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Abstract

The rise of Generative Al marks a turning point in organizational knowledge creation, where
the most significant changes often remain unseen. While much attention has been paid to
GenAI’s technical capabilities, how GenAl becomes entangled in everyday knowledge
practices and the broader implications for organizational knowledge creation remain
empirically underexplored. This study applies a sociomaterial lens to examine GenAl’s
integration into the daily routines of knowledge workers in the Swedish construction industry,
a sector known for its traditionally cautious approach to technology adoption. Drawing on 25
qualitative interviews, the analysis finds that as GenAl becomes embedded in organizational
life, its influence is both profound and paradoxical, enabling unprecedented efficiency and
collaboration while subtly shifting expertise, trust, and learning into more invisible and
informal domains. Building on these sociomaterial insights, the study revisits Nonaka’s SECI
model and demonstrates that GenAl increasingly acts as an active co-creator in all phases of
organizational knowledge creation. This challenges prevailing human-centered assumptions
and calls for a broader recognition of technology’s constitutive role in knowledge
management theory and practice. The results highlight the necessity for both research and
organizations to address the evolving, informal use of GenAl in order to sustain expertise,
trust, and organizational learning in an era of rapidly advancing technology.

Keywords: Generative Al, Knowledge Creation, SECI Model, Sociomateriality, Constitutive
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Introduction
“Technologies have always carried with them the seeds of change  (Bailey et al., 2022, p 2).

Generative Artificial Intelligence (GenAl) has become increasingly deployed in the business
world in recent years (Murray et al., 2021; Waardenburg & Huysman, 2022), transforming
how knowledge is created, shared, and utilized within organizations (Dong et al., 2025; Leoni
et al., 2024; laia et al., 2023). Although organizational adoption of GenAl is still in its early
stages, GenAl is gaining momentum (McKinsey, 2025), and companies that fail to embrace it
risk significant competitive and innovation disadvantages (Boston Consulting Group, 2024).
This growing organizational interest is closely tied to GenAlI’s unique capabilities, which set
it apart from earlier forms of Al (WIPO, 2024). Unlike its predecessors, GenAl can generate
coherent, context-specific content based on user input and adapts continuously by learning
from new data (Grimes et al., 2023; Murray et al., 2021). This makes it increasingly relevant
for knowledge-intensive tasks traditionally performed by humans (Waardenburg & Huysman,
2022). While organizations increasingly recognize GenAl’s potential, most research to date
has focused on its technical capacities and organizational implementation as a tool for
efficiency and decision support (Boussioux et al., 2024; Leoni et al.,, 2024). Recent
theoretical contributions recognize technology’s potential to support knowledge creation
(KC) beyond its function as a tool, suggesting that knowledge in contemporary organizations
is not created by humans alone but emerges from the ongoing interplay between people and
technology (Bailey et al., 2022; laia et al., 2023; Cerchione et al., 2024). Yet, to our
knowledge, no prior empirical studies within the field of management have examined how
GenAl participates in and transforms daily knowledge work, which remains scarce (Chin et
al., 2024), particularly the dynamics of human-Al collaboration in everyday routines. Given
that KC is a fundamental driver of organizational competitiveness and innovation (Zhou et
al., 2025), understanding how GenAl operates not merely as a support tool but as an active
counterpart in knowledge work is crucial for both theory and practice.

This study addresses this empirical gap in research by adopting a sociomaterial lens, thereby
opening up new possibilities for rethinking the role of technology in KC and moving beyond
traditional views of technology as merely a passive tool (Khodabandeh et al., 2024). By
foregrounding agency, the analysis focuses on who or what possesses the capacity to act and
influence outcomes in organizational practices (Leonardi, 2011).To better understand these
dynamics, the concept of constitutive entanglement from sociomateriality is employed,
shedding light on the dynamic relationship between technology and humans in practice, and
recognizing that organizational practices are continuously shaped through their ongoing
interplay (Orlikowski, 2007). In addition, the concept of relational cascades enables the study
to highlight how the effects of this entanglement can propagate throughout organizational
practices (Bailey et al., 2022), often in ways that remain unexamined or “black boxed” (taken
for granted) (Anthony et al., 2023). Drawing on these insights, the analysis revisits Nonaka’s
(1994) SECI model, an influential yet rarely updated framework in light of advanced
technologies like GenAl, a limitation that persists even in its most recent revisions (Zhou et
al., 2025; Zhang & Huang, 2020). This dual theoretical approach allows us to critically
examine SECI in light of contemporary sociomaterial entanglements. Against this



background, the aim of this study is, therefore, to explore how GenAl, as an active
sociomaterial actor, influences KC in organizations, not just as a tool, but as a co-creator of
knowledge practices. By examining individuals’ situated interactions with GenAl in their
daily work, this study seeks to explore how micro-level practices accumulate to influence
organizational KC at a broader, organizational level. The research question guiding our
Inquiry is:

How does GenAl’s presence affect knowledge creation practices in daily

organizational work?

To empirically explore this theoretical proposition, the study focuses on the Swedish
construction industry, an underexplored but knowledge-intensive sector facing ongoing
productivity challenges (Grover & Froese, 2016), where limited technology integration is
frequently attributed to a deeply rooted conservative culture (Styhre et al., 2004). This
paradoxical combination of high knowledge demands and low digital maturity makes the
sector especially relevant for studying GenAl’s impact on knowledge practices. Drawing on
25 semi-structured interviews with knowledge workers across 15 construction companies, we
examine how GenAl is integrated into daily routines and how these everyday practices
generate broader opportunities and challenges for KC within organizations. As a result, the
contribution of this study is twofold. Empirically, the study addresses the existing gap in
research by providing grounded insights into GenAl’s impact on KC processes from the level
of daily interactions to broader organizational dynamics, offering practical guidance for
managers integrating technology. Theoretically, the study challenges traditional
human-centered views by highlighting GenAl’s agency in KC, thereby calling for a
reconsideration of established theories in light of everyday organizational practice.

Literature review
Knowledge Creation and SECI

KC in organizations can be defined as the process through which individuals and groups
develop new knowledge, insights, or understanding that contributes to value creation
(Nonaka & von Krogh, 2009). At the individual level, knowledge emerges through cognitive
processes such as reflection and learning, whereas at the collective level, it is shaped within
social systems through collaboration and shared problem-solving (Alavi & Denford, 2012).
Since knowledge is typically dispersed across organizations, it must be systematically
gathered, organized, and utilized to be effective (Gold et al., 2001). Given that individuals are
considered key actors in this process (Nonaka, 1994), it becomes essential to integrate their
knowledge into the broader knowledge system (Nonaka & von Krogh, 2009). In a similar
vein, Antunes and Pinheiro (2020) assert that knowledge, dispersed across various
individuals’ experiences and actions, becomes a valuable resource for the company when it is
shared and combined into collective knowledge.

In this context, Nonaka’s (1994) SECI model remains a classic and influential framework for
understanding how organizations structure and convert individual knowledge into
organizational knowledge (Zhou et al., 2025). According to Nonaka (1994), knowledge is



created through a spiral interaction between tacit and explicit knowledge. Tacit knowledge is
deeply embedded in individuals’ senses, intuition, experiences, and actions and is difficult to
articulate and formalize, while explicit knowledge, by contrast, is knowledge that can be
articulated and codified in material objects (Nonaka & von Krogh, 2009). The model
identifies four knowledge conversion processes: socialization, externalization, combination,
and internalization (Nonaka, 1994). Socialization involves sharing tacit knowledge through
interaction, observation, and practical participation. Externalization makes tacit insights
explicit, often via language, models, or metaphors. Combination integrates explicit
knowledge from diverse sources (such as documentation, meetings, or digital systems) to
create new knowledge, and internalization transforms explicit knowledge into new tacit
knowledge through interaction between an individual’s cognitive processes and practical
application. However, despite its continued relevance in contemporary research, the SECI
model has faced critique on several grounds. For instance, Styhre (2004) argues that the
tacit-explicit distinction relies on a flawed assumption that knowledge can be cleanly
separated into discrete categories. Building on this, Styhre (2009) further emphasizes that in
practice, there is no clear boundary between where explicit and tacit knowledge begin and
end, as the two are always intertwined and present in every form of work. This study
acknowledges this oversimplification but retains the distinction as a pragmatic lens to explore
how knowledge becomes visible or remains latent amid new technological conditions.

This study’s main analytical focus, however, is the SECI model’s emphasis on social
interaction and its treatment of technology as a passive, supportive tool (Li & Gao, 2003),
which renders the model less responsive to contemporary technological and societal
transformations (Zhou et al., 2025; Zhang & Huang, 2020). This critique is increasingly
salient as digital technologies, such as Al, proliferate in organizations (Murray et al., 2021).
Although recent extensions of the SECI model (Zhou et al., 2025; Zhang & Huang, 2020)
have included external actors and technology, technology is still typically conceptualized as a
passive enabler rather than an active, relational participant in KC. While this study
acknowledges that KC can also occur through external collaborations (Gold et al., 2001), it
centers on the internal dynamics of KC and does so by repositioning technology as an active
co-creator in organizational knowledge practices.

The evolving role of technology in knowledge creation

Previous research on knowledge and technology has approached the phenomenon from
different epistemological perspectives, resulting in divergent views on how technology
contributes to KC. From a traditional, objectivist standpoint, technology is often seen as a
tool for storing and transferring knowledge. Alavi and Leidner (2001) argue that knowledge
can be created, organized, and distributed through information systems and material
representations such as text, images, and symbols. In this view, technology’s role is primarily
to support by enabling both individual access to knowledge sources and collaborative
interaction (Alavi & Denford, 2012). At the same time, on the organizational level,
technology functions as a key structural component that facilitates the connection and
mobilization of the social capital needed to create new knowledge (Gold et al., 2001). Taken



together, these perspectives reflect an underlying assumption that knowledge is a codifiable,
transferable resource that can be managed and disseminated through technological solutions.
Such an objectivist approach laid the foundation for early KM systems.

