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Abstract 

Informal knowledge sharing is an essential part of organizational knowledge sharing practices 

and is vital for its competitiveness, which emphasizes the need for and importance of being 

able to capture and share this knowledge. The Covid-19 pandemic has forced many companies 

to establish new ways of working, including digital transformations where employees have 

worked fully or partially from home. As informal knowledge sharing is characterized by 

spontaneous interactions between colleagues such as by the coffee machine or by the work-

desk, the likelihood of it being affected is high. Therefore, the purpose of this thesis is to 

investigate in what ways the working from home situation during the pandemic has affected 

informal knowledge sharing within management consulting firms.  

 

The study combines previous literature on informal knowledge sharing with empirical findings 

through eight semi-structured interviews conducted to capture individual perceptions of the 

affects on these theoretical enablers. The semi-structured interviews, combined with a literature 

review, formed the basis for the conclusions. When selecting interviewees, predefined criteria 

were used which resulted in eight interviews from three different companies, in total. The 

findings from the literature review and the interviews were later compared with each other 

through the usage of thematic analysis. 

 

The findings suggest that working from home affects informal knowledge sharing by impacting 

activities of informal knowledge sharing in several ways; Through formalized and limiting 

communication via digital tools; Deteriorated knowledge sharing culture; Decreased overall 

communication; Weaker team cohesiveness; Weaker motivations and decreased trust. The 

empirical findings also show that the studied companies displayed an increased formalization 

of informal knowledge sharing activities, and that employees work in a more isolated 

environment when working from home. The study contributes to the relatively unexplored 

research topic of informal knowledge sharing in remote settings by providing deeper 

understanding of affects to knowledge sharing enablers of informal knowledge sharing when 

working remotely.  

 

Keywords: Knowledge sharing, Informal knowledge sharing, Knowledge sharing enablers, 

Knowledge sharing working from home 
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Definitions  

 
 Term         Definition 

 
 

Working from home (WFH) When performing work-related tasks at home rather than 

at the physical location which they are normally 

performed. A phenomenon made possible through 

communication technologies (Stansworth, 1998). 

Knowledge sharing  The process in which the knowledge held by an individual 

is transformed into something which can be clearly 

understood, absorbed, and utilized by other individuals 

(Ipe, 2003) 

Informal knowledge sharing Refers to resources, services and social activities which 

are used to ease the exchange of knowledge, however 

without necessarily being designed for that purpose. 

Examples are conversations at the coffee machine, 

dinners, and lunches (Taminiau, Smit & De Lange, 2009). 

Knowledge creation A process in which the knowledge possessed by 

individuals is amplified and internalized as part of an 

organization’s knowledge base (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 

1995) 

Covid-19 Pandemic An ongoing global epidemic which started in March 2020 

as a new form of the coronavirus was discovered (WHO, 

2022). 

Tacit Knowledge Subjective knowledge which is difficult to express, but 

can be through elaborate communication (Chua, 2001). 

Codified knowledge Implies knowledge which can be easily documented and 

expressed to others (Almeida & Soares, 2014). 
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1. Introduction  

 

The initial chapter aims at establishing the background and problem discussion, through which 

the research purpose and question are later built upon. Finally, the intended research 

contribution will be presented as well as the delimitations of the study. 

 

1.1 Background  

In today’s society the internal knowledge base within organizations is an important part of the 

organization's competitiveness and has been argued to be the most important asset within a 

firm (Ipe, 2003). It is important but not sufficient for organizations to only select employees 

with specific expertise, knowledge, or competencies. Organizations also need to understand 

how to transfer knowledge from experts that possess it to employees who need it (Wang & 

Noe, 2010). Knowledge sharing can be described as the process of making knowledge of an 

individual available and understandable to other members in the organization with the goal of 

sustaining competitive advantage in a dynamic economy and allows for better utilization of the 

internal knowledge resources in the organization (Wang & Noe, 2010). Knowledge sharing can 

further be divided into two main extremes, namely formal knowledge sharing and informal 

knowledge sharing (Taminiau, Smit, and de Lange, 2009). Formal knowledge sharing concerns 

resources, services and activities which are designed with the sole purpose of sharing 

knowledge. Informal knowledge sharing, on the other hand, concerns spontaneous 

conversations and exchange of ideas (ibid).  

Prior research indicates that a substantial part of knowledge sharing within organizations 

primarily occurs informally via social interactions between employees and can represent as 

much as 90% of corporate learning (Mohammad & Sawyer, 2013). Thus, the impact of 

informal knowledge sharing is substantial to an organization’s knowledge sharing practices 

and in extension its competitiveness. An organization’s ability to capture and share this 

knowledge is crucial to its long-term success (Ipe, 2003). As such, the term knowledge sharing 

and knowledge management has been increasingly discussed within academia. Previous 

literature on the topic of knowledge sharing generally divides the research field into activities 

on an organizational, team, and individual level (Ahmad & Karim 2019; Wang & Noe, 2010; 

Ipe, 2003). As the activity of transferring and sharing knowledge is argued to heavily affect the 
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competitiveness of organizations, a focus within the research field has been to identify enablers 

and barriers to these activities (Ahmad & Karim 2019). 

Successful knowledge management heavily depends on an organization's ability to share 

knowledge (Wang & Noe, 2010). Knowledge sharing, at its essence, is the means by which 

employees are able to contribute to innovation, knowledge application and hence the 

organization’s competitive advantage (Jackson et al., 2006). This is particularly true when 

speaking of knowledge intensive industries such as the management consulting industry. In the 

consulting industry knowledge management is a core capability with regards to achieving 

competitive advantage (Dunford, 2000). The breadth of the Covid-19 pandemic has posed 

many challenges for companies' organizational processes, especially with regards to the now 

more common concept of working from home. Because of the relative newness of the concept, 

the consequences from a knowledge management perspective is yet an unexplored area within 

research. According to the 70:20:10 model, 20 percent of the learning can be derived from 

social interactions (McCall, 1988). Given the major shift from physical interaction to digital 

interaction, it is of great interest to observe potential consequences of this shift from the 

perspective of informal knowledge sharing.  

1.2 Problem discussion 

The need for informal knowledge sharing has been highlighted in literature as an important 

part of knowledge management in organizations, especially within management consulting 

firms (Werr & Stjernberg, 2003). Informal knowledge sharing has been linked to social 

interactions between employees and informal arenas such as coffee rooms, lunch restaurants, 

or hallways, where employees share their experiences (ibid). It has also been identified that 

different knowledge types (identified as explicit knowledge, tacit knowledge, general 

knowledge, and specific knowledge) interrelations have an effect on organizational capacity in 

management consulting firms. Geographical proximity is explained as the physical distance 

between actors engaged in knowledge sharing and learning behavior. A large body of literature 

states that individuals spatially close to each other favor knowledge exchange. The larger the 

distance, the more difficult it becomes to share knowledge, especially tacit knowledge 

(Boschma, 2005). In a world of physically distanced working this proximity factor could 

seemingly be affected. Furthermore, the interrelations between knowledge categories generates 

a circular system for learning processes driven by informal knowledge such as experience. 
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Experience drives action from which tools, structures and processes are generated (Werr & 

Stjernberg, 2003).  

A study conducted in 2021 by McKinsey & Co identified that 20-25 percent of workers, in jobs 

where productivity was not directly hampered by distance working, could work from home 3-

5 days per week. This represents a 500 percent increase compared with prior to the pandemic. 

The prediction that more people will be working from home is shared by companies such as 

Spotify who also state that they predict an increasing number of people working from home 

long-term compared with prior to the pandemic (Kelly, 2021). The adoption of an increased 

long-term work from home situation changes the working climate within organizations and can 

be assumed to remain changed even in the future post-pandemic society. Due to the established 

importance of physical aspects in informal knowledge sharing in organizations, the current 

work from home situation forced upon organizations due to Covid-19 raises the question how 

the removal of social arenas and other opportunities for informal knowledge sharing, as 

described by Werr and Stjernberg (2003), has affected internal knowledge sharing activities 

within organizations? 

Research purpose and research questions 

The purpose of this study is to understand if and how any changes have occurred in relation to 

informal knowledge sharing in management consulting firms as a response to the current 

Covid-19 pandemic. The aim is to run a comparative study among multiple management 

consulting companies to find any differences or congruences in their informal knowledge 

sharing compared to prior the pandemic, by answering the following research question: 

RQ: In what ways has the working from home situation during the pandemic affected 

informal knowledge sharing within management consulting firms? 

1.3 Research contribution 

This paper aims to contribute to the knowledge management research by revealing how 

working from home has affected informal knowledge sharing from an organizational-, team-, 

and individual perspective. Through the usage of a qualitative method, the researchers aim to 

identify and gain insights into how informal knowledge sharing has been affected when 

meeting physically is limited. In doing so, the authors hope to provide theoretical contributions 

through which the consequences on informal knowledge sharing in remote work can be 

understood.  
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In addition, the paper aims to provide practical implications for companies which aim to 

continue having a hybrid or fully remote way of working so that working from home becomes 

more common. As such, these companies need to understand how to preserve informal 

knowledge sharing within their organizations and therefore need to gain an understanding of 

what factors contribute to pitfalls within this area.  

1.4 Delimitations  

The conducted research will be limited to management consultancy firms operating in Sweden 

where employees have been working from home the majority of their hours during the Covid-

19 pandemic. The choice of management consultancy firms is based on the knowledge 

intensive nature of the industry, hence providing a profound environment for investigating 

knowledge sharing. It should be noted that the management consultancy industry is 

characterized by employees frequently moving between different locations such as the client’s 

site and the main office. Thus, the typical work environment of many management consultants 

differs from other industries. This mobile work environment should be considered when 

interpreting the results of the study and taken into consideration when being applied to other 

industries. 

 

The research will furthermore be limited to informal knowledge sharing, rather than knowledge 

sharing in its broader nature. The reason being that this type of knowledge sharing primarily 

occurs through physical interactions such as conversations at the coffee machine, dinners, and 

lunches, which are activities which have been limited during the pandemic. It is therefore of 

interest to examine the effects of such disturbances on informal knowledge sharing and 

organizational knowledge creation.  
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2. Literature review 

 

The following chapter addresses previous research on the topic of knowledge sharing. Initially, 

the concept of knowledge sharing alone is addressed with the purpose of gaining a deeper 

understanding of the concept. Secondly, an assessment of knowledge management is conducted 

to understand the best practices which later will facilitate the exploration of working from 

home. Third, the chapter is focusing on knowledge sharing enablers with the aim of 

understanding the main drivers and prerequisites for knowledge sharing. Fourth, the chapter 

explores previous research on the topic of knowledge sharing when working remotely with the 

aim to understand research gaps. Lastly and based upon the previous mentioned areas, the 

chapter presents a theoretical framework.   

 

2.1 Knowledge sharing  

Before discussing knowledge sharing, it is important to declare any potential 

misunderstandings of the first term, knowledge. There is no universal definition of the term 

knowledge. Nonaka (1994) defines knowledge as a “justified true belief”, while Starbuck 

(1992) defines it as “stocks of expertise”. In addition, there is a discrepancy within academia 

whether knowledge and information are the same thing, where authors such as Nonaka (1994) 

argue for differences while Alavi & Leidner (2001) sees no difference. However, according to 

Schneider (2007), any potential differences are difficult to preserve in practice, which is further 

supported by authors such as Huber (1991) and Bartol & Srivastava (2002). Therefore, this 

thesis will follow the line of the latter researchers and employ the definition of knowledge in 

similarity to Ahmad (2018), who defines the term as “information, ideas and expertise relevant 

for individuals, teams, work units and the organization as a whole”.  

 

Furthermore, several types of knowledge are being described within the academic literature. 

The two most commonly occurring categories are tacit and explicit knowledge (Ahmad, 2018). 

According to Chua (2001), explicit knowledge is considered to be objective and can easily be 

expressed through words and numbers. In contrast, tacit knowledge is subjective and situational 

and is more difficult to transfer but is often through discussion and elaborate communication 

(ibid). Finally, organizations cannot create knowledge without the individuals, and if the 
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knowledge held by the individuals is not shared within the organization, the knowledge loses 

its usefulness and will probably have limited impact on the organizational effectiveness 

(Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). However, regardless of what knowledge type, tacit or explicit, 

the process of knowledge sharing does not come naturally (Werr & Stjernberg, 2003). Barriers 

include time pressures, fear of losing a key asset and concerns that knowledge that is shared is 

misused (ibid).  

 

Knowledge sharing is the process by which knowledge is made available to others within the 

organization (Ipe, 2003). Knowledge sharing plays a significant role in organizations in terms 

of learning and innovation (Ahmad, 2018). When employees exchange knowledge within an 

organization, it helps in utilizing the existing knowledge as well as the development of new 

knowledge, which is vital for an organization's competitiveness (ibid). The individuals within 

an organization play a significant role in knowledge sharing, where an organization’s ability to 

leverage their knowledge is vital (ibid). The process of knowledge sharing between individuals 

implies that the knowledge held by one individual is converted into something easily 

understood and absorbed by others (Ipe, 2003). The term sharing implies that the individual 

who transfers knowledge does not abstain ownership from the knowledge, rather, the sender 

and receiver share the knowledge in the form of joint ownership (ibid).  

 

Scholars have identified two different types of knowledge sharing with regards to the ways of 

transferring knowledge across organization subunits (Haas & Hansen, 2007). The first one 

concerns an individual advising another about how to complete a task through direct contact 

(Cummings & Cross, 2003; Reagans & McEvily, 2003). Characteristics of this type of 

knowledge sharing is direct contact at the point of sharing knowledge, through example a 

meeting, phone call or email (Haas & Hansen, 2007). The second form considers written 

documents which can be received either in physical paper or electronically (Hansen & Haas, 

2001; Werr & Stjernberg, 2003). In contrast to the first type, this one does not require any 

contact between the sender and receiver. Instead, the receiver can access the document as a 

stand-alone resource for knowledge (Haas & Hansen, 2007). As such, it might be argued that 

such knowledge sharing procedures require the knowledge to be explicit. On the other hand, 

the first type of sharing can be utilized when sharing both tacit and explicit knowledge. 

However, while explicit knowledge does not require the more elaborate contact, tacit 

knowledge does. The two identified forms of knowledge sharing are not mutually exclusive 

but can be done simultaneously (ibid). Either way, the two types are important to separate 
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conceptually and empirically as they embrace different costs and benefits for task units (Haas 

& Hansen, 2007). 

 

Following the aim of this paper, the above-mentioned knowledge sharing type, where one 

individual advising another how to complete a task through direct contact, will be the main 

focus of the research, mainly as it is considered to be the most likely impacted form of 

knowledge sharing when it comes to not meeting physically on a regular basis. As described 

above, this form is typically connected to the transfer of tacit knowledge. However, 

conversations leading to transfers of explicit knowledge might still play a significant role as 

the knowledge shared might only exist verbally at the point of sharing, and thus does not exist 

in a database. The paper will therefore include impacts of informal knowledge sharing 

regardless of the type of knowledge shared, tacit or explicit.  

 

2.1.1 Informal knowledge sharing 

Werr and Stjernberg (2003) provides an explanation of informal knowledge sharing as informal 

arenas where knowledge, often tacit, is shared between employees. Such areas include the 

coffee machine, lunch table or spontaneous meetings in the hallway (Werr & Stjernberg, 2003), 

though it is not limited to these. Informal knowledge sharing has been connected in literature 

with reference to social networks and relationships that facilitate both learning and sharing of 

knowledge (Ipe, 2003). Informal knowledge sharing activities are characterized by 

unanticipated spontaneous events and thus the definition of informal knowledge sharing in this 

report will be ‘spontaneous and social knowledge sharing interactions that occur outside of 

formally organized activities for knowledge sharing within the organization’ (Taminiau, Smit, 

and de Lange, 2009; Caruso, 2017). Such formal structures can include but are not limited to 

online learning platforms, formal learning meetings or internal development courses. As such, 

the above-mentioned platforms might be utilized with the purpose of encouraging and engaging 

in informal knowledge sharing. When assessing the impact on informal knowledge sharing 

during the pandemic it is hence important to consider all types of mechanisms affecting 

informal knowledge sharing in organizations, as information regarding how knowledge sharing 

is being managed during the pandemic is still unknown.  

