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Abstract

Knowledge sharing in a competence intensive
company 

Matilda Johnsson

The overall purpose of this study is to investigate a 
competence intensive company, evaluating their 
knowledge sharing. By identifying barriers and in 
what way IT can have a positive impact on the 
knowledge sharing, the study investigates how 
knowledge can be shared more efficiently within the 
company. 

A thorough case study was conducted and 
furthermore analysed with respect to a model 
proposed by the author. The model consist of three 
dimensions of knowledge creation, the “how, where 
and what”, together with identified barriers: 
individual, organisational and technological. Some 
of the identified barriers are lack of time, insufficient 
captures and evaluations of past mistakes, lack of 
supporting organisational structure, rewards and 
recognition. IT is vital for the everyday work and 
with improved tools time can be set free. To share 
knowledge more efficiently the management should 
mediate the value of knowledge sharing as well as 
implement knowledge sharing initiatives. There 
should also be expressed rewards for sharing 
knowledge motivating the employees to take their 
time and share knowledge. Another approach, 
focusing on the employees’ socialisation rather than 
documentation, should be advocated and more time 
needs to be set free. Upgrading the IT tools and 
harvesting lessons learnt from project could 
accordingly enable a more effective knowledge 
sharing for the company.
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Sammanfattning 
Kunskap och förmågan att använda den ses idag som den viktigaste resursen för företag 
för att göra dem konkurrenskraftiga. Synen på hur kunskap ska hanteras inom företag 
har över åren skiftat. Under 1990 talet fokuserade litteraturen på att kunskap skulle 
dokumenteras och förvaras inom företagen och första generationens ’Knowledge 
Management’ menade att informationsteknologi (IT) var lösningen till alla världens 
problem.  Dyra investeringar i nya IT system gjordes och med tiden levde inte resultatet 
upp till förväntningarna. Vidare forskning har visat att de finns andra aspekter som är 
minst lika viktiga för att kunskap ska kunnat spridas inom en organisation. Idag är 
begreppet kunskapsdelning omdebatterat och synen på hur kunskap ska delas är ännu 
inte helt enhetlig. 

I denna studie undersöks ett konsultföretag med många utmärkande karaktärsdrag. 
Greenlight är ett kompetensintensivt företag med ungefär 40 anställda utspridda på fyra 
kontor i världen. Sedan starten i Madrid 2003 har företaget specialiserat sig på konsulter 
inom projektledning, utbildning och management. Det är först på senare år Greenlight 
har expanderat utomlands och öppnat kontor i Stockholm, Dallas och Brighton. 
Problemet med den relativt snabba expanderingen är att det har funnits en tröghet i att 
anpassa sig till förändringen från ett lokalt till ett multinationellt företag. Med samma 
rutiner, IT verktyg och direktiv som tidigare behöver Greenlight ta till vissa 
förändringar för att behålla deras kunskap och göra dem konkurrenskraftiga.  

För att analysera hur kunskap kan delas mer effektivt inom företaget samt undersöka de 
befintliga IT systemen som finns och vilka hinder och möjliggörare det finns, utreds 
först begreppet kunskap. Kunskap ska skiljas från både information och data; kunskap 
är när en person använder hens färdigheter, uppfattning och erfarenheter för att bearbeta 
information och uppnå önskade mål. Det finns två olika sorters kunskap, tyst och 
explicit. Explicit kunskap är objektiv, kan kodifieras, skrivas ner och lätt överföras 
medan tyst kunskap är subjektivt, kopplat till en viss kontext eller handling, som t.ex. 
att simma. Genom att läsa en instruktion kan man inte simma, utan det krävs praktisk 
övning.  

I studien analyseras Greenlight utifrån en modell sammansatt av författaren. 
Utgångspunkten är Nonakas SECI modell som beskriver hur kunskap skapas genom 
omvandlingen av tyst och explicit kunskap, tillsammans med dimensionen av kontexten 
och de faktiska kunskapstillgångar företaget har. Detta analyseras med avseende på de 
barriärer och möjliggörare som finns för kunskapsdelning. Genom att undersöka hur 
Greenlight förhåller sig till modellen identifieras diskrepansen och därigenom ges 
förslag på hur dessa barriärer ska överkommas. De visar sig att Greenlights främsta 
problem ligger i avsaknaden av tid att faktiskt överföra kunskap tillsammans med 
avsaknaden av direktiv från företagsledningen. Med starkt fokus på dokumentation 
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heller än socialisering och handling, vilket Nonaka förespråkar, finns det inte rum för 
den tysta och kanske viktigaste kunskapen för konsulter. Sättet dokumentering av 
projekt sker i dagsläges behöver ändras för att Greenlight ska kunna ta till vara på den 
kunskapen och de lärdomar den enskilda konsulten får ute hos kund. Detta för att i 
grund och botten kunna förbli konkurrenskraftig.  

Eftersom IT systemen från när företaget grundades hänger med än idag borde 
Greenlight byta till något mer lättanvänt och bättre sammankopplat. T.ex. ett intranät 
där de anställda får uppdatering om vad som sker inom företaget, information och fakta 
om de modeller och verktyg Greenlight använder samt de samlade erfarenheterna från 
tidigare projekt skulle öka kunskapsdelningen avsevärt. Genom att ha en tydlig struktur 
för hur de anställda ska kommunicera, vart data, information och kunskap ska finnas 
tillgänglig kan mer tid frigöras till faktiskt kunskapsdelning. Initiativ som delta i de 
kurser företaget håller i, skapa ett mentorsprogram och ett traineeprogram föreslås. Mer 
krut borde också läggas på den återkommande föredragen för att kunskapsdelningen ska 
öka mellan de anställda.   
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1. Introduction 
In this chapter a brief introduction to ‘Knowledge Management’ and knowledge sharing 
is given. The company investigated in this case study, Greenlight Project Management, 
is presented and the problems they are facing with knowledge sharing are identified. 

1.1 Background 

It is widely known that knowledge and the capability to utilise knowledge is what keeps 
a company competitive (Cyert et al., 1993; Nonaka, 1994; Nonaka et al., 2000; Hislop, 
2009; Newell et al., 2009) The term ‘Knowledge Management’ was introduced during 
the 1990s and quickly became an umbrella term for everything regarding knowledge in 
an organisation (Alvesson & Karreman, 2001; Alvesson, 2004). It became a buzzword 
and a possible panacea for all organisational problems. The first generation ‘Knowledge 
Management’ was heavily focusing on the documentation and storing of knowledge. 
Information technology (IT) and information systems (IS) were the solution and the key 
to success. However, the result did not live up to the expectations (Jonsson, 2012; 
Hislop, 2009). More recent research has therefore acknowledged other factors that need 
to be taken in account. 

1.2 Problem discussion 

Established in Madrid in 2003, Greenlight Project Management, further referred to as 
Greenlight, is a consulting company, focusing on project management. In recent years, 
Greenlight has grown into a group of companies with 42 employees worldwide. The 
greater part of the organisation remains in Madrid however the company has offices in 
both the US, the UK and in Sweden. Now, as a multinational company, Greenlight 
needs to adjust the way knowledge is shared within the company. Since there are 
multiple offices and the employees spend a great deal of time in customers’ offices, the 
internal knowledge sharing process has become more difficult and complex. Although 
the requirements of the employees have changed over time to some extent, the company 
is more or less using the same IT tools as when they first started. 

Greenlight has identified a need to update their business model and offer. By doing this 
they need to acknowledge their experience and knowledge to offer the best possible 
services to the customers. In addition, the company has recently identified the need to 
employ junior consultants who will need to develop competence and a broader set of 
skills as they will take on more advanced projects over time. 

As previously mentioned, a firm’s knowledge and competence is the single most 
important asset in order to stay competitive. Due to the importance of knowledge 
sharing, Greenlight needs to analyse the way knowledge is currently being shared. By 
identifying what enables and prevents knowledge sharing and in what way they can 
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efficiently take advantage of their knowledge and experiences, the appropriate action to 
share knowledge within Greenlight can be taken. 

1.3 Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to investigate and suggest improvements of the ways 
internal knowledge is shared at Greenlight. The organisational culture plays a 
significant part of the knowledge sharing and will be taken into account as well as the 
IT-tools available. Adapting and customizing a way to share knowledge by using 
Nonaka, Toyama et al.’s (2000) model for knowledge creation, presents a way of 
understanding and analysing Greenlight’s knowledge sharing. By identifying enablers 
and preventers, actions can be taken to improve the knowledge sharing. 

1.3.1 Research questions 

The following research questions are to be answered: 

! What enablers and barriers are there for knowledge sharing at Greenlight? 
! In what way can IT improve Greenlight’s knowledge sharing? 
! How can knowledge be shared more efficiently within Greenlight? 

Although the questions are limited to Greenlight the method is applicable for other 
companies as well. 

1.4 Delimitation 

This Master Thesis have been conducted during a five months making time a limited 
resource. Hence, aspects such as costs and implementation time are not addressed. 
Neither are thorough requirement specifications for the IT tools addressed. This thesis 
provides a holistic perspective of knowledge sharing to answer the research questions 
therefore the depth of certain issues are limited.  

2. Theory 

2.1 Introduction  

We are living in a world that has gradually turned in to a ‘knowledge society’ (Drucker 
1959; Bell 1973; Nonaka 1994). Today knowledge is considered the strategically, single 
most important resource (Grant, 1996). In addition, the ability to generate and transfer 
knowledge is essential for companies’ competitive advantage (Osterloh&Frey, 2000; 
Newell, 2009). Not only is knowledge a resource, it can also be sold as a product or 
service, as for consulting companies, like in the case of consulting companies such as 
Greenlight (Ambos&Schlegelmilch, 2009; Jonsson, 2012). 
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This literature study takes it step in the concept ‘Knowledge management’, a widely 
used notion for everything concerning managing knowledge in organisations. 
Knowledge management was introduced in the 1990s and quickly became a buzzword 
(Alvesson & Kärreman, 2001; Alvesson, 2004). Newell et al. (2009) explains that the 
knowledge management initiative was considered an antidote to some of the problems 
organisations faced during the gradually transformation into the ‘Information Age’. The 
emphasis was to identify and capture, often tacit, knowledge assets the firm possessed 
to stay competitive. Despite promising results, knowledge management did not achieve 
the results it promised; hence, a lot of criticism was directed towards the concept. The 
problem with ‘Knowledge Management’ lies within the word’s ambiguousness. It is an 
umbrella term. Over the years different anthologies have developed from the term and 
today ‘Knowledge Management’ is considered a sub-perspective of knowledge sharing 
(Jonsson, 2012).  

