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SUMMARY 

Strategic management of knowledge is considered one of the key factors for a sustainable 

competitive advantage. Knowledge sharing in particular is the most essential part of the 

knowledge management process. Its relation with the organisational culture has been the 

focus of attention of several studies especially in American, Asian and European 

companies. 

Firms are organising their work around project and project teams. Moreover, 

multinational project teams are seen as a source for knowledge generation. They can 

provide information about the needs of customers geographically dispersed, from 

different cultural backgrounds, who speak different languages and with different set of 

preferences. Nevertheless, the temporary nature, uniqueness, and complexity of 

international projects present their own set of challenges and companies need to work 

different in order to achieve project success.  

This study aims to analyse the organisational culture features that enhances or hinder the 

knowledge sharing process in multinational project teams working in Latin America. 

Although studies regarding the topic have been made before, they not provide empirical 

evidence or do not consider project teams working in a multinational environment. 

Furthermore, previous studies do not consider Latin American & Caribbean 

organisations, a region where foreign investment has continuously increased in the last 

decades and as a whole, is considered the third-fastest growing economy in the globe. 

A mixed approach is used to answer the research question, a deductive rationale to create 

a theoretical framework and an inductive approach to provide some theoretical 

propositions based on the findings. Seven semi-structured interviews were done to 

analyse two cross-sectional case studies. 

Our study identified several characteristics of organisational culture that influence 

knowledge sharing, some of them have a direct influence whereas others have an indirect 

influence. Speaking a different language and cultural differences are the main challenges 

faced by multinational project teams in order to enable knowledge sharing. Fear was also 

found to act as a barrier regarding the knowledge sharing process but is not specific only 

for this type of organisation. In contrast, trust in colleagues, positive relationships among 

employees and a culture of collaboration were found to enhance the knowledge sharing 

process but are not specific to multinational project teams. 

Finally, some managerial and theoretical implications are provided as well as suggestions 

for future research. 
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1. INTRODUCTION. 

In this chapter an explanation of the particular chosen subject is given, followed by a 

rationalisation of why this topic is interesting to study. Later on, previous research related 

to knowledge sharing and organisational culture is summarised in order to understand the 

subject in question. Also a managerial point of view is analysed to justify the topic from 

another perspective besides the academic one. Finally, an overview of the problem in the 

form of a research question is stated and the purpose of the study described. 

1.1.  BACKGROUND. 

Strategic management of knowledge is considered as one of the key factors for sustainable 

competitive advantage, being knowledge sharing in particular the most essential part of 

the knowledge management process (Bock & Kim, 2002, p. 14). As we consider the 

competitive advantage an important aspect of every organisation that wants to be 

successful, our research study will focus its analysis on the knowledge sharing process. 

Several studies have proven the relationship between organisational culture and 

knowledge sharing (Wiewiora et al., 2014; Ismail Al‐Alawi et al., 2007; Alavi, et al., 

2006; Ruppel & Harrington, 2001; Yang, 2007). We intend to analyse the organisational 

culture impact on the knowledge sharing process between project teams in Latin America. 

The justification of our topic selection is clarified in the following paragraphs. 

Knowledge sharing is a part of knowledge management. Knowledge sharing is defined 

according to Lee, (2001, p. 324) as “activities of transferring or disseminating knowledge 

from one person, group or organisation to another”. This transferring of knowledge can 

be done through different mechanisms of knowledge sharing. Wakefield (2005, p. 936) 

separates the sharing mechanisms into two groups, tacit and explicit knowledge. Tacit 

knowledge has both cognitive and technical components and is considered informal and 

personal. Examples of this type are talk and unscheduled meetings. The other group is 

known as explicit knowledge and is considered formal and impersonal and it is easily 

articulated, formalised, codified and communicated. Examples of this type are intranet 

databases. 

We analyse all types of sharing mechanisms that the project teams use in Latin America 

and differentiate them accordingly. It is important to say that we are not trying to find if 

one is better than another but instead, the influence that organisational culture has on the 

knowledge sharing process and which characteristics encourage or hinder this process in 

project teams. 

Organisational culture has been defined in the literature by different authors, two 

definitions that are worth considering are the following: “Routinized ways of doing things 

that people accept and live by. Organisations have norms and values that influence how 

members conduct themselves. These norms may prevent members from applying a 

maximum effort or may encourage them to do so” (Blake & Mouton, 1985, p.83). “A 

pattern of shared basic assumptions that the group learned as it solved its problems of 

external adaptation and internal integration that had worked well enough to be considered 

valid, and therefore, to be taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think 

and feel in relation to those problems” (Schein, 2010, p. 18). A simpler definition is the 

one given by Park et al. (2004, p. 107) which describes it as “the ways things are done in 

an organisation”. 
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Organisational culture has the most significant impact in effective knowledge 

management and organisational learning, it determines values, beliefs, and work systems 

that encourage or hinder knowledge creation and knowledge sharing. (Janz & 

Prasarnphanich, 2003, p. 353). Several studies have highlighted the organisational culture 

characteristics that enable knowledge sharing. Based on multiple studies’ findings, the 

most relevant characteristics are trust in colleagues, autonomy & trust in employees 

(Mueller, 2015), trust, communication, information systems, rewards and organisation 

structure (Ismail Al-Alawi, et al., 2007), orientation to change, basis of truth and 

rationality (Jones, et al., 2006), common language (Adenfelt & Lagerström, 2006) and an 

ethical culture of trust & concern (Ruppel & Harrington, 2001).  

Huber (1999, p. 70) argues that organisations are increasingly structuring their work 

around projects and project teams. Projects are used as a learning mechanism in different 

organisations (Ragnhild Nilsen, 2013, p. 294). Even if there are some studies that link 

organisational culture characteristics with knowledge sharing (Ruppel & Harrington, 

2001; Adenfelt & Lagerström, 2006), it has been in the last years that special focus has 

been given to link organisational culture with knowledge sharing in project teams 

(Mueller, 2015; Hydle & Breunic, 2013; Wiewiora et al., 2014). Therefore, we can see 

an ongoing effort to understand the challenges and special characteristics the knowledge 

sharing process entails and is an open opportunity for further research.  

Furthermore, multinational companies are increasingly using transnational projects in 

order to implement new solutions and leverage knowledge (Adenfelt & Lagerström, 

2006, p. 191) and therefore encourage project-based learning. To upkeep these practices, 

organisations need to develop mechanism attuned with the organisational context (Swan 

& Scarbrough, 2010, p. 341). A research on the topic of knowledge sharing in these 

project teams could revealed some insights that could support the competitive advantage 

in these organisations.  

Even though some studies have focused on the knowledge sharing process in 

multinational companies (Regner & Zander, 2011; Adenfelt & Lagerström, 2006), most 

of them do not consider project teams working with people of different countries. And 

those who do, do not provide empirical evidence to support their work and are based on 

theoretical revision only (Zakaria, et al., 2004, p. 23). Hence it can be considered as an 

under-researched area. Also as Mueller (2015, p. 64) suggests it is necessary to examine 

how organisational culture impacts knowledge sharing process in other countries outside 

Europe, the United States or Asian teams. We identified Latin America as an overlooked 

region in existing studies. Both of these findings can be classified as neglect gap-spotting 

(Sandberg & Alvesson, 2010, p. 30) 

The Latin American & the Caribbean market, as a whole, is currently the third-fastest 

growing economy after India and China, with a GDP growth rate average close to 5%. It 

is considered an attractive, well populated, dynamic region and of very importance to any 

truly global operations company (Worldbank, 2015). A very important phenomena 

occurring in Latin America is the creation of branches of U.S. companies or the 

outsourcing of services to third party companies in the region. This is due to geographic 

and time zone proximity to the U.S., a bilingual labour pool, strong cultural affinity and 

modernization of technology infrastructure. (IDC, 2015, pp.12-17). U.S based companies 

have found new opportunities to create business value by nearshoring or creating 

branches for customer relationship services to destinations such as Guatemala, Mexico 
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and El Salvador (IDC, 2015, pp.12-17). For these reasons, our study will analyse 

multinational project teams based in Mexico and Guatemala.  

From a practical point of view, our study will be helpful to the managers in charge of 

these type of teams. It will give them insights on which practices support the knowledge 

sharing process in their teams and within teams, ensuring that knowledge is not lost and 

supporting the competitive advantage of the group and company. This is important as one 

of the challenges of working in a project-based organisation lies in transferring the 

knowledge created to other projects and other organisational contexts (Söderlund, 2008, 

p. 42). 

1.2.  RESEARCH QUESTION. 

The research question identified is based on the gaps found in existing literature. We 

found an under-studied area, the link between organisational culture and knowledge 

sharing processes in multinational project teams. Also, an over-looked area, the lack of 

studies of knowledge sharing in Latin American based project teams. Both of them are 

considered Neglect Gap-Spotting (Sandberg & Alvesson, 2010, p. 30). 

In order to address the gaps found, we intend to answer the following research question:  

What characteristics of organisational culture influence the knowledge sharing 

process of multinational project teams located in Latin America?  

The study will focus on multinational project team members working in Latin America, 

specifically in Guatemala and Mexico. 

1.3.  PURPOSE. 

The main purpose of this research is to identify the organisational culture features that 

enable or hinder knowledge sharing process in Latin American multinational project 

teams. By answering the research question, we aim to collaborate to the research literature 

on the link of organisational culture with knowledge sharing and project teams. It will 

also help to contrast the findings of related studies with the specific characteristics, giving 

more insights on whether the knowledge sharing process is related to organisational 

culture or other elements. 

From a practical perspective, our study will serve as a guide to managers of organisations 

in Latin America to encourage the knowledge sharing process in their project teams and 

avoid the practices that may hinder this process.  
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2. METHODOLOGY. 

This section outlines the philosophical and methodological stances taken in this study. In 

this paragraph, a summary of the chapter is presented. Further detail will be given in the 

next subsections. Using the research onion (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 128) as a base for 

explaining the logical steps behind our selections, we describe the philosophical 

assumptions and approach that led us to choose a specific strategy and research technique. 

Figure 1 summarises this strategy. First, we start describing the philosophical positions 

we deemed appropriate, a constructivist ontological stance and an interpretivist 

epistemological stance. Regarding axiology, we position ourselves as value bound. 

Because of the phenomena to be studied, the approach chosen is a mixed one. We use a 

deductive rationale when using previous investigations in the fields of organisational 

culture and knowledge sharing in order to come with a research question and theoretical 

framework. An inductive approach is used when we provide some theoretical 

propositions based on the findings of our research. Because of the social nature of our 

study and the importance of the context we judged fitting to use a qualitative method 

through a case study strategy. Considering the existing time limitations, a cross-sectional 

study through semi-structured interviews is regarded as adequate.  

 

Figure 1: Methodological decisions process. 

Source: Based on the research onion (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 128). 

2.1.  PHILOSOPHICAL STANCES. 

Philosophy refers to the abstract ideas and beliefs upon which our research is informed 

(Creswell, 2013, p. 16). The research strategy and the methods chosen as part of that 

strategy hinges on the philosophical assumptions the researcher takes (Saunders et al., 

2012, p. 128).  Assumptions about the underlying nature of objects are the foundation 

from which the choice of a research methodology derives (Long et al., 2000, p 190). 

Morgan and Smircich (1980, p. 491) argue that no research method can be presented 

without previously considering the assumptions regarding the nature of knowledge and 

the methods through which that knowledge is acquired. Before choosing a methodology, 

different sorts of philosophical questions arise about what is possible for researchers to 

know and how valid their claims to knowledge are (Fisher et al., 2007, p. 40). Following 

our methodological approach from figure 1 we present our ontological and 

epistemological philosophical stances.  
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2.1.1. Ontology. 

Ontology refers to the nature of reality; it tries to answer the question if social phenomena 

is independent to social actors and has an external reality or if it is socially constructed 

by the actors (Bryman & Bell, 2011 p. 20). Ontological position provides the grounds for 

social theorising (Morgan & Smircich, 1980, p. 491). There are two main positions 

regarding ontology, objectivism and constructionism (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 20). 

Objectivism sees the phenomena being studied as pre-determined and independent of 

social actors (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 21) whereas constructionism sees these 

phenomena as an unceasing procedure created through encounters with individuals 

(Morgan & Smircich, 1980, p. 494). Other terms used to identify this ontological stance 

are interpretivism, phenomenology and naturalist research (Fisher et al., 2007, p.20). The 

ontological position taken in this study is constructionism as we see organisational culture 

as dependant on the social interactions the members of the organisation have.  

Furthermore, the process of knowledge sharing is also dependant on social interactions 

and the success or failure of this process is dependant of the actors performing it. Lee 

(2001, p. 324) defined knowledge sharing as a process of disseminating knowledge from 

one person or group to another. Knowledge sharing and project teams are elements with 

a heavy social component. Therefore, is impossible to study the knowledge sharing 

considering the individuals and their perceptions of reality. This assumption is supported 

by Bryman and Bell (2011, p. 21) as they say constructionism challenges the idea that 

organisation and culture are pre-given. Culture is an external reality in continuous state 

of construction and reconstruction (Bryman and Bell, 2011, pp. 21-22). Constructivist 

research pays special attention to the “subjective consciousness” of individuals and treats 

each situation as unique and dependent on the circumstances of the entities involved 

(Remenyi, 1998, p. 33). 

2.1.2. Epistemology. 

Epistemology is a branch of philosophy that helps to determine what is considered 

acceptable knowledge in a particular field (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 132). One of the main 

topics that epistemology clarifies is whether the social world should be analysed under 

the same principles and procedures as the natural sciences (Bryman and Bell, 2011, p. 

15).  Bryman and Bell (2011, p. 15) identified three main epistemological stances: 

Positivism, realism and interpretivism. Positivism is the position taken in physics and 

natural sciences and sees social reality as an observable end product where the researcher 

is an objective analyst (Remenyi, 1998, p. 33). A social research using a positivist view 

sees human beings and their actions as objects that can be studied scientifically as in the 

natural world (Fisher et al., 2007, p.17). The second epistemological stance is realism. 

Realism position is that objects have an existence independent of the human mind that is 

discovered through the senses (Saunders et al, 2012, p. 137). Researches using this 

approach recognise that business research cannot be measured in the same way as 

chemical or physical phenomena. Realist researchers elaborate generalisable explanations 

but they are less likely to predict events based on these generalisations (Fisher et al., 2007, 

p.18). 

The last epistemological position is interpretivism. Interpretivism emphasises the role of 

the social actors as constructors of the phenomena to study (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 137). 

This philosophy also emphasises the importance of time and place of social interactions 

(Biggam, 2001, p. 138). In interpretivism, the research aims to extract the subjective 
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meaning of knowledge of social action (Bryman and Bell, 2011, p. 17). Interpretivism is 

our epistemological stance as we see organisational culture as constructed by a group of 

individuals and subjective to the person’s own perceptions. When studying the 

organisational culture each individual might have different opinions and perceptions of 

it. Blake and Mouton (1985, p. 83) state that organisational culture set the norms on how 

members of an organisation conduct themselves. Organisational culture can be seen as 

the values and beliefs shared by the personnel of an organisation and these values are 

contained in the continuous process of human interactions (Martins & Terblanche, 2003, 

p. 65). Moreover, knowledge sharing, as is later explained in the theoretical background 

is dependent on human interactions. Therefore, we deemed appropriate to have an 

interpretivist view for this research. 

2.1.3. Axiology, preconceptions and motivation. 

Saunders et al (2012, p. 139) defines axiology as the branch of philosophy in charge of 

studying the judgements about value. Our study is valuable for our own academic and 

professional development as it increases our understanding about knowledge sharing; a 

process that we have been involved with in our previous professional experiences and 

that project managers have to deal with. We both have been in situations where 

knowledge sharing was crucial for the success of a project and therefore this has an impact 

on the way we see the problems that arise for the knowledge sharing process. We will 

also use this section to expose our preconceptions and motivations in further detail as 

axiology is related to the statements of value and personal interests of the authors of the 

research (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 139). 

We, the authors of this thesis are students of the Master in Strategic Project Management 

at Umeå University. Both authors have a degree from Guatemala and Bolivia in Industrial 

and Systems Engineering with some academic experience in the United States, the United 

Kingdom, Italy and Sweden. In regards to work experience, Luis has worked in the areas 

of quality assurance and project management specialising in agro-industrial equipment 

projects. Roberto on the other hand, has worked on the area of quality assurance and 

project management for a software and technology company. Based on our previous work 

experience and initial first contacts with people working in projects we wanted to deepen 

our understanding of the process of knowledge sharing. As we present in the theoretical 

background there is an ongoing effort to understand the management of knowledge and 

current research is opening this field for further studies. Of special importance is the 

process of knowledge sharing in project teams as we have learnt that projects have 

different dynamics than regular organisational structures. In addition, as we are both 

coming from Latin American countries we were particularly interested to increase our 

knowledge on this region. That suits our research gap as this region is often overlooked 

in the existing literature of knowledge sharing and project teams. Based on all these facts, 

we consider our axiological position to be value bound (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 140). 

2.2.  RESEARCH APPROACH. 

Following our decision process, we now come to the research approach. Based on our 

philosophical stances we need to address the topic considering its heavy social component 

and subjective nature but also consider the path that led us to find the research question. 

There are two main approaches to study phenomena according to Zikmund et al. (2013, 

p. 45): Inductive and deductive. The deductive approach is the usual method used in 

natural sciences. With this approach, a hypothesis is deduced and the research will 

confirm or reject the hypothesis (Saunders, 2012, p. 145). Deductive is going from the 
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general to the specific, is drawing a conclusion about a specific instance based on a 

general theory (Zikumnd et al., 2013, p. 45). Inductive approach on the other hand, tries 

to generalise knowledge from the collection of information and not to test a theory 

(Saunders, 2012, p.146). Inductive approach is the method usually used by researchers 

using an interpretivist perspective (Cunliffe, 2011, p. 655).  In some researches, deduction 

is used to identify the phenomenon of interest and provides the links with previous 

research and literature whereas induction provides data to be explained (Easton, 2010, p. 

124).  

We chose to follow a mixed approach combining deduction and induction. It is often 

beneficial to combine induction and deduction depending on the nature of the research 

(Saunders, 2012, p. 148). The deductive approach was used to identify our topic of 

interest and based on existing research build our research question and theoretical 

background as Easton (2010, p. 124) suggests. The literature allows the researcher to 

identify previous investigations in an area and discover missing spots on it. It also 

provides conceptual frameworks to delineate important relationships between variables 

to be researched (Dubois & Gadde, 2002, p. 559). We used different authors that linked 

organisational culture with knowledge sharing or knowledge sharing with projects in 

order to come with our thesis topic.  

Once data is collected and analysed, our conclusions will help to expand the existing 

theory on the area of knowledge sharing. We do not aim to generalise for entire 

populations but to write some theoretical propositions based on our findings. This type of 

generalisation is called analytical (Yin, 2009, p. 15). Inductive approach takes 

observations and findings of a research and builds theory upon them, in other words 

theory is a result of the research. (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 13). This definition confirms 

our idea of inductive research as part of our study. 

A third approach called abductive has been identified by some authors. Abductive 

approach is an iterative process of data generation and analysis (Mason, 2002, p. 180); it 

combines inductive and deductive elements (Saunders, 2012, p. 146). In an abductive 

research, data generation and data analysis are developed concurrently. The researchers 

move back and forth between data analysis and theory construction (Mason, 2002, p. 

180). Due to the time limitations, it is out of our scope to perform multiple iterations of 

data collection. Therefore, this approach was not considered.  

2.3.  LITERATURE SELECTION APPROACH. 

Theory in management is represented as a continuum where mature theories are in one 

end represented by well-developed constructs and models. On the other side of this 

continuum are nascent theories that propose tentative answers to novel questions, usually 

how, why or simply suggesting connections among phenomena (Edmondson & 

McManus, 2007, p. 1158).  Even though topics as organisational culture have many years 

of research and well-established literature is available, the topics and connections of the 

different phenomena we selected are new and still under development. Our research tries 

to understand connections between organisational culture, knowledge sharing and 

multinational project teams, which is in line with Edmondson and McManus (2007, p. 

1158) ideas of nascent theories. The relevant and new research topics can be found 

through consulting management journals, we based our first selection in four main well-

known and widely recognised journals: The Project Management Journal, the 

International Journal of Project Organisation and Management, the International Journal 

of Project Management and the International Journal of Managing Projects in Business. 
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These journals are accessible through the online libraries of Umeå University and Heriot-

Watt University.  

Some of the keywords search in the journal databases were “knowledge sharing”, 

“knowledge management”, “multinational teams”, “project teams”, “organisational 

culture”, “knowledge creation”, “multinational companies” among others. We reviewed 

tens of articles related to these topics and selected the most relevant based on the abstract 

and conclusion sections and the level of relevance for our research. Additionally, many 

journals and books were used in order to define our methodological and research design 

sections of the thesis such as the Journal of Business Research. Reference books were 

used for the topics of Business Research, Qualitative Methods and Case Study 

methodologies. 

2.4.  METHODOLOGICAL STANCE. 

The methodology a research uses is a result of the philosophical assumptions previously 

taken (Long et al., 2000, p. 191). In our case, we took a constructivist ontological position 

and an interpretivist epistemological stance. There are different methods and social 

scientists highlight each method has its benefits (Long et al., 2000, p. 191). The main two 

methods used are qualitative and quantitative research (Cooper & Schindler, 2003, p. 

160).  Mixed method strategies are less known but are also emerging as an alternative to 

the two main methods (Creswell, 2009, p. 14). Quantitative research pursuits precise 

measures of phenomena whilst qualitative research focuses on describing and interpreting 

social occurrences (Cooper & Schindler, 2003, p. 160-161). In business research, 

quantitative methodology is often used for theory testing, and usually comes from an 

objectivist ontological orientation. It also views social reality as external and objective 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 27).  

