence right by ourselves, per se, we need to work 

together with the rest of the house and the other departments to be really successful. 

Interviewer 
Ok. I have brought these pieces of paper because my supervisor gave me, what I think is a 

very interesting idea, for you to spend a minute writing down ten words describing the 

experiences of being the Villa. And then I have a second piece of paper for doing the same 

procedure for back here [read: main office building]. 

Timestamp: 10 minutes and 15 seconds. 

Interviewee 
Ok, words or sentences? (Starts writing). 
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Interviewer 
You can choose yourself, small sentences, but let’s keep them short. 

(Pause whilst the interviewee writes) 

And you don’t have to write ten if you can’t come up with ten. Like, it’s fully free. 

(Pause whilst the interviewee writes) 

Ok, now I would like to have you describe why wrote, (checks recording device), yes, it’s still 

going. 

Let’s talk about these small words and sentences, that you’ve written down. The first you 

wrote down was ‘dare to try’ for the Villa, and let’s start with the Villa. When you write ‘dare 

to try’, what do you mean then, and if it’s in combination with other words just say them. 

Interviewee 
Ok, that’s fine. One big thing we did out there was, in here it used to be in Maersk you don’t 

fail. You get a product, you deliver it, you don’t try out stuff, you know. You just work on that 

and that has been decided, there’s a business case behind it and everything. And all of sudden 

we went out to the Villa and said: “Let’s try stuff, you know?”, even if we don’t know if it’s 

going to be perfect or not, let’s dare to try, let’s dare to take innovative technology, let’s dare 

try out new ways of working. So, it was a matter of saying you gave the freedom to the people 

out there [read: the Villa] and say just if you have a good idea try it out, you don’t have to 

think about if it’s a perfect business case behind it or anything, just dare to try. And that’s also 

a big thing to change. 

Interviewer 
Yes, and I think this one is also connected to the next one; ‘fast failure’? 

Interviewee 
Yes, it is to a large extend, but it’s also a different thing, because ‘dare to try’ means that you 

can try out a lot of stuff, you know, but they can also be successes, you know. But the ‘fast 

failure’ was to say that; instead of wasting too much time on something we do, let’s try out if 

it fails, let’s do it fast meaning don’t try to give them CPR the products, if you know they’re 

going to fail, kill them instead. And it’s called failure in a sense, failure is a negative word, but 

here it’s good, because you learn from it, you can sit a discuss that and understand why it was 

a failure and then learn from it. And if you’re open with your failures then you gain a lot of 

knowledge and also gain a lot of trust in each other, if you say; “It’s a failure, but it doesn’t 

mean that you’re a failure.”, and that’s a big difference there, but it’s a cultural thing where 

you really need to dare to do that. 
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Interviewer 
Yes. Next word you wrote down was the teamwork. 

Interviewee 
Yes, because we come from a very silo orientated organisation, where departments work by 

themselves. And all of a sudden, we sat people together from most departments, not all of 

them, but many departments, and started to work together and sit together in a small room. 

And that creates a lot of teamwork in a new way and it also bring down the barriers of you go 

back to your own department by sitting physically together, meaning that you actually can 

turn around and ask a guy from another department about something you’re working on and 

get an immediate answer that also decreases the time it takes to do products. That’s why I 

also wrote ‘speed’ (points to the paper). 

So, ‘speed’, the next word there, is the fact that if you collect all the people in one place and 

you all have the same goal then it means you’re going to increase the speed in the process, 

because you take away all this other administrative stuff, then you have to go away to other 

places and work with other stuff, because then you focus on your task, which means you bring 

up the speed, decisions are taken much faster. The classical thing in a big corporate 

organisation where you have different departments, if you’re going to talk with two-three 

people in a meeting, you have to book them and they’re guaranteed to, almost, be booked 

the next couple of days, maybe a week. Then you can get time in their calendar, but that 

delays the discussion. If you’re here you sit together, you turn around and behind you is the 

guy you need to talk to, or that two-three guys, and that means you take a decision in five 

minutes. Could be that you need a long discussion or anything, you know, but still the speed 

was incremental. 