To answer the research questions, the concept of knowledge sharing has to be clarified, 
starting with the term ‘knowledge’. The spectrum is broadened and the different 
perspectives and theories of knowledge sharing are presented. Furthermore a model for 
creating knowledge is introduced along with explicit enablers and barriers for sharing 
knowledge. Lastly, an analytical model designed by the author based on previous 
theories is given. 

2.2 Knowledge 

In order to review and discuss literature on knowledge sharing, an explanation of the 
term ‘knowledge’ is essential. To be able to define ‘knowledge’ the definition of ‘data 
and ‘information’ shall also be highlighted to stress how the concepts differ. ‘Data’ is 
described as unprocessed raw facts and ‘information’ is described as a meaningful 
aggregation of data (Ajmal&Koskinen, 2008). ‘Knowledge’ is when a person is using 
his or her skills, perception and experience, to process information and achieve desired 
goals (Styhre, 2007; Ajmal&Koskinen, 2008).   

2.2.1 An object or a process? 

Looking at the knowledge management literature, there are two different perspectives of 
knowledge. The first considers knowledge as an object and the second considers it a 
process. The proponents for knowledge as ‘an object’ argue that knowledge can be 
stored and transferred, whilst other argues that knowledge is embedded in actions 
hence, ‘a process’. Therefore, knowledge cannot be stored and transferred without 
specific time and space context (Jonsson, 2012). The two perspectives stem from the 
two types of knowledge; ‘tacit knowledge’ and ‘explicit knowledge’, which will be 
further discussed in the next section. Instead of categorising knowledge as either an 
object or a process, this study will treat knowledge as both an object and a process. As 
Jonsson (2012) puts it knowledge should be seen as a process when it when it comes to 
social interaction. Regarding IT and IS, knowledge should be seen as an object.  
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2.2.2 ‘Explicit knowledge’ and ‘tacit knowledge’ 

There are two kinds of human knowledge; explicit and tacit (Polanyi, 1961). Explicit 
knowledge can be written down, transferred and understood by others. It can be codified 
and transmitted in a systematic language. Tacit knowledge on the other hand is in need 
of a context and is not explainable, like riding a bike or swimming. Polanyi (1961, 
p.466) wrote, “you know more than you can tell” which can be explained with the 
following example: from thousand faces you could recognise a friend, however one 
cannot in text or verbally explain what that person would look like. Explicit knowledge 
is impersonal and objective whilst tacit knowledge is subjective and personal (Hislop, 
2009). Another defining trait is that tacit knowledge is often time and space specific 
(Nonaka, 2000). To couple with the previous section, Kalling and Styhre (2003) argue 
that whether knowledge is an object or process depends on if the knowledge is explicit 
or tacit. 

2.3 Different perspectives of knowledge sharing 

As mentioned earlier, knowledge management has been a popular subject since the 
1990s. However, to study knowledge within organisations is nothing new and the 
discussions about organisational learning have been going on for years (Agyris & 
Schön, 1974/1976; Cyert & March, 1963). To better understand the fundamental 
question of how knowledge is transferred within an organisation there are several 
theories and overlapping perspectives that should be discussed in order to get a holistic 
perspective of knowledge sharing (Jonsson, 2012). Some of the different perspectives 
are presented to enhance the understanding of the concept knowledge sharing, however 
they are mainly used to emphasise the wide range within this field of study. Notably, 
there is no exact definition of the different theories agreed upon therefore only a brief 
summary of the key features are given. Some theories have differences while others 
overlap. Together they present an understanding for what knowledge sharing is and 
what it means in practice (Jonsson, 2012). The aim is to present the reader a 
multifaceted perspective of knowledge sharing.  

2.3.1 Organisational learning 

Organisational learning focuses on the individuals’ learning and how the learning 
process can change in order to enhance the learning in the organisation. One of the most 
cited researchers, Chris Agyris (1977) defines it as “ a process of correcting error. Error 
is for our purposes any features of knowledge and knowing that inhibits learning” (p. 
116). The central issue is how the organisation learns through individuals exchanging 
experiences and newfound knowledge (Jonsson, 2012). Thus, when learning on either 
individual or group level affects processes and structures of organisations.  
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2.3.2 The Learning Organisation 

Some equate organisational learning with the learning organisation but that is 
misleading. Organisational learning is a way of understanding the learning organisation. 
The learning organisation does not take power relations into consideration. Örtenblad 
(2009) describes the differences much more complex, yet they are still quite the same. 
The learning organisation is somewhat more practical whilst organisational learning is 
somewhat more theoretical (Jonsson, 2012). The basic idea is that the individuals 
constantly want to learn and develop their skillset by exchanging experiences and think 
new. The context of the organisation should be an enabler for the knowledge sharing; it 
should be flexible, flat and allow open communication (Hislop, 2009). A learning 
organisation should encourage an organisational culture where everybody learns from 
one another. 

2.3.3 Organisational knowledge 

Organisational knowledge is often studied to understand how actors create common 
values, routines and behaviours in order to stay competitive (Newell, 2009). The most 
cited researcher in this area is Ikujiro Nonaka (1994, 2000). His SECI model describes 
the way knowledge is created within organisations (Jonsson, 2012). The individual is 
the corner stone for organisational knowledge. Four conversions of knowledge represent 
a social process where knowledge is created and developed to organisational knowledge 
(Hislop, 2009). With respect to both knowledge as object/process/tacit/explicit, 
Nonaka’s work forms the basis of this study’s and the model is furthered obtained in 
section 2.4. 

2.3.4 Knowledge management 

As the critics of knowledge management often points out, the emphasis is of catching 
rather than sharing knowledge. Focus lies in codifying and transferring knowledge 
(Alvesson, 2004; Jonsson, 2012). Newell (2009) describes knowledge management as 
strategies, tools and models to make knowledge a resource. Knowledge management 
often emphasise the IT/IS solutions to store and transfer knowledge on the contrary, 
critics argues that the social process is lost (Jonsson, 2012). However, recent literature 
emphasises more on the social aspects and this has been developed into another theory; 
knowing in practice (Styhre, 2007). 

2.3.5 Knowing in practice 

Knowing in practice emphasises situation-based learning with focus on the practical 
action. In knowing in practice, cognitive aspects and learning behaviour are studied  
(Jonsson, 2012). Gherardi (2006) explains it as a field of practice where the context of 
the activities for producing and using knowledge is visible. The action is tightly couple 
with the context. 
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2.4 Nonaka’s knowledge-creating process 

Nonaka et al. (2000) propose a model so we can understand how knowledge is created. 
Further on, this model will be used as a framework to understand and explain 
Greenlight’s current knowledge sharing. The model consists of three elements; the 
SECI process, ba and knowledge assets. All three will be presented and then 
constructed as a whole. 

2.4.1 The SECI process: four modes of knowledge conversion 

According to Nonaka et al. (2000), information turns into knowledge when it is 
interpreted by someone, given a context, and gets anchored in the commitments and 
beliefs of individuals. The SECI model describes the knowledge creation through 
conversion of tacit and explicit knowledge (Nonaka et al., 2000). This is visualised in 
figure 1.   

 
Figure 1. The SECI process, (Nonaka et al., 2000, p.12, author’s adoption). 

 
Socialisation: From tacit knowledge to tacit knowledge. The key of socialisation is 
individuals doing activities together, and learning through shared experience, by 
spending time or living in the same environment. Since tacit knowledge is something 
you cannot write down and transfer by text or words, learning has to be done by 
observation, imitation and practice (Nonaka et al., 2000). An example is the apprentice 
who works with his or her mentor, in a business setting that would be “on-the-job” 
training. The key to socialisation is to share the thinking processes interwoven with the 
experiences (Nonaka, 1994). In practice this could be apprentice, job-rotation or fika, a 
Swedish coffee break (Jonsson, 2012). 

Externalisation: From tacit knowledge to explicit knowledge. In the process of 
articulating tacit knowledge into explicit, the knowledge is crystallized. Once 
crystallized it can be shared with others and become the basis of new knowledge 
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(Nonaka, 1994; Nonaka et al., 2000). The key of externalisation is the sequential use of 
metaphor, analogy and model. By doing this, one can mediate the context of the 
knowledge, making it accessible to others. An example would be when a process is 
adjusted by one or more employees, due to their experience and knowledge of that 
process (Nonaka et al., 2000). In practice, this could mean working abroad or using 
metaphors and story telling (Jonsson, 2012). 

Combination: From explicit knowledge to explicit knowledge. Combination is when 
explicit knowledge is collected from inside or outside the organisation and then 
combined, edited or processed to form new knowledge that is spread within the 
organisation. Example: collecting data to put together a report or a forecast. The key is 
databases and IT-tools, which are vital in this process. With IT one can extract more 
complex and systematic sets of knowledge (Nonaka et al., 2000). In practice this could 
be manuals, toolbox, templates, knowledge bank or worksites (Jonsson, 2012). 

Internalisation: From explicit knowledge to tacit knowledge. If Externalisation is 
knowledge crystalized, internalisation is that knowledge melted down and absorbed. 
The process of knowledge being embodied and put to action is closely related to “learn-
by-doing” (Nonaka et al., 2000). In practice this could be apprentice, learn-by-doing, 
observations or meetings (Jonsson, 2012). 

Accordingly, the creation and sharing of knowledge is a continuous process, constantly 
altering between tacit and explicit knowledge and growing dynamically (Nonaka, 1994; 
2000). Knowledge is created in the interaction between individuals therefore it should 
be examined in practice (Styhre, 2003). As seen in figure 1, the conversion forms a 
spiral, not a circle, due to the continuous growth of knowledge. Nonaka et al. (2000) 
explains it as when knowledge expands, it moves from just a individual level through 
communities of interaction spreading the knowledge into other sections, departments, 
division and even organisational boundaries. The creation of organisational knowledge 
is a never-ending process. 

2.4.2 Ba 

In Japanese, ba means roughly “place”. Nonaka et al. (2000) describes ba as the shared 
context crucial to the creation of knowledge. Ba is the specific time and space, the 
context, where information can be interpreted to become knowledge. The key is 
interaction. The participants of ba cannot solely be onlookers; they have to commit to 
ba through action and interaction. Several others emphasise the need for a common 
context or “place” for interpretation and shared meaning. The importance of common 
knowledge is according to Grant (1996) vital for shared understanding and Weick 
(1995) underline sense making and how small details can fit together by a shared 
context making knowledge and information meaningful and sensible. Nonaka et al., 
(2000) stress the importance of forming a common language among the interacting 
individuals, which Grant (1996) also describes as fundamental. 
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Nonaka et al. (2000) describes four types of ba, which are defined by two dimensions of 
interaction, as seen in figure 2.  