 

When reviewing the existing literature on informal knowledge sharing, informal knowledge 

sharing is often described via informal networks and informal communication (Taminiau, Smit 

& De Lange, 2009). These informal networks are composed of social and personal relationships 
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between employees that exist outside of formal organizational structures (Awazu, 2004). While 

formal structures for knowledge sharing provide some dispersion of knowledge into the 

organization, researchers have found that managers receive knowledge from informal sources 

much more frequently, thus showing the importance of informal knowledge sharing enablers 

in organizations (ibid). Informal knowledge sharing therefore occurs daily as employees ask 

for and provide informal knowledge to one another. 

2.2 Managing knowledge sharing in organizations 

Knowledge in organizations have been widely debated within research which have resulted in 

different kinds of knowledge (Werr, 2012). The majority of the differences are building on a 

juxtaposition of two opposing epistemological stances (ibid). These two positions have been 

labeled as “knowledge as possession” and “knowledge as socially embedded” (Newell, 2005). 

The first one views knowledge as an objectively definable commodity which might easily be 

transferred. The view furthermore assumes that knowledge can be easily articulated and stored 

in databases (Werr, 2012). Managing knowledge sharing in practice has to a large extent been 

based on this view, where the focus for organizations has been to build and maintain ICT-

supported “knowledge management systems” (ICT - Information and Communication 

Technologies) (ibid). However, organizations have faced challenges in motivating employees 

to both contribute and deploy the available knowledge in these systems (Griggs, Wild & Li, 

2002). The second view of knowledge as socially embedded is rooted in the belief of the tacit 

and socially embedded characteristics of knowledge (Werr, 2012). In contrast to the former 

view, this view states that knowledge is difficult to articulate and highly situation specific. As 

such, the individual reacts to the specific situation at hand rather than utilizing generic 

approaches or methodologies from knowledge management systems (ibid). In terms of 

management consultants, Fincham et al., (2008) argues that the business sector or industry 

largely impacts knowledge sharing. From this view, challenges such as understanding the 

social and interactive formation and application of knowledge in a practical context emerge 

(Werr, 2012). Thus, it becomes important to understand how organizations can impact these 

two perspectives of knowledge to maximize knowledge as a resource in its work. 

 

Managing knowledge sharing varies greatly and previous research has identified different 

strategies for such activities. One prominent strategy categorization within the consulting 

industry is suggested by Hansen et al. (1999) who presents it as codification and 

personalization. Codification is akin to the above discussed “knowledge as possession” and 
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centers around computers. In this strategy, knowledge is being codified and stored in different 

databases which is accessible for everyone within an organization. Personalization is similar to 

“knowledge as socially embedded” and regards the knowledge closely tied to a specific person 

who primarily shares it in physical interactions (Hansen et al., 1999). Which strategy to adopt 

depends on what clients a business serves and how, the employees and the economics of the 

business. Consulting firms have found that adopting the wrong strategy or erroneously adopting 

both can be very damaging (ibid). Indeed, both strategies pose challenges which need to be 

considered. In terms of personalization, employees are dependent on the availability of others, 

which may conflict with the time the knowledge is needed (Almeida & Soares, 2014). On the 

other hand, codification requires motivating employees to document valuable information 

which may be used at a later point (ibid). The challenge then lies in management’s capability 

of understanding what strategy is best suited for each work situation. 

 

While there are other knowledge management strategies within academic literature, the one 

presented by Hansen et al. (1999) is considered to be the most appropriate for this paper 

considering its application in the management consulting industry, which this report aims to 

investigate. However, the aim is to investigate the impact on informal knowledge sharing. 

While the codification strategy does not fit the criteria of informal knowledge sharing, it might 

be indirectly affected if the knowledge gained through physical interactions is limited which 

hence reduces the knowledge being able to be stored. The other strategy commonly utilized 

within the management consulting industry is personalization, which refers to knowledge 

shared through physical interactions. This strategy concerns both informal and formal 

knowledge sharing but the focus will be, as stated, on the informal interactions.  

2.3 Knowledge sharing enablers 

Research in knowledge sharing and knowledge management from an interorganizational 

perspective have been presented through three levels of organizational context, divided at an 

organizational-, team-, and individual- level (Wang & Noe, 2010; Mooradian, Renzl & 

Matzler, 2006). Research within these contexts have focused on hierarchical levels of 

knowledge sharing enablers that contribute to the level of knowledge sharing within an 

organization. Mooradian, Renzl & Matzler, (2006) presents some factors affecting the 

knowledge sharing processes in organizations as; (1) properties and activities by management, 

such as interventions, explicit support and rewards for engaging in knowledge sharing 

activities, or interorganizational competition prohibiting knowledge flow within the 
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organization. (2) Interpersonal factors where knowledge sharing occurs, such as organizational 

trust or shared language and understanding. (3) Individual properties and factors that enable or 

prohibit knowledge sharing between employees in the organization such as motives, trust, 

position within the firm, or attitude towards knowledge sharing. This implies that 

organizational knowledge sharing is a multidimensional capability which is affected by several 

factors and levels of organizational processes to work effectively. 

 

2.3.1 Organizational context 

Effective knowledge sharing requires organizational structures that are suitable to the purpose 

of knowledge sharing. This includes continuous efforts working towards improved processes, 

and structures facilitating knowledge sharing by incorporating knowledge sharing into the 

everyday activities of the organization (Kaplan & Reed, 2007). At the macro level of 

organizations, institutional proximity is described as mechanisms - such as culture, processes, 

routines, norms, values - and micro-level interactions in which these mechanisms are 

embodied. Institutional proximity is enabling knowledge sharing and organizational learning 

to effectively take place in organizations, providing an environment prone to knowledge 

sharing and learning. An institutional proximity focusing on establishing a knowledge sharing 

structures and culture thus seem favorable for informal knowledge sharing (Boschma, 2005). 

 

Culture of sharing 

One of the most observed organizational factors in knowledge sharing is connected to cultural 

aspects of the organization (Wang & Noe, 2010). As a central facilitator of knowledge sharing, 

organizational culture affects knowledge sharing enablers on personal and team levels 

including interpersonal trust, communication between employees, and motivation to share 

knowledge (Al‐Alawi, Al‐Marzooqi & Mohammed, 2007). In organizations, informal 

networks are the primary setting in which employees find information, solve complex 

problems, and learn how to do their work (Abrams et al., 2003). Though formalized structures 

for knowledge sharing have developed as organizations have realized the value of knowledge 

sharing, databases and learning platforms remain underutilized as employees rather turn to 

personal sources of information and knowledge (Wang & Noe, 2010). Organizations can 

promote knowledge sharing directly by incorporating it into their operational strategy and by 

working continuously towards building a culture of knowledge sharing where employees are 

motivated and willing to share knowledge with each other (Lin, 2007). Cultures of 

collaboration provide a better foundation for knowledge sharing than competitive cultures 
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(Kaplan & Reed, 2007). Organizational proximity, presented by Boschma (2005), is the 

closeness of organizational departments and functions and has been identified to influence 

organizational knowledge sharing. Increased organizational proximity has been shown to 

facilitate innovativeness and sharing of knowledge, however, too close organizational 

proximity, achieved for example through a strict hierarchical organizational structure, has been 

shown to be unfavorable for knowledge sharing due to lock-ins, inward-looking perspectives, 

and lack of knowledge flexibility.  

 

Digital tools 

With the development of digital tools and software, knowledge sharing activities are 

increasingly executed digitally (Jarrahi & Sawyer, 2013). Davidson, Ou, and Martinsons 

(2013) argue that digital tools can facilitate informal knowledge sharing between individuals 

and groups because they allow for interactive communication and are unobtrusive to the 

receiver and allows for multitasking. Furthermore, the researchers argue that digital 

communication has been identified to be a preferred way of communicating among employees 

in physical workspaces. However, they also point out that when trying to document knowledge 

the contextual richness of the knowledge is often lost. Therefore, complex knowledge is 

difficult to codify into generic descriptions. Digital communication tools such as direct 

messages enable employees to communicate in near real-time and are becoming increasingly 

accepted as professional tools for unscheduled and informal knowledge exchange (IBID). 

Davidson, Ou, and Martinsons (2013) also argue that digital communication tools allow for 

effective knowledge sharing “by making the right knowledge available to the right person at 

the right time”. The researchers found that digital communication tools support informal 

knowledge sharing and increase knowledge sharing activities within organizational networks. 

 

Researching the impact of digital communication tools on knowledge sharing activities in 

organizations, Jarrahi and Sawyer (2013) identified three practices of employees related to the 

sharing of complex knowledge; (1) Expert location - a mostly informal process from which the 

individual seeks advice and input from an expert. Questions related to this type of knowledge 

sharing practice are often deemed too complex for a structured search in existing knowledge 

databases. Usual tools for this type of knowledge seeking activity include Email, social forums, 

and internal social networking platforms; (2) Reaching out – is based on an awareness of 

knowledge location in the knowledge seekers immediate social network. This practice includes 

the utilization of previous relationships to locate knowledge. Usual tools for this type of 
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knowledge sharing practice includes Phone, Email, and Direct messages. (3) Socializing – 

focused on generating, maintaining, and strengthening existing social relations as well as 

building communities within organizations. Jarrahi and Sawyer (2013) found that this practice 

served as an underlying infrastructure for most other activities aimed at knowledge sharing 

within organizations.  

 

These findings suggest that digital tools allow for informal knowledge sharing to take place 

outside of the physical boundaries of the office. As this study aims to investigate how informal 

social knowledge sharing interactions have been affected due to the working from home 

situation, it seems highly probable that digital communication tools have been utilized to a 

larger extent within the entire organization to allow for continued operations. Thus, digital 

communication tools are expected to have some impact on informal knowledge sharing in the 

studied companies and a theoretical perspective on the implications for knowledge sharing 

practices when moving towards digital tools is therefore important to consider in the theoretical 

framework. 

 

2.3.2 Team level context 

Studies on the relationship between team characteristics and knowledge sharing are relatively 

few (Wang & Noe, 2010). However, the studies performed reveal that the processes and team 

characteristics have a significant impact on the knowledge shared between team members 

 

Durability 

One of the studied characteristics of teams in relation to effective knowledge sharing is 

proposed by Bakker et al., (2006), who showed that the durability of the group and the level of 

team cohesiveness determines how well knowledge can be shared. The mechanism is called 

“team tenure” and stands to reflect the time a team has been working together. It is presented 

that when employees work together in a team for a long period of time, they will develop 

stronger relationships, greater understanding of the different team members' expertise and 

greater understanding of how to reach out to them (Bakker et al., 2006). By being such an 

important facilitator of knowledge sharing, the enabler of durability will be an important factor 

to consider when answering the research question, as the working from home environment 

might have impacted, for example, length of projects.  
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Communication 

In addition, how willing individuals are to share knowledge have been proven to be closely 

related to the team communication styles (Wang & Noe, 2010; Gumus, 2007). Meaning that 

the more similar a team communicates with each other, the higher willingness to share 

knowledge within teams. Relating to this is a study performed by Van Den Hooff & De Ridder 

(2004), where it was found that there is a positive relationship between giving and receiving 

knowledge, i.e. the more knowledge one collects, the more knowledge will be given from that 

person. Given the digital shift of communication during the pandemic, effects of possible 

decreased communication might have severe consequences on knowledge sharing.  

 

Communication is accepted as a mechanism affecting individuals' attitudes towards their 

respective organizations (Gumus, 2007), as well as considered to be the social glue (Greenberg 

& Baron, 2003). How well teams communicate with each other is closely combined with the 

created meaning, norms, values, and culture of an organization (Wiesenfeld, Raghuram & 

Garud, 1998). In fact, knowledge sharing in organizations requires effective communication 

and the climate of communication includes several elements such as the work environment and 

trust of information (Gumus, 2007). Additionally, the study conducted by Gumus, (2007) found 

that employees are keener to share knowledge within their respective teams rather than out-

teams. From a working from home perspective, it seems likely that this result can be further 

strengthened or intensified, when social interactions might be limited.  

 

Cohesiveness 

Furthermore, Wang and Noe (2010) explain that knowledge sharing in so called communities 

of practice, also related virtual communities, increase with higher levels of personal 

relationships among individuals. The authors also explain that cohesiveness and tighter 

relationships are facilitators of knowledge transfer, implying that relationships among team 

members and their internal communication activities can affect knowledge sharing. This is 

further supported by a study conducted by Wei et al., (2012), who described team cohesiveness 

as a dynamic process in which a group of people stick together and coordinate their tasks 

through knowledge sharing. The study revealed that team cohesiveness is a crucial factor and 

facilitator for knowledge sharing (Wei et al., 2012). In addition, Srivastava, Bartol & Locke 

(2006) showed that empowered leadership fosters knowledge sharing within a team context 

and provided five dimensions of empowered leadership that help facilitating knowledge 

sharing in teams: ‘leading by example, participative decision making, coaching, informing, 
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showing concern for/interacting with the team.’ For the sake of this study, changing work 

processes as a result of work remoteness could prove impactful on the level of knowledge 

sharing within teams, as a result of affected team cohesiveness and collective understanding. 

 

Another factor contributing to the level of knowledge sharing in a team context concerns 

diversity of individuals within the team (Wang & Noe, 2010). Ojha (2005), with the usage of 

the similarity-attraction paradigm, discovered that team members who identified themselves as 

a minority in regard to factors such as gender or education, were less likely to share their 

knowledge. Social proximity has also been found to affect knowledge exchange in 

organizations (Boschma, 2005). Socially embedded relationships exist when they are based on 

trust, friendship, kindness and experience, and are required for organizational learning and 

knowledge sharing. Furthermore, knowledge sharing is affected by social networks, where 

relationships between individuals within social networks increases knowledge sharing as well 

as enhances the quality of the knowledge (Wang & Noe, 2010). From an appropriation 

perspective Boschma (2005) presented cognitive proximity as a factor that affects knowledge 

sharing capabilities in organizations. Due to the complexity and tacitness of much knowledge, 

knowledge availability is not solely sufficient to ensure knowledge sharing and dispersion in 

organizations but require an absorptive capacity from the receiver of the knowledge to receive, 

interpret, and utilize it. Hence, there is a minimum level of required knowledge needed for this 

absorptive capacity to exist and the parties involved in knowledge sharing need a cognitive 

base that is sufficiently close to each other.  

 

2.3.3 Individual context 

From an individual perspective, knowledge sharing is related to the perception of the individual 

on different parameters regarding benefits and effects of engaging in sharing or collecting 

knowledge. One such parameter concurrent in previous research is the perceived value of 

knowledge. Some knowledge is valued highly by both the individual and the organization, and 

thus can create a dilemma with regards to the sharing of said knowledge (Ipe, 2003). While 

valuable knowledge is important for the organization, since an individual’s perceived value 

from the organizational perspective can be dependent on the unique valuable knowledge he or 

she possesses, he or she might be reluctant to share this knowledge with the risk of diminishing 

the value of said individual (ibid). In competitive environments this prohibits the level of 

knowledge sharing at the individual level.  
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Motivation 

Thus, an individual’s inclination to share knowledge is low if there exists no perceived benefits 

or motivators for the individual to share knowledge. Motivational factors to knowledge sharing 

can be divided into internal and external motivators. Internal motivators are described as the 

perceived power and reciprocity connected to the sharing of information (Ipe, 2003). External 

motivators include relationships and rewards for sharing information (ibid). One internal 

motivator for knowledge sharing is considered reciprocity, mutual give-and-take relationship 

of knowledge sharing between actors (ibid). Where actors perceive benefits of expanding their 

expertise and opportunities for recognition seen in communities of practice, it has been found 

that receiving knowledge from others increases the reciprocal flow of knowledge within 

communities of practice and is seen as a motivator for knowledge sharing in organizations 

(ibid). Reviewing knowledge sharing enablers and barriers in virtual communities, Ardichvili 

(2008) states in similarity to Ipe (2003) that individuals tend to share knowledge either to 

engage in an exchange relationship with others, to pursue status and career opportunities, 

following the social norms set by others, or to share knowledge with the goal of protecting 

from external threats. In summary, the individual motivators for knowledge sharing seems to 

boil down to either a utilitarian perspective where the individual seek to maximize personal 

gain, a normative perspective where the individual seek to follow the norm set by a community 

(or an organization), or a collaborative perspective where the individual seek an exchange with 

others via reciprocity, and mutual accountability (Ardichvili, 2008). As individuals have been 

forced to work from home during the pandemic, they have become increasingly disconnected 

from each other due to the lack of physical contact. It thus seems likely that these motivators 

of knowledge sharing might have been affected on an individual level.  

