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Abstract 
Background: The concept of knowledge sharing has become increasingly important as 

organizations recognize the possible benefits of utilizing existing knowledge 

internally. Organizations tend to fall short of realizing the utmost potential 

benefits of knowledge sharing, this tend to occur because of a lack of 

understanding of how different issues affects knowledge sharing, where one of 

the more significant is organizational culture. Consequently, clarifying how 

elements of organizational culture affects knowledge sharing would not only 

provide insight why knowledge sharing fails or succeed, but also provide 

guidance for organizations to cope with organizational culture in their 

knowledge sharing process. 

Purpose: The purpose of this study is to examine the link between organizational culture 

and knowledge sharing activities in a knowledge intensive organization. 

Method: This thesis is of a qualitative nature carried out through a single case study. Data 

was gathered through in-depth, semi-structured interviews consisting of eight 

employees of three different positions from the studied organization. The data 

was further analyzed and interpreted through an inductive research approach. 

Conclusion:  Great benefits could be reaped with well-functioning knowledge sharing, 

especially in a knowledge intensive organization. Empirical findings combined 

with previous literature indicates that at least five factors influence knowledge 

sharing, Communication, Autonomy, Homogeneity, Trust and Fear. To establish 

an organizational culture which facilitates knowledge sharing this paper suggest 

mentioned factors to be considered. 
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1. Introduction 

The first chapter will introduce the reader into the subject, briefly presenting some underlying 

factors regarding knowledge sharing and organizational culture to better understand the 

research subject in question. This is followed by a rationalization of why this topic is important 

as well as the purpose of this thesis.   

In today's era of a knowledge-based economy, the sharing of knowledge has become essential 

when organizations create their competitive advantage. Organizations that facilitates 

knowledge sharing in an efficient way will experience the benefits of accurate decision-making, 

higher levels of innovation and being more prepared to solve complex problems (Lee & Choi, 

2003; Nowacki & Bachnik, 2016). Davenport and Prusak (1998) share the same opinion 

regarding the benefits of knowledge sharing, but also indicates that organizations will benefit 

from reduced manpower. This has resulted in an upswing in the interest of knowledge sharing 

among scholars and practitioners, where economies are increasingly driven by investments in 

intangible assets, also referred to as knowledge-based capital to stay competitive.  

 

A study from OECD (2013), indicates a trend where economies invest as much in knowledge-

based capital as they do in physical capital, which reflects a variety of long-term economic 

transformation. This trend and shift of focus are also true for organizations (Lee & Choi, 2003). 

To put this into context, it is estimated that the fortune 500-companies are missing out on 12 

billion US dollar on a yearly basis due to knowledge-competencies that are not being used 

(OuYang, Yeh & Lee, 2010). Thus, knowledge has become an invaluable asset for a vast 

number of businesses as it is seen as a critical strategic resource to stay competitive (Grant, 

1996; Marqués & Simón, 2006). 

  

Organizations operates in an increasingly knowledge-intensive business environment, Lee and 

Choi (2003) argues that it is essential that organizations have a structured procedure in place, 

in order to preserve and propagate their competencies. The different strategies of doing so is 

often referred to as knowledge management (KM) (Gold, Malhotra & Segard, 2001; Lee & 

Choi, 2003; Kiessling, Richey, Meng & Dabic, 2009). Although knowledge management 

constitute a strategic asset to numerous types of organizations, it is particularly important for 

organizations that are considered as knowledge-intensive, also referred to as knowledge-

intensive organizations (KIOs) (Millar, Lockett & Mahon, 2016). KIOs are organizations 
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dependent on professional knowledge, namely specific know-how related to certain situations 

and business tasks (Den Hertog, 2000). Law firms are often equated with the concept of KIOs 

as they are dependent on knowledge as a core resource and the fact that the only product lawyers 

sell to their clients is their specific know-how in terms of legal advice (Buckler, 2004). The 

challenges faced by the legal industry in recent years entailing advancements in technology, 

changes in legal practices, the competitive environment and the globalization have increased 

the pressure on law firms to preserve their competitive advantage. As law firms understand that 

taking advantage of knowledge in an efficient way can propel the organization to be more 

flexible, innovative and competitive, knowledge sharing has become a widely discussed matter 

of numerous law firms (Nathanson & Levison, 2002; Buckler, 2004). However, the intention 

to generate individual knowledge as accessible to others, has also been a challenge for law firms 

(Gottschalk, 1999). Wang and Noe (2010) claims this phenomenon to be rooted in the 

employee’s capability and willingness to share their knowledge where motivational factors such 

as trust and acceptance plays an important role.  

 

Dalkir (2011) adds to the discussion, arguing that organizational culture is a significant concern 

regarding the motivation to share knowledge. This is further emphasized by Wenger (2000), 

suggesting that firms should foster a culture that empower employees and enable them to share 

knowledge, in order to reap the benefits from a competitive edge. Thus, it is important for 

organizations to understand the concept of organizational culture to utilize the potential of 

knowledge sharing. Organizational culture is one of the core factors in the social knowledge 

process as mutual understanding and shared values are vital in determining to what degree 

knowledge will be shared, and the will for collaboration among employees (Alvesson, 2004). 

“Culture is an abstraction, yet the forces that are created in social and organizational situations 

deriving from culture are powerful. If we don’t understand the operation of these forces, we 

become victim to them” (Schein, 2010. p 4). This claim is further supported by Ajmal and 

Koskinen (2008) who states that members of an organization are often unaware of their culture 

until they encounter a different one. When examining and identifying organizational culture, 

certain typologies have been proposed to categorize different organizations, which facilitates 

when trying to draw conclusions of what type of culture might lead to what outcomes (Hofstede 

2001; Schein 2009). One model that has been used frequently for this purpose in the recent 

years is the organizational culture assessment instrument (OCAI). It is used to identify culture 

and categorize organizations in four types of culture based on the competing values framework 

(Cameron & Quinn, 2011).  
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According to Deal and Kennedy (1982) organizational culture is the most vital aspect inflicting 

success or failure in organizations. This view is shared by Cameron & Quinn (2011) that argues 

that organizational culture is the key ingredient, the most important factor and competitive 

advantage of a firm. An organization should have a culture where the sharing of knowledge is 

not solely seen as a priority for every employee, it should also be supported by the 

encouragement and interaction of the group at large. Employee’s personal engagement and their 

identification with the organization is of great importance to both create and maintain 

knowledge. Shared values and beliefs will increase the sense of belonging, the will for 

cooperation and ultimately the level of knowledge sharing. Thus, creating an organizational 

culture that foster collaboration could be as effective as improving various systems and other 

practices within the organization (Norman, 2004; Alavi et al., 2005; Alvesson & Svenigsson, 

2008). 

1.1 Problematization 
 
The pace of changes in the business environment has gradually increased, as well as the 

expectations and demands of the organization's stakeholders necessitating organizations to 

actively engage in modern instruments such as knowledge sharing in order to stay competitive 

(Yang, 2004). However, a general lack of acceptance is a common problem when introducing 

the concept of knowledge sharing into an organization for the first time. Establishing and 

nurturing a culture that successfully implements knowledge sharing among the employees is 

not an easy task (Schulz and Klugmann, 2005). Dealing with the problems of organizational 

culture successfully will add value, not least in terms of profitability and organizational 

effectiveness. 

 

Even though some organizations make considerable efforts, allocating both time and money 

facilitating knowledge sharing, there is evidence that despite these efforts, companies have a 

tendency to fall short of reaping the utmost potential benefits of knowledge sharing (Hendriks, 

1999). Furthermore, Hendriks (1999) argues that this tend to occur because organizations 

underestimates or have a lack of understanding of how different issues affects knowledge 

sharing, where one of the more significant is organizational culture. Thus, making an effort to 

clarify how organizational culture affects knowledge sharing would not only provide insight 

why knowledge sharing fails or succeed, but also provide guidance for organizations to cope 

with organizational culture in their knowledge sharing process. This in order to prevent 

potential knowledge losses, but it will also be helpful to establish a suitable organizational 
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culture facilitating a substantial introduction and acceptance of knowledge sharing as a key 

resource in the rapid emerging knowledge setting.  

 

While there exists an extensive body of literature concerning knowledge sharing, there is a 

deficiency of empirical studies examining the impact of organizational culture and its relation 

to knowledge sharing. Thus, knowledge sharing still needs further research to fully understand 

its concepts and theories. 

1.2 Purpose 

To bridge the gap within the literature and provide insights to knowledge sharing practitioners, 

the purpose of this thesis is to examine the link between organizational culture and knowledge 

sharing activities, in the light of a case study from an organization operating within a 

knowledge-intensive industry. Based upon this purpose, our intention is to investigate and 

provide empirical evidence for the following research question:  

 
1.2.1 Research question 

• How is knowledge sharing affected by organizational culture in a knowledge intensive 
organization (KIO)?  



 5 
 
 
 

2. Literature Review 
 
This chapter provides the complete theoretical framework of this thesis, facilitating the 

understanding of the fundamental factors that are essential to our research purpose. As a 

starting point, we try to make sense about the concept of knowledge, introducing comprehensive 

previous research within the field. Additionally, we introduce the concepts of knowledge 

management and knowledge sharing where its processes, implementation and implications are 

discussed, and the context of knowledge intensive organizations. Finally, the theory of 

organizational culture is discussed to bridge the discussion regarding organizational culture 

and knowledge sharing. 

2.1  Knowledge 

To understand the concept of knowledge management and knowledge sharing, it is essential to 

understand the notion of knowledge as it serves as the fundamental ground of the interpretation 

of the two. While reviewing the literature, it becomes evident that knowledge is a 

comprehensive and ambiguous concept where it exists no distinct definition that encompasses 

all the disciplines. As such, the underlying concept of knowledge is hard to conceptualize as it 

varies between individuals and organizations, but it can also be referred to as cultural and 

interpersonal knowledge, or as experienced with regards to different activities (Davenport & 

Prusak, 1998; Bhatt, 2001; Al-Alawi, 2007; Liebowitz, 2012). There are scholars however, that 

attempts to explain this concept and provide insights into the meaning of knowledge, which is 

presented in Table 1 (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Probst & Romhardt, 1997; Davenport & 

Prusak, 1998; McLerney, 2002). Alvesson (2004), argues that it is important to grasp the 

concept of knowledge, not least in a managerial sense, as knowledge is a strategic 

organizational resource. Tanriverdi and Venkatraman (2005) shares the same perception, 

contemplating that knowledge has become the key strategic resource and the primary source of 

competitive advantage. 

Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995), are two scholars that have made a significant contribution to the 

study of organizational knowledge as they explain knowledge as consisting of two common 

characteristics. Firstly, knowledge is humanistic as it is essentially correlated with human 

activities. Secondly, knowledge is a dynamic process of justifying personal beliefs towards the 

truth. Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) further argues that knowledge is divided into explicit- and 

tacit knowledge, where explicit knowledge is easily articulated, coded and transferred, and tacit 
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knowledge is more difficult to portray as it is derived from individual experiences. Carrillo and 

Chinowsky (2006), gives an example where they explain explicit knowledge as including 

standardized operating procedures, best practices guides, drawings, specifications etc., whereas 

tacit knowledge is essentially linked with human action, where it is experimental and stored in 

people’s minds such as the know-how of an experienced manager, which consequently makes 

it more problematic to put it on record. 

 

Table 1. Definition of Knowledge 

 

For the purpose of this thesis, knowledge will be interpreted as information regarding specific 

know-how, analysis, context and capability to manage information. In addition, knowledge will 

be considered as including judgements, different perspectives, anticipation and projections as 

it is maintained by individuals, or other representatives. 

Scholars with contribution Definitions 

 

(Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) 

 

Knowledge is a dynamic human process of justifying 
personal belief toward the truth created by the flow of 
information anchored in the belief of commitments of its 
holders 

(Davenport & Prusak, 1998) Knowledge is the fluid mix of framed experience, values, 
contextual information and expert insight that provides a 
framework for evaluating and incorporating new 
experiences and information 

(Probst et al., 2000) Knowledge is the whole body of cognitions and skills 
which individuals use to solve problems. It includes both 
theories and practical everyday rules and instructions for 
action. Knowledge is based on data and information, but 
unlike these, it is bound to a person. 

 

(Mclerney, 2002) 

Knowledge is the awareness of what one knows through 
study, reasoning, experience, association or through 
various types of learning. 
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2.2  Knowledge Management 

Similar to the complexity of defining knowledge, there is no commonly accepted definition of 

knowledge management (KM). While reviewing the literature, most articles have different 

definitions about the concept of KM. However, there are several aspects influencing these 

diverse definitions ranging from a conceptual – philosophical – practical view, and from a 

narrow to an extensive scope (Baskerville & Dulipovici, 2006; Pathirage, Amartunga & Haigh 

2007). 