However, this view has increasingly been challenged by constructivist and sociomaterial
perspectives. In contrast, constructivist perspectives reposition knowledge as an emergent
property of practice, where meaning is co-constructed through everyday engagement with
tools, routines, and social actors (Orlikowsky, 2007). Likewise, Carlile (2002) challenges the
idea of knowledge as something that exists independently of its context, arguing that
knowledge is constituted through situated practices, where people and technologies are
mutually shaped. From this perspective, knowledge is not merely transferred or stored, but
rather emerges through action, becoming embedded in tools, routines, and relationships.
Ultimately, these contrasting perspectives underscore a fundamental shift in how knowledge
is conceptualized. From being viewed as a static asset to recognizing it as a dynamic,
contextually embedded process, continuously (re)produced through human-technology
interactions. In this light, the limitations of traditional views have become particularly evident
with the emergence of GenAl. GenAl's adaptive capabilities (laia et al., 2024; Bailey et al.,
2022) and human-like reasoning (Leoni et al., 2024) challenge established assumptions of
technology's role in KC, prompting a re-evaluation of existing frameworks. Nevertheless,
although some studies increasingly position GenAl not merely as a supporting tool but as an
active agent in knowledge work (e.g., laia et al., 2024; Cerchione et al., 2023), empirical
research examining how GenAl actually participates in and shapes organizational KC
remains scarce.

GenAls’ role in knowledge practices

GenAl refers to advanced Al systems capable of generating new, coherent, and contextually
relevant content, including text, images, or audio, by leveraging patterns learned from a vast
dataset (Grimes et al., 2023). While GenAl encompasses multiple modalities (Alavi et al.,
2024), this study focuses on language-based models that engage users through written
dialogue, given their growing relevance for knowledge workers in organizational contexts.
These models can acquire knowledge and process extensive information (Murray et al.,
2021), make connections and predictions (Boussioux et al., 2024), and perform human-like
reasoning (Leoni et al.,, 2024; Grimes et al., 2023), thereby complementing human
intelligence (Choudhary et al., 2023).

A growing body of research highlights several benefits of GenAl, particularly for individual
learning. For example, Sumbal et al. (2024) argue that the technology leverages global best
practices and delivers tailored responses in a natural, interactive manner, although users need
to assess the reliability and quality of these outputs. Similarly, Dell’Acqua et al. (2025)
emphasize that although GenAl cannot fully replicate the nuances of human interaction, it
can enhance cognitive work and support idea development, especially by engaging with tacit
knowledge through natural, human-like dialogue. In line with this, Boussioux et al. (2024)
note that by thoughtfully shaping their prompts, users can guide Al to generate outputs that
align with their specific needs. Consequently, they can obtain numerous solutions on demand,



making it easier to manage heavy workloads (Dell’Acqua et al., 2023. These capabilities not
only enhance creative problem solving and improve efficiency (Boussioux et al., 2024;
Grimes et al., 2023) but also allow employees to free up time for complex and creative
activities (Dwivedi et al., 2023). However, this expanding role of GenAl is accompanied by
ongoing debate and controversy. For instance, Chin et al. (2024) caution that, although
GenAl demonstrates strong performance in structured and routine tasks, it lacks creativity,
ethical judgment, and emotional intelligence needed for more complex problem solving.
Another recurring concern in the literature is the technology’s tendency to generate responses
that may seem plausible but are sometimes inaccurate (Hannigan, McCarthy, & Spicer, 2024).
Moreover, scholars warn about unintended side effects of overreliance on GenAl, arguing
that excessive trust and dependency can weaken critical thinking and judgment (Lebovitz et
al., 2021).

While much of the literature illustrates the impact of GenAl at the individual level, these
interactions and effects do not occur in isolation. This point becomes particularly salient in
the context of organizational KC, where individual insights must be integrated into the
broader knowledge system to generate true value (Nonaka & von Krogh, 2009). As the
adoption of digital technology accelerates, understanding how individuals engage with
GenAl and the implications of this interaction for organizational knowledge practices is vital.
One key organizational motivation for adopting Al technologies has been to enhance human
efficiency and achieve better results by mitigating common limitations such as inconsistency,
fatigue, and unreliability (Murray et al., 2021). However, Alavi et al. (2024) caution that
increased use may potentially reduce interpersonal communication and collaboration.
Moreover, as GenAl becomes more embedded in knowledge-intensive work, it redefines how
expertise is expressed within organizations (Dell’Acqua et al., 2025). Although GenAl may
complement human intelligence, in some cases, it can even replace aspects of human
cognition and action, thereby altering knowledge dynamics at the organizational level (Bailey
et al., 2022).

A sociomaterial framework on knowledge creation

To analyze how GenAl shapes daily knowledge practices within organizations, this study
adopts a sociomaterial framework as its central analytical lens, examining how GenAl
becomes embedded in organizational practices and moves beyond traditional views of
technology as a passive tool. Sociomateriality, as conceptualized by Orlikowski (2007), refers
to the constitutive entanglement of the social (people, relationships) and the material
(technology, artefacts) in organizational life. Rather than acting in isolation, humans and
technologies are here seen as co-constitutive, with agency and effects emerging through
ongoing, situated interaction. This perspective positions both humans and technologies as
active participants in shaping knowledge within contemporary work settings.

Scholars such as Bailey et al. (2022) suggest understanding technology as composed of
relationships that are constantly changing and developing. Similarly, Waardenburg and
Huysman (2022) emphasize that the development, implementation, and use of Al should be
seen as a continuous and intertwined process, where users and technology co-shape each



other through ongoing interaction. This mutual shaping implies that technology’s
functionality and development are shaped by user input and situated practices. In contrast,
technology, now often conceptualized as an active counterpart, simultaneously influences
users’ actions, roles, and broader organizational contexts (Anthony et al., 2023). While these
perspectives highlight the reciprocal and evolving dynamics between humans and technology,
Orlikowski (2007) takes this further by arguing that organizational realities emerge from the
inextricable, constitutive entanglement of the social and the material, a relationship that goes
beyond mutual influence and reciprocal shaping. From this standpoint, the social and the
material are so deeply intertwined that they cannot be meaningfully separated, as “there is no
social that is not also material, and no material that is not also social” (Orlikowski, 2007, p.
1437). The concept of constitutive entanglement reveals how organisational practices emerge
through inseparable human-technology relations where technology plays an active, rather
than a passive role (Anthony et al., 2023). This perspective is particularly relevant for Al
systems, not as fixed artefacts, but as technologies that evolve and adapt to their context
through use (Bailey et al., 2022). Their design enables them to change without explicit human
instruction (Anthony et al., 2023), resulting in complex, intimate, and evolving relationships
between technology and users (Bailey et al., 2022).

Consequently, understanding how agency is enacted and distributed between human and
technological actors becomes essential, constituting a central analytical focus of this study.
Previous research has conceptualized human agency as individuals’ capacity to intentionally
shape their actions and goals, including how they engage with technology, while material
agency as technology’s ability to influence outcomes independently of direct human
intervention (Leonardi, 2011). Leonardi (2011) further argues that while conceptually
distinct, these forms of agency acquire significance only when brought together in practice,
where their interaction influences how routines and technologies evolve. Returning to
Orlikowski’s (2007) constitutive entanglement, human and material agency should not be
seen as separate phenomena from the outset. In this view, agency is not an inherent property
of humans or technologies, but a relational effect emerging from their dynamic entanglement
within organizational practices. This challenges traditional perspectives that have prioritized
human agency by casting technology merely as a passive tool or as infrastructural support for
enhancing human efficiency (e.g., Murray et al., 2021; Anthony et al., 2023).

However, studying GenAl within a sociomaterial framework also presents empirical
challenges. Anthony et al. (2023) highlight that in earlier systems, collaboration with
technology was more easily interpreted by users due to its predictable and transparent design.
In contrast, GenAl’s complex, invisible, and evolving nature makes it difficult for users to
understand how decisions are made (Faraj et al., 2022), thereby challenging traditional
assumptions of technological predictability and control (Waardenburg & Huysman, 2022). Its
operations often remain opaque, running silently in the background (Anthony et al., 2023).
This leads to what Anthony et al. (2023) describe as black-boxing, where users accept and
rely on the technology without understanding its inner workings. As a result, the subtle shifts
Al introduces into knowledge practices may go unnoticed, allowing change to occur
incrementally and unexamined. This inscrutability raises concerns over accountability,
professional credibility, and the locus of decision-making power in organizations (Anthony et



al., 2023). Building on this, Bailey et al. (2022) emphasize that technologies, as evolving
constellations of relations, can have initially subtle effects that cascade and, often unnoticed,
reshape workplace practices and meaning-making. Decisions arising from human-technology
engagement are also shaped by prior rounds of interaction, creating a feedback loop that
locks in future choices (Leonardi, 2011). This dynamic further obscures sociomaterial
agency, making it increasingly difficult to disentangle whether it is human actors or the
technology that drives change or initiates new knowledge practices, echoing the classic
“chicken-or-egg” dilemma and underscoring the need for sustained empirical attention to how
GenAl and humans co-produce organisational knowledge in practice. Taken together,
viewing Al simply as a tool risks black-boxing technology’s agency, allowing it to silently
alter information flows and work practices (Anthony et al., 2023; Bailey et al., 2022).
Therefore, understanding these interactions before they solidify into routine practice is
crucial, as once routinized, they become harder to surface and question (Orlikowski, 2007;
Orlikowski, 2008). This sociomaterial perspective offers a nuanced and practice-oriented
approach for examining how knowledge is created, negotiated, and reconfigured through the
ongoing entanglement of humans and technology. Building on this theoretical foundation,
the subsequent analysis first applies a sociomaterial lens to explore how GenAl becomes
entangled with daily knowledge practices. The analysis then revisits the SECI model, using it
to structure and deepen our understanding of how GenAl reshapes the dynamics of
organizational KC in practice.