Interviewer 
You also wrote ‘openness’ here? 

Interviewee 
Yep, and that’s another thing, we created an environment out there [read: The Villa] where 

you could be open with what you think. There was like no stupid questions and all of us were 

new to the environment, we were working with new tech, so that’s why it was also creating 

openness because everybody needed to learn a lot and also question things and say: “Is the 

right way to go?”. Which means you could be, we created an open environment and say: “It’s 

ok to be open.”. And we also talked about this, every day we had a status check-in in the 

morning, where you just give your own colours; red, amber, green. Like you normally do in a 
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status report for a project, but we did it for the people, because if people could come in in 

the morning and say: “I’m red today”, there’s an of course open discussion, it’s not that you 

have say a lot of stuff, but you could say: “Yeah, I have an issue at home, which affects me 

here at work, you know”, which we all have every now and then. Or it could be that you’re 

having a bad day, but then you can openly say that in that environment and everybody 

respected that and say; “Ok, let’s take care of you today” or “Let’s give you some space if you 

need to do other stuff” and that’s normally what you go away from because in normal 

corporate environments you have this corporate theatre where you always have to be happy 

and perform and professional and everything. And this created an openness in a totally 

different way. 

Interviewer 
That’s a very different approach to [edit: behaviour/culture] also to the word ‘openness’, 

because the no dumb questions and more questioning is typical of what you hear from 

organisations, so the daily status on the person is an interesting take on that. 

Interviewee 
It is, so actually twice a day; we did it in the morning when we came in and we did it in the 

afternoon before we left. We did the same thing, and the check-out was it called then, the 

status check-in and the check-out, but that actually created a very, more personal in my mind. 

Were you could (interviewer: check-in and check-out), yes, it was called a check-out and that 

didn’t mean that everybody had to check-out, it was just before everybody started to leave 

we said; “Okay, let’s do the check-out now”, and then people could, you know, some had to 

pick up kids and some had a lot of work to do so you could still be there but you wanted to 

have a common check-out so you knew the status of everybody and if things improved or if 

it’s been worse or everything, you know a lot. So, that was really interesting. 

Timestamp: 20 minutes and 15 seconds 

Interviewee 
And then we have ‘networking’, it’s another keyword out there. That’s something we created 

as well out to say that we can’t do this ourselves, that we had to build a network of partners, 

that want to or can help us deliver this, since we didn’t know anything about new technology 

for instance we needed to find start-ups and other stuff that could come in and teach us about 

that. And that one thing lead to the others I mean, it’s interesting that we start networking 

because if you do that in the right way it can lead you to amazing places, for instance France, 

we even, I met Google Denmark in an event here in Denmark, but it turns oneut that when 
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they came to the Villa and we started talking and everything, that they have some senior guys 

from the US coming over and they wanted to work together with us. And then all of a sudden, 

we’re sitting and discussing with some senior Google-guys, interesting solutions for the 

future, and that’s how you build your network. Instead of having, let’s say; “Yeah we need to 

have a contract, and la la la this is what you need”. No, we had an open discussion instead, so 

it wasn’t like a contract or anything in place you said; “let’s co-create, let’s discus this together 

and see both of us would benefit from it.”. So, that’s the networking. 

Interviewer 
Yeah ok. 

Interviewee 
That’s where we started to test out more and more, because, I mean, in a traditional 

corporate setting what happens is that many times you state your own problem and discus 

that, and then you realise you would have to go to an external partner to find help, you know. 

And then depending on the problem you go to these usual big suspects and negotiate with 

them and you have a deal in place, and then they deliver. That’s how you normally do it, but 

here we did it a very different way, in say that; “Let’s create a network where we can find 

people who can inspire us, and even both can benefit.”. So, they can put in time, we can put 

in time and money and we co-create together. So, it’s not only that we did buy services, that’s 

the difference between this classical where you procure a service and here you see a network 

instead. Of course, then you find the right service provider in the end, you know, where you 

create stuff together but in a very different way. 

Interviewer 
Yeah ok. 

