
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Closing the Loop 
The use of Post Occupancy Evaluations  

in real-estate management 
 
 

Peter Palm 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Bygg- och fastighetsekonomi Fastighetsvetenskap 
Fastigheter och Byggande Teknik och samhälle 
Kungliga Tekniska högskolan Malmö högskola 

                                              

                                                                                                



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
© Peter Palm 2007 
 
Meddelande 80 
Avd för Bygg- och fastighetsekonomi 
Inst. för Fastigheter och Byggande 
Kungliga Tekniska högskolan (KTH) 
100 44 Stockholm 
 
Tryckt av Tryck & Media, Universitetsservice US-AB, Stockholm 
 
ISBN 91-975984-8-4 
ISSN 1104-4101 
ISRN KTH/BFE/M--08/80--SE 



 1

Summary 
 
The real-estate sector has traditionally been thinking in terms of “bricks and mortar” 
focusing more on the buildings than on the tenants. A change of approach has, however, 
been detected since the mid 1990s. The tenant is now more in focus. This new situation 
puts higher requirements on both the individual real-estate manager’s and organization’s 
ability to determine the needs of the tenants. Evaluations and knowledge management 
can be a help in this process Post Occupancy Evaluation (POE) is one tool where the 
tenant’s perspective is in focus. 
 
The purpose of this thesis is to study the Swedish real-estate sector’s attitudes and 
experience of POE. Furthermore the purpose is to investigate how POE can be 
implemented in the organization and what barriers there are to implementation. 
 
This thesis presents three empirical studies of the real-estate sector and their use of POE. 
The first study is a survey sent to Swedish real-estate managers to determine their 
attitudes and experience of POE. This study was followed up by a more in-depth 
interview study to determine the attitudes regarding POE among the real-estate managers. 
The third study was also an interview study and it was carried out with individuals in 
leading positions in organizations in the real-estate sector. The aim of this study was to 
get a clearer view of possibilities for change and barriers to change within the real-estate 
sector 
 
The results show that there is an interest from the real-estate managers towards 
evaluations but that they rarely carry out evaluations. The main barrier detected is the 
lack of support from top management and this has resulted in a lack of incentives for real-
estate managers to work with POE. The reason for this lack of interest from the top 
management can be the culture of the real-estate sector, a culture which has sprung from 
the building sector. 
 
The conclusion is that problems will not be solved solely by implementing POE. The 
organisation must take care of the information, share it, learn from it and use it in the best 
way in current and future projects. This can only be done by implanting a knowledge 
management system.  
 
To enable this kind of change within the organisation the top management must underline 
the importance of this and at the same time give the organisation both the right tools to 
enable implementation and incentives to carry this out and follow it through. One way to 
show the importance of knowledge management, and at the same time create incentives 
and methods to follow up the development of the organisation is to integrate POE in the 
Balanced Scorecard.  
 
The conclusion is that if the top management doesn’t want the organisation to fall behind 
its competitors it must put knowledge management on the agenda. Sooner or later the 
competitors will implement evaluations and knowledge management in their 
organisations, and then it is only a question of time before they have built a better and 
stronger organisation, with better-qualified employees, that generates more efficient 
services and more satisfied customers. 
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Sammanfattning 
Closing the Loop  
Användandet av Post Occupancy Evaluations i fastighetsföretagandet 
 
Fastighetssektorn har traditionellt karakteriserats av ett ”tegelstenstänkande”. Fokus har 
legat på byggnaden och inte på hyresgästerna. En förändring där hyresgästen allt mer har 
kommit i centrum har dock kunnat skönjas sedan mitten av 1990-talet. Denna nya 
situation leder till större krav på såväl den individuelle förvaltarens förmåga som på 
organisationens förmåga  att bedöma hyresgästens önskemål och krav. Hjälpmedel i 
denna process kan vara utvärderingar, erfarenhetsåterföring och ”Knowledge 
management”. Ett verktyg som utgår ifrån hyresgästens perspektiv är Post Occupancy 
Evaluations (POE). 
 
Syftet med denna avhandling är att bedöma den svenska fastighetssektorns attityder och 
erfarenheter av POE, samt att undersöka hur POE kan implementeras i organisationen 
och vilka barriärer det finns för implementeringen. 
 
Denna avhandling baseras på tre empiriska studier rörande fastighetssektorn och dess 
användande av POE. Den första genomfördes genom en enkätstudie för att bedöma de 
svenska förvaltarnas attityd och erfarenhet rörande POE. Denna enkätstudie följdes sedan 
upp av en intervjustudie med fastighetsförvaltare för att få fördjupad kunskap kring deras 
attityder och erfarenheter av POE samt deras uppföljningsarbete i stort. Den tredje 
studien  (intervjustudie) genomfördes med representanter i ledande befattning för 
intresse-organisationer. Syftet med den studien var att skapa en bättre bild av 
fastighetsbranschens karakteristik, dess tankar kring förändring och barriärer för 
förändring i branschen.  
 
Avhandlingens resultat pekar på att det finns ett intresse för utvärderingar bland 
fastighetsförvaltarna men att de inte genomför särskilt många. Den huvudsakliga 
barriären för att arbeta med utvärderingar är den bristande efterfrågan från ledningen. 
Orsaken till denna låga efterfrågan från ledningen är främst kulturen inom 
fastighetsbranschen.  
 
Slutsatsen är att det inte löser några problem att bara arbeta med POE. Organisationen 
måste även ta till vara på informationen på ett bra vis, dela med sig av den, lära från den 
samt använda den på bästa vis i både befintliga projekt och framtida projekt. Detta kan 
endast göras genom att organisationen aktivt börjar arbeta med ”Knowledge 
management”. 
 
För att åstadkomma denna typ av förändring krävs det att ledningen visar på hur viktigt 
det är, samtidigt som den ger organisationen både de rätta medlen och verktygen för att 
genomföra det samt tydliga incitament.. Ett verktyg för att visa på hur viktigt 
”Knowledge management” är, och för att samtidigt skapa incitament och möjligheter till 
uppföljning är att integrera POE i styrsystemet Balanserade Styrkort.  
 
Slutsatsen är att för att bibehålla konkurrenskraften i företaget  måste det involvera 
Knowledge Management på dagordningen. Förr eller senare kommer konkurrenterna till 
att göra det och är man då inte så är det bara en fråga om tid innan konkurrenterna har 
byggt en bättre och starkare organisation, med kunnigare medarbetare som kan 
tillmötesgå kundernas önskemål på ett effektivare sätt. Resultatet blir nöjdare hyresgäster.
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1. Introduction 
 
This chapter begins with a description of the background to this project. After that the 
report’s purpose and scope will be presented. A short overview of central players for the 
report will end this chapter. 
 
 

1.1 Background 
 
One way of looking at space management is to see it as a cyclical course of events where 
a building is constructed, maintained and operated, rebuilt, maintained and operated and 
finally demolished to give way to new buildings. This course of events is filled with 
many processes, big and small, intercepting each other. Beside the different processes 
intercepting each other, each process will also have consequences for other processes. 
One example of this is that if a building contractor doesn’t manage to capture the client’s 
requirements at the building stage of the premises it will lead to client dissatisfaction. 
This dissatisfaction will probably also affect the management of the building negatively 
and in the long run the client will either move or demand that the premises should be 
rebuilt. This kind of dissatisfaction will probably cost a considerable amount of money 
and goodwill. To rebuild the premises for the client is costly and if she should decide to 
move the cost could also be high as there might be vacancies or costly rebuilding for a 
new client. If you in the rebuilding process are able to discover all of the client’s 
requirements and manage to fulfil them, but at the same time make the maintenance and 
running of the building harder or more costly, there will also be inefficiencies.   
 
This is just an example of how the different processes in the premises lifecycle interact 
and are dependent on each other. It also shows the importance of being sensitive to the 
customer’s needs and experiences, both in each process and in the relation between the 
different processes during the lifecycle.  
 
To be observant and able to take the customer’s needs and requirements into 
consideration requires that the real-estate manager asks the customer about how they 
enjoy the premises and the services supplied. A good tool for this is to regularly carry out 
evaluations. To learn from these evaluations and to share this knowledge between 
colleagues are vital for the firm. Not only because the employees’ stock of knowledge 
will increase, but also the fact that the risk of making the same mistake will decrease and 
at the same time successes can be used as good examples of how the work should be 
done. This will in itself make the organisation stronger and thereby also generate/save 
money for the company.  
 
A change of approach in the real-estate sector has been noticed by Bengtsson and Polesie 
in their book Ifrån fastighetskris till Castellum – en studie av gestaltning och styrning. 
The building and real-estate sector went through a dramatic period during the 1990s – a 
development from traditional building-oriented real-estate management to a more 
professional real-estate management where the tenant is in focus can be seen (Bengtsson 
and Polesie 1998). 
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This new situation sets higher requirements for the building contractors’ and the 
manager’s ability to analyse and evaluate the building process from the requirements of 
the tenants. To be able to evaluate, analyse and draw conclusions from the customers’ 
requirements and opinions benefits both the company’s image and economic results. To 
collect information about what has worked out well and what has not been working as 
well creates goodwill by showing that ones customers’ opinions are important to the 
company. Therefore one can, by making adequate evaluations and on the basis of these 
drawing relevant conclusions about necessary changes, avoid making the same mistake 
once more and get a good reputation as a company that listens and takes its customers’ 
requirements seriously.  
 
Evaluation methods for premises such as Post Occupancy Evaluation (POE) are used in 
many countries. To investigate the use of POE in the Swedish building and real-estate 
sector and to analyse how it can be used in an even better way should be of great interest, 
as the real-estate sector is going through a change where the customers are more in focus. 
Therefore the use of new evaluation tools is interesting to investigate. This is information 
that every company interested in customer satisfaction should be interested in. 
 
 

1.2 Purpose 
 
According to what has been said above, evaluation of the customers’, users’ or tenants’ 
needs is something that should concern many in the real-estate management sector. The 
actual work with evaluations in the Swedish real-estate sector is currently rather 
undeveloped. It is clear that if evaluation is to become a natural part of business within 
the Swedish real-estate sector a change is required. Therefore, I have chosen to study 
individual companies’ efforts to implement evaluations in the context of organisational 
change.  
 
While the sector is constantly changing in order to adapt to new conditions, this thesis 
focuses on the specific change of implementing POEs as a tool in the organisation. Three 
specific research questions haves been formulated for this thesis: 
 

• What are Swedish real-estate managers’ attitudes and experience regarding POE? 
• What are the barriers to implement POEs in the organisation of the real-estate 

sector? 
• How can POE be implemented in the organisation? 

 
Because barriers to conducting and implementing POEs can consist of different things, I 
have chosen to concentrate on the organisational barriers to implementation.  
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1.3 Structure of thesis 
 
This thesis consists of 11 chapters and a reference chapter. 
 
Chapter 1, Introduction, presents the background and the research problem, as well as the 
central players in the real-estate sector. 
 
Chapter 2, Research methodology, describes the chosen research process as well as the 
method used for the research.  
 
Chapter 3, Main issues and central processes, describes the central players and the 
processes that the real-estate managers are a part of and that the evaluations will be a part 
of.  
 
Chapter 4, Theory and framework, presents the theoretical approach of this thesis through 
sections on Management strategy, Barriers to change and organisational culture, 
Evaluation theory and POE theory. 
 
Chapter 5, Questionnaire study, reports the findings from the survey that was made to get 
an insight into the use of, and attitudes of real-estate managers towards, evaluations.  
 
Chapter 6, Interview study concerning evaluations, reports the findings of the first 
interview study that was conducted. The findings concern the real-estate managers’ 
attitude towards, and experience of, POEs. 
 
Chapter 7, Interviews concerning barriers to conducting POEs, reports the findings from 
the second interview study and an analysis of the barriers found. 
 
Chapter 8, Implementation of POE in the organisation, shows how POEs can be 
implemented in the everyday work of the real-estate manager by introducing it in a 
balanced scorecard framework. 
 
Chapter 9, Conclusion, this chapter discusses the findings and the suggested 
implementation of evaluation.  
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2. Research methodology 
 
The study started in the autumn of 2004 with a FORMAS (the Swedish research council 
for environment, agricultural science and spatial planning) project in cooperation with 
Sweco FM-konsulterna. This study has then developed from the Formas project, which 
were finished in the autumn of 2006 and reported in the autumn of 2007.  
 
Throughout the study a reference group, consisting of five representatives from the real-
estate industry, has been involved. The representatives were: 

• Bo Thörnkvist from Vasakronan  
• Klas Lindgren from the real-estate division of Östergötland county council 
• Harald Pleijel from the Church of Sweden real-estate department in Gothemburg 
• Hans-Åke Ivarsson from Lokalförsörjningsförvaltningen, Gothenburg city 

municipal council, department of property administration  
• Bertil Oresten from Sweco FM-konsulterna.  
 

This reference group met six times between October 2004 and August 2006. The main 
remit for the reference group was to serve as expert representatives from the industry so 
that their knowledge functioned as a resource concerning the practice of the industry.  
 
 

2.1 The research process 
 
The study is characterised by the use of both quantitative and qualitative data. The main 
research approach is however qualitative. The main reason for the qualitative approach is 
the attempt to learn from the respondents – to be able to understand how they act and 
why they do it in the way they do. To be able to get as exhaustive a picture as possible 
triangulation has been made through collecting data from different sources, such as a 
literature study, survey, interviews and reference groups.  
 
The research process can be characterised as an interactive process, using both concepts 
and ideas from the theoretical literature and empirical data. According to Bryman (1997), 
Blumers had already (1959) underlined the use of scientific terms such as “sensitive 
terms” that give the researcher guidance when analysing the empirical data. In this report 
scientific terms, predominantly POE, have been used to analyse the empirical data. They 
have not been used in the actual research. Instead they have been rephrased to become 
easier for the respondents to understand. The aim has been to observe the respondents 
and collect empirical data using primarily everyday terms so that the respondents have 
been able to relate to their everyday working situation. This empirical data has then been 
analysed with the help of the scientific terms to enable conclusions to be drawn and to 
carry the research further. This procedure is defined by Bryman (1997 pp58-88) as 
qualitative research. The process means that the project has built a specific theory about 
the use of POE which has been developed step by step during the interviews and 
reference meetings. This interactive process is displayed in figure 2.1 
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The actual research process has not been as straightforward as is displayed in figure 2.1. 
The interaction with the reference group particularly has made it necessary to return to 
the literature study and again evaluate and analyse the contents. But the figure still gives 
a good overview of the research process for this project. 
 
The project has its starting point in evaluations and specifically POEs. A literature study 
was made in the beginning to get an overview of the body of available knowledge in the 
field of evaluation and POEs. The available body of knowledge and the findings during 
the literature study were presented and discussed with the reference group. From this 
discussion a tentative conclusion was made that real-estate managers in Sweden didn’t 
conduct POEs. This led to the design of the questionnaire study where the aim was to get 
an overview of the Swedish real-estate sector’s use of and attitude to evaluations. Before 
the distribution of the survey the reference group tested it. A tentative and initial analysis 
was made of the questionnaire study and after presenting and discussing the result of the 
questionnaire study with the reference group a deeper analysis was made of the 
questionnaire study. Afterwards a new presentation of the result was made and the outline 
for the first interview study was made. This first interview study concerned the real-estate 
managers’ experience and attitudes to evaluations.  
 
My role in the FORMAS project has been that of researcher. Together with Nina Ryd, I 
designed the questionnaire and analysed the collected material. The initial literature study 
regarding evaluations was also conducted together with Nina Ryd. For the interview 
study I designed the questionnaire and conducted eight of the sixteen interviews made. 
Staffan André, who had taken over Nina Ryd´s role in late autumn 2005, conducted the 
other eight. The analysis of this material was made by Staffan André and myself. The 
work with the FORMAS project and report ended at this stage for me.  
 
After the initial analysis of this interview study and the reference group presentation and 
discussion, the conclusion was made that there were cultural barriers to evaluations in the 
real-estate sector. This meant that a new literature study had to be conducted, this time 
regarding Barriers and Organizational culture. It also resulted in a second interview study 
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Figure 2.1 The research process 
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concerning the cultural barriers in the real-estate sector, based on the literature study. At 
this stage the Formas project ended, so no new reference group discussions were held.  
 
Based on the second interview study and the literature study of Barriers and Culture an 
analysis about the real-estate sectors barriers to evaluations was made. This analysis, 
together with the body of available knowledge concerning POEs, led to the suggestion for 
the implementation of evaluations in the real-estate organisation.  
 
The suggestion for implementation of evaluation in the real-estate organisation can be 
regarded as a new set of guidelines or framework for the real-estate sector regarding how 
they should structure their work with their tenants and also how they should work 
internally concerning reporting the evaluations.  
 
 

2.2 Data collection 
 
Data have mainly been collected using a survey, two interview studies and discussions 
with the reference group. The survey was conducted during spring 2005. A more detailed 
description of how the survey was carried out is presented in section 2.3, Questionnaire 
study. 
 
The two interview series were conducted in the winter of 2005/06 and 2006/07. A more 
detailed presentation of the interview method is described in chapter 2.4, Interview study 
I and section 2.5, Interview study II. 
 
The reference group has mainly been used to evaluate the results from both the 
questionnaire study and the first interview study and as inspiration for further analysis 
and help in designing both the questionnaire study and the two interview studies. The 
reference group has also helped me to make sure that the research validity for the 
industry has been good, as well as improving the reliability of the study. 
 
 

2.3 Questionnaire study 
 
The survey was distributed to 96 selected individuals, all working in the Swedish real-
estate sector. The survey was distributed through an invitation by e-mail and the 
respondents answered over the Internet. The participation was anonymous and voluntary. 
56 answered, which corresponds to a response rate of 58%. Of the respondents, 29% 
were female and 71% were male. The majority of the respondents were 40-60 years old. 
This selection reflects the Swedish real-estate sector, which is dominated by male 
workers aged between 40 and 60. 
 

2.3.1 Design 
 
The survey totally contained a total of 14 questions, starting with a couple of background 
questions before introducing the questions about evaluation and the respondent’s 
experience and attitude towards evaluations. 
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The focus of the analysis of the survey will be on five main questions: 

• What type of evaluations do you conduct?  

• What factor do you find most necessary to evaluate in a project?  

• What is your personal opinion of why more evaluations are not conducted?  

• Why do you use evaluations? 

• Who should make the evaluations?  
 