 

Trust 

A culture of trust has a positive effect on knowledge sharing in organizations, decreasing the 

cost of knowledge sharing, and increasing the probability of the employee reviewing 

information, understanding it, and putting it into practice (Abrams et al., 2003; Wang & Noe, 

2010). Reviewing the sharing and utilization of tacit knowledge in organizations Holste and 

Fields (2010) found that trust has a significant effect on employees’ willingness to share and 

use tacit knowledge in their organizations. Reviewing the impact of a social interaction culture 

on knowledge sharing, Connelly and Kelloway (2003) found that an environment which is 

conducive to social interaction is also conducive to knowledge sharing. Trust also increases the 

likelihood that coworkers absorb, understand, and use shared knowledge which leads to 
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increased value of knowledge sharing processes in organizations (Abrams et al., 2003). 

Research put forth two dimensions of trust as facilitators of knowledge sharing (Abrams et al., 

2003; Holste & Fields, 2010).  

 

1. Affect-based trust - Is based on the individual’s trust to ask for help without fearing the 

loss of reputation or self-esteem as well as a mutual care and concern between 

coworkers. 

2. Cognition-based trust - Is based on trust in a colleague’s competence and reliability to 

provide the right knowledge when asked.  

 

The type of trust in a coworker has also been found to have some implications in knowledge 

sharing processes. Research shows that both affect-based trust and cognition-based trust 

increase employees' willingness to share and use knowledge, especially tacit knowledge 

(Holste & Fields, 2010). Furthermore, affect-based trust has been found to have a greater 

influence on willingness to share knowledge, while cognition-based trust influences 

willingness to use knowledge (ibid). Thus, the type of trust developed in an organization has 

an effect on internal knowledge sharing activities, and it seems that the most effective way to 

achieve a high level of knowledge sharing and usage is to establish a high level of both 

dimensions of trust. Golden and Raghuram (2010) argue that trust is even more important for 

workers in a remote work setting as it becomes more difficult to assess the intentions of others 

due to less frequent and more formal communications. The researchers found a positive 

correlation between trust and increased knowledge sharing among remote workers and 

highlighted the importance of interpersonal affect-based trust among workers. When 

individuals are not able to meet physically it can become more difficult to assess the intention 

of colleagues as well as interpreting the way information is received and interpreted. Hence, 

trust might be affected by the removal of physical social engagement between employees. 

2.4 Previous research on knowledge sharing in a WFH setting 

Research on how working from home has affected informal knowledge sharing in 

organizations is still scarce. In fact, this report could not find any research with focus on 

informal knowledge sharing. There is, however, a very limited number of research on 

knowledge sharing in general. As argued by Waizenegger et al. (2020), scholars have limited 

understanding of how knowledge sharing is being affected in a large scale working from home 

setting. While there is some research on the subject which will be presented in more detail 
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below, the researchers have not identified any research focusing on informal knowledge 

sharing.  

 

One profound study was conducted by Golden & Raghuram (2010), who examined knowledge 

sharing among teleworkers in relation to the impact of trust, interpersonal bond and 

commitment. The researchers argue that relational qualities are of great importance for 

knowledge sharing when working remotely and have nevertheless been given little attention 

from previous scholars. The results showed that, in similarity to their hypothesis, trust, 

interpersonal bond and commitment indeed play a significant role in knowledge sharing 

(Golden & Raghuram, 2010). Another relevant study has been conducted by Taskin & Bridoux 

(2010), who performed a theoretical study using a literature review to draw conclusions 

regarding potential negative impacts on knowledge sharing when working remotely. The study 

states that when the frequency of remote working increases, the possibility of sharing the same 

language, mental schemes and narratives when sharing knowledge decreases. Secondly, the 

larger the extent to which an individual works remotely, the less likely they are to identify with 

the organization and hence its inherent values and goals. Lastly, working remotely has a big 

impact on the employees who work from home and those working at the office. This lack of 

face-to-face interactions negatively impacts the trust between them and thus, the level of 

knowledge sharing.  

 

It might be added that research on a closely related topic, namely organizational learning, is 

prevalent. In a study conducted by Yang (2007), it was found that organizational effectiveness 

as a dependent variable has a significant relationship to the independent variables of 

organizational learning and knowledge sharing. However, even though there is a proven 

relationship, this thesis is not focusing on the learning perspective of employees, but rather the 

processes of knowledge sharing. As such, previous organizational learning literature is 

excluded from this study.  

2.5 Theoretical overview  

The following theoretical overview (see figure 1) was formulated as a structured overview of 

the reviewed literature to provide a holistic perspective of the internal mechanisms that affect 

knowledge sharing behavior in organizations and will be used as the foundation for 

construction of the theoretical framework that will be used to analyze the empirical findings in 

this study. From the review we conclude that the mechanisms of knowledge sharing described 
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as knowledge management and knowledge sharing enablers are codependent, represented by 

the white arrows, meaning that though one might exist without the other, both are necessary 

for effective knowledge sharing. Thus, the effects of working from home on these mechanisms 

are expected to either directly or indirectly affect these knowledge sharing mechanisms.  

 

Figure 1 - Theoretical overview of identified research within knowledge sharing 

 

In terms of knowledge management, the researchers acknowledge the categorization presented 

by Hansen et al., (1999), who present codification and personalization. While the literature on 

codification and personalization of knowledge does provide an understanding of the concept 

and complexity of knowledge sharing, it does not explain mechanisms contributing to 

knowledge sharing in organizations. As this study is aimed towards understanding the 

mechanisms of informal knowledge sharing and how the work from home situation has 

changed processes of informal knowledge sharing in organizations, the researchers will focus 

on the identified enablers of knowledge sharing.  

2.6 Need for further research  

The above literature review demonstrates that knowledge sharing, and knowledge management 

is a mature and well researched area.  However, little research has been done focusing on 

informal knowledge sharing and combined with the working from home setting during the 

Covid-19 pandemic, the authors have not identified a single study focusing on the topic of 

informal knowledge sharing in a work from home setting. While some previous research has 

examined the impact of knowledge sharing when working remotely, no study has yet examined 

this in the context of the drastically changed working environment during the pandemic. As 

such, previous studies have not considered a completely digital working environment where 

physical interactions have not been an option. Therefore, the researchers have identified a 
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research gap, namely an insufficient understanding of how informal knowledge sharing has 

been impacted by working from home. As the recent changes in organizations' workspace 

practices is expected to remain, at least to some extent, even in the future it is of great 

importance to understand the effects of such arrangements on knowledge sharing capabilities 

on organizations, especially when it comes to informal knowledge sharing as this is highly 

related to tacit knowledge transfer which is considered difficult to transfer via codification. 

Thus studying the changes of knowledge sharing practices in organizations during the 

pandemic will provide a foundation for such an understanding.  

 

Regarding the previous research presented in chapter 2.4 Waizenegger et al. (2020) emphasizes 

the need for further understanding how enablers of knowledge sharing and knowledge transfer 

changes in a fully remote work setting, for example how team dynamism and social 

relationships changes, and what restrictions and potential benefits exist in this remote way of 

working. Furthermore, the researchers also explain the need to further understand how 

knowledge management ‘best practices’ might be affected by a remote work setting.  

 

Figure 2 - Illustration of research gap 

 

In summary, there exists a large body of literature on the topic of knowledge sharing and 

knowledge management, as well as organizational learning. However, literature mainly focuses 

on physical workspaces where knowledge exchange can happen via both physical and non-

physical means, and on formal knowledge sharing. Previously identified knowledge 



20 

management practices and enablers of knowledge sharing should not be assumed to be 

unaffected by the radical change imposed on organizational work processes by the on-going 

pandemic. Thus, it is important to gain a better understanding of the effects a remote work 

environment has on knowledge sharing mechanisms in organizations, and especially what this 

implies for informal knowledge sharing. This paper will contribute to this understanding by 

exploring the effects of remote work on informal knowledge sharing in a highly knowledge 

intensive business environment represented by management consulting firms. 

2.7 Theoretical framework  

The theoretical enablers of knowledge sharing in organizations can be categorized into 

different levels of micro/meso perspectives that seem to be interrelated with each other, thus 

the theoretical framework was developed as the foundation for the empirical data collection 

process and following analysis. In detail, it represents the knowledge sharing enablers, i.e., 

important facilitators of effective knowledge sharing which are divided into organizational, 

team and individual levels to reflect the different mechanisms affecting knowledge sharing 

throughout the organization. From a theoretical perspective the researchers argue that these are 

fundamental pillars in assessing the impact on informal knowledge sharing processes when 

working from home. Though these enablers of informal knowledge sharing are divided into 

three hierarchical levels they are not expected to act in isolation from each other. Instead, they 

are expected to work together. For example, while culture represents the overall knowledge 

sharing activities within the entire organization, trust is expected to have more individual 

implications for knowledge sharing activities. However, changes in the organizational culture 

or individual levels of trust are expected to also affect each other. 
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Figure 3 - Theoretical framework 

 

The literature review concluded that the use of digital tools (Davison, Ou & Martinsons, 2013; 

Jarrahi & Sawyer, 2013) and a culture of sharing (Wang & Noe, 2010; Abrams et al., 2003; 

Lin, 2007; Kaplan & Reed, 2007) are two main enablers regarding the organizational level, 

affecting all members in the organization. Digital tools for communication are expected to act 

as a central feature in the working from home situation. Due to the complex nature of 

knowledge shared informally, communication tools are expected to impact informal knowledge 

sharing in studied firms, and as the literature suggests that digital tools can be a facilitator of 

informal knowledge sharing it seems important to consider when analyzing informal 

knowledge sharing activities in a work from home situation. Culture plays an important role in 

terms of informal knowledge sharing where employees turn to personal sources of information 

and knowledge rather than databases. As the management consulting industry has a high 

employee turnover, maintaining a culture of sharing might be difficult under digital 

circumstances. The culture is therefore expected to play a significant role when it comes to 

investigating the effects on informal knowledge sharing.  

 

The life of a management consultant is characterized by working in projects with different 

teams which makes the team level context highly important. Within the team level context, the 

literature has pointed out three important enablers for effective knowledge sharing, namely 

cohesiveness, durability (Bakker et al., 2006) and communication (Wang & Noe, 2010). 

Maintaining or developing cohesiveness through a purely digital landscape might have been a 

difficult task which this report will closely consider in its interviews. Durability, on the other 
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hand, might be of less importance in this regard as the pandemic likely had no effect on the 

length of projects. However, given its importance in the literature, it will be incorporated. 

Lastly, the communication style is proven to be an important factor to consider. This is of great 

interest as the communication has shifted from physical to digital, where one's physical 

communication style might not fully correspond to the digital one.  

 

The last knowledge sharing enabler focuses on the individual level and includes trust (Abrams 

et al., 2003; Wang & Noe, 2010; Connelly and Kelloway, 2003; Holste & Fields, 2010; Golden 

and Raghuram, 2010) and motivation (Ipe, 2003; Ardichvili, 2008). The literature strongly 

suggests that interpersonal affect-based trust is vital for effective knowledge sharing and this 

might hence have been significantly impacted during the working from home environment 

during the pandemic. However, the authors acknowledge the difficulties in assessing the 

parameter of trust as a small part of a bigger study and will therefore not put significant weight 

at the results of including it in the interviews. That being said, it carries too big of a weight in 

the literature to be excluded, whereby it will be included. Internal motivators, as described 

earlier, regards the perceived power and reciprocity connected to the sharing of information. 

External motivators, on the other hand, include both relationships and rewards for sharing the 

knowledge. Both internal and external motivators do, in summary, connect to seeking personal 

gain, seeking to follow the norm of an organization, or seeking to exchange with others via 

reciprocity. Because of the disconnect through working from home, these motivators are likely 

to be affected. However, in line with the above discussion about trust, seeking solid results on 

these parameters require a more comprehensive study. Therefore, the motivators will be 

included to give an indication of the impact, but too much weight will not be given to the 

results.  
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3. Methodology 

 

This chapter firstly presents the selected research strategy, design and methodology choices 

made for the study. Secondly follows a description of the data collection process as well as the 

sampling criteria and interview guide for the conducted semi-structured interviews. Thirdly 

the data analysis process is described including selected analysis methods and included steps 

taken to ensure high quality in the collected empirical data.  

 

3.1 Research strategy  

The thesis adopted a qualitative research strategy. Marshall (1996) explains how the research 

question, not the researcher, is the determinant in the selection of research strategy. In other 

words, it is not the preference of the researcher that drives the selection of research strategy, 

but rather the aim of the research. Qualitative research strategy is used to provide a deeper 

understanding of psychological issues, and is the preferred strategy for answering research 

questions such as “why?” and “how?” (ibid). As the study aims to investigate a recent and yet 

unexplored research topic from a humanistic “why?” and “how?” perspective, and due to 

limited existing data, a quantitative study would not suffice as a research strategy. As the 

research topic itself is unexplored a qualitative research strategy provides flexibility and 

responsiveness towards the research questions, and thus it allows for adaptation towards 

unexpected insights and perspectives that emerge from the empirical research (Bryman & Bell, 

2018).  

The report aims to investigate how informal knowledge sharing within consulting companies 

have been affected in response to the Covid-19 pandemic, thus a qualitative research strategy 

allows collection of the needed data in a more open and detailed manner from the companies. 

The study aims to generate deeper understandings of individual’s perceptions of the studied 

phenomenon, and thus it requires the researcher to gain a fundamental understanding of the 

perspectives of the interviewees which is suitable through a qualitative research approach 

(Guest et al., 2013). A quantitative approach would imply a risk that the research findings 

would test theories and hypotheses which are not applicable to the field, thus limiting the 

potential learnings from the study.  
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According to Bryman & Bell (2018), qualitative research is normally associated with an 

inductive approach which implies that the results from the research can be used to establish 

new theories. However, it is also pointed out that the data collected through an inductive 

approach may in many cases be insufficient in regard to establishing new theories (ibid). On 

the other side of the spectrum one can adopt a deductive approach, which is usually associated 

with quantitative research. When following a deductive approach, the researchers study 

previous research on the subject through which they develop hypotheses which they test 

(Bryman & Bell, 2018). This approach is however limited due to its dependence on previous 

existing literature and theories. Due to the limitations of both deductive and inductive 

approaches, the authors utilized an abductive approach through the usage of systematic 

combining (Dubois & Gadde, 2002). By utilizing a systematic combining method, theory and 

empirics are developed iteratively in an ever-changing process (Dubois & Gadde, 2002). The 

abductive approach allows the researchers to continuously reflect on the research process and 

hence adapt the theoretical framework through which the empirics and analysis are based upon. 

Starting off, the research gathered secondary data through a literature review to form the basic 

theoretical investigation into the research topic. After conducting the primary data collection, 

the previous literature was compared with the theoretical framework and the empirical findings. 

Thus, the authors combined the two research approaches of deduction and induction as 

characterized by the abductive approach. This approach is suitable when discovering new 

patterns and phenomena, which the thesis aims to do (Dubois & Gadde, 2002).  

3.2 Research Design 

Research design provides researchers with the framework and criteria used for collection and 

analysis of data in a specific research setting (Bryman & Bell, 2018). The selection of research 

design reflects the prioritization of different dimensions in analysis within the research paper 

(ibid).  