  

Perhaps the simplest explanation of KM is given by McAdam and McCreedy (1999, p. 101), 

defining KM as “the management of knowledge”. However, this implication can be extended, 

encompassing the management of an organization's intellectual capital to create value, achieve 

the organization’s objectives and generate a competitive advantage. Essentially, KM activities 

are related to human actions and are dissimilar to information, it involves both beliefs and 

commitments (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Davenport & Prusak, 1998). To further 

conceptualize KM, Andreeva and Kianto (2012, p. 620) describe the phenomenon as 

“management practices aimed to support efficient and effective management of knowledge for 

organizational benefit”. This is also addressed by Boomer (2004) arguing that KM incorporates 

knowledge as a strategic resource, initiating sustainable organizational benefits and endorse a 

firm's approach to capture, evaluate, pinpoint and share a firm’s intellectual capital. Contrary 

to this, or rather as an alternative, information system researchers lean towards a definition of 

knowledge as a factor that can be predictable, documented and controlled in a computer- or 

cloud-based information system (McAdam & McCreedy, 1999; Rowley & Farrow, 2000). 

 

Dayan, Heisig and Matos (2017) emphasizes the notion of KM as an independent management 

process but additionally, as a core element that leverages organizational culture, structural and 

strategic influence on organizational efficiency. There have been several attempts to categorize 

KM practices and activities. Perhaps one of the most commonly adopted includes the 

categorization proposed by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995), dividing KM into knowledge 

creation, incorporation and dissemination. Alavi and Leidner (2001) shares the same view of 

categorization, where they discuss KM practices as knowledge creation, storage/retrieval, 

transfer and application. More recent studies suggest that KM processes and activities can be 

divided into the five main types: knowledge acquisition, knowledge creation, knowledge 

codification, knowledge retention and knowledge sharing (Kianto, Vanhala and Heilmann, 
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2016). Knowledge acquisition refers to the activity of collecting information from 

supplementary organizational sources such as customer feedback systems, data mining, 

business intelligence and collaborations with certain research institutes (Darroch, 2005; Kianto, 

et al., 2016). Knowledge creation indicates the organization’s capability to cultivate innovative, 

new concepts and solutions with regards to the organization’s actions, both at a managerial and 

a technological level. The creation of knowledge occurs when individuals operating within an 

organization attempts to innovate and engage in a learning process (Kianto & Andreeva, 2012). 

Knowledge codification encompasses the process of codifying the tacit knowledge to a more 

understandable, explicit form. This will allow the knowledge to be documented and ensure 

availability to others within the organization (Kianto, et al., 2016). Knowledge retentions 

consists of the processes associated with managing employee turnover and the potential cost of 

missing out on expert knowledge, employees leaving the organization. Lastly, Knowledge 

sharing refers to management of tacit knowledge, namely the governance and encouragement 

of face-to-face communication, and the establishment of a knowledge-sharing culture 

facilitating shared learning experiences (Dalkir, 2011; Kianto, et al., 2016). 

 

In general, the literature regarding KM actions and practices are usually divided into four to six 

subsets of KM, acting cyclical and interrelated to each other (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). Although 

these subset categories of knowledge processes are interrelated and overlapping, they are 

independently distinguishable due to their specific focus (Kianto, et al., 2016). 

 

Ultimately, the objective of implementing KM is to efficiently cope with an organization’s 

intellectual capital and to create new knowledge in order to realize and preserve a competitive 

advantage. KM encompass the perception that knowledge can be managed and organized, when 

in reality it concerns the management of individuals, processes and systems through which 

knowledge can be shared (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Boomer, 2004).  

2.3  Knowledge Sharing 

Knowledge sharing (KS) is possibly the utmost important element of all knowledge 

management practices as it incorporates all the opportunities and challenges related to 

managing intangible, imperceptible assets (Ford, 2002). As such, KS emerges to be a 

cornerstone of organizations KM strategies and research present evidence that organizations 

that make use of KS practices in a successful way, across the organization, are more productive 
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and are more likely to be sustainable than organizations that does not engage in KS (Marouf, 

2007). Sharing knowledge among employees also result in faster responses to task requirements 

and a lower operational cost. KS activities can be managed with and through people and 

technology, and once identified, the following phase involves a circulation of the knowledge 

within the organization (Law and Ngai, 2008; Lee, Lui & Wu, 2011). This is also stressed by 

Dyer and Nobeoka (2000), defining the concept of KS as all activities that help communities 

of people to collaborate and facilitate the exchange of knowledge. They further claim this 

creates an environment with an emphasis on learning and this will enhance the ability to reach 

individual and organizational objectives. Additionally, these factors will motivate employees 

to share knowledge and thus are essential to the organization (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). 

  

Yang (2004) assert that the better the KS climate an organization possess, the better the degree 

of efficiency an organization can maintain. Consequently, KS activities facilitates knowledge 

and learning among the people within the organization, enabling them to undertake comparable 

problems to those that have previously been encountered by other employees. As such, these 

KS activities could also inspire people to acquire new knowledge, but it can also facilitate trust 

among employees (Werner, Blaas & Harry, 2016). It is significant for individuals sharing 

knowledge, to be aware of the use of their knowledge, its purpose and the needs of the person 

acquiring it. Additionally, all individuals are not obligated to share their knowledge within an 

organization, simply because all knowledge will not be applied and put into context (Riege, 

2005). 

 

Knowledge sharing involves certain risks for the individual providing knowledge, as the person 

in fact faces the risk of losing his or her competitive advantage over other employees, sharing 

their valuable knowledge and perhaps their key asset to the organization. There is also the 

possibility that the knowledge recipient experiences an equal type of risk, as he or she cannot 

be reliant on the quality of the shared knowledge, as such, the information has a potential of 

being biased or conveyed with bad intentions (Sankowska, 2013; Wener, Blaas & Harry, 2016). 

 
Knowledge sharing also have a set of barriers that organizations needs to consider. Riege (2005) 

claim that there are three possible barriers to KS. Firstly, there is an individual level that is 

linked with lack of communication skills and the social network at large. There is also a 

tendency of an overemphasis of position status and a general lack of trust and commitment. 

This barrier is also related to a phenomenon referred to as information hoarding, considering 
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knowledge as an individual’s private asset and their competitive advantage (McLure & Faraj, 

2000). Secondly, there are barriers at an organizational level that is connected with the 

economic capability, the potential deficiency in infrastructure and resources, and the 

accessibility of physical space the organization possesses. Lastly, there are barriers concerning 

a technological level that relates to the complications of IT systems at place, such as the 

difficulties of integrating and modifying such systems (Riege, 2005). Even though these 

discussed barriers present evidence affecting KS activities, Ardichivili, Vaughn and Wentling 

(2003) conducted a study and identified that the most important barrier to knowledge sharing 

does not concern anything like selfish interests or infrastructure. Rather, it indicates that in 

many cases, employees are frightened to share their knowledge, as they have concerns 

regarding its relevance and accuracy. Furthermore, they identified a tendency of new employees 

feeling intimidated sharing their knowledge as they did not believe they earned that right 

(Ardichivili, et al., 2003). 
 
 
As KS refers to activities of individual behavior, the motivation of personal behavior needs 

primary attention. For instance, motivational factors such as competition, reputation, 

reciprocity and organizational culture will affect KS and the probability for people to share their 

specific knowledge with others. Accordingly, people need to consider the tradeoff concerning 

the individual and organizational interests when trying to decide whether they want to share 

knowledge with others or not (Yang & Wu, 2008). The capability to share relevant, valuable 

knowledge in businesses in an efficient way is essential for organizations innovation and their 

continual development, to stay competitive in both the existing market and when entering new, 

challenging markets (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Boomer, 2004; Millar, Locket & Mahon, 

2016). To facilitate this crucial organizational asset, Millar et al., (2016) argues that there are 

three main aspects to consider when an organization cope with knowledge sharing: “How the 

knowledge is obtained”, “How knowledge is stored and organized” and “How knowledge is 

accessed and shared when needed”. 

  

Obtaining timely, relevant information and knowledge is crucial for organizations to generate 

appropriate business decisions. Especially in times when it is increasingly important to make 

decisions based upon strategy, generate an efficient allocation of resources and where 

competitive actions depends upon rigorous knowledge of external and internal information. 

Ultimately, knowledge that is not identified, comprehended and shared throughout an 
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organization is pointless. In particular, this is true for knowledge-intensive organizations 

(Millar et al., 2016). 

2.4  Knowledge Intensive Organizations 

Knowledge intensive organizations are increasingly important in today’s business environment, 

especially in developed countries (Millar et al., 2016). Bettencourt, Ostrom, Brown and 

Rondtree (2002, p. 100) defines knowledge intensive organizations as “organizations whose 

primary value-adding activities consist of the accumulation, creation, or dissemination of 

knowledge for the purpose of developing a customized service or product solution to satisfy the 

client’s needs”. Various scholars recognize similar definitions of the concept of KIOs where 

organizations are reliant on knowledge and how they cope with knowledge (Alvesson 2004; 

Strambach, 2008; Millar et al., 2016). KIOs are referred to as organizations that offers 

knowledge-based products or services, such as consultancy, accounting and organizations 

operating within the legal profession. For instance, Lamont (2002) claims that there are few 

fields where knowledge management and knowledge sharing could be more beneficial than 

within the legal profession. 

KIOs are often distinguished by a high level of autonomy of their employees, meaning that they 

are allowed to make their own judgements and decisions (Millar et al., 2016). Furthermore, 

KIOs usually employ normative control, which means they influences the beliefs and the 

subjective assumptions of their employees. Thus, KIOs have an indirect approach of managing 

employees (Alvesson, 2004). As such, organizational culture plays an important role for KIOs, 

to promote a high level of autonomy, but also to facilitate knowledge sharing. 

 
2.5  Organizational Culture 

Organizational culture has been a widely studied subject during the last decades with increased 

attention from both practitioners and academics (Meek 1988; Schein, 2010). Climate and group 

norms as concepts have been used by psychologists since the early 1940s. But organizational 

culture was not described as a concept until the late 1970s, when it received great attention and 

was considered as the most important in organizational success (Schein, 1990; Hallet, 2003; 

Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2008). Alvesson and Sveningsson (2008) argues that this view was 

exaggerated and has since been adjusted. However, it is still one of the key aspects when 

analyzing various organizational themes. To better understand the concept of organizational 
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culture, several definitions is presented in table 2 (Pettigrew, 1979; Cremer, 1993; O’reilly & 

Chatman, 1996; Schein, 2010). 

 

Organizations are likely to have different perceptions of how to operate, these differences in 

perception can better be understood by looking at the culture within the organization. 

Recognizing the dynamics of culture allows a better understanding of the differences of 

organizations, but also to understand ourselves better by identifying the factors that defines us 

(Schein, 2010). England (1983) argues that to fully understand the relation of an organization’s 

culture one must consider the national and societal culture as well. A point of view that Erez 

and Earley (2011) agrees upon by stating that organizations does not possess cultures of their 

own, but instead are shaped from societal culture. The scenario that researchers draw different 

conclusions and perceive concepts differently is however not a new phenomenon. Researchers 

of organizational culture are divided in two camps, those who consider it as a variable, meaning 

that it is something that an organization possess and those who think that culture is something 

an organization is. Regardless of how one might consider the term organizational culture, 

culture is an abstract concept and used to interpret behavior (Meek, 1988; Schein, 2010). 

  

A common problem within the literature regarding organizational culture is that the projected 

value of organizational culture is problematic to capture and often get unrecognized because of 

thin and superficial descriptions. For instance, many use characterizations of organizational 

culture as slogans or wishful thinking instead of understanding the concept completely. 

Sometimes these slogans may represent the underlying culture and sometimes it is just 

ambiguous and empty words (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2008). Schein (2010) argues that to 

make an abstract concept useful in theory, the concept should be observable and have the 

possibility of increasing our understanding of circumstances that are otherwise hard to grasp. 

The organizational culture assessment instrument is a model that is used for this purpose 

(Heritage, Pollock & Roberts, 2014). 
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Table 2. Definition of Organizational Culture 

 

 2.5.1 Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument 

There are several frameworks and models that can be used to identify or measure the culture of 

an organization (Hofstede, 2001; Schein, 2009; Cameron & Quinn, 2011). One of the more 

prominent models to identify organizational culture is the organizational culture assessment 

instrument developed by Cameron and Quinn in 2006.  Besides being proved to be an accurate 

model in identifying organizational culture, it also suggests a relationship between numerous 

indicators of organizational effectiveness and the culture assessed by the OCAI. The OCAI is 

further an extension of the Competing Values Framework, a theoretical model developed by 

Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1983). Four groups of organizational culture are considered in this 

model and each group have different core values on which conclusions about organizations are 

made and these are derived through two main dimensions: 

 

• (Internal focus and Integration) against (External focus and Differentiation) 

• (Stability and Control) against (Flexibility and Discretion) 

Scholars with contribution Definitions 

 

(Pettigrew, 1979) 

 

Culture consists of language, symbols, ideology, rituals, 
belief and myths and serves certain groups at a particular 
time 

(Cremer, 1993) Corporate culture embodies the unspoken code of 
communication among members of an organization 

(O’reilly & Chatman, 1996) A set of norms and values that are widely shared and 
strongly held throughout the organization 

(Schein, 2010) A pattern of shared basic assumptions that was learned by 
a group as it solved its problems of external adaptation and 
internal integration, that has worked well enough to be 
considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new 
members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in 
relation to those problems   



 14 
 
 
 

These two dimensions are divided into four types of culture as mentioned and presented in the 

paragraphs above. The values are further placed on the sides of a quadrant with the competing 

assumptions in opposition to one another.  