Interviewee 
Speed, then ‘new technology’. Yeah, the focus was out there to find and that’s the classical 

thing, but if you read any book on this it will say that; “Don’t take technology as a starting 

point, because then you will fail. You need to understand your problems first and then apply 

the technology to it.”. But in this case it was also a lot of we want to take an optimistic 

approach and say; “Let’s see what the technology can do for us”, and we knew about that we 

needed to find the problems too, but we did that for many of the things out there. But the 

interesting thing was that instead of just doing it as a regular product, where we found the 

issues and then find the solutions and then find the partner and then find the technologies, 

we reversed it and said; “Let’s take in the technologies and see how we can implement them 
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and what they can give us, what’s the opportunity”. Because then we think, we can find 

solutions, by understanding the technology we could find solutions that we otherwise 

wouldn’t have come up with if we took the regular approach of saying what’s the issue and 

what’s the solution, because then we get very boxed in into our own industry and everything. 

So, that’s why it was interesting to take a starting point in technology even though that 

everybody said that’s not the right thing to do, but it depends on where you are, I think, as 

well as an organisation and in maturity and everything. For us it gave a boost, where we in 

the matter of weeks developed solutions where technology was the key focus, but it’s all 

actually real-world problems. So, that was really important out there, to take that as a starting 

point, the technology. 

Interviewee 
And that also leads us to the last word I wrote which is ‘customer engagement’. And that’s 

another thing, traditional we have always engaged with the customers very late; we have a 

fine, and then we come out with that and we hope that the customers are going to buy it and 

we negotiate about the price. And now instead when we have these technologies and we 

have the understanding of where we can apply them, we took in customers to say; “Do you 

want to co-create with us? So, you can develop the solution that’s actually you want to buy 

and can fit you.”.  And they were really excited about that, we met a lot of resistance in the 

beginning especially from our sales department, because we have few customers and they to 

want to let everybody to talk to them about things all the time. So, there was some internal 

resistance, but then we found the customers, the customers got super excited, that they 

could be involved with this, so they actually put down a lot of time and efforts and put up 

resources and came here and everything. So, that resulted in several of our solutions being 

implemented on a rig together with our customers. 

And that’s really important in the approach we took as well, instead of spending, and that 

goes back to the ‘fast failure’ and ‘dare to try’. If we dare to try out new stuff and together 

with the customer we find out if it’s right or wrong and if it’s going to have a value instead of 

us sitting down there thinking up the world’s best solution, we think, and then we go develop 

it for a year and then we come out after a year and none wants to buy it. That’s just a very 

classical approach, and that goes back to all of the other things I’ve said before about the ‘fast 

failure’ and ‘dare to try’ and ‘teamwork’ and the very ‘open’ spirit also together with the 

customer and say; “We’re not perfect, but we want to try this together with you” and learn 

and they learn as well. So, that was also very important out there. 
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Timestamp: 26 minutes and 15 seconds 

Interviewer 
Yep. And then we come to the point in time where you then go back to Maersk and spend 

some time coming back and then you also wrote ten words about that. 

Interviewee 
Yeah, what happened was that the Villa experiment that we did out there turned out to be 

very interesting and changing our culture and giving us new opportunities. And then the 

management team decided that we need to scale this and broadinate going from the 

technology focus that we had into broader innovation focus. For instance, we did a business 

model innovation and again involving the customers much more. So, that was the transition 

journey from the Villa in there (pointing to the office), so that’s like; this is working, it’s 

bringing agile into the equation and what to do that successfully? We need to integrate with 

the rest of the organisation, that means we need more structure. So, the first word I wrote 

was ‘structure’, because we used to a very hierarchical process/structure-oriented company 

and when we went to the Villa we went to the opposite of the pendulum; let’s go as a start-

up, let’s do totally wild and crazy things without process. But then, now, when you grow to 

up to 25 people you also need to have some more structure on the approach, the 

methodology, the people, the way you get to prioritise product, etc. So, that’s why one of the 

big changes then was more structure, but not to be too structure, but more structure. And 

that also meant we had a new methodology we implemented. 