3.2.1 Explorative research 

An exploratory research approach is suitable when little to no previous research exists, 

generating the opportunity to create rather than testing existing theory, and is often related to 

qualitative research strategy (Bryman & Bell, 2018). The benefits of explorative research 

methodology is that it allows for flexibility and is an effective way of laying the foundation of 

future theory development (ibid). Explorative research is used when the need for further 

specification of the problem is required and not yet clearly defined (Shukla, 2008). 
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Furthermore, while explorative research provides a better understanding of an existing 

problem, it does not provide conclusive results and is not intended to produce a clear theoretical 

explanation of the identified problem. Thus, the aim of exploratory research is to gain further 

insights to the problem identification, which allows for hypothesis development and conclusive 

research further on (ibid). Since the research topic aimed to examine a new phenomenon in a 

unique setting the research problem could not be clearly defined using previous literature. An 

explorative approach was therefore deemed the most suitable design to enable development of 

further insights into the problems and challenges of knowledge sharing in organizations during 

the pandemic. Research questions were formulated roughly, based on previous theoretical 

literature from related research topics, as well as general discussions of the implications on 

knowledge sharing in the pandemic. 

3.2.2 Multiple case study 

As the research aims to investigate how the current working from home situation has affected 

companies within the consulting industry in terms of their informal knowledge sharing 

practices, a comparative design is considered to be the best fit (Bryman & Bell, 2018). The 

comparative design adopts more or less identical methods of two or more contrasting cases, 

through either quantitative or qualitative research. The design emphasizes comparison and can 

be applied to different situations in order to produce several layers of analysis (ibid).  

Further, given the aim to find a coherent pattern in the data by not only investigating a single 

company, a multiple case study was chosen rather than a cross-sectional design. According to 

Yin (1994), a study which aims to examine a yet unexplored area and thus increase the 

knowledge of it by producing results, which can be generalized, should use a multiple case 

study. In addition, as argued by Eisenhardt & Graebner (2007), using case studies as the 

foundation for developing new theories constitutes an approach which produces interesting and 

correct theories as case studies allows for the complexity of the real world to be incorporated. 

However, one main criticism towards case studies is expressed by Miles (1979), who argues 

that they require much time to perform. As such, researchers may need to do a trade-off 

between the depth of the research and time management.  

Case studies allows the researchers to gain individual perspectives on the effects of Covid-19 

from a knowledge management perspective, focusing on the individual situations of each case 

and, thus, generating insights about the dynamics of situational circumstances affecting 

knowledge management practices in consulting organizations. 
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3.3 Data collection 

To perform the study, both primary and secondary data will be collected. Primary data implies 

that the data is collected by the researchers with the aim to answer the proposed research 

questions. Secondary data, on the other hand, refers to the data collected from external sources 

(Bryman & Bell, 2018).  

3.3.1 Primary data collection  

The primary data was collected through interviews with companies within the consulting 

industry. The structure of the interview must be decided when performing qualitative 

interviews (Bryman & Bell, 2018). For this research, semi-structured interviews were decided 

to be the best fit. The reason for this choice is mainly as it allows flexibility so that the 

respondents can answer freely and hence talk about what is important rather than being fully 

restricted by closed-ended questions. The data generated from semi-structured interviews 

allows the researchers to get an in-depth understanding of the respondents (Bryman & Bell, 

2018). As the study was of an exploratory nature it is suitable to collect data using an 

unstructured or semi-structured approach (Shukla, 2008). As such, the questions in the 

interview guide were formulated to be open and allowed the authors to ask follow-up questions 

when needed to fully understand. Furthermore, the choice of semi-structured interviews being 

the best fit is as it allows comparison between different interviews which is needed for the 

reports research question. Therefore, combining a comparative research strategy and semi-

structured interviews is believed to be the best fit.  

3.3.2 Literature review  

When collecting the secondary data, the authors used a systematic approach to review previous 

literature. The choice of doing a literature review is mainly as research based on this is argued 

to be more strongly evidence based as it aims to develop an understanding of previous research 

(Bryman & Bell, 2018). In addition, a literature review helps limit potential biases and provide 

a traceable foundation for which readers can understand the different decisions, conclusions 

and procedures taken by the authors (Bryman & Bell, 2018). By collecting secondary data, the 

authors can gather knowledge and information from existing research which can prove helpful 

in answering the research questions. Also, Bryman & Bell (2018) argues that performing a 

literature review is a time-efficient method of obtaining high quality data.  
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The search for relevant literature was mainly performed through databases such as GU Super 

Search and Google scholar. To ensure quality, literature with the highest number of citations 

was prioritized. Furthermore, peer reviewed articles were used. To find relevant secondary 

data, some keywords related to the field of knowledge management were used. The keywords 

include “Knowledge management”, “Obtaining knowledge”, “Retaining knowledge”, 

“Knowledge sharing”, “Knowledge management consulting industry”, “Informal 

knowledge”, “Remote work”, “Work from home”.  

Literature included in the literature review were confined to peer reviewed publications only 

to ensure that all literature met the sufficient quality and reliability standards expected in 

academic research. Literature included studies about knowledge sharing enablers on both 

informal and formal knowledge sharing to provide a more comprehensive theoretical 

perspective of existing knowledge sharing research. It also included research about knowledge 

management and implications of formal and informal knowledge sharing activities in 

organizations. Due to the multilingual capabilities of the authors, being native in Swedish but 

writing the thesis in English, both Swedish and English literature were allowed in the literature 

review.  

3.3.3 Sampling  

In contrast to quantitative studies, qualitative research cannot find a sample with the goal of 

representing an entire population (Marshall, 1996). Thus, the goal was instead to find a sample 

that was sufficient to answer the research question and topic (ibid). This is in line with the 

concept of theoretical sampling as proposed by Eisenhardt & Graebner (2007), where the 

purpose is to develop theory rather than testing it. As such, cases are selected primarily as they 

are suitable for illuminating and extending relationships and logic among constructs (ibid).  In 

line with most qualitative studies the study utilized purposive sampling, a type of non-

probability sample, rather than a probability sampling method. In qualitative research the aim 

is to ensure high quality data via interviews which require selection of reliable and competent 

interview subjects. Therefore, the selection of a non-probability sample is preferred as it allows 

the researchers to first identify competent interviewees via a set of predefined selection criteria 

and, thus, allowing for a high-quality sample selection (Bryman & Bell, 2018). Thus, the goal 

was to identify a group of cases/participants strategically that fell in line with the research aim 

(ibid). The purposive sampling technique was chosen to ensure a high level of relevance with 

regards to the research topic, and to ensure a high variation of interviewees within the sample 
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selection (Bryman & Bell, 2018). To ensure consistency the same sampling criteria was used 

for each company case (ibid). Furthermore, a purposive sampling does not allow generalization 

of the research findings, but as the aim of the research is to conduct a multiple case study 

focused on understanding the individual dynamics of each case purposive sampling is argued 

to be a suitable sampling method for this study (Bryman & Bell, 2018).  

To ensure a deeper understanding of the research topic, preliminary company and interviewee 

sampling criteria were set with different aims, allowing for variation in perspectives and 

multiple perspectives within the same organization and organizational situation (Trost, 2010). 

Also, a controlled selection of companies and individuals help define and control the 

boundaries of generalization in the empirical findings (Eisenhardt, 1989). Sample size was 

determined based on the concept of theoretical saturation. In other words, the sample size was 

determined based upon the data collected rather than a predefined fixed number of interviews. 

Collection of new data was made until no further collection and analysis added new insights to 

the research topic (Mack, 2005). Furthermore, data collection, interpretation, and analysis were 

conducted in conjunction with each other, as this has been argued to be the most successful 

strategy for determining and understanding the need for further empirical data collection (ibid). 

The following sampling criteria was formulated and were chosen to establish a controlled and 

intentional environment for the study (Eisenhardt, 1989). Sampling of businesses which have 

been more exposed to the Covid-19 pandemic was preferable as it made sense to select cases 

where more extreme effects could be noticeable, to display differences in knowledge 

management practices and thus gain more pronounced insights to possible effects of the 

pandemic (Eisenhardt, 1989). Furthermore, the choices of case companies are not primarily 

based on their uniqueness, but rather the likelihood of contribution to developing theory within 

the set of cases (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). 

Company sampling: The selection of companies was limited to encompass only Swedish 

management consulting firms. To ensure more generally applicable themes the data collection 

aimed to encompass differently sized firms since firm size was expected to have some impact 

on the implications of knowledge sharing practices (Marshall, 1996). Only companies that had 

applied a working from home strategy during the pandemic were included. Organizations with 

only a temporal work from home strategy, like for one or a few weeks, were excluded. 

Employee sampling: Sampling of employees was conducted in a similar fashion to company 

sampling. Employees with different experience and seniority were selected to reduce the risk 
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of selective perspectives on the practical implications of knowledge sharing within the chosen 

organizations (Marshall, 1996). Employee sampling was also conducted based on work 

experience and role within each firm to provide multiple perspectives. As work experience and 

role was expected to have an impact on knowledge sharing frequency and type of knowledge 

sharing, interviewing employees from different parts of the organization was deemed an 

important sampling criterion. 

In total, eight respondents from three different companies were interviewed during the study. 

Further information about the interviews is given in the table below and description about the 

case companies are presented in the empirical findings.  

Company Firm size Respondent Role within 

company 

Length of 

interview 

A Medium R1 Management 

Consultant 

40 min 

A Medium R2 Management 

Consultant 

52 min 

A Medium R3 Senior 

Management 

Consultant 

45 min 

B Large R4 Management 

Consultant 

46 min 

B Large R5 Management 

Consultant 

35 min 

C Small R6 Management 

Consultant 

62 min 

C Small R7 Senior 

Management 

Consultant 

59 min 

C Small R8 Partner 60 min 

Table 1: Information about the interviews and respondents 

3.3.4 Interview guide 

An interview guide was conducted in which the questions corresponded to the theoretical 

knowledge gained through the systematic literature review. By using previous studies and 

theoretical background as the basis for the questions, the quality and usefulness of the questions 
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was ensured, in order to receive the needed empirical data. A pilot study was also conducted 

prior to the study, which contributed to a better understanding of important topics and questions 

to ask about during the interview process. Moreover, the interview guide was sent out to the 

respondents in advance in order to strengthen the dependability of the research (Bryman & 

Bell, 2018).  

3.3.5 Conducting the interviews 

Before conducting the interviews, the interview guide was sent out to the respondent along 

with the research question and purpose. By doing so, the respondent had time to understand the 

aim of the research and therefore prepare properly. Due to the Covid-19 pandemic, most of the 

interviews were conducted through Zoom and Microsoft Teams, which also made it more time 

efficient as neither the researchers nor the interviewees needed to spend time traveling. 

Although, it is important to consider the right environment for conducting the interviews, where 

privacy and quiet areas are emphasized to ensure the right conditions for the respondent to talk 

freely without being disturbed or interrupted (Bryman & Bell, 2018). Therefore, by conducting 

the interviews through Zoom and Microsoft Teams, the interviewees were able to choose the 

most suitable environment.  

In the beginning of the interview, the researchers restated the purpose of the research and 

ensured that there was no need for further clarification from the participants. Previous to the 

interview permission was asked to record, and the interviewee was guaranteed anonymity in 

order to decrease the risk of respondents withholding or in other ways adapting their answers. 

As a result the researchers aimed to increase the respondents' trust towards the researchers. The 

researchers also explained how the recordings would be used for transcription. No recordings 

were saved after the completion of the research paper due to privacy. By recording the 

interviews, the researchers could fully concentrate on what was being said rather than taking 

notes, which was beneficial for the discussions (Bryman & Bell, 2018). However, one risk with 

recordings is that the participants might be affected by the fact that they are being recorded, 

and thus might become too self-conscious instead of focusing on the questions and talking 

freely. In addition, a disadvantage of transcribing the interviews is that it is very time-

consuming. This is however compensated by the advantages for the analysis, which can be 

conducted more thoroughly when the data can be processed several times (Bryman & Bell, 

2018).  
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3.4 Data analysis  

The researchers utilized a thematic analysis method for the interpretation of gathered data. The 

main benefit of this analysis method is its flexibility. The analysis method aims to 

systematically organize and identify patterns and themes across multiple data sets, with the 

focus on finding meaningful patterns (Braun & Clarke, 2012). Thematic analysis allows 

identification of shared opinions across data sets, and thus drawing meaningful conclusions 

from a single perspective is not the aim of this analysis method (ibid). Furthermore, it allows 

for examination of different perspectives from the individual researchers and by comparing 

differences and similarities it can provide valuable and unexpected insights (King, 2004). 

The researchers acknowledge that academia does not fully agree on the structures of the 

thematic analysis method. Bryman and Bell (2018) argue that thematic analysis lacks set 

procedures which leads to different interpretations of what themes are. While some researchers 

argue that second-order themes should consist of a group of first-order codes, some argue that 

individual codes should also be seen as themes (Bryman & Bell, 2018). Another pitfall of the 

analysis method is the risk of subjectivity and interpretation by the researcher (ibid). In order 

to minimize the risk of misinterpretation the researchers will code the collected data 

individually, and then compare differences and similarities in thematic codes. To ensure further 

quality of the analysis process inter-code agreement was utilized. Inter-code agreement 

compares agreement and disagreement of identified mechanisms between the researchers and 

provides a form of triangulation in identifying common themes in highly contextual and rich 

data (Goffin et al., 2019). Criteria was set before analysis concerning what can or cannot be 

coded into the analysis to decrease subjectivity and increase relevance with regards to the 

research topic (Joffe, 2012). Furthermore, a review of existing literature was done before 

analysis to establish a good theoretical perspective of the research topic, which helped in 

determining the validity of identified codes and themes. 

3.4.1 Research quality  

3.4.1.1 Internal Validity 

It is important to ensure internal validity in qualitative research, which considers the fit between 

the empirical results of the study and the developed theoretical ideas by the researchers 

(Bryman & Bell, 2018). Credibility is a concept closely related to this which entails how well 

the researchers understand the social reality (ibid). To ensure the internal validity, some steps 
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needed to be taken. One of those concerned the choices made regarding the methodology, 

which are explained in detail above. Furthermore, credibility regards the fit between the 

interviewees’ views and the researchers’ interpretation of them (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). Thus, 

to ensure a high level of credibility, validation of the transcriptions was ensured by sending 

them to the interviewees for confirmation. By doing this, the researchers were able to ensure 

that the interpretation of the empirical data was correct (Bryman & Bell, 2018). In addition, as 

proposed by Eisenhardt (2021), the authors will address alternative explanations to sharpen the 

theoretical arguments as a way to further strengthen the internal validity.  

3.4.1.2 External Validity 

External validity concerns the degree of which the results can be generalized. As a result of the 

limitations in the research being limited to companies in Sweden, the level of external validity 

can be considered limited, however, the study provides contextual knowledge in the studied 

setting and contributes to a deeper understanding of the studied topic. According to Bryman & 

Bell (2018), achieving a high level of generalizability is difficult when performing qualitative 

research, especially in regard to case studies when the sample is small. But, as argued by 

Eisenhardt & Graebner (2007), the purpose of the research is not to test theory, but rather to 

develop it, which disregards the claims about generalizability.  

One main criticism often expressed is the notion of qualitative research being too subjective, 

which might lead to biased results and hence low external validity (Bryman & Bell, 2018). 

External validity refers to how well a performed study´s outcome can be applied to other 

settings. As a way to mitigate this risk the authors have taken the following precautions to 

minimize the risk of errors by referring to previous research, coding data separately and later 

comparing coding with each other, restricting theoretical reviews to peer reviewed 

publications, and cross-checking for alternative explanations (Goffin et al., 2019).   

3.4.1.3 Internal reliability 

Internal reliability refers to what extent the two authors agree upon the interpretation of the 

data, in which the interpretation needs to be consistent to achieve internal reliability (Bryman 

& Bell, 2018). To achieve this, the researchers assessed the transcribed material separately and 

then compared the analysis to confirm consistency. In addition, both authors attended all 

interviews to give both authors the same grounds for interpretation (Goffin et al., 2019). 
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3.4.1.4 External reliability  

The extent to which a study can be replicated is the external reliability. According to Bryman 

& Bell (2018) this criterion is difficult to achieve when performing a qualitative study, 

especially as the social circumstances are constantly changing. With that said, the social 

environment in which this study is analyzing makes it difficult to achieve a high replicability. 

To increase the potential for external reliability, the set criteria for data analysis, and the 

sampling criteria set for data collection will help future researchers to replicate this study. 