Qualitative research is often called interpretive research because it aims to understand a 

topic (Cooper & Schindler, 2003, p. 163). As mentioned in the introductory chapter, we 

seek to expand the existing theory about knowledge sharing and organisational culture 

and specifically link it with multinational teams, as per the highly social and subjective 

nature of the topic; we adopted a qualitative approach than is aligned with our 

philosophical stances. Interpretivism and constructivism favour qualitative investigations 

and in-depth studies (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 140). Creswell (2009, p. 44) defines 

qualitative research as the ones that begin with assumptions based on theoretical 

framework and that study the phenomena through data collection methods that are 

sensitive to the people and places under study. It incorporates the voices of the 

participants and the conclusions are presented as a contribution to the existing literature. 

Qualitative research should be used when the individuals to be studied need to feel 

empowered to share their stories, when the context is important and needs to be 

understood and when the issue to be studied involves the complexity of human nature 

(Creswell, 2009, p. 48). Qualitative research predominantly has an inductive approach 

and comes from a constructivist and interpretivist philosophical stances (Bryman & Bell, 

2011, p. 27). This is aligned with our views previously stated in section 2.1. Creswell 

(2009, p. 16) also suggests that qualitative approach is useful when the investigator wants 

to identify a study a culture-sharing group and its patterns of behaviour. 

Saunders et al. (2012, p. 165) classify the methodological choices in two big groups, 

mono method and multiple methods. This classification is shown in figure 2. As described 

before we chose to focus in a qualitative study, therefore this research belongs to the 

mono method category according to Saunders.  
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Figure 2: Methodological choice. 

Source: Saunders et al., 2012, p. 165 

2.5.  STRATEGY 

“Strategies are types of qualitative, quantitative or mixed methods that provide specific 

directions for procedures in a research design” (Creswell, 2009, p. 11). There are multiple 

strategies when doing research. However, researchers should always be open to critically 

evaluate and consider that no method is ideal and is not required to adhere to a fixed 

position when choosing one (Mason, 2002, p. 55). Some of the most common research 

strategies are experiments, surveys, archival research, case study, ethnography, action 

research, grounded theory and narrative inquiry (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 173). 

Depending on the methodology chosen, some strategies are more convenient than others. 

For quantitative studies, experiment and researchers are ideal. For qualitative studies 

ethnography, action research, grounded theory and narrative inquiry are frequently used. 

Archival research and case study can be merely qualitative or combine both quantitative 

and qualitative research (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 173). Creswell (2009, p. 12) lists the 

five strategies most widely used for qualitative investigations: Narrative research, 

phenomenology, ethnographies, grounded theory and case study. 

Narrative research is the study of individuals through story-telling. The information 

collected is then retold by the researcher into a “narrative chronology”. Phenomenology 

is where the researcher determines the lived experiences of a small number of subjects 

and extract patterns and relationships (Creswell, 2009, p.12). Ethnography studies culture 

through methods that compromise becoming highly involved within that culture, a 

participant-observant approach is needed within this strategy (Zikmund et al, 2013, p. 

138). Grounded theory is one of the most widely used in qualitative research strategies. 

The focus of this approach is the iterative process to collect data and generate theory out 

of it (Bryman and Bell, 2011, p. 576). The last method listed by Creswell (2009, p. 12) is 

case study. Case study is increasingly being used in management research and are of 

particular value within the social sciences (Gummeson, 2000, pp. 83-87).  

Case studies generalise knowledge based on observations and focuses on contemporary 

events (Yin, 2009, p. 11). Case studies are regarded as intensive study of a single case 

where the partial or final objective of the research is to shed light on a larger group or a 

population (Gerring, 2007, p. 20). As per our inductive approach and the novelty of the 

topic, the case study approach fits our research needs. Case studies are especially useful 

when the researcher is proposing to study phenomena in a different or new way (Gerring, 
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2007, p. 40). We propose to link organisational culture and knowledge sharing 

specifically with multinational project teams, which makes our study different from 

previous studies. Critics of case study method especially mention the lack of generalisable 

results. Generalisation using case study has to be treated differently and it involves new 

ways of approaching reality and with this contribute to theory generation (Gummesson, 

2000, p. 94). That is the aim of our study; expand existing theory to discover if 

organisational culture has a specific or different influence in knowledge sharing processes 

of multinational project team members in Latin America.  

2.5.1. The Case Study Approach. 

Case studies started being used about two centuries ago in social sciences and their use 

continues growing in different disciplines (Gerring, 2007, p. 2). Epistemological shifts in 

the last decades among social researches has favoured the use of case studies and 

minimised the importance of traditional methods for studying social relations (Gerring, 

2007, p. 5). Besides the previously mentioned critiques of case studies such as 

generalisation problems, some authors argue the lengthiness of doing a case study. 

However, a case study does not need to be long and time consuming and new alternatives 

to avoid this have been developed (Yin, 2009, p. 15).  

The most common use of case study is associated with a geographical location such as a 

workplace or organisation (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 60). We have selected Latin America 

as our geographical location of study, specifically Guatemala and Mexico. For a 

qualitative research to be considered a case study it needs to be bounded, this means to 

study one particular unit whether is a particular organisation, project team or individual 

(Merriam, 2009, p. 41). We will focus our study into particular project members of a 

branch within an organisation.  

Case studies can be either single or multiple (Yin, 2009, p. 19). Either single or multiple, 

case studies are variations of the same strategy. The most important application of case 

studies is to explain links in real-life situations (Yin, 2009, p. 19). Multicase studies are 

case studies with more than one case, it involves collecting and analysing data from 

several cases and is different from the unit case study in the way it has sub units embedded 

within (Merriam, 2009, p. 49). The specific design of the research, case study and the 

time horizon and techniques used is covered in the Research Design section.  

Saunders et al. (2012, p. 171) recognise there are three different natures of a research 

design: Exploratory, descriptive and explanatory. Our research is exploratory as it intends 

to clarify the understanding of a problem. It is also intended to have a flexible approach 

when performing data collection. We will also try to look for links between organisational 

culture and knowledge sharing therefore at a certain extent we are also an explanatory 

study (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 171-172). Case studies are widely used in exploratory 

researchers but some of the best case studies are used for explanatory purposes as well 

(Yin, 2009, p. 6) and this is another argument to favour the use of case studies for our 

research. 
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3. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND. 

In this chapter we start by introducing the basic concept of knowledge. We explain how 

knowledge has recently and increasingly become the interest of organisations through the 

concept of knowledge management. Subsequently, the concept of knowledge sharing is 

introduced and theory on this topic is presented. Later the concept of organisational 

structure is introduced and the link between of organisational culture and knowledge 

sharing is established. Finally, the challenges of multinational project teams are described 

in order to better understand the study in question which is to identify what characteristics 

of organisational culture encourage or hinder the knowledge sharing process of 

multinational project teams in Latin America. 

3.1.  KNOWLEDGE. 

In order to better comprehend the topic of our research, we should start by understanding 

first the concept of knowledge. According to Hilpinen (1970, p. 109), the classical 

definition of knowledge is: “justified true belief, or true opinion combined with reason”. 

In that sense, the concept of knowledge is defined in terms of three conditions, first, 

acceptance or belief, second, justification or evidence, and third, condition of truth 

(Hilpinen, 1970, p. 110). Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995, p. 58) support this concept and 

consider knowledge as “a dynamic human process of justifying personal belief toward 

the truth”. 

To understand how knowledge is created Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995, p. 61) claimed that 

human knowledge is created and expanded through social interaction between tacit 

knowledge and explicit knowledge. They call this interaction “knowledge conversion”. 

In this sense, tacit knowledge is seen as personal, context-specific and therefore hard to 

formalise and communicate whereas the explicit knowledge known also as codified 

knowledge is considered transmittable in formal and systematic language (Polanyi, 1966, 

p. 4). Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995, p. 59) also believe that an organisation itself cannot 

create knowledge, only can support or provide context to create knowledge for the 

individuals that are part of the organisation. In this regard they define ‘organisational 

knowledge creation’ as “a process that amplifies the knowledge created by individuals 

and crystallises it within an expanding community of interaction, which crosses intra and 

inter-organisational levels and boundaries”. Moreover, they support the idea of Polanyi 

(1966, p. 4), which states that individuals create knowledge by actively creating and 

organising own experiences, where the knowledge that can be expressed in words and 

numbers is only a part of the entire body of knowledge, therefore “We can know more 

than we can tell”.  

Considering the points stated above, knowledge creation can be explain with the ‘content 

of knowledge’ and ‘the knowledge spiral’ developed by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995, pp. 

71-72) which contemplates three dimensions. First, an epistemological dimension which 

considers four modes of knowledge conversion known as socialisation, externalisation, 

combination and internalisation, where interaction between tacit and explicit knowledge 

takes place, and produce a spiral, when time as a third dimension is introduced. The 

characteristic of each mode is summarized in figure 3.  
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Figure 3: Contents of knowledge created by the four modes. 

Source: Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995, pp. 71-72).  

Second, an ontological dimension which considers different knowledge levels of 

interaction where knowledge is created, these levels can be individual, group, 

organisation and inter-organisation which can be seen in figure 4. As time is introduced 

also here as a third dimension, five levels of organisational knowledge creation are 

developed: sharing tacit knowledge, creating concepts, justifying concepts, building 

archetype and cross-levelling knowledge. A spiral is created as well when knowledge 

jumps from one level of interaction to another. Finally, five enabling conditions are 

created to facilitate the process: intention, fluctuation/chaos, autonomy, redundancy and 

requisite variety, this concept can be visualised in figure 5. 

 

Figure 4: Spiral of organisational knowledge creation. 
Source: Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995, p. 73).  
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Figure 5: Five-phase model of the organisational knowledge-creation process. 
Source: Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995, p. 84). 

3.2.  KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT. 

Learning institutions have been concerned with the creation and transfer of knowledge 

for several centuries, but only in recent years, knowledge management has been 

considered explicitly a topic of study for managing organisations (Wiig, 1997, p. 2). 

Given the importance of knowledge as an asset, organisations are exploring how to create, 

transfer and use knowledge more effectively (Davenport et al., 1998, p. 43). People 

concerned with knowledge management, must focus on finding means to cultivate, 

nurture and exploit knowledge at different levels and contexts (Handzic, 2005, p. 4).  

When we try to define knowledge management, it has to be taking into account that this 

subject is a multidisciplinary field of study that encompasses a wide range of areas, since 

applying knowledge to work is integral to most business activities, its definition differs 

from field to field. In one hand is a broad concept that encompasses everything related to 

knowledge, and in the other hand is defined narrowly as an information technology 

system that distributes organisational know-how (Dalkir, 2011, pp. 5-7). For the purpose 

of our research paper, we consider that an appropriate definition for knowledge 

management is the one given by Rowley (1999, p. 418): “Knowledge management is 

concerned with the exploitation and development of the knowledge assets of an 

organisation with a view to furthering the organisation’s objectives. The knowledge to be 

managed includes both explicit, documented knowledge, and tacit, subjective knowledge. 

Management entails all of those processes associated with the identification, sharing and 

creation of knowledge. This requires systems for the creation and maintenance of 

knowledge repositories, and to cultivate and facilitate the sharing of knowledge and 

organisational learning. Organisations that succeed in knowledge management are likely 

to view knowledge as an asset and to develop organisational norms and values, which 

support the creation, and sharing of knowledge”. 
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In terms of benefits, knowledge management has been found to create business value in 

organisations. The value creation is related to organisational culture and knowledge 

management process implementation, both of this variables affects positively to top 

management support which in turn impacts directly on the creation of business value. 

(Mousavizadeh et al., 2015, p. 42). Reich et al. (2014, p. 590) found that knowledge 

management is related with project performance and have a positive impact on the 

achievement of business value from projects. Knowledge management also acts as 

facilitator to project performance through team processes, which is the ability of teams to 

generate ideas and solve problems, make decisions and take actions (Yang et al., 2014, 

pp. 937-939). 

3.3.  ORGANISATIONAL CULTURE. 

The word culture has many different and connotations and no consensus has been reached 

referring to what is organisational culture (Schein, 1985, p.5). Smircich (1983, p. 347) 

noted from the ontological point of view that objectivists tend to see culture as something 

the organisation ‘has’ and subjectivists as something the organisation ‘is’. There are 

different definitions of culture, the most commonly cited is the one of Drennan (Beech & 

MacIntosh, 2012, p. 66), which refers to “the way we do things around here” (Drennan, 

1992, p. 3). Schein (1985, p. 9) defines culture as “a pattern of basic assumptions-

invented, discovered, or developed by a given group as it learns to cope with its problems 

of external adaptation and internal integration that has worked well enough to be 

considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the correct way to 

perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems”. Hofstede et al. (2010, p. 6), define 

culture as “the collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the members of one 

group or category of people from others. According to Johnson et al. (2011, p. 168), 

organisational culture is “the taken-for-granted assumptions and behaviours that make 

sense of people’s organisational context”. Knowing the culture of an organisation is 

important because it contributes to the understanding of people responds and reaction in 

relation to the issues they face. Therefore, it will exert influence on change and 

organisational strategy. 

In order to understand the existing culture and its effect on an organisation, we have to 

analyse its behavioural, physical and symbolic manifestations. A way of achieving this 

purpose is with the ‘cultural web’ framework (Johnson et al., 2011, p. 176). As we can 

see in figure 6, the ‘paradigm’ is the core of the cultural web, it refers to the collective 

experience applied to a situation so it can make sense of it and inform a likely course of 

action, in other words, it relates to the taken for granted assumptions in the organisation. 

People behave in line with the paradigm, therefore understanding what it is and how it 

informs matters for defining strategies (Johnson et al., 2011, p. 176-177).  

‘Routines’ are the way of doing things on a daily basis, they provide basis for distinctive 

capability in the organisation, and also represent a taken-for-granted assumptions of how 

things should work, which tends to affect people behaviours (Johnson et al., 2011, p. 177). 

‘Rituals refers to particular events or activities that emphasise what is important in an 

organisation’s culture, can be formal like inductions for the new recruits or informal like 

monthly birthday celebrations (Johnson et al., 2011, p. 177). ‘Stories’ represent the 

history of the organisation where important events and personalities are presented, they 

usually involve heroes, villains, disasters or successful particular situations (Johnson et 

al., 2011, p. 177). ‘Symbols’ are objects, events, acts or people that maintain and create 

meaning over functional purposes, for example parking spaces closer to the entrance may 

express higher hierarchy than those that are far from it. It has to be taken into 
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consideration that other elements of the cultural web may also refer as symbolic and not 

only functional such as routines, reward systems and structures (Johnson et al., 2011, p. 

177). 

 

Figure 6: The cultural web of an organisation. 

Source: Johnson et al. (2011, p. 176). 

‘Power’ refers to the ability to persuade others into following certain courses of action, 

usually the most powerful individuals are closely associated with the paradigm located at 

the centre of the cultural web (Johnson et al., 2011, pp. 177-178). ‘Organisational 

structure’ is related to hierarchies and the way work flows throughout the organisation, it 

generally reflects power structures (Beech & MacIntosh, 2012, p. 82). The last element 

of the cultural web refers to ‘Control Systems’ which are the formal and informal ways 

of controlling, monitoring and supporting people in the organisation, including reward 

systems and measurements (Johnson et al., 2011, p. 178). 

3.4.  KNOWLEDGE SHARING. 

Various authors have considered knowledge sharing as the most important part of 

knowledge management (Jian & Hanling, 2009, p. 2; Bock & Kim, 2002, p. 14; Kalling 

& Styhre, 2003, p. 57) this supports our choice of research topic as we are focusing our 

study only on the knowledge sharing process of knowledge management. 
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shared and used (Kim, 2007, p. 2). Organisations struggle when implementing 
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having more informed managers that can lead better in terms of cultural change since 

knowledge sharing depends on it. Once cultural change is achieved, when trust and 

collaboration are embedded in the company, then sustainable progress can be achieved 

(Smith, 2005, pp. 523-524; 536-537).  

IT-based tools and techniques may support knowledge management and knowledge 

sharing, but managers should not focus all the attention on it, since project success is 

related with identifying what knowledge is worth sharing, managers should focus on this 

subject considering also the social and cultural aspects that creates context for knowledge 

sharing to happen (Karlsen & Gottschalk, 2004, pp. 3; 9-10). Knowledge managers must 

balance both the content of knowledge (tacit and explicit) and the capabilities to leverage 

knowledge (infrastructure and process). Since both, infrastructure and process 

capabilities predict performance, optimising only one of them may cost efficiency in 

terms of knowledge sharing (Gold et al., 2001, pp. 185-186; 208-210). 

Based on Kalling and Styhre (2003, p. 78), the theory of knowledge sharing emphasize 

on the knowledge shared, cognitive abilities of the receivers of knowledge, social context 

of the organisations that practice this process, and to a lesser extent the motivations to 

share and receive knowledge. Is important to take into consideration when analysing the 

knowledge sharing process in an organisation, whether to consider it as a bottom-up 

approach, where knowledge sharing occurs in the everyday practices of working life, such 

as in conversations, operations and discussions or to consider it as a strategic management 

issue that aims to create sustainable competitive advantage which instead is a top 

management priority (Kalling and Styhre, 2003, p. 160). 

In terms of virtual knowledge sharing in an organisation, studies have shown that 

outcomes expectations are insufficient for knowledge sharing but social capital is the key 

to achieve a greater level of quantity and quality in terms of knowledge sharing. Social 

capital has a structural dimension (defined by patterns of connections between actors 

represented by social interaction ties) a relational dimension (defined by relationships 

people develop with each other through history of interactions represented by trust, norms 

of reciprocity and identification) and a cognitive dimension (resources providing shared 

representation and systems of meaning among parties like shared vision and shared 

language). Managers should focus on encouraging interaction and strengthen 

relationships among members (social interaction ties), in return will obtain high levels of 

knowledge sharing in terms of quantity which is important in initial phases of knowledge 

sharing in virtual communities. Also should focus in trust, which place an important role 

in mature knowledge sharing communities because it increases the level of quality of the 

knowledge shared (Chiu et al., 2006, pp. 1872-1880; 1882; 1884-1886).  

The use of rewards in knowledge sharing has a divided opinion in the literature, one part 

supports the idea of using rewards as a mean to encourage knowledge sharing (Wang et 

al., 2014, p. 978; Ismail Al‐Alawi et al., 2007, p. 37; Jones et al. 2006, p. 431; Chiu et al., 

2006, p. 1885), whereas others believe that reward mechanisms have a negative impact 

in the knowledge sharing process (Bock et al., 2005, p. 101; Hau et al., 2013, p. 363), and 

some argue that knowledge management leadership is more essential to knowledge 

sharing and its success than incentives and bonuses awarded to potential knowledge 

management users (Alavi et al., 2006, p. 220). A plausible explanation for different 

opinions regarding rewards effects on knowledge sharing, could be that previous studies 

did not differentiate between tacit and explicit knowledge. Since rewards have different 

impacts on tacit and explicit knowledge, a differentiation among them when studying the 

impacts of rewards is necessary (Hau et al., 2013, p. 363). We want to analyse the use of 
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rewards in project teams to give more findings to the literature and to understand better 

the effects of rewards on knowledge sharing, which could have also managerial 

implications on organisations working with project teams in Latin America. 

Social rewards can be distinguished according to Blau (1964, pp. 99-100) in three 

different ways. First, differentiating them between those that can or cannot be trade in 

social exchange, where the distinction lies in the meaning of the rewards for a particular 

individual, whether the significance is based on spontaneous reaction rather than 

calculated means of pleasing him. The former will only reward the individual if he 

assumes they are not primarily motivated by the explicit intention to reward him, the latter 

will constitute a reward for him even if he knows benefits are expected from him in 

exchange. A second differentiation is made from those that are related to the association 

between individuals whether this is intrinsic such as personal attraction or extrinsic such 

as instrumental services (e.g. money). A final distinction is made to separate those 

rewards that are mutually supply for each other and those that are unilateral and based on 

superiority of power from one individual over another. 

Knowledge sharing in knowledge networks is critical (Akhavan & Hosseini, 2015, p. 8). 

Information sharing and knowledge assets are vital for the success of collaborative 

networks, particularly in supply chain context, where knowledge sharing becomes a key 

factor in determining performance (Cai et al., 2013, p. 2072). In order to achieve 

organisational goals, knowledge workers need to create and share knowledge. When 

designing effective knowledge networks (e.g. communities of practice) it is important to 

consider the following. First in the knowledge sharing literature, when analysed from a 

social capital theory perspective, ‘trust’ is the most frequent stated determinant, followed 

by ‘social network ties’, both from the relational dimension (Akhavan & Hosseini, 2015, 

pp. 7-8; 13-16). Second, ‘trust’ is crucial in enhancing knowledge sharing, ‘power’ in the 

other hand enhances it indirectly with a passive approach (Cai et al., 2013, p. 2072). Third, 

‘cultural differences’ and ‘strategic misalignment’ or differences related to success 

criteria can hamper knowledge sharing in project networks across borders (Solli-Saether 

et al., 2015, pp. 53; 57). 

A way of sharing knowledge in organisations is by the use of communities of practice, 

which can be defined as “groups of people who share a concern, a set of problems, or a 

passion about a topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this area by 

interacting on an ongoing basis” (Wenger et al., 2002, p. 4). These communities of 

practice create trust and understanding which allows its members to share 

accomplishments and mistakes as wells as half-ideas and not only clear bright insights 

(McDermott, 1999, p. 33). They are driven by the value they provide to the members, 

defined by the opportunities to learn and share knowledge, they develop organically and 

are bounded by the sense of collective identity their members form. (McDermott, 1999, 

p. 34) 

There are four different types of communities of practice which can be differentiated by 

the decision structure or by its transparency. The first group can be subdivided in 

centralised structures (i.e., social planner) or decentralised (i.e., individual decision 

making). The latter means that background information such as work experience, 

education levels, and individual beliefs is available or not to other members. The best 

performance communities of practice are the ones where the knowledge sharing has a 

centralized decision structure and high levels of transparency among members (Li & 

Jhang-Li, 2010, pp. 1052-1053; 1061).  
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Tacit knowledge is valuable to business because it embodies expertise, however this 

knowledge is hard to catalogue and store. As a solution to this problem, ‘online 

communities of practice’ have emerged, connecting and sharing knowledge among 

organisations with the use of internet (Baker-Eveleth et al., 2005, p. 254). Online 

communities of practices are a way for creation, collaboration and contribution to 

expertise and knowledge among members (Cheung et al., 2013, p. 1357). It is important 

to encourage contributors of online communities of practice to keep actively participating. 