Figure 1. OCAI Model (Cameron & Quinn, 2011, p. 53). 

As portrayed in figure 1, the OCAI Model consists of: Clan, Adhocracy, Hierarchy and Market. 

Organizations can have one particular culture or a combination of these.The clan culture is 

considered to be of a friendly, family like nature and cherishes tradition, loyalty and 

collaboration (Cameron & Quinn, 2011).  These organizations are managed with emphasis on 

teamwork and personal development, and leaders operates as mentors to subordinates rather 

than controlling authorities. The adhocracy culture emerged as the developed world transitioned 

from the industrial age into the information age. It is depicted to be entrepreneurial, creative 

and dynamic. This is a great environment for innovation where risk taking is encouraged. 

Success will be reached by continuously innovating offerings to stay competitive and adapt to 

the opportunities and challenges of a constantly changing market. The hierarchy culture is 

recognized by having a highly formalized and structured way of doing things. Stability is the 

long-term goal and great emphasis is put on systematic processes that follow formal rules on 

time, and there are often several hierarchical levels which results in slower decision making 

(Quinn, Faerman, Thompson & McGrath, 2003). The market culture refers to organizations 

with its core values in productivity and competitiveness, emphasizing external positioning and 
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control to create competitive advantages. Organizations with this type of culture are under the 

impression that a clear purpose and an aggressive strategy will lead to success in terms of 

market share and market penetration (Cameron & Quinn, 2011; Heritage et al., 2014). 

2.5.2 Organizational Structure 

Organizational structure is a factor that greatly influences the governance and the culture of an 

organization. The structure of an organization is further relevant to better understand and 

explain different phenomena in organizations (Janićijević, 2013). Organizational structure 

includes aspects as: the type of entity, organizational guidelines, power and reporting 

proceedings, ways of communication, and arrays of decision making (Donaldson, 1996). There 

are several types of organizational structures, but the governing structural forms are mechanistic 

and organic forms. Mechanistic structures are strict and traditional bureaucracies with a high 

level of centralization, systematic processes, regulations and a rigid flow of communication 

(Ambrose & Schminke, 2003). Under high levels of centralization, the decision-making power 

is generally concentrated at the highest levels of the organization. Therefore, centralization can 

create bottlenecks as members at lower levels in the hierarchy cannot make decisions, instead 

they must wait for the judgement of their supervisors (Kaufmann & Borry, 2019). Organic 

structures are the opposite of mechanistic and follow a more flexible and decentralized scheme 

(Ambrose & Schminke, 2003). According to Kaufmann and Borry (2019), several studies 

implies that a decentralized structure is favorable in increasing the level of employee- loyalty 

and motivation, as well as organizational performance. Decentralization also makes members 

of the organization feel they are part of the organizational culture to a greater extent. 

Furthermore, a free flow of communication is encouraged at all levels (Zheng, Yang & McLean, 

2010). However, Ambrose & Schminke (2003) stress the importance of understanding that no 

organization is perfectly mechanistic or organic, instead they tend to feature traits of both. 

2.6  Organizational Culture and Knowledge Sharing 

There are different types of resources, where knowledge is one of the key resources and a 

differentiator for organizations when creating and maintaining a competitive advantage. Even 

though the benefits of knowledge, mainly knowledge sharing are acknowledged, people are not 

always willing to share. The reason for this could have various answers but scholars have 

identified organizational culture as one of the primary explanations (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; 

McDermott & O´Dell, 2001; Al-Alawi et al., 2007; Suppiah & Sing Sandhu, 2011). Researchers 
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have agreed upon culture as an abstraction but also that attitudes and behaviors are observable 

and can be studied. Identifying and understanding the underlying constitution of different 

organizational cultures can explain employees’ behavioral patterns that can affect their 

perceptions and the behaviors that affects knowledge sharing (Schein, 2004). 

Both management processes and the ability of individuals to exchange cultural and personal 

beliefs are vital factors when considering the success of the implementation of KM practices, 

especially knowledge sharing (Torun, 2004). In addition, this type of exchange or rather 

communication between individuals is a crucial factor for the success of knowledge sharing, 

and it is heavily dependent on the opportunity’s employees have for open communication, face-

to-face (Al-Alawi, 1997). The communication might flow horizontally or vertically within an 

organization, which may, or may not reinforce employees to share their knowledge. In fact, 

hierarchical organizations have a tendency of being more competitive, where individual 

advancements are seen as particularly important and as such, employees have incentives to keep 

individual knowledge from other employees (Riege, 2005; Wang & Noe, 2010). Active 

participation in knowledge sharing presumes that employees ask questions and respond to one 

another’s questions, often without passing it through their supervisors, and this is more likely 

to occur in a less hierarchical organization (Ardichvili, Maurer, Li, Wentling & Stuedemann, 

2006). If an organization nurture a culture that facilitates informal ways of sharing knowledge 

(coffee breaks, seminars, open office-space, conferences etc.), this will cultivate trust among 

employees, which is a crucial factor concerning knowledge sharing (Wang & Noe, 2010). 

Furthermore, when establishing a culture that foster knowledge sharing, it is important that 

practices, employees and the organizational structure support this culture. A common reason 

where organizations fail in knowledge sharing processes, is putting focus on adapting a culture 

fitting knowledge sharing instead of adjusting the knowledge sharing procedures to suit the 

culture. Hence, integrating knowledge sharing in employees daily work and communication is 

essential (Riege, 2005). Factors as practices, rules and guidelines influencing an organization’s 

norms and values is of great significance in knowledge sharing. Therefore, the processes linked 

to these factors should be integrated in the organization's strategy to nurture and utilize the 

generation and sharing of organizational knowledge (Michailova & Husted, 2003). These 

processes require employees to share specific knowledge with particular employees after 

finished projects. Unless these standardized processes are implemented, there will be a negative 

outcome of knowledge sharing (Conley & Zheng, 2009). 
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2.7  Summary of Theoretical Framework 
 
Table 3. Summary of Theoretical Framework 

 
Topics Covered Summary 

Knowledge Knowledge include both theories and practical everyday rules and 
instructions for action. It is based on data and information, but 
unlike these, it is bound to a person. 

Knowledge Management 
(KM) 

Knowledge management is a process involving the management of 
an organization’s intellectual capital to create value, achieve the 
organization’s objectives and generate a competitive advantage. 
Essentially, KM activities are related to human actions and are 
dissimilar to information as it involves both beliefs and 
commitments. 

Knowledge Sharing (KS) Knowledge sharing is perhaps the utmost important element of all 
knowledge management practices as it incorporates all the 
opportunities and challenges related to managing intangible, 
imperceptible assets. KS activities can be managed with and through 
people and technology, and once identified, the following phase 
involves a circulation of the knowledge within the organization.  

Knowledge Intensive 
Organizations (KIOs) 

Knowledge intensive organizations are referred to as organizations 
whose primary value-adding activities consist of the accumulation, 
creation, or dissemination of knowledge for the purpose of 
developing a customized service or product solution to satisfy 
client’s needs. 

Organizational Culture Organizational culture is an abstract concept used to understand 
and interpret the underlying forces governing the behaviors of 
employees and the conduct of an organization at whole. 
Organizational culture consists of several factors such as: values, 
norms, beliefs, language, myths and ideologies. 

Organizational Culture 
Assessment Instrument 

(OCAI) 

To make the concept of organizational culture useful in theory, it 
should have the ability to increase the understanding of 
circumstances that otherwise are hard to grasp. The organizational 
culture assessment instrument is used for this purpose, namely to 
observe and identify the culture of an organization. 

Organizational Structure Organizational structure is argued to be one of the factors greatly 
influencing the culture of an organization. Furthermore, the 
understanding of the structure is useful in explaining the levels of 
decision-making in organizations. 

Organizational Culture & 
Knowledge Sharing 

Even though the benefits of knowledge and knowledge sharing are 
acknowledged, people aren’t always willing to share. The reason for 
this could have many answers but scholars have identified 
organizational culture as one of the primary explanations. 
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2.8  Literature Pictographic 
 

 
Figure 2. Literature Pictographic 
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3.  Methodology 
 
This chapter gives an explanation of the methodological reasoning with regards to the purpose 

of the thesis. At first, our philosophical assumptions are stated and explained, followed with a 

clarification of our exploratory research design, discussing the several stages of our process. 

Furthermore, this section outlines the research approach with respect to our inductive study. 

We also give the reader an insight into how we collected our data and its context, which is 

followed by a throughout explanation of why we chose a thematic analysis. Finally, we discuss 

the quality assurance with respect to the trustworthiness of our study. 

3.1 Research Philosophy 

Prior to conducting a study, researchers should consider and establish the relationship between 

theory and data to ensure adequate results (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe & Jackson, 2015). It is 

further argued that the fit between research philosophy and the undertaken research is 

fundamental in whether researchers will succeed to contribute to their field or not. The research 

philosophy is founded upon the beliefs of the researchers in terms of epistemology and 

ontology. Epistemology is defined as “a general set of assumptions about ways of inquiring 

into the nature of the world” and ontology as “philosophical assumptions about the nature of 

reality” (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015, p. 126). To simplify these definitions, epistemology is the 

perception of knowledge and ontology is the perception of reality (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 

2009). The most appropriate epistemology and ontology is constantly debated among 

philosophers of natural and social sciences.  

 

Identifying the underlying research philosophy is thus important to better understand how data 

will be collected and interpreted and to provide satisfying answers to the research questions at 

hand. It further facilitates in choosing the most appropriate research design by recognizing the 

limitations of other research methods (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe & Lowe, 2002). The different 

basic philosophies of research are also termed paradigms. A paradigm is the set of concepts 

involving certain beliefs, or the underlying framework that guides the research (Guba & Lincoln 

1994). The most common paradigms in social science are positivism and constructivism, where 

positivism is of an objective nature and constructivism subjective. The empirical research under 

a positivistic paradigm imply realism in terms of ontology and mainly involve testing 

hypotheses through quantitative methods. Researchers under realism suggests that society can 
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and should be studied scientifically and empirically (Ritzer & Goodman, 2004). Our main focus 

of research is on how people perceive their surroundings and their reality is thus constructed 

(Guba and Lincoln, 1984). Our ontology is best characterized as relativism and we suggest that 

all people interpret truth in various ways and there is no universal truth or laws. We believe that 

the concepts of organizational culture and knowledge sharing are multifaceted and therefore 

cannot be explained solely with the assumption of one single truth. Instead we argue that these 

concepts are based on social interactions and thus, truth is a socially constructed and changing 

perception. Meaning people or groups of people create their own realities or truths through their 

interpretation of these interactions (Corbetta, 2003). Our epistemology is subjective and based 

on our ontological view of the world, namely that realities are apprehensible yet intangible 

(Guba & Lincoln, 1994). Data is gathered through interactions with respondents and findings 

will be generated during the research rather than findings simply exists and can be discovered 

as under a positivistic approach.  

 

Under our constructivist stance we will analyze and interpret the employee’s subjective 

perceptions of how the culture within the organization affects the sharing of knowledge. Our 

research philosophy will influence the research design and also help the reader to better 

understand why we have chosen one research design over another, as some research designs 

are less applicable under certain research philosophies (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015).  

3.2 Research Design 

A main target in organizational studies is to develop theory and to do so one must decide on the 

design of the research (Eisenhardt, 1989). The research design constitutes the type of sample, 

sample size, the tools and procedures in data collection, type of data to be collected and the type 

of analysis planned (Edmondson & McManus, 2007). The research design also contains several 

choices which must be considered in regard to the purpose of the study, the time frame, the 

settings and the unit of analysis (Cavana, Delahave & Sekaran, 2001). The design is further an 

important framework in obtaining the data needed to meet the research objectives. To develop 

and make a theoretical contribution, it is of significance that there is a good fit between the 

research objectives and the research design. The reasoning for a research design could however 

be changed along the way as one comes to new insights and alters the scope (Edmondson & 

McManus, 2007).  
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There are several research designs, three of those are discussed by Saunders, Lewis and 

Thornhill (2016), namely exploratory-, explanatory- and descriptive studies. The last 

mentioned is often highly structured with the ambition to find patterns through hypothesis or 

theory testing. It describes situations but not cause and effect, it is often chosen in an initial 

enquiry of discovering new topics. An explanatory study is instead investigating the cause and 

effect through getting an idea of how variables affect each other. We are following an 

exploratory research design as this design is beneficial in for instance, exploring new topics and 

serve as basis for future studies, or to conclude if the findings could be explained by previous 

existing theory. It is also good for acquiring new insights, gain understanding of a phenomenon 

or to develop hypotheses (Saunders et al., 2016). To facilitate our process of discovery and 

theory generation we will make use of a single case study.  

3.2.1 Case Study 

Case studies are getting increased recognition and have been used in countless influential 

studies. It is further believed that case studies are particularly suiting in developing theory on 

complex subjects and exploring a phenomenon in its natural setting (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 

2007). Case studies are useful in qualitative research from a relativistic and subjective 

perspective as it facilitates the answering of why? and how? questions (Saunders et al. 2016). 