These five main questions are considered as central to be able to draw conclusions about 
the respondent’s attitude to and experience of evaluations. By analysing these five 
questions, information regarding the respondent’s attitudes as well as experience can be 
found. Using this material it is possible to get an overview of the issue. 
 
The reason why these five main questions were chosen was that a general overview was 
sought. No more specific questions were asked because there was a risk that the 
respondents didn’t know enough about evaluation and evaluation theories. The point of 
view of experienced evaluators as well as that of people with no experience was sought. 
Therefore the questions were made simple and there were as few evaluation terms as 
possible. The concept of POE wasn’t used at all. The reason for this was that it is a 
relatively new concept in Sweden and the Swedish real-estate management sector.  
 

2.3.2 Selection 
 
The selected individuals are real-estate managers working in companies associated with 
the special interest organisation Centrum för Fastighetsföretagande (Cfff). Cfff works as 
a meeting place and forum where research and development meets the real-estate sector. 
The benefit of using this network is that I was able to get in contact with individuals 
interested in taking part in my project and to engage in and develop the working 
procedure in the business.  
 
An argument against this selection could be that Cfff’s representatives come from the 
southwest of Sweden and thereby do not cover the whole of the Swedish real-estate 
sector. But in Cfff there are several companies that have offices in the rest of Sweden as 
well. 
  
The questionnaire was sent out to all contacts in all the member companies of Cfff (each 
company could have more than one contact person). In all, the selection comprised 25 
companies, with no company having more than five representatives who received the 
survey. 
 

2.3.3 Validity, Reliability and Representativity 
 
The aim behind designing the questionnaire was to make it as easy to understand as 
possible. But there may be difficulties with the questionnaire regarding the respondents’ 
understanding of the terms used. In that sense the validity may be reduced. One example 
is that the meaning of the term ‘evaluation’ isn’t obvious for everyone and can be 
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interpreted in different ways: as a technical inspection or a follow up on a tenant, for 
example, and so on. One part of the questionnaire concerns finding out what opinion, in a 
wider sense, the real-estate managers have of evaluations. In an attempt to increase the 
validity some of the basic questions were designed using terms that can be considered as 
part of the evaluation term. By using easily understood terms, related to the evaluation 
term, that the respondents easily can relate to in their everyday work, it is also possible to 
get a picture of their opinion about many aspects of the term. 
 
The questionnaire wasn’t particularly extensive. It only contained 18 questions and all 
with fixed alternatives. Naturally there was room to make comments if wanted. Estimated 
time required to answer the questionnaire was ten minutes, so that as many as possible 
should have time to answer.  
 
To make sure that we designed the questionnaire in a positive way concerning both the 
terms used and the number of the questions, it was tested before being distributed. The 
test panel was the reference group, who were asked to answer the questions and who 
commented on them afterwards at a reference group meeting, as well as on omissions or 
irrelevancies. After adjusting the questionnaire following the reference group’s comments 
it was once more sent to them for a final check and they were again able to comment on 
it.  
 
One problem with questionnaires is generally that the respondent can have difficulties in 
understanding the benefits of his or her effort. This might have led to positive selections 
in that subsequently mostly only those interested in evaluation completed the 
questionnaire. This is something that will be discussed below. 
 

2.3.4 Drop out analysis 
 
There is a risk of a bias when only 56% of the chosen population answers. Even if 56% is 
a relatively high response rate when it comes to this kind of study, it still carries the risk 
that only those that are generally positive or negative towards a study or question answer 
it. In this case there is a risk that the study was only answered by people interested in 
developing the real-estate sector, as the firms were members of the special organisation 
Cfff. They can be seen as interested in the development of the real-estate sector, because 
otherwise they wouldn’t be members of the organisation. That only 56% of these 
individuals actually answered the questions could also indicate that it was only the ones 
interested in these questions that answered. 
 
Because this survey was conducted within the FORMAS project and we were using an 
Internet based tool (easyresearch) for the questionnaire access to the material is 
unfortunately no longer possible. This is mainly because the rights of the questionnaire 
were owned by the company collaborating with Malmö högskola in the FORMAS project 
and not Malmö högskola. During the research period this company was bought by 
another company; the Internet tool also created limitations. Therefore a deeper analysis, 
with cross tabulations, can’t be made.  
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2.4 Interview study I 
 
The intention of the interview study was to get an insight in to the real-estate managers’ 
attitude towards and experience of POEs. Interviews with sixteen representatives from 
different Swedish companies were conducted during the winter of 2005/2006. 
 

2.4.1 Design 
 
The interview guide (appendix 1) was structured according to Steinar Kvales 
recommendations in Den kvalitativa forskningsintervjun (The qualitative research 
interview) (1997). The structure for the interview guide can be described as a semi-
structured interview. The characteristics of the structure are that it has different themes 
that are made relatively open so that the respondents are allowed to talk about the subject 
and make their own associations concerning the subject. 
 
Under the themes, more precise questions are listed. The function of these questions is to 
make sure that the whole spectrum of the theme is covered. They are partly used as a 
checklist and partly to make the respondent expound her answers in a specific field. 
These precise questions also make sure that the interviewer and the respondent focus on 
the right things. 
 
The intention of the interviews was that they should be open and that the person 
interviewed was thus enabled to recount her experiences and attitudes about different 
themes. It means that the interviewer could follow up and ask the interviewee to penetrate 
further into specific questions. In this way the respondents are allowed to expound their 
views or develop their story. The four themes that the interviews covered were: 

• What is your experience of evaluations? 

•  How does your company work with evaluation questions? 

•  What is most interesting to evaluate?  

•  What kind of support for evaluations do you wish for?  
 
These themes are all relatively extensive, especially the first two, which meant 
conducting the interviews took quite a lot of time: most interviews took about two hours 
to conduct although some took far more time than that. 
 
The study’s interview guide has its foundation in the result of the survey. The purpose of 
conducting an interview study was to be able to sit down and discuss with the 
respondents, devise follow-up questions to their answers, ask them to develop their 
answers and sometimes to lead them into further discussion. Above all it was considered 
most important to be able to explain the questions and enable the respondents to develop 
their answers. This was important mainly because we thought that many in the real-estate 
sector have little knowledge about evaluations and especially POEs. The low level of 
knowledge was also partly confirmed in the questionnaire study that showed that there 
are many who do not carry out evaluations. Also, in the interviews, this was shown in the 
beginning but, after discussing the questions and encouraging the interviewee to keep 
talking, you could discover that they were to some extent working with evaluation. Some 



 14 

of the respondents worked in a more aware and structured way with these questions than 
others.  
 

2.4.2 Selection 
 
First of all the selected individuals were real-estate managers working in companies that 
are associated with the special interest organisation Cfff. Cfff works as a meeting place 
and forum where research and development meets the real-estate sector. The benefit by 
using this network was that I was able to get in contact with individuals interesting in 
taking part in my project and to engage in and to develop working procedure in the 
business. 
 
Before the interview study was conducted a selection of real-estate managers working in 
the companies was made. These individuals were selected according to the characteristics 
of the companies that they work in. The characteristic that was considered most important 
was that the company should manage commercial premises. From these companies a 
selection of eight companies was made. The selection made was based on the size of the 
company: small, medium and large companies were chosen. Also the ownership was 
considered so that both private and public companies were represented. In addition to this 
companies that manage their own premises and companies that don’t own the premises 
but only manage them for others were chosen. To complement this list of companies a 
desire to involve companies that owns, manage and uses the premises was added. These 
companies weren’t found in the Cfff’s network. Instead Sweco FM-konsulterna (a 
consulting company focusing on Facility management issues), which was involved in the 
research project, was used for finding the firms. Staffan André at Sweco FM-konsulterna 
conducted the interviews with companies that own, manage and use the premises and also 
conducted the interviews with the companies Skanska, Akademiska Hus and Atrium. 
 
The following sixteen companies were interviewed: 

• Small companies: Fyren fastighetsförvaltning, Lomma tegelfabrik 

• Medium-sized companies: Atrium, Briggen, Ikano fastigheter, Skanska 
(considered as a medium-sized company since it is a construction company and its 
division for real-estate management is not more than medium-sized)   

• Large companies: Akademiska Hus, Vasakronan, Whilborgs 

• Solely managers: Jones Lang LaSalle  

• Public companies: Stadsfastigheter  

• Owner/Manager/User: Epsilon, Gambro, BMC, Alfa Laval, Unilever.  
 

2.4.3 Conducting the interviews 
 
When the respondents were selected they were contacted by phone and asked if they were 
interested in participating an interview study concerning the use of evaluations in real-
estate management. All of the individuals selected agreed to participate and a date for the 
interview was set. The interview guide was sent to the respondent by mail about one 
week before the interview was to take place. After receiving the interview guide one 
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individual decided that he wasn’t able to participate in the study because his company 
didn’t work with these questions.  
 
The interviews took place at the respective workplaces. Each of the interviews took 
between 45 minutes and 2 hours. All of the respondents had taken sufficient time needed 
to be able to participate and there was no time pressure. All of the respondents were also 
well prepared in the sense that they had read about the themes in the interview guide. 
 
After the interview the answers were written down and sent by mail to the respondents to 
make sure that all of the quotations were correct. The respondents had the opportunity to 
comment on the compilation of their interview, which some did. They used the 
opportunity to comment in order to clarify their standpoint. 
 

2.4.4 Validity, Reliability and Representativity 
 
The reliability is dependent on the time set aside to participate in the interview: time 
pressure and stress for the respondents may have affected the answers negatively. No 
such pressure or stress was experienced during the interviews, instead respondents were 
well-prepared, with sufficient time set aside for the interview. This might be due to the 
fact that contact was made a couple of weeks in advance of the interview and the four 
themes were sent to the respondents a couple of days before the interview took place.   
 
The representation must be characterised as relatively good as all of the intended 
interviewees, except one, participated in the study. Also the selection itself must be 
characterised as representative for the industry, as a wide range of large as well as smaller 
companies are represented in the study. By interviewing a wide range of companies the 
answers should reflect the common ideas and phenomena in the sector.  
 
To make sure that the respondents’ opinions were reproduced as correctly as possible, 
that the quotations were correct and that my opinion regarding the participants’ 
standpoints and views accurate, I transcribed the interviews and sent the compilation to 
the participant. Then the respondents had the opportunity to go through their answers, 
add comments, delete parts or clarify when some details were not clear. By means of this 
procedure the respondents had the opportunity to remark whether some information or 
quotations were not for publication. This also ensured that reliability is as high as 
possible. 
 
 

2.5 Interview study II 
 
The intention of this interview study was to get an insight into thoughts about change and 
barriers to change within the real-estate sector, including the characteristics of people 
working in this  sector.  
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2.5.1 Design 
 
The interview guide (appendix 2) was structured according to the recommendations of 
Kvale (1997). The structure of the interview guide can be described as an open interview. 
The characteristic of the open interview is that the interview has one or more themes. The 
purpose of the themes is to make the respondent openly talk about these subjects. The 
respondent’s answers are given more as a narrative than as answers given to a more direct 
question. By using themes that the respondents are asked to talk about instead of direct 
questions it is possible for the respondents to give their own reflections and make their 
own interpretations and associations. 
 
The interview guide for this study consists of four themes:  

• How would you describe expertise in the real-estate sector?  

• How would you describe how real-estate managers choose to work? 

• Are there any special characteristics within the sector that can affect change?  

• Are there any barriers to working with knowledge-sharing and learning from 
feedback? 

 
Each theme is an open question that the respondents are asked to talk about, from their 
own experience as a representative of an organisation within the real-estate sector. After 
the four themes seven shorter questions were asked, structured as statements.  
 
The seven aspects were: 

• High or low degree of hierarchy?  

• High or low degree of interest in new work procedures? 

• High or low degree of knowledge-sharing? 

• Process or project thinking? 

• High or low degree of service thinking? 

• Does the building-oriented culture live on within the real-estate management 
organisation? 

• High or low degree of traditions within the organisation? 
 
Each of these seven aspects was followed by statements where the answer would differ 
depending on three different facts:  

• Small or large company 

• Private or public company 

• Management of residential or commercial premises  
 
These three dimensions were selected to broaden understanding of the real-estate sector 
and the people within it and to investigate if there were any differences depending on 
what kind of company an individual works in.  
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2.5.2 Selection 
 
First of all the selection consists of respondents in leading positions within organisations 
in the real-estate sector. The organisations were selected by contacting all of the 
organisations known to the writer by interviewing key informants. During the interviews 
knowledge of more organisations was acquired and these organisations were also 
contacted. All in all eight organisations were contacted and representatives from seven 
organisations participated. The respondents are: 
 
Table 2.1 Respondents 

• Fastighetsägarna syd Managing director 
• Framtidsforum Founder 
• Centrum för fastighetsföretagande Chairman 
• Byggherreforum Managing director 
• Fastighetsägarna Stockholm Managing director 
• Fastighetsarbetsgivarnas förening 

för utveckling 
Managing director 

• Almega Division manager 
• FastighetsQuinnorna Syd Founder 

 

2.5.3 Conducting the interviews 
 
When potential interviewees were selected they were contacted by phone and asked if 
they were interested in participating in an interview study concerning the use of 
evaluations in real-estate management. One representative of the selected organisations 
couldn’t be contacted due to maternity leave. All of the rest agreed to participate and a 
date for the interview was set. The interview guide was sent to the interviewee by mail 
about one week before the interview was to take place.  
 
The interviews took place at  respondents’ respective workplaces. Each of the interviews 
took between one and two hours. Almost all of the respondents had taken sufficient time 
to be able to participate and no time pressure occurred. Only one of the respondents 
announced a time limit but the interview didn’t take longer than that. All of the 
respondents were also well prepared in the sense that they had read about the themes in 
the interview guide. 
 
After the interview the answers were transcribed and sent by mail to the respondents to 
make sure that all quotations were correct. The respondents had the opportunity to 
comment on the compilation of their interview, which some also did, adding comments to 
clarify their standpoint. 
 

2.5.4 Validity, Reliability and Representativity 
 
The reliability is dependent on the time that the respondents were able to set aside to 
participate in the interview. Time pressure and respondent stress may have affected the 
answers negatively. No such pressure or stress was experienced during the interviews. 
Only one of the respondents announced a time limit and there were no problems finishing 
the interview within that time limit. Instead, respondents were well-prepared with 
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sufficient time set aside for the interview. This might be due to the fact that contact was 
made a couple of weeks in advance of the interview and the four themes were sent to the 
respondents a couple of days before the interview took place.   
 
The representation can be characterised as relatively good as seven of the eight intended 
interviewees participated in the study. The one organisation that didn’t participate was 
FastighetsQuinnorna Syd (a network for women in the real-estate sector); this is because 
it was a relatively new network and the founder and informant was on maternity leave. 
Also the selection itself must be characterised as representative for the industry. All of 
the known major organisations were selected. You can argue that more local 
organisations around Sweden should have been included, but there is a mix of local and 
national organisations.  
 
To make sure that the respondents’ opinions were reproduced as correctly as possible, 
that the quotations were correct and that my opinion regarding the participants’ 
standpoints and views accurate, I transcribed the interviews and sent the compilation to 
the participant. Then the respondents had the opportunity to go through their answers, 
add comments, delete parts or clarify when some details were not clear. By means of this 
procedure the respondents had the opportunity to remark whether some information or 
quotations were not for publication. This also ensured that reliability is as high as 
possible.  
 
 

2.6 Secondary sources 
 
Initially articles were used to build up a body of knowledge about the field. The field was 
divided into two: Evaluation in general and Post Occupancy evaluation. A starting point 
was chosen among the theories and methods of evaluation. Here a broad approach was 
chosen to be able to get an overall view of the field. After this the field was narrowed 
down to POEs. For correct terminology the European standard for Facility Management 
has been used. 
 
The secondary sources for the overall view of the evaluation field were initially mainly 
Swedish or Scandinavian. This was because those were the easiest data to access, both 
when it comes to comprehension and to obtaining books and articles. Those data were 
later complemented with international articles from different journals, e.g. American 
Journal of Evaluation. The literature chosen were both articles and books and an effort 
was made to obtain both theories of evaluation and documented experiences from 
evaluation projects. This decision was made because an understanding of both the theory 
of evaluation and how it can be used in different contexts was desired.  
 
Data for POE have mainly been obtained from articles from different journals such as 
Journal of Corporate Real-estate, Facilities, Building Research and Information and 
Facilities Council Technical Report. After reading these articles the same reference came 
up every time Post-Occupancy evaluation was defined. This book was Post-Occupancy 
Evaluation by Preiser, Rabinowitz and White (1988). After reading articles and speaking 
to other researchers the conclusion that this book is regarded as the most central writing 
in the field has been drawn. This book has been used as a central source in the process of 
structuring the body of knowledge and when defining POE.  
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2.7 Reliability and validity 
 
‘Validity is about measuring the right thing in a certain context. Reliability is about 
measuring it in the right way, so that you can rely on the measurements’ (Rosengren, 
Arvidsson 2002 p.47). Even if we measure the right thing it doesn’t necessarily mean that 
we measure it in the right way, or vice versa.  
 
Tor Grenness writes: 
 

Validity and reliability are about the credibility of the research, if we 
can rely on the result of the study, and then it will be less essential if 
we talk about validity and reliability or credibility. (Grenness 2005 
p.105)  

 
The reliability and validity of qualitative research is often questioned because of the 
difficulty for other researchers of reproducing the same study with similar results 
(Bryman 1997 p.112-151 and Johansson 2003 p.5-8). I have therefore striven to be 
transparent in how the study was conducted and how the selection of methods and 
respondents was made. 
 
To achieve reliability and validity, it is important to use several sources of data. By using 
several sources of data (literature study, survey, interviews and reference group 
meetings), a data triangulation has been made. Triangulation provides a more solid and 
substantial quality in the empirical data material, compared to relying on a single source. 
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3. Main issues and central processes 
 
In this chapter I will describe the different issues and processes in the construction and 
real-estate management process. The different players will be pointed out and the 
different stages of the processes will be described.  
 
 

3.1 Central players in the real-estate sector 
 
There are several players involved in the building and management process for space 
premises. Below there is a short exposition of the central players in these processes. The 
descriptions are based on Ericsson and Johansson (1994), Friedman et al.(2005), 
Friedman et al.(2004) and Wurtzebach and Miles (1994).  
 
Architect  
An architect is the one in charge of the design of the building as well the aesthetics and 
functionality. The architect makes floor plans and designs the exterior. She also makes 
suggestions for material and building details.  
 