Furthermore, a clear description of the contextual and social setting will be provided to increase 

the possibility for future researchers to judge transferability to their research topic (Guba & 

Lincoln, 1985). 
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4. Empirical findings 

 

The following chapter presents the findings from the semi-structured interviews with company 

representatives. Initially the chapter presents some brief background to the case companies for 

contextual purposes. Subsequently, an overview of the empirical findings is presented to 

facilitate understanding of the following empirics. Lastly, the chapter entails presentations of 

the empirical findings derived from the thematic analysis. See Appendix 3 for further quotes 

from the empirical findings. 

 

4.1 Case companies 

Company A is a medium sized management consulting firm located in Gothenburg with one 

business area focused on business transformation as well as a specialized focus towards 

mobility services and the transportation industry. All respondents from company A expressed 

that the company has a well-established knowledge sharing culture and several processes to 

facilitate both formal and informal knowledge sharing, and the overall knowledge sharing 

culture of the organization is perceived as high. One respondent explained that there are no 

hierarchical structures regarding knowledge sharing activities in the organization, which is 

perceived as positive since it allows for a broader incorporation of perspectives and knowledge 

sources. As a result of the pandemic the organization had to shift its operations to a working 

from home structure where employees were forced to work and communicate with each other 

and customers remotely. 

 

Company B is a global management consulting firm operating in 22 countries. The company 

specializes in strategy, technology, and innovation. As a big firm, the company has highly 

developed infrastructure to ensure efficient knowledge sharing within the company, both in 

terms of informal and formal knowledge sharing. In addition, company B is the only company 

among the case companies which developed structures for continued informal knowledge 

sharing when working from home. The new structures included a randomized selection of new 

monthly acquaintances with the purpose of increasing informal knowledge sharing within the 

company. Company representatives explained the new structure as a facilitator of informal 

knowledge sharing during working from home, however not an equal replacement of working 

physically at the office.  
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Company C is a boutique strategy consulting firm based in Stockholm. The firm specializes in 

strategy formulation, acquisitions and divestments, and strategy execution. Despite being a 

small firm, the company has established processes for both informal and formal knowledge 

sharing, however in less comprehensive terms compared to the two former companies as the 

nature of the smaller organization does not require the same level of infrastructure to allow for 

an efficient knowledge transfer. During the pandemic the organization shifted towards a 

working from home structure. While some employees were still able to work from the office 

the company adapted its intra-organizational communication and communication towards 

customers extensively with a “remote” work structure. Thus, the pandemic forced the 

organization to adapt its knowledge sharing activities to meet the new demands set by this new 

work situation. 

4.2 Overview of empirical findings 

To facilitate the process of interpreting the empirical findings of the study a summary of the 

identified themes from the thematic analysis was structured. The figure displays the empirical 

findings in relation to the theoretical framework presented in the literature review as they have 

been provided by the respondents. The pandemic forced changes to organizational practices 

due to the need for social distancing, and as a result the studied companies adapted their 

knowledge sharing practices to meet the new demands put on them. As these responses were 

put into practice, they affected informal knowledge sharing in a variety of ways as described 

in Figure 4. In this empirical research the researchers identified 12 dimensions of effects on 

informal knowledge sharing at different levels in the studied organizations which will be 

presented below and later discussed in relation to the theoretical framework. 
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Figure 4 - A summary of the empirical findings from the semi-structured interviews. 

 

4.2 Organizational level  

4.2.1 Increased use of digital tools 

When asking about changes to informal knowledge sharing activities on an organizational 

level, a collective response to the pandemic and the working from home situation was the 

change from physical meetings and interactions between employees to digital platforms. All 

respondents collectively explain that one overarching change in their knowledge sharing 

practices on an organizational level was the shift to digital tools and platforms for 

communication.  

 

“Working from home we have started to use more digital tools for informal knowledge 

sharing such as TEAMS. I also know other organizations that use Slack and similar 

project tools for their communication.” - R7 
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Though the same respondents expressed that digital tools had become the sole practice of 

exchanging knowledge overall within the organization during the pandemic, from an informal 

knowledge sharing perspective the respondents also express that digital tools limited the 

effectiveness of knowledge exchange between employees compared to sharing knowledge 

physically. For example, both respondents 3 and 7 expressed that they have experienced 

difficulties in achieving high levels of engagement among employees when for example in a 

TEAMS-meeting.  

 

“It’s difficult to get informal knowledge sharing discussions going in an online 

situation. People tend to be less engaged in digital meetings” - R3 

 

It thus seems that the new digital tools and structures implemented by the organizations, though 

necessary for the overall continuation of daily operations and communication within and 

between companies, negatively affected informal knowledge sharing activities within the 

organization. One interviewee mentions that it becomes increasingly difficult to collaborate 

and discuss when using digital tools compared to physical meetings.  

 

“When preparing workshops for strategy projects we want to do it together to be able 

to discuss and combine new data and analyses that we have made. It becomes much 

more difficult to do this when working remotely from teams [...] Usually after 

workshops you want to have a discussion about the developments which can also be a 

challenge when working digitally” - R7 

 

To summarize, the change to digital tools for communication and informal knowledge sharing 

was necessary and contributed to a change in the ways employees in studied companies 

interacted with each other. Several respondents felt like communication became more difficult 

using digital tools. 

 

Formalization of informal knowledge sharing activities  

A seemingly major effect on informal knowledge sharing that was identified during the 

interviews was the formalization of informal knowledge sharing activities during the working 

from home situation. The shift from a physical environment at the office where employees 

could freely exchange knowledge spontaneously and the removal of the physical platform has 

led to an increasingly formal and structural way of exchanging knowledge. Two main 
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dimensions of this formalization that were identified during the empirical study were an 

increased need for prioritizing questions and increased scheduling of otherwise spontaneous 

discussions.  

 

“The spontaneous exchange of knowledge has decreased as we do not sit next to each 

other anymore. Reconciliations when working from home are more formal in the sense 

that they are scheduled compared to working at the office where they are often 

unplanned” - R6 

 

Scheduling of knowledge sharing activities 

One main driver of the formalization of informal knowledge sharing was explained via an 

increased need to schedule appointments with colleagues for all sorts of knowledge exchanges, 

which normally happen spontaneously at the office. An argument for this was that when you 

cannot physically interact with others it becomes difficult to assess their availability to engage 

in a discussion. As such, it drives the need to instead schedule an appointment.  

 

“It can be difficult to assess if an individual with a certain knowledge is available and 

has enough time to answer your questions [...] To ensure timelines of the interaction 

you can schedule an appointment, however there is an unwritten rule that a meeting 

should be at least 15-30 minutes, which means that it can be somewhat tricky to 

schedule something fast [...] At the office you just check if the person is available and 

you ask your question, it's much more spontaneous” - R5 

 

While respondents did acknowledge the possibility of making a spontaneous call to discuss a 

topic, several reasons were given as to why this was not an efficient substitute for a discussion 

at the office. Respondent 8, among others, talked about the comprehensiveness of some 

questions which makes a phone call insufficient: 

 

“Many questions are not possible to solve through a phone call. For example, questions 

about an analysis requires displaying your screen which is easier through physical 

interaction or a scheduled team meeting” - R8 

 

Other respondents in similar fashion state that the complexity restricts the effectiveness of a 

phone call, such as described by respondent 7:  
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“We have no real substitutes for informal knowledge sharing arenas, instead we have 

to book more formal meetings for discussions that would otherwise happen 

spontaneously. Furthermore, spontaneous discussions are often connected to complex 

issues which cannot be resolved through a simple yes or no answer. As such, a more 

comprehensive discussion is needed which in turn requires scheduling an appointment” 

- R7 

 

This is in line with the below mentioned mechanism of bundling questions i.e., the respondents 

gather and save multiple questions they have on different topics to discuss later at an 

appointment with a colleague. As interactions become more formal working from home, 

employees seek to schedule appointments whenever colleagues have an “opening” in their 

calendar. This is something that respondent 5 pointed out as a challenge because most 

coworkers are very busy, making it difficult to find a time for an appointment. This 

formalization and structuring of informal knowledge sharing activities ultimately leads to a lag 

in knowledge exchange opportunities, as can be viewed in the example by respondent 5: 

 

“When working remotely you tend to save questions and book a meeting later on to sort 

them out. Everyone is obviously very busy and as such it tends to be more difficult to 

discuss issues right away on teams than spontaneously at the office. It can be hard to 

even find a time to schedule a meeting” - R5 

 

Besides creating a lag in the knowledge exchange, another important theme discovered during 

the interviews was the difficulties of estimating the time needed for informal knowledge 

sharing. As expressed by the respondents, estimating the time for otherwise spontaneous 

knowledge sharing activities is difficult due to the variety of questions and discussions that 

arise from informal knowledge exchange, as highlighted previously by respondent 7. The 

formalization of informal knowledge sharing described above requires booking a meeting with 

someone and hence estimating the time required for that meeting. Respondent 7 described it as 

following: 

 

“I would definitely say that planning has become more difficult since you don’t know 

how much time some problems will take to solve, still you have to book a meeting to 
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make sure the person is available. The formalization of informal knowledge sharing 

activities negatively affects the overall knowledge transfer in the organization” - R7 

 

One respondent also explained that follow-up questions might not happen during a discussion 

but at a later point, which make a time-restricted discussion difficult as explained by respondent 

2:  

 

“If you do it physically you can continue the discussions at multiple occasions rather 

than in one big meeting at teams [...] Focus on work rather than the personal touch. I 

mean, everyone's time is very valuable. And when booking a time slot you stick to it. 

That is different from grabbing lunch together or discussing by the coffee machine, 

where you feel that you have time to discuss other things as well. Meeting in person 

makes a huge impact vs online in terms of the connection” - R2 

 

As a consequence of the above, in particular not being able to walk over to a colleague and 

exchange knowledge, all respondents expressed that booking a meeting have become much 

more common as a way to informally exchange knowledge and common standpoint for 

explaining the reduced number of interactions was a perceived sense of threshold of reaching 

out digitally versus at the office. 

 

“There are much more appointments rather than tapping one’s shoulder for help” - R7 

 

“When we started working from home the threshold to reach out to colleagues 

increased. I think this really affected the knowledge sharing culture negatively” - R5 

 

In line with respondent 5, several of the other respondents described it as easier and more 

“natural” to discuss and reach out for knowledge exchange when being at the office compared 

to digitally. 

 

Prioritization of questions  

An effect of the new organizational structures for knowledge sharing concerns the actual 

knowledge seeking and knowledge gathering activities among employees. As presented 

previously, respondents experience an increased formalization of knowledge sharing 

interactions due to the increased need to schedule meetings for discussions and overall 
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knowledge exchange. Due to the nature of these meetings having a predefined start and end 

time, several respondents state that there has been an increased need to prioritize questions 

during meetings. Working from home implies not being able to spontaneously ask questions in 

the hallway or by the coffee machine, and an increased formalization of knowledge sharing 

opportunities via scheduled meetings drive respondents to bundle and prioritize questions. The 

respondents collectively perceived some kind of barrier which hindered them from sending 

their questions spontaneously on digital platforms like they otherwise would have at the office, 

instead all of them expressed a need to write down questions and then at a later point discuss 

them with a colleague. This, naturally, affects how knowledge is shared within the 

organization, as pointed out by respondent 3:  

 

“Questions about details which I used to ask people in the corridor at work get written 

on a list for a meeting later instead. This creates a lag in knowledge exchange. In 

addition, many of the smaller questions remain unanswered when working remotely. 

[...] I think you lose out on a lot of knowledge due to this” - R3 

 

Besides creating a lag in knowledge transfer, several respondents expressed a need to prioritize 

questions i.e., not asking many smaller questions, which they otherwise would when working 

physically at the office, but rather focusing on the larger more “critical” questions and then try 

to figure out the gaps themselves. A consequence of this is that the engagement in knowledge 

transfer reduces as the recipient attains a lower contextual understanding of the topic. 

 

“A consequence of batching questions is that you have to focus on the big questions 

you have. [...] When there is not enough time to ask all the small questions you have, 

you lose the contextual pieces that can be very important for understanding the task 

[...] I think that the ability to ask open-ended spontaneous questions is much higher at 

the office. Working from home you tend to postpone those types of questions to a later 

time.” - R5 

 

This need to prioritize questions seemingly stems from the reduced availability of interactions 

between employees. Several respondents explain how easy it is to stop by a colleague's desk to 

ask a question and promptly receive an answer. Instead, when working from home the 

colleague you are reaching out to does not reply immediately which reduces the benefits of 

reaching out for smaller questions. An example is given below by respondent 3: 



42 

 

“When reaching out to colleagues via Teams, I usually do not get replies quickly, 

sometimes it takes several days to receive one which is a big difference from working 

at the office. As a result, the marginal benefit from asking a small questions decreases” 

- R3 

 

4.2.2 Cultural changes  

When asked about the knowledge sharing culture of their respective organizations, all 

respondents coherently answered that knowledge sharing was an important part in their work 

as management consultants. Several respondents highlighted that knowledge sharing was a 

core feature of their work environment and that their respective organizations had a clear 

knowledge sharing culture focusing on facilitating openness and a sharing culture. One 

respondent highlighted the need for a strong sharing culture to create trust among employees.  

 

“A good knowledge sharing culture is important for us. [...] Since we all work within 

different areas we can all capitalize on our unique experiences from different projects” 

- R3 

 

Difficulties maintaining a culture of sharing 

When asked more specifically about what effects the working from home situation had on the 

knowledge sharing culture in the organization, a majority of the respondents answered that the 

knowledge sharing culture had been negatively affected during the pandemic. While their 

perspectives differed slightly, they could be argued to originate from decreased interactions 

among employees.  

 

“It’s more difficult to maintain a sharing culture. You tend to turn to your closest 

colleagues and people you have talked to previously. At the office there is a larger 

exchange between employees but at home you have less contact with others” - R1 

 

“The knowledge sharing culture is affected when you only have these formal sharing 

meetings. [...] I don’t think that it will be permanent but rather an effect during the 

pandemic and the working from home situation. It will most likely go back to normal 

when everything goes back to normal” - R3 
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One senior respondent pointed out that this has been one of the most impactful challenges 

enforced by the pandemic. When physical interactions are removed it becomes much more 

difficult to maintain and cultivate a knowledge sharing culture among employees because the 

overall culture of the organization slowly diminishes as employees do not meet physically. The 

respondent also emphasizes what this implies for knowledge sharing among employees, 

especially new ones, and explains that new employees have been most affected by working 

from home because relationships play an important role in knowledge sharing engagements. 

 

“The biggest consequence of not working at the office is that the informal flow of 

knowledge reduces and the social dimension suffers. [...] It's much more difficult to 

build and maintain company culture, and especially among new employees since it 

becomes difficult to get to know your colleagues and feel a personal connection to what 

you do. [...] It's not at all easy for a new employee to just call someone they do not have 

a relationship with and ask questions.” - R8 

 

4.3 Team level  

4.3.1 Changes in team communication  

As a result of the working from home setting, all respondents expressed that the communication 

has changed significantly when forced to be held digitally rather than physically. One main 

theme among the respondents was the removal of informal arenas, where informal 

communication usually is performed. Another emerging theme concerned the increased sense 

of isolation when spontaneous interactions are no longer as easily accessible. Lastly, there 

seems to be consensus regarding increased concentration of communication within project 

teams.  

 

Removal of informal arenas 

An important effect of the enforced working from home situation in connection to informal 

knowledge sharing is the removal of the conventional “arenas” of such knowledge exchange. 

Removal of informal arenas has led to changes in communication in several ways. While all 

respondents, unsurprisingly, mentioned the removal of arenas such as discussions across the 

desks, talking by the coffee machine, at lunchroom etcetera, some respondents highlighted 
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occasions for informal knowledge sharing which are at first far less obvious. Examples are 

given by respondent 7 and 8 below: 

 

“Usually when employees work together in a physical room, there is a tremendous 

leverage for informal knowledge sharing. This flow of continuous knowledge exchange 

is paramount for the work we do and we have seen a significant decrease of this 

exchange when working from home” - R8 

 

Due to the spontaneous and unstructured nature of informal knowledge sharing, the 

respondents could identify several lost opportunities for knowledge exchange. This loss of 

knowledge sharing arenas which normally occurs in a spontaneous matter was directly or 

indirectly pointed out by all respondents. These spontaneous events for exchanging knowledge 

might even be neglected in some cases, as expressed by respondent 3:  

 

“I thought, when working from home during the pandemic, that it worked really good 

from a knowledge sharing perspective, but when now being back at the office I truly 

realize how much knowledge I have missed through informal discussions” - R3 

 

Increased isolation  

A common theme among the respondents was the notion of feeling isolated when working from 

home. Even though digital platforms facilitate communication within the workplace and 

between colleagues, the majority of the respondents suggested that overall communication has 

dramatically decreased, mainly due to decreased spontaneous interactions. Furthermore, as 

described below by respondent 6, the removal of events facilitating informal knowledge 

sharing such as having lunch and after-work together further strengthened the feeling of 

isolation.  