As we want to answer the question of how cultural factors may affect knowledge sharing, we 

believe that a case study suits our research approach.  

 

Developing theory through case studies can be done through examining one or several cases. It 

can be argued that building theory from multiple cases is more beneficial in terms of being able 

to generalize the findings to a greater extent. But we chose to do a single case study because of 

its straightforwardness and because of the opportunity to richly reveal and study a phenomenon 

in depth (Yin, 1994). Our aim is to contribute to existing literature by studying a single case 

and draw conclusions from the data gathered during interviews. We further want to make a 

concise and focused study, therefore we have chosen a cross-sectional approach instead of a 

longitudinal study. A cross sectional study is great for explaining the relationship of factors and 

are merely an extract of a case at a certain time. A longitudinal study would instead imply to 

study a case during a period of time to discover variations and developments (Saunders et al., 

2016). The specific case has been chosen with regards to its particularly knowledge intensive 

characteristics. 
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3.2.2 Stages of research design 

Our research design will serve as a blueprint of meeting the established research purpose. It is 

important that we engage in rational decision-making during the whole research process. As 

such, we developed a scheme of research activities and in our specific study, there are six 

distinctive research activities, or stages as presented in figure 3. 

 
Figure 3. Research Activity Stages. 

 

3.3 Research Approach 
 
To understand data regarding different themes and patterns, this could generally be facilitated 

and identified in one of two distinct approaches, namely in inductive bottom-up, or deductive 

top-down way (Braun & Clarke, 2006; Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). In an inductive research 

approach, the identified and elaborated themes are connected with the data itself (Braun and 

Clarke, 2006). Thus, in its pure form, inductive analysis is a process of coding the data without 
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the effort of putting it into an already established coding frame. In contrast, deductive theory 

testing would be tailored with the researcher’s theoretical and analytical interest in mind, using 

the data to test existing theory (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). Generally, a qualitative research 

approach is associated with inductive reasoning (Bryman & Bell, 2011). However, the authors 

further elaborate on this, saying that in many cases there is no clear distinction between an 

inductive and a deductive approach, rather, studies have a tendency to lean towards one rather 

than the other based upon the research scope. Just as induction necessitates a component of 

deduction, the deductive approach will most certainly entail a portion of induction.  

 

Just like most other research papers, our approach find support in our specified, if rather general 

research question, How is knowledge sharing affected by organizational culture in a knowledge 

intensive organization (KIO)? Our study also find support in previous theories regarding 

organizational culture, knowledge management and knowledge sharing, and thus serves as 

guidance for the research scope, rather than a tool for theory testing. The theoretical framework 

will not only help us to understand and make presumptions about information, but also facilitate 

the analysis process. However, Gioia and Corley (2011) argues that a study could benefit from 

not knowing the theoretical framework by heart, at least in the early stages, as such an 

understanding could lead to a confirmation bias. Thus, confirmation bias is something we have 

to consider while conducting our study. By its very nature, our research approach finds support 

in a thematic coding involving an inductive research approach where our themes emerge from 

participants discussions (Gioia, Corley & Hamilton, 2012).  

3.4 Literature Review 

“A literature review is an analytical summary of an existing body of research in the light of a 

particular research issue” (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015, p. 59). Apart from summarizing existing 

literature, it should also provide new knowledge by combining the research data (Turner, 2018). 

Literature reviews are necessary in any research project as the development of new 

understandings are based on previous knowledge in the field. We conducted a literature review 

to get a better understanding of the topic, get an insight of previous studies and to identify 

research gaps. The literature review also enhanced our research and gave us an idea of how to 

make a theoretical contribution to the existing body of research (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). 
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There are two types of literature reviews: traditional- and systematic literature reviews. The 

purpose of a traditional review is to summarize the literature and interpret the information with 

regards to the research topic and question. The researcher does not necessarily cover all prior 

research but instead the sources that appears most relevant or noteworthy to the researcher. 

However, proponents of the systematic reviews claim that traditional reviews are to flexible 

and lacks transparency of method which restrains replication (Petticrew & Roberts, 2006). A 

systematic literature review is extensive and tries to cover all prior peer-reviewed studies on 

the topic at hand (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). Jesson, Matheson and Lacey (2011), argues that 

a systematic review is better in all aspects as it is more controlled and balanced. For instance, 

the researcher must provide a method report, explain how sources has been identified, what 

have been included and what has been left out. 

 

We adapted a systematic literature review as we considered it to be the most compelling for our 

thesis. We chose to focus mainly on peer-reviewed journal articles due to its credibility, since 

they pass an extensive process where several experts ascertain its relevance and quality 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). We added academic books to get a richer understanding and, in 

some cases, more recent sources. Our primary source for finding research was the database 

Scopus since it contains most research collections. Our key words used in the search were 

organi* culture (* is used to capture both organizational and organizational) and knowledge 

(sharing, transfer, management). Subsequently, the findings were sorted in three different 

categories, namely: highest cited, relevance and most recent where we read the abstract and 

purpose to decide which sources to keep and further examine.  

3.5 Sample 

There are numerous existing sample designs and Easterby-Smith et al. (2015) present two of 

these, namely probability and non-probability sampling. In a probability sampling there is an 

equal chance for any of the sample participants to be chosen. Non-probability sampling is 

different in that sense, as participants are not selected randomly. Instead, only a pre-set number 

of the population have the chance of being selected, based upon the accessibility and the pre-

conditions of the researcher. Based upon the purpose of our study, a non-probability sampling 

designs were chosen. Just as there are numerous types of strategies for sample design, it exists 

several types of non-probability sampling, for this particular study, we selected a non-

probability, purposive sample design. This strategy facilitates the judgement of the researcher 
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when selecting the participants relevant to the study. Usually, these participants need to fulfill 

a pre-set of criteria that the researcher finds relevant (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). Another 

desirable outcome of this sampling design is the potential of capturing a wide range of 

perspectives that relates to our given purpose. There is however a risk with this sampling 

strategy as it may lead to a unilateral result where only people that had an interest related to the 

topic chose to participate. As such, the dataset has a potential to be biased (Saunders et al., 

2007). The following section will present the criteria used for sample collection and a table 

illustrating our participants. 

3.5.1 Criteria for sample selection 

In addition to the precondition of the organization being a knowledge intensive organization 

we also made some criteria of the employees that were to be interviewed. 

  

First criteria. Engaging in knowledge-intensive work. 

  

The interviewee must have a position where he or she encounters specific knowledge at work. 

For the purpose of our case organization, this was set to only interview lawyers within the 

organization. 

  

Second criteria. Been working at the firm for at least two year. 

  

As our intention was to get a grasp of the organizational culture at place, but also to understand 

knowledge-sharing practices, a pre-condition was set to interview employees that have been 

employed for at least two year. 

  

Third criteria. Different roles. 

  

Our intention was to interview employees at different levels of the organization. As such, we 

aimed to get at least three different positions where we could categorize the interviewees. These 

positions were either owner, partner or employees with no additional role. This was done in 

order to get a better understanding about the general context and to gain input from several 

different perspective. It was also done to reduce the risk of a biased result based on a specific 

role within the organization. 
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Table 4. Summary of Interviewees 

Name Years within the 
organization 

Role 

A1 8 years  Lawyer - Owner 

B1 8 years Lawyer - Partner 

B2 7 years Lawyer - Partner 

C1 6 years Lawyer - Associate 

C2 5 years Lawyer - Associate 

C3 4 years Lawyer - Associate 

C4 4 years Lawyer - Associate 

C5 3 years Lawyer - Associate 

 
 
 
3.5.2 Selection of Case Study Organization 
 
The label of knowledge intensive organization imitates other labels that are commonly used by 

researchers, such as capital-intensive and labor-intensive firms. Similarly, to capital- and labor-

intensive firms where the name reveal the key input to the firm (capital, labor etc.), in a KIO, 

knowledge is the key input (Kärreman, 2010). The substantial presence of knowledge and thus 

knowledge management activities within these types of organizations makes it important for 

KIO’s to ensure effective knowledge sharing practices. One of the most recognized setting for 

these organizations is the law business (Lamont, 2002). Law firms are more prone to encounter 

organizational challenges, providing efficient services to their clients and as such they need to 

leverage and manage their knowledge to perfecting their competitive advantage. Consequently, 

the intensity of knowledge-based work within a law firms day-to-day tasks stipulates a fruitful 

setting for conducting knowledge-based management research. To conduct a study in a law 

firm necessitates close collaboration and co-ordination as lawyers very often have limited time 

to do other things than their actual work. In accordance with our purposive sampling and in 
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addition to the criteria for our sample, we limited the case study selection to a law firm within 

Sweden, more than 10 employees being lawyers and an established structure of several levels 

of authority. Based upon these criteria and our research question, a law firm considered as a 

knowledge intensive organization appears to provide a more accurate and substantial choice of 

conducting our study regarding organizational culture and its effect on knowledge sharing.  

3.6 Data Collection 

One of the more common ways of collecting data in qualitative case studies is interviews. There 

are at least three ways to conduct interviews, namely unstructured, structured or semi-structured 

(Saunders et al., 2016). We believe that semi-structured interviews are the most suiting for our 

research. Fylan (2005, p. 65) describes semi-structured interviews as “conversations in which 

you know what you want to find out about – and so have a set of questions to ask and a good 

idea of what topics will be covered – but the conversations is free to vary and is likely to change 

substantially between participants”. Prior to the interviews we examined our literature review 

and identified questions which served as the basis for our questionnaire. We further prepared a 

list of questions that we considered to cover our main topics facilitating the process of 

ultimately answering our research question.  

 

After our preparations we conducted eight semi-structured interviews which varied in length 

from about 50-70 minutes. The intention was to reach an understanding of the existing 

organizational culture and knowledge sharing based upon the respondent’s perceptions. The 

interviews were carried out face to face as it is favorable in obtaining more in-depth data 

compared to interviews done through phone or mail conversations (Saunders et al., 2016). We 

also asked for permission to record our interviews to facilitate the transcription process 

afterwards. To enable a more open discussion we did not limit the interviews to a certain order 

of questions. Furthermore, we tried to stay flexible enough to not interfere with the respondent's 

answers to discover new themes that could possible emerge. The questions were also open-

ended, allowing for multiple questions being answered as the respondent could freely elaborate 

on the topics. Yet we made sure that our topics were covered to assure a comprehensive 

discussion. 
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3.7 Data analysis 

Making sense of and drawing conclusions on large amounts of complex data is one of the most 

severe challenges when conducting qualitative research. There are different techniques when 

conducting an analysis, where each technique or approach interpret data in certain ways 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). These techniques or procedures consist of examining, testing, 

tabulating, categorizing, recombining qualitative and quantitative data in order to address the 

initial propositions of a study (Yin, 2014). Furthermore, there are different methods to analyze 

qualitative data, for instance, grounded theory, content analysis, thematic analysis and narrative 

analysis (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015).  

  

We use a thematic analysis based upon its efficiency of allowing us to identify, analyze and 

report different themes within the data. Furthermore, it is a method to organize and describe 

our data set in rich detail, and it is one of the most common methods of qualitative data analysis 

(Braun & Clarke, 2006; Borrel, 2008). Braun and Clarke (2006) emphasize some distinguishing 

advantages with thematic analysis: firstly, it is a highly flexible method and it is rather easy to 

execute. Secondly, it is adequate in summarizing the key characteristics of an extensive body 

of data, and thus offer a thick description of the dataset. Thirdly, it is also good at pinpointing 

similarities and differences across the dataset. Lastly, it is a good tool to generate unanticipated 

new insights.  

 

It is important that the conducted data are processed with the different analytical stages in mind, 

themes, concepts, dimensions and the relevant correlated literature (Gioia & Corley, 2011). Not 

only to understand if our findings have precedents, but also if we have found new themes and 

concepts. To execute the thematic analysis, we made use of a step-by-step guide proposed by 

Braun and Clarke (2006) presented in table 5. 

Table 5. Thematic Analysis Process 

Stages Description of the process 

1. Make yourself 
familiar with the data 

Read and re-read the transcribed data 

 
2. Start initial coding 

Code the interesting features of the data in a 
systematic fashion across the entire set of data, 
organizing data relevant to each code 
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3. Searching for possible 

sub-themes 

Organizing codes into potential sub-themes and 
gather all data relevant to each potential theme 

 
4. Reviewing sub-

themes 

Check if the sub-themes work in relation to the coded 
extracts (step 1) and the entire data set (step 2) 

 
5. Defining and naming 

themes 

Ongoing analysis to refine the specifics of each 
theme, and the overall story of the analysis, 
generating a clear definition of names for each 
theme 

 
6. Completing the report 

The selection of a vivid, compelling extract of 
examples; final analysis of selected extracts; 
analysis relating back to the research question and 
literature; producing a scholarly report of the 
analysis 

Phases of Thematic Analysis (Developed from Braun and Clarke, 2006) 

It is the final step of the thematic analysis process that will be presented in the next section of 

this report under empirical findings. We will make sense of the dataset in a textual, written 

format through our quotations from the qualitative interview, the sub-themes and the correlated 

themes.  