Broker 
The broker is a licensed agent who acts for either the property owner or the tenant/buyer 
in a transaction. Her principal function is to bring together buyers and sellers or owners 
and tenants.  
 
Building contractor 
The building contractor is the one who actually builds each different segments of the 
project and contractors can be divided into two groups: the general contractor and the 
subcontractor. The general contractors are often a larger construction company such as 
PEAB, NCC or Skanska and can take overall responsibility. Subcontractors are smaller 
firms with a high degree of specialisation, like electricians and plumbers. 
 
Building proprietor 
The building proprietor in this thesis is defined as the one who bears responsibility for the 
project. In this thesis I divide the building proprietor concept into two categories: owner 
and selling building proprietor. These are described more closely below. The most 
important tasks in connection with the building process are: 

• Financing 

• Obtaining government permits  

• Obtaining an overview of tenants´ requirements  

• Making design decisions 

• Planning the project, its time consumption and costs 

• Controlling time consumption and costs 

• Procuring and contracting with general contractors and subcontractors.  
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The building proprietor can outsource many of these tasks to consultants. In the end it’s 
only the financing and the actual decision regarding the design that a building proprietor 
has to make.  
 
Owner-proprietor 
The owner-proprietor is the one who is building in order to use the premises himself or to 
manage it as a commercial property where space is let.  
 
Selling-proprietor 
The selling-proprietor can be compared with the developer because after completion they 
sell the building.   
 
Government 
It is often the local government that supplies land for building in Sweden and it is in that 
way a part of the process. It is also the local government that has developed master plans 
or growth plans in an effort to cope with urban growth. Local governments also give 
building permits, not only for new buildings but also for new use depending on what the 
master plans and growth plans say 
 
Real-estate Manager 
The manager is the one that after the completion of the building takes over responsibility 
for the operation of the building. Traditionally in Sweden the manager has not been 
involved during the construction process.  
 
A real-estate manager has the following tasks: 

• Marketing and letting 
• Space management planing 
• Maintenance  
• Operation 
• Media 
• Facility management 

 
Project manager 
The project manager is the one responsible for the realization of the building project 
during the design and production phase. It can be the building contractor himself, but due 
to the complexity of the building process special expertise is required. The project 
manager’s task is mainly to organise, plan and coordinate the workers who actually build 
the construction. As a project manager you also have the responsibility to follow up the 
costs for the project.  
 
Supplier 
The supplier is the one who supplies the building with material for construction, but also 
the one who provides electricity, water and so on. 
 
Tenant 
The tenant is the one given possession of the premises for a fixed period, given terms 
specified in the rental contract.  
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3.2 The construction and refurbishment process 
 
With insightful planning the premises will not only provide protection against wind and 
weather but it will also be a valuable asset for the company/organization. In this thesis no 
difference is made between construction for a new tenant and refurbishment for an 
existing tenant. This is because the overall structure of the process is the same and, as a 
property manager, you must determine the need either for the existent tenant or the 
contemplated tenant. To succeed with this takes a well-functioning management process. 
Characteristics of a well-functioning process are that the different parts of the process can 
be identified and are related to each other in a logical way. The process should also in 
itself add value. In this case it means that the space management process should result in 
a better business. To succeed with this the person who plans the premises must be 
familiar with the customer’s development and method of working and ask questions like 
‘In what direction is the customer’s business going?’ ‘What methods of working will 
dominate in five to ten years?’ ‘How will the demand for premises and facilities change?’ 
 
The right handling of investment is a strategic question for commercial companies as 
well as for public organisations. If you invest in new premises today it will determine the 
business over the course of several years. 
 
To move into new premises is a positive thing for most tenants. The premises make it 
easier and more fun to work and the management of the firm has shown that it is ready to 
commit itself to the future. Wrong investments can however result in much more serious 
consequences for several years to come and stand in the way of more important projects.  
 
The space management process is a complex process containing several different sub-
processes. Previous research has elaborated a working model for implementing the 
processes showing how one can make the right decision step by step and avoid making 
wrong investments as far as possible. The working model presented below is intended to 
be used for investing in new building, rebuilding and enlarging of the premises. The main 
idea of the model is that the space project is realized though seven steps. Each step is one 
part of the space management process. The model below shows these seven partial 
processes and how they are ordered. 

 
 
Figure 3.1 The seven steps of Space management (Oresten 2005)  
 
These seven processes together form the space management process. Several of these 
processes have been made clear in earlier studies, such as in Löfberg and Oresten (1996) 
and Oresten (2005). 
 
The model of seven steps of space management goes from an idea to an existing product. 
A space management project often starts with an idea or a need for bigger, smaller or 
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different premises. The first four steps in the model focus on analyses of the 
organization’s needs for premises and the interpretation of the organization’s need for 
space and what kind of requirements are demanded from the premises concerning design, 
technique and costs. 
 
The later steps in the model contain executive activities like design, detailed projecting, 
purchasing, letting and construction.  
 
At the end of the process the premises are ready for delivering and ready to move into. 
The last step in the process implies that one evaluates to assess whether the premises 
work as planned. It is also this partial process of the space management process that this 
thesis will focus on 
 
Customer need 
A space management project starts with that an organization having a problem connected 
to the premises. It is up to the space manager to sort out which needs should be 
investigated further and which should not. This step finishes with a decision concerning 
whether you should move on and make a plan for satisfying the need or not. 
 
Description of need 
Description of need is a tool for describing and specifying the customer’s need and to 
decide if it is a question of premises and space or if it is a question of organisation. In this 
process the ground for the needs are investigated together with the organisation’s future. 
The following five activities are included in the description of need: 

• Problem description 
• Highest and best use analysis  
• Organisational analysis 
• Space analysis 
• Decision  

 
Feasibility study 
The feasibility study means that you go from the analysis of need is to investigate what 
choices of action are available to solve the needs. The choices of action are described and 
an assessment is made regarding the benefit for the organisation, technical condition, 
economic consequences and time needed. In the feasibility study a first estimation is 
made regarding future costs and savings if the chosen action is carried out. The result of 
the feasibility study serves as basic data for decision-making with an economic 
framework. This step is finished by making a decision whether to continue the process or 
not.  
 
Space optimising 
Space optimising is the process whereby the organization’s needs are translated into 
spaces and functions in the building. The work is an in-depth investigation of the 
previous steps made in the process and will now provide basic data for the investment 
decision. The space-optimising step is a creative process and it strives to find the best 
solutions possible.  
 
The work is made within the framework decided on after the feasibility study and is 
based on two fundamental principles 
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1. The work will be done in close co-operation with management, personnel and the 
space manager. 
2. The work is carried out in stages, with clear decisions and support stages.  
 
Space optimising contains the following activities:  
1. Activity analysis  
2. Space programme 
3. Space inventory  
4. Principal layout, system design 
5. Assessment of use, economic impact and time needed. 
 
This step is finished when a preliminary investment decision is made.  
 
Design 
When decisions about continuation are made the process moves on to the design phase. 
The goal is to make the final proposal, including an economic plan, and take a definite 
investment and realization decision. This implies an in-depth investigation regarding 
design, construction and installation. Moreover the costs and time consumption of the 
project will be estimated. The following activities are conducted: 
1. Drafting main documents 
2. Plans for moving 
3. Economic plan 
 
The making of a definite investment decision finishes this step.  
 
Realization 
To carry out a space management project with the right quality and cost it is important to 
have a good basis and a good procurement. If the costs in the tenders exceed the 
investment budget a new decision regarding the future of the project must be made before 
the procurement can be fulfilled. The following activities are conducted: 
1. Inquiry basis and building-related documents 
2. Procurement and tender assessment  
3. Construction and leases 
 
This step is finished when the tenant moves into the premises.  
 
Evaluation 
Evaluation of the project can be conducted to confirm that the aim of the project has been 
reached and to utilize the experiences for future projects. The evaluation can include the 
project’s implementation as well as the premise’s functionality and degree of accord with 
the tenant’s expectations. The conclusions are documented in an evaluation report and 
only when the evaluations are complete and any adjustments made can the project be 
considered as complete and finished. 
 
It is this stage of the process that this thesis will concentrate on. 
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3.3 The real-estate management process 
 
The space management process involves several different players. On the one hand there 
is the owner and the real-estate manager. On the other hand there is the customer or the 
tenant.  
 
The real-estate owner is the one who formulates the goals for the management. The 
owner is the supplier of the premises for the tenant, with a certain level of service and 
technical functions to satisfy the tenant’s requirements. This means that the owner is the 
one who leads the process and defines what the manager should do.  
 
Real-estate management has not traditionally been considered as something important. It 
has just been considered as something that must be done after construction, which is 
considered as the important stage. Today this way of thinking is considered out of date. A 
building is built and/or adjusted for a specific purpose and it is this purpose that must also 
be in focus during the management process. The management process supplies usable 
facilities with required technical functions and services for the tenant. The real-estate 
manager’s result is the total experienced outcome from the tenant’s point of view.  
 
Real-estate management is going through a change from a technical “brick” thinking, to a 
“process” thinking, with the tenants in focus (Bengtsson and Polesie 1998). Bengtsson 
and Polesie also state that the sector is changing from a more traditional style of 
management to a more professional style of management, where the customer is at the 
centre.  
 
A real-estate manager’s tasks are usually: 

• Marketing and letting 
• Space management planning 
• Maintenance  
• Operation 
• Media supply 
• Facility management 

 
It must be stated that there is a difference between small and large companies when it 
comes to how they choose to organise and work. In a small organisation all the 
employees have to take a larger responsibility. In the larger organisation the employers 
can specialise more. But it differs from firm to firm how the companies choose to work 
and even small companies can choose to specialise and outsource many functions. The 
larger companies, on the other hand, can also have more functions in-house.  
 
Over the years the main task for the real-estate manager has more and more become to 
take care of the tenants and make sure that they have the service that they require and 
have the right to, according to the contract. It is, as Bengtsson and Polesie state, the 
perspective has started to change from taking care of the property’s technical installations 
to taking care of the users of the building.  
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3.4 The complexity of the processes 
 
The space management process also has a complex surrounding world, because it is so 
strongly connected with both building, managing, administrating and the tenant’s 
optimising of space and core process. Tengberg and Sandblad (2002) presented a model 
for joint processes: 
 

 
Figure 3.2 Joint processes (Sandblad, Tengberg 2002) 
 
We can see from the figure how two different processes interact and interplay to strive 
towards a common goal. How the processes interact will determine the result for the 
parties involved. 
 
If we apply this model to the space management process and its interaction with the 
tenant’s core process and the owner’s management process the complexity of the space 
management process will be even clearer.  
 

 
Figure 3.3 The tenant’s core process interacting with the owner’s management process.  
 
The figure illustrates how the space management process must interact with both the 
tenants´ core process (and space optimising process) and the owner’s management 
process. From this figure the conclusion might be drawn that there is a need for a facility 
manager. The facility manager’s role would be to keep the building on track and make it 
possible to meet both the user’s and the owner’s needs. 
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4. Theory and framework  
 
In this chapter I will present perspectives that are central for the coming chapters. The 
chapter starts with Management Strategies because all issues will ultimately be part of the 
organisation’s strategy, especially when it is trying to modernise and to change routines. 
The chapter’s second part covers Barriers to change and Organisational culture, therefore.  
 
When working with the organisation’s strategy and initiating changes or new work 
procedures evaluations are an important part of the process. Evaluation is therefore the 
next part of this chapter. The last part concerns the concept of POEs and POE as a tool 
for the real-estate manager and the organisation to make continuous evaluations to 
support the organisation.  
 
 

4.1 Management Strategy 
 
Business management isn’t just about measurement, control and orderliness. Business 
management is, in my view, more about promoting understanding and motivatingfor 
future actions. 
 
Traditionally business management has focused on effectiveness. Going back to Taylor at 
the beginning of the twentieth century and his Scientific management school there has 
been a focus on optimal effectiveness. Business management didn’t look at the most 
important issues for the organisation’s well-being – human relations. Largely as a result 
of that these issues are hard to measure and therefore the focus instead have been on 
machines and other material resources that are easier to measure (Johanson and Skoog, 
2007).  
 
Many argue that the traditional models of business management must be changed and 
include organisational resources as knowledge, business processes and development and 
that these are related to strictly financial measurements. Bengtsson and Skärvard (2001) 
state: 
 

To base your strategy on a solely financial basis can be as dangerous 
as driving your car only looking through your rear-view mirror. 
(Bengtsson and Skärvad 2001 p.245) 

 
This has also been realized by many players, such as the EU, OECD and other 
organisations. They have realized the impact of complementing financial measurements 
with more qualitative measurements (Johanson and Skoog 2007 p17). Terms and models 
such as Personal economy, Balanced scorecard, Intellectual capital and Health accounting 
have therefore become more common. With this a focus on the organisation and its 
employees, customers, processes and its development and knowledge has been brought 
in. 
 
The balanced scorecard is the model that has made the greatest impact. The purpose of 
the balanced scorecard is to unite the organisation’s vision, business concept and strategy 
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with the organisation’s operative functions. In a wider sense its purpose is to promote 
learning and understanding of the company’s chain of adding value. When designing the 
balanced scorecard the foundation is the organisation’s business concept and strategy 
from these four perspectives: Financial, Internal processes, Learning and innovation and 
Customer perspectives. The classic picture from Kaplan and Norton (1992) is drawn as in 
figure 4.1. Since then the authors have reversed the model and changed the term 
Innovation and Learning to Learning and Growth (Kaplan and Norton 1996). 
 
The Financial Perspective 
The financial perspective gives an overview of the company’s financial health. It takes its 
starting position as the traditional historical measures. But it also takes into account 
factors such as the current cash flow, orders in the pipeline and invested capital in 
research and development. It is important for each company to identify the key 
measurements that are most important and focus on these.  
 
The Customer Perspective 
Becoming an organisation with the customer in focus requires the company to decide 
what is important, i.e., to perform a segmentation of the customers. It is important to have 
a mix of Soft and Hard measures of customer’s satisfaction. Soft measures are in general 
things that the customers say are important in a Satisfied Customers Index, for example. 
Hard measures consist of data regarding how the customers actually act.  
 
The Internal Perspective 
The internal perspective consists of measuring performance factors and identifying key 
production and service delivery. Time, cost, quantity and quality are often the 
measurements of the internal perspective. 
 
The Innovation and Learning Perspective 
The perspective’s focus is on internal business processes. It measures the level of 
knowledge generated. 
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Figure 4.1 The balanced scorecard (Kaplan and Norton 1992) 
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The strength of the balanced scorecard lies in that the companies don’t have to choose 
between financial and non-financial measures. The concept advocates that no single 
measure, financial or non-financial, can provide a clear view of the company. Instead the 
balanced scorecard gives the top management a comprehensive view of the company 
with the most critical areas of the business in focus.  
 
A summary of the differences between traditional economic management and the 
balanced scorecard are presented in Table 4.1, taken from Johansson and Skoog (2007). 
 
Table 4.1 Differences between traditional management and Balanced scorecard 
(Johanson and Skoog 2007 p.53)  
Traditional management Balanced scorecard 
Hard to understand More people can express their opinions 
Routine and tradition-influenced More flexible due to fewer traditions  
A focus on objective facts An ambition to visualise and to understand 

what is adding value 
Focus on control and orderliness Focus on activities that are adding value  
 
The traditional business management and accounting model are understood by few and is 
hard to make or motivate changes in today’s organisation (Johanson and Skoog 2007 
p.16). On the other hand the balanced scorecard supports the organisation on several 
levels. Kaplan and Norton’s figure below describes how the balanced scorecard is used as 
a strategy at all levels in the organisation and not just as a management tool for running 
the organisation. 
 
 

 
Figure 4.2 Managing Strategy (Kaplan and Norton 1996 p.78) 
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Translating the Vision 
This process is about minimising the gap between the management’s ideas about how the 
vision should be implemented in the organisation and the employees’ knowledge about 
how their everyday actions can contribute to realizing the vision. The senior management 
must translate the vision into terms that have meaning and are understood by the 
employees that are about to realize the vision. 
 
Communicating and Linking 
This process is about communicating to everyone in the organisation what it is trying to 
achieve for shareholders as well as customers. It is also about communicating how the 
single employee’s individual performance aligns with the overall strategy of the 
organisation.   
 
Business Planning 
The process is about creating support and integrating the company’s strategic planning 
and budgeting process to help to ensure that the budget supports the organisation’s 
strategy.  
 
Feedback and learning 
The first three processes are all vital for the organisation to be able to implement the 
strategy on all levels in the organisation. But to develop and set and accomplish new 
goals and visions the organisation also must work with feedback and learning. Feedback 
is important so that the organisation can see what went well or badly, and to make sure 
that the organisation will not make the same mistake again and not change the good 
things in the organisation.  
 
The work with balanced scorecards helps the organisation to work with feedback and 
learning within the organisation. The work with feedback and learning is vital for the 
organisation to accomplish the vision and the goals.  
 
 

4.2 Barriers to change and organisational culture 
 
Change as a term has a wide research background, especially in the psychotherapy field. 
In this thesis the definition of change in Watzlawick, Weakland and Fisch (1993) will be 
used. This definition is widely accepted and also used within organisational research 
(Ahrenfelt 2001, Lindmark and Önnevik 2006). Watzlawick et al. divide change into two 
types: change of the first degree and change of the second degree.  
 
Change of the first degree is a change within the system. The system is here defined as 
the organisation, its culture, traditions and interactions (Ahrenfelt 2001). It is a transition 
from one state to another but without any change in the system. The way of thinking is 
still the same, we identify and solve problems in the same way as before; the solutions 
are found by using the same methods and work procedures as before. The term renewal is 
something like change of the first degree. We renew something that already exists or is 
used.  
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Change of the second degree takes the change one step further. The system changes and 
in practice it involves a change in the organisational pattern of thinking and in this case 
the actions change qualitatively. With a change of the first degree there is no change of 
the organisational pattern of thinking. With a change of the second degree both the 
patterns of thinking and the actions change, which leads to a change in the whole system. 
New opportunities and solutions as well as new problems are detected. This also leads to 
new and better data for decision-making.  
 
To understand the barriers to change we must first understand the organisation. To 
understand the organisation, we must understand its culture. Business and organisational 
culture is however an abstraction (Schein 2004 p.3), but the impact and consequences of 
the culture are wide. Hendry stated:  

Because of the deeply embedded nature any culture, social, institutional, 
or organizational, is resistant to change (Hendry 1999 p.563).  

 
Organisational culture has a long history and was developed through evolutionary 
sociology and cultural anthropology at the beginning of the 20th century (Hatch 2004 pp. 
191-195). 
 