 

“The number of colleagues I am exchanging knowledge with has decreased drastically 

when working from home. This, together with the fact that all the relation building 

activities such as lunch and after works has been canceled have made me feel very 

isolated” - R6 

 

Several respondents pointed out that working from home is like working in a silo, which might 

be somewhat surprising due to the well established digital platforms which all case companies 
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utilize. However, as pointed out by respondent 7 and similarly to previous answers above in 

empirical findings, several barriers are perceived for reaching out digitally.  

 

“Working from home has been more like working in a silo. It’s not been as easy to find 

someone that can have a look at your work and to discuss potential changes that needs 

to be made” - R7 

 

Informal knowledge sharing concentrated in project teams  

The decreased knowledge sharing flows within organizations has had another interesting effect 

as pointed out by several respondents. As spontaneous interactions disappear and consultants 

work increasingly in “silos”, it was expressed that knowledge exchange is more concentrated 

in project teams as explained by respondent 1 below:  

 

“When working from home, spontaneous knowledge exchange is pretty much gone 

which drives almost purely work focused communication. As such, your contacts are 

more limited which results in discussions with your team only rather than to the most 

appropriate/available” - R1 

 

The above might be connected to the project intensive work style of management consultants. 

As they work in teams, the majority of the communication and knowledge exchange is 

concentrated within these project teams. As such, the notion of knowledge exchange being 

concentrated in teams in general seems to not be very different from before working from 

home. However, spontaneous informal knowledge sharing is limited or non-existent which 

increases the concentration of knowledge sharing within project teams.   

 

“Due to the social distancing which working from home has enforced, the main 

communication I have is with the ones working in my project team. I otherwise talk 

spontaneously with other colleagues but without any specific reason those 

conversations are now lost when working from home” - R6 

 

4.3.2 Team cohesiveness affected 

In terms of relationships between colleagues, there seems to be a big difference between the 

digital and physical relationships created and continued when working from home. All 
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respondents collectively agreed upon the fact that upholding cohesiveness within teams when 

working digitally is a difficult task. Some respondents, such as respondent 7 and 8 emphasized 

the difficulty of getting to know new hires or previous unknown colleagues digitally, while 

other respondents such as respondent 4 and 3 have experienced a decreased degree of team 

cohesiveness. All of which, however, agrees upon the fact that purely digital professional 

relationships are inferior to relationships developed in a physical setting, not at least in terms 

of effective informal knowledge sharing.  

 

“The colleagues that I started working with during the pandemic and did not know 

before have been struggling to build a relationship with. When working at the office, 

the relationship evolves naturally by social interactions like talking at the coffee 

machine or at lunch, but working from home the only conversations we have is about 

work. So, you feel more disconnected to your colleagues when working from home. [...] 

I believe that good relationships with your colleagues are very important for knowledge 

sharing.” - R3  

 

In addition, the empirical findings suggest that relationships and informal knowledge sharing 

when working from home act in a “Catch-22” like situation. Informal knowledge sharing is 

needed to build relationships with colleagues, but respondents state that they almost only reach 

out for informal knowledge sharing digitally if they already know the person, implying that 

relationships are necessary for informal knowledge sharing to efficiently take place.  

 

“The projects are much more fun when I know my colleagues as you get a better team 

spirit. Furthermore, getting to know each other is important as it helps understanding 

how everyone interacts and reacts in a discussion such as tone of voice or body 

language. The negative effect on my relationships with colleagues ultimately leads to 

me not being comfortable enough to reach out, which of course decrease informal 

knowledge exchange” - R4 

 

“I believe that the more closely connected you feel to your team members, the easier it 

is to ask the “dumb” questions. The more comfortable you are with someone, the easier 

it is to be honest. Therefore, as the cohesiveness within teams has decreased during the 

pandemic, less knowledge has been exchanged” - R3 

 



47 

4.3.3 Durability of projects unchanged  

No respondent identified any differences in the structure of projects performed during working 

from home apart from digitalization of all communication both internally and towards 

customers. While the procedures of the project might have changed as presented above, the 

characteristics of the projects remain unchanged.  

 

“The main difference in projects when working from home during the pandemic has 

been the digital adaptation where meetings and workshops are held online instead of 

physically. The characteristics of the projects such as the length of them have however 

not changed” - R2 

4.4 Individual level  

4.4.1 Motivators seemingly unchanged but weaker 

When being asked about the reasons for seeking out knowledge sharing, all respondents 

mentioned either performance related motivators or career advancement. In terms of 

performance, the respondents wanted to learn new things to better deliver to the client or learn 

new things because they simply needed it in order to do their job. When speaking about career 

advancement, some respondents expressed that they seek out knowledge exchange as a way to 

learn more and thus become more competent which they thought would help advancing their 

career at a later stage. 

 

“Reasons for why I seek to exchange knowledge are mainly twofold. When seeking to 

exchange knowledge regarding projects I am working on, it is mainly for performance 

reasons, i.e. I want to deliver my best to the client. Otherwise, it is often driven by my 

desire to succeed and advance in my career. “- R1 

 

Other respondents, such as respondent 4, seek to exchange knowledge with senior colleagues 

to show interest in what they are doing which might lead to career advancement. 

 

“Sometimes I seek to exchange knowledge for short term gains, such as quickly 

learning something new which is required for the project I am working on. But when 

seeking to exchange knowledge with colleagues with senior positions, I often have 

ulterior motives such as moving up in the career ladder.” - R4 
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Furthermore, an additional motivator was added by respondents with senior positions who also 

expressed a desire to encourage employees with junior positions to exchange knowledge with 

them through initiating discussions with them. Respondents with senior positions also 

mentioned reasons such as checking upon colleagues for which they are responsible for.  

 

“When I am seeking knowledge exchange with junior colleagues it is mainly because I 

want to encourage them to ask questions to me, which has been increasingly important 

during working from home. Otherwise, it is because I want to improve my performance 

so that I can advance in my career” - R7 

 

In terms of changes in motivators during corona, the majority of the respondents did not recall 

any differences from before. Only one respondent expressed a decreased sense of shyness 

working from home which has led the respondent’s career motivators to become stronger.  

 

“I have during the pandemic become less shy in terms of reaching out to colleagues in 

the purpose of advancing my career. I think the change is because I have realized 

working from home that the opportunities to have informal conversations do not happen 

when not working at the office which means that I need to reach out to make things 

happen” - R4 

 

 

“Personal drivers for exchanging knowledge are related to my performance as seeking 

and acquiring knowledge helps my performance. So, for me it is very related to my 

performance. Reasons for giving knowledge are more related to if I know something I 

think would be essential for others to know. I don't think these motivations have 

changed when working from home.“ - R2 

 

4.4.2 Trust increasingly important 

Higher levels of trust between colleagues are reportedly important when exchanging 

knowledge, especially under digital circumstances. The respondents expressed that working 

from home has created increased social distancing which in turn have made the personal 

relationships to colleagues even more important to exchange knowledge. Furthermore, the 
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respondents expressed difficulties in navigating who to reach out to when working from home, 

which emphasizes the need to feel confident in who to reach out to.  

 

Increased social distancing  

Connected to new practices of exchanging knowledge, something that was expressed by the 

majority of the respondents was that when working from home, consultants reach out to a 

smaller number of colleagues compared to working at the office. The majority of the 

respondents, for instance respondents 3 and 4, emphasized the importance of relationship 

aspects for establishing feelings of security when reaching out to colleagues with questions. 

This is driven both from a perspective of knowledge, feeling confident that you will get the 

correct answers when you ask a colleague, but also on a more personal level, feeling confident 

that asking questions will not have a negative impact on how others perceive your competence 

and skills. Another common theme among the interviewees was the change of practice when 

engaging in knowledge sharing in the work from home situation. Several different areas of 

change were pointed out, both in terms of whom to reach out to and how. A common standpoint 

regarding whom to reach out to among the respondents was either availability or how well 

employees know each other. 

 

“I would say that there are two main criterias which are more important now when 

reaching out compared to before, namely availability and closeness of relationship. I 

have noticed that I tend to reach out to people based on availability and how 

comfortable I am with the person rather than the needed competence” - R3 

 

One respondent also emphasized that trust among employees directly impacts how knowledge 

is shared in the organization, providing an example of organizations with an “up-or-out” 

structure:  

 

“In some organizations there are clear incentives to not share knowledge with 

colleagues. If that is the case I strongly believe that knowledge sharing would be 

reduced because when you have your annual evaluation you know that one of you and 

your colleagues will get a promotion and one will be fired. [...] You have to decide if 

you are going to share knowledge with your colleagues. You have to be an exemplary 

employee if you are going to do that.” - R8 
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Difficulties locating knowledge  

Another driver of reduced informal knowledge sharing was the expressed barrier of reaching 

out and whom to reach out to. Almost all respondents perceived barriers of reaching out for 

knowledge exchange as they did not know who to reach out to, as expressed by respondent 5 

below:  

 

“Working from home created a barrier for informal knowledge sharing because it's 

much more difficult to know who to ask, both with regards to having the right knowledge 

and also having the time to share that knowledge. [...] From another perspective the 

people with bandwidth which can engage in knowledge sharing have a difficult time 

knowing if anyone needs help. [...] Who should I ask? How can I find out whom to ask? 

Now I tend to just call different people on TEAMs trying to find someone with the right 

knowledge. [...] People are also very occupied so you don’t want to call them randomly 

without a good reason.” - R5 

 

The above was frequently mentioned in connection to previous mentioned barriers of reaching 

out at all digitally. The majority of the respondents had a sense of bothering the colleagues to 

a greater extent online compared to at the office, which might explain the struggle above. 

Another aspect concerns the visibility of colleagues working status, as described by, among 

others, respondent 6:  

 

“It's more difficult to assess whom to ask for help working from home. Working at the 

office it is easier to see who’s got time to discuss something. [...] When you are at the 

office you unconsciously attain knowledge of who works with what and who does what, 

and that makes it easier to know whom to ask when you need input on something” - R6 

 

In terms of the frequently explained notion of bothering colleagues, informal knowledge 

sharing becomes further difficult to manage due to its spontaneous characteristics. As described 

in the interviews, the respondents hesitate to reach out digitally as they feel like they are 

bothering their colleagues to a greater extent compared to when working physically at the 

office.  

 

“When working physically at the office, it is far easier to reach out to colleagues if you 

get stuck compared to when working from home. This is especially true when I need to 
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ask many follow-up questions which I avoid via Teams as it feels like I am bothering 

my colleagues. When I am working at the office I have no problems reaching out several 

times. “- R1 

 

4.5 Informal knowledge sharing activity 

When asked to summarize how informal knowledge sharing was affected by the pandemic and 

work from home situation, all respondents coherently explained that informal knowledge 

sharing had reduced during the working from home situation. Different reasons for this were 

presented by the respondents, such as; Lower knowledge sharing activity; Longer response 

times when in need of help; Difficulties in locating knowledge; Fewer opportunities for 

informal knowledge sharing. 

 

“It’s clearly been affected negatively. Though I thought everything worked fine at the 

time, being back at the office you realize how much knowledge sharing you miss out on 

[...] Informal arenas for knowledge sharing such as lunches, coffee machine, and 

discussions across the desk are very difficult to replace digitally” - R3 
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5. Analysis 

 

The following chapter provides an analysis and comparison between the empirical findings 

and the previous identified literature review. The aim of the chapter is to investigate the 

research question and provide a deeper understanding of the identified effects on informal 

knowledge sharing when working from home. The last part of the chapter presents a synthesis 

of the analysis as well as a revised theoretical framework. 

 

5.1 Organizational level 

The organizational-level enablers for knowledge sharing, as described in the theoretical 

chapter, were expected to act as collective facilitators of informal knowledge sharing, enabling 

local informal knowledge sharing activities within the organization to take place more 

effectively, and providing a culture of sharing that could have an impact on team-level and 

personal-level enablers.  

 

5.1.1 Digital tools 

As expected, working from home encouraged development of new ways of communication, 

and led to an increased use of digital communication tools to support knowledge sharing 

activities within all the studied firms. Moving to a digital environment for communication, as 

a result of the enforced working from home environment, new communication pathways and 

new channels for informal knowledge sharing became apparent. When viewing the effects on 

informal knowledge sharing, however, the empirical findings show that the change from 

physical social interactions to digital social interactions presents new challenges not assessed 

in identified previous literature. The findings suggest, in contrast to the arguments made by 

Davidson, Ou, and Martinsons (2013), that increased digital communication had negative 

consequences for informal knowledge sharing activities when compared to knowledge sharing 

via physical social interactions. The respondents felt like digital tools used for knowledge 

sharing limited social interactions compared to physical interactions because they had to 

formulate questions in a more structured and formal way, thus limiting spontaneous 

interactions otherwise occuring at the office. Davidson, Ou, and Martinsons (2013) state that 

digital tools facilitate knowledge sharing between employees by allowing for unobtrusive 

interactive knowledge exchange and allowing for multi-tasking. While this may be true for 
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simpler yes or no type questions, discussions within management consulting firms tend to be 

based on more complex topics characterized by being highly contextual and difficult to mediate 

between individuals. This description also fits accordingly into what is typically referred to as 

sharing of tacit knowledge.  

 

The change from physical- to digital social interactions seem to have reduced the level of 

informal knowledge sharing in the organizations. The respondents also expressed difficulties 

in achieving high levels of engagement among participants in digital meetings and overall 

digital social interactions, indicating that discussions via digital channels are less effective in 

terms of informal knowledge sharing than physical meetings. These findings are somewhat 

related to Taskin & Bridoux (2010) who state that, when working remotely, employees tend to 

identify less with the organization's values and goals, furthermore, it becomes more difficult to 

share a common language among employees. In the studied companies this was reflected by 

the fact that employees felt less engaged in discussions and had a more difficult time to 

communicate effectively with each other, indicating that digital communication is not a perfect 

substitute for physical communication at the office.  

 

Furthermore, respondents expressed difficulties in creating high quality discussions during 

digital meetings and explained that during digital meetings participants tend to interrupt each 

other to a larger extent, and “hide” behind their screens, and in this way not contributing to the 

discussion or not engaging actively in knowledge sharing. One explanation for this discrepancy 

between previous studies and our empirical findings could be the move to a completely digital 

remote working environment. In contrast to the study by Davidson, Ou, and Martinsons (2013), 

where digital tools were utilized as facilitators of knowledge sharing activities together in 

conjunction with a physical work environment, the working from home situation limited 

informal knowledge exchange to only occur digitally, thus removing the seemingly important 

physical aspect of social interactions. As acknowledged by Davidson, Ou, and Martinsons 

(2013) a digital message, even through voice communication, often lacks the contextual 

richness of physical interactions, implying that it can become more difficult to provide an 

understanding of the transferred knowledge between the recipient and the knowledge giver 

compared to physical interactions.  

 

Following the change to digital communication, an increased need to formalize activities of 

informal knowledge sharing developed according to the respondents. When employees could 
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no longer see each other in person they experienced an increased difficulty to assess whether a 

coworker was available for a discussion or not, thus experiencing a higher barrier to engage in 

informal knowledge sharing. Even though an individual could send a message asking for help, 

the lack of visibility created barriers of spontaneous communication making respondents more 

hesitant to reach out to colleagues spontaneously. According to the respondents this created a 

need to schedule meetings for informal knowledge sharing, thus formalizing these social 

interactions. Furthermore, at the individual level, respondents experienced difficulties in 

locating knowledge. These findings suggest, in contrast to Jarrahi and Sawyer (2013) that, in 

the studied companies, digital tools did not contribute to an increase in informal knowledge 

sharing but rather develop barriers when compared to physical interactions. Though it should 

also be noted that the existence of digital tools enables work from home, indicating that digital 

tools do fill an essential role in the ability to work remotely. That said, digital tools as utilized 

in the studied companies limited informal knowledge sharing when compared to physical social 

interactions. 