Interviewee 
Which is the next one, completed that with agile (added ‘agile’ to the ten words describing 

the Villa), because that was the key thing over there [read: in the Villa], we’re still agile [read: 

back at main organisation]. But then the other thing we needed to create in here was this 

ability which products we’re working on, so that’s why we started to build up this ‘innovation 

tunnel’ and the methodology implemented which gives us more structure even though we 

keep it simple it’s still like five tollgates even we go through an innovation project to give it 

more structure and then instead in the Villa it was ‘fast failure’ and ‘dare to try’. While, here 

even though we’re not back to do what we used to do; business case and steering committee 

and something, it’s still some more structure on the methodology. 

And then we got a clear focus in here as well, it’s ‘focus on growth’. Out in the Villa we didn’t 

really have a mandate, more than saying; “Go out and try to find out some things that we can 

use and implement and sell”. While here it’s been very clear from the beginning that 
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innovation is for growth. So, we’re going to define the growth projects that can take the 

company to the next level or change the industry. So, that means that’s a big change here; 

more focus and clear mandate, clear goal for why are we doing innovation; we’re not doing 

it for the sake of innovation, we’re doing it for the company to grow. 

Interviewer 
Yes. So, that’s also a big change from the Villa, because out in the Villa you had free reigns, so 

you could just do anything? 

Timestamp: 30 minutes and 1 second 

Interviewee 
Yes, do something and try it out, go and play, while here it’s more, even though, and we 

haven’t gone back to the classical old style as it used to be with saying we need to have 

business cases, we need to have structures  and boring thing there, but it’s somewhere in the 

middle. But it’s still saying that now we have a clear focus and we know what to do and we 

can’t just run around doing things because we like to try out things, but we know why we’re 

doing this now.  

And that also means to be able to do that added ‘more skills’, so the skills in here now has 

been higher as I said before, we went from ten to 25 people, and that means we don’t just 

add a number of people, we also add a different skill. So, we have hired a lot of people from 

the outside just to bring in skills that are not related to the oil and gas industry and they’re all 

very skilled at, for instance, the innovation methodologies, structure-thinking and other 

things that you need, you know. But as we were ten people from within Maersk Drilling that 

worked together in a network with externals, we now brought more of these competencies 

in-house, but still it’s really important to build the ecosystems in Maersk as well, but in a 

different scale and in a different way, but that’s a big change; we brought in more skills. 

And I wrote ‘innovation focus’, but that’s basically then same as ‘focus on growth’. Oh yeah, 

ok, I add some more to it; ‘innovation focus from the top’. That means that innovation has 

become a key focus and skill in the area. Thanks to the successes we had in the beginning, we 

built it up over time, it means that the top management team realised that this is the way we 

have to go for the future to build the company. So, innovation has got more focus, as I said 

before, it used to be two people in a corner, then a try out on the outside, and all of a sudden 

we’re back in here and the management team says; “This is important, we need to do 

innovation”. But that also means there has been less focus on tech, and as I said, the Villa 

started based on tech and the opportunities that lies there, and now instead we look at it 
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from a very broad angle and say; “Now it’s innovation, and it can be products and services, 

business models, or other solutions, and it’s not necessarily tech-involvement”. Then 

naturally some of these solutions is going to have tech in there, but it’s not tech as a starting 

point, now we do what everybody said you should do, basically saying that tech is an enabler. 

First you need to understand the problem and find a market for it, and then you can look into 

the solution and when you find the solution then it might be a tech-solution, but it might not. 

Some of the thing we’ve been working on now is, for instance, related to the planning and 

logistics, nothing to do with tech basically, but different approaches and processes. 

And then another big thing that has happened over the last year and half is that we got top 

management buy-in. So, top management went from the CEO believing in this and he created 

the Villa and gave us a ‘let’s try that’, but then he was pretty much alone in saying that he 

believe in this, and now normal people and the whole management team is out saying that 

this is important. And also, more people around the management team is starting to believe 

in that this is an important thing with innovation and tech is the way forward. That has also 

resulted in that we get bigger budgets and it’s coordinated so Innovation has the budget and 

that’s a big difference. Before, we used to have budgets in each department, but it could do 

like development or you can call it innovation, and then what happened was that similar 

products was [edit: were] launched in different departments without them talking to each 

other, back to the silo thing again. And now, as innovation is on the budget, all products need 

to come to innovation to get the budget and then we coordinate and understand that this 

new thing that they come up with is that something we already to or could it be part of an 

existing product rather than putting it up as a new product. So, it’s bigger budget, but it’s also 

coordinated. 