 
Figure 2. Four types of ba, (Nonaka et al., 2000, p.16, author’s adoption) 

One dimension shows what type of interaction it is; individually or collective. The other 
shows what media is used for interaction- if it is face-to-face or virtual. Virtual media 
could be books, manuals, e-mails or teleconferences. For every ba, there is a 
corresponding step in the SECI process. However, these are not exclusive, the ba can 
exist in several steps. Nonaka et al. (2000) still argues one have to understand the 
characteristics of ba and how they interact. 

Originating ba 

Individual face-to-face interaction. The individuals share experiences, emotions, 
feelings and mental models. The originating ba offers a context for socialisation, 
because individual face-to-face interaction is the only way to capture the whole 
spectrum consisting of physical senses, reactions and emotions, the important elements 
in sharing tacit knowledge. A synchronized behaviour is generated among the 
participants, where they care, trust and commit to each other (Nonaka, 1998; Nonaka et 
al., 2000).  

Dialoguing ba 

Collective and face-to-face interaction, the place where the different mental models and 
skills of the individuals are shared and converted into common terms then articulated as 
concepts. The dialoguing ba offers a context for externalisation. The individuals are 
often selected regarding their specific knowledge therefore the process of dialoguing ba 
is more thoughtfully structured than originating ba. 

After the knowledge is articulated, the individuals can rearticulate it after reflection over 
the content (Nonaka et al., 2000).  
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Systemizing ba 

Collective and virtual interactions offer a context for explicit knowledge. It is easy to 
transmit to any number of people in written form. IT offers many different virtual, 
collaborative environments for systemizing ba (Nonaka et al., 2000). 

Exercising ba 

Individual and virtual interactions offer a context for internalisation. The process starts 
with an individual embodying explicit knowledge shared through virtual media (e.g. 
simulation programs or manuals). The knowledge is embodied through action. In 
exercising ba, the knowledge created in in the systemising ba is adjusted by comparison 
with the real world and further triggers a new knowledge creation cycle (Nonaka et al., 
2000). 

Nonaka et al. (2000) also underlines the plurality of ba, that ba transcends boundaries. 
Individuals form the ba of teams, which forms the ba of organisation. The ba for the 
organisation is the market and so on.  The interaction among these levels increases the 
knowledge sharing process. 

2.4.3 Knowledge assets by Nonaka 

Assets are defined as “firm-specific resources that are indispensable to create values for 
the firm” (Nonaka et al., 2000, p.20). Knowledge assets are inputs and outputs of the 
knowledge creating process. At the same time it forms the base of the knowledge 
creating process. As mentioned earlier, knowledge is one of the most important assets 
for a company’s competitive advantage yet there is no efficient way to manage them 
(Grant, 1996; Osterloh&Frey, 2000; Newell, 2009). As of the SECI model and ba, 
Nonaka et al., (2000) categorize four knowledge assets into a matrix, see figure 3. Each 
quadrant corresponds to another quadrant in the aforementioned SECI process and ba. 

  
Figure 3 Knowledge Assets, (Nonaka et al., 2000, p.20, author’s adoption). 
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Experiential knowledge assets 

Experiential knowledge assets are shared tacit knowledge, built through shared 
experience among members of the organisation, and with their customers and suppliers. 
Skills, know-hows, emotional knowledge (e.g. love and trust) and physical knowledge 
(gestures and facial expressions) are examples of experiential knowledge assets. They 
are tacit and therefor difficult to grasp and trade. Companies have to build their 
experimental knowledge assets through own experience (Nonaka et al., 2000). 

Conceptual knowledge assets 

Explicit knowledge articulated through images, symbols, products and language are 
conceptual knowledge assets. These are based on concepts held by customers (brand 
equity) and members of the organisation (conceptual design) (Nonaka et al., 2000). 

Systemic knowledge assets 

Systemized and packed explicit knowledge, e.g. product specifications, manuals, 
packed information about customers for suppliers and intellectual properties such as 
licences are examples of systemic knowledge assets. It is easy to transfer and it is the 
most visible knowledge asset (Nonaka et al., 2000). 

Routine knowledge assets 

Tacit knowledge that is embedded in the action and routinized in the practices of the 
organisations are stored in routine knowledge assets. Organisational culture, know-how 
and organisational routines for the daily work are examples of routine knowledge assets, 
which are very practical. Through on-going exercises, thinking patterns and actions are 
strengthened and shared. Sharing “stories” and background about the company helps 
form routine knowledge (Nonaka et al., 2000). 

To conclude: By using existing knowledge assets, new knowledge is created through 
socialisation, externalisation, combination and internalisation, taking place in ba. That 
knowledge becomes a part of the knowledge assets and forms the basis for a new spiral 
of knowledge creation. In addition Nonaka et al. (2000) emphasise on the need and 
understanding of a knowledge vision within the organisation. Furthermore to facilitate 
and utilise ba effectively and managing all three elements, clear leadership is important. 

2.5 Learning from projects 

The case company for this thesis works mainly with project management and most of 
the consultants spends time at projects at customers’ offices. In this section, project 
knowledge is discussed, more specifically, what to capture and how to spread it 
throughout the organisation. 
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By systematically seizing projects experiences the wheel does not have to be reinvented 
over and over again. Project risks are reduced when mistakes and potential pitfalls can 
be identified. However, research shows great discrepancy between the need for project 
briefing and the actual deployment (Shindler &Eppler, 2003). Experience is tied to the 
individuals and the members of the project teams. After finishing a project the 
consultants return to their line functions or other teams, bringing their experience with 
them (Agyris, 1999).  Relevant project documentation is often superficial, focusing on 
business figures and the project’s result, e.g. technical reports, summary or user 
manuals. Failures and efficient solutions, ways of working or issues that appear during 
the project are often ignored (Schindler & Eppler, 2003).  

The term lessons learned is defined as key experiences with business relevance for 
future projects. Project amnesia is when the lessons learned are not induced or 
documented.  Schindler & Eppler (2003) list the following reasons for project amnesia 
in table 1. 

Table 1. Reasons for project amnesia, Schindler & Eppler, (2003), author’s adaption. 

Time Motivation Discipline Skills 

Lack of time and 
increased workload 

by the end of a 
project, causing 

insufficient time for 
gathering insights. 

Insufficient 
willingness to learn. 

 
Individuals cannot 

see the personal gain 
from coding 
experiences. 

Positive experiences 
not gathered due to 
modesty or fear of 

negative sanctions if 
mistakes were made. 

 
Debriefings cannot be 

coordinated, team 
members assigned to 

new projects.  

Lacking knowledge 
of debriefing 

methods. 
 

Underestimating the 
complexity of 

deriving experiences 
 

Missing integration of 
experience into the 
project processes. 

 
Even if the lessons learned are gathered, there is still a risk that they are not documented 
properly. They might be too general or hard to locate or simply not accepted as reliable 
among the other employees (Schindler & Eppler, 2003). One key success factors to 
project learning is, according to Schindler and Eppler (2003) ‘Micro Articles’. Between 
half and one page the framework should consist of the topic, a short introduction and 
description of the content as well as a key word part, to index the articles. Illustrations 
are encouraged to support the individual learning process. 

Another key success factor is gathering experience regularly throughout the project, not 
just in the end. The continuity is important for project learning and has a positive impact 
on peoples’ motivation and the quality of the insight. When events are processed 
without time delay the procedures are not forgotten.   
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2.6 Enablers and preventers 

There are both enablers and preventers to knowledge sharing. The following sections 
discuss motivation, IT and barriers.  

2.6.1 Motivation and hygiene factors 

The Hawthorn study by Elton Mayo (1933) in the end of 1920s noticed by experiments 
how the workers’ efficiency increased when it was lighter in the room. Before, 
monetary incentives were considered the only motivation factor, but the Hawthorne 
study showed that it was equally important to feel noticed. This insight is known as the 
Hawthorne effect and is considered the first real study in motivation. Further research 
by Chris Agyris (1957) regarding organisational learning emphasises the understanding 
of the individual’s motivation to learn and share knowledge within the organisation.  

Motivation is described as the driving force, which makes individuals spend time and 
energy on a specific task or working towards a specific goal (Birkingshaw, 2010). 
Hertzberg et al. (1959) identifies the relationship between incentives, job-satisfaction 
and performance in terms of hygiene factors and motivation factors. Hygiene factors, 
such as salary and working conditions are essential for the job-satisfaction. These can 
actually not increase job-satisfaction; only decrease it considerably when not fulfilled. 
Motivation factors, such as acknowledgement, promotions, rewards or the ability to 
develop as an employee, however can increase the job-satisfaction (Hertzberg et. al, 
1959). Jonsson (2013) considers IT a hygiene factor since it is essential to the daily 
work. The real motivation is to feel needed and as a part of the organisation. 

Regarding knowledge sharing Osterloh and Frey (2000) discuss the differentiation 
between intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation, especially regarding the 
willingness to transfer tacit knowledge. Motivation is said to be intrinsic if an activity is 
performed for the individual’s immediate and own satisfaction. Motivation is extrinsic 
if it is rewarding with external factors, for instance money or working conditions 
(Osterloh & Frey, 2000). This supports the idea of hygiene factors being a necessity to 
job-situation, thus extrinsic motivation are essential but not the only key to successful 
knowledge sharing.  

2.6.2 Barriers of knowledge sharing 

As well as the right motivation is crucial to successful knowledge sharing, there are 
several other factors preventing knowledge from being shared. Reige (2005) divides the 
barriers into three categories; individual, organisational and technological. A summary 
of these is presented in table 2. 
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Table 2. Barriers for knowledge sharing, Reige (2005), adaption by author. 

Individual Organisational Technological 

Lack of time to identify the 
need of knowledge sharing 
the time to actually share 

knowledge especially through 
socialisation.  

 
Personal differences such as 

age, gender, experience, 
skills, culture, education, 

hierarchy. 
 

Unawareness of the benefits 
and the value knowledge 

sharing, how to share 
knowledge and what other 

people know. 
 