 

5.1.2 Cultural changes 

A well observed facilitator, or enabler, of knowledge sharing is the culture of an organization 

(Wang & Noe, 2010; Al‐Alawi, Al‐Marzooqi & Mohammed, 2007). Working from home 

seems to have put strains on the perspective of organizational culture, mainly from the 

perspectives of maintaining a knowledge sharing culture, development of organizational 

culture and emerging new employees in the existing culture of the organization. The empirical 

findings support the proposed importance of a well-established knowledge sharing culture and 

all respondents claimed that their respective organizations take the matter seriously. 

Additionally, the majority of the respondents perceived the knowledge sharing culture as less 

effective than before working from home. As described by Al‐Alawi, Al‐Marzooqi & 

Mohammed (2007), organizational culture has a great impact on hereunder discussed enablers 

such as trust, communication, and motivation. However, the circumstances under which this 

thesis is investigating is pointing towards the opposite perspective. The culture is a result of 

the above-mentioned enablers and the effects go both ways, meaning that the culture obviously 

affects the enablers, but the circumstances of working from home have resulted in changes in 

the enablers which in turn affects the culture. In brief, the empirical findings suggest that the 

enforced digital transformation during working from home has had impacts on the knowledge 

sharing culture, rather than the other way around.  
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Previous research has shown that even though organizations set up well-established digital 

structures with the aim to facilitate knowledge sharing, employees tend to turn to personal 

sources of information (Wang & Noe, 2010). This is in line with the empirical findings of this 

study, where respondents expressed an increased willingness to turn to coworkers they have a 

strong relationship with for informal knowledge sharing rather than random “choices” such as 

before in the corridor or by the coffee machine. On a larger scale, this change in behavior seems 

to have a great impact on the overall knowledge sharing culture of the organizations. Not at 

least in connection to the high employee turnover management consulting firms are 

experiencing. Respondents report that new employees are difficult to incorporate into the 

culture during working from home. If the new employees are not incorporated into the culture 

of knowledge sharing, they will most likely experience difficulties in knowing who to reach 

out to and, nonetheless, feeling comfortable enough to reach out to coworkers, which suggests 

a shift in culture over time. This hypothesis is supported by the empirical findings as the 

respondents turn to coworkers they know to a greater extent when working from home. 

However, some respondents believe that the change in knowledge sharing culture is temporary 

and will move back to “normal” once the pandemic is over. As described by Lin, (2007), 

organizations need to work continuously towards building a culture of sharing, and as the 

empirical findings do not indicate efforts of upholding the culture during working from home, 

the effects might be more long-lasting than expected.  

 

5.2 Team level  

5.2.1 Communication  

Wang & Noe (2010) and Gumus (2007) shows that the willingness to share knowledge is 

closely related to the communication styles of the team members as well as their internal 

communication activities. The empirical findings of changes in communication showed that 

the conventional arenas for sharing informal knowledge have been removed, which have had 

implications for the communication styles of the teams. Respondents expressed that they no 

longer have the informal discussions prior and post meetings as well as the spontaneous 

discussions when working together. As such informal conversations are not continued when 

working from home, it seems as if the results are in line with Wang & Noe (2010) in terms of 

the willingness to share knowledge. If no one initiates such discussions when working from 

home, the willingness appears to be absent. However, as pointed out by Gumus (2007), 

communication styles is another important factor to consider. As working from home entailed 
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both a shift in communication styles and an insecurity of the communication styles of new 

coworkers, the effect has proven to decrease informal knowledge sharing. This is in line with 

the study conducted by Taskin & Bridoux (2010), where increased remote work results in 

disparenties sharing the same language when sharing knowledge.  

 

The second theme identified during the empirical research was the sense of feeling isolated as 

the overall communication with coworkers have drastically decreased during the pandemic. 

Reasons for this are pointed out to be both the difficulty of reaching out to the right coworker 

as well as reaching out overall. It seems as if it is a negative spiral in which the respondents 

feel isolated as few are reaching out to them in combination with the respondents themselves 

having trouble reaching out to others. These findings align with the study conducted by Van 

Den Hooff & De Ridder (2004), where they found that the more knowledge one receives, the 

more knowledge he or she will give to others. As the respondents during working from home 

receive considerably less knowledge through informal knowledge sharing, they tend to not 

reach out themselves, which is furthermore a result of decreased willingness to share 

knowledge as proposed by Wang & Noe (2010).  

 

As a result of the above, the third emerging theme from the interviews was the concentration 

of informal knowledge sharing within project teams. As spontaneous knowledge sharing is 

pretty much non-existent when working from home, the respondents expressed that the 

communication is increasingly work-focused. And as the management consulting industry is 

characterized by working in projects in project teams, the communication and knowledge 

sharing is driven more towards being concentrated within teams. From a theoretical 

perspective, and in line with Wang & Noe (2010) and Gumus (2007), the increased 

concentration of knowledge sharing within teams might have led to team members adapting 

their communication styles to each other which has facilitated the flow between them.  

 

5.2.2 Cohesiveness 

The reviewed literature agreed that team cohesiveness is a crucial factor in terms of effective 

knowledge sharing (Wang and Noe, 2010; Wei et al., 2012; Boschma, 2005). The empirical 

results displayed a decreased sense of team cohesiveness which in turn led to decreased 

informal knowledge sharing, as proposed by the literature. Wang and Noe (2010) emphasized 

the importance of strong relationships among team members, which the empirical findings 

showed strong difficulties in obtaining and preserving. However, it was found that new 
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relationships with new employees and coworkers stands for the greatest challenges in terms of 

effective informal knowledge sharing. This might not be a great challenge in some industries, 

but the management consulting industry is characterized by high levels of employee turnover, 

which makes the matter more comprehensive. Whilst this finding is supported by the above-

mentioned literature (Wang and Noe, 2010; Wei et al., 2012; Boschma, 2005), the empirical 

findings point out these new relationships, in particular, for being vulnerable in a digital setting 

in terms of informal knowledge sharing.  

 

An interesting finding discovered during the interviews which was not covered in previous 

studies was the “Catch-22” like situation between cohesiveness and informal knowledge 

sharing when working digitally. Building cohesiveness within project teams is closely 

correlated with how established the relationship between the team members are. And when 

working from home, without the natural possibilities of informal knowledge sharing, the 

respondents did not feel as connected to their team members. Moreover, the respondents did 

not feel as comfortable reaching out for informal knowledge sharing to strengthen their 

relationships to team members as compared to working physically at the office. This seems to 

create a dilemma for informal knowledge sharing as cohesiveness is an important enabler for 

informal knowledge sharing, but it seemingly becomes more difficult to achieve cohesiveness 

without informal knowledge sharing.  

 

5.3 Individual level  

5.3.1 Motivators  

Previous literature has pointed out that perceived power and reciprocity related to sharing 

information is an important motivator and hence facilitator of informal knowledge sharing (Ipe, 

2003). One main finding during the interviews was the motivator of performance, or, career 

advancement, which means that the respondents wanted to engage in informal knowledge 

sharing in order to advance in their careers. These results slightly support Ipe (2003) in terms 

of perceived reciprocity as the respondents have a clear ulterior motive when engaging in such 

informal knowledge sharing. However, as these situations with informal knowledge sharing 

are primarily held with the aim to achieve progress in their career, it might not be a fully give-

and-take relationship as proposed by Ipe (2003). From one perspective, it might be argued to 

be a give-and-take relationship as senior colleagues receive a clearer picture of the employee 

which can help them in realizing their potential. However, the person engaging in informal 
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knowledge sharing with the sole purpose of advancing their career, cannot be considered to be 

motivated by perceived reciprocity, but rather selfish reasons. These results, therefore, are more 

in line with aspects highlighted by Ardichvili (2008), who argues that individuals are motivated 

to share knowledge as a way to pursue status and career opportunities.  

 

The second identified motivator concerned performance. Being able to perform at their best in 

their projects are expressed to be an important motivator for engaging in informal knowledge 

sharing by the respondents. This motivator is a clear example of what is considered to be 

reciprocity as argued by Ipe (2003). All respondents expressed that helping each other within 

projects and within the organization is important, hence leading to a diffused will to facilitate 

each other’s performance. Furthermore, a third motivator related to reciprocity was discovered 

among the senior respondents, who expressed that trying to motivate junior colleagues to 

engage in informal knowledge sharing with them was a growing motivator during working 

from home. This discovery has not been found in previous literature and appears to be a new 

so-called enabler of informal knowledge sharing.  

 

Overall, the respondents did not realize any differences in their motivations for engaging in 

informal knowledge sharing during working from home. However, even though the 

motivations have not been changing, their power of initiating action seems to have changed 

significantly. As discussed earlier in the analysis, reaching out for informal knowledge sharing 

has drastically reduced during working from home. Consequently, albeit the motivators of 

performance and career advancement are prevalent both before and during working from home, 

the respondents seem to act upon the motivators differently. The reason why they have changed 

this behavior is further discussed in the section below.  

 

5.3.2 Trust  

Previous research on the effects of trust on knowledge sharing behaviors in organizations has 

argued that higher levels of trust are associated with higher levels of knowledge sharing from 

the perspectives of both knowledge seeking and knowledge use (Abrams et al., 2003; Wang & 

Noe, 2010; Holste and Fields, 2010; Connelly and Kelloway, 2003; Golden and Raghuram, 

2010). Thus, it was expected that the working from home situation would have effects on trust 

and thus have implications for knowledge sharing within the studied organizations. Our 

empirical findings support these expectations as respondents explained that when they need 

help with a problem, they firstly turn to colleagues with whom they have personal connections. 
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Respondents also state that this type of behavior was even more apparent during the work from 

home situation, explaining that working from home they rather turn to “friends” than the most 

appropriate colleague from a knowledge perspective. In accordance with Holste & Fields 

(2010), who states that affect-based trust influences an individual’s willingness to share 

knowledge, the empirical findings suggest that employees are more willing to engage in digital 

knowledge sharing towards colleagues with whom they have a stronger affect-based trust. 

When trust is negatively affected by changes in the work environment, such as working from 

home, it affects informal knowledge sharing negatively. This is further in line with the study 

conducted by Golden & Raghuram, (2010), where trust, interpersonal bond and commitment 

was proven to play a significant role in knowledge sharing.   

 

Though no respondents explicitly stated that they felt increasingly concerned about the 

intentions of colleagues when asking for help, it may be that a lack of trust towards the 

researchers, and a concern about how their statements would be used, might have hindered 

respondents to make statements about this topic. However, one senior respondent explained, 

with experience from previous employment, that some organizations use a “up-or-out” strategy 

where the individual promotions were dependent on his/her knowledge and skill set. The 

respondent further explained that this directly impacts the level of trust among employees and 

the level of knowledge sharing in the organization. Connected to this, Golden and Raghuram 

(2010) argue that trust is even more important for workers in a remote work setting as it 

becomes more difficult to assess the intentions of others due to less frequent and more formal 

communications. From the perspective of organizations with a more competitive culture such 

as the “up-or-out” strategy presented in the empirical findings, working from home would 

seemingly put increased demands on cognition-based trust between employees, or otherwise 

negatively impact informal knowledge exchange. 

 

In the empirical study increased social distancing was identified as one of the impacts on 

informal knowledge sharing at the individual level. The empirical findings suggest that, as a 

consequence of working from home, employees become more socially distant from each other, 

and that this has negative consequences for trust building and trust maintenance among 

employees, especially towards new colleagues. The findings also suggest that working from 

home creates barriers for communication between employees, and that these barriers have 

negative implications from the perspective of cognition-based trust, as explained by Abrams et 

al. (2003) and Holste and Fields (2010). Working from home, the visibility of others’ 



60 

experiences and knowledge possessions were reduced, leading to employees feeling insecure 

about whom to ask for help, and whether the chosen individual would be able to answer the 

question i.e., possess the required knowledge to answer the question correctly. Synthesizing 

these insights, we identify that working from home led to a reduced awareness of knowledge 

possession among colleagues, thus increasing the difficulty of locating knowledge within the 

organization. These findings imply that working from home, from the perspective of trust, had 

a negative effect on informal knowledge exchange in the studied companies.  

 

Previous theoretical studies support this by arguing that trust among employees, both affect-

based and cognition-based trust, have implications for knowledge sharing activity. When 

working from home, there is an increased risk for reduced informal knowledge exchange as a 

result of increased social distancing and increased difficulties to locate knowledge within the 

organization, which means that in order for organizations to successfully adapt to a digital 

environment, they need to address these effects. 

5.4 Revised framework & synthesized drivers of reduced knowledge sharing 

The findings from the empirical study support previous theoretical literature suggesting that 

organizational enablers, on different organizational levels, impact informal knowledge sharing 

activities within organizations. Similar to previous studies, the empirical findings show that 

different enablers contribute to informal knowledge sharing activities in different ways. While 

individual enablers of knowledge sharing as identified in the literature review can be analyzed 

in isolation, it is important to also consider changes to multiple enablers as a result of changes 

to a single enabler. Furthermore, it is of interest to analyze what impact this relationship has on 

informal knowledge sharing activities in studied firms. As a result of this interrelated 

relationship between organizational, team, and individual knowledge sharing enablers, we 

propose a revised view of our theoretical framework.  

 

Figure 5. provides a visualization of the changes made to the theoretical framework. While 

informal knowledge sharing enablers indeed seem to work on different hierarchical levels in 

the organization, they also function in an interrelated manner with each other. Using this 

revised framework, a collective view of the affects of reduced informal knowledge sharing due 

to the working from home situation was developed, providing a holistic perspective by 

combining all three levels of organizational enablers (See Appendix 2. for a synthesis of the 

empirical findings). Lastly, in the studied companies none of the respondents experienced any 



61 

changes to project durability. The only change provided was the change to using digital tools 

for communication and customer meetings. Thus, project durability was removed from the 

revised framework as it proposed no clear effects on informal knowledge sharing due to the 

working from home situation. 

 

 

Figure 5. - Revised theoretical framework & description of collective affects of reduced 

informal knowledge sharing 

 

A main theme discovered in the empirical findings was the notion of formalizing informal 

knowledge sharing activities. The theme can be derived from changes at the organizational 

level as well as the team level. At the organizational level, digital structures, increased 

scheduling, and prioritization of questions were the identified mechanisms of this driver. The 

increased use of digital tools and in extension structures developed in studied companies has 

overall not been utilized in a way that facilitates informal knowledge sharing. As a result, 

moving from a physical workspace has rather led to decreased engagement and discussions 

among employees. As the employees have found it difficult to assess coworkers’ availability 

when working from home, the respondents have scheduled appointments instead to discuss 

their questions, which has further amplified the formalization of informal knowledge sharing 

activities. Lastly, connected to the increased scheduling is the need to prioritize questions as 

the respondents cannot tap a coworker's shoulder, leading to a scheduled meeting where only 

the most prioritized questions can be discussed. Related to these discoveries are the removal of 

informal arenas on the team level, where the respondents simply lack substitutes for informal 
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knowledge sharing when working from home, hence further enhancing this formalization. 