3.8 Quality Assurance 

To cope with the important concept of quality assurance, Guba (1981) provide insights 

regarding trustworthiness to this study. As the assessment of trustworthiness is essential to any 

research with an ambition to contribute to existing literature, this has to be carefully considered 

during the whole research process. Fortunately for any researcher, Guba (1981) developed a 

framework that discuss four different factors to ensure trustworthiness of a study: credibility, 

transferability, dependability and confirmability. To put this into context, each of these aspects 

will be elaborated upon with respect to our specific study. 

 

Credibility considers if the study addresses the real issue, namely if there is any confidence 

regarding the truth of the finding. In our study, this have partly been achieved through a cross-

examination of our data, or rather by capturing different dimensions of the same phenomenon 

through collecting data from multiple sources. Guba (1981) further argues that member-checks 

is significant to ensure credibility. We met this proposal by engaging in several opposition 
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meetings and through follow-ups with the case participants to ensure that no misinterpretations 

have been made. 

 

Transferability refers to the result and if it is applicable in other contexts, situations, times and 

populations. This could be fairly problematic for a qualitative study, but Lincoln and Guba 

(1985, p. 316) provides a good insight into the matter, stating that “it is, in summary, not the 

naturalist’s task to provide an index of transferability, it is his or her responsibility to provide 

the database that makes transferability judgements possible on the part of potential appliers”. 

We will ensure this through a systematic, comprehensive way of presenting the general setting, 

process and our result. With that said we will ensure a detailed account of our experience during 

data collection, as this will relate to the concept of providing thick descriptive data and a thick 

description of the context (Guba, 1981). 

 

Dependability and confirmability encompass if the result has been biased through the selected 

method and/or if the result is influenced or dependent on the researcher (Guba, 1981). 

Dependability could be ensured through an audit trail. Our study ensures this with external 

persons examine our work and guide us during the processes. Confirmability was ensured 

through the already discussed method of using a comprehensive data collection.  
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4.  Empirical Findings 
 
In this section, we will cover the discovered themes and associated sub-themes that has been 

derived through our in depth semi-structured interviews. The five main themes are: 

Communication, Autonomy, Homogeneity, Trust and Fear. Sub-themes are listed after each 

main theme. Communication: (1) Collaboration, (2) Being in the loop, and (3) Exchanging 

information. Autonomy: (1) Innovative ideas of sharing knowledge, (2) Interdependency. 

Homogeneity: (1) Recruiting peers, and (2) Familiarization. Trust: (1) Creating strong 

relations and (2) Role Model. Fear: (1) Fear to lose face and (2) Prestige. Before covering our 

extracted themes in depth, the characteristics of the examined organization will be presented. 

 
4.1 Background of the organization 
 
The object of our case study is a Swedish law firm. We offered full anonymity for both the 

organization and its employees. Consequently, the general information will not be of a detailed 

nature, in order to prevent revealing any information that could lead to identification. The aim 

of this section is rather to give the reader a brief summary of the organization. 

  

It was founded around 2010 and have offices in some of the largest cities of Sweden as for 

instance, Gothenburg and Stockholm. There are in total 20-40 employees and most are licensed 

attorneys, but there are also assistant legal associates, secretaries and financial officers. The 

firm offer competence in several areas with main focus in criminal cases of individuals. The 

firm is further in a phase of expansion and want to increase its market share. The ambition of 

the offered service at the firm is to give clients a fair treatment from policemen and prosecutors 

as well as enabling a just trial. There is one main owner, partners, associate attorneys and 

assistant legal associates that together offer their expertise under one name. The owner has over 

30 years of experience as a lawyer and have worked on some of the most well-known cases in 

Sweden. New recruits get to work in teams of partners, run cases with senior colleagues and 

will meet client early on in the career. Fellowship, concern for people and work satisfaction are 

highly valued and considered catchwords of the organization.  

 

4.2 Organizational Culture at the Firm 
 
We found that the interviewees had quite different perceptions of the very definition of 

organizational culture. As associate C4 explained organizational culture “It is the rules and 
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regulations that are established at the top level to organize people”. Partner B2 “It is how 

things are done and how people interact with each other and the working environment”. The 

owner explained it as “It is everything in the organization, behavior, the goals of the 

organization, levels of decision making, degree of independency or control and the unspoken 

rules”. 

 

One respondent asked what we meant by organizational culture. To help the interviewees we 

gave an explanation of what organizational culture is, namely intangible factors which shapes 

the behaviors of individuals in a certain setting, for instance, the underlying beliefs, values and 

norms. This step was important to verify that all respondents had a basic understanding of 

organizational culture before we continued, to decrease the risk of misinterpretation. To some 

extent we used the OCAI framework as a tool in formulating questions to identify cultural 

characteristics. 

 
4.2.1 Dominant characteristics  
 
The respondents argue that the organization is a personal place and that people like to share a 

lot of themselves. As partner B2 said “I have not worked at a law firm where people are this 

genuinely nice against each other” and associate C3 “We really have strong relationships here, 

despite the highly professional setting and concern for our clients, we often discuss personal 

matters as well”. Besides from having a friendly climate, our findings imply that the firm is 

extremely result oriented and thus put great effort in being the best and helping each other to 

reach new heights. All employees seem to share the perception of the importance of knowledge 

sharing and it is embedded in the culture. 

 

4.2.2 Organizational leadership 
 
The leadership style in this firm is of a nurturing nature, emphasis is put on continuous 

mentoring and education of both new and existing employees. However, as the organization 

have ambitions to be the best in the business in Sweden there are certain demands, and 

employees that cannot deliver will not last for long in this firm. The owner mentioned “My 

responsibility is to share my vast practical experience and knowledge gained through 30 years 

as a lawyer. I believe people are more likely to succeed under fair management and given room 

for failure, but you better learn fast from your mistake and not repeat it, because after all this 

is not charity”. Partner B1 gave a somewhat similar answer “I believe it is in the best interest 
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of us all to share what we know, especially to us partners to precede with good example to get 

the associates to follow our lead”. 

 
4.2.3 Management of employees 
 
Overall there is a high level of teamwork and consent, but as mentioned the organization is at 

the same time characterized by high demands and focus on achievements. The management of 

employees are found to be carried out efficiently, and interviewees express that the leaders 

effectively communicate, motivate and bring out the best of every employee. There is a 

monetary reward system based on how much money or business employees bring to the firm. 

Respondents argues however, that the greatest rewards are not in monetary terms and that the 

incentive to perform is great regardless of rewards since they feel strongly committed to helping 

their clients. As associate C4 said “(…) the greatest reward I can get is the appraisal from my 

client after a successful trial”. The owner contributed on the matter with “We do not offer 

rewards based upon the quality of the work, I mean it is people's lives we are working with, if 

that is not enough incentive for you to do your best, then you’re in the wrong business”. Instead 

there is a provision-based system on your earnings, and these differ based on the three levels, 

assistant legal associates, associate attorneys and partners. The salaries are also at a higher level 

than at most competitors which is believed to improve loyalty since employees would otherwise 

perhaps “move to where the grass is greener” as mentioned by the owner. 

 

4.2.4 Organizational Structure 
 
The governing structure in this firm is of an organic form, however it shares some 

characteristics of mechanistic forms, mainly in regard to where the decision-making power is 

concentrated. The leader has the final say in all decisions regarding the organization, but mostly 

make decisions in consultation with partners and associates. Associate b2 gave us his view “I 

would consider our structure as hierarchical considering that the owner has great authority 

and the partners have more influence in decisions than us associates (…) it doesn’t become 

apparent on a daily basis as we all have the same duties regardless of our position”. However, 

it is an organic structure in terms of a free flow of communication at all levels and despite that 

there are partners and a strong sole owner with discretion, all lawyers at the firm are equal under 

the bar association. It is also a decentralized structure to some extent, considering that all 

employees are in charge of their own work without intervention by the top management. The 

owner explained it as “My perception is that we have a relatively flat organizational structure, 
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me as an owner and the partners has the final say (…) people manage themselves and I do not 

interfere in my employees work as I have faith in their competence”. 

  

Data further indicated that the organizational structure influences the whole culture of the firm 

as the structure mentally guides how decisions are made. Under a horizontal flat structure, the 

decision making is less centralized, even though the owner and partners have the final say in 

organizational matters. As associate C5 mentioned “I do not have to ask for approval by anyone 

in my work, it feels as we are all on the same level”. 

 

4.3 Cultural Influences 
 
4.3.1 Communication 

Communication at the firm takes form through face to face discussions, phone calls, mails and 

internal seminars etc. However, face to face is the most common approach and employees talk 

about work at every given point, for instance at the coffee machine, lunch room, meetings or 

simply by visiting a colleague’s office. Employees ask each other for help on a daily basis and 

have a straightforward approach in sharing information. As partner B1 mentioned “As soon as 

I believe I have found something that my colleagues could use, I send email to everyone in the 

firm containing for instance, judgments in court cases, successful objections or other 

intelligence that I’ve come across”. 

 

Overall the communication is working very well in this organization and all seem to share the 

perception of the importance of communication. It was however mentioned that the personal 

chemistry is decisive in whether you want to talk to someone genuinely, or if it is done simply 

because it is embedded in the culture to do so. Associate C5 said “If you are having lunch and 

that annoying person comes to have a seat next to you, you are not very likely to be interested 

in having a conversation but rather think “go to hell” to yourself. But in my opinion that has 

never been the case at this firm, sure we have our disparities, but we all share a mutual respect 

and it feels like everyone likes each other”. Our findings illustrate that the employees seem to 

take pride in helping each other and exhibiting their knowledge. Further, no respondent gave 

any example of conflicts or severe disputes, which implies a friendly communication climate. 
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Figure 4. Communication 

4.3.1.1 Being in the Loop 
 
There is a free flow of communication through all levels of the organization, and in turn creating 

unity where employees are up to date. All respondents claimed that colleagues talk freely to 

each other irrespective of the position or title in the company. Furthermore, the communication 

is compassionate and constantly occurring. The ambition of all employees is to reply to 

questions from colleagues in their best effort and thus, there is a shared perception of the 

willingness to help. Associate C3’s expressed this by saying “I am fully transparent with my 

knowledge and as soon as someone wants my help or input, I try to reply as well as I can, for 

instance, how I would have done in their position or what my assessment is in the inquiry. My 

perception is that we all share this attitude and agrees that we have an open, straightforward 

communication”.  

 

Our findings imply that employees at all levels are transparent with their information which in 

turn create an environment where everyone consider themselves being in the loop, which means 

they are provided with sufficient and relevant information. 

 

4.3.1.2 Collaboration 
 
This firm is of a collaborative nature where the employees have a mutual respect and 

benevolence to one another. The work is mainly individual but the benefits of getting other’s 

opinions and views on matters are many. For instance, colleagues can challenge their own 

assumptions, offer new aspects and suggestions or just being supported. It is apparent that all 

respondents believe that collaboration is essential to attain the goal to offer the best defense in 

Sweden. The owner said “My opinion is that it is incredibly important to share knowledge in a 
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workplace as ours, and it is decisive in reaching our goal of being the best in the business (…) 

I share, partly through various seminars which we accommodate but also by helping any 

colleague that comes to my office”. Partner B2 also implied the high level of collaboration in 

the firm “Despite that working as a lawyer is mainly individual work, I have to say that people 

collaborate to a great extent, we ask questions, help each other and have an open 

communication climate so to speak (…) at my previous workplace the knowledge sharing was 

non-existent and I didn’t really reflect upon it until I came here”. In this organization data 

indicates that all respondents understand the value of knowledge sharing and thus actively 

engage in collaboration. 

 

4.3.1.3 Exchanging Information 
 

One incentive to share knowledge was to also receive knowledge, to sort of give and take. 

Likewise, it creates rewarding conversations and contributes to a better, friendlier climate in 

general. Partner B1 gave us his view on the issue “The motivation is partly to reach the 

established goals, but also to receive knowledge that you don’t possess (…) I believe personally, 

because I truly live for this, that I enjoy hearing from others to constantly learn more but also 

to share my thoughts”. The owner added on to this by saying “To get an interaction between 

colleagues, it improves everyone. Moreover, if you give knowledge you will also receive 

knowledge back (…) as the goal is to give a better defense to all clients, it is essential that all 

employees at the firm are as knowledgeable as possible”. 

 

4.4 Autonomy 
 
While analyzing the set of interviews it becomes evident that it exists a factor of autonomy and 

flexibility both regarding their daily work and the knowledge sharing processes at the firm. 

Authority is not forcing the employees to share their knowledge, even though it is encouraged 

at all levels. Consequently, there is no expressed method or manual of how the employees 

should share knowledge and the employees are free to do whatever they like with their 

information. Considering the aspect of autonomy, associate C4 framed it as “We are not strictly 

supervised (…) as long as we do our part, there is no one telling you how to do your work. We 

are very independent in that sense”.  Associate C1 emphasized that the level of autonomy is 

related to trust “Being a lawyer comes with certain individual responsibility for your work, but 

at our firm this is really something that is evident, we all have trust in our colleagues’ 
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proficiency and that everyone is doing their work. As such, there is no need to be constantly 

supervised”. The owner also mentioned “I think that if you have established a positive culture 

that not only acknowledges but also supports knowledge sharing, it becomes a “self-playing 

piano”, meaning the next person arriving at the firm will adapt to this behavior”. 