Methodology

This study adopts a qualitative approach, as recommended by Silverman (2021), to capture
the richness and situatedness of individuals’ lived experiences. Given the sociomaterial
perspective’s emphasis on everyday practice and relational dynamics, a qualitative design
was crucial for understanding how GenAl is enacted and negotiated in daily work. By
focusing on concrete interactions through practice-oriented and reflective questions, the study
illuminates how human and technological agencies intersect in real time, shaping KC as an
ongoing, context-dependent process (Orlikowski, 2007). Thematic analysis was then used to
systematically identify and interpret patterns in these interactions, revealing the subtle and
evolving ways in which knowledge is created and shared within organizational contexts.

Setting of the study

A total of 25 interviews were conducted with knowledge workers in the Swedish construction
industry between the end of January and the beginning of April 2025. This context was
selected for its theoretical relevance, combining high knowledge intensity with low digital
maturity (Grover & Froese, 2016; Regona et al., 2022), attributed to its conservative culture
(Styhre et al., 2004). The sector’s economic significance, with investments making up as
much as 10% of Sweden’s GDP and employing approximately 368 000 people in 2024
(Statistiska centralbyrdn, 2024; Byggforetagen, 2025), further underscores its analytical
relevance.



Participants were recruited through professional networks using purposive sampling,
targeting individuals with hands-on engagement with GenAl in work-related tasks, regardless
of model used or whether usage was formally sanctioned by the organization or self-initiated.
Snowball sampling was used as a complementary method, where initial participants
recommended others. This resulted in participants from 15 companies of varying sizes, some
represented by several participants, others by one. However, given the study’s micro-level
focus, differences in company size or structure were not analytically relevant, as the focus
remained on individuals’ situated practices rather than organizational comparisons. Including
a diverse set of companies contributed to a rich dataset, minimizing the risk of skewed or
overly narrow findings and capturing a broad range of perspectives, use cases, and stages of
GenAl adoption. Nonetheless, we acknowledge a potential selection bias toward individuals
with a stronger interest in or experience with digital tools, further discussed in the limitations
section.

The sample includes both men and women across a range of roles, such as CEOs, regional
managers, project managers, and project developers, all of whom are closely involved in
communication, coordination, and knowledge-intensive work. Most participants have an
engineering background and between 8 and 30 years of industry experience, working
primarily with intellectual rather than manual tasks, thus positioning them as knowledge
workers (Alvesson, 2004). Drawing on their expertise and independent judgment, they are
responsible for managing and delivering complex projects (Callen, 2021). To support their
work, participants frequently utilize digital technologies and analytical tools (Callen, 2021),
including various GenAl applications. Given this variation, GenAl is used generically
throughout the study. As no systematic differences were identified based on gender, role, and
for anonymity, all participants are referred to as R1 to R25 to maintain neutrality.
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Years of  Private Frequency of Organizational GenAl
Respondents Current position experience GenAl use GenAl use system integration
Rl Regional Manager 17 Yes Periodic Not integrated
R2 CEO 13 Yes Periodic Not integrated
R3 Deputy CEO & Project Manager 18 Yes Several times a week  Not integrated
R4 Project Manager 11 Yes Several times a week  Not integrated
RS Project Manager 9 Yes Occasionally Informal, not integrated
R6 Project Manager 8 Yes Periodic Informal, not integrated
R7 Project Manager 8 Yes Several times a week  Not integrated
R8 Regional Manager 12 Yes Daily Informal, not integrated
R9 Property Developer 15 Yes Daily Not integrated
R10 CEO 30 Yes Periodic Not integrated
RI1 Property Developer 25 Yes Several times a week  Not integrated
R12 Project Director 14 Yes Occasionally Not integrated
R13 Head of Project Execution 17 Yes Occasionally Integrated
R14 Property Developer 20 Yes Several times a week  Not integrated
R15 Project Manager 15 Yes Occasionally Not integrated
R16 Project Director 17 Yes Several times a week  Integrated
R17 CEO 26 Yes Several times a week  Not integrated
R18 Project Manager 8 Yes Periodic Not integrated
R19 Project Manager 18 Yes Several times a week  Informal, not integrated
R20 CEO 25 Yes Periodic Informal, not integrated
R21 Business Development Manager 19 Yes Daily Integrated
R22 Business Manager 21 Yes Daily Integrated
R23 Head of Business Area 28 Yes Daily Informal, not integrated
R24 Project Director 11 Yes Daily Integrated
R25 Section Manager 15 Yes Several times a week  Informal, not integrated

Table 1: This table summarizes the professional backgrounds, GenAl usage patterns, and
organizational integration of GenAl among interview participants

Companies the
interviewees work at

PEAB (2), Skanska AB (1), Vasakronan (1), Bonava (1), Balder AB (5), Aspelin Ramm (1),
Lindhaga (1), Development Partner (1), Méansson Fastigheter (1), Nordhus (1), Structura (1),
Stenvik (2), Norell & Partners (4), Axtor (1), Strandkrona (2)

Table 2: Companies represented by interviewees, including anonymized company names for

those requesting confidentiality

Data collection method

Drawing on semi-structured interviews, participants were invited to share their experiences,
insights, and perspectives on GenAl use in depth. The interview guide used non-leading
questions to encourage open dialogue and avoid influencing participants with predefined
assumptions (Charmaz, 2008). An initial draft was tested in two pilot interviews to evaluate
how well it captured relevant experiences and reflections, and was refined accordingly to
improve clarity and alignment with the study’s aim. To create a relaxed interview
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atmosphere, interviews began with broad questions about the respondent’s professional
background and role, followed by questions on traditional work practices and
knowledge-sharing routines. The conversation then progressed to more focused questions
about GenAl, such as: “What type of tasks do you use GenAl for? Can you give a concrete
example where this was helpful?”” and “How does the use of GenAl affect the need to turn to
colleagues or external networks for knowledge acquisition?”’. These questions encouraged
participants to reflect on how they approach, share, and apply knowledge in their daily work
when GenAl is integrated into their daily work routines.

The interviews were conducted individually, mainly face-to-face, with a few held via Teams
at the participant’s preference. They lasted between 24 and 61 minutes and were conducted in
Swedish, the participants’ first language, to allow them to express themselves freely.
Following the completion of 23 interviews, recurring themes and patterns began to emerge.
Two additional interviews were conducted to confirm saturation, reinforcing the stability of
core themes and strengthening the credibility of the findings (Silverman, 2021; Bowen, 2008;
Glaser & Strauss, 1967).

Data analysis

All interviews were audio recorded using private mobile devices for in-person sessions, while
Teams meetings were additionally supported by its built-in transcription tool, with
participants’ consent. Recordings were manually transcribed to ensure accuracy and to
capture contextual nuances. For Teams transcriptions, texts were reviewed alongside the
recordings to correct any misrepresentations and to pay close attention to language patterns
and interpretive layers in participants’ reflections (Silverman, 2021). The transcripts were
then translated into English using DeepL Translate, with all identifiable information removed
to ensure confidentiality.

The data were analyzed in NVivo using an open and structured coding approach, focusing on
emerging patterns in participants’ interactions with GenAl and its influence on daily
knowledge practices. In line with Charmaz’s (2008) guidelines, analysis began after five
interviews and continued iteratively throughout the data collection process, allowing for
responsiveness to new and emerging themes. Initially, a range of first-order descriptive codes
were identified, reflecting participants’ own words. Codes were carefully reviewed,
discussed, and collaboratively coded to ensure intercoder reliability (Campbell et al., 2013).
Building on this first level of coding, the relationships between first-order codes were
systematically examined and grouped into broader, overarching concepts. For example, the
codes “Summarizes large data sets,” “Creates drafts,” and “Overcoming initial inertia” were
combined into the second-order theme “Efficiency enhancer” (see table 3). In the final stage,
second-order themes were synthesized into five overarching dimensions, each revealing a
central aspect of how GenAl transforms KC and work practices in organizations. In addition,
codes that appeared irregular were subjected to additional scrutiny to ensure that divergent or
unexpected anomalies were not overlooked.
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I st Order Concepts 2nd Order Themes Aggregated Dimensions

Traditional industry
Low formal adoption . Conservative work practices
Formal and informal interactions

Knowledge creation

Formal and informal interactions Knowledge-sharing and challenges in a

Knowledge sharing routines experience-transfer conservative industry

No time to reflect -

Learning often deprioritized Challenges of traditional work

Curiosity and excitement toward GenAl . .

Embracing GenAl informally Informal exploration of GenAl

Risk of personal stagnation Fear of falling behind Barr d bl
arriers and cnablers

Fears of costly mistakes Critical assessment of for GenAl adoption

Trust Barriers GenAl information P

Bypassing organisational Efficiency and trust

GenAl concerns

Sumarizes large data sets
Overcoming initial intertia Effjciency enhancer
Creates dralts

Supports decision-making Daily work supporter GenAl as a tool
Refines communication

Generates new ideas and develops existing

Fills knowledge gaps Knowledge provider

A verification partner_
Provides new perspectives ) Cognitive support
Complements human interaction

A sounding board Human-like s GCHAI as
Supports handling sensitive conversations uman-like support sparringpartner
Using GenAl for personal tasks GenAl in everyday life

Efficiency-driven shortcuts From support to substitute

Overreliance on GenAl

Superficial knowledge . Shallow learning Invisible trade-offs
Reduced critical thinking and creativity

Reduced interaction

Replacing roles Shifting work practices

Table 3: Data structure illustrating the coding process from raw data to aggregated themes
following the Gioia methodology (Gioia et al., 2013)

Ethical considerations and limitations

To ensure ethical integrity and compliance with the University of Gothenburg’s (2025)
privacy regulations, all participants received a consent form outlining their rights, and all data
were anonymized and handled with strict confidentiality. Participants were informed of their
right to remain anonymous, withdraw from the study at any time, and request the removal of
sensitive information. It was also clearly stated that anonymized responses would be included
in a publicly available report. To reduce the risk of misrepresentation and acknowledge the
asymmetrical nature of interviews, participants were invited to review their transcripts and
clarify or correct any inaccuracies (Kvale, 2006; Mero-Jaffe, 2011). While not all opted to
review, some requested to see direct quotes and interpretations. Excerpts were shared in
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accordance with the initial agreement, allowing participants to review and approve their
representation. This process helped minimize researcher bias and reinforced the credibility of
the findings (Silverman, 2021).