Insufficient capture, 
evaluation, feedback, 

communication and tolerance 
of past mistakes that would 

enhance individual and 
organisational learning 

effects.  
 

Fear of reduced competitive 
edge over co-workers or to 

not get positive feedback for 
the knowledge shared.  

 
Lack of social network. 

Knowledge sharing not 
integrated (or missing) in the 

strategic goals. No 
organisational culture 

providing the right support of 
sharing practices. Lack of 
management directives for 
communicating benefits.  

 
Shortages of informal or 

formal spaces (comp. Nonaka 
et al.’s ba) for knowledge 

creation and insufficient tools 
 

No rewards or recognition 
systems to motivate 

knowledge sharing. Hierarchy 
where knowledge flows one 

way or not at all. 
 

Competitiveness between 
subsidiaries and departments. 
Not invented here syndrome, 
lack of trust for other groups. 

Reluctance due to lack of 
experience, demonstration 

and training in IT or 
understanding the advantages 

with IT. 
 

Unrealistic expectations of 
what IT can do and unbalance 
between the users needs and 

requirements, and the IT 
systems sharing practices. 

 
Lack of compatibility 

between diverse IT systems 
and processes, lack of support 
and maintenance obstructing 

work routines and 
communication flows or lack 
of integration of IT systems 

impedes on the way people do 
things. 

 
The cultural barrier is, according to McDermott & O’Dell (2001), crucial for knowledge 
sharing. However, one cannot change the culture to attain knowledge sharing, the 
knowledge sharing has to be adopted to fit the company’s culture. Leistner (2010) 
agrees with Reige (2005) and emphasise lack of time, insufficient IT structures and 
organisational structures. 
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2.7 Analysis model 

Presented in the previous chapter were Nonaka et al.’s (2000) model for knowledge 
creation; the interplay by the SECI model, ba and knowledge assets. In order to analyse 
the way knowledge is currently being shared at Greenlight, these forms the basis of an 
analytical model put together by the author.  

Starting with the SECI model, the different knowledge conversions are discussed 
regarding Greenlight and the knowledge assets and ba connected to each letter. This 
adaption is selected since the SECI addresses “how” knowledge should be shared, ba 
addresses “where” knowledge should be shared and knowledge assets addresses “what” 
should be shared. 

This is done to analyse what Greenlight is currently doing whilst highlighting the lack 
of certain aspects of knowledge sharing. To understand what is working and what is not, 
motivation and barriers are discussed for each quadrant presented as the knowledge-
sharing model, see figure 4. This presents a holistic perspective of the knowledge 
sharing at Greenlight.  

 
Figure 4. Analysis model. 

To answer the research questions this model is used. It is suitable for analysing 
Greenlight’s current way of sharing knowledge. By identifying flaws in the knowledge 
sharing, room for improvements can be found and further recommendations for 
Greenlight can be given. The barriers and motivational factors addressed in this model 
helps analysing how IT can improve the knowledge sharing at Greenlight. 

3. Methodology 

3.1 Report Structure 

The foundation of this study is based on earlier publications and possible method 
references. Initially textbooks in the area of ‘Knowledge Management’ provide a 
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holistic understanding of the research area. The purpose is to start with a broad and 
general introduction to the subject, fining useful publications in the reference list to 
identify key authors and theories on the subject, as suggested by Blomkvist & Hallin 
(2014). The assignment specification given by Greenlight is adapted to fit the scope of 
the Master Thesis. As the scope narrows down, the problem discussion and purpose is 
formulated and finally the research questions that operationalize the purpose are 
crystallised. Given the research questions, the theoretical framework is developed and 
the analysis model takes form. With the theoretical framework and the analysis model, 
the data needed to perform the analysis can be collected. The process is iterative, 
constantly adjusting the report in different sections. The analysis is based on empirical 
findings in regard to the analysis model to answer the research questions. Conclusions 
from the analysis and finally recommendations to Greenlight are given to enhance their 
knowledge sharing.  

3.2 Case study 

In order to investigate the specific nature and complexity of knowledge sharing in a 
specific organisation, a case study is the obvious approach. It offers a combination of 
several qualitative methods, as observations, structures and semi-structured interviews 
in order to conduct an intense and detailed study (Bryman & Bell, 2005). This study has 
adopted Knights & McCabe (1997)’s suggestion to also combine qualitative methods 
with quantitative methods, by gathering data from internal documents. With different 
sources of information and data, in combination with the essential theory, a solid 
foundation for the analysis is formed hence valid conclusions can be extracted (Bryman 
& Bell, 2005).  

The case description in the next chapter is based on the collected empirical data. Only 
information relevant to the analysis is presented. What could be considered as relevant 
derives from the theoretical framework and the compiled analysis model. When the 
interviewees’ opinions differ, all angles are presented.  

3.3 Primary and Secondary Data 

For this study, both primary and secondary data have been used. Interviews, 
observations and a questionnaire form the basis of the primary data. A complete list of 
the primary data source are presented in table 3 and further explained in section 3.3.1. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



21 
	  

 Table 3. Interviewees. 

Respondent Type Location Type Length 
[minutes] 

1 (C) BS Stockholm F2F 110 

2 (C) BS Stockholm F2F 40 

3 (M) BS Stockholm F2F 85 

4 (M) BS Madrid Skype 105 

5 (C) CSA Madrid Skype 35 

6 (C) CSA Madrid Skype 35 

7 (M) CSA Brighton Skype 75 

8 (M) CSA Madrid Skype 50 

9 (M) CSA Madrid Skype 45 

10 (M) CSA Dallas Skype 60 

11 (C) CSA Madrid F2F 90 

12 (C) MRH Madrid F2F 30 

13 (C) MRH Madrid F2F 20 
 

The secondary data were collected from literature reviews of scientific articles, books 
and some reliable online sources and can be found in the reference list. 

A subject reader from the university has throughout the study provided guidance and 
recommendations for this Master Thesis. The subject reader is a Senior Lecturer in the 
Computing Science Division and has expert knowledge within the research area. 

3.3.1 Interviews 

If one wants to develop a deep understanding of a phenomenon or explore new 
dimensions of the study object, interviews are an appropriate approach (Blomqvist & 
Hallin, 2014). All the interviews where semi-structured with open questions which is 
appropriate when using qualitative research method (Saunders et al., 2012). As a 
complement to the given documentation three different sets of interviews have been 
carried out. The interviewees are labelled C for consultant and M for manager. 

The first round of interviews was a Business Screening (BS) held with the employees in 
Sweden and with Richard Romander, the CEO. The reason for the interviews was to 
make a thorough business screening. Questions regarding the business model, strategy 
and ways of working were asked and can be found in Appendix A. The interviews were 
semi-structured to get a holistic perspective of Greenlight, and to fully understand their 
service offer and strategy. The information was completed with internal documents. 
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The second set of interviews was a Current Situation Analysis (CSA) and was held with 
a selected group of employees, the MD’s of the UK and the US as well as managers at 
the head office in Spain. The purpose of these interviews was to get an understanding of 
the employees’ tasks at Greenlight and how they work in projects. Likewise, a careful 
review of the IT tools they use and their opinions about them were conducted. 
Questions such as “How do you document projects” and “Do you feel that you can take 
advantage of your co-workers experience/competence in your daily work and further 
progress, if so, in what way?” were asked. The questions can be found in Appendix B. 

The results formed the foundation of the third set of interviews. The third set of 
interviews was held with the most recent hires (MRH). The purpose was to get an 
understanding of their introduction to Greenlight and Greenlight’s business. Asking 
questions like “How where you introduced to Greenlight and the business?” and “How 
did you get introduced to the IT-tools used” reflected on internal knowledge sharing. 
The questions can be found in Appendix C. 

3.3.2 Observation and conversation 

In addition to the interviews several conversations have been held with the employees 
asking additional questions to get a further understanding of their way of working, 
behaving and thinking in Greenlight’s working context. The majority of the time has 
been spent at the office in Stockholm; one week was spent at the head office in Madrid. 
In Madrid, the author visited two consultants currently working with a customer, to ask 
questions regarding their work at Greenlight as well as observe the environment they 
spent their days in. A discussion based on the previous interviews took place. 
Observations at the different offices were made with the focus on the employees’ usage 
of the different IT/IS tools, the informal communication and the working environment. 

3.3.3 Questionnaire 

A survey was sent out to the employees in order to get the idea of the employees’ 
motivation and identifying barriers. The participants answered the survey anonymously, 
meaning they could answer truthfully without feeling forced to answer in a certain way, 
thus increasing the credibility of the material collected (Bryman & Bell, 2007). The 
questions were based on the theoretical framework to assure the outcome would be 
relevant to the study. The questions along with a summary of the answers can be found 
in Appendix D. The aim with the questionnaire was to evaluate their personal, 
anonymous opinions. 19 out of 24 employees responded which corresponds to an 
answering frequency of 79%. 

3.4 Analytical process 

In order to analyse the case company, a proper analysing structure of the theory was 
needed. Starting with three aspects (what, how and where) of knowledge sharing, the 
analysis model was deepened by identifying enablers and preventers (motivation and 
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barriers). In that way a holistic perspective of knowledge sharing could be presented. 
The interviews, observations and questionnaire were all designed with respect to the 
analysis model. After gathering data and designing the model, each quadrant in the 
model were analysed with respect to the case company. If anything was unclear or any 
information was missing, complementing questions were asked by e-mail or face-to-
face with employees. The differences and similarities formed the basis for the 
recommendations and throughout the analysis suggestions for change to overcome 
barriers where given. By comparing with how it should be, with how it actually is, the 
gap presents opportunities, which forms the analysis and further the conclusions.  

3.5 Method criticism 

The following sections are discussions regarding validity, reliability and objectivity of 
the thesis. These are important aspects to discuss to ensure the quality and credibility of 
the study. Validity refers to the relevance of the data gathered with respect to the 
purpose and the research problem. The reliability is about the credibility of the given 
research method (Jacobsen, 2002). Since there is only one company investigated and the 
chosen approach is a case study, the analysis is based on the specific conditions of 
Greenlight. For obvious reasons, the conclusion and recommendations might not 
applicable for other companies. It is the opinion of the author of the thesis that some of 
the recommendations could be useful for other companies due to the characteristics of 
Greenlight, being a global small-medium enterprise. Accordingly, the barriers for 
knowledge sharing they face are not unique.  