 

Our findings suggest that knowledge sharing as a concept, includes engagement in social 

activities and that employees should not be forced to a specific process of knowledge sharing, 

but instead encouraged to be innovative and have their own interpretation of the process.  

 

 
Figure 5. Autonomy 

4.4.1 Innovative Ideas of Sharing Knowledge 
 
Innovative ideas of how employees choose to share their knowledge, appears to be facilitated 

by a high level of autonomy, as they can use any forum that they believe fits the best with their 

specific information. Associate C2 stated that “Personally, I feel that I have the freedom to 

suggest and create new ideas, these ideas are often formed after interactions with other people 

(…) as sharing ideas stimulates the very process of creating them, all benefit from doing so”. 

  

As mentioned, the way of sharing knowledge at the firm varies. The more common tools 

involve face-to-face interactions which often takes form in an informal setting, email threads 

where information is shared and discussed, and through conferences and seminars. Partner B1 

mentioned that he found seminars to be an excellent way of both acquiring and sharing 

knowledge “Let us say I want to get more knowledge about a certain topic, then I spend some 

time for research and try to at least learn the basics. When I feel that I fully understand the 

topic, I invite my colleagues to a seminar where we discuss the matter (…) I believe this is a 
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good way to share and acquire new knowledge, at least it works great for me and I think my 

colleagues appreciate it as well”. Several employees also engage in internal fictive cases, 

where they are given either a position of a judge, prosecutor or a defense attorney to a certain 

client. This fictive case is performed as a role-play given a specific scenario, but where the 

employees are invited to listen also could participate and bring their inputs into the matter. The 

owner also considers this independence of choosing your own method of sharing and acquiring 

knowledge “(…) we constantly discuss law and different cases. We do it during lunch, during 

coffee breaks, in fact we discuss our field of work as much as possible, even during our spare 

time. (…) if you want to acquire new knowledge there is always a way of doing so at this firm. 

Some uses the intranet, some use email threads, seminars, fictive cases”. 

  

They have also created a database in their intranet where employees are free to upload any 

information that they believe is relevant. As an example, if they encountered anything specific 

during their work in court, this would normally be uploaded for everyone to share. Most of the 

participants used this database as a first step of acquiring new information. The owner of the 

firm emphasized that it is not important how information is shared at the firm, rather the focus 

should be to create an environment where sharing is a part of the firm’s culture “as we operate 

as a law firm, we are employee driven in that sense, meaning employees acquires a major part 

of their knowledge through their work, through practical experience. What we can do is to 

create an environment where this experience or individual knowledge could be shared with as 

many colleagues as possible. (…) we all have different preferences of acquiring or sharing 

information, we have no firm-standard of how to share, the important part is when someone 

has figured something out, all benefit from them sharing it, avoiding the wheel to be re-invented 

over and over again”. 

  

4.4.2 Interdependency 
 
Our findings suggest that the balance is somewhere between the factors of total control and 

total independence, namely interdependency. The respondents argued they valued their 

independency to a high degree, and that this was essential to perform their work tasks. But at 

the same time, they also value the inputs stemming from other colleagues. Associate C4 gave 

his explanation of the matter saying, “I want to be the source of my own actions but at the same 

time, I really value that senior employees at the firm provides their guidance through the 

processes I am involved with”. Partner B1 stated “It is what gets done that matters, with less 
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concern for how things get done (…) simply, it is more effective if we as managers does not 

have to process all cases, all information etc. within the firm”. The other partner B2 mentioned 

“(…) as time is a major constraint working as a lawyer, it is important that everyone take their 

own responsibility for their work, there is not always time to wait for someone’s approval (…) 

we cannot be involved in every process within this firm and make all the decisions, and it is not 

our intention, as in most cases the persons or groups responsible for a specific task, possesses 

the best information themselves”. 

 

The autonomy as such is not total independence, it is rather a factor of interdependency where 

it is all about a collective mindset stimulating the overall effectiveness of the firm. 

4.6 Homogeneity 
 
We found that sharing the same values and vision for the organization would stimulate the 

organizational culture to be friendlier and more collaborative. Sharing the same vision also 

appears to embody shared goals and the aspirations of the employees at the firm. Associate C3 

mentioned “To share a common vision and strive towards a common goal within the 

organization is very important as this will facilitate a form of solidarity. In turn, this will 

promote collaboration among all employees”. The interviewees also mentioned a common 

factor, where collective, shared goals among the employees serves as a facilitator for the 

process of knowledge sharing, or rather the collective attitude towards it. Through the shared 

vision and goals, the employees at the firm are of the perception that other colleague’s self-

interest will not have a negative impact to them, rather it will propel the idea that all employees 

will contribute with their knowledge and experience to improve the firm and help to reach its 

shared vision and goals.  

  

The firm have a vision of being the best defense law firm in Sweden and the ambition is to be 

a workplace where employees have a place to develop and learn. It becomes evident during our 

interviews that all of our respondents strive towards doing their very best at work, both for 

themselves and for the firm. Partner B1 mentioned that “Even though there is much independent 

work we try to work as a unit, to pull in the same direction towards being the best law firm in 

Sweden. We also have a reputation of always giving something extra for our clients and I guess 

this put some extra pressure on you as an employee, to always perform the very best you can”. 

In the same light, associate C1 talked about the high level of commitment which is apparent 
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and shared throughout at the firm “(...) we are all very dedicated to what we do, but the notion 

of commitment needs to be balanced, as many of us do not see this simply as work, but also as 

a lifestyle”. In fact, to consider what is done at work is a part of their lifestyle and is something 

that is brought up by several respondents during the interviews. As their work is a big part of 

their life, consequently, it is also linked with the norm of spending a lot of hours working and 

it seems to be a norm at this specific firm. The firm have a saying were “you should always 

keep your suit on” which means that you should always be on standby, ready to meet a client 

in a proper manner. As such, they are also committed to be available for work even when they 

physically leave the courtroom or their office at the end of the day. 

  

In short, our findings indicate that having a shared vision, norms and goals brings employees 

together and create a foundation for trust. In turn, this plays a significant part for cementing the 

organizational interactions at place, and thus improve the dimensions for sharing knowledge. 

However, this fact is only apparent if everyone is on the same page regarding the vision, norms, 

values and goals. The owner emphasized this saying “The hardest part of developing an 

organizational culture is to get everyone on-board (…) that everyone understands and identify 

themselves with our vision of wanting to be the best and very ambitious in that sense, but at the 

same time care for each other”. Furthermore, we found the recruitment process to be a major 

influence regarding the aspect of homogeneity. Both the owner and the senior partners are part 

of the recruitment process and they all claim that it is very important to consider how well a 

person would fit with the firm’s values, vision and goals when hiring new people into the 

organization. 

 

 
Figure 6. Homogeneity 
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4.6.1 Recruiting Peers  
 
As argued earlier, the firm is well-known and considered prestigious within their field. The 

interviewees claim that people are aspired to join them because the firm possess a strong and 

open organizational culture. The interviewees further endorse the fact that many top-level 

students have a strong will to join the firm, both former interns but also students knowing them 

only by their reputation. One of the partners B2 said, “students wants to join our firm because 

they expect to maximize their learning curve, which is true, because we have a culture of 

sharing what we know”. Consequently, the firm does not have difficulties finding new recruits 

in that sense, however as the owner mentioned “the most difficult part is to hire people that fits 

into the organizational culture (…) in a recruitment process it is hard to find a person who gets 

it, to find a person that fit in our firm”.  

  

The owner gives a few examples of former colleagues which did not make a good fit, “there 

has been occasions where former partners from other firms, with over 20 years of experience 

had to resign only after a short period”. This was due to how these recruits treated other 

colleagues, considering themselves to be better than others, especially if these colleagues were 

considered to be at a lower level in their perception of an organization’s hierarchy, such as the 

secretaries and the legal associates. The employees at the firm have recently agreed to keep a 

manual, written by all attorneys together, with some fundamental values such as how to behave 

against each other and towards clients. This manual is now a part of the employment contract 

and has to be signed by any new recruit. The owner further mentions the importance of having 

this acceptance of how to behave from the start and said, “we do not want to hire any attorneys 

we believe have a faith too strongly grounded in an organizational culture different than ours. 

For the better, we want people whom we potentially not make a profit for the first few years but 

instead have the potential to be shaped into one of us”. 

  

Partly as a consequence of the firm’s approach to recruit new employees, the organizational 

culture has become homogeneous, where the employees share the same vision, goals and 

values. This has also resulted in a very few resignations over the years.  

4.6.2 Familiarization 
 
The employees perceive they have a culture where colleagues have fun and thrive together. 

They also have high demands of one another and share a common goal of being the best in the 
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business. Our findings indicate differences in personalities, but it is considered an advantage 

rather than a disadvantage. Associate C2 elaborated on the topic by saying “We are a mix of 

different personalities, but we make a good match. We have fun at the same time as we are 

being highly professional (…) a cheerful conduct where we like to share and go through things 

together”. Partner B1 also discussed the cheerful climate “It is a great community, we always 

have lunch together and we like to talk and socialize”. 

 

Associate C4 mentioned “I have been working at strictly hierarchical law firms where there 

was a high turnover of employees, if people did not make partners in certain years they 

searched elsewhere”. Partner B2 mentioned “I really feel at home here, we spend so much time 

together and many of my colleagues has become my best friends. We are almost like a family 

in terms of our behaviors towards each other”.  

  

We found that the greatest challenge to embrace or reshape an existing organizational culture 

in this very firm is believed to be the acceptance. The acceptance of adopting to a new culture 

that may vary from the one the employee is familiar with from previous organization. Or 

accepting changes in the existing culture, as the owner states “The greatest challenge of shaping 

or reinforcing an organizational culture is to get the employees on board (…) the 

organizational culture cannot flourish without the approval or acceptance of the organizational 

values”. 

 
4.7 Trust 
 
The majority of the participants emphasized the importance of building trust among employees 

in order to enhance the organizational culture at place. The respondents also displayed a distinct 

connection between building trust with coworkers and the willingness to share their knowledge. 

Associate C2 mentioned the importance of trust within organizations as “Everything builds 

upon the notion of mutual respect, to develop trust for each other. At the same time, if you do 

not connect with your colleagues, you will have no incentives to talk with them, and in that case 

the knowledge sharing aspect will be absent. (...) if you do not trust and connect with a person, 

you will be less prone to share your specific knowledge with that same person”.  

 

The issue with trust as mentioned by partner B1, is a factor of doubt, which could cause you to 

be extra cautious when pursuing actions based upon another person’s information. “I believe if 
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you want to have a knowledge sharing organization, there has to be a willingness of 

collaboration and there has to be trust. If I do not trust you, I will not share my information 

with you, and most certainly I will not act upon the knowledge you share with me”. The factor 

of poor relationships, that employees simply does not get along and thus are less interested in 

having a conversation seems to impair the process of sharing knowledge. Employees are also 

considered to be less willing to help or do more than least possible for a colleague with whom 

they consider unfriendly. 

 

 
Figure 7. Trust 

4.7.1 Creating Strong Relations 
 
Building trust and creating strong ties with colleagues is something that could take time and 

some employees might find it easier to establish trust than others. We identified that there is a 

higher probability of employees asking questions to colleagues whom they consider as friends, 

or at least employees with a friendly attitude. As associate C5 mentioned “I believe it is much 

easier to ask for something if you know the person or consider him or her as your friend, rather 

than asking someone you do not know. I would say, naturally you are less likely to trust a person 

you have not familiarized yourself with, and as such, there might be an issue of not asking them 

certain questions”.  

4.7.2 Role Model 

Our empirical findings show that employees are proud to work in this organization and highly 

values their relationships with colleagues. Respondents emphasized that the owner of the firm 

is a distinct role model who greatly influence the culture at this firm. Furthermore, that the prior 

successes of the owner have led to employees’ admiration of their leader.  
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In this type of knowledge intensive business, the expertise of the leader was found to be of great 

importance. In order to gain subordinates trust, the leader should demonstrate intellect and 

credit by being successful according to respondents. Partner B1 commented “Our leader is 

somewhat of an icon among lawyers and my perception is that we all bear great respect for 

him both as a leader of our firm but also as the excellent lawyer he is”. Adding on to this, 

associate C3 said “I think that we all are more willing to adopt to ideas because of his successes. 

I mean, his attitudes and ways of doing things is obviously working”. 

  

It was also found that many employees applied for this job for this particular reason, the chance 

to work with this experienced and well-known lawyer. As associate C2 mentioned, “I have 

followed (the owner) for many years and it was a goal during my studies to come and work 

here one day”. The respondents are getting continuous support and are influenced by both 

partners and the owner. This is perceived as very helpful and also as a facilitator for trust, since 

the subordinates have faith in their role model’s expertise. Associate C1 said “One of the great 

things about this company is that you can come here, newly graduated and work with some of 

the best lawyers in this business, and they are all willing to share their expertise”. 