A classical definition of organisational culture comes from Schein (2004 pp. 25-38) and 
states that the culture is the organisation’s unconscious belief and the ultimate source of 
values and actions are all based upon this. The culture can be divided into three levels: 
artefacts, espoused beliefs and values, and underlying assumptions. The artefacts are the 
surface of the organisation. Artefacts include the brand and everything else that is visible. 
Espoused beliefs and values are the underlying beliefs in the organisation regarding, for 
example, right or wrong. Underlying assumptions are all of those assumptions that are 
taken for granted. You can say that they are the things that are “in the walls”. Certain 
things are done in a specific way because it is just the way it has always been done. 
 
Schein (2004 pp. 291-336) argues that the organisational culture is stable until the leaders 
act to change it. The leaders can only change the culture by changing its value set. He 
also points out that it takes hard work to change the value set. The leaders must work to 
make the change fit into the tasks and environment within the organisation. If the leaders 
are successful others in the organisation will accept the new values on which the leaders’ 
actions or new routines are based.  
 
When studying Hofstede’s different levels of culture (1991 p.17) it is shown that the 
value set is the part of the culture that is most difficult to change. This can be illustrated 
by the so-called “onion diagram”. 
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Figure 4.3 Onion diagram (based on Hofstede 1991 p.17) 
 
From Hofstedes “onion diagram” parallels can be drawn with Schein’s descriptions of the 
three levels of organisational cultures. In Human Resource Management, Lindmark and 
Önnevik (2006) draw the same conclusions that the values within the organisations are 
formed by the leaders through the business plan and the espoused beliefs of the 
organisation. They write: 

The espoused beliefs that have been created by the company’s founder et 
al. during the first years are hard to change even though the organisation 
changes the management. If that is the case, it is even more important to 
have created a successful culture at the start of the organisation’s 
lifecycle. (Lindmark and Önnevik 2006 p.265 translated by author) 

 
The quotation points out the problem with changing values that are rooted within the 
organisation and especially those that, according to Hofstede, are near the centre of the 
model. According to Hofstede and Schein, although culture is a “soft” characteristic, 
changing it calls for “hard” measures. Changes can be divided in three types: process, 
structural and personnel changes. Implementing evaluations and work with knowledge-
sharing are categorised as a process change. Hofstede and Hofstede (2004) state that to 
manage a change of process means more than changing the symbols: 

New symbols without the support of more fundamental changes at the 
deeper levels of heroes, rituals and the values of key leaders just mean a 
lot of hoopla, the effects of which wear out quickly. (Hofstede and 
Hofstede 2004 pp.313) 

 
Parallels can be drawn between Hofstede and Hofstede’s process change and the theory 
regarding changes of the second degree. There are clear connections between changes at 
the deeper levels and changing thinking patterns. Henceforth, when referring to a process 
change and/or change in thinking patterns and change of the second degree it will be 
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referred to as “change”. This is because a change that doesn’t require a change of 
thinking isn’t a real change but just a renewal of the status quo.  
 
Organisations that are focused on projects have larger difficulties when working with 
knowledge sharing. Kasvi et al. (2003) observe that because projects are limited in time, 
the employees involved and the lessons learned are dispensed with when the project ends. 
This leads to a loss of organisational learning and a “re-invention of the wheel”. Gibson 
and Pappas (2003) state that one of the key findings from their research is that there are 
few mechanisms for systematically sharing lessons learned and successful processes 
within and between organisations. Also Olomolaiye and Egbu (2006) state that although 
some of the knowledge from the projects can be implemented in the organisation through 
databases, most of it remains in the head of the former project members as tacit 
knowledge.  
 
Olomolaiye and Egbu (2006) also note that the success or failure of knowledge-sharing 
initiatives rests on the management’s capacity to motivate their employees. The success 
of the initiatives is highly dependent on the employees’ willingness to share their 
individual tacit knowledge. Knowledge transfer, and knowledge management in general, 
can also be seen in a wider context and Bratton and Gold (1999) include it in the Human 
Resource Development concept. They see it as a cornerstone in the organisation’s work 
with the personnel and its development. 
 
To implement a knowledge-sharing mentality in an organisation without structures and 
acceptance of knowledge-sharing requires a change of the second degree. This is because 
implementing this thinking is a change of the system and not just a renewal.  
 
 

4.3 Evaluation theory 
 
In Sweden, and the rest of the world, there is no generally accepted definition of 
evaluation. On the other hand there are more or less established forms of conducting 
evaluations. From them we can find three common features defining what an evaluation 
is. The three common features are describing, valuate and systematising. (Jerkedal 2005, 
Nationalencyklopedin, Statens beredning för medicinsk forskning, Vedung 1998, 
Karlsson 1999, Linden-Boström 2002 and Patton 2002).  
 
The standpoint I want to take in this thesis and the attitude I take towards evaluations 
corresponds well with the definition made by the Nationalencyklopedin. It is that 
definition I will assume from now on.  
 

 
In the literature discussing evaluation theory, Karlsson (1998, 1999), Patton (2004), 
Vedung (1998), Lundahl and Öquist (2002), Eriksson (2003), Hasselrot (2000), 
Zetterman Langerth and Strömdahl (2002), Linden-Boström (2002), Jerkedal (1990, 
2005), Pawson and Tilley (1997), Rossi, Freeman, and Lipsey (1999), Weiss (1997), 

Evaluation means: evaluating, summarizing term for methods striving for a systematic 
appraisal of the result of the more long-term effects of realized efforts. 
(Nationalencyklopedin)  
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Thors Hugosson (2003), Scriven (1996, 2002), Dahler-Larsen and Krogstrup (2001), 
together with Donaldson, Gooler and Scriven (2002), all make common classifications of 
evaluation methods and have similar attitudes towards evaluations. They make a 
distinction between the role and function of evaluations on the one hand and the form and 
the model for evaluations on the other hand and also between who is carrying out the 
evaluation.  
 

4.3.1  Role and function 
 
Michael Scriven divides evaluations into formative and summative evaluations in his 
book The methodology of evaluation (1966). This division of evaluations is still in use. 
(Jerkedal 2005).  
 
Formative evaluation is typically conducted during the development or improvement of a 
project and it is often conducted more than once. The intention of a formative evaluation 
is to improve the project during the process (Scriven 1991).  
 
Summative evaluation is typically conducted after completion of the project. The 
evaluation is generally conducted for the benefit of the decision-maker or for external 
individuals . The intention is to provide these decision-makers with information regarding 
both the outcome and the actual process (Scriven 1991).  
 
The distinction between the two terms Formative and Summative evaluations has been 
well summed up by Bob Stake: “When the cook tastes the soup, that’s formative; when 
the guests taste the soup, that’s summative.” (Scriven 1991) The differences between 
formative and summative evaluation is in their purpose and aim. The purpose of 
formative evaluation is to improve a project. The purpose of summative evaluation is to 
support the decision-makers in their decision-making including decisions about future 
projects. One conclusion is that it is important that you know the purpose of your 
evaluation.  
 
It is important to notice that you can make a summative evaluation during the project. 
Scriven (1991) points out that “One of the most useful kinds of formative evaluations is 
‘early-warning summative’, that is, an evaluation which is essentially a summative 
evaluation of an early version of the evaluand under development.” (Scriven 1991 p.169) 
This means that it isn’t the timing of the evaluation as much as how and what you 
evaluate that makes the difference between formative and summative evaluation. 
 

4.3.2  Evaluation models 
 
Different evaluation models have different perspectives and thereby also different pros 
and cons. These models are presented from a theoretical perspective. Use of the different 
models varies and they can all be refined and developed depending on the use. 
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Goal fulfilment model 
The goal fulfilment model was developed by Evert Vedung and takes its starting point 
from the result produced and evaluates to what extent it is in line with the goals set up 
beforehand. The evaluation answers two questions: 

• Are the results in line with the goals? 
• Is the outcome dependent on the effort?  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Figure 4.4 Goal fulfilment model (Vedung 1998) 
 
Pros and cons 
The main pros of this model are that it is simple and objective, given that the goal is clear 
and easily measured. Furthermore the model has a clear focus on the goal.  
 
On the other hand it doesn’t take either the cost or the efforts to reach the goal into 
consideration. Another con is that the model doesn’t take into account the side effects as 
well as the goal. 
 
Stakeholder model 
Stakeholders are everyone that is in any way are affected by the premises or building that 
are evaluated. The evaluators’ task in the stakeholder model is to identify and visualize 
the Claims, Concerns and Issues (CC&I) of people forming different stakeholders (for 
example tenant, supplier, contractor, etc.).  
 
A claim is a statement regarding the qualities of the project evaluated. Concerns are 
statements of misgiving regarding the project evaluated. An issue is an aspect where 
opinions differ between the stakeholders. 
 
The overall aim of the evaluation is to establish a common agenda between the 
stakeholders regarding the premises’ functions and the CC&Is that the evaluation 
comprises.  
 
Pros and cons 
The main pro of the model is that its base is the knowledge and experience of the 
stakeholder. It also handles and supports the entire process as well as the result. 
 
Using the model there is a risk that privileged stakeholders are dominant. This is because 
the model lacks rules for prioritising the stakeholders. Furthermore the model doesn’t 
take  the connections between cause and effect into consideration.  
 
Process evaluation 
Process evaluation means that you systematically follow up and document a project’s 
development and realization. It is especially focused on the conditions for the project and 
the project’s goal. 
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         Figure 4.5 Process evaluation (Hasselrot 2000, revised Palm and Ryd) 
 
From the figure above we can see that you evaluate the goals as well as the measures. In 
this way you do not only evaluate either the process or the goals. You evaluate both. 
 
Pros and cons 
 
The main pro is that although the goal always is in focus the model also allows you to 
evaluate the consequences.  
 
The main con on the other hand is that since the goal is in focus not all effects are taken 
into consideration.  
 
Theory-based evaluation model 
The theory-based evaluation model has its origin in the 1970s as a reaction to the 
evaluation models of the time. The models then current were criticised for being too 
production- or process-focused and not combining these. The aim was to be able to 
describe and explain the observed results (Franke-Wiberg and Lundgren 1980). The 
model has evolved over the years and during the 1990s it developed into knowledge 
management (Zetterman and Strömdahl 2002). 
 
To be able to accomplish a evaluation of both the process and the outcome a framework 
must first be defined for the evaluation. This framework’s task is to make clear for 
evaluator, client and reader the purpose of the evaluation and what it attempts to evaluate 
(Franke-Wikberg and Lundgren 1980). 
 
The purpose of using the model can be summarized in three main points:  

• Answer questions concerning causes and effects  
• Describe functions  
• Make recommendations for improvements  

 
Several researchers have shown different benefits of using the theory-based evaluation 
model. Examples are increased opportunities for analysis, interpretation and 
generalisation (Zetterman and Strömdahl 2002). 
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Another benefit of using the model is that the construction and handling of the evaluation 
through this model is by itself a process of learning. Weiss states: 

The mere construction of such a model can be a useful exercise for 
program developers (…) The evaluation model can be a learning 
tool long before the evaluation begins. (Weiss 1997, p.174) 

 
A characteristic of the theory-based evaluation model is that all of the players, together 
with the evaluator, are active in the planning as well as the implementation and reporting 
phase of the evaluation (Zetterman och Strömdahl 2002). This is illustrated in the figure 
below.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.6 Theory-based evaluation (Zetterman and Strömdahl 2002, revisited by Palm) 
 

a) Participants – All of the project’s participants, for example architects, 
entrepreneurs, tenants and so on (see chapter 3). This means actively involving all 
those who have an opportunity of influencing the activities. The participants 
contribute knowledge, experience and ideas to the project. 

b) Stakeholders – All those who have an interest or can make demands on the 
premises that will be evaluated. In the model the term refers to those individuals 
with some kind of management responsibility, such as an owner, politician or 
official but also union representative or safety representative.  

c) Evaluator – Represents a more academic interest. The evaluator contributes 
experience from earlier research and evaluations of premises.  

d) Support – Technical support, for example. 
 

 
B) 

Stakeholder 

Policy, vision 
goal & management 

Final report 

Evaluation reprot Reviewed working report 

D)    Support 

Established project Theoretical   
evaluation 

C) Evaluator A) Participants 
  

Real estate 
knowledge 

Earlier 
experience &  
research 

Preliminary 
projects  

Theory of- 
evaluation 

Earlier 
experience &  
research 



 38 

Pros and cons 
The model’s main pro is that it evaluates both the process and the outcome. Therefore it’s 
a good foundation for knowledge management and knowledge transfer within the 
organisation. 
 
The main cons of the models are that it can be seen as too academic and because it 
evaluates both the process and the outcome it’s also rather extensive and therefore also 
expensive.  
 
To conclude, it can be stated that the theory-based evaluation model has its starting point 
in the evaluator and is used to evaluate both the processes and the outcome.  
 

4.3.3  The relevance of evaluation 
 
It is important to remember that when carrying out evaluations different groups have 
different opinions regarding what is good or bad. Vedung (1998) says: “If the journal is 
conservative then Carl Bildt is wise, Göran Persson is paralysed and Gudrun Schyman is 
a populist. If the journal is social democratic then Göran Persson is statesmanlike, Carl 
Bildt irresponsible and Gudrun Schyman a populist.” This result means that you have to 
be careful about the purpose of an evaluation and be aware of what kind of values can 
directly or indirectly colour the result.  
 
It is also important to have in mind what relationship the evaluator has with the 
respondents. It is like the saying “You don’t bite the hand that feeds you”, which in this 
case means that one is unwillingly to be too critical towards the principal, in case one 
might not then get the next project or commission. This can be the case even if one is 
hired by the principal to point out the shortcomings in the project to minimise problems 
the next time.  
 
The important thing is not to carry out a large and complicated evaluation of the premises 
and the efficiency from the tenant’s and user’s perspective. The important thing is taking 
the result into consideration. To take into account what was good in the project and 
altering what turned out not less well and, most important of all, it is to use the 
information as feedback for and within the organisation. 
 
It is important to carry out evaluations not only to get feedback regarding what went right 
or wrong during the project, but also to get a comprehensive review of the project. The 
neutrality of the evaluator and the willingness of the principal to receive feedback from 
the evaluation of the project are most important. The risk lies in not using the feedback in 
forthcoming projects and not sharing the feedback with others in the organisation. 
 

4.3.4  Shape and model 
 
An evaluation of existing space efficiency can be more or less extensive. The choice of 
method is based on various factors, for example information asked for, purpose of the 
evaluation and budget and time frames. 
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In this thesis I will claim that there are no evaluation models that are generally better than 
the others. There are several models today and there will probably be several more in the 
future. At the same time I don’t believe that we will get a superior evaluation model that 
will manage 
 
 

4.4 Post Occupancy Evaluation 
 
From the perspective of an effective control of buildings, managers must have a clear 
understanding of how the buildings perform. Their performance must be measured. POE 
(POE) is used today as an international comprehensive term for a wide range of 
evaluation methods that all have one thing in common: that they aim for feedback from 
completed and occupied buildings from a user perspective.  
 
POE is the process of evaluating completed buildings in a systematic way. POE, by 
consensus in the evaluation community, can be defined as a process of systematically 
evaluating the actual performance of buildings after they have been built and occupied 
for some time (Green and Moss 1998, Maclennan 1991, Preiser et al. 1988 and Preiser 
1995). The overall aim of using POE is to generate feedback and to provide knowledge of 
how to improve both the building process and the management process. 
 
In this thesis POE will be seen as an evaluation instrument for evaluation of the premises 
after moving in, but also as a systematic evaluation over time.  
 
The use of POE has various purposes. It can be used to evaluate to what extent a building 
meet the user’s criteria, both on an organisational level as well as on an individual level 
within the organisation. According to Preiser (2002), POE can answer a wide range of 
questions: These questions have one thing in common and it is that they all have the user 
and her interest and opinion in focus.  
 
The history of POE began in the late 1960s with specific case studies and continued in 
the 1970s and 1980 with cross-sectional evaluations. Traditionally POE has been 
conducted mainly by the architect and mainly focused on the performance of the 
buildings. Nowadays POEs have a more process-oriented approach and cover the 
buildings as well as the management (Ryd forthcoming, McDougall 2002).  
 

4.4.1 The POE-process 
 
According to Preiser (2001, 2002), the POE process can be divided into three different 
levels related to the work effort. Preiser’s three levels are also referred to in Maclennan 
(1991), Preiser and Schramm (2002) and Ryd (forthcoming). These three levels are 
indicative, investigative and diagnostic POE.  Beside these three levels of effort the POE 
process is also divided into three phases and nine steps, regardless the level of effort of 
the POE. The figure below displays the levels, phases and steps.  
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Figure 4.7 Post-occupancy Evaluation process model (Preiser 2001) 
 
The figure shows the POE process model that Preiser first introduced in 1988 as a model 
with three phases and nine steps. In 2001 Preiser transformed that model into a more 
process-orientated model, where the outcome of one evaluation feeds into the next 
project.  
 
Indicative POEs give a hint of the most important strengths or successes as well as 
weaknesses or failures of a building’s overall performance. Data collection is made fast 
and the focus is on easily available information. Indicative POEs usually consist of 
selected interviews with well-informed staff members, as well as a subsequent walk-
through evaluation of the facility. The typical outcome is understanding of issues in 
building performance and recommendations presented in a short report. 
 
Investigative POEs go into more depth, often as a second stage after a problem has been  
identified during an indicative POE. This level of evaluation relies on more sophisticated 
data collection such as, for example, comparisons with reference buildings as one way to 
identify the reason for problems. The result from an investigative POE is presented in a 
report and gives a more thorough understanding of the building’s performance, together 
with plans for action. 
 
Diagnostic POEs contain a multi-method strategy, including questionnaires, surveys, 
observations and physical measurements with the intention of comparing physical 
environmental measures with subjective occupant measures. The outcome is usually 
long- term oriented as the results, after several months of assessment, generate new 
knowledge about the performance of the specific building and also of more general 
aspects of the whole category of that particular building type.  
 
For each level of POE there are three phases, as seen above in Figure 4.7, Planning, 
Conducting and Applying.  
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Phase 1: Planning the POE  
This phase consists of the first three steps in the process model for POE: (1) 
reconnaissance and feasibility, (2) resource planning, and (3) research planning. The 
parameters for the evaluation are established. The evaluation is scheduled, cost and 
manpower needs are determined and time schedules are made. Depending on the level of 
the evaluation effort, i.e., POE level, the evaluator will decide what information is 
required and how the material will be collected.  
 