3.5.1. Validity 

According to Blomkvist and Hallin (2014) validity is achieved when four criteria are 
met. Firstly, the literature studies treats the field of study set by the problem discussion, 
purpose and research question. Secondly, the theory presented onwards is used for the 
analysis complying with the purpose and research questions. Thirdly the choice of 
research approach, method, data sources are in line with the problem discussion, 
purpose and research questions asked. Lastly, the analysis is carried out with respect to 
the purpose. 

The problem discussion and the purpose address the importance and complexity of 
knowledge sharing. The research questions operationalize the purpose. The chosen 
literature presents an overall perspective of the subject knowledge sharing, defines 
related terms and furthermore narrows the perspective down to one appropriate model 
of knowledge creation. To deal with the complex nature of knowledge sharing, 
motivation and potential barriers are identified along with the issue of learning from 
projects. Consequently, a framework is presented that fulfils the first two criteria.  

Next, the choice of research approach coheres with the problem discussion thus 
Greenlight’s specific conditions are evaluated to eventually conclude in both general 
and more specific conclusions. The sources of information, both primary and secondary 
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data, have been collected with respect to the theory moreover with respect to the 
problem discussion, purpose and research questions. The different sources of 
information present several dimensions of the current situation, how it appears to be, 
how it actually is and how it should be. As a result, the third criterion is fulfilled. 

Lastly, the theory results in an analytical model acting as a structure for the analysis. 
Accordingly the analysis is carried out with respect to the purpose hence, the last 
criterion is met.  

3.5.2. Reliability 

While validity means that the proper subject is studied, reliability means the subject is 
studies in a proper way (Blomqvist & Hallin, 2014).  Moreover, the reliability of a study 
also invokes how the result would vary if the study was conducted again (Lekvall & 
Wahlbin, 2001). Elements that can affect the results from interviews are many, for 
instance; the environment for the interview, anonymity, stress and the manner of how 
the interviewer askes questions (Lekwall & Wahlbin, 2001). In order to neutralise these 
risk factors the respondents set the date and time for the interviews, the face-to-face 
interviews were held behind closed doors and every interview was recorded and 
transcribed. As a result, the interviewer could re-listen to the interviews at any time, 
minimising the risk of misinterpretations. In addition, the selected group of interviewees 
represent the CEO, MDs, managers, and consultants, in all countries, covering the 
spectrum of the target group for this study. The questions asked during interviews were 
of semi-structured and unstructured character giving the respondent informal room for 
interpretation. However, the purpose of structuring the interview guides in this specific 
way was to capture the respondents’ thoughts. Therefore, the chosen structures were 
necessary. However, some questions were supposed to receive a subjective answer 
whilst others were more of an informative character. Accordingly, it is clearly stated in 
the case description when something is an opinion. The information received was 
triangulated, in other words, checked against other sources of information in order to 
ensure reliability. In addition, the supervisor and the CEO reviewed the case description 
in order to revise the facts.  

3.5.3. Objectivity 

Since the author spent a lot of time at the company’s offices the issue objectivity have 
to be addressed. Kumar (2002) describes objectivity as the observer’s ability to observe 
a phenomenon without being affected by personal opinions. The author spent a great 
amount of time at Greenlight’s office integrating with the employees. This might affect 
the objectivity. However, with this in mind, the author has consciously questioned the 
information and data to reduce the risk of subjectivity.  
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4. Case description 
This section summarises the findings from the interviews, observations, internal 
documents and the survey.  

4.1 Greenlight Project Management 

The CEO Rickard Romander founded Greenlight in 2003 in Madrid, Spain. After 
working several years as Project Manager, PMO1 manager and Line Manager at a 
corporate level, the idea of a management-consulting firm with project managers came 
to life after the dot-com bubble collapsed. Due to several years at Ericsson, their PROP-
S model laid ground for Greenlight Project Management’s vision to give projects the 
“green light”, hence the firm’s name. Today the offer is more or less the same. 
Greenlight offers consultants within project management, management consulting, 
PMO as well as training within most areas of telecommunication, banking and energy 
sectors. Greenlight has developed a model helping companies and organisations to 
achieve a good, common and efficient project culture. The model is always adapted in 
relation to the customers’ current situation and need enabling technical projects to 
succeed. 

4.1.1 Geographical spread 

Greenlight has experience from working in Africa, Europe, Asia, North America and 
South America, helping clients with their project management. In the last three years 
Greenlight has established offices in Dallas (US), Brighton (UK) and Stockholm 
(Sweden). There is one Managing Director (MD) in each country. The Global Executive 
Management Team (GEMT) consists of the CEO, CFO and the MDs from each country. 
They have meetings every quarter but aim to have meetings on a monthly basis. 

In addition to the MDs, all of which are Swedish, there are four full-time employees in 
Dallas, three in Brighton and four in Stockholm. In Madrid there are 28 employees. 
Every office has several freelance consultants in a resource pool, who only work at 
customers’ sites. The consultants are higher educated and seniors. The strategy has 
always been to employ senior consultants and specialists to maintain a high level of 
experience. However, the need to employ more junior consultants has emerged, to keep 
the price at a reasonable level. Today there is only one junior consultant, located in 
Sweden, and the rest are seniors, the majority with a background at Ericsson. Only the 
CEO is considered a master, which is the highest level within the organisation.  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Project Management Office 
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4.1.2.Business model 

Every office has its own responsibility for sales. The firm is considered a matrix 
organisation with three main pillars; ‘Continuous Transformation’, ‘Project 
Management Consulting’ and ‘Competence Development &Training’ as seen in figure 
5. 

 
Figure 5, Greenlight’s three pillars 

In the Continuous Transformation pillar Greenlight helps companies with management 
consulting, guiding the customers through the complexity to transform and innovate 
businesses by using project, program and project portfolio management, mostly with 
their own methodology; GPMM, and experience. In the Project Management 
Consulting pillar, Greenlight helps customers identify and implement activities to 
improve the project culture. They provide project managers and PMOs. The third pillar, 
Competence Development & Training offers a range of courses in project related areas 
for instance PROP-S (methodology) and Human Skills but also certificating courses 
within project management. The knowledge and experiences from different customers, 
project and training are the knowledge Greenlight wants to share within the 
organisation. 

The most important customers are companies within the telecommunication and 
banking sectors representing 80% of the firm’s turnover. Other sectors are energy, 
construction and NGOs. After completing a project or training for a customer, 
Greenlight conducts a survey to get feedback from the customer. They have always 
been given a high score thus their customers have always been satisfied. Greenlight is 
well known and appreciated by their customers however their perception is that they are 
not well known outside their clientele. 

4.1.3. Offices 

The main office has the most staff employed. The landscape is open except for the CEO 
who has his own office and the CFO, who shares an office with another colleague. 
There are three conference rooms and a small kitchen with a lunch table. The 
conference rooms are equipped with videoconference tools. Moreover, in one of the 
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conference rooms there is a Kanban2 board approximately 1x3 m sq. The board was 
used for a couple of months but not any more. Since the employees spends a lot of time 
at customers the Kanban board was not used as it should have been used, making it 
more of a burden than a help. However, some employees use online Kanban boards to 
manage their own tasks. 

In Stockholm, Greenlight shares office with another company called Moretime, who 
handle the administration for the Stockholm office. The Stockholm office was 
established in 2013. The landscape is open with lots of conference rooms with 
equipment and also lunch spaces. In contrast to Madrid, there are only four employees 
from Greenlight in Stockholm and they spend most of their time at customers and 
generally only meet up at the office once a week to have a videoconference meeting 
with the CEO. In the Sweden office there is a greater focus on start-ups and 
management consulting services than in the rest of Greenlight. The MD has years of 
experience of working with start-ups, which has been reflected in the development of 
the service offer at the Stockholm office. Nevertheless, the training in Sweden still has a 
heavy project management focus and up till now all courses have been held by a trainer 
from Madrid. Since the brand is not as known in Sweden as in Madrid and they do not 
have the same client base, many of the customers are from the employees’ personal 
network. Additionally, the market and demand in Sweden are not the same as in 
Madrid, which affects Greenlight’s offer in Sweden. Even though their offer differ 
somewhat from the rest of Greenlight they are always in communication with Madrid. 

The office in Dallas was established in 2014. In contrast to the other markets in for 
example Europe, the US market is somewhat different. The MD has together with his 
colleagues built everything from scratch. The different jurisdiction and legislation have 
resulted in a lot of administrational work. Likewise, building a contact network and 
develop the US offer has been time demanding. The time difference has a great impact 
on the communication with the rest of Greenlight although most of the communication 
is directly to the CEO. 

The Brighton office was established in 2012. The MD spends about 50% of his time at 
customers, otherwise he handles internal business as getting the offices up and running. 
Another employee deploys freelancers on projects and works on projects with 
customers as well. 

4.2 IT at Greenlight 

The following is a compilation of the responses from the CSA interview. The 
employees’ opinions are summarized together with observations and internal 
documents. Anonymity is promised; therefore no names are presented as sources. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 Kanban is a tool for visualising progress 
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4.2.1 Website 

Greenlight has one website, www.greenlightpm.com. The website contains a great deal 
of information and is quite difficult to navigate. Some of the information offers 
presented and pictures used are out dated and overall it can be perceived as not intuitive. 
Some employees find it hard to understand what they sell by looking at the website. A 
majority of the employees stated in the interviews that they sometimes use the website 
to find information, specifically when it comes to finding information regarding 
training, and looking up which courses will be held and when. Otherwise, the website is 
used mainly by customers. The employee responsible for maintaining and updating the 
site recently quit and the new person who is in charge for the website also has several 
other tasks to perform on the side. When asking the employees what improvements they 
could think of regarding the website the responses differed; some thought it was fine 
while others wanted a new more moderate website that would be easier to use and 
maintain. At the moment, a new webpage with a new virtual profile to attract customers 
is currently being developed and is supposed to be launched in the summer of 2015. 

4.2.2 GPMM Online 

GPMM (Greenlight Project Management Model) is Greenlights own model for 
managing projects. With a password, at gpmm.greenlightpm.com, employees can access 
the portal filled with information and good practices related to project management.  It 
works as an online fact sheet or handbook explaining models, processes etc. Though all 
the information and templates are yet to be updated. In the interviews however some 
stated that they only had used it “a few times” while others never have accessed it. The 
coherent opinion amongst the employees is that the site is difficult to navigate and quite 
un-intuitive. Some approved of the content whilst other emphasised the overload of text 
and out-dated figures.  