4.8 Fear 

When the respondents had the chance of elaborating freely upon the concept of trust, not 

necessarily how they perceived trust within their organization, but rather general, we found a 

factor that goes beyond doubt but also share some similarities, more explicitly the notion of 

fear. 

 
Figure 8. Fear 
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4.8.1 Fear to Lose Face 

Considering our findings related to fear, individuals could potentially have a fear to lose face 

regarding the knowledge sharing processes. Employees within an organization might impair 

the process of knowledge sharing because of an internal fear related to the organizational 

culture and structure. One of the partners B2 gave an example of his last workplace “During 

my time at my last workplace, I was hired as a new associate into a well-renowned firm. 

However, it was a strict hierarchical firm, which I believe influenced the culture and how 

people chose to share their thoughts. As an example, during all informal meetings, lunch, coffee 

breaks, etc., the partners did not interact with other employees and you felt no connection with 

them (…) as a new associate I was eager to learn, but to be honest I was afraid to go and ask 

the senior associates questions. Likewise, I was afraid that what I told them would have a 

potential of being bewildering and not bringing any value to the table”. 

  

Partner B1 mentioned “I know that in other firms, it is common that only the senior associates 

share their specific knowledge, which in a sense could be logical as we very often possess more 

experience (…)  I think that the whole firm would benefit from associates sharing their expertise 

as well”. When we asked partner B1 why he thought it is more common that senior associates 

or partners share their knowledge in certain firms, he restated that it probably has to do with the 

amount of work experience but also “(…) new associates might feel intimidated to share their 

thoughts, as they fear that their thoughts would be undermined by the senior partners”. 

4.8.2 Prestige 

Also related to the creation of a knowledge sharing culture or in the very activities of sharing 

is the fear of losing the competitive advantage among colleagues. As partner B1 stated, “I 

believe that in firms of a more competitive culture, people fear that helping colleagues might 

harm their advancement up the ladder, but in our culture, I would say that it is the opposite, if 

a colleague would keep information from colleagues and unwilling to help, that person would 

not get far at this firm”. It is apparent that some perceive their value would decrease as they 

pass on their knowledge to a colleague since then they would no longer be the only person in 

possession of that knowledge. This is related to prestige, and fear of losing the competitive edge 

among colleagues. However, the owner said that, “To my knowledge, there are no one at this 

firm that would actively evade helping colleagues or have anything to gain from keeping 

knowledge to themselves”.  
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5. Discussion 
 
This section will provide a connection and comparison between existing theory and our 

findings. We aim to provide the necessary components which will facilitate the process of 

explaining and understanding our research question. The influences of organizational culture 

are discussed with respect to knowledge sharing. These influences are divided into enablers 

and barriers. 

 
5.1 Influences 

It becomes evident while reviewing our empirical data that finding knowledge within the firm 

is not a difficult challenge, rather it is to overcome the complications, trying to capture, organize 

and efficiently facilitate well-timed knowledge sharing processes. Whilst our interviewees 

seem to be sophisticated possessors of knowledge, the many challenges of sharing knowledge 

need to be considered to ensure its effectiveness. With regards to organizational culture, we 

will elaborate upon the identified enablers and barriers that are central for the success of 

knowledge sharing practices in the upcoming sections. 

5.1.1 Enablers 
 
5.1.1.1 Communication 

Literature propose that knowledge sharing refers to the management of communication and the 

establishment of a culture that facilitates the sharing of learned experiences (Dalkir, 2011; 

Kianto et al., 2016). Our findings propose that well-functioning communication is one of the 

key factors in a knowledge sharing culture. The sharing of individual and collective knowledge 

is done through several channels and it is partly because employees are in the loop in terms of 

knowing how and where to find knowledge when needed. But also because of a decentralized 

structure where employees at all levels are empowered to talk to anyone regardless of position, 

which is believed to increase the level of employee motivation, loyalty and organizational 

performance (Kaufmann & Borry, 2019). We believe increasing these factors is indirectly 

inflicting a positive effect to knowledge sharing considering a decentralized structure facilitates 

open communication. This corresponds to the research of Al-alawi (1997), who found that the 

factor for successful knowledge sharing is heavily dependent on the opportunities for open 

communication. Noteworthy was that employees favor to engage in informal channels of 

communication such as face-to-face interactions. Open and straightforward communication is 
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moreover considered to cause great transparency. This in turn generates a climate where 

employees have a sense of belonging as sufficient and relevant information are provided to all, 

creating unity.  

 

Our preconception was that the level of communication and collaboration would be lower 

considering the work of lawyers are mainly individual. However, our findings imply colleagues 

have a shared perception about the importance of communication and thus continuously work 

together. The importance of collaboration is also emphasized by previous research, suggesting 

the establishment of an organizational culture which nurture collaboration could be as 

facilitating for knowledge sharing as the improvement of systems or other processes (Norman, 

2004; Alavi et al., 2005; Alvesson & Svenigsson, 2008). Some of these discovered benefits of 

collaboration during interviews were: to challenge your assumptions, to get new perspectives 

and to get approval of your ideas. For instance, challenging one’s assumption was explained to 

be important since they work mostly individual and spend great amount of time on each case. 

This occasionally causes an attachment to the degree that information might be disregarded if 

it does not cohere with the pre-set assumption. One further incentive for collaboration is that 

the colleagues understand the value of knowledge sharing and thus are more likely to actively 

engage in knowledge sharing activities. These activities were found to be driven by the desire 

to exchange information, to give but also to receive information in that sense. It is moreover 

believed that the exchange of information is deeply embedded in the organizational culture due 

to employee’s shared perception of its benefits for all participants. This coheres with the 

research of Alvesson (2004) who emphasize a mutual understanding as vital in determining to 

what extent information will be shared and the willingness to collaborate. The mentioned traits 

of being in the loop, collaboration and exchanging information are all considered to result in a 

high level of open communication and a collaborative organizational culture. According to 

Dyer and Nobeoka (2000), activities facilitating collaboration and communication are related 

to knowledge sharing. These activities are further believed to accelerate learning and ultimately 

increase the probability to reach the objectives of the organization. As our data indicate these 

activities as successfully integrated in the culture, we deem the communication of the 

organization to be efficient and constantly occurring both horizontally and vertically. 

 
5.1.1.2 Autonomy 

There is a consensus in the literature regarding KIOs, where these types of organizations very 

often are distinguished by their engagement in normative control, meaning their culture and 
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how they operate is influenced by beliefs and subjective assumptions. Thus, they are believed 

to have an indirect approach of managing their employees (Alvesson, 2004; Millar et al., 2016). 

In line with the indirect approach of management and the general description of a KIO drawn 

from literature, we identified a factor of autonomy in our studied organization. Consequently, 

our study suggests that offering employees autonomy provides a fruitful opportunity to develop 

a high capacity of transferring knowledge throughout the organization and as a facilitator for 

innovation. Regarding autonomy, our findings indicate the importance of distributing the 

decision-making processes among the employees. This, due to the fact that decisions should be 

made where the greatest information is to be found. In many cases, this information was 

possessed by the employees themselves and thus it was also expected that employees would 

take their own initiative to solve problems. 

  

Kogut and Zander (1995) argues that if decisions are made with a centralized approach, the 

management have a greater potential to find gaps in the task procedures, find opportunities for 

better practices and to find significant knowledge both within the firm and externally. As this 

might be true, our findings imply that there is a lack of efficiency when management attempts 

to make most of their decisions in a centralized manner. As a consequence of centralized 

decision-making, the information within the organization needs to be transferred upwards, in a 

vertical manner. This could potentially be problematic and lead to a flow of over-information, 

if the knowledge of the employees needs to be codified, categorized and controlled such as 

managers could make decisions based upon it. To further elaborate on the matter of decision-

making, Bigley and Roberts (2001) claims that typically, to organize and merge a high quantity 

of knowledge spread throughout the organization should be a standardized process, particularly 

if the knowledge is considered to be complex. Thus, the management involved in the decision-

making processes should try to search for new knowledge within the organization, in an attempt 

to distribute it to the various units at place (Lessard & Zaheer, 1996). To some extent 

contradictory to their suggestion, our findings display that instead of management’s search for 

necessary knowledge, they provided their employees autonomy. This resulted in employees 

sharing their information to the groups where it was needed, or at least made sure the 

information was available to be acquired. Consequently, the process was both simplified and 

accomplished in a more efficient way. 

  

Allowing employees to work autonomously could increase the probability of generating new, 

unexpected opportunities (Nonaka, 1994). We identified the same relationship, and intriguingly 
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our findings indicate that these unexpected opportunities also could translate into new, creative 

ways of sharing knowledge as the employees had the permission to experiment at a local level. 

Some of the employees uses the intranet or email threads, others make use of the seminars and 

fictive cases that constantly occurs. There is a general consensus at the firm where it is not of 

great importance how the knowledge is shared throughout the organization, rather it is about 

the collective engagement to create an environment where sharing knowledge is a part of the 

firm's culture. We found that this was especially true based upon the different set of preferences 

certain employees had regarding the chosen forum to share and acquire knowledge. If the 

employees are not subjective to interdependency, they will not have the same flexibility to 

share- and search for new knowledge, which is necessary to improve their work tasks. 

Furthermore, If the firm’s intention is to maximize the flow of knowledge among its employees, 

autonomy should be provided to the extent where they can decide for themselves what 

knowledge is found relevant and where this knowledge is best acquired. Consequently, this will 

allow them to create a relationship where they have an opportunity to shape and implement the 

knowledge in accordance with the specific requirements that are related with their work tasks. 

  

Nonetheless, we claim that having full autonomy is not always beneficial and the organization 

benefits from management supervising the big picture. It is rather the level of interdependency 

that is important, and the micromanagement that has a potential to hinder an organization’s 

potential to share knowledge. 

 
5.1.1.3 Trust 

As mentioned in previous research by Wang and Noe (2010), trust is a key motivational factor 

of knowledge sharing. Furthermore, literature suggest that the relationship between trust and 

knowledge sharing are twofold. Meaning not only does trust facilitate knowledge sharing, but 

knowledge sharing can also create trust among employees (Werner et al., 2016). This is found 

to be accurate according to our empirical findings which indicated a pronounced connection 

between trust and knowledge sharing. Not only as literature suggest in terms of facilitating 

knowledge sharing, but also as the respondents emphasized trust as an important influence in 

creating or enhancing organizational culture. Considering that the element of trust was 

mentioned several times during the interviews, it is considered a prerequisite for knowledge 

sharing.  
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Trust is a rather subjective concept and consequently hard to postulate as it can be perceived 

differently. The potential benefits of trust indicated by respondents were countless. One telling 

insight were if colleagues does not trust each other, the probability of sharing knowledge with 

that specific person was significantly lower. Not only were they less likely to share knowledge, 

but also less enthusiastic to act on the knowledge from a person whom they do not consider 

having a strong relationship with. Thus, trust is perceived to be one of the cornerstones of a 

strong relationship according to respondents. This is also supported by previous research stating 

that trust plays a role in the willingness to share knowledge (Wang & Noe, 2010). It could 

moreover be argued that trust should be embedded in the culture because of this purpose, to 

create a culture where employees trust each other to the degree where they share knowledge 

and the recipient act on the knowledge without having doubts or second thoughts. Another 

concept which create trust is role modelling. Role modelling is perceived as a facilitator for 

trust as subordinates put great faith in the expertise of their role models. The most prominent 

role model is the owner according to respondents and it is due to his great successes and vast 

experience. The partners are likewise seen as role models as they generally have more 

experience and had great achievements to attain the position as partners. Based on our findings, 

the person should have a demonstrated extraordinarily intellect or reputation to be considered 

a role model. It is furthermore understood that as a result of the owner’s great reputation the 

resistance for accepting changes is reduced. Therefore, the process of shaping or reinforcing 

the organizational culture is perceived to be supported as the employees pull in the same 

direction as their leader. 

5.1.1.4 Homogeneity 

Organizational values are important components of organizational culture (Schein, 2004). This 

is also mentioned by Alvesson (2004) arguing that organizational culture is a core factor, 

influencing the social knowledge process, as mutual understanding and shared values are 

essential in determining the degree of knowledge that will be shared. We share the same insight 

as our findings suggest that shared values and a shared vision stimulates the organizational 

culture to be more collaborative and increase the sense of belonging. Additionally, our findings 

indicate that a shared vision appears to embody shared goals and the aspirations among 

employees. Through these shared values, vision and goals, the employees seem to have a 

perception where other colleague’s self-interest will not have a negative impact to them, rather 

it will enrich the idea that all employees will make a contribution based upon their specific 

knowledge and experience, all in order to improve the organization and support the shared 
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values and vision. As such, the vision and values affect the fundamentals of the organization’s 

by reinforcing the basic assumptions that establish the knowledge sharing processes.  

 

The central values were widely accepted throughout the organization and we found a tendency 

of linkage between these values and knowledge sharing. We argue that this relation between 

the general acceptance of the organization's fundamental values and knowledge sharing have a 

potential to enable employees to share their knowledge, but also act upon the ideas of their 

colleagues, simply because they identify themselves with the organization's core values, not 

necessarily the process of knowledge sharing itself. Consequently, knowledge sharing is 

introduced in a more natural manner, which requires less convincing than for instance, a distinct 

and direct strategy of how this knowledge sharing process should be done. As argued, building 

upon these core values is essential to create a strong organizational culture that facilitate 

knowledge sharing but intriguingly, these values are not necessarily directly linked with 

knowledge sharing.  