Phase 2 Conducting the POE 
This phase consists of the following three steps in the above process model for POE: (4) 
Initiating on-site data collection process, (5) monitoring/managing data collection 
procedures and (6) analysing data. In this phase the actual data collected for the 
evaluation are at the centre, together with analysis of the data. 
 
Phase 3 Applying the POE 
The final phase consists of the remaining three steps from the above process model for 
POE: (7) report findings, (8) recommending actions, and (9) reviewing outcomes. From 
the client perspective this phase is the most important. Here the clients are given 
suggestions and recommendations for actions. At the end, monitoring the outcome of the 
recommended actions is undertaken and finally the experience and knowledge from the 
POE are forwarded into the next project.  
 
One important use of the conducted POE is as input into the next project and using the 
lessons learned within the organisation. POE provides the means to monitor and maintain 
a good relationship between the user and the facility manager.  
 

4.4.2 Incentives for POE 
 
There are certain costs in connection with carrying out POEs. The payoff, on the other 
hand, tends to be of an indirect kind. The payoff can’t easily be measured in direct 
monetary revenues or cost reductions. Instead the gains are indirect through knowledge 
transfer and actions recommended and implemented as a result of the POEs conducted.  
 
Benefits of POEs are many and different organisations have different interests in and 
benefits from evaluation. The benefits provided are dependent on the organisation’s goals 
and objectives. From Bordass et al. (2000), Preiser (2002), Way and Bordass (2005) and 
Zimmerman and Martin (2001) the following three main benefits can be compiled: 

• Knowledge for process improvement 
• Reducing “rework” 
• Knowledge regarding what the user wants/requests. 

 
Knowledge for process improvement is related to the process and gives feedback 
regarding what was conducted in a good way and what was not. Having the feedback to 
hand means that the facility managers are able to work proactively. 
 
One very important benefit that isn’t explicit in the articles is the fact that the users will 
feel that they are seen and that their opinion matters. In the long run this will also result 
in a better relationship and most certainly in a more satisfied user who is positive towards 
the real-estate company.  
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In the same way as there are many different benefits of conducting POEs there are also 
barriers. From Eley (2001), Bordass and Leaman (2005), McDougall (2002) and 
Zimmermann and Martin (2001) the following main barriers are compiled:  

• Uncertainty regarding who should pay for the evaluation 
• Uncertainty about the feedback techniques available 
• POE is seen as too academic 
• Poor incentives for conducting POEs. 

 
Uncertainty regarding who should pay for the evaluation. The question about money is 
something that always comes at the top of everyone’s list when asked why they do not do 
more POE. The fact is that the real-estate industry has little or no knowledge concerning 
the benefits of conducting POE (see below), and is thereby reluctant to pay for it.  
 
Uncertainty about the feedback techniques available in the industry. Its not just the lack 
of knowledge about what feedback techniques are available, it is also an uncertainty 
about how they should be used, what they cost and what value they would add to the 
organisation. One possible conclusion from this is that the industry must be better 
informed, and perhaps it has something to do with the fact that the industry sees POE as 
too academic. They consider it as an academic idea and therefore don’t make the effort to 
learn more about it. 
 
POE is seen as too academic and considered as something that is too extensive and 
complicated to conduct in real life. This barrier is closely related to the fact that the 
industry is uncertain about what feedback techniques are available. According to Leaman 
(2003), this is a misunderstanding: 
 POE is more about real world outcomes and their consequences.  
 (Leaman 2003 p.1) 
 
Poor incentives for conducting POEs means that there is a risk that the result of the 
conducted POE just will stay on the shelf and never get used. The information isn’t asked 
for by the management and the knowledge management systems within the companies 
are poorly developed. Boardass and Leaman states: 
 Knowledge management systems tend to be poor, even for many 

leading clients and certainly in most of the construction industry.  
 (Boardass and Leaman 2005 p. 348) 
 
As stated earlier, the level of support from management is of great importance. That the 
industry doesn’t consider it important, or at least doesn’t have incentives and knowledge 
transfer systems that show its importance, is not good and perhaps can be considered as 
the greatest barrier. But Eley (2001) states that there is an indication of a change in 
culture regarding evaluation in the industry. There is also an indication that the reason for 
this concerns the benefits and that the importance for customer relations is seen as more 
and more important.  
 
If there were to be a clear line of sight between the POE conducted and the result of the 
POE, there would at the same time be a great incentive for management to conduct the 
evaluation. Thereby the question regarding who should pay for the evaluation wouldn’t 
be such a big problem.  
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4.4.3 Managing POE 
 
Offices and other buildings are developing towards being more and more adapted for the 
users and filled with the latest technology. The need for information and feedback should 
thereby be of great interest and this need will grow in the future. Preiser and Schramm 
(2002) state that intelligent office buildings not only use the latest technology but also 
require close contact with the users. The managers have to listen to the user’s needs as 
well as monitoring the technology. This can be taken one step further: the focus must be 
on the needs of the user and that this need must determine the service at hand, not the 
actual building.  
 
To manage POE Leaman (2003) states that among several factors there are two more 
vital factors that have to be fulfilled for a successful POE. There must be an organisation 
with the will to collect the information, compile it and share it. Furthermore, there must 
be support from senior management that also gives signals of the importance of the tasks. 
Feedback is considered as the main purpose of conducting POE by all authors in this 
field, including Preiser, Leaman, Bordass and so on. Therefore, to manage to conduct a 
successful POE you have to start with the organisation so that the material collected 
through the evaluation can be used on a strategic level, as well as on an operational level. 
In this way the information can be incorporated  in the building performance goals from 
the beginning and be followed through and evaluated at the end. This also provides a way 
of keeping the project on track and making sure that the future user will get what she 
ordered.  
 
A model for how to manage to implement feedback can be found in Bordass, Leaman and 
Ruyssevelt (2001).  
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Figure 4.8 Feedback into the briefing process (Bordass et al. 2001) 
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As seen in the figure above, the model structures the information from the POE so that 
experiences from both successes and problems are implemented and used in decision-
making. The information and experiences are implemented both in existing projects that 
are similar and in new projects. As also seen in the figure above it is important to take 
into consideration both successes and problems that are discovered in the evaluation. You 
want those good examples to be brought into the light and used as good examples in other 
projects. At the same time you also want to highlight the problems so that you can learn 
from them and never make the same mistakes again. It is also important, as Bordass et al. 
(2005) state, that you take into consideration both the successes and the problems so that 
the evaluation isn’t all about what went wrong. If the evaluations tend to focus on 
problems and finding scapegoats the necessary acceptance among employees will not 
occur.  
 
 

4.5 Concluding comments 
 
In this chapter the theory and framework underpinning the thesis have been outlined. The 
basis of this thesis is evaluations, in the form of POEs, and their use as a tool in 
management strategy. To be able to work from this perspective and implement it in the 
organisation and the everyday work in the form of balanced scorecards and a customer 
focus most organisations will have to adjust and change themselves. How far the 
organisation will succeed in this is a result of the cultural barriers to change that exist 
within the organisation and how well these are overcome.  
 
The effect wanted is to make sure that the organisation is always up to date and never 
falls behind. The idea is that if the organisation is continually making evaluations, shares 
this knowledge and implements the new knowledge within the organisation through new 
routines, methods and approaches the organisation will learn and become better; at the 
same time the company will become stronger. 
 
The organisation’s work with evaluations and its benefits can be illustrated by Hallgårde 
and Johansson’s figure Five perspectives in the balanced scorecard:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Tomorrow 

   Today 

Process 
What evaluation methods 
are required to satisfy our 
clients? 

Employer 
How can we secure the 
development of our 
employees? 

Development 
How can we secure 
our ability to change 
and improve? 

User 
What image should 
 we present? 

  Yesterday 
Perspective 

How we appear in the eyes 
of the users?  

Figure 4.9 Five perspectives in the balanced scorecard (Hallgårde and Johansson 
1999 modified by Palm)  
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When looking at evaluations as a tool for continual learning within the organisation the 
organisation will develop. From today’s body of knowledge and working procedures the 
organisation will continue to develop and become a better service provider for the 
tenants/users.  
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5. Questionnaire study 
 
The questionnaire study’s main purpose was to map the real-estate managers’ attitudes 
and experiences regarding evaluations. The results of the questionnaire study were then 
used as a foundation for the interview study conducted later in the project. A 
questionnaire was considered the best alternative because it can reach a larger number of 
people.   
 
The survey was distributed to 96 individuals working in the Swedish real-estate sector. 56 
answered, which corresponds to a response rate of 56%. 
 
 

5.1 Background questions  
 
In this section answers to the background questions will be presented and an overview of 
the respondents’ characteristics will be given.  
 
Table 5.1 Respondents’ gender  
 Number Percent 
Female 17 29% 
Male 39 71% 
Total 56 100% 
 
In Table 5.1 respondents’ gender is displayed. Of the 56 respondents 17 (29%) were 
female and 39 (71%) were male. This is as an over-representation of male respondents 
that could lead to a bias. However it reflects the Swedish real-estate sector, which is 
dominated by male workers. In Figure 5.1 the respondents’ age distribution is displayed.  
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Figure 5.1: Age of the respondents 
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Figure 5.1 shows that the majority of respondents are between 40 and 60 years old. The 
respondents are representative because they have a similar age distribution as the 
Swedish real-estate sector as a whole. 
 
From these two background questions the conclusion can be drawn that the respondents 
are representative of the Swedish real-estate sector.  
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Figure 5.2: Properties managed by the respondents 
 
The type of properties that most of the respondents are managing are offices. In the 
category of Other we find that they manage properties such as hotels, exhibition 
premises, workshops and special housing. The majority of the respondents work 
managing offices or other commercial premises. It is also these managers that this thesis 
is interested in, investigating how they work with various types of evaluations.   
 
Even if this study is about real-estate managers of commercial premises, the answers 
from the managers of residential properties are also relevant. This is because the 
Questionnaire study’s purpose is to provide us with information regarding the property 
manager’s experience and attitude towards evaluations. On the other hand the interview 
study will only cover property managers and facility managers working with commercial 
real-estate.  
 
From Figure 5.3 we can see that the respondents’ main focus is on managing premises 
that they own themselves but that someone else uses.  
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Figure 5.3 Condition of the managed properties regarding ownership 
 
A majority of the respondents are managing premises that are owned by their company 
but that someone else is using. This should mean that these individuals are more 
dependent on the satisfaction of the users. They are probably therefore also more 
interested and motivated to conduct evaluations. 
 
From these four background questions the conclusion is that a representative selection, 
for this study, of the Swedish real-estate sector has been made, regarding gender, age and 
type of work. 
 
 

5.2 Experience and attitude towards evaluations 
 
In this section the main results from the questions of the questionnaire study will be 
presented and analysed. The first question regarding evaluations was made relatively 
open: What type of evaluation do you conduct? The result, presented in Table 5.2, shows 
that the most common evaluation type conducted in the Swedish real-estate sector is 
inspections. 
 
Table 5.2 Evaluations conducted 
 Never Seldom in 50% of  

cases 
Often Always 

Inspections 8% 3% 3% 8% 78% 
External observations 8% 25% 19% 42% 6% 
Interviews with tenants 0% 18% 9% 44% 29% 
Performance 
indicators 

3% 30% 6% 30% 30% 

Manual 
measurements 

22% 28% 19% 25% 6% 

Personal observations  3% 0% 9% 32% 56% 
 
The strong result for Inspections among the managers is most likely because of the strong 
traditions of making technical inspections of the premises, especially when a new tenant 
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moves in. It is also shown that interviews with tenants are often conducted, as well as 
personal observations. This indicates that there is an interest in the real-estate sector in 
the tenant’s satisfaction. But there is also another side to it: from Table 5.3 it can be seen 
what kind of evaluations the respondents were conducting seldom, never or on a small 
scale. 
 
Table 5.3 Evaluations seldom or never conducted 
 Never Seldom in 50% of  

cases 
Often Always 

Automatic 
measurements 

57% 13% 7% 3% 20% 

Surveys  30% 55% 3% 12% 0% 
Focus groups  48% 35% 6% 10% 0% 
Follow-up of goals 36% 33% 6% 18% 6% 
Satisfied customer 
 index (NKI) 

44% 6% 3% 22% 25% 

 
Given the answers from the respondents that interviews with tenants were conducted 
often, and the indication as a result of this that there is great interest in the tenant’s 
satisfaction, it is rather surprising that the managers use the Satisfied customer index 
(NKI) seldom or never. It is surprising because NKI investigations are specifically 
developed for the purpose of measuring tenants’ satisfaction. Those who have an interest 
in the tenants should at least use this kind of index as a complement. 
 
Not using the NKI can also be linked to the fact that the respondents do not conduct 
evaluations to follow up goals. If they had goals regarding customer satisfaction they 
would have been forced to measure this. Now they never or seldom (together, 69%) 
follow up goals through evaluations. This is an indication that the companies do not have 
goals for the real-estate manager regarding facts that must be measured by asking the 
tenants’ opinion.   
 
A question was asked to identify which aspects the real-estate sector ranks as most 
necessary to evaluate. The result has been divided into operational and strategic factors. 
The operational factors are shown in Table 5.4 
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Table 5.4 Most necessary operational factors to evaluate 
 Not at all 

important 
   Very 

important 
 1 2 3 4 5 
That the indoor climate is satisfactory  0% 3% 9% 44% 44% 
That the premises’ technical standards 
are satisfactory 

0% 0% 15% 38% 47% 

That relations and communications 
work properly  

3% 6% 12% 44% 35% 

Finished within time schedule  0% 6% 6% 44% 41% 
Fire- and safety requirements 0% 0% 6% 15% 79% 
Economic goals 0% 3% 12% 24% 62% 
Energy supply 0% 0% 24% 38% 38% 
Maintenance 0% 0% 6% 42% 52% 
Environmental requirement  0% 3% 24% 41% 32% 
Personnel security 0% 3% 18% 9% 71% 
Cleaning 0% 9% 29% 47% 15% 
Space efficiency  3% 3% 42% 36% 15% 

 
Regarding the question “What do you see as the most necessary factors to evaluate in 
your work?”, one observation is that the respondents think that all of the factors are 
relevant to evaluate. The highest-ranked operational factor is Fire and safety 
requirements, together with Personnel security. This can be explained to some extent by 
the new legislation concerning safety requirements. It is notable is that the space 
efficiency of the premises is not considered to be less important than the other factors. 
 
Table 5.5 Most necessary strategic factors to evaluate 
 Not at all 

important 
   Very 

important 
 1 2 3 4 5 
Satisfactory for the tenants’ business 
functions  

0% 3% 3% 15% 79% 

Satisfied individuals 6% 6% 42% 36% 9% 
Goals are achieved 0% 3% 9% 48% 39% 
The tenants’ management is satisfied  3% 9% 30% 24% 33% 
The customers are satisfied   0% 0% 0% 24% 76% 

 
 
As displayed in Table 5.5, the industry ranks the customers and the customers’ business 
functions satisfaction highly. The least important to evaluate tends to be single 
individuals’ satisfaction, which could seem slightly odd when you think that customers’ 
satisfaction ranks the highest. One interpretation is that a more general customer 
satisfaction is desired.  
 
From the answers displayed in Tables 5.4 and 5.5 it can be seen that the respondents 
consider it important to evaluate achievement of goals, including economic goals. This 
can be compared with Table 5.3, where 36% said that they never conduct evaluations 
regarding follow-up goals and 33% do it only seldom. This indicates that the respondents 
think it is important to evaluate through goals, but when it comes to evaluating it in their 
everyday work, they do not do it. 
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Figure 5.4. The importance of evaluation – the process and the result 
 
From Figure 5.4 the conclusion can once again be drawn that the respondents think it is 
important to evaluate. As displayed in the figure, the respondents think it is important to 
evaluate the process as well as the result. The respondents think it’s more important to 
evaluate the result than the process. This is somewhat remarkable considering that earlier 
in the study they answered that they didn’t follow up goals. This can also be related to 
whether the respondents create any evaluation plan. 
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Figure 5.5 Is an evaluation plan created?  
 
Regarding the question “Is an evaluation plan related to the goals created before 
contracting?”, Figure 5.5 shows that this isn’t so in more than 50% of the cases. This 
might also answer the question why the respondents do not follow up goals: if they 
haven’t made any evaluation plan related to the goals then it is more difficult to conduct 
evaluations regarding goals.  
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Table 5.6 When are evaluations conducted? 
17% 12 months after moving in 
25% Together with the construction briefing 

process 
32% 6 months after moving in 
38% Are not conducted 
47% While the project is under way 
50% In connection with production  
53% In connection with moving in 
 
The answers given regarding when evaluations are conducted show a somewhat divided 
picture. Many of the answers confirm that evaluations aren’t made at all, which makes it 
more difficult to interpret the other answers given. However the answers show that most 
of the evaluations are made when moving in, but evaluations are also made during 
production as well. To conduct evaluations in an early stage in the construction briefing 
process is relatively unusual. Even more unusual is to carry out evaluations later than one 
year after moving in.  
 
The fact that evaluations seldom are seldom carried out more than twelve months after 
moving in is somewhat surprising, since the respondents earlier stated that customer 
satisfaction was important to evaluate. If that is the case they also should conduct 
evaluations when they are using the premises, as well as when they are moving in.  
 
From the earlier tables and figures we have been able to see that the real-estate industry 
finds several factors important to evaluate but that, in general, they seldom conduct 
evaluations besides inspections and personal observations. Vischer (2002) stated that 
there are four barriers to carrying out POEs: cost, defending professional territory, time 
and skills. These barriers can also be found in Eley (2001), who states that the main 
reasons why post-occupancy evaluations are low on the priority list in the UK is lack of 
finance and lack of time. From Table 5.7 we can see why evaluations are not conducted 
more frequently.  
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Table 5.7 Why evaluations are not conducted  
-factors considered by respondents to have the greatest impact 
What is your personal opinion of why evaluations 
not are conducted? 

%  

Lack of planning 61  
Lack of time 61 
Lack of demand 53  
Lack of responsibility 52  
Insufficient expertise (concerning evaluations) 45  
The value of evaluations is unclear 42  
No one is willing to pay   39  
Lack of support in legal documents 23  
Lack of evaluation methods  23  
Unwillingness undertake evaluations 16  
Poorly adapted evaluations methods 16  
Evaluation methods are difficult to manage  13   
Personal barriers 6 
Sensitive information 3  
Ethical barriers  0 
The service cannot be bought  0  

 
In Table 5.7 we can see that one of Vischer’s (2002) and Eley’s (2001) barriers 
dominates: time. The Swedish real-estate industry also ranks lack of planning as highly as 
the time factor, but as Vischer (2002) writes it is the time factor that makes it difficult to 
plan. This indicates that these two are just two sides of the same coin and an expression 
of the lack of time.  
 