In this sense, managers should provide mechanisms to members, so they can feel and 

know that their contributions are making a difference to the organisation. When 

expectations of reciprocity and capability of contributors to help others are fulfilled, their 

level of satisfaction increases in relation to sharing knowledge experiences, and they will 

continue to share their knowledge in online communities of practice (Cheung et al., 2013, 

pp. 1357; 1363-1365). 

Tacit knowledge takes more effort to share than explicit knowledge, it involves more 

cognitive resources to transfer and is more difficult to duplicate therefore researchers 

assume that has a higher value in relation to explicit knowledge (Hansen, 1999, p. 105; 

Markus, 2001, pp. 87-88). However, this is not always true, both tacit and explicit 

knowledge sharing can create positive and negative effects. The use of knowledge sharing 

can result counterproductive in some cases, undermining the organisation’s competitive 

performances (Haas & Hansen, 2005, p. 18). Also can diminish individuals creativity on 

project teams depending on the type of knowledge shared (i.e. more tacit over explicit or 

vice versa) and the dissimilarities between team members expertise (Huang et al., 2014, 

pp. 826-827). Haas and Hansen (2007, p. 1151) argue that different types of knowledge 

sharing affect different dimensions of task performance in firms. When cross-functional 

teams face novelty, knowledge integration can be achieved by transcending differences 

that may come to the surface, rather than clarify, confront and traverse them, in such cases 

knowledge sharing comes to be little or no useful at all (Majchrzak et al., 2012, pp. 951; 

963; 966).   

Intentions are predictors of behaviour (Ajzen, 2011, p. 438), understanding knowledge 

sharing intentions could give management insights regarding what actions to take in order 

to support and encourage knowledge sharing among employees. In this sense knowledge 

management intentions have different effects depending of the type of knowledge to be 

shared, whether is tacit or explicit knowledge. In terms of individual intentions, rewards 

have a big negative effect on tacit knowledge and a small positive effect on explicit 

knowledge, which means it may not be an essential driver forcing explicit knowledge 

sharing, therefore using rewards is not recommended. On the other hand reciprocity, 

which is the reciprocal exchange relationship between knowledge providers and 

receivers, and enjoyment, defined as an internal stimulus based on the exchange 

relationship between a knowledge provider and his or her ego, have positive effects on 

both types of knowledge, being the effect of tacit knowledge more considerable. 

Regarding social intentions, analysing the most relevant social capital elements in relation 

to knowledge sharing (i.e. social tie, social trust and social goals), they also have a 

positive impact on both types of knowledge, having a higher impact on tacit knowledge 

sharing (Hau et al., 2013, pp. 356-358; 363-364). Chen and colleagues (2011, pp. 1-4) 

findings are similar but with little variations, they state that both extrinsic and intrinsic 

factors can motivate attitudes towards explicit knowledge sharing. They support the idea 

of not using rewards in this matter, since negatively affects the attitudes toward explicit 

knowledge sharing, however they believe that rewards do not have an impact on tacit 

knowledge sharing. Moreover, they argue that attitudes toward tacit knowledge sharing 
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are motivated by specific intrinsic factors such as organisational based self-esteem which 

was found to impact positively on this manner. Furthermore, Chen and colleagues (2011, 

pp. 1-4) state that an improvement of social relationship among employees and creating 

an organisational sense of self-worth are efficient ways to motivate explicit knowledge 

sharing. 

3.5.  ORGANISATIONAL CULTURE AND KNOWLEDGE 

SHARING. 

Several authors have emphasised their studies on analysing the relation between 

organisational culture and knowledge sharing, focusing on the characteristics that 

enhance or hinder the knowledge sharing process in organisations.  

Wiewiora et al. (2014, p. 61) and Suppiah and Sandhu (2011, p. 471) insights regarding 

knowledge sharing, state that collaboration and friendly non-competitive atmosphere at 

work will tend to have more trust-worthy behaviours which in return influences tacit 

knowledge sharing. On the other hand, organisations with cultures driven by competition 

and achievement will report less trust-worthy relationships and will have negative effects 

on knowledge sharing.  

Mueller (2015, p. 63) studies are in the same line, where ‘trust in colleagues’ is considered 

the most important characteristic regarding the knowledge sharing culture followed by 

‘autonomy and trust in employees’. Managers can help establish these type of 

characteristics in the organisation to enhance knowledge sharing, when employees are 

expose to positive experiences regarding knowledge sharing they are more likely to 

practice this behaviour. Ruppel & Harrington (2001, p. 49), also believed that an 

organisational culture characterised by high concern for others and an atmosphere of 

mutual confidence and trust is extremely important for sharing tacit knowledge. This 

sharing of tacit knowledge is what they considered to generate the competitive advantage 

coming from the knowledge management efforts. Ismail Al-Alawi et al. (2007, p. 37) 

emphasise even more the importance of trust between co-workers, considering it a critical 

success factor regarding knowledge sharing, hence they recommended to reinforce it 

through social events and outdoor discussions. Moreover, they also found that 

communication, information systems, rewards and organisational structure, are positively 

related to knowledge sharing (Ismail Al-Alawi et al., 2007, p. 39). 

On a parallel stream of thoughts, Jones et al. (2006, p. 426) considered that promoting a 

change oriented culture focused on innovative ideas, with members who rely on both 

explicit and tacit knowledge sharing are initiatives to overcome the barriers that impede 

knowledge sharing. Organising teams around processes instead of functions can help to 

integrate knowledge across processes. Moreover, the use of formal and informal team 

building exercises will orient people towards willingness to share knowledge and to listen 

to others (Jones et al., 2006, p. 429). 

Reinforcing the idea from a different angle, Bock et al. (2005, pp. 93; 99) found that the 

greater extent to which an organisational culture is characterised by fairness, 

innovativeness, and affiliation, the stronger the influence will be towards the subjective 

norm regarding knowledge sharing. Subjective norms refer to the perceived social 

pressure to perform or not perform a behaviour (Ajzen, 1991, p. 188). Fairness are 

equitable practices neither arbitrary nor capricious. Innovativeness is the perception that 

change and creativity are actively encouraged and rewarded, and affiliation means caring 

and pro-social behaviour to help each other. (Bock et al., 2005, p. 94). 
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Collaboration and leadership are also linked to knowledge sharing. Studies have analysed 

knowledge sharing from the collaboration lenses of organisational culture. Yang (2007, 

pp. 532; 536) investigated different levels of collaboration in an organisations culture, 

and found that work-group collaboration contributes way more than immediate superior 

collaboration and business unit support to the knowledge sharing process. Also the 

findings show that leadership roles are important when establishing a knowledge sharing 

system, a facilitator and mentor role are really useful whereas innovator roles are found 

to have only a weak relationship with knowledge sharing. Furthermore, a monitor role 

should be avoided since it has a negative impact on knowledge sharing, therefore 

managers should encourage facilitator and mentor roles and discourage monitoring roles 

(Yang, 2007, pp. 537-538). This is supported by Alavi et al. (2006, p. 220) who states 

that leadership is more essential to knowledge management success than incentives and 

bonuses awarded to potential management users. 

Differences in organisational culture among stakeholders on project networks may act as 

barriers towards knowledge sharing, the same happens when there is a strategic 

misalignment (Solli-Saether et al., 2015, p. 57). The ability to create a knowledge-sharing 

culture within a global virtual team rests on the existence and maintenance of intra-team 

respect, mutual trust, reciprocity and positive individual and group relationships (Zakaria 

et al., 2004, pp. 15; 25). 

Kathiravelu et al. (2014, p. 120) summarised the components of culture which are found 

to support or block knowledge sharing in organisations. Manager’s commitment, 

emotional intelligence, fear, the presence of hierarchy in the organisational structure, lack 

of social network, age differences, gender differences, shortage of resources, conflict of 

motives, uncertainty, under-estimation of lower levels, conflict avoidance and the general 

environment at work are found to act as barriers toward knowledge sharing (Kathiravelu 

et al., 2014, p. 120). In the other hand, communication, information systems, rewards, 

organisation structure, and trust were noted to be visible and invisible factors of the 

organisational culture that are influential in regards of knowledge sharing and refining 

the performance of any of this factors will translate on an improvement of knowledge 

sharing in the organisation (Kathiravelu et al., 2014, pp. 120-121). Additionally, 

organisations that are supportive by nature, open to change, innovate and where there is 

a shared vision among the workforce are characteristics of the organisational culture that 

enhance knowledge sharing (Kathiravelu et al., 2014, p. 121). Finally, predecessors of 

knowledge sharing found from previous literature are top management support, 

knowledge self-efficacy, positive interaction, market orientation, intrinsic motivation, 

trust between co-workers and management, and finding enjoyment from being able to 

help others (Kathiravelu et al., 2014, p. 121). 

3.6.  PROJECT TEAMS, PROJECT-BASED ORGANISATIONS 

AND KNOWLEDGE SHARING. 

There are different types of organisations, Hobday (2000, pp. 877; 878) classifies them 

in six groups (see figure 7), pure functional form, functional matrix, balanced matrix, 

project matrix, project-led organisations and project-based organisations. The second, 

third and fourth type, vary among each other from having a weak project coordination to 

a matrix with a strong project management authority and finally reaching a point, where 

project managers and functional managers are considered to have equal status. Project-

led organisations in the other hand, are those where “the needs of projects outweigh the 

functional influence on decision-making and representation to senior management, but 

some coordination across line still occurs” (Hobday, 2000, p. 878). The last type, Project-
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based organisations, are firms in all variety of industries characterised for undertaking 

projects as a growing part of their operations, they involve a creation of temporary 

systems for the performance of project tasks (Thiry & Deguire, 2007, pp. 649-650). In 

project-based organisations, “the project is the primary business mechanism for 

coordinating and integrating all the main business functions of the firms, and no formal 

functional coordination across project lines exist. Business processes are coordinated 

within the projects” (Hobday, 2000, pp. 874; 878). 

 

Figure 7: Different types of organisation regarding the use of projects. 

Source: Hobday (2000, p. 877). 

The more an organisation tends to be Project-based the greater the challenges it will face 

regarding knowledge sharing than other type of organisations, because it will need to 

overcome the boundaries emerging from the nature of working with project teams 

(Mueller, 2012, p. 435). Project-based organisations focus more on organising project 

teams, concentrate their efforts on effective knowledge sharing within project team 

boundaries and encourage individual knowledge sharing in order to achieve better results 

(Mueller, 2014, p. 190). But even if there is a high potential in the opportunities to learn 

from project teams, there is also difficulties that challenge the realisation of that potential 

(Scarbrough et al., 2004, p. 1579). Project based learning considers both the creation and 

acquisition of knowledge within projects and also the sharing of such knowledge to other 
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parts of the organisation, including other projects (Scarbrough et al., 2004, p. 1580). 

Different types of knowledge are shared between project teams at different levels, project 

leaders usually share knowledge regarding project teams’ management whereas team 

members share technical knowledge (Mueller, 2012, pp. 440-441). 

There are three conditions which can lead to learning from projects, whether is from 

within the project itself, from project to project or from project to the greater organisation 

(Scarbrough et al., 2004, pp. 1579; 1584). The three conditions are known as practice-

based nature of learning, project autonomy and knowledge integration. Practice-based 

learning considers that craft elements of practice are acquired individually but what is 

considered acceptable or unacceptable knowledge is developed and negotiated 

collectively as group. (Scarbrough et al., 2004, p. 1581). Project autonomy considers 

divisions of practice which are distinctively different to the mainstream organisational 

practices, as enablers of learning within the project (Scarbrough et al., 2004, pp. 1582; 

1582). Knowledge integration is related to overcoming knowledge barriers arising from 

pre-existing divisions of practice among team members, these barriers are referred as 

language, meaning or interpretation and different practice or interests. Knowledge 

integration barriers can be overcome in order to share understandings, with translation 

into a common language and or transformation through shared problem solving between 

team members (Scarbrough et al., 2004, p. 1582). 

In this sense, four propositions have to be taken into consideration. Knowledge 

boundaries between project members need to be overcome in order to complete the 

project successfully (Scarbrough et al., 2004, p. 1584). Project team boundaries create 

opportunities for intra-project learning. (Scarbrough et al., 2004, p. 1585). Higher levels 

of intra project learning arising from higher levels of knowledge integration are associated 

with higher levels of project autonomy, which is enhanced by the diversity of project team 

members’ previous practices (Scarbrough et al., 2004, p. 1585). The greater the degree of 

learning within the project, the greater the division between new shared practices of 

project members and practices from other parts of the organisation, this translates into 

more significant learning boundaries (Scarbrough et al., 2004, p. 1585). Some particular 

acknowledgements that managers should make according to Huang et al. (2014, p. 827), 

when considering knowledge sharing in project teams are: first, recognize that there are 

different types of knowledge sharing, second, the benefits of knowledge sharing are 

related with its associated costs, finally costs and benefits of sharing tacit and explicit 

knowledge, will vary for project teams with expertise-dissimilar members and those 

whose teams share similarity of expertise.  

It has to be considered that the practices taken in order to achieve project success, may 

encourage knowledge sharing as well. Nevertheless, it may happen that projects that are 

considered successful may not necessarily share their knowledge within the project team, 

between project teams or to the greater organisation, so project success does not 

necessarily means that there is also success in the knowledge sharing process.  

3.7.  MULTINATIONAL PROJECT TEAMS. 

Global-project teams have been considered as a source of knowledge generation. They 

can provide information about the needs of customers geographically dispersed, from 

different cultural backgrounds, who speak different languages, and with different set of 

preferences (Rodrigues & Sbragia, 2011, p. 1). Firms are using cross-functional teams for 

new product development projects, but are also facing issues in making sure these projects 

are successfully completed. Companies have to work different to achieve project success, 
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obtaining team behaviour of cooperation, setting appropriate project goals early in the 

project and providing good team leadership are the most frequently mentioned ways to 

overcome such issues (McDonough, 2000, pp. 221-222). Projects extending across 

national boundaries introduce their own set of project management challenges which 

begins when individuals from different organisations, countries, and from different value 

systems must share authority, responsibility and decision-making (Shore & Cross, 2005, 

p. 55). Culture may be an important factor in the project management process since it 

affects behaviour, but the extent to which it then influences outcomes is unclear (Shore 

& Cross, 2005, p. 62) 

The temporary nature, uniqueness, and complexity of international projects create many 

pressures for project managers, tension can surface between adapting to the local project 

environment and integrating the project across the organisation. Highly adapted projects 

employ more aggressive methods than low adapted projects. High integration projects use 

methods enabling richer information exchange in comparison to low integration projects. 

There is a need to achieve balance between local adaptation and organisational 

integration. (Berteaux & Javernick-Will, 2015, p. 04015008). 

Cultural diversity in multinational IT project teams or in near and offshoring 

arrangements can lead to serious problems, ‘face maintenance’ for example, has been 

found among Indian teams as a cultural behaviour pattern that can generate problems in 

multinational project teams (von Stetten et al., 2012, p. 137). “Face maintenance” refers 

to the desire to preserve one’s image as competent, trustworthy person, conversely to 

avoid appearing weak, foolish or incapable in the attempt of making ourselves less 

vulnerable to attacks. (Donohue & Kolt, 1992, pp. 58-59). Managerial actions can be 

taken to overcome issues like this one, such as selecting project managers with broad 

intercultural experience or doing periodic work assignments on site allowing people from 

different culture to meet face-to-face (von Stetten et al., 2012, p. 148). Managing this 

issues appropriately helps achieving high project performance (von Stetten et al., 2012, 

p. 149). Negative emotions generated from language barriers among team members are 

also found to reduce performance in Multinational Project teams. Emotions management 

through Leadership strategies should be applied to overcome these barriers. (Tenzer & 

Pudelko, 2015, p. 621). 

Teams differing cultural, ethnic, gender and corporate backgrounds can be significantly 

superior to homogeneous teams if they are properly managed. But they can also be much 

worse than a poorly managed homogeneous team if differences among members are 

ignored (Miller et al., 2000, p. 18). Certain leadership characteristics may enhance the 

chances of getting the best of these multinational project teams, open style of management 

increases trust, good sense of humour diffuse potential misunderstandings, interest of 

Project Managers in their staff as individuals creates good morale, communication is 

important considering that many teams have members whose first language is not the one 

used in the multinational team. Finally understanding and avoiding stereotypes can 

prevent expectations to affect individual behaviours towards harming the team. (Miller et 

al., 2000, p. 18). 

Some organisations struggle when trying to exploit the potential of their global network, 

and this is due to the reason that they manage all their projects like traditional ones. 

However, a single-location project has a reservoir of shared tacit knowledge and trust that 

a global project lacks (Wilson & Doz, 2012, p. 87). Enabling conditions such as 

collaboration competencies and keeping disruptions to a minimum, on site managers with 

negotiation power, allocating resources based on availability rather than skills and 
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capabilities, and fostering communication channels are managing actions that help 

building a capability in global innovation. Moreover, these actions are translated into 

lower development costs, faster time to market, and most important, the ability to leverage 

dispersed knowledge to gain competitive advantage (Wilson & Doz, 2012, p. 90).  

As previously stated, knowledge sharing is considered the most important part of 

knowledge management. There are several studies that consider organisational culture as 

a barrier or enabler of knowledge sharing in project teams and organisations. Moreover, 

when considering multinational project teams, other challenges are generated that can put 

in risk the project itself, the knowledge sharing process and the competitive advantage 

that comes by hand with it. Here lies the importance of identifying the characteristics that 

enable or hinder this process. Based on the findings of all the studies mentioned in this 

chapter, a model was elaborated, and is shown in figure 8. All the characteristics 

previously found by various authors are grouped into ten different categories including 

one general category that encompasses characteristics connected with multiple categories.  

 

Figure 8: Framework model based on theoretical background. 

Source: Created by the Authors. 

Our study is centred in understanding multinational project teams based in Latin America 

as no studies have considered the impact of organisational culture on the knowledge 

processes they might have. We aim to discover how the aforementioned cultural 

categories influence in the teams to be studied since the Latin American market represents 

great opportunities for companies around the globe as we will in explain the following 

chapter. 
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4. THE LATIN AMERICAN MARKET. 

As mentioned in the introduction some studies have studied the challenges that 

multinational companies face in the knowledge sharing process (Regner & Zander, 2011; 

Adenfelt & Lagerström, 2006). Zakaria et al. (2004, p. 23) established through literature 

review, that multinational project teams face certain aspects that hinder or facilitate the 

knowledge sharing process. All these studies have been performed in organisations and 

teams located in the US, Europe or the Asia-Pacific region. Davila and Martínez (1999, 

p. 37) identified that the existing organisational culture theory has been constructed based 

on studies in developed countries and little is known about organisations in Latin America 

and even less is known about the culture on these organisations. Moreover, no specific 

studies have addressed the organisational culture and its relation with multinational 

project teams in Latin America. 

Latin America has seen an increase of foreign investment in the last decades (Bengoa & 

Sanchez-Robles, 2003, p. 539). Countries in Latin America are considered developing 

countries but that have reached minimum levels of social capacity in regards of human 

capital, institutional stability and financial intermediaries (Bengoa & Sanchez-Robles, 

2003, p. 533). Moreover, the Latin America & Caribbean market as a whole, has been 

described as the third-fastest growing economy after India and China with a combined 

GDP growth rate close to 5% (IDC, 2015; Worldbank, 2015).  Latin American countries 

are of great importance for global companies given the geographic proximity to the U.S., 

telecommunications with a strong infrastructure, tax incentives and language skills 

considering that English is being taught in schools and universities as a second language 

(KPMG, 2009, p. 9). India and China are the leaders in outsourcing, nevertheless Latin 

America is gaining position given its growing population of young professionals (KPMG, 

2009, p. 7). These advantages though come by hand with some challenges, such as slow 

bureaucracies and regulatory hurdles which slow down business development in some 

regions, and even though English is encouraged in universities and schools, labour pool 

is still limited in this sense (KPMG, 2009, p. 5). U.S. companies are increasingly creating 

branches in Latin America for customer relationship services in countries such as 

Guatemala, Mexico and El Salvador (IDC, 2015, pp. 12-17) that are geographically close 

to the United States in comparison to other countries. The level of economic freedom and 

macroeconomic stability attract foreign direct investments. Latin America, including 

Guatemala and Mexico have performed well in these indicators in the last decades 

therefore capturing multinational companies to invest in them (Bengoa & Sanchez-

Robles, 2003, p. 536). 

Even if Latin America is constituted of a variety of countries, there are studies that have 

proven that at a certain extent, they share a homogenous culture (Ogliastri et al, 2013, p. 

30). Latin American countries share a common history, common independence processes 

and other strong cultural elements such as a religion, values and traditions (Dávila & 

Martínez, 1999, p. 37). Also with the exception of Brazil, Latin American countries share 

Spanish as the official and native language of the majority of the population. All these 

cultural elements have an impact in the paradigms that are part of an organisational 

culture (Dávila & Martínez, 1999, p. 40). Latin American organisations with 

multinational teams face special challenges specific to this region, they have to balance 

between global and local cultural practices (Elvira & Davila, 2005, p. 2265). 
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5. RESEARCH DESIGN. 