A key limitation of this study lies in its reliance on a single data collection method,
semi-structured interviews, without triangulation through observation or document analysis.
Although organizational documents such as internal guidelines or Al use policies were
requested, access was not granted, leaving the analysis reliant on self-reported accounts.
Field-based observations were excluded, as the tacit, individualized, and often unconscious
nature of GenAl use makes it inherently challenging to observe through traditional
ethnographic methods. Given that most GenAl interactions occur informally and privately,
interviews provided a more appropriate and reliable approach for capturing authentic, situated
experiences without disrupting natural routines. This reliance, however, may amplify the
retrospective rationalizations and self-presentations of participants, particularly given the
early and exploratory stage of GenAl use.

Furthermore, we acknowledge that KC processes are inherently complex and unfold over
time, making them particularly difficult to capture through short-term interviews alone (Cook
& Brown, 1999). Finally, while purposive sampling enabled the targeting of participants with
direct experience of GenAl in organizational settings, it may have introduced a selection bias
toward individuals more open to technological experimentation. As a result, more critical or
skeptical perspectives may be underrepresented, potentially narrowing the range of insights
into how GenAl is resisted, ignored, or critically evaluated across the industry.

Empirical findings
Knowledge creation challenges in a conservative industry

Traditional ways of working in the construction industry are characterized by conservative
methods, grounded in both formal and informal interactions, yet they struggle with challenges
related to efficiency and systematic knowledge sharing. A recurring theme among the
respondents is the central importance of lesson learning, where several emphasize the value
of using previous experiences, while also highlighting the practical difficulty of allocating
time for reflection in a fast-paced environment. This tension between valuing reflection and
lacking time for it appears throughout the material, indicating that experiential learning is
often recognized but tends to be deprioritized. To facilitate more continuous knowledge
exchange, open-plan offices are used as a strategy to invite spontaneous conversations. These
spaces encourage informal learning and quick problem-solving within everyday workflows,
serving as a valuable counterbalance to formal knowledge-sharing formats. Such informal
exchanges are seen as enabling smoother knowledge transfer in day-to-day work, especially
when time constraints limit participation in meetings and workshops. Although such meetings
are generally appreciated and valued, they are often deprioritized in favor of more urgent
project-related tasks. This illustrates how knowledge circulation within the industry relies
heavily on informal and immediate exchanges, where quick access to colleagues outweighs
the use of formal systems and structured processes.
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When facing knowledge gaps, internet searches (such as Google, YouTube, etc.) are
described as a prevalent and common way to find information quickly, and many respondents
describe it as having been replaced by ChatGPT. One respondent even notes that they “very
rarely Google anymore” (R21), relying almost exclusively on ChatGPT. At the same time,
human interaction remains crucial. Conversations with peers and external networks were
described as particularly valuable for complex or context-specific challenges, often seen as
more trustworthy and nuanced than general information found online. Other mentioned
sources include unit meetings, workshops, industry networks, and digital platforms like
LinkedIn. Respondents emphasize that such exchanges reveal how more experienced
colleagues approach problems, offering both reassurance and direction. Hearing about others’
experiences and relating them to one’s own was described as a central part of informal
knowledge sharing. This illustrates how digital tools and personal networks coexist as
complementary sources of knowledge, with ChatGPT used for speed while colleagues are
valued for deeper understanding.

Despite this awareness, time constraints consistently hinder knowledge transfer. Many
describe a fast-paced, project-intensive work culture where reflection is deprioritized. One
respondent captures this tension by saying that “you run with the bike instead of stopping,
and jumping on the bike and riding away” (R13), reflecting how employees often jump into
new projects without pausing to evaluate past ones. This illustrates how day-to-day urgency
tends to override learning efforts, even when their value is acknowledged. At the same time,
several emphasize the importance of structuring experience feedback without it becoming too
static. Another describes how previous employers invest heavily in collecting practical
knowledge, but notes that such efforts often become outdated or too rigid to be useful across
different projects. Each assignment is seen as unique, with varying conditions that make it
difficult to reuse prior learnings in a meaningful way:

It was very practical, and you put a lot of time into it. And it became extremely
static. And while you have developed all the things that take years to collect,
development has also happened... You don't know what question I'm really
diving into tomorrow that is challenging... the projects are so different, different
needs, everything from like big renovation stuff, to the hotel Draken with lots of
Folkets hus complicated stuff, and large urban development projects - R14

In response to these limitations, more flexible internal initiatives were described. These
included short learning modules where employees voluntarily shared knowledge in
accessible formats, described as a way to “get the message out quickly and easily.”
Internal webinars and an intranet likened to a “daily newspaper” (R21) are also seen as
effective tools for spreading knowledge across teams, particularly in areas such as Al
and finance, without relying on static documentation. This emergent pattern reflects a
shared desire for flexible, fast, and informal knowledge-sharing methods that align
with the industry’s fast-paced nature.
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Barriers and enablers for GenAl adoption

In the construction sector, the introduction of GenAl is met with a combination of caution
and curiosity. The industry is commonly described as strongly tradition-bound, where proven
methods are highly valued, and change is often viewed with skepticism. It is frequently
referred to as one of the least digitalized industries, with a conservative approach shaped by
both culture and the high stakes involved in construction projects. Mistakes can be extremely
costly, which reinforces a strong attachment to established ways of working and a preference
for doing things “the way they have always been done... with proven methods and correctly”
(R1). As one respondent puts it: “You can't really experiment on a billion-dollar project”
(R11). This reflects a cautious mindset, based on risk awareness and respect for proven
methods, that influences how technologies like GenAl are received.

Although organizational approaches to GenAl vary, they are generally cautious. Out of 15
companies, only four have formally integrated GenAl into their systems and processes, while
another four are experimenting with shared accounts disconnected from core systems.
Despite this caution, several factors begin to drive adoption forward, ranging from individual
curiosity to growing recognition within organizations of the need to keep up with digital
development. This organizational dimension is further emphasized, with concerns that failure
to adapt could threaten both competitiveness and talent retention. One respondent puts it,
organizations “risk falling behind” (R13), both in terms of retaining critical competence and
maintaining long-term competitiveness. Another notes succinctly that they “would go under”
(R23), while a third captures the broader perspective, stating:

Either you evolve, or you phase out. A classic cliché, but I think it holds very true.
GenAl offers enormous productivity gains if used correctly, so both companies and
individuals must keep up with it... I believe that learning to use the new tools
available is a survival mechanism. When new technology reaches the broader public,
it is crucial that everyone expects to continue developing, engage with it, and master
it. If not, there is a significant risk of being left behind by this runaway train and
struggling to catch up. This applies both to companies and individuals - R1

At the same time, the importance of actively embracing new technology is emphasized, not
only to keep up with competitors but also as a basic prerequisite for continued growth. If
organizations do not meet employees’ desire to develop with the help of technology, there is
also the risk that they will move on to avoid stagnation. This, in turn, may lead to a loss of
competence, which several respondents point out as a potential long-term threat.

Notably, even in companies where GenAl has been officially introduced, many employees
still prefer using their personal accounts, citing better functionality, more frequent updates,
and a stronger sense of control over their input. One respondent explains that they prefer
using their personal paid account, as the information entered “just stays there” (R24), unlike
the company account, where all data remains within the organization. In another case, a
company’s custom-built GenAl, based on ChatGPT was described as “less effective” (R21)
as it does not evolve at the same pace, leading to continued use of their personal account,
despite its original purpose of ensuring safe handling of sensitive information. These insights
suggest that while organizational adoption remains cautious, the everyday use of GenAl is
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largely shaped by individual initiative and informal conversations between colleagues,
indicating that implementation often begins from the ground up rather than through top-down
directives.

Even though curiosity and urgency are strong motivators, there is also uncertainty about how
GenAl should actually be used in practice, often due to a lack of knowledge. The need for
education and support is repeated among several respondents, where roles such as “Al
consultants” (R11) and “Al evangelists” (R14) are highlighted as central to enabling safe and
effective use. While the industry has traditionally moved slowly in adopting digital tools,
there is a clear willingness to adopt GenAl, provided that external actors help showcase
possibilities through lectures, consultants, and practical examples. However, this willingness
is tempered by a strong awareness of associated risks. Warnings are raised that GenAl should
not be used blindly, but rather with a careful and reflective approach. Concerns about
information security are particularly prominent. Uncertainty about what happens to the data,
whether it might be misused or exposed, is a recurring theme. As one respondent puts it, “it’s
a risky business” (R13), while another even refers to the threat of “foreign powers” accessing
internal knowledge (R3). The concern about data security is a recurring theme among all
respondents, creating a perceived tension between the opportunities that GenAl offers and the
need to maintain control and confidentiality. Several describe adjusting their usage and avoid
certain types of input. These strategies are not formally regulated but reflect a self-imposed
caution grounded in personal judgment. Over time, however, this initial hesitation tends to
give way to greater comfort, as familiarity with the tool grows, describing it as a “a hump” to
overcome (R13). These reflections underscore how GenAl use is an evolving, situated
practice, shaped by individual judgment.

GenAl as a tool

Despite an awareness of potential risks, respondents express enthusiasm about the
possibilities GenAl offers. Many describe how it opens up new opportunities and tangible
benefits, particularly related to increased efficiency and support in daily tasks. The extent to
which GenAl has become embedded in everyday work is captured by one respondent’s
remark: ”Sometimes you don't want to see my chat history... But I'd say I use it most of the
time” (R22), highlighting its frequent and wide-ranging use across tasks. Anchored in their
own professional experience and sense of reasonableness, respondents emphasize how GenAl
helps streamline workloads and enhance communication. These accounts suggest that
GenAlI’s integration into daily work is both widespread and multifaceted, reflecting a strong
belief in its potential to drive efficiency and support professional routines.