4.2.3 Document@ 

Document@ is a document management system on Greenlight’s own server. One enters 
through GPMM online or by a web address. The system was bought in 2003 and has 
been used ever since. Greenlight bought a customized version, which has not changed 
over the years. The site is in Spanish. Figure 6 shows the main page. 
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Figure 6, Document@ main page. 

In the body, one can choose: New document, Search document, publish document and 
send document by email. 

When uploading a Document one has to fill out the form shown in figure 7 

 
Figure 7. Upload a new document in Documen@.

 

Before uploading a document, a certain procedure to obtain a reference number has to 
be completed. In addition to basic information that is needed such as reference number, 
revision, title, language one also have to choose from a dropdown lists what kind of 
documentation (appr. 40 alternatives), what process (appr. 15 alternatives) what 
customer (appr. 55 alternatives) event (appr. 8 alternatives), project type (appr. 80 
alternative) and partner (appr. 20 alternatives) should be classified as. Sometimes the 
alternatives are N/A (which is an alternative) and often several alternatives are 
appropriate. The process to upload a document is time demanding and several 
employees admit they avoid uploading documents due to lack of time. Observations 
showed that the procedure to upload a document took between 10 and 25 minutes. 
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When one wants to find a certain document, one needs to press “Buscar Documento” 
The next interface is shown in figure 8.  

 
Figure 8, Searching for a document in Documen@. 

When searching for documents regarding one certain customer the search function is 
convenient if their co-workers have classified their documents properly. However 
observations and interviews show that the users do the classification quite differently. 
Furthermore, one can also search for words in the title but not in the document itself, 
causing employees to spend much time searching in Document@ without finding what 
one is looking for. Document@ is appreciated for the way the documents are stored and 
how the different revisions are stored by some employees. On the other hand, almost all 
employees interviewed disliked the interface arguing it is user-unfriendly and out-dated. 
The most important findings were that everyone seems to upload Document@ fairly 
differently and also that Document@ is currently the most important system since 
practically all information regarding the business is stored there. 

4.2.4 Gest@ 

As with Document@, Gest@ can be obtained from GPMM Online and through a web 
address. It is an interface for some of the core documents. Gest@ is hardly used by 
anyone, even though it is easier to overview what type of information you can find 
there. In Gest@ you find links to documents in Document@ with clear disposition. In 
the left side bar one choses General, Customers and Suppliers, Leadership and 
Management, Resources and People Management, Processes and Project, and finally 
Measurement, Analysis and Improvement. Pressing one of these the webpages body 
shows different headlines and underneath the links to the corresponding document in 
Document@. This is illustrated in figure 9. 
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Figure 9, Gest@ interface 

4.2.5 Communication tools 

Email 

Greenlight has an email service with @greenlightpm.com domain. Email is by far the 
most common communication tool and everyone uses it on a daily basis. For a company 
with offices in different locations and time zones with the greater part of the employees 
at customers’ offices, emails are vital. It is used to share information, data, setting up 
meetings, decision making, practically everything. It is compatible with outlook and a 
problem that often occurs is the lack of synchronization between devices. For a tool that 
is as vital as the email service, some things do need improvements. First, you can send 
invitations to meetings however there is no way of looking into other people’s 
calendars. This leads to never-ending conversations between employees trying to set up 
meetings, which is time consuming. Second, the employees spend lots of time reading 
and answering mails, making it a time consuming burden for the employees. With 
internal emails, several employees admit they don’t answer straight away, instead they 
procrastinate their response. Some uses the instant messaging function on Skype which 
will be discussed further on. Third, the relevant information drowns in the great amount 
of emails. Last, the interface is quite out-dated and somewhat user-unfriendly. 
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Skype  

Skype is also a common communication tool used for virtual face-to-face meetings and 
sometimes instant messaging. It is especially important for internal communication 
across borders and is used on a weekly basis, daily for some people. Sometimes Skype 
meetings are set up over emails and sometimes in the instant messaging.  

Telephone  

Used for internal conversations with people in the same country when there is no time 
to wait for an email. However, email is much more common. 

WebEx  

The virtual conference tool used by Greenlight is Cisco’s WebEx. One can share 
screens, Power Points, chat and talk at the same time. Some use it on a weekly basis and 
others less often. However, everyone agrees WebEx is vital for the communication 
within the company. 

4.2.6 Deficient IT tools 

In the CSA interviews, employees wereare asked about the IT tools, how they are used 
and what functions are missing. Almost everyone emphasised on the lack of shared 
calendars, or at least a function to access the co-workers calendars. These deficient 
functions have resulted in numerous mail conversations and time wasted just to set up 
meetings. Others demanded easier document sharing possibilities, like Dropbox or some 
other more visual document management systems. As mention earlier, the search 
function in Document@ only finds matches in the document title, not in the document 
itself, which also is time consuming. An example would be if someone searches for 
projects where a certain methodology have been used there is no efficient way of 
finding matching documents in Document@.  

Demanded was also some kind of social interaction tool to encourage knowledge 
sharing. Possibly an intranet where important information can be presented and some 
kind of interaction is possibility. Some suggested one single IT tool to manage e-mail, 
documents, calendars and so on. Apparently there is a demand for a more user-friendly, 
efficient and interacting tool by the employees. 

When asking the latest recruits about their introduction to Greenlight there where no 
proper introduction to the IT tools. One employee worked for on and a half-year before 
uploading a document. How to use Document@ was shown by a co-worker.  
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4.3 Documentation and continuous training 

4.3.1 Monthly report  

In February 2015 an initiative to share knowledge within the organisation started. Each 
month, a Power Point presentation of Greenlights activities is composed. One slide for 
each project should be submitted by the Project/Program/Activity manager, see figure 
10.  

 
Figure 10, Monthly report template. 

The report is addressed to everyone, especially managers, keeping the employees up to 
date with the different projects. A description of the project together with current status, 
latest achievements, and expected result should be shortly filled out as well as 
information about key documents, important dates and lessons learned. The different 
slides in the monthly report conducted so far are of various qualities. Some fields are 
left empty while others just contain one sentence. The responses from employees are 
mixed. Some expresses gratitude for a tangible action for sharing knowledge whilst 
others argue that this initiative is a waste of time. There is only information relevant to 
the GEMT and knowledge is “not shared just because someone fills out a form about his 
or her project”. One employee admits to not reading what is sent out since the content 
seems irrelevant to him or her, also emphasising that the time it took to create the slide 
was a waste of his or her time.  

4.3.2 Continuous training 

Also initiated this year, in March, is the “Continuous training”. The idea is that someone 
will share their knowledge by holding a presentation for 60-120 minutes about 
something, teaching the company and sharing experience. For instance, the first session 
was about ‘Internet of Things’. The presenter addressed what it is, how it works, 
different business areas, examples, and what Greenlight can do within this field. The 
Continuous Training should take place once a month over WebEx in the afternoon, 
making it possible for the Dallas office to participate at a reasonable time. The sessions 
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are recorded making it accessible for employees who cannot attend. So far there have 
only been two sessions. After the presentation, there are discussions about how this can 
be of use for Greenlight and one can ask questions. The responses from this initiative 
have been positive; employees appreciate the way the presenters have thoughtfully 
prepared the presentation with pictures and relevant information but also that personal 
experiences and stories are used.  

4.3.4 Project documentation 

There is always lots of documentation during projects. These are often stored in 
Document@ if they are related to Greenlight. Otherwise the consultants save them for 
own use, for instance on their own computer. The main opinion is that the 
documentation is not relevant for Greenlight hence it is accessible for anyone else. 
There is no specific way of documenting lessons learned from projects afterwards, 
usually one continues with another project or customer. Documents saved are often 
related to figures or a project summary.  

4.4 Enabling and preventing aspects 

The following section presents the result from the survey about enablers and preventers 
of knowledge sharing. About 80% of the respondents are males, which conforms to the 
over all gender balance of Greenlight.  

The majority are aware of what their co-worker know the majority answers that they 
more or less know whilst the rest are uncertain. When asking if they have time to share 
knowledge and experience one person disagrees whilst the others are uncertain. No one 
explicitly say they have time to share knowledge to the co-workers. The majority trust 
their co-workers knowledge whilst and are confortable in sharing mistakes they have 
made; only one fear he or she will loose their competitive edge when sharing 
knowledge.  

No one agrees that there are incentives for sharing knowledge. Whether or not 
knowledge sharing is integrated in the strategic goals gives the most diverse answers. 
One half of the respondents says they somewhat know how to share knowledge 
effectively whilst the rest are uncertain of how to do it. Talking face-to-face is the way 
to share experiences.  

The IT tools are either enabling or preventing according to the majority, the rest thinks 
the tools are preventing efficient knowledge sharing. Lastly everyone is more or less 
willing to change the way they work in order to enhance knowledge sharing. A 
summary of the responses can be found in Appendix D. 

During the CSA interviews, the respondents were asked about a quote found in an 
internal document regarding organisational culture; “Use what you sell, sell what you 
use”. The united response to the quote was that Greenlight is great at helping customers, 



35 
	  

however to conduct the same transformations and use the same methodology and tools 
are not equally carried out internally. There are constantly new directives and ideas, not 
much follows through.  

5. Analysis  
Nonaka (1994) stated that information turns into knowledge when it is interpreted by 
someone given a context and becomes anchored in the commitments and beliefs of 
another individual. From the theory section it follows that knowledge is bound to an 
individual. Nonaka also emphasised the individual as the cornerstone for organisational 
knowledge. When knowledge is shared with someone, the knowledge is created for the 
receiving person. Since the SECI process describes how knowledge is created in an 
organisation through the individuals, the first step in understanding how knowledge is 
being shared at Greenlight is to evaluate the company from Nonaka’s perspective of 
knowledge conversion. As of the analysis model, each quadrant of the SECI matrix is 
analysed with respect to the corresponding matrices of ba and knowledge assets, as well 
as potential barriers and enablers.  

5.1 Socialisation  

The main feature for socialisation is spending time together, learning from shared 
experiences. Two difficulties are immediate recognized. First, many companies, 
including Greenlight, have the case of several offices. Second, the consultants spend 
most of their time at customers’ offices. In addition, to spend time takes time. Lack of 
time as well as the social network can be identified as individual barriers. Other barriers 
such as shortage of informal and formal spaces to share knowledge can be recognized. 
Currently, the face-to-face socialisation takes place at the different offices, with the 
individuals working at each office, that would be Greenlight’s originating ba. There are 
places to have coffee or lunch breaks but the number of possible lunch partners are 
delimited to the number of people working at each office. Thus, there are four or five 
employees at every office, except in Madrid, where they are 28 employees. Gathering 
people offer them a chance to develop an understanding for the individuals’ 
expressions, reactions, feelings and mental model. Furthermore there are various formal 
places to meet, such as conference rooms at the offices, which are important factors for 
sharing knowledge through socialisation.  