  

To nurture and utilize the generation of a knowledge sharing culture, Michailova and Husted 

(2003) argues that the processes linked to factors such as practices, rules and guidelines has a 

significant influence of the organization’s norms and values and should be incorporated in the 

strategy. We share the same view, however we found that incorporating these processes, 

practices and values, and making them homogenous as accepted by the group at large, is one 

of the most difficult factors in establishing an organizational culture. It is therefore crucial that 

every employee understands and identify themselves with the values and the vision of the 

organization. To facilitate the factor of homogeneity within the organization, we found 

recruiting peers to be a prominent factor. Existing literature suggest that the recruitment of 

employees with similar personal characteristics and education contributes to a homogenous 

workforce (Alvesson, 2004). However, our findings indicate that the group could still be 

homogenous in the sense where they share the same values, even when there are differences 

regarding their personal characteristics. Thus, to create a homogenous environment where 

knowledge sharing is facilitated, it is about finding individuals with the same mindset regarding 

the organizational values, rather than basing the recruitment upon similar personal 

characteristics and education. Consequently, the majority of the employees will identify 

themselves with the organizational values, and thus these values will be reinforced. This is why 

the firm keep a manual written by all attorneys, with the fundamental values how to behave 

against each other and toward clients. As this manual is a part of the employment contract, they 
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make sure to minimize the risk of recruiting a person with values too strongly grounded in 

another organizational culture, different from their own. 

  

Our findings regarding homogeneity implies that shared values provide a common reference 

point and a mutual understanding between parties, facilitating a rewarding basis for 

communication and collaboration, which in turn is essential to both knowledge creation and 

knowledge sharing. Embracing, enacting and internalizing the organizational values such as 

every employee could identify themselves with these values, assisting the process of knowledge 

sharing among all members of the organization. 

5.1.2 Barriers 

Our findings indicate that there are some potential barriers to knowledge sharing. During our 

interviews, respondents mostly emphasized factors that were sought as enablers for knowledge 

sharing and thus it was difficult to identify patterns that could solely be characterized as barriers. 

The previously presented enablers from our findings could all be interpreted as barriers in our 

meaning, as for instance dysfunctional communication and a low level of trust would affect 

knowledge sharing negatively. Likewise, if there was no autonomy or homogeneity it would 

again affect knowledge sharing negatively. However, we deem this to be implied and will 

therefore not proceed in depth of the negative aspects of the enablers as it could be perceived 

as repetition without adding further value. Instead, we focus on the discovered organizational 

factors that are believed to exclusively effect knowledge sharing negatively.  

 
5.1.2.1 Fear 

Employees repeatedly argued fear to be the most common argument for resistance to share 

knowledge. This fear is considered to be directly related to the culture and structure of the 

organization. In terms of structure, respondents indicated a more hierarchical structure as 

negative for knowledge sharing as generally only the senior partners share knowledge and this 

is due to the notion that employees of lower ranks are afraid to share their knowledge, this 

tendency is ascribed as fear to lose face. Fear to lose face has a negative impact on knowledge 

sharing as employees are under the notion that their contributions are inferior and thus are less 

willing to share, in fear of colleagues will think less of them. However, this fear could 

potentially be overcome by a collaborative organizational culture, emphasizing teamwork and 

personal development. This is believed to decrease fear as employees feels entitled to be 
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mistakes occasionally as it is a part of the development process and therefore colleagues gladly 

assist. Our empirical result indicates fear to lose face mainly applies to associates due to the 

preconception of being less experienced and knowledgeable than the senior colleagues. 

However, the partners were also found to feel this fear, but instead towards the owner due to 

the same reason. It could be argued that if everyone had the confidence to ask questions more 

freely, without the fear to lose face, it could potentially generate additional knowledge as 

individuals can be more knowledgeable than they might perceive. We think that if this fear is 

overcome, the knowledge sharing would be positively affected as rewarding discussions could 

potentially arise as a result.  

Fear is furthermore contemplated as prestige as the self-esteem and status of employees is 

deeply rooted in their knowledge and expertise. Accordingly, knowledge is considered a 

valuable possession which decreases as it is shared with others. As a result, individuals are less 

prone to share knowledge because of the notion that the prestige is lowered in the process. The 

understanding of this fear is straightforward and reasonable considering that knowledge is the 

main competitive edge in this type of business. 

5.2 Model of Influences 
 

Figure 9. Model of Influences 
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6. Conclusion & Implications 
 
This section interprets the results of our analysis in order to answer our research question. 

Additionally, we will present the implications of this study, both theoretically and practically. 

Finally, we present our limitations and suggestions for future research. 

6.1 Conclusion 

The overarching objective of this study was to increase our understanding of the phenomenon 

of knowledge sharing and how it is affected by organizational culture. This was done by 

recognizing the experiences and perceptions of individuals operating within a knowledge 

intensive organization. In the literature where this study aims to make a contribution, the 

significance of the context in knowledge sharing has been recognized. Still, empirical research 

emphasizing organizational culture and the wider implications it might have on knowledge 

sharing is deficient. The ambition of our study is to present evidence facilitating the 

understanding of individuals perceptions given our research objective, as well as the influence 

that organizational culture might have to knowledge sharing processes. Consequently, our 

research question was formed: 

 

-How is knowledge sharing affected by organizational culture in a knowledge intensive 

organization (KIO)? 

 

To answer our research question, we argue that the influence of organizational culture on 

knowledge sharing is dependent of the symbiosis of at least five components. Firstly, functional 

communication is fundamental and should be encouraged to transpire through all levels of the 

organization to allow knowledge to be shared both vertically and horizontally. Consequently, 

decentralized structures are advantageous as it generally enables open communication to a 

higher degree than in hierarchical structures. Furthermore, it is important for employees to be 

in the loop as this will increase the level of collaboration, preventing feelings of exclusion. Next 

prerequisite is offering autonomy to employees as it will provide opportunities to develop a 

high capability of transferring knowledge throughout the organization. The flexibility emerging 

from autonomy will also facilitate innovation and increase the probability of employees 

generating new, unpredicted opportunities of sharing their knowledge. Next component is to 

establish a setting where homogeneity is nurtured, or rather the establishment of shared values 
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will provide a common reference point and a mutual understanding between all parties, offering 

a rewarding foundation for knowledge creation and knowledge sharing. Furthermore, 

establishing a high level of trust is important, since trust is decisive if employees will share, but 

also if the knowledge shared will be act upon. Lastly, to overcome the resistance of sharing 

related to fear of losing face and losing competitiveness, a collaborative organizational culture 

with emphasis on teamwork and personal development is preferred.   

 

To conclude, our study emphasize that these elements of an organizational culture should be 

considered as crucial factors, which can determine the level of knowledge sharing within an 

organizational culture, especially within a knowledge intensive context. Therefore, it is 

important to recognize and understand these influencing components of organizational culture 

facilitating successful knowledge sharing practices. 

 
6.2 Implications 

It is our ambition to provide a contribution to existing research regarding our chosen subject, 

to share new insights into the dimensions of organizational culture and how it affects knowledge 

sharing. The context is knowledge intensive organizations, and the purpose of our research was 

not to generalize the results to all diverse organizational contexts. However, we believe our 

research is particularly important if the wider context in which the organization operates are 

related to knowledge intensive organizations. Yet, we also argue that this study could be 

applicable in contexts beyond organizations with these specific characteristics. 

  

From a pragmatic perspective, our study has relevant implications for managerial practices but 

could also be significant for human resources’ departments. Recommendations put forward in 

the existing frame of literature have a tendency to discuss the general concept of organizational 

culture, and to simply advise a formation of a culture that nurture and facilitate knowledge 

sharing. As such, these suggestions are perhaps not particularly helpful when management 

wants to facilitate a clear path forward regarding knowledge sharing. The intention with our 

study is not to provide any best practices regarding how to manage organizational culture in 

order to increase the level of the knowledge sharing. Instead, it provides comprehensive 

empirical data regarding these topics which is grounded in detailed qualitative interviews. 

Consequently, we are able to portray some important factors influencing knowledge sharing 

with respect to the organizational culture at place. To contextualize these factors, we present a 
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model which visually display the significance of organizational culture and how it influences 

knowledge sharing. We stress that management needs to be aware of these factors and further, 

that these enablers needs to be enacted, nurtured and internalized by all members of the 

organization to facilitate a high level of knowledge sharing. In the long run, this will increase 

and keep the knowledge within the company, but also improve the daily work of all employees 

and facilitate their learning curve. With respect to the human resource departments, they can 

benefit from the outcome of our research through the understanding of the elements which 

influences the foundation of organizational culture. 

  

Our thesis also contributes to the literature of knowledge sharing by establishing a relationship 

between organizational culture and the processes of knowledge sharing. Our findings of this 

study add to the body of literature within knowledge sharing and organizational culture by 

generating a deeper understanding of the social nature of the different knowledge processes and 

support the nurturing of the setting where these processes occurs.  As such some of our findings 

shares the same insights as previous research and rather reinforce it, and to the best of our 

knowledge, we also found some interesting new factors as presented in our model. 

 
6.3 Limitations & Future Studies 
 
During our research we constantly tried to broadly reflect upon our decisions and possible 

limitations of the study. We argue that our selections in terms of different approaches in 

methodology has been thoroughly considered and suitable for the purpose of this study, but we 

are open to the idea that other results could have been found if a different methodology was 

adopted. The following limitations along with recommendations for future research should be 

considered: 

 

§ We consider our sample size to be rather modest. This was because of difficulties in finding 

respondents within our case organization. Our ambition was to interview as many 

employees as possible at the firm to get a comprehensive understanding of the setting, but 

unfortunately, we received some rejections. The explanation given was tight time schedules 

involving hearings, investigations and preparations for trials. Although the data gathered 

from interviews was rigorous, it would be interesting to see if new themes could emerge 

from additional data gathered from further respondents and thus future research could 

benefit of an increased sample size. 
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§ We put great consideration in determining the type of case study and are aware that there 

are some critics regarding single case studies. Mainly from positivistic researchers, 

suggesting that the generalization from a specific case to a whole population is 

questionable. Further concerns regarding case studies is that researchers could make almost 

any interpretation of the extensive amounts of data (Easterby-Smith, et al. 2015). The 

criticism raised is a good example of how researchers interpret the validity and relevance 

of diverse methods differently. With this in mind it could potentially be interesting to 

conduct a multiple case study to be able to examine if that would yield a different result. 

 

§ The timespan was a considered limitation, as a cross-sectional study does not cover effects 

that could vary during time. If the conditions were different, we may have been able to do 

a more comprehensive case study, covering the potential changes in culture over time and 

perhaps a deeper understanding of other underlying forces that affects organizational 

culture. This is mentioned in the literature review by England (1983) who stated to fully 

understand the relation of organizational culture, national and societal culture must be 

considered as well. However, all factors unrelated to organizational culture and knowledge 

sharing has been neglected to keep our study concise. With this in mind, it could be argued 

that these variables should have been integrated and as a proposal it would be interesting 

to conduct further studies but also to confirm if our conclusion would be accurate 

regardless of societal and national culture. 

 

§ Bearing in mind that this is a qualitative study, there is a chance that data would be 

interpreted differently by different researchers. Furthermore, there might be some 

misinterpretations during the transcribing of interviews as our understanding of 

respondent’s answers are highly subjective. 

 

Finally, our study earnestly encourages supplementary research, to further investigate the 

dynamics of interconnection between organizational culture and knowledge sharing processes. 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1. Topic Guide for Interviews 

Interview 

• What is your position at the firm? 
  

• How long have you worked here? 
 
Organizational culture  

• What is organizational culture to you? How would you define it? What about the 
organizational structure? 

 
• What are the visions, norms and values of the firm? Do you perceive that all colleagues 

identify with those? In what way, can you elaborate? 
 

• What are the most severe challenges in establishing an organizational culture according 
to you? Have you encountered any at this firm, if so elaborate? 

 
• How would you describe the climate at the firm, how is the communication? What can 

you say about the relationships? 
 

• What can you tell me about the leadership in this organization? How is success defined? 
 

• If there is something further you would like to add in terms of characteristics of the firm, 
feel free to elaborate. 

 
Knowledge sharing 

• How is knowledge created? What sources do you use to find knowledge? 
  

• Can you mention any specific occasion where knowledge sharing took place at the firm 
and if so, how did it take place? 

 
• According to you, what is your perception of knowledge sharing? How do you share 

your knowledge? What type of knowledge? 
 

• Are there different ways that colleagues share knowledge, do you have any examples? 
 
• What are the given opportunities for knowledge sharing? Can you suggest how it could 

take place in a better way? 
 

• Do you think that people sometimes refrain from knowledge sharing? What are the 
reasons for this according to you, do you have any examples? 

 
• What are the motivations for sharing knowledge with colleagues? 

 

• Based on what we have discussed, is there something you would like to add? 