However, trust in the technology’s output appears closely tied to the user’s domain expertise.
Respondents report feeling confident when using GenAl in familiar areas but remain cautious
when applying it to unfamiliar or complex topics. They underscore the importance of human
expertise to validate its output, especially in contexts that require deeper contextual
understanding. Although the quality of responses is acknowledged to vary, several
respondents note that GenAl generally provides a “fairly good” (R20) and surprisingly
accurate output. Still, there is a shared belief that the technology is developing rapidly, and
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that what works well today will only improve over time, predicting that while people still
seek confirmation from others today, “eventually people will feel they can trust Al one
hundred percent” (R21). This illustrates not only how current trust in GenAl is conditional
and context-dependent but also points to a growing confidence in its capabilities and rising
expectations for its future role and presence in everyday professional practice.

Building on this enthusiasm, respondents point to specific tasks where GenAl clearly adds
value. A prominent use case involves GenAl’s ability to structure, process, and condense
complex information. This not only saves time but also enhances understanding. Several
respondents note that GenAl presents information in a more digestible and pedagogical
manner, making them feel more prepared to tackle challenges. Respondents also highlight
GenAl’s remarkable speed, noting its ability to “generate new suggestions within seconds”
(R16). One particularly striking example comes from a respondent who describes how GenAl
transformed a lengthy 150-page report into a concise, one-page summary filled with clear and
actionable suggestions. He explains:

We get a lot of reports, both research and various pilot projects... They are usually
written in a research style, and there’s a conclusion at the end or beginning that you
think you’re supposed to read, but you often don’t understand it. So, we put in a
150-page report and got out an A4 with a fantastic summary that was completely
magical, just pick this, like - R13

These insights underscore the high value respondents place on GenAl’s ability to process,
synthesize, and present complex information, an ability that directly enhances their
effectiveness in daily work.

In addition to handling large volumes of information, respondents emphasize how GenAl
helps them overcome the inertia of starting from scratch. Several mention using it to create
the first draft of documents, including contracts, agreements, or presentations, which they
refer to as “skeletons” (R2) that serve as a springboard for further development. One
respondent captures this feeling, noting that starting with a blank sheet of paper often “feels
like an uphill battle,” and adds that using ChatGPT makes it easier to get started (R19).
However, even as respondents praise GenAl’s capabilities, they remain mindful of its
limitations. Across the interviews, there is a consistent emphasis on the need for human
oversight. GenAl outputs are not seen as ready-made solutions, they are seen as drafts that
require manual review, verification, and iterative refinement to ensure alignment with the
professional context. As one respondent describes, users need to provide GenAl with a
“warming hand” to raise the quality to the desired level (R19). Another respondent expands
on this, saying, “If there’s a lot of text, I’1l happily push it through, just to get an idea to start
with...but I can’t manage without discussing it with others” (R15). These examples suggest
that while GenAl supports productivity, it does not eliminate the need for expertise and social
interaction in daily work.

GenAl also plays a role in enhancing communication and refining written outputs.
Respondents describe using it to summarize, organize, and improve the clarity of various
texts, also described as a “refinement methodology” (R7) to fine-tune communication. The
technology is used to interpret contracts and clarify legal language, often producing clearer

18



and more accessible formulations. As one respondent notes, “It’s smarter than us at
interpreting”, and recalls a concrete situation where she turns to GenAl for help in drafting an
agreement with a client:

I was supposed to write an agreement with the client about an action we were going to
take, and I wasn’t quite sure how to start or what points to include. So, I wrote to
ChatGPT - Hi, I need to write an agreement with my client, [’'m the contractor, this is
what we agreed upon, how should I phrase this in a document?- and I got a very good
response to that - R24

Beyond supporting communication, GenAl is perceived to accelerate learning processes by
serving as a “guiding hand” for knowledge acquisition (R17). Several respondents emphasize
that GenAl provides faster and more effective access to relevant information compared to
traditional search engines. One notes that technical expertise is no longer always a necessity,
instead, the “key is knowing how to access knowledge”, something he finds GenAl excels at
(R1). Another describes GenAl as a “library”, offering quick access to the facts they need
(R14). This accessibility 1s seen as a way to complement and refresh knowledge, thereby
reducing the burden of memorizing information. Reflecting on the fleeting nature of
knowledge, respondents acknowledge that insights gained during formal education “don’t
always stick” (R18), while highlighting GenAI’s potential in “retrieving information when
you need it” (R5). A concrete example of this dynamic was shared by one respondent:

Knowledge that you don’t revisit often doesn’t really stick, so every time you need to
recall something, like, how does our business actually work? Just a week ago, I asked
a question about... We are a real estate company, and unlike Skanska and JM, which
are also construction companies, we structure our deals a bit differently... So I asked
the question: Why do real estate companies structure development deals so that the
construction contracts fall under housing cooperatives? And the answer was... well,
about 90% correct. And that was enough to jog my own memory. The gaps I had were
filled in a pretty effective way - R14

This shows that GenAl not only facilitates knowledge access and learning but also serves as a
practical tool for bridging knowledge gaps as they arise in daily work.

In addition to its role in supporting individual learning, respondents underscore that GenAlI’s
assistance enables them to shift focus toward more strategic and creative aspects of their
work. By automating time-consuming tasks, it frees up cognitive and temporal resources,
allowing users to focus on their “regular work” (R19) and “more enjoyable tasks” (R11). Its
potential is described as “worth gold for developers” (R9) as it can be used to support
early-stage project design and streamline interactions with external stakeholders. These
insights portray GenAl not only as a functional tool for knowledge access but also as a
transformative support that enhances individual learning and development, while enabling
users to engage in more meaningful and creative work.
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GenAl as a sparring partner

As respondents reflect on their use of GenAl, it becomes clear that what begins as simple
interactions with a digital tool grows into something more complex: a relationship where
GenAl becomes not just a source of efficiency but a trusted partner in navigating both
professional and personal contexts. Several respondents describe it in personal terms: a “wise
sparring partner” (R14), a “coach that challenges one’s thoughts” (R2), a “colleague or
friend” (R18), and even as a “psychologist” (R24). This evolving perception is illustrated
through a series of experiences. One respondent recalls how GenAl becomes a trusted ally
when preparing for a difficult conversation, where he would, for instance, ask “How should I
approach the supplier when I don’t share their opinion?” (R3). Similarly, another turns to
GenAl for guidance on how to handle a delicate situation: “What should I do to make this
land well?” (R23). Others reflect on turning to GenAl for support in managing interpersonal
dynamics, such as handling difficult behaviors: “If people have behaved this way, how should
I manage it?” (R24). These examples highlight how GenAl, once described primarily as a
tool, increasingly occupies the role of a trusted companion in navigating professional
challenges.

Building on this relational shift, respondents also describe how GenAl supports not just
emotional navigation but intellectual exploration, offering guidance and new perspectives.
Beyond offering direct advice, GenAl is described as providing “more substance to stand on”
(R8) while also acting as a verification partner that ensures one is not “completely off track”
(R3). One respondent captures its role succinctly, describing GenAl as “invaluable” as “an
independent party to bounce ideas with ” (R21). Others note that it offers “a starting point for
your thought” (R20) and provides “more perspectives to compare with and see what would
work best in the current situation” (R6). Another elaborates further, reflecting on how GenAl
can introduce new angles by providing “arguments and insights that you wouldn’t have
thought of yourself, or that even your colleagues wouldn’t have thought of” (R14), thereby
opening new avenues of thought and possibility.

However, even as respondents embrace GenAl’s role in stimulating ideas, they also point out
its shortcomings when compared to interactions with colleagues. This dual perspective is
illustrated by one respondent, who explains that while GenAl can serve as a valuable
companion, particularly in leadership positions where isolation is often felt, the human
element remains irreplaceable:

You’re often quite alone as a CEO when it comes to certain issues and questions. And
it’s actually quite useful to ask a bit... you can get some input, you know...It’s not
always the most complex questions, but sometimes it’s just nice to briefly check
something with someone else. For me, it’s very much about talking to people - R20

This reflection captures a broader sentiment among respondents who note that while GenAl
offers accessible support, it cannot replicate the richness of human interaction. Another
respondent adds a cautionary note, stating that “it’s not the same as the exchange of
knowledge between colleagues”, underlining that while GenAl offers valuable input, it
cannot replace the deep, critical discussions that he gets with his colleagues (R12). Building
on this view, another respondent describes GenAl as a “complement to gathering knowledge
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from colleagues around you” (R18), reflecting a shared perspective among all respondents.
Further reinforcing the importance of social connection, a third respondent points out that
“people are social beings who need to meet and interact”, emphasizing that despite the
convenience of digital tools, in-person connection and collaboration remain essential (R20).
These reflections underscore that while GenAl can provide effective support, meaningful
human collaboration remains central to professional life and decision-making. However,
beyond professional use, respondents also illustrate how GenAl has found a place in their
everyday lives, adapting to a wide range of personal needs. Some mention using it to create
bedtime stories for their children, assist with advanced homework, plan dinners, and create
shopping lists (including calculations). One respondent even mentions using it as a kind of
informal psychological support in daily life, highlighting GenAI’s versatility and its growing
presence not only in professional tasks but also in personal routines, reflecting its broader
role as a flexible and accessible resource in everyday life.