The fact that 53% of the respondents’ answer that a lack of demand has a great impact 
show two things. First, tenants don’t request it today, probably because they don’t know 
that they can or because the managers don’t understand how they can use the evaluations 
together with the tenants. Second, management in the real-estate sector doesn’t in general 
require their employees to carry out evaluations. This is most likely because not even 
they understand how the company can benefit from working together with the tenants 
with evaluations regarding their satisfaction. However, it is very interesting to see that 
almost no one finds the evaluation methods too difficult.  
 
By asking the respondents about the use of evaluations we were able to see their 
perception of the use of the evaluations conducted today. In Figure 5.6 the result of the 
question is displayed.  
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Figure 5.6 The use of evaluations  
 
In Figure 5.6 a clear focus is displayed concerning the use of evaluation. The main use 
the respondents see for evaluations is for their own organisation and not the tenant’s 
satisfaction, which is only regarded as the fifth most important use of the evaluation. The 
conclusion is that, regardless of whether or not you currently conduct evaluations, and if 
you have goals to evaluate, the respondents think that the best use of evaluation is to be 
able to improve the function programmes. 
 
From Figure 5.6 we can see that there is a focus on improving projects and the functional 
programme. This could indicate that the real-estate managers don’t consider conducting 
evaluations as their responsibility.  
 
In Figure 5.7 the respondents’ opinions regarding whose responsibility it should be to 
carry out the evaluation is displayed. 
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Figure 5.7 Who should carry out the evaluations?  
 
Concerning the question “Who do you think should carry out the evaluations?”, the 
respondents’ responses tended to agree. The common view seems to be that it is the 
building contractor or proprietor and their organisations that should carry out the 
evaluations. This indicates that the real-estate managers, who are respondents in this case, 
do not really see it as their business to make these evaluations. If this is because they are 
still thinking mostly of technical inspections cannot be known from this questionnaire 
study. However, it is important that if the evaluations should come to be used in work 
with customers’ satisfaction and be related to other goals, not just technical ones, then it 
shouldn’t be the building organisation that carries out the evaluations, but the managing 
organisation. This is because the building organisation leaves the property as soon as it is 
finished and it is the managing organisation that will keep the contact with the tenants. It 
is also the managing organisation and its company that will be affected if the tenants are 
moving. The building organisation, on the other hand, has already been paid and is not 
dependent upon this.  
 
The fact that the architect isn’t considered as the one to carry out the evaluations can be 
explained by the fact that, in Sweden, the architect doesn’t have the same responsibilities 
as they have in other countries.  
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Figure 5.8 Experience of evaluations 
 
The respondents’ experience of evaluations is shown in Figure 5.8. It is seen that 23% of 
the respondents do not have any working experience of evaluations. This could indicate 
that they don’t know anything about evaluations or merely that they haven’t had any 
direct working experience but know about how the company uses evaluations. In any 
case, they should have an opinion about evaluations and the use of them in their 
company. 19% of the respondents had been responsible for evaluations and another 29% 
had participated in work with evaluations.  
 
Table 5.8 Experience of developing evaluation methods  
Yes 14.7% 
No 85.3% 

 
In Table 5.8 the respondents’ experience of developing evaluations methods is displayed. 
The fact that 14.7% of the respondents have experience of developing evaluation 
methods shows that there are some respondents who are well informed about evaluations.  
 
 

5.3 Analysis 
 
Several points can be observed from this questionnaire study. The first point is that there 
is an interest in the real-estate industry in POEs, but they are not always carried out. The 
interest mainly concerns two areas, safety and customer satisfaction.  
 
The second point is that even though customer satisfaction is ranked as one of the most 
important factors to evaluate, the real-estate industry doesn’t make systematic evaluations 
in the form of a satisfied customer index.  
 
The third point is that the respondents think it is important to evaluate the goals for the 
project including the economic goals, but this is not done. They think that it is important 
to evaluate the result as well, but this will be difficult if there are no evaluation plans. 
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The fourth point is that lack of planning and time are the two main reasons why 
evaluations are not conducted. This indicates that real-estate managers don’t consider 
evaluations as their responsibility. That they don’t consider it as their responsibility is 
confirmed when they say that they think it is the responsibility of the building 
organisation to carry out the evaluations.  
 
The fifth point is that because there isn’t any demand from the tenants or the top 
management then there won’t be any evaluation made. The conclusion that if real-estate 
managers don’t consider it their responsibility to conduct evaluations then we won’t see 
more evaluations conducted, because of lack of time, planning and demand. The main 
problem here is that real-estate managers don’t understand the benefits they can get by 
conducting evaluations. If we can make them aware of the benefits then we will get more 
satisfied tenants, which in the end will result in a higher profit for the owners. 
 
To conclude, it is interesting to note that when asking the respondents they generally 
think that it is important to ask for their customers’ opinion. But they seldom ask for 
these opinions and even more seldom evaluate them. It is also notable that although 
customer satisfaction is considered as important there aren’t any tools or systems that are 
used to help the real-estate manager in her everyday work. What is even more interesting 
is the fact that they seldom carry out any follow-ups to what they have done once the 
goals set. The inconsistency indicates that the respondents have an opinion but they don’t 
work (live) by it. And then we are back to the fifth point – that if no one asks for it then it 
will not be done.  
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6. Interview study I about evaluations 
 
The intention behind this interview study was to get a deeper insight into real-estate 
managers’ attitude towards and experience of POEs. The interview guide (appendix 1) 
was structured according to the recommendations in Kvale (1997). The guide has 
different themes that are relatively open so that respondents can talk quite freely about 
the subject and make their own associations. The idea behind the interviews was that they 
should be open so the interviewee was enabled to tell about her experiences and attitude 
to different themes. In this way the interview would be a good complement to the 
questionnaire study presented in the last chapter. 
 
The four themes in the interviews were: 

• What is your experiences of evaluations? 

• How does your company work with evaluations? 

• What is most interesting to evaluate?  

• What kind of support for evaluations do you wish for?  
 
 

6.1 Result and analysis 
 
In this section the result of the interview study will be presented and analysed. The 
chapter has been divided into four different parts that each will present one of the themes.  
 

6.1.1 Theme 1: Experience of evaluation 
 
During the interviews it was clear that the managers considered that they had little or no 
experience of evaluations. This often results from the fact that they associated evaluations 
with larger inquiries. Instead, they often categorise the work that they do as “follow-ups”. 
 
They all had experience of working with “follow-ups”. Those most frequently conducted 
were follow-ups of technical systems, construction works and safety in the property.   
 
When it comes to follow-ups of the views of the tenants the views were more diverse. It 
was common that they at least had meetings with the tenants once a year to check what 
they were satisfied and dissatisfied with. This didn’t always result in any form of 
documentation.  
 

6.1.2 Theme 2: How do you work within the company with these 
questions? 

 
Because many of the respondents didn’t consider themselves to have any direct 
experience of evaluations another starting point for the theme was needed. The starting 
point became instead what the company follow-ups instead of what they evaluate. As 
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mentioned above, the companies focus on technology and safety when it comes to the 
follow-ups.  
 
In most of the companies there is neither a follow-up system nor tools to carry out 
follow-ups. But all of the companies have someone who is responsible for conducting the 
follow-ups. In all cases it was the manager’s responsibility, except in three companies 
where it was the user, but in these three cases the user and the owner were the same 
organisation. 
 
It also turned out that employees have an economic incentive to carry out follow-ups and 
evaluations in only one of the companies. In that case the employer’s bonus is tied to 
whether an evaluation is conducted or not. Note that the bonus will be paid regardless of 
what the result of the evaluation is; the company’s bonus is only tied to whether the 
evaluation takes place. 
 
The fact that so few companies had systems or tools for follow-ups also means that 
systems for exchange of experience were rare. There were only two companies that had 
systems or resources for exchange of experience within the company. One of the 
companies worked with exchange of experience through their intranet where they had a 
portal for “best practice”. The employees of this company saw a problem with this 
system because it was up to every employee to use the portal – sharing one’s experience 
and good examples was voluntary. In the same way it was up to each employee to take 
part of “best practice” and read what others had written. The interviewee also said that he 
didn’t think that the portal had been updated in recent years. He pointed out that the good 
examples that had been available when he was new in the company were already old at 
that time. But he didn’t know for sure, since he hadn’t used the portal since he was newly 
employed.  
 

6.1.3 Theme 3: What is interesting to evaluate? 
 
From the managers’ point of view, the areas which were most interesting to evaluate 
were safety in the building, especially fire safety. Also the installations were considered 
as important and relevant to evaluate. 
 
The questionnaire study showed that the tenant’s satisfaction was considered as 
important. The same opinion was brought out during the interviews. Some of the 
companies conduct studies using the Satisfied Customer Index (SCI/NKI) and some think 
that this is sufficient for evaluating tenants’ satisfaction. Others stated that contact with 
the tenants can’t be given enough priority and that it is important to keep up to date as 
well with the tenants’ organisation and profitability. The argument is that you should be 
able to match the premises and the area let with the tenants’ requirement today and 
tomorrow.  
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6.1.4 Theme 4: What kind of support do you want? 
 
Talking about support for evaluation, it was clearly shown that when you think of 
evaluations as large inquiries, the only evaluation you could think of, to begin with, were 
SCI (NKI) measurements and that this was considered enough. When the interviewee 
continued to talk, and was linking the tools to her everyday situations and eventual 
follow-ups or evaluations, it was shown that there is a strong demand for simple tools and 
checklists. The focus on these tools and checklists is mainly to ensure that one is working 
in a good way.  
 
 

6.2 Conclusion concerning attitudes 
 
The interviews and the four themes are summarised below in Table 6.1.  
 
Table 6.1 Summary of the interviews 
Question YES NO 
Systems for evaluations? 5 11 
Responsible person for the conduction? 16 0 
Who conducts the evaluation? Manager 13 User 3 
Available tools? 3 13 
Do you wish tools were available? 15 1 
Commercial purpose? 11 2 
System for exchange of experience? 2 13 
Are evaluations linked to bonus? 1 12 
Independent SCI/NKI measuring 6 10 
 
The experiences and conclusions that can be drawn from the interviews are mainly that 
the real-estate companies rarely conduct larger evaluations but regularly make small-
scale follow-ups. Almost no one conducting evaluations as well as follow-ups has any 
systems or tools for sharing the information and implementing the lessons learned. It is 
also shown that such tools are wanted among the real-estate managers. Several of the 
individuals interviewed added that these tools and/or systems had to be easily 
comprehensible and easy to manage. 
 
It can also be said that there is an interest from the managers’ side in carrying out 
evaluations with the customer and her needs at the centre, even if it isn’t done at the 
moment and that, to some extent, there is are a lack of knowledge and understanding of 
how this can be done. 
 
The fact that there are so few companies that have systems or tools for carrying out 
evaluations and that  just a third of the companies make independent SCI (NKI) 
measurements indicates that the board of the companies doesn’t prioritise these questions. 
This is also confirmed by the fact that there is only one company where managers have 
an economic incentive to carry out evaluations. 
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7. Interviews concerning barriers to conducting Post 
Occupancy Evaluations 

 
This chapter will present the interview study made concerning barriers to conducting 
POEs. The results are presented and discussed.   
 

7.1 Introduction 
 
The intention of this interview study was to get an insight into the organizational culture 
and thinking within the real-estate sector and the attitudes of the individuals in the real-
estate sector. Interviews were conducted with six respondents in leading positions within 
organisation in the real-estate sector. 
 
The interview guide (appendix 2) was structured according to the recommendations in 
Kvale (1997) and tested on colleagues at Malmö University. The interview is structured 
around four themes. The purpose of the themes is to enable the respondent to talk openly 
about these subjects. The interview guide covers four themes:  

• How would you describe the level of expertise in the real-estate sector?  

• How would you describe how real-estate managers choose to work? 

• Are there any special characteristics and attitudes within the sector? 

• Are there any barriers to working with knowledge-sharing and learning from 
feedback? 

 
Each theme is covered by an open question that each respondent was asked to talk about, 
from her own experience as a representative of an organisation within the real-estate 
sector. After the four themes, seven shorter questions were asked and these were 
structured as questions that the respondent could agree or disagree with.  
 
The seven questions were:  
Is there a: 

• High or low degree of hierarchy?  

• High or low degree of interest in new work procedures? 

• High or low degree of knowledge-sharing? 

• Process or project thinking? 

• High or low degree of service thinking? 

• A building culture within the real-estate management organisation? 

• High or low degree of traditions within the organisation? 
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Each of these seven questions was followed by statements about whether the answer 
would differ depending on three different dimensions:  

• Small or large company 

• Private or public company 

• Management of residential or commercial premises  
 
These three dimensions were selected to broaden understanding about the real-estate 
sector and the people within the sector and to investigate if there were any differences 
related to what kind of company the individual works in.  
 
 

7.2 Earlier studies 
 
There has not been much research done concerning the culture within the real-estate 
sector, but there has been more research about the construction sector. Since the real-
estate sector has emerged from the construction sector it is likely that the same culture 
can be found within the real-estate sector. In several reports (Andersson et al. 2003, 
Josephson et al. 2003 and Ryd 2002), the Swedish building commission has stated that 
there is a strong common culture within the building sector. Ryd (2002) states that there 
is a large homogeneity among the people working within the construction sector when it 
comes to values.  
 
Josephson et al. (2002) makes another statement regarding the working culture. The focus 
when it comes to projects is to complete the products or services on time and at a low 
cost. This focus on the specific project indicates a lack of or weakly developed incentives 
for learning. Learning processes within the organisation are something that Schein (1992) 
stresses as important for the culture within the organisation in order for it to be able to 
change or develop. The relationship between the organisation’s learning and its 
development is something that Azasu (2004) stresses as central. Azasu states that there is 
a lack of incentives for a learning culture within the real-estate sector in Sweden.  
 
One factor for managing a learning culture is the incidence of knowledge-sharing within 
the organisation. Sund (1992) states that a proper structure for knowledge-sharing cannot 
be found within the construction and real-estate sector. He also states that the initiatives 
taken have got a weak response from the sector. Knowledge-sharing is defined as the 
exchange of ideas and information between people who share a common purpose and 
have experienced similar problems (Earl 2001, Storey 2001 and Söderlund and Bredin 
2005). 
 
 

7.3 Result and analysis 
 
In the following sections the result of the interview study will be presented and analysed. 
The presentation has been divided into five different parts. Each of the first four will 
present one theme and the fifth will present the shorter questions. 
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7.3.1 Theme 1: Description of the expertise in the real-estate sector 
 
Generally, levels of expertise in the real-estate sector can be described as relatively high. 
Earlier, it was common to have a background as a building engineer, which is still the 
case among older individuals. This has its explanation in the fact that the real-estate 
sector has sprung from the building sector. It was also rather common that you built one 
building, managed it, then built another one, and in that way established a real-estate 
company.  
 
It was not until in the 1990s that education focusing on real-estate management was 
established in Sweden. That’s why generally the most competent individuals available to 
manage the properties generally were engineers, preferably building engineers but also 
marine engineers and other civil engineers. Engineering expertise is still the most 
common qualification in the real-estate sector, even though nowadays you can find also 
economists represented on real-estate companies boards and in top management.  
 
There is also another side to the expertise within the real-estate sector and that is the 
existence of small family-owned companies where the incidence of formal education is 
low, but there is a large body of practical expertise built up after many years in the sector.  
 
The respondents could see that a change has started to take place recent years. Expertise 
in the sector is moving from a technical expertise and focus towards a more service focus. 
One respondent said:  

It has been a technical focus but the sector is going through a change 
towards becoming a service business, even if it still has a long road 
ahead before being a fully service business. To change such a strong 
culture with its long traditions takes time.  

 
The other respondents had the same opinion and said that the change in companies is 
most noticeable in the larger cities.  
 
To sum up the question regarding the expertise in the real-estate sector, it is quite obvious 
that it has a clear technical expertise and that the sector is in the progress of developing a 
service expertise as well. 
 

7.3.2 Theme 2: Description of how real-estate managers choose to 
work 

 
The sector has moved from consisting of companies that have all required expertise and 
functions in-house to outsourcing more and more functions. You can see many private 
companies that choose to focus on either technical or economic management. Other 
functions are outsourced. This trend is not common among the public companies. The 
public sector companies tend to have much more expertise as functions in-house. This is 
probably because public companies in general are larger and have a rather concentrated 
stock of properties, which allows them to have more expertise in terms of employees in 
the company with different expertise.  
 
A trend is that the companies are becoming more careful with what functions they 
outsource. Many companies choose to have the customer relation function in-house. 
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Many companies have discovered that this function is so important that they want to keep 
the customer relation function in-house. The importance is primarily that the customer 
relation function is the companies’ chance to market themselves towards the customers. 
The only companies that don’t have any functions in-house are companies owned by 
foreign investors. They outsource all functions to property management companies in 
Sweden.  
 
Companies’ ownership is also a factor to consider when talking about how companies 
choose to work. One respondent said:  

Family-owned companies generally have a traditional way of thinking. 
They focus on the building and taking care of its “bricks and 
mortars”. Not everyone in these companies is aware of the economics 
It is only the owner and the management that have that information. 
The organisation is very hierarchical. The consulting companies, on 
the other hand, have a clear focus on the economics and everyone in 
the organisation has an economic insight.  

 
The answers indicate that the sector is beginning to see the importance of customer 
relations within the company. But the answers also display the differences that there are 
within the sector regarding companies’ organisation and their ownership.  
 

7.3.3 Theme 3: Description of characteristics and attitudes within the 
sector 

 
One significant characteristic is the age distribution within the sector. There are a large 
number of older individuals, soon to be retired, and there are a great number of younger 
individuals in the sector, but the sector has a shortage of people in the age groups 
between these. Comparatively soon, this will mean that the sector will consist in large 
part of relatively young individuals, aged from twenty to thirty-five years old.  
 
A fact to hold in mind regarding the real-estate sector is that in the housing market the 
rent is regulated. This is holding back product development because the sector can’t 
adjust the rent to the quality of the apartment. This results in a lack of incentives to 
develop their product because they aren’t allowed to charge a higher rent even if there is 
an increased willingness to pay.  
 