On Chapter 2: Methodology, we arrived at the strategy to be taken for this research case 

study. On this section, the practical approach to our investigation is given to cover the 

time horizon and the techniques used for the data collection (see figure 9). Following the 

approach, we will cover the case study methodology describing the teams to be studied 

and the way the interviews will be performed. Yin (2003, p. 20) describes research design 

as the logical sequence that links the research question to the empirical data and the 

conclusions.  

 

Figure 9: Research Design. 

Source: Based on the research onion (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 128). 

5.1.  CASE STUDY DESIGN AND TIME HORIZON. 

As stated before our strategy is case study. As we intend to have a deeper understanding 

of the relationship of organisational culture with the knowledge sharing process in 

multinational project teams we chose a multiple case study design. Multiple case studies 

is considered as the same methodology as single case study (Yin, 2009, p. 53) but 

sometimes could offer a more robust evidence than single case studies (Herriot & 

Firestone, 1983, p. 14). Using more than a single study could also help to show different 

perspectives and illustrate better the topic being studied (Creswell, 2013, p. 99). We focus 

our study in two multinational teams in Latin America and therefore consider this study 

a multicase.  

An important decision when considering a study is the time horizon to be studied. There 

are two main approaches to this question, cross-sectional studies and longitudinal studies. 

Cross-sectional studies see the phenomena at a particular time. It takes a snapshot of the 

situation. The alternative is a longitudinal research that studies phenomena at different 

points of time and allows seeing the change and development of the object to be studied 

(Saunders et al., 2012, p. 190). This research has a very narrow time window; therefore, 

we opted for a cross-sectional time horizon. We will take a snapshot of the situation in 

the two organisations as it is at the moment of the research. More details on the 

organisations to be studied and the individuals interviewed can be found further below on 

this section. 

5.2.  DATA COLLECTION TECHNIQUES AND PROCEDURES. 

Case studies generally use qualitative techniques of research (Gummesson, 2006, p. 168). 

The information collected for case studies can be obtained through documents, 

interviews, archives, direct observation, participants’ observation and physical artefacts 

(Yin, 2003, p. 83). Following the last step of Saunders (2012, p. 128) model for research 

(figures 1 and 10) we arrive to the techniques used for data collection in our research. As 

our research is focused in project teams based in Latin America the best data collection 

techniques we can adopt due to geographic limitations are documents and interviews. Due 

to privacy and confidentiality of the companies to be studied the availability of documents 

is very limited and just some public information could be used, therefore our study is 
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mainly based in interviews. Interviews can be considered as the most powerful data 

collection tool for qualitative methods (Lechuga, 2011, p. 251). Interviews capture rich 

and in-depth information directly from the respondents based on their account of the 

experiences being questioned (Fontana & Frey, 2005, p. 698). In qualitative studies 

interviews seek to access the social life beyond apparent meanings (Crouch & McKenzie, 

2006, p. 483). This is in line with our constructivist ontological position and our 

interpretivist epistemological stance as we see organisational culture directly linked with 

the social interactions of the members of the organisation and subjective to the 

individual’s own perceptions. Case studies must have a clear defined unit of analysis; 

usually these units can be inferred from the research question (Yin, 2009, p. 30). In the 

case of our inquiry, our units of analysis are project teams that follow the criteria 

described on the organisation and projects team selection section below in this section. In 

the next subsections an explanation of the organisation and interviewees criteria is given 

and later on more details on interviewing technique is provided. 

5.3.  SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW. 

Interview research based in small number of respondents is increasingly being used in 

social sciences (Crouch & McKenzie, 2006, p. 484).  Interviews can vary in different 

aspects such as the duration, the role of the interviewer and the structure of the questions 

(Crouch & McKenzie, 2006, p. 485).  Based on the structure of the questions, interviews 

can be classified as structured, open-ended and semi-structured or narrative (Lechuga, 

2011, p. 252). Saunders (2012, p. 374) classifies them as structured, unstructured and 

semi-structured. Structured interviews use questionnaires and standard questions. They 

are usually used to collect quantitative information (Saunders, 2012, p. 374). 

Unstructured interviews are informal, they are used to explore in depth a topic and analyse 

general ideas. Semi-structured interviews have a list of topics to be covered and provide 

a guide of the information to be collected but allow omitting or adding questions 

(Saunders, 2012, p. 374-375).  

Semi-structured interviews allow methodological freedom and creativity to the researcher 

to assess the topic being studied (Diefenbach, 2009, p. 890). Fylan (2005, p. 65) describes 

semi-structured interviews as simple conversations with a set of questions to ask and 

topics to cover. Semi-structured interviews have a list of questions also called schedule, 

these questions should be related to the main areas to be covered in the research (Fylan, 

2005, p. 66). To prepare a semi-structured interview a thorough literature review has to 

be performed and these theories can be used as a guideline to the questions to ask (Fylan, 

2005, p. 67). 

5.4.  ORGANISATION AND PROJECT TEAMS SELECTION 

CRITERIA.  

After setting a theoretical background and framework, the next step to perform semi-

structured interviews is to define the possible people to be interviewed (Fylan, 2005, p. 

68). In the case of our research we need to identify the organisations and possible 

interviewees. Fylan (2005, p. 68) recommends to use a purposive sample, especially when 

time is limited for collecting the data. Purposive sample is to identify the characteristics 

of the people that could potentially answer our questions and try to diversify the people 

to be interviewed.  

Based on our research gap two organisations were selected. The organisations are not the 

units of analysis, but they are important, as is where the units analysed are situated. We 

defined the following criteria for our organisation selection: 
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Criteria 1. Organisation must perform their work through projects.  

As we are focusing our study in project teams, we need that the organisation to be studied 

structure their work into projects. Following Hobday’s (2000, pp. 877-878) classification 

of organisations according to their project structure we determined that we will study 

project oriented teams, so they need to belong to Project Matrix, Project-led or Project-

based organisations. 

 Criteria 2. The project teams must be multinational.  

The project work must be performed with people not only of the country where the team 

is located but other countries too. As we stated in the Introduction section and Theoretical 

background, projects that cross national cultures and boundaries lead with more 

challenging situations (Shore & Cross, 2005, p. 55) there is an ongoing effort to 

understand knowledge management and organisational culture but a research gap was 

identified to link organisational culture with multinational project teams and the practices 

of knowledge sharing. 

Criteria 3. The project team must be based in Latin America.  

Even if the projects are multinational our study focuses on the Latin American region, 

therefore the teams to be studied must have a considerable amount of members located in 

Latin America in order to have a better understanding of the particular traits or 

characteristics of the team and how the specific culture or location affects the knowledge 

sharing process. 

5.5.  INTERVIEWEE SAMPLE CRITERIA.  

Besides the criteria to choose the organisation we need to define the criteria of the people 

to be interviewed.  

Criteria 1. Belong to a multinational team. 

The person interviewed must belong to a team with people from different nationalities on 

it. The person must have a frequent interaction with people from other countries to 

perform their work and not just a casual communication.  

Criteria 2. Be Latin American and work in Latin America. 

As in criteria 3 for project selection, the interviewee must be originally from Latin 

America as other nationalities might have different behaviours or characteristics even if 

they perform their work in teams with Latin Americans.  

Criteria 3. Access to Information. 

Through our existing professional network, we were able to access to people that is 

currently involved in multinational project teams in Guatemala and Mexico. It is widely 

accepted that a research access to data will be much stronger and easier through existing 

contacts and networks (Buchanan et al, 1988, p. 56; Bryman and Bell, 2011, p. 219). 

Based on this, a list of possible interviewees was created that would work on organisations 

that meet the organisation and project criteria.  

Criteria 4. Roles in the project work. 

The people to be interviewed could be project managers, project team members and 

managers. We aimed to interview people from these three different positions to have a 
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better understanding of the situation and have different points of views as Fylan (2005, p. 

68) suggests.  

5.6.  ORGANISATION AND INTERVIEWEES SELECTION.  

Based on the criteria for organisation selection and our research question and objectives 

we selected two organisations that fit our needs and where we had access to potential 

interviewees. Due to data confidentiality policies we will refer to the organisations merely 

as organisation A and organisation B.  

5.6.1. Organisation A – Case Study A. 

It is in the back office and technology field. It has a worldwide presence and is currently 

increasing its branches in Latin America to provide business solutions for clients around 

the world. It the last years it has expanded its operations in Latin America because of cost 

efficiencies and the relatively cheaper highly qualified engineers with technical 

knowledge and English-speaking capabilities. We consider this organisation to be 

project-led (Hobday, 2000, pp. 877-878) as most of the work is performed based in 

projects and that has priority over any functional areas. However, they do have some 

minor HR related activities performed through functional structure.  

The teams are integrated by people from Latin American and non-Latin American 

countries. From Latin America there are people from Guatemala, Mexico, Ecuador and 

Colombia. From non-Latin American countries there are people from the United States, 

Philippines, India, Russia, Canada and some European countries. The number of 

nationalities depends on the project but there are always people from Latin American and 

non-Latin American countries involved. The people in the teams are distributed, some of 

them share the same physical location in Guatemala and some others are distributed 

through different locations meeting personally occasionally. 

5.6.2. Organisation B – Case Study B. 

It is in the ITC sector worldwide. It has a strong presence in some Latin American 

countries. The offices in Guatemala have continuously grow and employ a diversity of 

professionals. Some of the areas of the company that provide services are mostly 

organised in a functional way but a considerable percentage of employees work in a 

project-oriented way. Using Hobday’s model (2000, pp. 877-878), we consider this 

organisation to be project matrix.  

The teams are integrated by people from Latin American and non-Latin American 

countries. From Latin America there are people from Guatemala, Dominican Republic, 

Mexico, Ecuador, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Paraguay, Bolivia, Honduras and Colombia. 

From non-Latin American countries there are people from India, China, United States, 

Luxembourg, United Kingdom and to a minimal extent some African countries. The 

number of nationalities depends on the project but there are always people from at least 

four nationalities from Latin and non-Latin American countries. The people in the teams 

are located both physical together and sometimes remotely. In the offices of Guatemala 

there are a wide range of Latin Americans, North Americans and Asians. The offices in 

Europe send people occasionally to work in specific phases of the teams.  

5.6.3. Interviewees Profile.  

The interviewees were selected based on the criteria previously mentioned. We 

established three profiles of interviewees for our semi-structured interviews: 
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Project managers: People that are currently in the project management position and 

therefore have control of timelines, resources and work distribution. They are valuable as 

they have the experience of leading with all team members and have a holistic view of 

the situation. 

Project team members: Any person directly involved in the development of the project, 

for example: Business Analysts, Quality Controllers, Developers. They are valuable as 

they are the people performing the actual project and face direct challenges when 

performing knowledge sharing processes. Their views may vary from the ones of the 

project managers and managers. 

Managers: Any person with the position of manager of a division, group of projects or 

business unit. They are valuable as they provide a different perspective as they manage 

large number of people and can tell from their perspective the main challenges their teams 

face in the knowledge sharing processes.  

 A summary of the interviewees is presented in table 1. Is important to highlight all the 

interviewees were very open to be questioned and all interviews were very fluid. In 

summary: we interviewed one manager, three project managers and three project team 

members. Six people are Guatemalans and one is Mexican. The manager from Mexico 

has under her team people from the US, India, Guatemala and Mexico.  

 

# Country Company Position Date Duration 

(hr) 

1 Guatemala Organisation 

A 

Project Member - 

Business Analyst 

06/12/2015 01:04 

2 Guatemala Organisation 

A 

Project Manager 08/12/2015 01:01 

3 Mexico Organisation 

A 

Manager 09/12/2015 00:47 

4 Guatemala Organisation 

A 

Project Manager 07/12/2015 00:45 

5 Guatemala Organisation 

B 

Project Manager 04/12/2015 01:13 

6 Guatemala Organisation 

B 

Project Member - 

QA 

29/11/2015 01:08 

7 Guatemala Organisation 

B 

Project Member - 

QA 

09/12/2015 00:54 

Table 1: Summary of participants for semi-structured interviewees. 

Source: Created by the Authors. 

The semi-structured interviews had a list of possible topics and questions and covered the 

same topics for all the positions with some specific nuances. In the next section we 

explain how the questions were structured. 

5.7.  INTERVIEW GUIDE AND PROCEDURE. 

To create our interview structure, we selected the topics identified from the theoretical 

background as relevant for organisational culture and knowledge sharing. These topics 

were then combined with the cultural web framework (Johnson et al, 2011, p. 176) to 
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provide the structure to the interview and organise our ideas. The circle shape of the 

model reminds us that the ideas are all interlinked and that a semi-structured interview 

should flow as a conversation rather than a questionnaire (Fylan, 2005, p. 65).  

The list of topics covered is shown in figure 10, the full interview guide can be found in 

the appendices section. Besides the topics covered in the organisational culture 

framework it includes general questions of introduction, background and a closing 

question. The categories and order showed in the appendices works as a guideline as some 

of the questions are interlinked and therefore interviewees could potentially answer more 

than one question at a time without a specific arrangement. 

 

Figure 10: Semi-structured interview topics guide. 

Source: Based on Johnson et al. (2011, p. 176).  

Stories: On this section we aim to discover the successful or failure (Johnson et al, 2011, 

p. 177) in the organisation and how people find out about these stories. Also their own 

personal success and failure stories and how they have learned from these experiences 

and share the knowledge with others (Scarbrough et al., 2004, p. 1579). We also aim to 
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discover how the projects have been managed and the general work environment 

(Kathiravelu et al., 2014, p. 120). 

Symbols: The intention of these questions is to discover how objects or specific company 

processes give meanings to everyday work (Johnson et al., 2011, p. 177). We also fit into 

this section some of the characteristics that could influence the knowledge sharing such 

as jargon and language (Scarbrough et al., 2004, p. 1582; Rodrigues & Sbragia, 2011, p. 

1; Tenzer & Pudelko, 2015, p. 621), countries and culture (Shore & Cross, 2005, p. 55). 

Power Structures: In this section we aim to discover the level of power managers and 

team members have to perform their work (Johnson et al., 2011, p. 177). On this section 

we also included questions to discover how people interact in their circles of close 

colleagues, which is related to trust (Chiu et al., 2006, pp. 1872-1880) and how knowledge 

sharing is practiced outside these circles. This is related to the levels of knowledge sharing 

between groups and teams to the wider organisation and how explicit and tacit knowledge 

is shared (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995, pp. 71-72). Also on the same questions we can 

discover if people show trust and reciprocity in colleagues and managers (Mueller, 2015, 

p. 63; Ruppel & Harrington, 2001, p. 49; Hau et al., 2013, pp. 356-358; Zakaria et al., 

2004, pp. 15; 25) and the leadership roles people and managers play (Alavi et al., 2006, 

p. 220). 

Organisational Structures: With these set of questions we attempted to discover the 

nature of the organisational structure and division of power (Johnson et al., 2011, p. 177). 

The trust and openness of managers (Miller et al., 2000, p. 18) was also studied here. 

Other characteristics such as communication, innovation and team work (Ismail Al-Alawi 

et al., 2007, p. 39; Bock et al., 2005, p. 94; Yang et al., 2014, pp. 937-939) were also 

analysed here. 

Control Systems: These questions help to understand the ways the team has to control 

the work of its member and reward them (Johnson et al., 2011, p. 177). It also helps to 

see how much trust managers have in the project members (Mueller, 2015, p. 63). Under 

this section we also intended to discover if there were any rewards system that could 

influence the knowledge sharing process (Wang et al., 2014, p. 978; Ismail Al‐Alawi et 

al., 2007, p. 37; Bock et al., 2005, p. 101; Hau et al., 2013, p. 363). 

Rituals & Routines: This section aims to give some light on the way people perform 

their daily work activities and discover what is consider important in a particular 

organisational culture (Johnson et al., 2011, p. 177). These questions help to understand 

the way people share knowledge in informal or formal ways (Polanyi, 1966, p. 4), how 

knowledge is created and shared (Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995, p. 59) and the mechanisms 

to do it. It can include information systems or other mechanisms (Ismail Al-Alawi et al., 

2007, p. 39; Kathiravelu et al., 2014, pp. 120-121). Furthermore, we can discover if the 

knowledge sharing is usually done bottom-up or as a management initiative (Kalling & 

Styhre, 2003, p. 160).  

Besides these categories some general questions were asked (see Interview Guide in 

Appendices section). The questions were to break the ice and get some information about 

the interviewee background and experiences (Saunders et al, 2012, p. 391). In the 

category of power structures, we also asked project managers and managers if they have 

any particular approach with their teams in order to promote the knowledge sharing 

mechanisms. 
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5.7.1. Interviewees Profile.  

All the interviews were performed via Skype, which falls into the category of internet-

mediated access described by Saunders (2012, pp. 214, 375). Six of the interviewees were 

located at their homes when the interviews were performed and one of them was at the 

office before their work hours started. We used our webcam in all the interviews and three 

of the interviewees use their webcam too and four chose not to use it.  

All the interviews were recorded and later transcribed. Notes were taken at the end of the 

interviews in regards of specific behaviours such as special emphasis on certain 

statements, expressions of discomfort or other outer demeanour that could give some 

additional information. Personal notes were also taken at the end of the interviews. The 

interviews transcripts were later analysed following the procedure described in the Data 

Analysis section. 

5.7.2. Documents Collection Procedure. 

Yin (2003, p. 83) recommends the use of multiple sources of data for qualitative analysis. 

In this case, besides our main source of information, the semi-structured interviews, we 

resorted on public available information through the companies’ websites and job 

postings describing some characteristics that potential employees could expect to find at 

the organisations. This is useful as it shows the attributes the companies are trying to 

promote on their employees from a managerial perspective (Kalling & Styhre, 2003, p. 

160). It is important to notice that the documents were used as a contextual reference only 

as they did not provide any conclusive information regarding our research question. 

5.7.3. Data Analysis Procedure. 

Data analysis encompasses examining, categorising, tabulating and recombining 

evidence to undertake the propositions of a study (Yin, 2003, p. 109). Yin (2003, p. 109) 

proposes three ways of analysing case studies; relying on theoretical propositions, rival 

explanations and developing case descriptions. Developing case descriptions is the least 

preferable of the three, it is used mostly in descriptive studies and the framework is 

worked in parallel to the topics identified. The rival explanations method is based on the 

comparison of two different hypotheses. Relying on theoretical propositions is the 

preferred strategy and it relies on the theory that led to the case study (Yin, 2003, pp. 111-

113). In the case of this research, as we came to our research question based on previous 

studies and created a theoretical framework, relying on theoretical propositions deems as 

the most appropriate analysis procedure.  

On chapter 3: Theoretical Background, multiple authors were cited to have a general idea 

of the different characteristics of organisational culture and how this can influence the 

knowledge sharing practices. The information is much dispersed and therefore a 

framework model was created (see figure 8). The categories try to group different aspects 

of the organisational culture that could have a positive or negative influence on the 

knowledge sharing practices and process.  

Once an analysis strategy has been selected, in this case relying on theoretical 

propositions, different techniques can be used to process the data collected. One of the 

techniques is pattern matching (Yin, 2003, p. 109), this technique is one of the most 

desirable ones for analysis. It links different characteristics with expected outcomes. Our 

research is based in characteristics of organisational culture and how authors have linked 

it with knowledge sharing practices. We establish a relationship of the previously 
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identified characteristics with their influence in knowledge sharing practices, whether 

they promote, hinder or have no impact on the process.  

Our primary source of data are the semi-structured interviews previously described. A 

minor and secondary source are public available documents of the companies studied that 

give some information in regards of the context of the companies. Semi-structured 

interviews lead to an analysis which transforms the interview information into “chunks 

of data” through coding and produces results which show relationships between them 

(Crouch & McKenzie, 2006, p. 488). The chunks of information obtained need to be 

grouped in order to identify some patterns and establish relationships.  

Template analysis has been identified as a tool to analyse information gathered through 

interviews (King, 2012, p. 426). Template analysis is a list of categories that reveal the 

themes identified from the data collected (Saunders et al, 2012, p. 572). Template analysis 

fits our research as it considers the deductive side of it in regards of having some prior 

guidelines from a theoretical framework and also the inductive side as it allows changes 

based on the data collected and the discoveries made (Saunders, 2012, p. 572). Template 

analysis is used in constructivist researches as it helps researches to discover the meanings 

of the information collected instead of an external reality (King, 2012, p. 427). This 

technique also provides flexibility on the precise procedure to be followed, but there are 

however some general guidelines.  

To perform a template analysis a coding and categories need to be created, these 

categories are defined based on the data to be collected and existing theoretical 

propositions. This means that a list of categories and codes are created based on a 

framework but also on empirical information discovered when the analysis starts (King, 

2012, p. 430).  Therefore, a first template can be created using the theoretical framework 

and updating the template as needed when the analysis is performed (King, 2012, p. 430).  

To create the first version of the template the theoretical framework categories were used. 

Under each category specific components of organisational culture were fixed in order to 

provide the first general structure. Figure 11 summarises the procedure follow in order to 

collect and analyse the data. First the data was collected using the semi-structured 

interviews using Johnson’s (2011, p. 168) cultural web model and the public available 

documents through websites. These sources of information provided chunks of data that 

were later fit into the theoretical framework through the template analysis. Later 

refinement of the template occurred until coming with a final version. The full and final 

version of the template is found in the Appendices section. 

Once the information has been organised using the template analysis, the results are 

displayed using matrices and tables (Saunders et al., 2012, p. 564; Huberman & Miles, 

2002, p. 240) and using relevant quotation to increase the understanding of the results.  



 

35 

 

 

Figure 11: Template Analysis Procedure. 

Source: Created by the Authors. 