Invisible Trade-offs

After praising GenAl as a helpful colleague, a wise sparring partner, and a tool that simplifies
everyday life, both professionally and personally, several respondents reflect on the downside
that is rarely immediately visible but arises with increasing use. This paradox becomes clear
as their stories unfold, where the very pursuit of efficiency also introduces new challenges,
both personally experienced and anticipated, particularly related to how knowledge is
created, processed, and shared. Several note that time-pressured project environments often
make it tempting to use GenAl as a shortcut just to keep pace. “Project timelines are so
incredibly short now, and you get so little time to submit a bid, for example,” explains one
respondent, admitting that sometimes it’s just about moving forward (R23). While such
shortcuts may boost productivity, respondents caution that they risk replacing active learning.
This tension resurfaces in further reflections. Although GenAlI’s ability to quickly summarize
large volumes of information is viewed as one of its strengths, several respondents warn that
when the process moves too fast, crucial moments of reflection and comprehension can be
lost. One respondent notes:

The risk is very high right now, and will continue to be, that information goes directly
from a large amount of data through an Al and straight into my report, because it
never goes through my head - R23

In a similar vein, others express concerns that overreliance on GenAl may lead to cognitive
shut down” (R4) and become less inclined to engage in

(13

passivity, where users start to
original thinking, idea generation, or deep learning. One respondent recalls a time when
GenAl helps her structure a conference presentation, but left her feeling unprepared.
Although the tool saves time, she feel she hasn’t fully “grounded” herself in the material and
lacks a deeper understanding of the content (R2). These examples indicate that while GenAl
enhances speed and convenience, its unchecked use may gradually displace active cognitive
engagement, weaken creative processes, and shift the focus from knowledge development to
mere task completion.
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Concerns also emerge around the trustworthiness and reliability of GenAl outputs.
Respondents stress that GenAl’s answers depend heavily on how the prompts are phrased,
noting that “you have to be very precise” (RS), and warn that it can “hallucinate and provide
questionable answers” (R7). They underscore the user’s responsibility to carefully review
outputs, emphasizing that “misleading is the same as wrong” (R6). Related to this, one
respondent warns about “feedback loops”, where GenAl reuses its own generated material,
potentially reinforcing falsehoods over time (R11). Yet, he nuances the concern by noting that
even in human decision-making, knowledge is often incomplete or incorrect, and what
matters most is how that knowledge is applied creatively in practice.

Despite these risks, respondents do not reject GenAl, rather, they adopt strategies to critically
evaluate its outputs. Experience, intuition, and professional judgment are frequently cited as
ways to manage this. As one respondent puts it:

It is easier to trust a doctor who says that you are sick than an Al model that says that
you are sick. If an Al model said that I was sick, I would want to go to a doctor to
confirm it. Humans are constructed in such a way that we operate with trust, gut
feeling, and judgments that are difficult to grasp - R1

Others emphasize the importance of “common sense” (R7), and insist that GenAl should be
treated as support, not as a “solution book” (R17), nor as an “absolute truth” either (R3).
However, some extend this critique to all digital sources, stating that the need for critical
evaluation applies equally to “Google, Wikipedia, and everything else, of course” (R23).
These reflections demonstrate that trust in GenAl is not given by default, but constructed
through active involvement and experience, where human judgment plays a central role in
assessing and contextualizing its outputs.

Respondents also reflect on how GenAl may be altering social behaviors at work. While few
have reported major shifts so far, several have noted a growing tendency to consult GenAl
rather than colleagues for quick answers. One describes tasks that once involved calling a
contact are now often resolved by consulting a “chat model” instead (R1). Another admits
that he prefers turning to GenAl to avoid “bothering” colleagues with recurring questions
(R11). However, perspectives vary. Some downplay concerns about decreased human
interaction, arguing that “the need to talk, meet, and hang out” is deeply rooted in humans
(R23). In line with this several respondents note that while GenAl may have changed who
they consult first, the need for reflection with others remains. Individual personality also
appears to play a role, and while some prefer to solve problems independently to avoid
“taking up” others’ time (R18), others express a strong need for discussion to manage their
work effectively. “I can’t manage without discussing things with others”, one says (R15). At
the same time, several respondents remind that reduced interaction in the workplace is not a
new phenomenon, but rather a continuation of post-pandemic remote work habits. One
respondent reflects:

Yeah, it might be the same as during the pandemic. I felt it became a lot like it is now.
But with Teams, it’s been positive too because you can have meetings remotely. But
there’s a risk that communication declines because you get answers from ChatGPT. I
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mean, you need to communicate to get input. You think you can solve a lot on your
own. That’s a risk - R17

These reflections suggest that GenAl may subtly shift interaction patterns at work, but that its
impact is shaped by personal preference and contextual elements such as hybrid work,
indicating that any decline in human contact is neither uniform nor inevitable.

Beyond individual practices, several respondents discuss how GenAl adoption may affect
organizational structures and roles. Tasks formerly handled by consultants are now
increasingly addressed by GenAl, and some participants even see their own responsibilities
as potentially automatable in the future. One respondent describes the risk of falling behind in
efficiency:

It’s likely that our costs for developing properties will increase, while others who have
perhaps integrated these systems will be more efficient, and then we’ll end up at a
competitive disadvantage compared to others. It’s also the case that, if you look at our
team, the property development group, as a consultancy within the company, there are
others in town who might come and say...”Selin we can develop this property for
70% of the costs of your in-house staft” then he’ll probably think that’s a good idea. 1
see a risk that if you don’t embrace and work with this ongoing efficiency trend, of
which this is a tool, you may very well end up digging your own grave, to be blunt -
R14

Another recalls how during the most recent economic downturn, staff cuts were partially
managed by replacing customer managers with GenAl solutions. A third respondent shares a
conversation with a lawyer, reflecting on how tasks traditionally assigned to junior staff are
now increasingly managed by Al:

I spoke with a lawyer at...last week. We discussed how much they are hiring these
days...He gave an example...A few years ago, someone would have had to sit and read
through every single email, thousands of them. It was typically the kind of task
assigned to a junior, an incredibly tedious task. But now, they just take the entire email
archive and run it through a system. I’m not exactly sure how it works, but...what used
to take days now takes about a minute - R20

These examples illustrate how GenAl adoption can accelerate efficiency while also reshaping
traditional learning pathways and roles. However, while some believe that “coaching at a
certain level can be replaced by AI” (R21), they also emphasize that certain human
capabilities, such as intuition and professional judgment, remain irreplaceable. This concern
culminates in a broader reflection about the future of human competence. One respondent
warns that if “people are taken out of the equation” and GenAl becomes the main source of
competence, competitive advantages between companies may erode (R1). To prevent this, he
suggests using GenAl as an “effective tool”, like “a calculator to calculate faster and more
accurately”, but insists that “someone must control the calculator”. Another respondent
stresses that success lies not in choosing between humans and technology, but in cultivating
the right “combination of humans and technology” (R8). These insights indicate that while
GenAl offers substantial efficiency gains, its integration into work practices must be
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deliberate and reflective, to preserve long-term organizational learning, creativity, and
judgment, human agency must remain central in shaping how GenAl is used.

Analysis

The analysis is structured around five aggregated dimensions, each capturing the situated and
evolving practices of organizational KC as they emerge from the interaction between
knowledge workers and GenAl. The first dimension serves as an essential background,
providing the contextual foundation for interpreting the subsequent findings. The remaining
dimensions, barriers, and enablers for GenAl adoption, GenAl as a tool, GenAl as a sparring
partner, and invisible trade-offs, are then organized into distinct stages of interaction,
reflecting how GenAlI’s role and influence develop over time. For each stage, the analysis
highlights how agency is enacted, how sociomaterial entanglement unfolds, and the relational
cascades that shape individual and organizational knowledge practices.

GenAl's quiet entry into daily practice

The empirical data demonstrate that despite increasing attention to GenAl, actual
organizational adoption within the Swedish construction sector remains both limited and
cautious. This slow uptake is widely attributed to the industry’s conservative culture and
adherence to established professional norms, both of which have historically hampered the
diffusion of new technologies in construction. Among the 15 companies included in this
study, only four have formally integrated GenAl into their core systems, while an additional
four are experimenting with GenAl in the periphery. Yet, despite these organizational barriers
and hesitance described in previous research (Styhre et al., 2004; Regona et al., 2022), the
findings reveal that GenAl is nonetheless making its way into the daily work routines of all
studied companies. This occurs not through top-down strategies, but via self-initiated, often
informal use by individual knowledge workers, bypassing official policies and systems.

Driven by a work culture characterized by time pressure, fragmented projects, and a constant
push forward, individuals do not wait for formal integration, instead, they experiment and
incorporate GenAl into their own workflows through their private accounts. This pattern of
individual-driven adoption signals that technology enters organizational practice through
small, situated actions, gradually and quietly embedding itself in everyday work practices
(Anthony et al., 2023), before formal strategies catch up. This development is further
amplified by the invisible nature of GenAl, which, as Waardenburg & Huysman (2022)
highlight, makes it difficult for organizations to exercise control over technological adoption
within organizations. However, the findings underscore the significant productivity gains
achieved through GenAl use, as it enables knowledge workers not only to move forward
quickly but also to redirect to other important, creative, and enjoyable tasks (Dwivedi et al.,
2023). Many turn to GenAl to quickly summarize lengthy reports, interpret agreements,
generate drafts, or fill knowledge gaps, tasks that previously required considerable effort and
time from them, or needed external support, thereby enhancing knowledge workers’
efficiency (Boussioux et al., 2024; Leoni et al., 2024). Both the ways users describe GenAl
and their actual usage patterns suggest that they primarily view GenAl as a tool they enact,
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direct, and fine-tune according to their needs, echoing the traditional view of human agency
where technology is seen as a resource to be managed by people (Leonardi, 2011).

Nevertheless, a closer analysis of the data reveals that this tool-based approach does not fully
capture GenAl’s actual influence in practice. The assistance GenAl offers, although users
later modify and refine its output by checking its accuracy or by increasing its quality, plays a
formative role in shaping knowledge workers’ understandings and actions. For instance,
when GenAl is used to fill knowledge gaps, interpret contracts, or summarize lengthy reports,
its operation can be understood as more than a neutral reproduction of information. Instead,
drawing on its internal structures and training data (Grimes et al., 2023), the ability to make
connections and generate predictions (Boussioux et al., 2024), GenAl independently selects,
condenses, and frames what is presented to the user. This seemingly neutral support can
quietly shape users’ perceptions of knowledge, influence their priorities, and steer the
direction of future actions, indicating that technology is not merely supportive but actively
participates in knowledge work (laia et al., 2023). Thus, GenAlI’s outputs are not simply raw
material to be acted upon, rather, they can actively shape the meaning-making and
decision-making processes of users (Anthony et al., 2023). From a sociomaterial perspective,
this subtle yet significant influence underscores technology’s constitutive and co-productive
role in organizational knowledge practices (Orlikowski, 2007; Waardenburg & Huysman,
2022; Bailey et al., 2022).