Interviewer 
Yes, so it’s a larger budget, but also innovation coordination for the whole Maersk Drilling. As 

you have this, the project tunnel, I guess these two what you’re talking about now is related 

to that (pointing to keywords ‘project tunnel’ and ‘bigger budget’ and ‘innovation 

coordination’). 

Interviewee 
Yes, we sit on the tunnel and on the budget. That means that none else can start a project 

without coming to us. 
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Interviewer 
I just need to put that in writing (interviewer writes ‘innovation coordination’ on the list of 

keywords Back in Maersk Drilling). 

Timestamp: 35 minutes and 30 seconds 

Interviewee 
Yes, do that. I think it works well, it’s a good approach, I mean with the notes, they’re good. 

Interviewer 
Yes, I was also very impressed by this way of doing it. 

Interviewee 
Yeah, that’s good. 

Interviewer 
Ok. Last I was here I also saw the manifesto on the wall, and I found that really interesting 

and so did my supervisor. He was like; “You don’t need a guide you can just take that word 

for word and make them describe what it means”. So, I thought I would do some of that, a lot 

of it we have already been over with these ten words for both parts, but I think going over 

the manifesto could be interesting, so let’s do that one now. 

So just take it from the top, and if you think you have already explained it well in the ten 

words, then just say; “I will skip that one” and jump to next one. 

Interviewee 
Sure, absolutely. Yes, that’s fine, I will take them one by one, and look at them. ‘Learn fast’ 

that comes from the fact that we want to be able to try new stuff and then you can’t afford 

to waste too much time on trying to understand it perfectly. You need to learn first, and you 

need to learn the important things, because we’re trying to break new ground and we need 

to learn fast then. If you don’t know stuff, we need to learn it. 

And ‘be street smart’ again going back to you need to have this finger on the pulse and 

understand what makes this tick, instead of trying to build the perfect solution, that would 

take too long time. So, we say be street smart instead. 

‘Stay curious’, it’s also very important for us, because we want to change the company and 

the change the whole industry, we need to be curious, we can’t just go with the traditional 

solutions. We need to say; “Hey, can you do this? Can you do it differently? Can you do 

something else? Who knows?” We find the solutions none expects, that’s why we want to be 

curious about not falling back in a position where you say; “Ahh ok, this is just the regular 

product and we do it.” We would rather stay curious. 
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‘Don’t judge’ builds on that we want to have facts and stuff, and people many times have a 

judgemental approach when they see something, they say; “Yeah, we seen that before. That 

doesn’t work. That will never work here. It’s for the wrong industry.” And we try to say no 

don’t be judgemental, but actually give it a chance, if the facts say that it will work then let’s 

try it. 

And ‘Be bold and passionate’ again an innovation department can’t just be there to do 

something one percent better, we actually want improve things really dramatically and 

change the game. So, when we talk sometime, we say; “Hey what about if we could cut the 

cost for 50 percent?” and people say; “50 percent? That’s an idiot! You can’t do that, we cut 

one percent per year and we can’t cut more!” I say; “Yeah, but let’s be bold because then 

solutions are different you come up with.” It’s just thinking in a bold way. So, that’s that. And 

‘passionate’ is that we need to be passionate about what we do otherwise it yet becomes a 

boring project again. 

‘Own it and ace it’. Ace it means that we want to really put things in a new perspective and 

really make things that stand out and then we need to really give it a try and be bold and think 

new things. And we need to own it, we need to run this because many times we come up with 

solutions none else believes in this. So, you have to be very tough and running on believing 

this and then you need to own it, because none else would give you the chance of saying this 

is good before they approved it and if it’s new ground you’re breaking as well and working 

with things in the future, you need to own it. 