5.8.  CASE STUDY LIMITATIONS. 

Case studies as any other methodology, have strengths and weaknesses (Diefenbach, 

2008, p. 875). Case study critics usually point to a limited objectivity, rigor and 

insufficient precision (Yin, 2003, p. xiii). Other critics to the case studies are a poor 

selection of interviewees and data, bias in interviews and data collection and problems of 

generalisability (Diefenbach, 2008, p. 880-886). To overcome the main challenges that 

arise when using case study methodology Eisenhardt and Graebner, (2007, p. 30) propose 

the use of certain techniques such as theoretical sampling of cases, interviews that limit 

bias, rich presentation of evidence in tables and appendices and clear statement of 

theoretical arguments.  Theoretical sampling implies that the cases to be studied are 

particularly suitable for extending logic among the existing theoretical constructs. In our 

case we defined specific selection criteria for the organisations to be studied and the 

people to be interviewed. To limit the bias in the interviews we gave general questions 

and only intervened if the respondent needed further clarifications on the question. In our 

results and findings, we provide figures, matrices and tables to help the reader understand 

the links between data.  In regards to theoretical arguments, we performed an extensive 

investigation on the subjects covered in our research as it can be observed in the 

theoretical background. Also, these theoretical arguments are later linked with the results 

of our findings through a process of analysis explained in the Research design section.  

In regards to generalisation, we aim to advance the existing literature of knowledge 

sharing in multinational teams. We don’t ambition to create new theory but give some 

theoretical propositions and shed some light on Latin American teams and the challenges 

they face in a multinational context. Yin (2009, p. 15) calls this type of generalisation 

analytical. It is the reader not the researcher who determines what can be applied to 

another context (Merriam, 2009, p. 51). Case studies, at a certain extent are based in prior 

work and if the findings show similar characteristics previously found, this is the basis to 

expand the theory and identify emerging patterns, trends and generalisations (Diefenbach, 

2008, p. 888).  

In regards to each case study and the procedures of data collection, we have some 

limitations in the semi-structured interviews. One limitation is the physical distance, our 

respondents are located in Guatemala and Mexico and this caused some extra challenges 

to coordinate the interviews. This challenges were addressed through detailed planning 

and the use of technology. Another limitation is the language difference. All the 

interviewees speak Spanish as a native language but speak English as a second language, 

Template 

Analysis 
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with a very high fluency as per the nature of their daily work, it is a requirement for all 

of them. However, with the exception of one, the interviews were performed in Spanish 

to allow the respondents to better express themselves. The interview transcripts were later 

translated to English making a special effort not to change the meanings the respondents 

gave in the different questions. 

5.9.  QUALITY OF RESEARCH. 

The quality and validity of the results of a research needs to be questioned by the 

researchers in order to reduce the possibility of obtaining the wrong results (Saunders et 

al, 2012, p. 192). To choose the criteria to evaluate the quality of the research, the 

philosophical considerations need to be considered (Saunders et al, 2012, p. 192). For an 

interpretivist research as ours, it is suggested to use trustworthiness and authenticity as 

evaluation criteria (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 112). 

5.9.1. Trustworthiness. 

Guba & Lincoln (1994, p. 114) define trustworthiness to be integrated by credibility, 

transferability, dependability and confirmability. Credibility determines the 

trustworthiness of the study. Credibility is demonstrated if the research is carried out 

following the best practices and the findings are in line with the reality of the social world 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 396). Credibility is assessed through respondent validation or 

triangulation (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 396). To assure the credibility of this research we 

followed research practices suggested by Saunders (2012, p. 128) and case study theory 

by Yin (2009, p. 11). Our findings are in line with the reality of the social world and this 

can be assessed through triangulation. Our research findings are contrasted with multiple 

research results to show that they are aligned with what is being written on the topic. 

Transferability or external validity is concerned with the generalisability of the findings 

(Saunders, 2012, p. 194). The conclusions of this research cannot be generalised to all 

multinational project teams in Latin America but an analytical generalisation is possible 

under specific cases. It is the reader not the researcher who determines what can be 

applied to another context when using case studies (Merriam, 2009, p. 51) and we give 

some theoretical propositions on the field of our research. Dependability or reliability 

refers if the data collection techniques and analytic procedures would produce similar 

results if performed by different researcher and in another time (Saunders, 2012, p. 192). 

A way to increase the dependability of a study is to have a clearly thought research process 

and report each part of the work with transparency to allow others to replicate the study 

if it would be wished to. This is achieved in this research by having a well-structured 

research methodology and design (Chapter 2 and 5). In both chapters all the details taken 

to perform the research are included and details such as the semi-structure interview 

model or template analysis are also included in the appendices section. Confirmability 

encompasses the neutrality of the research and if the researchers act in good faith while 

doing the investigation (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 398). To maintain objectivity, the 

researcher needs to collect the data accurately and not being selective on which data to 

report (Saunders, 2012, pp. 242, 245). Although this research is value bound which 

considers the interests of the researchers, we strive to have a fully objective approach to 

it. We collected the data as accurately as possible, the interviews were recorded and all 

information was transcribed. The results are based fully on the data collected and 

subjective interpretations were avoided as we were aware of this risk and cross check 

with each other our interpretations of the findings. 
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5.9.1. Authenticity. 

Authenticity is composed of fairness of the study, educative authenticity, catalytic 

authenticity and tactical authenticity (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 112; Bryman & Bell, 201, 

pp.398, 399). Fairness is obtained by having different points of view of the social setting 

to be studied (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 398). We interviewed managers, project managers 

and team members in order to have different perspectives on the research. Educative 

authenticity is possible by allowing exploration of perspectives in different social settings 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 399). We aim to achieve this by interviewing people from 

different social context, organisations and nationalities and by using theoretical 

constructions from previous studies performed in other type or teams and regions of the 

world to our specific research context. Catalytic authenticity is when the research aims to 

change the social circumstances (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 399). This element is out of 

the scope of our research as we don’t aim to change any social reality but to study the 

current state of it. However, we provide some managerial implications that can be useful 

to improve the social context of organisations. Lastly, tactical authenticity, consists in 

providing the necessary steps to take actions for change related to the research (Bryman 

& Bell, 2011, p. 399). Our research shows some findings and practical implications that 

could be taken as guidelines for change but no specific steps are provided as is out of our 

scope.  

5.10.  ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS. 

Every person involved in research and interpretation of results should be aware of the 

moral and ethical implications of the research (Weathington et al., 2012, p. 24). Social 

research has ethical considerations in regards of the researcher, the people who participate 

in the research and the readers of the research (Weathington et al., 2012, p. 24). Ethical 

considerations are especially relevant when the research involves human participants 

even if the data collection is not performed face to face (Saunders et al, 2012, p. 208). 

Ethic is defined by Weathington et al. (2012, p. 25) as the process of understanding moral 

standards and how to apply them in different situations. Ethics in research is seen as the 

standards of behaviour of the analyst in relation to the rights of the subjects of the 

investigation (Saunders, 2012, p. 680).  As business researchers we considered all the 

ethical considerations our investigation could have. Following Weathington et al. (2012, 

p. 32) ethical principles, we approached each of this principles as a guideline to cover all 

ethical aspects. 

Competence, accuracy and validity. It refers to the abilities of the researchers to collect 

and analyse the data (Weathington, 2012, p. 32). In our case, we are both students of the 

Master in Project Management with knowledge in research and analysis of data that is 

enough for the purpose of this thesis. The interviewees are fully informed of the purpose 

of the research and the nature of it. 

Voluntary informed consent. It is considered the most important aspect of the ethic for 

research. All people participating in a study should do so voluntarily and never be coerced 

to do it (Weathington, 2012, p. 32). Interviewees must be informed of the nature of the 

research and any implications the interview might have for them, researchers should get 

an informed consent from the interviewees before performing the interview (Lechuga, 

2011, p. 258). Weathington et al. (2012, p. 32) states that is a good practice when 

conducting a research to address the following topics with participants: Purpose of the 

research, expected duration, their right to decline and confidentiality terms. All 

participants received a letter in advance explaining the nature and topic of the research 
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and the voluntary aspect of it (see Appendices section). It is important to note that all 

participants. As per the non-disclosure of the identities of the companies or the names of 

the interviewees, the informants showed more openness to participate. 

Filming or recording behaviour. When the researchers intended to videotape or audio 

record an interview, an informed consent from the participant is necessary and also is 

important to mention why the recording is necessary (Weathington, 2012, p. 35). In the 

same letter where the topic, conditions and duration of the interview were described, it 

was requested to record the interviews and the participants had the chance to accept or 

decline.  

Confidentiality and privacy. The investigator has the obligation to ensure the 

information collected remains confidential and to the purposes already negotiated with 

the interviewees. In some researches, the names of the participants are not shared and in 

this case a meaningless code such as a number can be used (Weathington, 2012, p. 37). 

The names of the companies and participants of our research are not disclosed and 

identified with the names or organisation A and B and interviewees 1 to 7.  

Other ethical aspect mentioned by Weathington (2012, p. 37) is deception, which is not 

telling the participant the full purpose of the research. In our case we informed 

participants the full objective of our investigation and that is part of our thesis.  
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6. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS. 

In this section we present the relevant results found in the semi-structured interviews. As 

previously explained in the Research Design section, our strategy to analyse the data 

relies on theoretical propositions (Yin, 2003, p. 111-112). The analysis is performed 

keeping in mind our research purpose based on our theoretical framework. We organised 

the data results using the template analysis format (King, 2012, p. 427). For the display 

of the information we use matrices (Saunders et al, 2012, p. 564; Huberman & Miles, 

2002, p. 240) and quotations from the semi-structured interviews. Some elements of 

cross-case synthesis (Yin, 2003, p. 133) are also used when analysing the results as the 

matrices distinguish between each case in order to identify differences or similarities 

among organisations. 

6.1.  TEMPLATE ANALYSIS. 

The first template was framed in the ten categories described in the theoretical 

background model (figure 8). We matched the information of the semi-structured 

interviews into the template rows. While doing this we realised some categories were 

redundant while some others needed to be rearranged. Also new categories were created 

based on the information collected on the interviews. The initial, revised and final 

versions of the template analysis are shown in the Appendices section. 

6.2.  RESULTS ANALYSIS AND DISPLAY. 

Each table shows the results from the interviews displayed by categories. It is important 

to mention that when an “X” is present it means the interviewee established a direct 

connection between that characteristic and the knowledge sharing practices and when 

there is a star symbol “*”, it means the connection the interviewee established is indirect 

in nature. 

6.2.1. Trust & Fear. 

    Organisation 

A 

Organisation 

B 

1 Trust & Fear 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1.1 Trust in colleagues, collaborative and friendly 

non-competitive culture 

x  x  x x x 

1.2 Fear x  x   x  
Table 2: Trust & Fear. 

Source: Created by the authors. 

As expected from the theoretical framework, and as table 2 demonstrates, most of the 

participants were able to identify ‘trust’ as a characteristic from their organisational 

culture which relates to knowledge sharing. Respondents directly linked trusting in their 

colleagues, having a collaborative and non-competitive environment as an enabler of 

knowledge sharing. Respondent 1 from organisation A clearly states this when saying: “I 

think it is easier to ask something if you know the person, especially if is your friend or 

at least you know each other, is easier than with somebody that you don’t know (…) if 

you don’t know the person you don’t trust them, you don’t have the confidence to ask 

them a lot of questions, or steal or take their time”. Trust is something people builds with 

time and some people are easier to have trust in others as respondent 6 from company B 

mentioned, “for the people that were reluctant to share their knowledge or were annoyed 

about our questions, we needed to gain their trust, we needed to prove ourselves”. In the 
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same line, interviewee 2, a manager from organisation A mentioned about her team “first 

what I tell them is that if you have doubts first ask us and we will try to solve it within the 

team (…) we are supposed to support each other to solve the doubts that new people may 

have (…) I tell them go with the person with whom they get along better”. We can identify 

people are more prone to ask questions to a friend, a colleague they know or someone 

who shows a friendly attitude. This is true for people that are from the same country or 

different countries or whether they are based in the same office or in different locations 

as people mentioned trust related issues in different contexts. Respondent 7 also explained 

this during the interview “At the beginning it wasn’t so easy with the people (…) it took a 

while until they trusted us, understanding what we do and finding out if our work was 

good for something (…) and now we are friends, we feel like we are part of a family, that 

is how I think everybody feels, this is especially important for the people that are far away 

from home, international people, sometimes we spend more than 12 hours together so is 

important to feel like this”.  

Another finding related to trust but not previously identified in similar studies is fear. Fear 

as the interviewees explained goes beyond the absence of trust. People in organisations 

might block knowledge sharing practices because internal fears related to the work 

environment or company policies. Respondent 1 from company A mentioned “With the 

people from United States in the other hand, one can notice they feel threatened by 

Guatemala’s staff (…) they are scared that if they teach us something, we would not need 

them anymore”. She also mentioned how it was easier to work with certain countries as 

the people located there do not fear they will lose their jobs if they teach them something. 

Sometimes gaining the trust of a person that is key for knowledge sharing can take up to 

a year, respondent 1 commented. In the same line, respondent 3 mentioned “To get 

information from them is kind of hard, they put a lot of resistance, because they are afraid 

to get fired if they give information (…) I had cases where people did not want to share 

because they were thinking if I share knowledge now they will fire me later”. In company 

B, fear was also identified by respondent 6, “There is a big tendency of people from 

engaging in informal ways like conversations or phone calls, but they are afraid of 

signing documents, they are afraid of being held responsible”. Even if different in nature, 

fear is present in both organisations and in both cases it hinders knowledge sharing. 

6.2.2. Inter-Project Knowledge Creation and Sharing. 

    Organisation 

A 

Organisation 

B 

2 Inter-Project Knowledge Sharing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2.1 Group (within project team)  x *    x 

2.2 Organisation (inter-project, among project 

teams, outer organisation) 

* x  x x  x 

2.3 Rotating Personnel x      x 
Table 3: Inter-Project knowledge sharing. 

Source: Created by the authors. 

Table 3 shows how respondents identified practices or situations in their companies that 

promote or enable knowledge sharing within the team or to the broader organisation, 

especially to innovate and reuse knowledge previously acquired. For innovation and 

knowledge creation and sharing of ideas within the project team, some of the techniques 

identified are meetings and internal processes. Respondent 2 in organisation A stated: 

“we have monthly meetings where based on the reports, the team proposes new 

improvements to implement (…) I am usually asking my people to give me ideas to 
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propose improvements, but I am doing these with my team only”. Respondent 2 in 

organisation A said: “once a month we have a meeting called lunch and learn and is 

about the things we have learned in our projects (…) there is an openness from the 

organisation to receive new ideas, but always within the same team”. From organisation 

B, respondent 7 commented: “In our area we created processes, checklists and a 

procedure for training, including things that have happened to us, some things that we 

should or should not do, not about the company but instead about the area or 

department”.  

In the same sense, practices from project to project or from project to the outer 

organisation in terms of knowledge sharing were found. It is important to notice that the 

findings were a mix between formal and informal practices, intranet sites, face-to-face 

meetings, chats, emails, phone calls. Respondent 2 mentioned an intranet site where they 

can upload documents and see documentation from other teams “We have a site where 

all the documentation can be shared internally within the company. We have a checklist 

of documents which is not a detailed document but instead a high level view”. She also 

mentioned how other lessons learned from the projects are not shared with other teams 

but remain within the team as they are considered internal affairs and not something other 

teams should know about, “I don’t think is communicated to others at least not at this 

level”.  Respondent 5 from organisation B explained about getting information from other 

projects: “(...) we have a SharePoint, a complete encyclopaedia where you can get those 

documents without asking, I have not done it”. 

Respondents highlighted the importance of informal communication in order to gain 

knowledge from other teams. Individual 4 commented “I needed information about a new 

tool we use at work (…) so the thing is you go and talk to them, there is only basic 

documentation so basically is about talking to them and see what you can get”. Another 

practice people need to engage in order to acquire knowledge is as some of the 

interviewees call it “asking around”. Respondent 7 from organisation B stated: “…but 

only knowing which team has what information, you can ask, but is not like you have a 

place where there is all the documents of the company (…) Is more informal, like 

investigating who is doing this, who is the owner”. It was identified that both 

organisations have challenges in moving knowledge from one team to another or to the 

wider organisation, people need to “ask around” to determine to whom ask questions, 

there are no formal mechanisms to share knowledge and the ones that exist, like intranet 

websites, are not widely used or contain poor documentation. 

We also found that both organisations use projects for learning, Respondent 4 from 

organisation A mentioned “When I started there were some projects with problems, there 

were 3 or 4 projects that mainly were poorly planned, we did a re-planning (…). The 

feedback from the customer was very positive, what we promised is what we delivered 

(...) we presented the results to our manager (…), part of the initiatives he took was to 

apply this methodology for other teams”.  Also organisation B showed they learn from 

the errors from previous projects, respondent 5 from organisation B said: “we were 

reviewing projects in a meeting when we found out about this project that had been a 

failure, the flaw was really bad communication (...) after that the company became very 

careful with the way things are communicated (...) everyone would say we have to be 

careful that this error that occurred two years ago does not happen again”. But project 

teams can also learn from the good practices, as respondent 5 mentioned “When we got 

into this area, first thing I saw there was very few documentation…business cases with 

so many signatures all over the place (...) When we found out all these flaws (…) we had 
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to say from now on we need to order the house, we standardised some documentation (...) 

so far we have created a process and we are using the 7th version”.  

Another important characteristics that encourages and facilitates knowledge sharing 

between projects and to other areas of the organisation in both companies is rotating 

personnel. Respondent 7 from organisation B said: “Usually we have project managers, 

some of them have worked in previous projects, so if they had worked in some of this 

projects they know who we can ask this information, and that is how we find out who has 

the info”. And respondent 1 in organisation A supports this statement when commenting: 

“There are interactions among teams…maybe because of the rotation of positions it has 

been easier for me (...) A lot of these people change from projects, so basically we kind 

of know each other so it is easy to find people that you know to ask for help”. The rotation 

of people from project to project increases the chances of knowledge sharing and makes 

it easier for people to know whom to ask questions and who has the knowledge they need. 

6.2.3. Cultural and Social Background. 

    Organisation 

A 

Organisation 

B 

3 Cultural and Social Background 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3.1 Cultural differences x x x x x x x 

3.2 Age differences *    * x  

3.3 Gender differences x  x * x  * 

3.4 Face maintenance x    x  x 

3.5 Language  x x x x x x 

3.6 Physical locations and time zones  x x x   x 

3.7 Cultural diversity     x   
Table 4: Cultural and social background. 

Source: Created by the authors. 

A diverse social, national and cultural background showed to affect in a positive and 

negative way the knowledge sharing process among Latin American project teams. The 

individuals that participated in the semi-structured interviews work with different 

nationalities in regular bases including but not only other Latin American countries. 

People from Organisation A work with Guatemala, Mexico, U.S., Philippines, India, 

Colombia, Russia, Canada, Ecuador, Europe, and people from Organisation B work with 

Dominican Republic, México, Ecuador, El Salvador, Nicaragua, India, China, 

Guatemala, Paraguay, Bolivia, Honduras, Colombia, United States, Luxembourg, U.K., 

and some African countries.  

Cultural differences were linked by all participants to knowledge sharing practices (see 

table 4). However, different results have been obtained regarding interactions with 

different countries. Latin American team members tend to have higher challenges when 

communicating and integrate with Chinese people and to a lesser degree with Indian 

people. Regarding this, respondent 7 from organisation B told us: “The Chinese are the 

ones who don’t try to integrate much even though you invite them or try to integrate them, 

they are always in little groups with themselves. Indians are with the Chinese, but they 

try to integrate a little more. Also we invite them to activities outside work, but they don’t 

usually go”. In the same lines, interviewee 5 from organisation B stated: “the hardest to 

communicate with are the Chinese, by far. Not just because of the language, but the 

culture, they are self-involved. They work and work and after leaving they continue in 

their houses until sleeping. They won’t ever participate in any social activities, (…) the 
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culture is very different (…) with Indians is different, they are more social, they tend to 

joke a lot”. Respondent 6 from organisation B supports the statement: “The hardest part 

is that Chinese people are not interested in hanging-out with the Guatemalans. 

Interactions with other Latin America teams tend to be more fluid and the project 

members of Latin America tend to integrate more easily. However, even if people 

mentioned it’s easier to communicate with other Latin Americans, there are some cultural 

differences as well. Respondent 7 commented about interactions with people from 

different Latin American countries: “It is the same with all of them, some differences on 

the way they interact, some of them are more audacious, especially Colombians, we 

[Guatemalans] are quieter (...) at the end we are all friends with everybody”. Respondent 

5 mentioned about the Christmas party, considered the biggest event of the year in the 

company “The foreigners that attended the Christmas party were the Salvadorans people 

only and some other Latinos”. Respondent 5 also emphasised the similarities and also the 

nuances among Latin Americans “(...) but the easiest maybe is people from Colombia and 

Paraguay, because they tend to speak more and we understand them more because in 

Guatemala we tend also to speak a lot. Also El Salvador and Honduras, they are closer 

geographically to us, by the way they express, and how they share their ideas we get them 

easy”.  About the challenges for communicating amongst Spanish speakers, respondent 

3 from Mexico expressed: “I prefer to work with Guatemala because we share similar 

culture because we are neighbour countries, to me India is really different, the culture is 

different (...) Something that hampers the communication with Guatemala is that in 

Mexico we are a little more direct when we talk, more sharp, in Guatemala people are 

more sensitive, I try to be softer and not to direct when I talk with them, but this is a 

barrier”. Along similar lines respondent 5 from organisation B said “In Spanish there 

are also some differences depending on the country (...) some people talk like very soft 

(...) and when you talk with people from other culture and they give you more straight 

answers, it feels like the person is angry when is actually not, this have generated some 

trouble in the past (…)”.  