 

Figure 6. - Visualization of how formalization affected organizational enablers on different 

levels in the organization 

 

When synthesizing the empirical findings further, several results can be argued to contribute 

to lower engagement in informal knowledge sharing which has taken place during working 

from home. On the organizational level, respondents claim that engagement to have informal 

knowledge sharing activities using digital tools is very low, leading to both limited 

opportunities for it as well as less elaborate discussions when tried. In addition, the emerging 

need to prioritize questions puts time pressure on occasions where employees otherwise would 

take the time to discuss informally, which makes the “small-talk” fairly limited and hence a 

lower degree of engagement. Viewing the findings on the team level, the negative effects on 

team cohesiveness can be fairly connected to less engagement as well. As the relationships 

among the team members have been weaker during working from home, along with the 

different barriers perceived to engage in informal knowledge sharing digitally, the overall 

engagement in informal knowledge sharing can be considered to have taken a severe hit. From 

the individual level, it was found that employees become more socially distant from each other 

when working from home, which has negatively impacted trust building among coworkers and 

hence the engagement in informal knowledge sharing.  
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Figure 7. - Visualization of how lower engagement in informal knowledge sharing affected 

organizational enablers on different levels in the organization 

 

A third theme which can be condensed from the empirical findings and discussions which has 

led to overall decreased informal knowledge sharing is higher barriers to engage in such 

activities, which can be attributed to all levels; organizational, team and individual. On the 

organizational level, the authors argue that two findings contribute to this, namely increased 

scheduling, and difficulties in maintaining the knowledge sharing culture. As the phenomena 

of scheduling appointments rather than reaching out in a more casual manner seem to be 

diffused in the studied organizations, it can be argued to be the new norm, effectively making 

reaching out casually more difficult. Furthermore, difficulties in maintaining a knowledge 

sharing culture is obviously a comprehensive mechanism including many layers of analysis, 

although a natural implication of a weaker culture is perceived barriers to engage in informal 

knowledge sharing. On a team level, the sense of feeling isolated among the respondents is 

clearly related to less engagement in informal knowledge sharing, which can be argued to be a 

result of the perceived barriers. The negative effects on team cohesiveness can, in a similar 

fashion, create barriers for reaching as team spirit and relationships among team members is 

weaker. Lastly, the authors argue that all findings on the individual level together constitute 

perceived higher barriers. While the motivations are unchanged, the respondents act upon them 

differently which is a result of higher perceived barriers. Similarly, the increased social 

distancing and the perceived difficulties to locate knowledge constitutes clear obstacles of 

reaching out. Respondents stated that when working from home they perceived difficulties 

identifying the right person to ask questions and had a hard time assessing the availability of 

coworkers. This contributed to an increased hesitation to reach out to colleagues, in extension 

creating higher barriers for informal knowledge sharing. 
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Figure 8. - Visualization of how higher barriers to engage in informal knowledge sharing 

affected organizational enablers on different levels in the organization 

 

The last collective theme that was identified from the empirical findings suggest an overall 

decrease in the size of social networks among employees in the studied organizations. This 

driver of reduced informal knowledge sharing has been identified at all theoretical levels. At 

the organizational level, the knowledge sharing culture of the organizations were seemingly 

hurt because of the digital transformation. As previously explained, culture is an 

organizational-level enabler of knowledge sharing that describes the overall “feeling” of 

knowledge sharing practices in the organization. Such feelings are a result of lower-level 

enablers like trust, communication, and other high-level enablers such as work practices using 

digital tools. Respondents explain difficulties knowing whom to reach out to and what 

questions were accepted to ask as a result of the issue of mediating and maintaining a culture 

of sharing during the pandemic, leading to respondents only reaching out to close colleagues 

to a larger extent and negatively affecting social networks at the organizational level. At the 

team level, removing arenas for social interaction and relationship building, combined with 

increased isolation working from home, and communication concentrated to the project team, 

the informal knowledge sharing network of employees decreased. At the individual level, the 

empirical findings show that increased social distancing, difficulties in locating knowledge, 

and decreased motivation to act upon motivators for informal knowledge sharing activities, all 

contributed to smaller informal knowledge sharing networks for individual employees. 
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Figure X. - Visualization of how smaller informal KS networks affected organizational 

enablers on different levels in the organization 
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6. Conclusion  

 

This last chapter concludes the paper by answering the research question of what ways the 

working from home situation during the pandemic has affected informal knowledge sharing 

within management consulting firms. In addition, the chapter presents implications of these 

findings on both practical and theoretical levels. Lastly, suggested future research within the 

subject is presented.  

 

6.1 Answering the research question 

The aim of this thesis was to provide an answer to the following research question:  

● In what ways has the working from home situation during the pandemic affected 

informal knowledge sharing within management consulting firms? 

The findings of the study suggest that working from home affects informal knowledge sharing 

by impacting activities of informal knowledge sharing in several ways through formalized and 

limiting communication via digital tools, deteriorated knowledge sharing culture, decreased 

overall communication, weaker team cohesiveness, weaker motivations, and decreased trust. 

The empirical findings also show that the studied companies displayed an increased 

formalization of informal knowledge sharing activities, and that employees work in a more 

isolated environment when working from home. Additionally, the study found that all enablers 

of knowledge sharing identified in the literature review, except durability, have been affected 

working from home and hence has had a perceived negative impact on the informal knowledge 

sharing in the organizations. Furthermore, the overall experience of the respondents was that 

informal knowledge sharing had been reduced in the studied companies, as a result of working 

from home. The empirical findings did not provide any indications of enablers and informal 

knowledge sharing being affected differently in the different case companies; any small 

divergences that were identified were deemed to be individual rather than organizational.  

 

Following the above mentioned affects on informal knowledge sharing are described. (i) 

Digital tools, in comparison to physical interactions, limit visibility between employees 

creating a need to coordinate activities for informal knowledge sharing. As a response 

employees schedule interactions within timeslots driving the need for structured procedures 
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reflected by a need to prioritize questions. Furthermore, the engagement in informal knowledge 

sharing reduces as efficient procedures for informal knowledge sharing via digital tools was 

not developed in studied companies. (ii) As employees turn to coworkers they have a strong 

personal relationship with when working digitally, the overall knowledge sharing culture 

deteriorates as the barriers between employees are higher, leading to decreased informal 

knowledge sharing. (iii) The conventional arenas for sharing informal knowledge have been 

removed, which have had implications for the communication styles of the teams, where 

respondents expressed that they no longer have the informal discussions after and before 

meetings as well as the spontaneous discussions when working together. (iv) New relationships 

with new employees and coworkers stand for the greatest challenges in terms of effective 

informal knowledge sharing, where team cohesiveness is difficult to achieve working from 

home. (v) Even though the motivations have remained unchanged, their power of initiating 

action have changed as employees reaching out for informal knowledge sharing has drastically 

reduced during working from home. (vi) Employees are more willing to engage in digital 

knowledge sharing towards colleagues with whom they have a stronger affect-based trust, 

which has been negatively affected by working from home, and hence affects informal 

knowledge sharing negatively. 

 

The study confirms the relevance of several of the previously identified enablers of knowledge 

sharing and adds to the existing literature by providing further understanding of how these 

enablers contribute to changes in informal knowledge sharing within knowledge organizations 

such as management consulting firms. It provides foundation for theory development and 

further research through the qualitative study of these enablers from a new perspective 

contributed by the pandemic and the rapid change towards a complete work from home 

environment. Findings also provide understandings of how the working from home situation 

impacted the identified enablers of informal knowledge sharing at different levels in the 

organization, represented by the organizational level, team level, and individual level, and in 

extension provides implications of four practical drivers of reduced informal knowledge 

sharing as a response to the working from home situation. 

6.2 Implications from conclusions   

6.2.1 Practical implications 

This paper aimed at providing practical implications for companies which will have a hybrid 

or purely working from home setting going forward. Through the research, the thesis has 
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identified several pitfalls and enablers in terms of informal knowledge sharing which 

companies need to consider when pursuing working from home environments.  

 

In terms of adopting a hybrid approach of working, the empirical findings of this study give 

support for organizations to provide physical informal arenas to their employees. Limited or 

no physical interactions without clear solutions causes employees working in isolation and 

therefore tend to get stuck because of the reduced flow of knowledge. Furthermore, the 

empirical findings display clear positive effects from having social and informal interactions, 

in particular for junior employees who need to develop strong relationships in order to stimulate 

informal knowledge sharing. The same applies to senior employees who need to both develop 

new relationships with new hires as well as preserving the already existing relationships. 

Additionally, our results suggest that overall communication using digital tools does not uphold 

the same quality in terms of engaging in informal knowledge sharing, providing further support 

for combining working from home with working physically at the office. In terms of the 

knowledge sharing culture, the empirical findings suggest it suffers from a digital landscape. 

When employees are not embedded in the knowledge sharing culture, the findings suggest less 

commitment and engagement to share knowledge, which drastically reduces the overall flow 

of knowledge. Lastly, the empirical findings point towards a balancing issue in terms of 

structuring knowledge sharing. The discoveries highlighted formalization of knowledge 

sharing as a way to manage the working from home environment, which leads to a major loss 

of informal knowledge sharing. 

6.3 Further research  

A digital work environment, though possible as a result of the development of digital tools and 

communication practices, creates new demands and challenges for the organization. Based on 

the findings of this study it became apparent that a digital work environment, characterized by 

a working from home situation where employees do not meet physically, creates challenges for 

informal knowledge sharing practices. One such challenge is the replacement of physical social 

interactions for digital social interactions. The findings in this study suggest that digital tools 

and communication activities used by the studied companies lack important aspects to facilitate 

informal knowledge sharing. Thus, one future research topic on the area of informal knowledge 

sharing in a working from home setting would be to further investigate how to mitigate the 

negative impact on informal knowledge sharing activities found in our research. Insight in this 
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area could provide organizations with necessary tools for how to develop future work 

environments which does play an important role for informal knowledge sharing.  

 

Furthermore, as this study did not find any effects on informal knowledge sharing in a work 

from home situation from the perspective of project durability, future research should focus on 

further understanding the relationship between informal knowledge sharing, working from 

home situations, and project structures such as project durability. Research on this topic would 

provide important insights for organizations with regards to project structuring in a work from 

home situation, related to informal knowledge sharing. Thus, developing an understanding of 

how to develop project activities in a way that mitigates negative effects on informal knowledge 

sharing in a work from home setting. 

 

As part of the practical implications, the researchers provided several pitfalls related to informal 

knowledge sharing in a work from home setting. However, none of the studied companies had 

a clear strategy for maintaining informal knowledge sharing activities during the work from 

home situation. Neither did they provide any strategies for a continued fully remote work 

structure. As a recommendation for future research, the researchers recommend a focus 

towards studying organizations that have adopted a fully remote work strategy, to identify 

potential best practices and further pitfalls concerning informal knowledge sharing in remote 

work.  
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Appendix 1: Interview guide 

Main questions Probing questions 

Background information  

Please tell us a bit about you  

Tell us about your current role and position ● How long have you been with the 

company? 

● What are your main responsibilities?  

● Are you in a managing position, project 

manager, partner etc? 

How much time have you on average spent working 

from home during the pandemic?  

 

Organizational level 

How are you working with knowledge sharing in 

your organization? 

● How do you share knowledge in your 

organization? tools, activities etc.  

● In what ways were knowledge sharing 

activities (informal) affected by WFH? 

● What challenges have you faced with 

regards to knowledge sharing in the past 

year? 

● Are there any substitutes for informal 

“arenas” of knowledge sharing? e.g. 

chats/informal meetings? 

● New tools/processes to facilitate an 

informal knowledge flow? 

● In the WFH situation, what has become 

important in order to successfully share 

complex knowledge? 

○ under what circumstances is 

knowledge shared effectively? 

How would you describe the knowledge sharing 

culture at your company? 

● What do you think the role of organizational 

culture is with regards to knowledge sharing 

in your company? 

● Has this culture changed during the 

pandemic, how? 

● Have you implemented any new processes 

in order to maintain a knowledge sharing 

culture as a result of the WFH situation? 

● How do you go about when you need help? 

● Do you turn to different people digitally for 

help than physically? 

● Have the questions you ask when WFH 

changed somehow?  

 

Team level 

How do you share knowledge within your project 

teams? 

 

● Are there any new channels to facilitate 

informal knowledge sharing as a result of 
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WFH? 

● In what ways has knowledge sharing been 

affected? 

● Has the nature of the knowledge changed 

compared to previously? i.e. Have you 

adapted what knowledge topics you ask 

colleagues about? 

Can you describe how working in project teams has 

been under the digital circumstances? 

● What have been the challenges? 

● Have your relationships to your team 

members changed, how?  

● How do you think the communication 

between colleagues has changed?  

● How do you think the level of team 

cohesiveness has been affected?  

Individual level  

How do you choose the colleagues to exchange 

knowledge with?  

● Have these parameters been affected by 

working from home?  

● Has your connection to your 

colleagues/team members somehow 

changed?  

What are the reasons that you seek out knowledge 

sharing personally?  

● Do you think these reasons have changed 

during the pandemic? 

Are there any incentives to share knowledge outside 

formal channels constructed for KS? 

● In what ways have these incentives been 

affected by the WFH situation? 

Do you think that informal knowledge sharing has 

been positively/negatively affected by the WFH 

situation? 

● What effects do you think this has on your 

organization? 
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Appendix 2: Synthesizing informal KS enablers and drivers of reduced 

informal KS 
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Appendix 3: Findings from the empirical data collection 

Theme Findings 

Increased use of 

digital tools 

“We have an open TEAMS channel of informal communication and knowledge sharing. We 

use it for things like spontaneously sharing news and things like that.” - R3 

Increased use of 

digital tools 

“When working online it becomes more difficult to keep  participants engaged, which is 

very important from a knowledge sharing perspective” - R7 

Increased use of 

digital tools 

“It's difficult to have discussions in larger groups, even when the aim is just to engage in 

informal chatter [...] You keep interrupting each other, people’s sound gets cut off and it 

makes the overall discussions much more restrained” - R3 

Prioritization of 

questions  

“The big impact on working from home is on the informal aspects of knowledge sharing. 

You also tend to gather all the small questions before asking them” - R8 

Prioritization of 

questions 

“At home I only ask “bigger” questions compared to working at the office where I tend to 

also ask a lot more control questions” - R4 

Cultural changes “We have a strong knowledge sharing culture. Though everyone is very busy we all make 

time to help each other out. [...] Everyone is very good at what they do so when people need 

help there is always a good reason for it” - R7 

Cultural changes “If there existed a harsher and more hierarchical organizational structure you wouldn’t 

dare to ask a lot of questions as you would increase the risk of being seen as incompetent 

or unskilled. [...] You would be more scared to make even smaller mistakes” - R4 

Removal of 

informal arenas 

“We normally have discussions after meetings which we do not have during digital ones. 

Everyone seems more keen to following the time restrictions of meetings when performed 

online versus physical meetings” -  R7  

Team 

cohesiveness 

affected 

“I think relationships get affected, because when working from home it becomes a lot more 

work focused. When I worked fully remotely during one month, I only took work meetings 

and calls which made me miss the more personal connections”  -  R2 
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Team 

cohesiveness 

affected 

“Communication is much more focused towards work and projects. In that regard the 

relational aspects of working with others has been negatively affected” - R7 

Increased social 

distancing 

“When working from home, I tend to turn to peers whom I know from before, especially in 

terms of smaller questions. I feel more comfortable asking questions and discussing with 

the most appropriate one when working at the office compared to at home.  ” - R4 

Informal 

knowledge 

sharing activity 

“Informal knowledge sharing as decreased in my experience” - R1 

Informal 

knowledge 

sharing activity 

“Working from home, some elements get removed with regards to knowledge sharing. 

Mainly your connection to other colleagues” - R2 

Informal 

knowledge 

sharing activity 

“Overall knowledge sharing among employees has reduced working from home” - R4 

Informal 

knowledge 

sharing activity 

“Negatively overall. Especially because you lose knowledge about coworkers skills and 

experiences. You don’t know where knowledge is located” - R5 

Informal 

knowledge 

sharing activity 

“To summarize, informal knowledge sharing is reduced when working from home because 

the number of interactions for informal knowledge sharing are reduced drastically 

compared to working at the office [...] Long-term you lose track of where knowledge is 

located in the organization, who knows what?” - R6 

Informal 

knowledge 

sharing activity 

“Overall, informal knowledge sharing was affected negatively by the pandemic [...] 

Knowledge exchange has become less efficient. It’s easier to get stuck and stay stucked 

because you have to wait for someone to discuss with. Thus, working from home becomes 

less efficient than working from the office” - R7 

Informal 

knowledge 

sharing activity 

“It’s definitely been affected negatively because you have many more opportunities for 

informal knowledge sharing working at the office. Thus, informal knowledge sharing has 

reduced a lot when working from home, especially because it becomes much harder to reach 

out to colleagues when you already have 1000 things going on. You prioritize your own 

tasks instead of engaging in spontaneous discussions” - R8 

 