5.1.1 Trainee programme and job-rotation 

To adapt apprenticeship or a trainee programme for new employees could be rewarding 
in terms of sharing knowledge to more junior consultants. By working close together 
with someone more senior, spending time and understanding the circumstances behind 
certain decisions and outcomes in project, the tacit knowledge can be shared. Initiating a 
trainee programme for the new employees could for instance imply working at different 
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projects and different pillars of Greenlight (Continuous Transformation, Project 
Management Consulting and Competence Development & Training) or perhaps 
working at different offices, a broader spectrum of knowledge and a more holistic 
understanding for the company could be developed. One barrier of this is the current 
organisational structure not advocating this. 

Other suggestions to enhance the knowledge sharing through socialisation could be to 
enable and encourage job-rotation for everyone. Two examples of how to enable this 
could for instance be to encourage the employees to try different roles within the 
company or to work at another office during a period of time.  

5.1.2 Training 

The training Greenlight offers could be an efficient way of sharing knowledge internally 
through socialisation. Greenlight have appreciated trainers, experts in their field, who 
shares their knowledge for a living. By motivating the employees to take courses, 
several prerequisites for knowledge sharing are met; the experiential knowledge assets 
such as skills, know-how, emotional knowledge and physical knowledge as well as tacit 
knowledge would be shared by common experiences in the originating ba through 
observation, exercises, feedback and practice. The social network is increased when 
given the chance to meet and interact with more people. If given the chance to attend 
training, the barriers of lack of time and insufficient social network can be overcome. In 
addition, training is a way to reflect on past mistakes through the discussions held, 
which can also enhance the learning. Nevertheless there is the cost dimension. One can 
easily compute that is more costly to fly in the employees from the different offices to 
Madrid, than to send a trainer to each office. Especially since the trainers often already 
fly from Madrid to hold training in other offices.  

5.1.3 Summary socialisation 

To summarize Greenlight’s socialisation: the barriers identified are lack of time, no 
organisational culture providing the right support and directive as well as insufficient 
social network. Several suggestions to enhance the knowledge sharing are given, 
including initiating a trainee programme, institute training for every employee and 
encouraging job-rotation. Above all, the management should encourage more activities 
outside the office and set an example by participating. They could perhaps arranging 
after-works or team-building activities. 

5.2 Externalisation 

The conceptual knowledge assets are explicit knowledge articulated through images, 
symbols and language. Greenlight, with their own GPMM model and different offers 
have highly developed concepts of what they know and what they do. These are to be 
found in GPMM Online and in various documents in Document@. Regarding brand 
equity Greenlight is well known and appreciated by the current customers however, not 
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by the potential customer base. The employees at Greenlight are familiar with the 
standard methodology, models and language used. Some have experience from other 
methodologies and ways of working. However, knowledge sharing implies continuous 
growth and development, which Greenlight is trying to do by adjust the offer when 
needed. As of today, that is being decided by the GEMT.  

5.2.1 Innovation of offer 

An important issue for Greenlight, as well as other consultancy companies, are the 
learning from projects. The externalisation has to mediate the tacit dimension and the 
context. As of now, when project reports are mostly technical or left at the customers 
Greenlight experiences project amnesia. After the project, the consultant has gained a 
lot of experiences and skills, however, what is transferred to Greenlight in form of 
documentation is just information, numbers and figures. The lessons learned from 
projects could form an important basis for innovating the current offerings and business 
models. Instead of the GEMT deciding how, if and when the methodology or models 
should change, the evolution of the methodology could be an on-going process if 
Greenlight continuously extracted knowledge, experiences and stories from projects 
working with a specific methodology or model. By turning the tacit knowledge into 
something tangible and storable, the knowledge can be used in support for deciding how 
to innovate the methodology and way of doing things. Since different consultants gain 
different experience and knowledge whilst working at different customers, Greenlight 
needs to harvest that knowledge to prevent reinventing the wheel and form a basis for 
innovation of offers, methodologies, products etc.  

The barriers identified through interviews transcend the categorization of individual, 
organisational and technological barriers. Foremost lack of time for the employees 
hinders knowledge sharing. The employees are aware of the importance however the 
procedure of capture of knowledge, evaluate it and give feedback of mistakes, is 
missing. This is a result of the organisational barriers, such as lack of managerial 
directives, the organisational culture support for the knowledge sharing in practice but 
also the insufficient integration of the strategic goals. There are no rewards or 
recognition for knowledge shared by the employees i.e. there are no intrinsic or 
extrinsic motivation for sharing knowledge.  

5.2.2 Continuous training and project experiences 

The Continuous Training initiative is one way to externalise. With the possibility to 
interact with the listeners, while presenting both orally and with a presentation, there is 
almost the same as if the presentation were held in a classroom. The use of metaphors or 
storytelling is essential to externalisation in order to crystallize the tacit knowledge 
making it susceptible to the audience. Project experience should be similarly 
crystallized, especially since the initiative has been appreciated. One way to do this is 
initiating some kind of debriefing of projects. Foremost the seizing of project 
experiences has to be an on-going process as suggested by Shindler & Eppler (2003). 
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The practical way to do this has to overcome the identified barriers: lack of time to 
share knowledge, insufficient captures, evaluation and feedback from mistakes, no 
encouraging organisational culture and the lack of proper IT tools. Starting from the 
organisational level, management have to clearly communicate the benefits and value of 
knowledge sharing, whilst having explicit formulated goals addressing knowledge 
sharing and a tangible way to measure it. For instance, have mandatory Continuous 
Training every month with a rolling schedule, if one cannot make it, he or she should be 
encouraged to watch it afterwards. Make continuous project learning harvesting a part 
of the methodology and way of working.  

5.2.3 Avoiding project amnesia 

Further, some of the current IT tools are deficient for sharing knowledge, especially in 
the externalisation conversion. There is no established procedure to articulating 
knowledge and no coherent way of storing it. The time issue is addressed further down 
in the following section in the discussion about the IT tools. However, to practically 
handle the project amnesia Greenlight is currently experiencing, two suggestions are 
given. Firstly, encourage story telling. Encourage employees to share their experience 
by using metaphors, analogies and model to mediate the tacit dimension of the 
experience. The ba for the storytelling could be the Continuous training, a part of the 
monthly report or just the social interaction opportunities there are. To seize the stories 
they should be written down much like the second suggestion: document projects with 
Micro Articles. Thus, the essence and most important aspect are documented. Foremost 
the workload would not be increasing for the employees; thereby the barrier of lack of 
time can be avoided.  

5.2.4 Summary externalisation 

To summarise externalisations: there are many barriers at the moment. Lack of time to 
share knowledge, insufficient captures, evaluation and feedback from mistakes, no 
integrated strategic goals for knowledge sharing, no encouraging organisational culture, 
no motivation, no rewards and deficient routines. To overcome these issues a 
proposition to institute the Continuous Training as well as implement thorough 
directives with project learning for instant Micro Articles. Continuous evaluation of the 
projects, summarized as short stories of the project scope, mistakes and how they were 
corrected could be sufficient for crystallising the knowledge and experiences derived 
from projects. How these should be stored will be presented in the following section. 

5.3 Combination  

The conversion from explicit knowledge to explicit knowledge is tightly coupled with 
the use of IT. Looking at the use of IT tools in the everyday work, employees at 
Greenlight manage several different tools in order to complete their tasks. As of now, 
the tools presented in the case description can be sorted into two categories, information 
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sources (website, GPMM online, Document@ and Gest@) and communication tools 
(Email, Skype, telephone, WebEx). 

5.3.1 Information sources 

At GPMM online the employees finds information about the existing models, 
methodologies, templates and concepts. Greenlight’s website contain information 
somewhat similar to what GPMM Online presents, among with contact information, 
upcoming courses and the history of the company. In Gest@ the employees can find 
links to certain documents which is stored in Document@ among numerous other 
documents. Why do the employees not use the different tools accordingly? 

Nonaka et al., (2000) describes systemic knowledge assets as product specifications, 
manuals and other packed explicit knowledge. The IT tools described can be visualized 
as the systemising ba. At Greenlight the systemic knowledge assets are stored in 
Document@ and can be accessed through Document@ and some through Gest@. 
Nevertheless the employees skills of handling Document@ differ and dissatisfaction 
have been expressed about the tool. Besides that, Gest@ is hardly used by anyone. The 
hindrance for knowledge sharing in this conversion could be the reluctance to use the 
tools due to lack of demonstration and training. That has to be addressed by the 
management. Besides, some employees avoid using Document@ due to the time it takes 
to upload a document hence another barrier that can be identified is the abrupt workflow 
of using the tool. Even though Gest@ has a structured and more easily understood view 
it has not been of use for the majority of the company. Obviously there is a discrepancy 
between Gest@’s potential and actual deployment. In addition, the way the employees 
finds information differs, thus there is no thorough thought behind how the information 
is structured. As mention in the interviews, there is redundant information in many 
places. Greenlight’s communication tools will be discussed before analysing this any 
further.  

5.3.2 Communication tools 

Skype, WebEx and telephone are considered important and well functioning for the 
different needs, WebEx for videoconferences such as the Continuous trainings and 
meetings, Skype for one-to-one conversations and meetings and lastly telephone for 
urgent questions. E-mailing was considered one of the most important communication 
tools, vital for Greenlight. However, the way communication through e-mails has 
become an obstacle in the work routines and communication flow, forcing the 
employees to spend a great amount of time on e-mailing. Time is something that needs 
to be set free.  

As previously mention the tools mentioned in the previous section handle information. 
The purpose of this thesis however is to share knowledge more efficiently. There is a 
lack of compatibility between the different tools, which is a barrier of knowledge 
sharing. A suggestion of how to overcome this barrier and as a consequence contribute 
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the proper usage of these tools would be to set up a plan for the communication and 
storing of information as well as update some of the tools.  

5.3.3 Document managing system 

One proposition would be a new document managing system, a new Document@ with 
emphasis on being more user-friendly. That is to make time for the employees and 
remove some of the workload currently existing with the old system. Due to the 
necessity of a functional document manager system, this could be a good investment. 
When implementing a new system, thorough demonstration and training have to be 
performed in order to ensure coherent usage and full utilisation of the functions. 