The characteristics of the sector also have a strong relation to how the real-estate market 
works. The market is long lasting and has a slow mobility. It’s not easy to change the 
supply of properties either up or down. There is a long time horizon and this leads to 
more long-term thinking.  
 
There is also a general opinion saying that all properties are unique. This has reflected on 
how the people in the sector have chosen to work. One respondent said: 

Traditionally the people within the sector have not worked together. 
Instead everyone has worked by themselves.  

 
This way of thinking about the properties as unique is also reflected in that the sector has 
had a great deal of technological thinking and not customer thinking. One respondent 
said: 
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There is a “brick orientation” in the sector, even if the sector has 
started to go towards a more customer-relation thinking in recent 
years. Some have come a bit on the way but many are still in the 
“brick stage”.  

 
It is clear that the sector has a number of characteristics that separates it from many other 
sectors. Once again the new work with customer relations and service can be seen but it 
is also pointed out that this work has just begun. Traditional technological expertise and 
“brick thinking” are clear characteristics of the sector and the people within it.  
 

7.3.4 Theme 4: Description of barriers to working with knowledge-
sharing and learning from feedback 

 
Only one of the respondents considered the sector to be interested in and good at working 
with knowledge-sharing. This was because he could see a great interest in the seminars 
his organisation is arranging. But knowledge-sharing is more than participating in 
seminars. It is sharing one’s experience and using that experience in everyday work. The 
other respondents did think that the sector was changing in this matter as younger 
individuals were entering the companies. One respondent said: 

“Hold on tight to what you’ve got” is a mentality that characterises 
the sector and is also reflected in the non-existent use of knowledge-
sharing. But there is the start of a change now since younger people 
are beginning to enter the sector.  

 
That it isn’t customary to work with knowledge-sharing is confirmed by the other 
respondents. Another said: 

There is an opinion or understanding in the sector that knowledge-
sharing is all about changing what has gone bad or wrong. This 
results in the tendency to share your experience being low. It would 
probably have been different if the focus had been on good examples.  

 
This quote indicates a wrong impression about knowledge-sharing, regarding it as 
focusing on bad things instead of good things, and implies that this view is holding back 
the sector’s development. As many of the respondents pointed out, the importance of 
working with knowledge-sharing must be communicated from top management to the 
whole organisation. If the management doesn’t reward the work with knowledge-sharing 
then there will not be any feedback within the organisation.  
 
International studies confirm that it isn’t customary to work with feedback and 
knowledge-sharing within the real-estate sector. Bordass and Leaman (2005 348) state: 
“Feedback is not routine in the industry. There are many barriers and not enough 
drivers.”  
 
Similar observations were noted in  the first interview study with real-estate managers. 
All except one respondent had an understanding of the purpose of evaluations and a 
willingness to work with it as a customer relation function. This indicates that there is an 
interest but at the same time there is a lack of acceptance within the culture and thereby 
also by the management regarding the use of evaluation and knowledge-sharing. To show 
this acceptance and willingness to organisational learning, incentives within the company 



 66 

for the individual real-estate manager must be established. Without a clear line of sight 
between the individual’s performance and his or her benefits the individual will not 
perform as he is expected to do (Azasu 2004).  
 

7.3.5 Results from the short questions 
 
The short questions had all to some extent been discussed in the different themes. But to 
get clear and well-defined answers these seven questions were asked;  
Is there a: 

• High or low degree of hierarchy?  

• High or low degree of interest for new work procedures? 

• High or low degree of knowledge-sharing? 

• Process or project thinking? 

• High or low degree of service thinking? 

• Does the construction culture live within the real-estate management 
organisation? 

• High or low degree of tradition within the organisation? 
 
The degree of hierarchy displays to what extent the individuals within the organisation 
have the ability to influence their own work procedures. A high degree of hierarchy 
shows that there are difficulties for the individual worker to change his or her work 
procedures. Hierarchy is also a sign of the strength of the culture within the organisation 
(Hatch 1997, Hofstede and Hofstede 2004, Schein 2004). 
 
The degree of interest innew work procedures shows up in how interested the 
management is regarding implementing new work procedures. Cheng et al. (2007) states 
that without the support and commitment from senior management for new work 
procedures the new processes soon wither away. 
 
The degree of knowledge-sharing shows whether the sector has a culture that is open to 
knowledge-sharing. This will indicate how easy the implementation of evaluation, the 
care taken of the lessons learned and the sharing of tacit knowledge will be. Kasvi et al. 
(2002) state that systematic tools are required to manage knowledge transfer.  
 
The questions of “Process or project thinking?” were focusing on how the people within 
the sector think. Process and project doesn’t refer to how the sector is organised. Instead 
it refers to the same definition as Olomolaiye and Egbu (2006) give. The focus lies on 
whether the working tasks are considered as projects or taking place within a continuous 
process.  
 
The degree of service thinking indicates what kind of culture the sector is a part of. Has 
the sector gone through a change as Bengtsson and Polesie (1998) state, or is it still 
characterised by “brick” thinking? This also indicates to what degree the culture has 
changed since Bengtsson and Polesie detected the start of a change within the sector. 
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The question regarding to what extent the construction culture still survives within the 
real-estate management sector gives indications regarding whether the real-estate sector 
has managed to build a culture of its own. It also allows us to draw parallels with 
previously already conducted research done on the construction sector. The construction 
culture is characterised as a strong culture and therefore also hard to change (Andersson 
2003, Engman et al. 2007 and Ryd 2002). 
 
The degree of tradition displays to what extent the sector has a heritage that still 
influences organisations. The degree of traditions indicates how strong the culture is and 
to what extent it is hard to change. Hofstede (1991) states that the higher the degree of 
traditions an organisation has, the harder it is to change its culture.  
 
These seven questions can be divided in two categories: one for factors that indicate 
barriers to change and one for factors that provide good conditions for change. The first 
category involves a high degree of: 

• Hierarchy 

• Project thinking 

• Construction Culture 

• Traditions. 
 
The other category consists of:  

• High degree of knowledge-sharing  

• Interest in new working procedures  

• Service thinking. 
 
These questions were also complemented with questions about whether the respondent 
thought that there were any differences if the company was: 

• Small or large,  

• Private or public   

• Managing residential or commercial premises.  
 
The respondents showed a relatively high degree of agreement. In Table 7.1 the answers 
to the short questions can be seen.  
 
Table 7.1 Compilation of the short questions 

Question Low High 
Difference due 
to company 

Degree of hierarchy 4 2 2 
Interest in new work 
procedures 4 1 2 
Degree of knowledge-sharing 5 1 1 
Degree of service thinking 5 1   
Degree of building culture 0 7   
Degree of traditions 1 6   
Process or project thinking 1 3 3  
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One respondent thought that the degree of hierarchy and the interest in new work 
procedures were different between companies and that there wasn’t any general answer 
for the sector as a whole. Two other respondents thought that whether there is a process 
or project thinking is dependent on the management of the company. Generally it was on 
this question about process or project thinking where the respondents agreed least. But at 
the same time the respondent answering that the sector has a process thinking, also said 
that it consists of several projects that together make a process.  
 
The profile of the real-estate sector can be displayed in a pivot diagram, as in Figure 7.1. 
 

 
Figure 7.1 The real-estate sector profile 
 
This profile was compiled by awarding the answer “high” one point and the answer 
“low” zero points. The answer “it depends” was awarded half a point. The blue area 
shows to what degree the different dimensions can characterise the sector.  
 
The diagram clearly shows that the sector is characterised by a high degree of traditions, 
project thinking and building culture. These three characteristics are all factors that 
indicate barriers to change. The degree of hierarchy is the only characteristic of those that 
indicate barriers to change that is considered as low. At the same time, it is shown that 
there is a low interest in new work procedures, service thinking and knowledge-sharing.  
 
The compilation of the real-estate sector’s profile indicates that there are a number of 
barriers to change, at the same time as there are no supporting factors for managing a 
change. This indicates that the barriers to change are much stronger than if there were 
barriers at the same time as there were factors that would support and thereby enable the 
initiation of a change. 

 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Project thinking 

Degree of hierarchy 

Interest in new work  
procedures 

Degree of knowledge-
sharing 

Degree of service thinking 

Degree of building  
culture 

Degree of  
traditions 



 69 

 
The respondents generally thought that the different sizes of companies or whether the 
companies were private or public didn’t affect answers, but whether you worked with 
residential or commercial buildings did affect answers.  
 
As stated earlier, the respondents indicated that there were differences regarding working 
with residential or commercial buildings. The profile for the real-estate sector working 
with commercial properties is seen below. 
 

 
Figure 7.2 Profile for commercial properties 
 
As seen in the diagram, the difference appears when it comes to questions about service 
or interest in working with new procedures. According to the respondents, the reason for 
this difference between residential and commercial properties is mainlythat there is more 
money in the management of commercial buildings. Therefore there is also higher 
interest in and more opportunity to work in new ways. One respondent said: 

People that work with commercial properties have the opportunity to 
work with the customers’ customer.  

 
Together with the fact that the companies working with commercial properties have 
larger competition and vacancy risk, this creates incentives and opportunities to work 
differently.  
 
One aspect that emerged during the interviews was that ownership is also important and 
influences the answers. Many of the respondents said that if the company is a family-
owned company, there is a higher degree of hierarchy and tradition. The family-owned 
companies were also considered to be less interested in new work proceedings.  
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The fact that the company is a consultancy firm and doesn’t own any properties was also 
pointed out as a factor to be considered. Consultancy companies were considered to be 
more interested in new work proceedings and had less tradition.  
 
The compilation of the profile for commercial properties indicates that there is a high 
degree of building culture and traditions. But there is less project thinking although there 
are still some characteristics of project thinking. The degree of hierarchy is still relatively 
low as well as interest in knowledge-sharing. On the other hand there is an interest in new 
work procedures as well as in service thinking, which is not found in the rest of the 
sector.  
 
This indicates that the ability to change towards a learning organisation with a focus on 
the customer is easier to manage within the commercial property sector. As this thesis 
focuses on POE for commercial premises it indicates that this section of the real-estate 
sector isn’t as hard to influence as the whole of the real-estate sector. But, as Figure 7.2 
indicates, there are still barriers to overcome.  
 
 

7.4 Conclusion 
 
Earlier it was stated that real-estate companies and real-estate managers are conducting 
evaluations, but that they only are conducting them on a small scale and that they often 
focus on technical characteristics. Only a few of the evaluations conducted have a starting 
point in the user’s needs.  
 
It is also seen that the real-estate manager wants the premises to promote the tenants’ 
business. They are in favour of conducting evaluations to support and promote the 
tenants’ business through the right premises.  
 
Then the question is, why aren’t evaluations conducted more frequently to support and 
promote the tenants’ business by means of the premises? One factor could be lack of time 
and planning as stated in the questionnaire study. But the interview study didn’t support 
this assumption. 
 
The interview study and the reference meetings suggested instead that the poor use of 
evaluations with the tenants business in focus is caused by three things: 

• Only carried out when requested  

• Lack of knowledge regarding evaluations  

• Lack of incentives. 
 
The first item means that evaluations only are carried out when they are requested and 
since no one requests any evaluations focusing on the tenants, no evaluations will be 
made. This is because it’s not in the real-estate sector’s culture to conduct evaluations of 
the tenant’s satisfaction. Furthermore, carrying out evaluations has negative connotations. 
This because it is associated with looking for wrongs and scapegoats instead of looking at 
it as a tool to acknowledge what is good, correcting things that haven’t gone as expected 
and to learn from both positive and negative feedback.  
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Regarding the second item, when real-estate companies lack knowledge about evaluation 
methods with the tenants’ business at the centre, a possible cause is that these methods 
are relatively new and therefore not that widely spread in the Swedish real-estate sector. 
 
The last item, when companies possess knowledge about evaluation methods but choose 
not to use them in their everyday business, it’s most likely a question of organizational 
culture. The companies’ barriers to accepting these new evaluations methods are within 
the culture of the industry.  
 
The real-estate sector is still characterised by traditions and a construction culture. The 
construction culture results from the fact that the real-estate sector has sprung from the 
construction sector. Also, therefore, many of the older people in the real-estate sector 
have a history in the construction sector and/or an education in the construction sector, 
e.g. as a building engineer.  
 
The outcome of all this is that there is a lack of incentives for undertaking evaluations. 
The lack of incentives concerns both personal as well as organisational incentives. The 
real-estate manager generally hasn’t any incentives to carry out any evaluations, because 
pay and bonuses are generally not connected to the real-estate manager’s work with 
evaluations. At the same time, the organisation itself hasn’t any incentives because the 
top management doesn’t make up any goals regarding customers’ satisfaction to evaluate 
against.  
 
The conclusion is that the real-estate sector is in a period of change. It is changing from 
“brick” thinking to service thinking. This has however only just started and it is hard to 
change the situation due to a high degree of tradition. But the change has been initiated 
because of stronger competition within the commercial real-estate sector and through the 
younger individuals that are entering the sector. These younger individuals possess new 
and different expertise and also bring with them new values and ways of thinking.  
 
To conclude, there are factors supporting a change and there is a willingness within the 
sector to work with evaluations, but it requires acceptance from the organisation to do it. 
This acceptance must be communicated from management. As Olomolaiye and Egbu 
(2006) state, the chance of successfully implementing a new way of thinking lies within 
the management’s ability to motivate their employees concerning this issue.  
 
Motivation is a complex term and as Azasu (2004) states there must be a clear line of 
sight between the individual worker’s performance and his or her reward. Such a clear 
line of sight and, at the same time, management’s acceptance, can be shown by 
implementing evaluations in the use of, for example, balanced scorecards and similar 
managing techniques.  
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8. Implementation of Post Occupancy Evaluations in the 
organisation 

 
This chapter will discuss how POE can be integrated in the organisation as a natural part 
of everyday work. How can incentives for this be created and what tools are required to 
succeed? Evaluation will be considered as an ongoing process and not only as something 
that should be done once or on special occasions. Furthermore, evaluation of the 
technical standard of a building will not be considered as this always is done by means of 
inspections after construction is completed. Instead the focus will be on how companies 
should work with evaluations focusing on the tenants and their satisfaction, and on the 
processes conducted.  
 

8.1 Top management approach! 
 
When trying to change the organisation and implement evaluations and knowledge-
sharing in the organisation it is important to decide where to start the change. Should the 
change come from below or from the top, and what consequences will each alternative 
have?  
 
To succeed I think it is important first to create the supporting processes in the 
organisation. You cannot expect the individuals to change and work in a different way if 
they don’t have support from top management and the right tools. At the same time it is 
essential, if the change will succeed, that all of the employees are willing to work in this 
way and accept the change. 
 
As Collins (2001) states, the most important ingredient when building a winning culture 
is to have the right individuals in the organisation. You can’t motivate people who don’t 
want to be motivated just by offering them bonuses and other incentives. Instead, Collins 
states 
 

Sure it is important with bonuses and incentives, but it is important by 
other courses. The purpose with pay benefits should not be to try to 
make the wrong individuals doing the right things. But the right 
individuals to get onboard and keep them onboard. (Collins 2001) 

 
The most important task for top management is to be able to keep these kind of 
individuals within the organisation. If the company do not have the right supporting tools 
and processes the best staff will soon be looking for another firm to work for.  
 
The conclusion is that the top management must initiate the change. The most important 
thing when introducing a change should therefore be that top management introduces the 
supporting tools at the same time. 
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8.2 Clarify why! 
 
The questionnaire and the interviews all point to scepticism towards evaluations, but at 
the same time indicate that the firms are interested in their tenants and their satisfaction. 
 
Evaluations of the premises with the tenant in focus will contribute to the firm’s 
knowledge and make improvements of the premises possible. Knowledge about the 
tenants and using that to constantly develop the premises, must be considered as central 
for the property company that supplies the premises. The market for commercial 
properties and premises is a competitive market with rather short contracts and large 
fluctuations. The focus for the whole of the company must be on supplying attractive, 
cost effective premises.  
 
Johansson (2004) states that there are two main arguments for developing the work with 
evaluations within an organisation. The first argument concerns the deregulation of the 
construction industry: “The change from detailed directions for the construction to 
control and direction through criteria”. To be able to build so that these criteria are 
fulfilled requires a good knowledge of the tenant’s requirements.  
 
Johansson’s second argument (2004) is more interesting. He argues that evaluations are 
needed because designers’ and architects’ expertise lies in knowing what the customer 
wants. This expertise depends mainly on the fact that experiences from earlier work are 
used as the  
foundation for the next project. By using evaluations the knowledge base is widened and 
decisions in the next project will be better regarding what the customer wants, The result 
will be a better project because a project is judged through the eyes of the customer. 
Parallels to the real-estate manager can be made. Her work will always be judged through 
the eyes of the tenant: she can do everything by the book but as long as the tenant isn’t 
satisfied, for any reason, her work will not be considered good. As long as she doesn’t get 
any bad feedback the real-estate manager will continue to work as she has done before. 
By evaluating earlier processes she will get feedback and can concentrate on the things 
that she does well and start to change the things that she does badly, and not the other 
way around. 
 
By conducting POE in an efficient way the body of knowledge in the organization will 
increase. To have knowledge always feeding forward into the next project and to share 
the knowledge from every evaluation are the most important activities, together with 
changing what went wrong. Sharing the knowledge, and taking it into the next project, 
will constantly make the organization better and generate more satisfied tenants. In the 
long run this will be necessary if the company is to survive. If other companies start to 
work with evaluations, and thereby also their knowledge management, to improve their 
contact and services towards their tenants, their services will be more attractive.  
 
An example of this is Vasakronan: for the last few years Vasakronan has been seen to be 
using their satisfied customers as an argument to rent from them. Therefore work with the 
SCI (NKI) and using it in marketing directed at new tenants, will become more and more 
important.  
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8.3 Integrate in management systems! 
 
The use of the balanced scorecard as a framework is a good alternative for management 
to implement evaluations in the organisation in an efficient way. The organisation could 
use, report and follow-up the evaluations in the model for the balanced scorecard. When 
looking at different timeframes and at what the organisation should focus on the Five 
perspective model of Hallgårde and Johansson (1999) could be used, as seen in Figure 
8.1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The figure displays how the use of the balance scorecard in the evaluation process can 
lead to the users getting the picture of the company that the organisation wants and also 
how the employees in the organisation can improve and develop through this process. 
 