Timestamp: 40 minutes and 8 seconds 

Interviewee 
And ‘work hard’. It needs a lot of hard work so that’s how it is, especially in innovation. And 

‘drill deeper’ meaning that we don’t want to take the first answer for a go, saying; “Yeah ok, 

that’s how it is.” We actually want to ask the five why’s; Why is it like that? And goes down 

so much. Many people working here, have work here for many years and they have 

sometimes a very fixed way of doing things and a set mind saying that this is just the way it 

is. But then we got to challenge that and ask them a couple of times more to really go deeper 

and understand the real answer. 

Interviewer 
Challenge the business as usual, BAU. 

Interviewee 
Exactly. 
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And ‘be reliable and responsible’ is just, yes, I think it’s self-explanatory. 

‘Love the team and help others’, we’re really working hard to get away from the silo 

mentality. So, we need to work together with the team in a different way than many others 

do, you try to really help out each other, and we love the team in a sense that you can’t do it 

yourself, it’s not a one-man band, it’s mostly nowhere, but especially innovation. If you try to 

develop something, that’s going to be a solution for something they’re going to use for 20 

years. You have to be a team to do that and work together and believe in yourself and help 

each other.  

That also goes back to ‘create the future’, because innovation is not just about changing 

tomorrow, it’s about changing the day after as well. And we have a long-term focus, right now 

we have a product where we look into 2050; what the world will look like and what should 

we do then as a company. So, we want to create the future we don’t want to be depending 

on someone else actually doing that, and we can actually take the stakes and do that. 

Interviewer 
Especially the last one, ‘create the future’, you say long-term goals. Do you think this is where 

you also as a department challenge the rest of the organisation? 

Interviewee 
Yes absolutely, even if you look into something like strategy, they normally look five years 

ahead and say; “Ok, with the existing equipment and everything, we think that according to 

the numbers, we have Brazil is going to increase in its production in the next five years and 

that’s why we need to focus on Brazil and the customers etc.” That’s what strategy does, but 

they don’t stand up and look into a scenario planning for 2040, we do that, and that’s the 

difference. And as we are working with the growth projects with a longer-term horizon, it 

means that we’re also going to do some products an effect today and tomorrow but most of 

the stuff we do is going to have an effect in five to ten years. So, that’s why we want to create 

the future. 

Interviewer 
So, I’ve read the presentation material you also sent me and one the things you present here 

is the change in the business model that innovation department follows and a quick question 

is then; what is the status of the business model of the innovation department today? And 

also taking into consideration what the business model in the Villa. 



 

Copenhagen Business School 103240 Page 100 of 104 

Interviewee 
Yes, but I think the business model it sound like you think we have only one business model 

defined, it’s more all the things we have discussed today actually, forming this sort of a 

business model of how we do business in the innovation department meaning that we 

wanted to integrate with the rest of the organisation, we have a clear focus on growth 

projects and the longer-term. That has changed around, because in the Villa it was more or 

less like a project. We didn’t have a model of how we work, and we tried out stuff, and it was 

trial and error all the time, but that also gave the foundation for what we are doing today. 

Which has become more clear now and we’ve got the mandate from the top as well. 

Interviewer 
Ok, I think we went through this quite well, and we hit, almost perfect, the 45-minute mark, 

which I find really good. I would like to say thank you for your very descriptive answers and I 

feel like I have become a lot smarter, more informed about the innovation department does 

and why you do it, and what it used to be in the Villa, and some of the contrast that you have 

today being part of a large organisation. 

I have one last question and it’s not on the interview guide, and that because this is more a 

understanding of how it all began, and I think it’s really good question to ask you because 

you’re the one who have done the presentation outside the corporate boundaries. Yes, what 

I want to ask you is how it started? Who started it? 