In regards of communication and knowledge sharing with European countries or the 

United States, the impact to knowledge sharing was mostly derived from other 

characteristics such as trust and fear, power or time differences and the cultural 

differences were not a barrier. Respondent 1 in organisation A said: “I have worked with 

people from Guatemala, Mexico, U.S., Philippines, India. I would say with Mexico we 

work better because the culture is quite similar to us (...) working with the U.S. it just 

feels different”. Respondent 5 mentioned “talking between United States, Luxembourg 

or Latin American we can have meetings of fifteen minutes but with other countries like 

India it can be much longer and still have misunderstandings”. Also, the person with 

more experience in multinational project teams, respondent 2, commented she has not 

many challenges to work with other nationalities, although the only country from Asia 

she interacts with is Philippines. She mentioned “I could not say there is a country that I 

would not want to work with or one that I have more problems with, is more about the 

attitude and culture (...) In previous experiences our biggest challenge was working with 

people from El Salvador and Nicaragua, they had no sense of urgency (...) I don’t think 

it will affect your work if you are conscious of this differences and respect these 

differences, (…) you are actually not looking to make friends but instead to make a project 

(...) is more about the type of education and commitment that the person has for his or 

her job”. 
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Regarding age differences, it was found they might have some minor impact in 

knowledge sharing. Respondent 6 in organisation B commented: “business analysts, are 

older women, they are harder to communicate with”, or as respondent 1 in organisation 

A puts it: “They are older than me, they don’t like change, they were not used to use the 

proper channels so when I brought my own structure they felt that I didn’t engage with 

their way of working”. Regarding activities outside work that could enhance trust among 

co-workers, age differences may affect as respondent 5 in organisation B explains: “there 

are some friend circles that tend to go out and grab a beer or have something to eat and 

stuff like that, I have noticed it depends on the age that might change, people with children 

usually want to spend time with their children, that is their priority”.  

Gender differences showed mixed results. In both organisations respondents asserted 

contradicting statements, for some it has a slight impact, for others a big impact and for 

some others it has no impact at all. Respondent 1 in organisation A said: “right now I am 

working with women and there is too much drama, (…) if I don’t ask them about their 

day or what they ate for breakfast they feel like I don’t engage with the team or care, but 

I am not like that even though I am also a woman”. Also from organisation A, interviewee 

3 stated: “girls from Guatemala have reported to me that they struggle sometimes when 

trying to interact with the men of India”. However, also from organisation A, respondent 

4 mentioned “for me there is no difference, as long as they have the knowledge we need, 

there is no difference”. Moving to organisation B, respondent 5 explained a complex 

interaction between genders there are two sides. If is a man speaking to another man, is 

a lot easier” whereas “If you talk to a woman, due to our culture, many girls tend to (…) 

have a distance, maybe they don’t feel that secure, but if the woman is your friend or 

know them is a lot way easier. On the other ways is a lot different if a woman tries to talk 

to a girl, it’s a sure conflict but if a woman talks, to a guy, the guy will help her with 

whatever she needs”. In contrast to these answers, respondent 7 from organisation B said: 

“I haven’t experienced any difference”. 

Face maintenance issues were found to act as a barrier towards the knowledge sharing 

process, this characteristic was found in project members from Guatemala, China, 

Philippines and India. Countries as the US or European countries didn’t show this 

characteristic. Results are displayed on table 4. As respondent 5 from organisation B puts 

it: “we have learnt that we really need to keep asking until we are totally certain about 

the answer, it doesn’t matter if someone thinks wow you really don’t get it?, you need to 

ask until you are sure. Many people who I have seen in the process when you ask them, 

do you understand? They go yes, but then you ask them a question about it and you 

realised they still have not get it yet”.  Respondent 1 from organisation A commented: 

“Philippines, they are like really acquiescent, they are just trying to be too respectful, 

because of its culture, and they never tell you when something is wrong, they say yes to 

everything”. “In India, they don’t want to disappoint others so they don’t tell you what 

might go wrong, until eventually you find something went wrong through statistics or 

reports”. Respondent 7 from organisation B supports this statement: “even though India 

and China can be reached physically sometimes is easier just to send them an email, 

because is harder to understand them because they just say yes”.  

In terms of language as seen in table 4, there was a general consensus in both 

organisations of the impact it has in knowledge sharing and how it can act as a barrier. 

The interviewees use English or Spanish for communicating. Spanish is only used when 

everyone in the meeting, email or communication is from Latin America. English is used 

with people from all other nationalities, challenges for understanding written or oral 

communication are especially difficult in this sense. People with Chinese or Indian 
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background were identified by the interviewees to be harder to communicate with. 

Respondent 6 from organisation b mentioned: “Language is a barrier (...) but it depends 

on the English level of the other part (...) if we are only Latinos, we speak in Spanish, but 

if there are Chinese or Indians we speak in English, it’s a two-way thing”. Respondent 5 

from organisation B explained: “When somebody from India writes is hard to read, they 

tend to mix some words and change the order of them”. Also respondent 3 from 

organisation A supports the aforementioned statement: “Indian people accent when they 

speak English is really hard to understand, (…) speaking to somebody in your own 

language will make your life easier”. Respondent 5 also mentioned “Chinese people 

don’t have a very good English so communication is mainly through email”. Respondent 

7 from organisation B comments: “We have problems with the Chinese people, we have 

a lot of problems with the language, and making them understand what we really 

need…sometimes we think they understand us about what we are asking them but they 

really did not”. Similar claims were given by respondents 2 and 4. Nonetheless, Latin 

Americans showed a harder time to understand people from China than from India. 

Respondent 7 mentioned “With India, not really because their English is better than the 

Chinese people”. Interviewees also mentioned that is easy for them to understand and to 

be understood when speaking their own language rather than English, even if all the 

interviewees come from a highly educated and Americanised background. Respondent 2 

from organisation A stated: “Yes, definitely is much easier to work with people that speak 

your language”. Some minor differences were identified between Spanish speakers but 

in general they don’t hinder knowledge sharing. Respondent 3 mentioned “With Latinos 

it’s easy as we speak Spanish, sometimes jargon from a country can be a minor problem 

but nothing serious”.  

Physical location and difference regarding time zones were also addressed by some 

interviewees as it can be seen in table 4. Interviewees work with people from different 

countries that are both physically located in the same office space or building or that are 

located permanently or temporary in other countries. As respondent 4 from organisation 

A puts it: “It’s harder to work with people from other countries, but is not about the 

people themselves but mostly because of the language and the schedule. What it limits 

our work many times is the availability of people, even though there are some tools to 

contact them (...) it has been harder to get information from people from the U.S. that are 

not physically here”. Respondent 2 in organisation A expressed: “If you are working with 

Europe there are time zone issues, you have only early in the morning to work with them 

because after that, they leave, we have to wake up really early to have meetings with 

Europe or other places far away”. Respondent 3 stated: “the time zone is also as an 

impediment, India start working when is two in the morning in Mexico (...) Here we work 

with people of different locations, when they are from the same site, the communication 

flows better (...) if you have doubts just to stand up and ask somebody than sending an 

email or a chat conversation and wait to see if they maybe will answer”. One participant, 

interviewee 2, shared this opinion but only partially “I don’t think this is an impediment, 

it doesn’t matter if you have them close, there is nothing to do with it”. Participant 7 also 

shared this view. To overcome these obstacles respondent 2 suggests to send emails late 

in the day, have a correct and have the correct attitude.   

How cultural and national diversity can help or hinder knowledge sharing was only 

mentioned by one participant. Respondent 5 from organisation B, commented: “…we 

need to know the whole picture, one month ago we launched a project from Paraguay, 

Bolivia, El Salvador, Honduras, Guatemala and some countries in Africa (...) we needed 

to know the whole scope for other countries and it was different from other projects not 
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only from a cultural perspective but knowing which resources each branch has, so it was 

really tough, it lasted eight months mostly because we needed to make everything work 

equally in all the countries and is very tough to do that”. Participants did not connect the 

presence of diversity as an opportunity for knowledge sharing. 

6.2.4. Organisational Structure. 

    Organisation 

A 

Organisation 

B 

4 Organisational Structure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4.1 Project based organisation, Existence of 

hierarchy 

x   *   x 

4.2 Bottom-up approach/Top-down approach   x *  *  
Table 5: Organisational structure. 

Source: Created by the authors. 

Regarding organisational structure (see table 5), we have some findings indicating that 

the existence of hierarchy may act as a barrier towards knowledge sharing. The divisions 

of hierarchy and authority seem to delay knowledge sharing. Respondent 7 from 

organisation B said: “Some people consider themselves too high in the hierarchy to attend 

our solicitudes, so they put us with somebody else who actually does not have the proper 

information, they don’t like telling about their job or how they do it”. Respondent 1 from 

organisation A commented: “I do have a chain of command (...) I always need to go 

through the Project Manager, present my project, introduce it to the Business Unit 

Manager and they tell me if the project is approved, only then the life cycle of the software 

starts”. Respondent 4 from organisation A also said: “Yes, we have some sort of a strict 

vertical line”.    

In terms of having a Bottom-Up or top-down approach, respondent 3 in organisation A 

explains: “We have monthly meetings where based on the reports, the team proposes new 

improvements to implement, these can be top-down or bottom-up approach. I am usually 

asking my people to give me ideas to propose improvements, but I am doing these with 

my team only. Top management can propose things, but they are also open to listen if we 

think is going to bring us some trouble so they are open to listen in that sense. Is not only 

about imposing new things, there is feedback from both ways”.  Respondent 5 mentioned, 

“right now the company doesn’t have anything specific in place to overcome the barriers 

in communication”. In general, besides IT systems, inter-project knowledge sharing and 

throughout the organisation occurs as a result of the initiatives of employees or middle 

management and not as a result of top management initiatives. 

6.2.5. Communication. 

    Organisation 

A 

Organisation 

B 

5 Communication 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5.1 Tacit/Informal x x  x x x x 

5.2 Explicit/Formal x x x x x x x 
Table 6: Communication. 

Source: Created by the authors. 

In terms of communication (see table 6), we discovered employees in general tend to 

engage in informal-tacit knowledge sharing. However, there are some efforts to move 

important information from tacit to explicit knowledge. All interviewees were aware of 
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this. An important characteristic that promotes tacit knowledge sharing is open-door 

policy from managers and between colleagues from the same or different teams. 

Respondent 6 from organisation B commented regarding tacit knowledge: “there is a 

very open door policy here, they are not closed to ideas, if something is urgent I can even 

go to the manager of my manager”. Respondent 6 also stressed the attitude regarding 

explicit knowledge sharing in comparison to tacit “a big defect is that no one replies 

emails, you need to talk to the people face-to-face (...) the information is obtained in 

meetings (...) there is a big tendency of people from engaging in informal ways like 

conversations or phone calls, there is no culture for written communication (...) for new 

projects I need to ask from zero, no documented processes, nothing formal, if someone 

has something in their laptop only them and God know about it”. Respondent 7 from 

organisation B said: “I think I have an open door relationship since we are all together 

(...) we had cases where we had to go really high or down in the hierarchy to find out the 

information we needed (...) and sometimes we cannot even find out everything we need, 

because there is no manual, no documentation that could make our life easier”. 

Respondent 5 from organisation B supported the statement: “Is very open, you can to 

anyone office, knock on the door and start talking”. “Usually there is no documentation 

and when there is, is very general or very technical that is not understandable (…) we 

tend to go to the person and begin to ask to understand the process”. Organisation B 

appears to be more open than organisation A and this has allowed a better communication 

and sharing of information within projects and across the organisation. Respondent 4 from 

organisation A talk about the open door policy regarding people in his team asking 

questions to someone in another country without asking his authorisation: “They can do 

it directly (...) it can be any person, unless is the customer, if it`s the customer there are 

some appropriate channels through specific people” he also mentioned “I believe that 

when is someone you don’t know it’s a bit more formal, when is someone you know it’s 

more casual, you try to have a conversation”. Respondent 1 said “people can contact me 

through email, or chats we have in the company, telephone calls, we also have an open 

door policy (…) where you can contact any manager for any reason, or co-worker”. 

However according to respondent 4 he has never seen the case where people did not 

respect the line of command. 

 

Regarding explicit knowledge sharing and formal communication, it was identified that 

the formal channels used were mostly documentation and IT systems. Nonetheless, it 

appears these documents or practices are mostly used within the project team and not 

between teams. Respondent 4 from organisation A said: “(...) even if people leave the 

company, the document will stay, that is the way we have found to retain the knowledge 

(...) we use a SharePoint tool from Microsoft, that is where we keep all the documents 

(...) if you are in the team you have automatic access to that SharePoint”. Also 

Respondent 1 from organisation A commented: “We have a Team Foundation Server 

(TFS) and we also have a SharePoint, but not everybody can enter, only my area from 

Guatemala and you need a user”. Respondents from organisation A also identified the 

preference of using informal communication channels rather than formal “I have seen 

that people prefer to ask instead of using it [the document], is not like we tell them go to 

the document and read it, we explain them how it works”. Respondent 2 from organisation 

A mentioned something similar: “We have a site where all the documentation can be 

shared, it contains what has been done, problems that were faced, how were they solved, 

it does exist in our site, is a really valuable document in our site, if people want to ask 

you there is also openness to do it”.   
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From organisation B, the tacit knowledge is also being shared through IT Systems, but it 

has limitations to specific areas or is not regarded as useful knowledge. Respondent 5 

explained “An intranet site was created, (…) there are no formal procedures, an informal 

PowerPoint was created for training in our area (...) we have a SharePoint (intranet), a 

complete encyclopaedia where you can get those documents without asking, I have not 

done it”. Both organisations are doing attempting to have a stronger explicit knowledge 

base, respondent 7 from organisation B mentioned “In the QA team we have tried to 

create manuals and documents (...) and people are using now this information, maybe not 

at the beginning but now yes and it has helped them a lot”. In organisation A, interviewee 

3 mentioned: “There is a lot of knowledge flying in the air that gets lost (...) because I 

had cases where people were being too general or clear in their documentation, now we 

have some tools as SharePoint or Quality Center where everything gets documented (...) 

so that if you are working in a very similar application (...) it could be used for different 

projects”. 

6.2.6. Group Work & Teams. 

    Organisation 

A 

Organisation 

B 

6 Group work and Teams 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6.1 Concern for others and respect   x  x   

6.2 Collaboration  x  x x x x 

6.3 Reciprocity        

6.4 Positive relationships x  x x x x  

6.5 Team Building    * * * * 

6.6 Reluctance to share knowledge    x  x x 

Table 7: Group work & teams. 

Source: Created by the authors. 

In all the interviews at least one characteristic of group work was identified. It is clear 

from table 7 the importance the respondents give to team interactions. Collaboration, 

positive relationships and concern for others and respect were identified to have a positive 

direct connection with knowledge sharing. Team building activities and practices also 

help knowledge sharing but in a more indirect way. Moreover, an attitude of reluctance 

to share knowledge has a direct negative effect. This category tries to identify the 

characteristics of organisational culture specific to group interactions that have a direct or 

indirect influence in knowledge sharing. Above all subcategories, most of the 

interviewees highlighted the importance of collaboration for being able to share 

knowledge. As interviewee 7 of organisation B puts it “people in the company are very 

open to share knowledge” or interviewee 4 of organisation A said “I see people are open 

to share what they know, even in the cases where you need to ask people outside the 

division”. Collaboration between people from the same or different teams was mentioned 

in almost all the interviews as key for the knowledge sharing process and not just to 

receive knowledge but to give knowledge, as respondent 4 mentions “I always try to be 

open, if I’m not busy at the moment of request I help them right away”. Another equally 

important characteristic of an organisation to facilitate knowledge sharing is the existence 

of positive relationships. Most of the interviewees mentioned how people in their 

organisations are much more willing to answer questions to people whom they have a 

friendly exchange with. As the manager from interview 3 stated, “I have people in my 

team that send their friends to ask something to somebody else because they didn’t get 

along or something like that”, I always try to “make them talk with each other”. Once 
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people establish a positive relationship the knowledge flows easier and with less 

limitations, as respondent 1 mentions, “usually I go and ask to my friends or the people I 

know first”.  

The third most cited characteristic of this group was team building. Even though 

knowledge sharing does not occur during team building activities the interviewees 

recognise these activities have an impact on the speed of knowledge sharing. Interviewee 

4 mentioned “we meet with my team to eat pizza once a month, we take turns to see who 

will invite for pizza, these meetings are mostly casual, we don’t talk about work, is mostly 

just to be together as a team” and interviewee 4 of organisation B said “These activities 

definitely have had an impact on the way we talk to one another, before we didn’t know 

each other but now I know them and as I previously mentioned, it is easier to ask for 

information to someone you know or even more if they are your friends or close 

colleagues”. Respondent 5 said “we have many activities like running on weekends, 

playing football or other sports. We also have some informal meetings like going out to 

grab a beer or have something to eat and all that kind of stuff”. Team building activities 

also were identified to have an impact in inter project knowledge sharing and integration 

of teams from different nationalities, although their impact on these regards depends on 

the origin of the people involved. Interviewee 5 said “sometimes you don’t know who has 

the knowledge, you have to ask around and you go to a first, second and a fifth person, 

as they are in multiple teams” and even if the team building activities might or might not 

create strong links between people, they do help people to know each other. Subject 6 

from organisation B said that these activities “have helped us to integrate with people 

from Latin America but people from China don’t participate much on this kind of things, 

we have a WhatsApp group to organise things outside office hours and people from all 

the other countries are part of it but the people from China didn’t want to join the group”.  

Another result not mentioned in previous theory is an attitude of reluctance to share 

knowledge. This attitude is not linked to trust or fear but as respondent 4 from 

organisation A mentioned “some isolated cases where people simply don’t want to share 

knowledge”. Respondent 6 told us how annoyed she was by the reluctance of some people 

to share information “you need to beg them” she said or respondent 7 mentioned that 

some people whose knowledge was crucial for her would always say “they didn’t have 

time, so they couldn’t help us” whereas most people in the company were much more 

open to share the information. The respondents that identified this characteristic did 

mention these cases were not common but in the case of respondents 6 and 7, the 

information these people had was fundamental for them. Respondent 6 and 7 gave hints 

that they think these could be for personal reasons outside the project or work reasons.  

Last on this section we have concern for others and respect, even though only two 

respondents talk about this. When people in the organisation don’t show concern for other 

people needs the knowledge sharing process is blocked. As respondent 3 said “some 

people has a bad attitude and gets mad because people are asking them questions”, this 

induces the giver of information to share very little knowledge and the people needing 

the information to look for other sources. Respondent 3 from organisation A, also 

commented on “how rude” some people replied when being asked for information. This 

contrasts with what respondent 5 mentioned, “even if people are busy, they will try to help 

you even after work hours, people are willing to give more if someone else is in need”. In 

regards to reciprocity, in both cases A and B, it seems not to have any impact in the 

knowledge sharing process as people tend to share the information without expecting 

anything back from the person needing the information. 
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6.2.7. Company General Environments and attitudes. 

    Organisation 

A 

Organisation 

B 

7 Company General Environment & 

Attitudes 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7.1 Autonomy x  * * * * x 

7.2 Power  x    *  

7.3 Non-competitive atmosphere x  x     

7.4 Innovative  x   x x x 

7.5 Change oriented    x   x 

7.6 Fairness *       

7.7 Tension      *  

7.8 Conflict of interest        

7.9 General environment at work *   * * *  

Table 8: Company general environments and attitudes. 

Source: Created by the authors. 

The attitudes and general environment in the company furthers or deters the knowledge 

sharing in both companies (see table 8). Autonomy, power, non-competitive atmosphere 

and an attitude of innovation and change-oriented have a positive impact in knowledge 

sharing. Other characteristics that could have a positive but indirect impact in knowledge 

sharing are fairness and a positive general environment at work. An indirect negative 

effect was found to be produced by tension in the environment. In regards to autonomy, 

both cases show a high level of autonomy on their employees. As interviewee 6 from 

company B recognised, “I feel very independent, my manager doesn’t supervise me 

much” or as interviewee 3 of company A indicated “Personally, nobody checks on my 

work, I am entirely free and I’m not a fan of micromanagement, is not my style”. Both 

companies make their employees feel autonomous. Respondents 3, 5 and 6 described 

autonomy in their teams but only respondent 1 and 2 from organisation A and respondent 

7 from organisation B established a link with knowledge sharing. Respondent 1 said, “In 

my current position I have the liberty to propose and create new things… improvement 

ideas come from meetings with different people, I have different source of improvements, 

people tell me ideas they might have”. Subject 4 mentioned that people in his team has 

autonomy and “they don’t need to tell me what they do, they are free to go and ask people 

from other countries and teams if they need to, unless they need to talk with the customer, 

I don’t need to be involved”. Respondent 7 said “my boss lets me work freely, that has 

happened with time, because he kind of trust us more now”, therefore she linked 

autonomy with the level of trust which she also identified as a condition for knowledge 

sharing. 

Innovation and change-oriented culture are interrelated characteristics as the answers of 

the interviewees demonstrate. Respondent 5 from organisation B claims that “my team 

and managers are open to change and improvements and all the new ideas that we may 

have”. In the same lines respondent 4 from organisation A mentions that “I have tried to 

make changes on the way things are done and that has taken me to where I am now”, he 

was promoted recently, he also adds “I am always open to listen ideas for ways of doing 

things, even if it’s a bit hard to implement”. We can also see that Organisation B promotes 

innovation in a more structured way than organisation A, respondent 5 mentioned the 
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process the organisation has “if any employee has an idea, you don’t need to build a 

business case or any big structure, you just write the idea on a piece of paper and place 

it in the innovation boxes that are around the company, these ideas will later be revised 

by an innovation team that evaluates all the ideas submitted”. Anyway not all the 

employees seem to know much about it as respondent 6 from organisation B also said 

“there is a process to propose ideas but I don’t know how it works”. Organisation A on 

the other hand, seems to be more rigid in regards to change “there is not a written 

procedure, you need to discuss with your manager, and somehow prove that your idea 

will give results (…) It is possible to suggest but I can tell you it’s hard to change things 

around”. Also interviewee 2 mentioned that they are open to receive ideas but “only 

within our team”.  

Another characteristic that respondents considered important is general environment at 

work, in general both organisations were perceived to have a positive environment. 