5.3.4 A interactive site 

Instead of Gest@ and GPMM Online, one more interactive site could serve the same 
purpose as the two together. The following list contains suggestions for a new 
interactive site 

1. The interfaces are out-dated on both sites as they are. The new site would 
contain easily overview core documents such as the ones Gest@ contains.  

2. The site should have language options, instead of a mix of Spanish and English 
making information accessible for everyone.  

3. Not only should the core documents be accessible through the new site, so 
should the information, the conceptual and the systemic knowledge assets be. 
Presented in a coherent way and easily overviewed.  

4. Nonaka et al. (2000) emphasises interaction. The suggested Micro Articles and 
down written stories should be found here. Summarized in one meaning, where 
it is shown what customer the project is regarding should be clickable and then 
one should get directed to the half a page summary. On every summary one 
should be able to comment and ask question to the author. This makes it easy to 
assimilate who has done what, and what problems have been overcome. Another 
thing that could facilitate lessons learned would be by using some tags, which 
would allow one to search for special tags, for instance “ Scrum” + “Ericsson”. 
When allowing the employees to interact or contact the person possessing 
certain knowledge, allows that knowledge to be shared.  

5. The site should have the latest Training schedule, containing dates, location, 
trainer and number of attendees. That information are of today retrieved by 
numerous email conversations in combination with looking at the website.  

6. The site should present every employees schedule in order to reduce the great 
amount of time spent e-mailing, trying to set up meetings.  
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5.3.5 Summary combination 

To summarise combination: it should be clear were to look for data, information and 
knowledge. As of today, the IT tools are more a preventer than an enabler for 
knowledge sharing as all barriers mention as technological barriers is applicable for 
Greenlight. To compare with the discussion about motivation and hygiene factors, IT 
should be considered a hygiene factor. IT is essential to the job-satisfaction and the 
employees’ work cannot be conducted without it. IT can only decrease the job-
satisfaction, as for Greenlight; therefore it is a hygiene factor. Nevertheless, knowledge 
sharing requires more than just good IT tools. For Greenlight updating the IT tools can 
disembarrass time hence enabling more time for knowledge sharing. With new tools 
such as the ones proposed, all technological barriers for knowledge sharing are 
removed. 

5.4 Internalisation 

From the theory section it follows that internalisation is the process of knowledge being 
embodied. The exercising ba for embodying knowledge proposed by Nonaka et al. 
(2000) is through virtual media such as manuals or perhaps simulation programs by 
action and practice. Similarly for Greenlight that ba would be for instance GPMM 
Online as well as Gest@ and Document@. Routine knowledge assets are routines of the 
daily work, ways of doing things, routines. The employees’ years of experience have 
consequently resulted in lots of tacit knowledge about managing projects and training. 
This has to some extent affected the organisational routines and ways of doing things.  
The problem however, is to convey these routine knowledge assets to new hires. It 
appears to be a discrepancy between the way the aforementioned IT tools should be 
used and how they are actually used, or as in certain cases, not used at all. One opinion 
expressed by the majority of the interviewees was the redundancy of information and 
the way the information is presented. As suggested in the previous section, a well 
designed IT solution to manage the data, information and documents could facilitate the 
technological barriers Greenlight face as of today. 

Accordingly, sharing stories is mentioned as ways of strengthen the routine knowledge 
asset. Telling stories about the previous projects helps pass the tacit dimension along. 
Nevertheless, the main focus for internalisation is in embodying knowledge through 
action and learn-by-doing. As consultants, the different projects and positions may vary 
over time and in order to carry out different projects, learn-by-doing seems like an 
obvious way of adapting to challenging projects with new models and situations. In 
order to provide support for the consultants, one solution would be to implement a 
mentoring programme.  

5.4.1 Mentoring 

Consider the following set up. Every one is assigned a mentor, the mentor should be 
more senior and experienced and one should have at most two perhaps three adepts to 
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make it manageable. The mentor-adept could be located in different offices. It should be 
stated in the strategic goals that the mentor-adept should have contact every week, 
always in dialogue about the adept’s current projects, and the overall situation at work. 
The mentor should work as a sounding board and a friend providing business guidance 
both within Greenlight’s organisation and the project at the customer. Organisational 
culture, know-how and routines can be shared in the continuous dialogue between the 
mentor and adept as well as the ability to learn-by-doing with a more senior co-workers 
support. In order to maintain the relation, the personal goals and development ambitions 
should be set up and tentatively, evaluations should be held two times a year. Feedback 
in both directions should be given to uphold the quality of the programme. 

Barriers preventing knowledge from being shared in the internalisation conversion as it 
is today are technological, organisational as well as individual.  The technological 
issues have already been addressed hence this section will focus on the organizational 
and individual. As of now, there is no organisational culture fostering knowledge 
sharing, except the Continuous Training. A mentor programme would make every 
employee personally responsible for dialoguing experiences, sharing stories and 
handling difficulties, Greenlight would provide a support for sharing practices whilst 
communicating the benefits. As a result of the feedback given every six-month, the 
employees get recognised for sharing their knowledge. Possible competitiveness 
amongst the different offices can be avoided when tightening the internal cooperation 
between the offices. Besides overcoming the organisational barriers several of the 
individual barriers are overcome as well. With this interactive initiative, the employees 
have to manage their time to make time for the mentoring. This enables socialization 
even though it is done over Skype. By constantly dialogue the progress of projects, the 
capture, evaluation and feedback of mistakes or achievements can be carried out. 
Currently there is little fear of reducing ones competitive edge by sharing feedback, and 
by encourage knowledge sharing like this, establishing personal relations could 
minimise that fear.  

5.4.2 Summary internalisation 

To summarize internalisation; a mentoring programme is suggested to support the 
employees possibilities to try new projects and learn-by-doing. Whilst focusing on 
supporting each other individual barriers as well as organizational barriers can be 
overcome when knowledge sharing and socialization is encouraged. 

6. Conclusions 
This study aims to answer a set of research questions.  

! What enablers and barriers are there for knowledge sharing at Greenlight?  
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In the analysis several barriers aforementioned in the theory section and applicable for 
Greenlight was identified. The greatest individual barriers are lack of time to share 
knowledge, the social network as well as insufficient capture, evaluation, feedback 
communication of past mistakes. The greatest organisational barriers are the lack of 
strategic goals for knowledge sharing, the lack of a supporting organisational culture 
providing support for sharing practices as well as the lack of rewards and recognition to 
motivate knowledge sharing. The greatest technological barriers address the second 
research question. 

! In what way can IT improve Greenlight’s knowledge sharing?  

As of now there is reluctance to the tools due to lack of experience as well as lack of 
compatibility between the systems but foremost the IT tools are obstructing the work 
routines. The propositions of change in the analysis can make IT improve the 
knowledge sharing by disembarrass time for knowledge sharing. IT is vital to the 
everyday work hence it should not be an obstacle, rather an enabler for the routines.  

! How knowledge can be shared more efficiently within Greenlight? 

The management must advocate knowledge sharing and mediate the benefits of 
knowledge sharing. With concrete initiatives such as the ones proposed in the analysis, 
integrated in the strategic goals Greenlight the employees knows why and how they 
should share their knowledge. There should also be expressed rewards for sharing 
knowledge motivating the employees to take their time and share knowledge. Another 
approach, focusing on the employees’ socialisation rather than documentation, should 
be advocated and more time needs to be set free. Upgrading the IT tools as suggested in 
the analysis as well as to harvest lessons learnt from project could accordingly enabler 
more effective knowledge sharing for Greenlight. 
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APPENDIX A 

Business Screening Guide  

Respondent:______________ 

Is it ok if I record this interview? Could you tell me more about the following…  

History 

Business life cycle  

External effects  

Turning point  

Awards 

Offer development 

Organisation and structure 

Geographical configuration  

Alliance / partnership network - identification  

Organisation structure 

Core competence and resources 

Core competence 

Unit Function (including alliances) 

Resource network  

Competence diversification 

Stakeholders 

Most important customers 

Reputation and loyalty  

Suppliers  
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Corporate Governance and Leadership 

Shareholders of the Group  

Board Members /Directors?  

HRM 

Knowledge management and IT  

Policy and Culture  

Leadership and support configuration   

Introduction to employees - Training  

Strategies 

Competitors 

Vision  

Current situation 

Business Development  

Competitive Strategy  

Alliance and partnership Strategy  

Portfolio management and strategy  

Recruitment 

A Learning organization 

Finance and Sales 

Expanding?  

Global Group results past years 

HRM costs  

FoU costs  

Customer returning rate 

Customer satisfaction rate 
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APPENDIX B 

Current Situation Analysis 

Is it okay if I record this interview? 

Respondent: 
Date: 
Title:  

Tell me about your background 

When did you start working at Greenlight? 

What’s your main task? 

Are you in charge of consultants (How does that work?)? 

Length of projects 

How well are you aware of what your colleagues at:  

a) Your office,  

b) Other offices are up to? 

Do you feel that you can take advantage of your co-workers experience/competence in 
your daily work and further progress, if so, in what way?  

Tools 

Just to get an overview of how you use the IT tools: 

Tools What do you use 
it for? 

How often and 
to what extent do 
you use it? 

What 
improvements 
would make you 
use the tool even 
more 

What do you 
receive by using 
the tool? Data, 
information, 
knowledge or 
knowing. 

Document@     

Gest@     
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GPMM Online     

PMO Online     

Webpage     

WebEx     

Skype     

E-mail     

Telephone     

Could you think 
of another IT 
tools Greenlight 
could benefit 
from? 

    

 

Projects with customers 

Do you work alone or in teams? 

How does one put together a team? 

Consultants? 

What is your position in the project? 

How do you “document” a project? 

What do you do with that documentation?  

How would you translate the following quotes into your work? 

“Use what you sell, sell what you use”  

 “A learning organization” 

 



51 
	  

APPENDIX C 

Most Recent Hires 

Is it ok if I record this? 

When did you start at Greenlight? 

What did you know about Greenlight beforehand? 

Tell me about your first couple of weeks at Greenlight. 

How where you introduced to Greenlight and the business? 
 
How did you get introduced to the IT-tools used, Document@ etc.? 

Do you feel like you can contribute with knowledge to Greenlight? In what way? 

Is your knowledge and experience being transferred/used by others? 

To what extent do you feel like a part of Greenlight? 
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APPENDIX D 

 

 