Interviewee 
Sure, you mean the Villa stuff? What happened was, first of all there’s a couple of things that 

comes together; 1. The oil price started to dip in September 2014, that doesn’t have an effect 

in 2015 because business as usual, long-term contracts, but then as you go there 2016-2017 

there’s coming up a lot of cost cutting both in our company and in our industry as well because 

things are going worse, day rates are going down etc. That’s one prerequisite for this to 

happen, actually. The other thing is, of course, that new technology is happening all over the 

world, and people get it in their phones and their daily lives everywhere, but nothing happens 

in our company when there comes a new tech none is taking care of that incrementally. So, 

what happens is that some departments start to implement new tech solutions because they 

see value in it, maybe they try it at home. One example is augmented reality or virtual reality 

where your kids play in the games at home, and then people come to work and say; hey, 

maybe can use that, couldn’t we do a solution. One of the first solutions I remember was in 

commercial, where you have to fly out the customers if they’re new to the rig and they want 
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to see the rig and see how it works and everything. And they need to fly them out and it takes 

time to book it and then you need space and everything, and all of a sudden we say; if we go 

out and take these 360 degree pictures we can basically have googles on in the meeting room 

and the customer is on the rig, and then we save that time and money. That’s a good solution. 

Ok, so they did that. And there was some other stuff like that going on in the house. So, 

departments started bottom-up to implement stuff. But then our CIO, then head of 

technology he said that this is such a big thing and such a big potential, we can’t let that slip, 

we can’t have people just run off and do things, we need to build a strategy for it. And that’s 

when he asked me to come down to IT and do that because I’ve been working a lot with 

strategy before and I had some insights on this. So, we started to develop a lot of strategies 

and we started to do research on what is our customers doing, what is our competitors doing, 

what’s happened in the market, which technology could potentially be something that we 

could utilise in the company and so forth. We started to build a journey about that and how 

should we go about building up a strategy basically, which he then pushed to the 

management team. And the management team said; “No thanks.”, they were not interested 

in seeing this, they had other problems especially with cost-cutting and everything else. So, 

that was like the perfect comment, but then after like four-five months the CEO came back 

and said; “Yes, now I want it! I wanted a digital strategy, I wanted digitalisation to happen. 

You take the people you need, and resources and you get all the things we’ve been talking 

about and make it happen.” So, that’s when we then had to collect a lot of ideas, and we had 

probably like 60-70 ideas that we could work with and we had some people internally that 

we worked with as well. And then we collected all these guys in a room and said; “Now this 

is it, we’ve got three months to prove the case, let’s do that.” And one of the first decisions 

was that we need to move somewhere else, we didn’t just want to sit in a conference room 

like you normally do with projects and then people get dragged away with telephone calls 

and meetings and everything else. So, we said these guys are a 100 percent assigned to this, 

that was one of the prerequisites as well, and then we were lucky to find the Villa by chance. 

In the beginning most of us thought it was ridiculous, why should we move into an old villa 

when we sit in a brand-new office which was really cool. But the first day we went out there 

and started to work there, and everyone said let’s all dress down as well, so we come in what 

we call Saturday-clothes, you know, so everybody did that. And the biggest reaction was when 

we came back the first day to eat lunch in the canteen, and all our colleagues looked at us 

saying; “What happened? Are you on vacation? Have you been fired?” and then we said; “No, 



 

Copenhagen Business School 103240 Page 102 of 104 

we are doing this project and we want to really go all in, so we said we moved away, and we 

wear whatever we want to wear.” So, that was like how it started and the big things, and then 

we just kicked off out there and started to deliver stuff in the matter of weeks. And that was 

also the next big shock then for the management team when they came out for the first round 

after like three weeks or so, they expected us to probably have made a plan and in there we 

sit with ready products already at three weeks and can show them live to them, even though 

it’s minimum viable products, we can show them products. And they were like a little blown 

away by that. So, that’s the short story of how it started. So, someone see the opportunity, 

try to push it to the management team because you need to have management buy-in, I saw 

you wrote so on a note, and finally when the management sees this and give the go-ahead 

you take the opportunity and run with it. 

Interviewer 
It’s good story. Super, and really good to get this. I think I will dive more into some of these 

things, that you specifically only did in the Villa, because I think this could be really interesting, 

because opposed to where you sit now, you sit in a really nice shirt. 

Interviewee 
But that’s because I haven’t used my shirts in two and half years, so now I’m starting to wear 

them because all the other clothes I have are worn out, you know. So, I just had the shirt 

hanging in there in the wardrobe now, so that’s why. 
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Appendix III: Interview Extra – Keywords by Fredrik Tukk 

 

 