Organisation A was described as “people are nice, we feel like a family, everybody has a 

good attitude (…) we get paid on time, pay checks are enough and we get raises every 

now and then” by respondent 1 or “it is very nice, we are must than just co-workers” by 

respondent 4. Organisation B was described as “friendly” and “we always work 

together” by respondent 5. None of the respondents established a direct link with 

knowledge sharing in this category. In regards to power, only two subjects identified any 

kind of impact on knowledge sharing, and one of them was indirect. “When a manager 

of high rank gives an order, we need to stay over-night working, it is a very demanding 

process, you are expected to do extra hours” and “you need to find out how things are 

done”. Respondent 2, a manager said “if a person from my team is trying to get some 

information from a person outside my team and then they report to me they are not 

responding or unwilling to cooperate I need to go to the manager of that person and 

expose how the project is at risk because they don’t want to share the information, of 

course, right after that the person does share the information”. This shows how the 

structures of power within the organisation can force people to interact and share 

knowledge for urgent projects or stages of the project. 

A competitive atmosphere is found to directly hinder the knowledge sharing. This was 

found only in organisation A where two interviewees mentioned how members of other 

teams in the United States don’t share their knowledge with teams in Latin America as 

they see them as a threat or a competition for them as they are cheaper resources for the 

company. More information on this topic was provided on the results for fear.  Both 

fairness and tension were mentioned by only one interviewee of each organisation 

respectively. Regarding tension, respondent 6 mentioned that because of errors and delays 

on a main project “nothing was delivered as expected” and “everyone was afraid; people 

would talk about the people that had been fired”. In organisation A, respondent 1 

mentioned that sometimes people perceive as unfair the way the manager administers the 

resources “there are some practices that are not good for some people, the resources 

from some projects are moved unexpectedly to others teams and this generates errors and 

the need to work extra hours outside our normal shifts”. Fairness, or in this case, 

unfairness and tension were identified to have a negative effect on the general 

environment and therefore an indirect link with knowledge sharing. No respondent 

mention anything related to uncertainty or conflict of interest. 
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6.2.8. Management & Leadership. 

    Organisation A Organisation 

B 

8 Management & Leadership 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8.1 Leadership Facilitator  x    x  

8.2 Leadership Mentor        

8.3 Leadership Transformational    *   * 

8.4 Leadership Innovator    *    

8.5 Leadership Monitor *   * *   

8.6 Setting goals early in the project  *      

8.7 Emotions management        

8.8 Shortage of resources     x  x 
Table 9: Management & Leadership. 

Source: Created by the authors. 

Almost all interviewees agreed that the role of the leader has an impact in the way they 

perform work (see table 9). Five types of leadership or leadership attitudes are identified 

in our template analysis, four of them were mentioned in the interviews. The role of the 

leader as facilitator helps to share knowledge faster and more accurately. Respondent 2 

from organisation A said “if a person from my team is trying to get some information from 

a person outside my team and then they report to me they are not responding or unwilling 

to cooperate I need to go to the manager of that person and expose how the project is at 

risk because they don’t want to share the information, of course, right after that the 

person does share the information” and on the same train of thought respondent stated “if 

you need help to get some information managers are open to arrange something, most 

managers tend to help a lot with that”. Based in the responses of two interviewees we 

identified a leadership style that was not covered in our initial template or theoretical 

background, transformational leadership, which respondents linked with team 

integration. Respondent 5 mentioned “our boss loves social work, he is a leader that leads 

with the example and makes you want to follow him, we did some volunteering activities 

including painting a school and he was giving the example by playing with the kids, so 

people just follow him on this sense”. Respondent 4 of organisation A said “As a team 

you can achieve much more than as an individual (...) when I propose some improvements 

I don’t do it because of a reward (there are no rewards), but because I think it will help 

the team to improve, it will help us, to get the right amount of work so the team doesn’t 

have to work extra hours or have overload of work”. Respondent 4 also mentioned the 

role of leader as innovator but tied it with transformational leadership. Both 

transformational and innovative leadership are linked with knowledge sharing as they 

promote a positive environment and the building of trust amongst team members.  

In regards of monitoring, if a manager wields too much control and over monitors a team 

member, it will limit the creativity and knowledge on his team, on the other hand if a 

manager gives the freedom to its employees to create, knowledge is created, shared and 

improvements through project teams are possible. Subject 1 specifically mentioned a 

previous project where her manager was over controlling and that wouldn’t allow her to 

“do anything” but now that her manager does not over control her she has more freedom 

to propose and improve things. Respondent 4 also from organisation A mentioned that 

for many things he just needs to be informed and there is not a big monitoring of the team, 
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which allows them to communicate freely with other team members or people outside the 

team including those in other countries. Respondent 7 from organisation B explained how 

her manager supervises their work until he trusts they will do things alright, and “now 

that I supervise some new members, I still need to double check their work until they know 

how to do it”. This has ensured the knowledge acquired is correctly comprehended.  

Changing of category outside leadership, setting goals early in the project was found only 

in one of the interviews. Interviewee 2 mentioned that “for sure since the beginning of 

the project the goals are clear” and because “the objectives of the projects are already 

there, there are some established procedures. Since you join the company they teach you 

from how to set a password to every little detail (…) all these practices facilitate 

knowledge sharing”. No respondent identified anything specific in regards of emotions 

management. Last in this category is the shortage of resources. Two interviewees 

mentioned how the lack of time or enough people has led to stall the knowledge sharing. 

Interviewee 7 mentioned “sometimes people are too busy, they have much to do, is not 

that they don’t want to share the information is just that they are too busy for us, one hour 

of their time is really valuable”. Respondent 6 also mentioned “there was this project 

that was behind and people didn’t have time to answer questions or help us”. 

6.2.9. Rewards. 

    Organisation A Organisation 

B 

9 Rewards 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9.1 Influence in tacit knowledge sharing x    * *  

9.2 Influence in explicit knowledge sharing        

9.5 Intrinsic (personal attraction)  *  *    

9.6 Extrinsic (Money) x *    * * 
Table 10: Rewards. 

Source: Created by the authors. 

Rewards is an area that most respondents recognise somehow to exist in their company 

but the link with knowledge sharing is not strong (see table 10). Rewards show to have 

an influence in sharing tacit knowledge for respondent 1 when she said “we have 

quarterly goals, one of my goals is to propose 2 small projects, improvements or ideas 

per month (…) I do find them because I am always looking for them and (…) I know is 

money [for her quarterly bonus]” this is related to knowledge sharing because to find 

these areas of improvement she said “I need to go and talk to people from different areas 

and analyse their work, I can receive ideas from many people”. Respondents 5 and 6 

from organisation B described a weak link between tacit knowledge sharing and rewards. 

Respondent 6 mentioned “the reward for sharing knowledge comes from the exposure 

and image you have in front of other people, people see you help others, this can help you 

opening doors for the future”. Respondent 7 mentioned “no, there are no rewards for 

knowledge sharing but there is a yearly evaluation and one of the things they evaluate is 

your attitude towards people, if you are not working as a team, if you are not having good 

communication, if you don’t engage with others and help new people, you will 

underperform on this aspect”. No link between rewards and explicit knowledge could be 

found. In regards of intrinsic and extrinsic, the only direct connection is again from 

respondent 1. This is connected with the fact there is an evaluation system in place at her 

area that considers continuous improvement. This for her, means the need to 

communicate with other people. Intrinsic rewards were mentioned by respondent 2 and 4 

from organisation A, when they mentioned “achievements are important to any worker” 
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and “I do this because it will help the team to improve”, both of them were talking about 

knowledge sharing in regards of proposing new ideas. Respondent 2, 5 and 6 also 

described a weak link between knowledge sharing and extrinsic rewards. Respondent 2 

explained “when you have performed well or you have proposed something and it is 

outstanding there are some mentions in the monthly communications, is not money but 

public recognition”. Respondent 6 mentioned how you can have a trophy or a diploma as 

“employee of the quarter” and that knowledge sharing “maybe, just maybe has an impact 

on this as they see your attitude towards others”. Overall, if questioned directly if there 

was any specific reward for engaging in knowledge sharing practices, respondent 5 

summarises what most said “there are no explicit recognitions when sharing knowledge 

or proposing enhancements, it is something you are expected to do, is part of your role”. 
 

6.2.10. Analysis of Public Information 

Besides the data collection through interviews, we analysed some public information 

about both organisations that is available online through their own websites. The sources 

cannot be detailed here as per ethical considerations as stated in our Ethics section. The 

information available regarding organisational culture is minimal and summarised as 

follows. 

Organisation A. It promotes itself as an inclusive company with people from all over the 

world. It promotes diversity and respect among its employees. English is a must except 

in operational jobs.  

Organisation B. Through its website it promotes itself as a youthful and happy company 

to work for, that values passion and creativity.  Intermediate to advanced English level is 

a must for professional level positions.  

The public available information is very limited but it was used just as a contextual 

reference when analysing the data.   
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7. DISCUSSION 

In this chapter we analyse and discuss the results previously presented and compared 

them with findings of previous research from our theoretical background, which is in line 

with using theoretical propositions for the analysis of data (Yin, 2003, pp. 111, 112).  We 

also highlight the new findings of our research and discuss the level of influence of the 

different characteristics found in the results. The results between the two organisations 

are predominantly similar and when some differences are found, these are presented and 

discussed. At the end of this section, all the characteristics found to have an influence in 

knowledge sharing are presented through what we call knowledge sharing and 

organisational culture matrix which pretends to give a general answer to our research 

question. 

7.1.  TRUST & FEAR. 

In both case studies trust was found to enhance the knowledge sharing process among 

individuals. Trust is the most frequent stated determinant regarding knowledge sharing 

(Akhavan & Hosseini, 2015, pp. 7-8; 13-16). Nevertheless, situations were identified 

where a lack of trust was found and the knowledge sharing process was challenged. 

Refining trust performance could translate on an improvement of knowledge sharing in 

organisations (Kathiravelu et al., 2014, p. 121). Trust among colleagues was also proven 

to facilitate the knowledge sharing process, this is supported by Ismail Al-Alawi et al. 

(2007, p. 39) & Cai et al. (2013, p. 2072) who argue that trust between co-workers is a 

critical success factor regarding knowledge sharing, and once is embedded in the 

company, sustainable progress can be achieved (Smith, 2005, pp. 523-524; 536-537), and 

that is also extremely important for sharing tacit knowledge (Ruppel & Harrington, 2001, 

p. 49) since it increases the level of quality of knowledge sharing (Chiu et al., 2006, pp. 

1872-1880; 1882; 1884-1886). This is also supported by our findings as people engaged 

in tacit knowledge sharing in direct connection with the trust they feel for someone else. 

Mueller (2015, p. 63) stated that some of the most important characteristic regarding 

knowledge sharing are trust in colleagues and trust in employees. In our research we 

found that people need to trust their colleagues, managers and employees but for a 

multinational project team to engage in good knowledge sharing. Equally important are 

good language skills, overcome cultural barriers and proper communication channels, 

which are discussed later in this section. Regardless of location, we can see that trust and 

good relationships enable the knowledge sharing process. This is the case in both 

companies whether team members are in the same building or located in very distant 

countries. This goes in line with what Zakaria et al. (2004, pp. 15; 25) have previously 

reported, trust is one of the factors where the knowledge sharing culture among virtual 

teams is based on. 

In cases where a lack of trust was found, the knowledge sharing process was challenged. 

Cultures characterised by collaboration and friendly non-competitive atmosphere tend to 

have more trustworthy behaviours whereas cultures driven by competition and 

achievement show less trust-worthy behaviours (Wiewiora et al., 2014, p. 61; Suppiah & 

Sandhu, 2011, p. 471). This was proven also true, since one of the challenges identified 

was a fear to share knowledge. Fear, was not a key finding in previous research of 

knowledge sharing and we consider important to highlight this, as it stalls the knowledge 

sharing process in both organisations. In organisation A, a wrong perception of the 

employees existed regarding knowledge sharing, believing that if they shared knowledge 

with their colleagues, they would eventually get fired because they would not be needed 

anymore in the organisation, this translated in hoarding the knowledge instead of sharing 
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it. In organisation B something similar happened, where people were afraid to assume a 

responsibility from anything shared among their colleagues for fear to be held responsible 

or other personal reasons. Fear and trust are both powerful forces, and while they are not 

opposites, exactly, trust is the antidote to fear, is the best tool for driving it out (Catmull 

& Wallace, 2014, pp. 124-125). Organisations need to identify the sources of fear and 

dwindle its impact in order to create trust. Even if they are not mutually dependent, they 

could even be seen as sides of a spectrum, where the most trust is present in the 

organisational culture, the easiest the knowledge sharing is and the closer it is to fear, the 

hardest it is to share knowledge.   

7.2.  INTER-PROJECT KNOWLEDGE CREATION AND 

SHARING. 

The analysis of the results was focused on the group and organisational level (Nonaka & 

Takeuchi, 1995, pp. 71-72). A mix between formal and informal types of communication 

were found in both organisations that supported the knowledge sharing process. Among 

them, there were formal meetings regarding the ongoing activities of the project and also 

lessons learned meetings where knowledge created from previous projects was learned 

and applied to new projects. These were mainly the tools used for knowledge sharing 

within project teams. 

Regarding project to project or project to the greater organisation, additional practices 

were implemented, such as the use of IT systems and technology tools and the creation 

of detailed documentation. A finding that was not found in previous literature and that 

showed to have a considerable influence in knowledge sharing is the rotation of 

personnel, as it allows people to know peers across the organisation and this as a 

consequence supports knowledge sharing. Nevertheless, these practices have some flaws, 

even though IT systems were used, in various occasions documentation was poor and 

even useless, thus the managers should focus the attention on identifying what knowledge 

is worth sharing and the social and cultural aspects that creates context for it to happen 

(Karlsen & Gottschalk, 2004, pp, 3; 9-10). Also there were cases where people did not 

know where to find the pertinent document in the IT system and the only solution was to 

ask around until they could find somebody that could give them some guidance. Hence 

lies the importance of the company to create situations where people from different 

projects could interact and learn from each other and to balance both the content of 

knowledge (tacit and explicit) and the capabilities to leverage knowledge in terms of 

infrastructure and process. No informal events were found in organisation A that were 

created by the management with the means of enhancing the creation of relationships 

among its employees. However, these events were still created by the employees 

themselves because of the need to socialise, these type of events usually translate into 

trust and therefore enhance the knowledge sharing process. This supports Nonaka and 

Takeuchi’s (1995, p. 73) theory on how socialisation impacts the levels of knowledge 

sharing from the individual to the group and to the wider organisation. In organisation B 

on the other hand, middle management took it into consideration, and even though it was 

a new area created in the organisation, where almost everybody was new and did not 

know each other, trust was created after the informal events where people had the chance 

to mingle and got to know each other outside the work environment. This informal event 

was also supported by a transformational type of leadership exerted by the manager which 

helped breaking the barriers of fear and enhance trust among the employees. 

Transformational leadership will be discussed further in this chapter. This practice 

occurred at a group level (within the project), so the team even though could overcome 
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barriers to create knowledge within the team was still facing inter-project knowledge 

barriers throughout the entire organisation. 

7.3.  CULTURAL AND SOCIAL BACKGROUND. 

Cultural differences were found in both organisations, and in both cases they showed a 

negative effect in knowledge sharing. People from Latin American struggle to 

communicate and socialise with people from what is perceived as very different cultures 

such as China, India and Philippines and to a lesser degree with people from North 

America or Europe. This supports Solli-Saether et al., (2015, p. 53) claims on how these 

differences hamper knowledge sharing. An expected finding is that there are greater 

differences between Latin and non-Latin project team members than amongst Latin 

American team members. Latin people usually work better with each other, which 

confirms Ogliastri et al. (2013, p. 30) statements about Latin Americans sharing a 

homogenous culture. However, there are small differences regarding the way they talk to 

each other, people from Guatemala appear to be more sensitive and quieter, Mexicans 

show to be more direct and straightforward and Colombians are the friendliest and 

audacious. It is always harder to integrate people from China, because they are perceived 

as self-involved and hard to socialise with. However, as the interviews show, as long as 

everyone working in a multicultural environment is aware of these differences, respect 

them and learn how to work with them, people should be able to carry on with their work 

besides the cultural differences. 

Besides the expected cultural challenges amongst multinational project team members, 

there are specific aspects of culture and nationality that were found to affect knowledge 

sharing, especially the language and face maintenance. Language, as expected was 

considered a barrier especially with countries where either Spanish or English is not 

considered the mother tongue such as India, China and the Philippines. This is related 

with the work of previous research that identified a common language as key for project 

based learning (Scarbrough, 2004, p. 1582). Furthermore, negative emotions generated 

from language barriers could reduce performance in teams (Tenzer & Pudelko, 2015, p. 

621). It is important to notice that Latin Americans did not show any significant language 

barrier when communicating with native English speakers, all the interviewees are highly 

educated professionals and use English fluently. This is a growing strength of the 

countries of the region, the growing population of young professionals, where more 

multinational companies are establishing branches or outsourcing services (KPMG, 2009, 

p. 9). 

Face maintenance issues were identified when working with India, Philippines and China, 

where some people tend to say yes in different situations even if they didn’t understand 

something or also when they did not inform when problems arose in order to maintain a 

positive image or appear inexperience or unintelligent.  These findings support the work 

of von Stetten et al. (2012, p. 137) who identified face maintenance as an issue of working 

with some Indian project teams. Managers that have experience working with these 

countries have shown proactivity in trying to create mutual trust from team members of 

these countries so they don’t hide any information and ask questions when needed. Face 

maintenance was not exhibited when working amongst people from Latin American 

nationalities or with North America and Europe.  

In organisation B, a project that involved the opportunity to integrate knowledge from 

different cultures and which occurred simultaneously in different countries had the 

possibility to share insights regarding markets, people, projects, etc. but instead of being 
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an opportunity it became a challenge to the project. Multicultural project teams can be 

significantly superior to homogenous teams if properly managed and also can be much 

worse if they are poorly managed (Miller et al., 2000, p. 18). 

Other potential sources of diversity but that in both cases were found to be weakness are 

age differences and gender. Age seemed to affect in terms of reluctance to change, and 

also regarding integration activities, older people may be less willing to change and less 

proactive in integration activities that promote team building. Gender gave interesting 

results, as there is no general consensus among the interviewees. It is arguable to say that 

this would be based on personal experiences or specific events. Different approaches in 

communication for men and women were identified, it was mentioned that some female 

Latin team members have had some challenges when working with men from India, as 

they were perceived a bit sexist. Also important communication differences were 

mentioned. On the other hand, other respondents contradicted this statement and 

perceived no difference at all. Therefore, no concluding arguments can be taken but it 

does shed light for future research.  Cultural diversity, age and gender on these 

organisations represented mostly challenges to be overcome but it could also represent an 

opportunity for learning and sharing knowledge if managers are aware of their existence 

and manage them properly (Scarbrough, 2004, p. 1585; Miller et al., 2000, p. 18).  

Working with people from different countries can be harder because of different time 

zones and work time schedules, also having the opportunity to interact physically with 

somebody to engage in conversations and transfer of knowledge is an advantage of 

sharing the same physical location. Nevertheless, the feasibility of having the team 

physically together will depend on the nature of the organisation. It is important to make 

this differentiation, where a single-location project has a reservoir of shared tacit 

knowledge and trust that a global project lacks (Wilson & Doz, 2012, p. 87). The research 

showed some actions that can be taken when members of the team are geographically 

dispersed, by using IT tools. The other challenge of geographically dispersed teams is 

time zone, which hinders knowledge sharing as it reduces the amount of hours Latin 

American teams can interact with their European peers and is even more critical if their 

peers are in South or East Asia.  Notwithstanding, actions can be taken to diminish its 

impact like programming emails to be sent late in the day to receive an answer early in 

the morning or if urgent communication is in process, start working very early in the 

morning. Time zone on the other hand poses an advantage for Latin America when 

working with North America or other Latin American countries as they are in the same 

or similar time zones. This is conforming to the increase of international investment in 

the region due to its proximity to the United States (KPMG, 2009, p. 9). Even if not related 

to knowledge sharing, an advantage of working with these type of teams is the opportunity 

of having people working on the project 24 hours in different shifts around the globe. 

7.4.  ORGANISATIONAL STRUCTURE. 

Organisation A is considered-project led and organisation B is considered project-matrix. 

These structures have helped employees to interact with members of the same project, 

although the challenges for inter-knowledge project sharing are harder to overcome. 

Organisation B is less project-oriented than organisation A, and showed a slighter 

advantage in knowledge sharing among teams, this is related to trust and open door 

policies with managers and colleagues which is discussed in other sections of this chapter. 

A minor role in knowledge sharing is played by hierarchy where interactions among team 

members and managers could be potentially affected. Hierarchies usually reflect power 

structures and affect the work flows (Beech & MacIntosh, 2012, p. 82). Both 
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organisations exhibited mostly a bottom-up approach regarding engaging or promoting 

knowledge sharing as it occurs as a result of daily activities of the team members rather 

than throughout a strategic management priority (Kalling & Styhre, 2003, p. 160). 

7.5.  COMMUNICATION. 

In both case studies, the more social-oriented the organisation culture is, the more likely 

people will engage in tacit knowledge sharing. Socialisation is key to share individual 

tacit knowledge into groups and other teams (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995, p. 71). An open-

door policy and environment was found to have a positive impact in communication in 

both organisations. Open door policy, referring to both managers and peers had not been 

previously identified as an enabler of knowledge sharing in multinational project teams. 

Company B tends to be more open in this sense and therefore allowed a better flow of 

tacit knowledge. Open-door policies improve communication with employees and 

enhance trust and motivation (Shenhar, 1993, p. 8). An interesting finding is how people 

tend to prefer informal channels of communication rather than formal ones. Face-to-face 

meetings, chat and telephone conversations are preferred to reading from a document or 

going through a manual. This is interesting as sharing tacit knowledge takes more effort 

and is hard to duplicate (Hansen, 1999, p. 105).  