Importantly, while much of the previous literature assumes that system implementation alone
is sufficient to foster KC, and sharing in organizations (Alavi & Denford, 2012), the present
findings challenge this notion. As these informal practices develop, they frequently come into
conflict with organizational ambitions to centralize and control knowledge processes, giving
rise to visible tensions between individual and collective approaches to technology adoption.
This tension becomes especially clear in organizations that have formally adopted GenAl
systems by integrating them into their core KM systems, where unexpected organizational
barriers have hindered their full adoption, contradicting previous assumptions that system
implementation alone is sufficient to foster KC and sharing in organizations (Alavi &
Denford, 2012). The data reveals that knowledge workers actively bypass these systems,
driven not only by perceptions of inefficiency and the risk that KM systems may become
static in unique project environments, but also by concerns over autonomy and privacy,
fearing that their prompts and interactions could be monitored or become company-owned.
This behavior directly contradicts the objectivist perspectives, which assume that knowledge
can be systematically captured, stored, and controlled through the implementation of
technological solutions (Alavi & Leidner, 2001).

In contrast to these earlier views, the present findings support sociomaterial perspectives,
which argue that technological integration cannot be separated from the situated, everyday
practices of users (Orlikowski, 2007). When organizations approach GenAl implementation
merely as a tool, treating users as fixed and predictable, they fail to recognize the dynamic
and contextual ways in which technology is actually appropriated in practice. As a result, this
misalignment can undermine both the adoption of technology and its effectiveness in
supporting organizational learning (laia et al., 2024). Accordingly, the data show that this
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misalignment between organizational attempts and users’ situated practices can fragment the
knowledge flows envisioned by the company, pushing KC into private, invisible, and
unstructured spaces. As a result, organizations risk losing the opportunity to integrate
individual knowledge into the collective, an integration identified as crucial for generating
value at the organizational level (Nonaka & von Krogh, 2009). A critical insight emerging
from this sociomaterial application is that when technology does not fit users’ needs, it is not
simply ignored, but reinterpreted and adapted through practice to suit local needs and
priorities. At the same time, GenAl implementation constrains how knowledge practices
unfold in organizations. This demonstrates that agency in KC does not reside solely in
humans or technology, but rather emerges from their ongoing interaction (Orlikowski, 2007).
Ultimately, such findings add nuance to established views by showing that technology’s
influence in knowledge work is dynamic, negotiated, and deeply embedded in everyday
practice (Bailey et al., 2022; Waardenburg & Huysman, 2022), underscoring the necessity of
considering both organizational structures and individual agency for successful technology
integration, especially before new practices solidify into taken-for-granted routines that
become black boxed (Anthony et al., 2023).

Unconscious shift from tool to companion

While GenAl’s practical benefits are most prominent in initial descriptions of its use, a subtle
shift emerges as users reflect more deeply on their usage patterns. Over time, the initially
pragmatic descriptions, such as tool and efficiency enhancer, are gradually replaced by more
personified terms, such as coach, colleague, sparring partner, and even psychologist. These
evolving roles indicate a deepening familiarity and intimacy between the knowledge worker
and the technology (Bailey et al., 2022), extending into both professional and personal
contexts. One contributing factor to this shift is that, although knowledge exchange with
colleagues continues to be highly valued, these interactions are often limited by time
pressure, project demands, and remote work arrangements. In such settings, GenAl becomes
a readily accessible and reliable form of support (Murray et al., 2021). Its capacity to reason
in a human-like manner and generate on-demand, tailored, context-sensitive responses lowers
the threshold for turning to it in daily practice, in line with earlier descriptions of technology
in previous literature (Dell’Acqua et al., 2023; Leoni et al., 2024; Grimes et al., 2023; Sumbal
et al., 2024). Moreover, this development is not limited to how GenAl is described, but also
reflected in the nature of assistance it provides.

Beyond informational input, users increasingly rely on GenAl for both cognitive stimulation
and emotional reassurance. Knowledge workers gain perspectives that help them develop and
challenge their thoughts and ideas, making them feel better equipped to handle a variety of
situations. GenAl also provides emotional support ahead of difficult conversations and serves
as a sounding board in leadership positions where collegial relationships are often lacking.
Despite this development, GenAl is still assigned a complementary role to human
relationships, as it is not perceived to be able to replicate qualities such as intuition and
professional judgment, dimensions considered irreplaceable in knowledge work (Dell’ Acqua
et al., 2025). Moreover, this development is not limited to how GenAl is described, but also
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reflected in the nature of assistance it provides. These results highlight a blurring of roles as
human and technological agencies become increasingly intertwined in everyday
organizational practice (Bailey et al., 2022; Waardenburg & Huysman, 2022). GenAl has
naturally begun to take on roles traditionally reserved for humans, and is quietly (Anthony et
al., 2023) redefining how knowledge is created in practice (Cerchione et al., 2024). This
evolution is not the result of a conscious decision, but rather the outcome of incremental
adaptations to everyday needs and routines (Bailey et al., 2022). Viewed through a
sociomaterial perspective, this shift can be understood as an expression of constitutive
entanglement (Orlikowski, 2007), where knowledge increasingly becomes a product of
situated practices that make it difficult, if not impossible, to distinguish between human and
technological contributions to KC within organizations. Accordingly, these insights also
challenge traditional theories, such as Nonaka’s (1994), which posits that people are central
to organizational KC and sharing, and technology is merely seen as an enabler. It thus
highlights the need for a redefinition that recognizes and integrates the contributions of
technology in KC processes.

The paradox of efficiency

Despite the clear advantages that the use of GenAl brings to knowledge workers in their daily
work, its integration is not without complexity and compromise. The empirical results reveal
a central contradiction in how respondents experience GenAl’s support. On the one hand,
several benefits are highlighted: GenAl improves efficiency through fast, tailored input to
user queries, reduces cognitive load, and often serves as a reliable shortcut in time-pressured
project environments, qualities also identified in previous research (Dell’Acqua et al., 2025;
Dell’Acqua et al., 2023; Boussioux et al., 2024). On the other hand, the findings indicate a
growing concern that this user-friendliness, such as human-like reasoning functions and
accessibility (Leoni et al., 2024), may lead to unintended consequences. The empirical data
reveal that the speed and simplicity of GenAlI’s support can yield time savings, but sometimes
at the expense of deeper reflection and learning, as key moments for reflection are often
bypassed. In line with warnings in previous literature, there is awareness and concern among
knowledge workers that strong reliance on GenAl risks leading to shallow learning (Alavi et
al., 2024).

Worries also extend to a potential shift in human cognition, which could undermine the
capacity for critical thinking and judgment (Lebovitz et al., 2021), especially when the
creative process begins with GenAl’s self-calculated suggestions (Boussioux et al., 2024)
rather than knowledge workers’ own reasoning and expertise. This suggests that GenAl’s
integration into knowledge work extends beyond visible gains in technical efficiency and
workload management (Dell’Acqua et al., 2023). It also entails more subtle trade-offs that
often emerge in the background, shaping practices in ways that may go unnoticed (Anthony
et al., 2023). This can be interpreted as a consequence of a simplified view of technology as
merely a means for creating, storing, and transferring knowledge. Such a framing overlooks
the constitutive entanglement between humans and technology (Orlikowski, 2007), which
reveals how these interactions have the potential to alter how knowledge is created,
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developed, valued, and shared in everyday practice. Ultimately, this duality between
immediate functional gains and potential long-term cognitive costs illustrates what we term
the efficiency paradox, where the drive for productivity may compromise the very learning
and KC processes that GenAl is intended to support.

To connect with the relational dimension of the empirical material, our findings also show
that these changes are often invisible, even to organizations, as the use of GenAl often occurs
outside formal organizational integration. In several cases, it is reported that the order of
whom to turn to for questions and knowledge acquisition has shifted, from colleagues to
GenAl. The reasons for this shift vary, ranging from personality traits, time pressure, and
efficiency, and point to an ongoing but subtle relational shift within organizations. Although
human intuition and professional expertise are still considered invaluable by knowledge
workers, this seemingly small change, viewed through the concept of relational cascade
(Bailey et al., 2022), can have long-term effects on knowledge flows within organizations.
These effects, according to Orlikowski (2007), can become stronger over time and may be
difficult to identify and challenge, if it is possible to change. The difficulty of detecting this
development in real time, which Anthony et al. (2023) refer to as the black boxing of
technology’s inscrutability, not only underscores how shifts in knowledge practices often
occur unnoticed, but also highlights that knowledge itself may be formed without sufficient
insight into the origin or logic behind GenAl’s output (Faraj et al., 2022). Over time, this lack
of transparency can lead to questions about professional credibility and judgment, which are
fundamental for knowledge workers to be perceived as experts and reliable decision-makers
(Callen, 2021). This issue is also evident in the data, where there is widespread awareness
and concern among knowledge workers that uncritical use of GenAl can result in decisions
made on incorrect grounds and without deeper understanding (Hannigan, McCarthy, &
Spicer, 2024). Such decisions are considered to have ripple effects on knowledge flows and
lead to concrete practical consequences within organizations, such as quality deficiencies in
construction projects (Bailey et al., 2022). These insights underscore the growing need for
increased awareness and management regarding the use of GenAl to maintain quality,
responsibility, and professional credibility. Against this background, the need for critical
reflection appears even more central, something that Nonaka and von Krogh (2009) highlight
as fundamental to both individual and organizational knowledge development.