By implementing three new perspectives in the organisation’s balanced scorecard the 
company and its management would be able to manage the organisation by conducting 
evaluations. The three perspectives that would need to be added to the existing balanced 
scorecard are  

• User 

• Process and 

• Premises/building. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Tomorrow 

   Today 

Process 
What evaluation methods 
are required to satisfy our 
Clients? 

Employee 
How can we secure the 
development of our employees? 

Development 
How can we secure 
our ability to change 
and improve? 

User 
What image should 
 we present? 

  Yesterday 
Perspective 

How we appear in the eyes 
of the users?  

Figure 8.1 Five perspectives in the balanced scorecard, (Hallgårde and Johansson 
1999 modified by Palm)  
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Table 8.1 gives an example of how the balanced scorecard would look after these 
additions. 
 
Table 8.1 Example of developed Balanced scorecard  
Perspective 

User Process Premises/building 
SCI Space 

management 
process 

Building Loss 

Productivity Management 
programmes 

Energy consumption 

Logistics   Maintenance 

Lost customers     

Quality from the 
perspective of the 
customer 

    

      

 
By using this scheme within the organisation, top management will create an incentive 
for the individual to work with evaluations. The top management shows its interest in that 
evaluation is conducted by means of the implementation of evaluation in the balanced 
scorecard and thereby also in the company’s system for business development. If the 
bonus programme is tied to the use of the balanced scorecard, top management also 
shows the importance for the individual of using evaluations and to perform better results 
(see 8.5).   
 
 

8.4 Choose the right methods! 
 
It is important to know what to evaluate before starting. Without a goal or a clear purpose 
for the evaluation they will not be as useful as if the purpose is carefully thought through. 
An evaluation cannot answer all questions at the same time and therefore the level that 
the evaluation should focus on must first be decided. The evaluation can be made at an 
operative or a strategic level. 
 
The operative level evaluates object and qualities. It takes into account the effectiveness 
and usability of the premises for the tenant. This is made through evaluations against 
specific criteria.  
 
The strategic level evaluates the processes and organization itself. The evaluation is made 
against quality goals.  
 
It is important to specify the purpose and when doing that to think about what knowledge 
is needed for the organisation. To conduct evaluations where the knowledge isn’t 
afterwards shared or used to improve the organisation is more or less meaningless. In fact 
the evaluation still shows a concern for the tenants from the real-estate manager, but 
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sooner or later the tenants will find out if the information in the evaluation and the 
generated knowledge isn’t being used to improve the services delivered. 
 
Routines concerning carrying out evaluations, as well as for taking care of the 
information from the evaluations, together with knowledge transfers for this information, 
should be established. As seen earlier it isn’t easy to implement new routines in the real-
estate sector. Real-estate managers require incentives to conduct evaluations, otherwise 
they won’t be done. And, as stated above, it is imperative for the top management to 
create these incentives and thereby implement evaluations in the organization.  
 
When looking at the methods available, how they are used and the benefits of using them, 
there are different opinions. The most well-known methods for evaluating premises are 
the Satisfied Customer Index (SCI/NKI) and the “building loss” method.  
 
SCI is the most well-known evaluation method and consists of a questionnaire 
administrated and developed by an external company. The result is an index regarding 
your customers’ satisfaction. This index allows you to compare your company with other 
companies that have made the same evaluation. Conducting the SCI evaluation is a good 
way for companies to get an insight into how their tenants rate their management, but at 
the same time the SCI is a blunt instrument. The companies compiling the index seldom 
get any deeper information about what the problem is. What they get is an indication of 
the satisfaction levels, not the reasons for the tenants’ satisfaction or dissatisfaction. 
When it comes to generate knowledge for improvement SCI is insufficient. 
 
Working with SCI and using it in marketing will, on the other hand, become more and 
more important. As mentioned earlier, in recent years Vasakronan has been seen using its 
good SCI result as an argument to lease from them. 
 
When SCI is also complemented with debt information, used as a part of knowledge 
management and fed forward in the processes and towards future projects, companies 
will gain a great deal of goodwill because tenants will see the effects, not just figures 
stating that a certain proportion of tenants are satisfied, as well as what kind of work is 
done to ensure the companies satisfied customers.  
 
“Building loss” is a tool used to calculate the area of a property or premises that can be 
used/let. The method is used to gain information regarding how accessible and usable the 
premises are for the real-estate manager. It is a relatively cheap and easy method to use 
and the result is fairly predictable.  
 
When “Building loss” is included an overview of the premises is given, but the result will 
not tell the owner anything about the tenant’s satisfaction with the premises. Therefore 
the method can only be used as a supplement. It can be used as a tool when looking at the 
premises with the tenants discussing its effectiveness or when planning for the use of the 
property.  
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8.5 Create incentives! 
 
It has been underlined earlier that evaluations will only be conducted when there is a 
demand from top management. It is not enough that there is an interest from the real-
estate managers concerning these questions. The reason is that there is a lack of 
incentives for the real-estate manager to conduct evaluations as well for top management 
to request evaluations.  
 
Incentives to conduct evaluations must be created at different levels: organisational, 
personal (for the real-estate manager) and strategic. 
 
At an organisational level incentives must be created using criteria derived from the 
company’s goals. The criteria must be goal-related and their fulfilment must be easy to 
measure. The organisation probably already has these goals but they are not directly 
applied to the different buildings or different tenants but only used at a general level. By 
breaking down these goals to a building or tenant level you not only get more direct 
information about the building’s performance, you will also get a clear line of sight for 
the organisation regarding goal fulfilment. 
 
In this case incentives should be group oriented on a department level. The department 
should be responsible for fulfilling the goals. In this way incentives for sharing 
experiences within the organisation are introduced. Both good examples and bad 
experiences should be shared to ensure that the department you work in is performing 
better and better. The performance measures could be hybrid measures; both financial 
and non-financial goals, such as customer satisfaction, should be measured. 
 
It is important to create a culture of openness and acceptance of failures, together with an 
ambition to learn continually and be able to perform better. 
 
At a personal level the incentives must relate to the individual real-estate manager and 
not to the collective. There must be a clear line of sight between the real-estate manager’s 
effort and the bonus gained. Therefore clear criteria regarding what goals, mainly on the 
operational level, should be evaluated and to what extent each of the projects or processes 
should fulfil the goals. 
 
The incentive should in this case be individual. The individual real-estate manager should 
be rewarded when fulfilling the goals. In this way incentives for her to develop and 
perform better will be created. Incentives to use the feedback and actively work with 
knowledge transfer should be gained by this. At this level the actual performance 
measures should also be hybrid measures. This is because both customer satisfaction and 
financial goals should be achieved.  
 
At a strategic level the incentives must lie in developing usable processes for quality 
systems and supporting knowledge management. To be able to succeed with evaluations, 
usable processes must be available for conducting evaluations. Top management must 
focus on developing this and implementing it in the organisation, and it is even more 
important for top management to build an atmosphere of open-mindedness and a constant 
willingness to learn and improve. By having a culture within the organisation that is 
characterised by learning, top management simultaneously ensures that the organisation 
is able to recruit and keep the best employees.  
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Top management must build a learning culture to ensure that their staff will be the best-
trained and, at the same time, to attract staff with the most potential. Furthermore, top 
management must ensure that there are supporting processes for the staff to be able to 
work with evaluations and knowledge-sharing. If the top management do not do this they 
are sending out mixed signals by saying, on the one hand, that evaluations and 
knowledge-sharing are important but, on the other hand, by not supplying supporting 
processes, saying that it is not important. 
 
This focus in the whole process is to be able to achieve both non-financial goals, such as 
greater market share and better quality, and financial goals, such as greater profit. At this 
level the incentives should at be partly individual and partly group oriented.  
 
 

8.6 Recommended approach 
 
Evaluation of the premises with the tenant in focus will contribute to the company’s stock 
of knowledge and make improvements of the premises possible. Knowledge about the 
tenants and constantly developing the premises must be considered as the main 
foundations for a firm that supplies premises. This must be the focus for the whole 
company. A win–win situation arises by supplying good premises for the tenants in a 
cost-efficient way  
 
By conducting POE in an efficient way, the body of knowledge in the organisation will 
increase. By sharing the knowledge and taking it into account when planning the next 
project or when talking to your other tenants, the organisation will constantly develop and 
generate more satisfied tenants.  
 
The focus for the organisation must always be to strive to become better and to learn 
from both successes and problems. Always taking the successes into account is as 
important as never repeating the failures. If we constantly focus on the problems and 
never on the successes the result will be poor, as it will result in two problems. The first 
is that the employers will be unsatisfied because they will understand their work to 
consist solely in problem solving and, at the same time, they will never get any positive 
feedback from what they are doing. The second is that real-estate managers will risk 
changing positive features when correcting what went wrong, thereby creating new 
problems. 
 
The focus must therefore be on both the positive and negative features. From these 
negative and positive features both the working methods and the organisation must 
evaluate how future work should be carried out. When deciding future strategy, it must be 
developed from two perspectives: process and organisational. The process perspective 
must focus on how the information regarding positive and negative features should be 
evaluated to ensure that the right information is collected. The organisational 
perspective’s focus must be on how the organisation can be prepared to handle and share 
the information in the best way. After these two strategy perspectives, two new 
perspectives regarding the future arise. These perspectives are how the work should be 
conducted in the future, from the perspective of the users on the one hand and the 
employees on the other hand. The user perspective concerns how we can ensure that 
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negative features won’t be repeated, and that positive features will be repeated. The 
employee perspective concerns how we can share the lessons learned within the company 
and learn from them. By developing Figure 8.1 and adding the perspective of 
organisational development through using evaluations and knowledge management, 
Figure 8.2 is created. These different perspectives in time can be seen in Figure 8.2 
below.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In the long run it will be necessary for the company to work with these questions if it 
wants to survive, because if other companies start to work with evaluations and thereby 
improve their knowledge management to improve their contacts and services towards 
their tenants their services will be more attractive. If your company’s services are 
considered less attractive, your ability to attract new tenants and keep the present tenants 
will be adversely affected. At the same time, it will be hard to recruit new personnel 
because of the lack of learning and development within the organisation. This kind of 
reputation will also reflect on the company’s brand and image. Caring for the company’s 
image is something that is becoming more and more important (see e.g. Jaxell 2006). 
Those that already care for their image want to make sure that their actions, from the 
customer’s point of view, are the “right” ones. They are driven by a will to make 
decisions that are in the line of what the customers want.  
 
A way to signal that customer satisfaction is important is the use of POE. The operation 
of POE can be used as part of what is called “impression management”. To further 
implement a knowledge-management perspective will show the importance of customer 
satisfaction within the organisation. In this way the satisfaction of the customers also 
becomes part of the company’s brand and image-building that most organisations strive 
for today.  
 
Implementation of POE and efficient handling of the information collected through 
knowledge management will result in better-trained employees, more satisfied customers, 
a stronger organisation and a stronger brand and image of the company.  

  Future 

   Present 
Process 

What evaluation methods 
are required to satisfy our 
clients? 

Employee 
How can we share the 
lessons learned and learn 
from them? 

Organisation 
How can we secure 
our ability to change 
and improve? 

User 
How can we secure that 
the negative features 
won’t be repeated and the 
positives will? 

  Past 
Feedback 

What are our main positive 
and negative features?   

Figure 8.2 The working process with the user and employer perspective. Partly based 
on Hallgåre and Johansson’s Five perspectives in the balanced scorecard (1999)  
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9. Conclusions and future research 
 
This chapter will summarise the main conclusions that can be drawn from the study and 
highlight the most important lessons learned. The chapter will also discuss future 
research within the field. 
 
 

9.1 Conclusion 
 
Swedish real-estate managers’ experience of evaluations and POE is rather weak. They 
associate evaluations with something big and complicated and something that they aren’t 
capable of doing. But more of an interest from the real-estate managers is detected after 
discussing evaluations and POE. The initial unwillingness must be considered as a lack of 
knowledge and not aversion to conducting evaluations as such. On the other hand, the 
real-estate managers were genuinely interested in their tenants’ satisfaction and in being 
able to work together with their tenants towards better solutions. 
 
The most important barriers to implementing POE in the organisation are:  

• Lack of incentives, personal as well as organisational 
• No demand from the top management 
• Lack of knowledge about evaluations. 

 
There are, however, some drivers in the process of implementing POE thinking. The most 
important drivers are: 

• A change of culture from “brick” thinking to service thinking. 
• The sector becomes more exposed to competition and thereby relative advantages 

must be found in a company.  
 
The main conclusion of the work is that there is an interest on the part of the real-estate 
managers concerning customer satisfaction but the actual work of evaluating and 
knowledge transfer aren’t conducted to any great extent. The main reason for this is a 
lack of incentives for the real-estate manager to prioritise this kind of question. From this 
follows the conclusion that it is a question of top management initiating the work with 
evaluations and knowledge transfer. The top management must show the importance of 
this area and create incentives for the real-estate manager to work with evaluations and 
knowledge transfer. 
 
The main advantages gained by working consistently with evaluations, knowledge 
transfer and knowledge management are that the organisation grows and gains relative 
advantages over competitors. If the employees always meet the customer with the best 
information and knowledge, the organisation will be able to create higher value or, as 
Figure 9.1 shows, reach “higher hanging fruit”.  
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Figure 9.1 The tree of improvement 
 
To be able to pick the best fruit, the organisation always must develop and learn to adopt 
and implement new work procedures. If the organisation fails to learn and to improve it 
risks being caught in a “Catch-22”, by only doing emergency actions and never having 
time left to stop and think about what the organisation is doing and why.  
 
By continually undertaking evaluations, sharing the knowledge and implementing it 
within the organisation through new routines, methods and approaches, the organisation 
will not fall behind and will eventually be able to pick the fruit that can’t be picked today.  
 
To enable this kind of change within the organisation, acceptance among the employees 
must be established. At the same time as top management must emphasise the importance 
of this area it must give the organisation both the right tools to implement it and 
incentives to follow it through. The balanced scorecard is one instrument to show the 
importance of knowledge management and, at the same time, to create methods of 
follow-up as well as methods to create incentives for the organisation. By introducing 
aspects related to knowledge management in the balanced scorecard, top management 
will show its importance as well as creating a platform for evaluating the result.  
 
To conclude, it is the responsibility of top management to introduce the aspects of 
knowledge management and if the top management does not want the organisation to fall 
behind its competitors it must start to bring knowledge management up on the agenda. 
Sooner or later the competitors will implement evaluations and knowledge management 
in their organisations, and then it is only a question of time before they have built a better 
and stronger organisation that supports the management and generates services and 
support for more satisfied customers and more qualified employees.  
 
 

9.2 Contributions 
 
The general contribution of this thesis concerns the real-estate sector’s use of evaluations 
and the information collected from evaluations. The research points to an interest within 
the sector but indicates that actual work with evaluations is rare. The conclusion is that it 
is up to top management to take note of this interest and build a learning organisation 
from it.  
 

Windfalls Emergency actions 

Fruit picked 
normally  

Everyday improvement 
work 

Fruit that need 
tools to be picked 

Improvement through 
cross-functional groups 

Fruit that can't 
be picked today 

New, improved work 
procedures 
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The research points at the importance of highlighting the positive features as well as the 
negative when doing evaluations. It also underlines that methods for evaluation exist, but 
few organisations have been able to create incentives for their employees to work with 
evaluation and knowledge-sharing. Evaluations and knowledge-sharing must be included 
in the general management system, for example in the balanced scorecard.  
 
 

9.3 Future research 
 
One question, maybe the most important, for future research is how to create an 
environment where it is natural for co-workers to share both failures and successes within 
an organisation. Looking for good examples and investigating how these firms have been 
able to succeed would be very interesting. 
 
A field for further research is also how the balanced scorecard should be designed to 
include relevant facts regarding knowledge management and customer satisfaction and at 
the same time function as a platform for bonuses and other incentive programmes. 
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Appendix 1 

Intervjuguide 
 

Namn:__________________________ 
 
Företag: _________________________ 
 

• Vad har ni för erfarenheter av utvärderingsarbeten? 
o Gör ni besiktningar, NKI…. (tabell 3) 
 

o Varför inte? (tabell 7) 
 
 
 

• Vad är viktigast att följa upp? 
o Säkerhet, Kundens tillfredställelse, miljö, energi, 

förvaltning, klimat. 
 

o Mål, resultat, Process 
 

o Kriterier varför? 
 
 
 

• Vem bör vara ansvarig för att utvärderingarna 
genomförs? 
o Byggprojektledare              Byggherren  

 
 
 

• När bör utvärderingarna genomföras? 
 
 
 

• Vilka stöd för utvärdering skulle du vilja ha?  



Appendix 2 
Intervjuguide 

 
Intervjun syftar till att få en förståelse för arbetskulturen i fastighetsbranschen mot 
förvaltning.  
 

• Hur skulle du vilja beskriva kompetensen i fastighetsbranschen? 
 

• Enligt din uppfattning hur skulle du beskriva hur man väljer att arbeta i branschen? 
 

• Finns det några särdrag i branschen? 
 

• Upplever du att det finns något motstånd mot att arbeta med erfarenhetsåterföring? 
 
Kort frågor: 
Hög eller låg grad hierarki 
Skillnad mellan stora och små företag 
Skillnad mellan privata och offentliga företag 
Skillnad mellan förvaltning av bostäder och kommersiella lokaler 
 
Hög eller låg grad av intresse för förnyelse/nya arbetssätt 
Skillnad mellan stora och små företag 
Skillnad mellan privata och offentliga företag 
Skillnad mellan förvaltning av bostäder och kommersiella lokaler 
 
Hög eller låg grad av erfarenhetsåterföring 
Skillnad mellan stora och små företag 
Skillnad mellan privata och offentliga företag 
Skillnad mellan förvaltning av bostäder och kommersiella lokaler 
 
Process eller projekt tänkande 
Skillnad mellan stora och små företag 
Skillnad mellan privata och offentliga företag 
Skillnad mellan förvaltning av bostäder och kommersiella lokaler 
 
Hög eller låg grad av service tänkande? 
Skillnad mellan stora och små företag 
Skillnad mellan privata och offentliga företag 
Skillnad mellan förvaltning av bostäder och kommersiella lokaler 
 
Lever byggkulturen kvar i förvaltningen? 
Skillnad mellan stora och små företag 
Skillnad mellan privata och offentliga företag 
Skillnad mellan förvaltning av bostäder och kommersiella lokaler 
 
Hög eller låg grad av Traditioner?  
Skillnad mellan stora och små företag  
Skillnad mellan privata och offentliga  
Skillnad bostäder och kommersiella lokaler 