Another dimension of GenAl’s paradoxical effects is its use as an organizational strategy for
cost savings. The findings show that through iterative interactions with GenAl, where users
specify, reformulate, and refine their prompts, it becomes possible to quickly and
cost-effectively generate multiple drafts for comparison (Boussioux et al., 2024; Dell’ Acqua
et al., 2023). This process often mirrors traditional collaboration with external networks and
consultants, but is now accomplished internally and at a fraction of the cost. Additionally, this
automation trend has become particularly prominent during periods of economic austerity, in
which GenAl has been used to replace administrative roles. This points to a broader shift,
where GenAlI’s impact extends beyond its ability to replace certain aspects of human
cognition and action, and is starting to reshape the social and organizational structures in
which knowledge is created (Bailey et al., 2022)
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From an agency perspective, this development reveals a deeper dynamic that clarifies that
influence and agency do not exclusively reside with either the organization or the technology
itself. Rather, it is in the constitutive entanglement between human and technology that their
agency emerges, enabling, for example, roles to be replaced (Orlikowski, 2007). When
GenAl is integrated to replace certain roles, the focus shifts from traditional human expert
functions to new technological competencies, which in turn creates new conditions for
professional development and job security. In order to optimize their work, contribute to
better results, and avoid being replaced, the drive behind GenAl adoption occurring behind
organizational curtains is reinforced. Here, a new paradox is exposed, where organizational
expectations of increased efficiency stand in contrast to the fact that in the majority of the
studied companies, GenAl has not yet been organizationally integrated, and training and
support regarding its use are often lacking. As a result, this further amplifies the shift of KC
and sharing into informal spaces outside the organization’s control, reinforcing both the black
boxing of technology and the cascade effects of silent reconfiguration of KC practices,
expertise, and relationships (Bailey et al., 2022; Anthony et al., 2023).

What begins as small, incremental steps, from initial curiosity and time-saving shortcuts, to a
desire to maintain authority, ensure reliability, and concerns about keeping up, gradually
evolves into a transformation where the boundaries between start and end become
increasingly blurred (Leonardi, 2011). This also echoes Orlikowski’s (2007, p. 1437) point
that: “there is no social that is not also material, and no material that is not also social”. In
short, the line between who or what creates knowledge is no longer clear, but rather
constantly in flux, forcing us to rethink the very nature of knowledge, agency, and expertise
in the age of GenAl.

The incompleteness of traditional knowledge practices

Based on the sociomaterial analysis of knowledge workers’ daily interactions with GenAl, it
becomes clear that technology can no longer be understood as a passive, neutral tool, but
rather as an active agent in KC. This shift highlights the need for a reinterpretation of
Nonaka’s (1994) SECI model, which is based on human interaction as the foundation for KC
and in which technology’s role has been passive, a limitation that even more recent
interpretations in the literature have not fully addressed (Zhou et al., 2025; Zhang & Huang,
2020). To clarify how this sociomaterial entanglement between humans and technology
manifests in practice, we position GenAl’s role in each of the four knowledge phases of the
SECI model, as illustrated in Figure 1 below.

In the socialization phase, Nonaka (1994) emphasizes the exchange of shared experiences
and informal, tacit knowledge between individuals. However, our sociomaterial analysis
shows that GenAl is increasingly stepping in as an alternative conversational partner,
especially when time pressure or distance limits human interactions. By engaging in dialogue
that mimics human reasoning (Grimes et al., 2023), GenAl supports users’ reflection and tacit
articulation. Still, consistent with prior studies (Dell’ Acqua et al., 2025), it does not replace
human intuition, judgment, or presence. Rather, GenAl reshapes the social context, rendering
the socialization phase not strictly human, but sociomaterial, where parts of tacit knowledge
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are exchanged through the situated and ongoing entanglement of human and technology
(Orlikowski, 2007).

The externalization phase traditionally involves articulating tacit knowledge through
dialogue, metaphor, or documentation (Nonaka, 1994). Our data show that GenAl assists
users in structuring and expressing thoughts via iterative dialogue. In doing so, it influences
what becomes possible to articulate and share, thereby reinforcing its constitutive role in KC
(Orlikowski, 2007; Bailey et al., 2022). This suggests that GenAl not only transforms the
process of externalization but also expands the boundaries of what can be externalized. Thus,
it becomes evident that technology is not a neutral facilitator, it actively shapes the visibility
and communicability of knowledge, challenging core assumptions in Nonaka’s original
framework.

In the combination phase, explicit knowledge is typically organized and combined into new
knowledge through meetings, reports, and digital systems (Nonaka, 1994). The analysis
indicates that GenAl is increasingly used to rapidly summarize, restructure, and integrate
explicit knowledge, and effectively fill knowledge gaps. At the same time, this process is not
neutral, as implicitly presented by Nonaka (1994). GenAl’s outputs are guided by opaque
algorithms and training data that are inaccessible to users (Boussioux et al., 2024;
Waardenburg & Huysman, 2022; Faraj et al., 2022). As a result, the combination phase is
subtly accelerated and steered by GenAI’s “invisible hand,” influencing not only which
knowledge becomes formalized and used in decisions but also reshaping knowledge flows
within the organization (Bailey et al., 2022).

Finally, the internalization phase involves translating explicit knowledge into tacit
understanding through reflection and practice (Nonaka, 1994). Although GenAl facilitates
fast access to information, the analysis suggests that this convenience can come at the cost of
cognitive depth. Without intentional reflection, the process may undermine deeper cognitive
engagement and lead to shallow learning (Bailey et al., 2022; Alavi et al., 2024). Importantly,
it is not only the technology that constrains internalization. The demanding pace of the
construction sector, as revealed in the findings, often limits opportunities for reflective
engagement, leaving little time for critical absorption of new knowledge. In this sense, both
technological affordances and structural conditions work against the deeper internalization of
knowledge. Taken together, while GenAl can support knowledge acquisition across the SECI
phases, it does not guarantee understanding. Unless accompanied by reflection and
context-sensitive application, its use may contribute to a growing gap between what is known
and what is meaningfully understood.

30



Tacit knowledge to Explicit knowledge

Tacit
knowledge

Al Al

from Socialization - Algorith Externalization

Al Al
Explicit
knowledge

Internalization Combination

Figure 1: Authors’ reinterpretation of Nonakas (1994) SECI model, illustrating the
integration of GenAl as an active agent in the knowledge conversion process.

Conclusion and Contribution

By applying a sociomaterial perspective to both everyday practices and Nonaka’s (1994)
SECI model, using the Swedish construction industry as an empirical context, this thesis
demonstrates that GenAl is quietly, but fundamentally, reshaping how knowledge is created,
valued, and shared within organizations. Rather than entering through grand, top-down
initiatives, GenAI’s influence grows through informal, bottom-up initiatives by individual
employees, where small, everyday interactions often go unnoticed by management. Over
time, these micro-level actions accumulate and begin to shift the larger organizational
context, demonstrating how individual practices can drive systemic change (Bailey et al.,
2022). The result is a gradual shift in knowledge work that goes far beyond simple gains in
efficiency. Even in organizations that have formally integrated GenAl, many employees
bypass official systems in favor of their own private accounts, seeking greater autonomy and
control over their knowledge processes. Our findings demonstrate that GenAl’s presence in
daily work practices transforms not just what knowledge is accessed, but how meaning is
made and decisions are formed (Orlikowski, 2007). The technology becomes more than a
tool, but it takes on roles as a cognitive sparring partner, a sounding board, and even an
emotional support, influencing both what is known and how expertise is experienced. In
doing so, GenAl blurs the boundary between human and technological agency, challenging
traditional assumptions about who, or what, creates value and insights in organizations.

This reconfiguration is not without consequences. While GenAl offers undeniable
productivity and creativity benefits, it also introduces the risk of shallow learning and
diminished opportunities for deep reflection (Alavi et al., 2024). Knowledge becomes more
fragmented and sometimes less transparent, raising new questions about trust, judgment, and
organizational learning. These shifts are often subtle, unfolding beneath the surface and
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remaining black boxed (Anthony et al., 2023; Faraj et al., 2022), until their impact is fully
realized, if it ever is. By critically re-examining the SECI model through this sociomaterial
analysis, this study shows that established KC frameworks must evolve to recognize
technology as an active and co-constitutive force in organizational life. The findings reveal
that GenAl plays distinct roles in each phase of Nonaka’s (1994) SECI model. It acts as a
novel and sometimes complementary peer during socialization (Dell’Acqua et al., 2025), a
guiding assistant in externalization, and an accelerator, but also a filter, in the combination
phase, where algorithms shape which knowledge becomes visible and guide the flow of
information (Faraj et al., 2022). In the internalization phase, GenAl acts as a double-edged
force, enhancing speed and access to information but also increasing the risk of superficial
learning and reduced depth (Alavi et al., 2024; Lebovitz et al., 2021). This is not just a
theoretical adjustment, it is a practical imperative for organizations hoping to harness
GenAl’s full potential while maintaining the depth, reliability, and creativity that define
expert knowledge work. To directly answer the research question, this study finds that
GenAT’s increasing presence fundamentally transforms KC practices in daily organizational
work, contributing therefore empirically to the existing gap. The transformative power of
GenAl does not lie merely in what it can do, but in how it redefines the very conditions for
learning, collaboration, and expertise when interacting with humans (Leonardi, 2007).
Recognizing and navigating these new dynamics is essential for any organization that aspires
to lead in the age of intelligent technology.

The theoretical contribution of this study lies in extending Nonaka’s SECI model by
positioning GenAl as a sociomaterial actor with agency in knowledge processes, thereby
illuminating limitations present even in recent extensions of the model (Zhou et al., 2025;
Zhang & Huang, 2020). From a managerial perspective, managers must move beyond
viewing GenAl as merely a technical tool for increasing efficiency and instead recognize that
GenAlI’s true value emerges not from formal systems alone but from the everyday choices
and creative autonomy of employees who integrate the technology into their workflows.
Harnessing GenAlI’s full potential requires fostering a culture where experimentation is
encouraged and open dialogue about GenAl’s role is promoted. By adapting knowledge
management practices to recognize GenAl as a dynamic co-creator, organizations can
empower their workforce, enable richer exchange of insights, and ensure the ongoing
cultivation of expertise as technology advances.

Directions for future research

Future research should examine how GenAl’s invisible integration shapes expertise
development, trust dynamics, and power relations within organizations over time.
Comparative studies across industries with varying levels of digital maturity could deepen
understanding of how sector-specific factors mediate GenAlI’s impact. Given the inherent
complexity and temporal unfolding of KC processes, we also recognize that these dynamics
are particularly challenging to capture through short-term interviews alone. Future research
employing longitudinal and ethnographic approaches could thus provide deeper insight and
practical guidance for organizations navigating the integration of GenAl.
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