Both organisations are trying to translate tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge by 

documenting what they have learnt, establishing training procedures, establishing 

processes and improving them. This is called externalisation and combination of 

knowledge (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995, p. 71). The practices used in both organisations 

are process documentation and the usage of information systems and tools to automate or 

facilitate knowledge sharing. Nonetheless, it is important to determine what knowledge 

needs to be documented and through which channels, else the result is documentation that 

is useless, information systems that are seldom helpful and limited contribution to the 

team and organisation. In regards of information systems, that were previously identified 

to help knowledge sharing (Ismail Al-Alawi et al., 2007, p. 39), need to be correctly used 

in order to have a real influence in the storage and sharing of knowledge. 

7.6.  GROUP WORK & TEAMS. 

The ability of organisations to work as a team was found to be, next to trust one of the 

key characteristics to enable knowledge sharing. As expected, collaboration is the most 

important characteristic in this group. This confirms multiple studies findings, where 

collaboration was also identified (Yang, 2007, p. 532; Wiewiora et al., 2014, p. 61; Smith, 

2005, p. 523). Closely related, are positive relationships amongst team members which 

in both organisations were identified as key for knowledge sharing. This was previously 

reported by Zakaria et al. (2004, p. 15) specifically for virtual teams, but it is applicable 

for multinational teams that are in the same or different location.  Even though it doesn’t 

have a direct impact in knowledge sharing, team building activities were identified as 

beneficial for it. Team building activities allow people to meet their peers and increase 

trust, which at the end allows knowledge transfer. Formal and informal team building 

exercises will orient people towards willingness to share knowledge and to listen to others 

(Jones et al., 2006, p. 429), in this research, companies organised a very limited team 

building activities and the ones that had more impact were the ones organised by the 

employees themselves like sport activities, social hang outs outside office hours and 

others organised by supervisors and middle managers such as social work and lunches. 

However, team building activities might not be as effective for integrating team members 

of different cultures such as China with Guatemala or Mexico with India. Is out of the 
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scope of this research to investigate the nature of activities that could have a stronger 

influence in integrating such diverse nationalities. 

Other characteristics that impact positively knowledge sharing are concern for others and 

respect. A culture of concern for others is important for the sharing of tacit knowledge 

(Ruppel & Harington, 2001, p. 49). Respect was also found to have an impact in global 

teams. Zakaria et al. (2004, p. 15) also found this characteristic specifically for virtual 

teams, but as with collaboration this is applicable for all types of multinational teams. A 

characteristic that was not previously discussed in the theory is a personal reluctance to 

share knowledge. This attitude was found in both organisations and occurs when a 

specific person refuses or delays knowledge sharing. It is not linked with trust and fear 

but an attitude of hoarding information or not caring about sharing knowledge, 

organisations need to address this attitude when is preventing projects to move forward 

as it was the case in organisation B. 

7.7.  COMPANY GENERAL ENVIRONMENTS & ATTITUDES. 

As expected from the theoretical framework, several attitudes and characteristics of the 

environment have a positive impact in knowledge sharing, however their importance 

might vary compared to the previous researches. Starting with autonomy, Mueller (2015, 

p. 63) identified trust and autonomy to be the most important characteristics of 

organisational culture to enable knowledge sharing, however in our research, even if 

important, was not found to be as effective as trust or collaboration. Closely intertwined 

are an innovative and change-oriented culture. Both characteristics enhance knowledge 

creation and sharing as they allow individuals to propose new ideas and motivate them to 

communicate with others to get different perspectives. Innovativeness in a company is 

linked with the perception that change and creativity are encouraged in the organisation 

(Bock et al. 2005, p. 93, 95). The more the employees perceive a culture that allows them 

to suggest, create or communicate ideas the more they engage in knowledge creation and 

sharing. Organisation A has a more rigid structure and therefore employees limit their 

ability to suggest or communicate.  

General environment at work, which for this study is the perception of the employee of 

the current environment in their teams, was found to have a direct connection with 

knowledge sharing. A friendly, collaborative and safe environment allows employees to 

perform better in all areas of their work, and is linked with trust, communication and non-

competitive atmosphere. All these characteristics positively encourage knowledge 

sharing (Ismail Al-Alawi et al., 2007, p. 39; Mueller, 2015, p. 63; Suppiah & Sandhu, 

2011, p. 471). Power was found to be important in the sense of a manager having the 

ability to overcome barriers of knowledge sharing through his or her position of power, 

however it was not identified as a significant impact except in specific situations. This 

establishes that power has an indirect or passive effect in knowledge sharing (Cai et al., 

2013, p. 2072). Fairness, even if necessary for a good general environment, not enough 

evidence was collected to draw strong conclusions on it. Also some evidence regarding 

tension as a deterrent of knowledge sharing was found. This characteristic was not 

previously identified in the literature. Both fairness and tension are related with the 

general environment at work. 

7.8.  MANAGEMENT & LEADERSHIP. 

The role of the manager as a leader can help or hamper knowledge sharing. Yang (2007, 

pp. 532; 536) suggests four leadership styles that influence knowledge sharing practices, 

facilitator, mentor, innovator and monitor. The leader as facilitator was found to have a 
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positive direct impact in knowledge sharing as far as he coordinates and help his team to 

get to the sources of knowledge and uses his power to expedite the knowledge transfer. 

This supports Yang’s (2007, p. 537) premise that facilitator leadership is useful for 

knowledge sharing. Regarding mentor, there was no evidence of this type of leadership 

in none of the organisations, therefore no link with existing theory can be done. An 

innovator leadership has an indirect impact in knowledge sharing and in certain 

circumstances, can stimulate knowledge sharing amongst the team. A monitoring leader 

can hamper knowledge sharing by obstructing initiatives or supervising communications 

too closely. Yang (2007, pp. 537-538) in similar lines argues a leader with a monitor role 

discourages knowledge sharing and innovator has only a weak relationship as our findings 

also show. In both organisations, a type of leadership that bolsters knowledge sharing in 

an indirect way is transformational leadership. Transformational leaders encourage team 

integration which in turn generates trust, collaboration and positive relationships amongst 

team members. This leadership style was not part of Yang’s (2007, pp. 537-538) 

framework but has proven successful in both case studies. Transformational leaders 

generate awareness of the mission of the group and look beyond self-interests for the 

benefit of all team members (Bass, 1990, p. 21). Transformational leaders also inspire 

their followers and stimulate employees (Bass, 1990, p. 21) which is what happened with 

some middle range managers in both organisations.  

Setting goals early in the project could have some positive impact in knowledge sharing 

but no compelling evidence was found. Tenzer and Pudelko (2015, p. 621) recommend 

the use of emotions management in organisations to overcome cultural barriers, but at the 

moment none of the organisations has specific mechanisms to cope with these cultural 

challenges. Last on this section, it is evident how the lack of resources can generate delays 

in knowledge sharing. If there are not enough resources to perform a determined task, a 

priority will be given to perform project tasks and knowledge sharing will be relegated. 

7.9.  REWARDS. 

The results of our research show a very weak link between rewards and knowledge 

sharing and only for tacit knowledge and through extrinsic rewards such as public 

recognitions and monetary bonuses. Rewards in both companies are given for general 

good performance and the impact that knowledge sharing has in the overall employee’s 

results is minimal and cannot be measured. Arguably, rewards showed to enhance tacit 

knowledge sharing which goes in line with some authors’ previous research (Wang et al., 

2014, p. 978; Ismail Al‐Alawi et al., 2007, p. 37; Jones et al. 2006, p. 431; Chiu et al., 

2006, p. 1885) but only in a context of innovation and generation of ideas. There was no 

evidence of rewards to have an impact in explicit knowledge sharing, even though some 

studies found connections among this concepts, such as Hau et al., (2013, p. 363) who 

argues that rewards have a different impact in tacit and explicit knowledge. 

7.10. SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS. 

Differences were also found but could be considered minimal and not enough evidence 

was found to make contrasting statements. To better understand the findings of this 

research, the results were summarised in figure 12. The matrix shows separated in four 

quadrants the characteristics of organisational culture that facilitate or hinder knowledge 

sharing. The characteristics in the superior two quadrants have a direct influence in 

knowledge sharing. The characteristics with an indirect influence in knowledge sharing 

are positioned in the lower two quadrants. Similarly, on the left side of the matrix, the 

characteristics that hinder knowledge sharing are presented and on the right the ones that 
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support it. The characteristics associated specifically to organisations that work with 

multinational project teams are highlighted inside the inner square. Additionally, the 

characteristics in bold have the higher influence in knowledge sharing, these are on a 

positive side, trust in colleague, positive relationships amongst employees and 

collaboration. On the negative spectrum cultural differences and language are the 

characteristics that deter the most the practices of knowledge sharing. 

 

 

Figure 12: Knowledge sharing and organisational culture matrix. 

Source: Created by the authors. 
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8. CONCLUSION. 

On this section, a synopsis of all the relevant findings is provided, connecting the key 

characteristics found with our research question. Also, we provide a list of the managerial 

implications these findings have and our theoretical contributions. Lastly, we outline the 

limitations of the study from and how these limitations open the door for future research. 

8.1.  CONCLUSIONS. 

Several findings were obtained after analysing the results shown in the previous section. 

Some of them are specific to organisations who work with multinational project teams, 

among the key findings regarding this type of organisations are cultural differences and 

language. Latin American project teams will encounter greater challenges when working 

with people of very different cultures such as India, China and Philippines and to a lesser 

extent North America and Europe. Team members should be aware of these differences, 

respect them and learn how to work with them if they want to carry on with their work 

properly. In the same sense, language is a barrier which affects Latin American project 

teams when working with countries whose first language is neither Spanish nor English. 

When this occurs, communication becomes a challenge and negative emotions can be 

produced from language differences that could affect the overall team performance and 

has a direct impact in knowledge sharing. 

Other key findings are not specific to multinational project teams. Such is the case of fear, 

which was discovered to hurdle the knowledge sharing process. Employees may refuse 

or delay the knowledge sharing if they fear they will no longer be needed in the company 

once the information is shared. Also they might fear to be held responsible of the 

information to be shared and therefore avoid doing it.  

We also found other characteristics that are key to encourage the knowledge sharing and 

that confirm previous studies. Trust in colleagues was proven to facilitate the process and 

the lack of it will produce the opposite. Trust was found directly related to knowledge 

sharing, especially regarding tacit knowledge. Regardless if individuals are working side 

by side or in different locations around the globe, trust is a key determinant in the 

knowledge sharing process. Along the same lines, collaboration was found to enhance 

knowledge sharing, and is considered one of the most important factors for group work 

and teams. Positive relationships among team members is also a key for knowledge 

sharing in multinational teams. 

Other features that were found to have direct influence on encouraging the knowledge 

sharing process are IT Systems and documentation, facilitator leadership style, innovative 

and change oriented culture, concern for others, rotation of personnel, non-competitive 

atmosphere and physical location, but only the last one is considered specific to 

organisations who work with multinational project teams. Regarding those who have 

indirect impact in facilitating knowledge sharing we found team building, power, 

autonomy of employees, transformational leadership, extrinsic rewards and innovator 

leadership. In terms of characteristics that challenge or hinder knowledge sharing we 

considered reluctance to change and shortage of resources to have a direct influence on 

the process. Time zones and face maintenance also have a direct negative influence but 

are specific characteristics for multinational teams. Finally, those who have indirect 

influence in hampering knowledge sharing are age differences, hierarchy, tension and 

gender. Is important to notice that at a certain extent, the results confirmed relationships 

of organisational culture with knowledge sharing practices identified in previous 

researches but in this case applied to the context of multinational teams. Other 
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characteristics such as rotation of personnel, transformational leadership, open door 

policy and the impact of fear had not been addressed in previous studies. 

8.2.  MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS. 

The findings from this research could be helpful for managers and project managers 

working with project teams who play roles in multinational environments. Creating 

situations to develop trust among team members, positive relationships and an 

environment characterised by collaboration are key factors that managers should take into 

consideration when trying to facilitate knowledge sharing practices. Situations such as 

team building activities where employees have the chance to interact with each other 

outside the work environment are real examples that have proven to develop such features 

of the organisational culture which later translates into knowledge sharing practices. 

Rotation of team members in different projects teams, help employees to know each other 

better and to know the organisation better, this also enhances knowledge sharing from 

project to project at an organisational level. 

Leadership styles such as transformational among managers have also shown to help 

integrate team members, and create trusting relationship among colleagues. Therefore, is 

important for managers to look beyond their self-interests for the benefit of all team 

members, and try to inspire and stimulate employees. 

Also managers have to consider the importance that working with project team members 

that are not situated physically together will lack of tacit knowledge than those who have 

the opportunity to work face-to-face and next to each other. The lack of tacit knowledge 

that a project with these characteristics has to be taken into consideration where trust in 

colleagues becomes even of more importance if we are trying to enhance knowledge 

sharing practices. Otherwise issues such as face maintenance could become difficult to 

overcome. Moreover, manager have to understand the differences not only in the 

language but in the way people communicate, certain countries are more sensitive and 

quieter, others are more direct and straightforward and some are friendlier and audacious, 

knowing how to talk and to who is important when developing trusting relationships. 

8.3.  THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS. 

The current study contributes to the literature by providing empirical evidence that links 

organisational culture with multinational project teams and knowledge sharing, we do 

this using analytical generalisation (Yin, 2009, p. 15). The research used a multi case 

study approach which needs to be treated different to other approaches as it involves new 

ways of analysing reality to contribute to theory generation (Gummesson, 2000, p. 94). 

Our thesis contributes to the literature of knowledge sharing by establishing a direct link 

between organisational culture and the practices of knowledge sharing in multinational 

project teams. Some of the findings of this investigation reinforce the claims of previous 

research whereas others are new. Trust, collaboration and positive relationships are 

regarded as extremely important for a knowledge sharing culture (Mueller, 2015, p. 63; 

Ruppel & Harrington, 2001, p. 49; Ismail Al-Alawi et al., 2007, p. 39; Wiewiora et al., 

2014, p. 61; Yang, 2007, p. 532: Zakaria et al., 2004, p. 15) which is confirmed in our 

analysis. Some new findings are rotation of personnel, team building activities and 

transformational leadership as characteristics that promote knowledge sharing. Another 

key finding is how the presence of fear deters knowledge sharing, understanding fear, not 

as the mere absence of trust but a cultural characteristic itself. Many other attributes were 

found in our research that support previous studies. Those studies linked organisational 
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culture with knowledge sharing (Ruppel & Harrington, 2001; Adenfelt & Lagerström, 

2006) or knowledge sharing with multinational teams (Régner & Zander, 2011) but our 

study connects these three elements and provides empirical evidence to confirm the 

relationships previously established or propose new connections in a multinational 

context. Our investigation has specifically address multinational project teams based in 

Latin America. We confirmed the previous assumption that cultural differences (Solli-

Saether et al., 2015, pp. 53) can hinder knowledge sharing practices but we also stress the 

high importance of language skills in multinational teams. 

8.4.  LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH. 

On this research we can identify several limitations in regards of the methodology, 

strategy, techniques of data collection and the scope of the thesis. The strategy and 

method used for this investigation is a qualitative research through a multi case study. 

This causes limitations in the generalisability and quality of the findings which need to 

be interpreted and used by the reader according to the context of the organisation. A future 

study could benefit of using quantitative methods to increase the objectivity of the study 

and create broader generalisations. 

In regards of the techniques of data collection, we only had access to seven interviewees 

through semi-structured interviews performed through Skype and some secondary data 

found in public documents about the companies. Although the interviews were lengthy 

and comprehensive, the size of the sample is considered small and a future research 

could benefit from interviewing more members of organisations that work with 

multinational project teams. Furthermore, qualitative interviews are likely subjective and 

next to the fact of the small sample, draws generalisability problems. Other data collection 

techniques could have benefited the interview as direct observations in the organisations, 

analysis of detailed documents or face-to-face interviews. The study had respondents 

from Mexico and Guatemala, future studies would benefit to study the organisational 

culture in teams based in other Latin American countries and that could provide stronger 

conclusions of the region as a whole.  

Even if both of the researchers and all the interviewees speak fluent English and Spanish 

at a professional level, the fact that six of the seven interviews were performed in Spanish 

and later translated to English could have a minor negative impact. Some expressions are 

hard to translate and could lose its contextual meaning when being translated. 

During the research and analysis of data, some interesting findings arose but not enough 

evidence was found in order to make strong conclusions. This opens the door for future 

research in order to better understand these topics. The gender and age of employees 

seems to have an influence in communication and knowledge sharing amongst 

multinational project teams but is not clear the level of impact or what specific challenges 

it represents. Also the role of managers as leaders, specifically transformational leader 

could be further studied in teams where people from different nationalities are part of, 

which could cause different attitudes and results towards this kind of leader. Furthermore, 

the study evaluated the relationships of Latin American teams with other Latin Americans 

and with people from other regions of the world, from the perspective of Latin Americans. 

It would be interesting to contrast this results with the perceptions and interactions from 

people outside the region. 

  



 

66 

 

REFERENCES. 

Adenfelt, M., & Lagerström, K. (2006). Enabling knowledge creation and sharing in 

transnational projects. International Journal of Project Management,24(3), 191-198. 

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational behavior and human 

decision processes, 50(2), 179-211. 

Ajzen, I. (2011). Theory of planned behavior. Handbook of Theories of Social 

Psychology: Volume One, 1, 438. 

Akhavan, P., & Hosseini, S. (2015). Determinants of Knowledge Sharing in Knowledge 

Networks: A Social Capital Perspective. IUP Journal of Knowledge Management, 13(1), 

7-24. 

Alavi, M., Kayworth, T. and Leidner, D. (2006). An Empirical Examination of the 

Influence of Organizational Culture on Knowledge Management Practices. Journal of 

Management Information Systems, 22(3), pp .191-224. 

Baker-Eveleth, L., Sarker, S., & Eveleth, D. M. (2005). Formation of an online 

community of practice: An inductive study unearthing key elements. In System Sciences, 

2005. HICSS'05. Proceedings of the 38th Annual Hawaii International Conference on 

System Sciences, pp. 254b. IEEE. 

Bass, B. M. (1990). From Transactional to Transformational Leadership: Learning to 

Share the Vision. Organizational Dynamics, 18(3), 19-31. 

Beech, N., & MacIntosh, R. (2012). Managing change: enquiry and action. Cambridge 

University Press. 

Bengoa, M., & Sanchez-Robles, B. (2003). Foreign direct investment, economic freedom 

and growth: new evidence from Latin America. European Journal Of Political Economy, 

19(3), 529-545.  

Berteaux, F., & Javernick-Will, A. (2015). Adaptation and Integration for Multinational 

Project-Based Organizations. Journal Of Management In Engineering, 31(6), 04015008. 

Biggam, J. (2011). Succeeding with your master's dissertation: a step-by-step handbook. 

2nd Edition. [eBook] Maidenhead: McGraw Hill/Open University Press. E-book. 

Blake, R.R. and Mouton, J.S (1985), The Managerial Grid III, Gulf Publishing Company, 

Houston, TX. 

Blau, P. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. New York: John Wiley & Sons.  

Bock, G. & Kim, Y. (2002). Breaking the Myths of Rewards. Information Resources 

Management Journal, 15(2), pp.14-21. 

Bock, G. W., Zmud, R. W., Kim, Y. G., & Lee, J. N. (2005). Behavioral intention 

formation in knowledge sharing: Examining the roles of extrinsic motivators, social-

psychological forces, and organizational climate. MIS quarterly, 29(1), 87-111. 



 

67 

 

Bryman, A., & Bell, E. (2011). Business research methods. 3rd Edition. Oxford: Oxford 

Univ. Press. 

Buchanan, D., Boddy, D., & McCalman, J. (1988). Getting in, getting on, getting out and 

getting back. In Doing Research in Organizations (1st ed., pp. 53-67). London: 

Routledge. 

Cai, S., Goh, M., de Souza, R., & Li, G. (2013). Knowledge sharing in collaborative 

supply chains: twin effects of trust and power. International Journal of Production 

Research, 51(7), 2060-2076. 

Catmull, E., & Wallace, A. (2014). Creativity, Inc. New York: Random House LLC. 

Chen, G. L., Ling, W. Y., Yang, S. C., Tang, S. M., & Wu, W. C. (2011). Explicit 

knowledge and tacit knowledge sharing. In Management and Service Science (MASS), 

2011 International Conference on (pp. 1-4). IEEE. 

Cheung, C. M., Lee, M. K., & Lee, Z. W. (2013). Understanding the continuance intention 

of knowledge sharing in online communities of practice through the post‐knowledge‐
sharing evaluation processes. Journal of the American Society for Information Science 

and Technology, 64(7), 1357-1374. 

Chiu, C., Hsu, M., & Wang, E. (2006). Understanding knowledge sharing in virtual 

communities: An integration of social capital and social cognitive theories. Decision 

Support Systems, 42(3), 1872-1888.  

Cooper, D.R. & Schindler, P.S. (2003). Business Research Methods. New Delhi: Tata. 

Chicago 

Creswell, J. (2009). Research design: qualitative, quantitative and mixed method 

approaches. 3rd ed. Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage Publications. 

 

Creswell, J. (2013). Qualitative inquiry and research design. 3rd edition. Thousand Oaks: 

Sage Publications. 

Crouch, M., & McKenzie, H. (2006). The logic of small samples in interview-based 

qualitative research. Social science information, 45(4), 483-499.  

Cunliffe, A. (2011). Crafting Qualitative Research: Morgan and Smircich 30 Years On. 

Organizational Research Methods, 14(4), 647-673.  

Dalkir, K. (2011). Knowledge management in theory and practice. Cambridge, Mass.: 

MIT Press. 

Davenport, T. H., De Long, D. W., & Beers, M. C. (1998). Successful knowledge 

management projects. Sloan management review, 39(2), 43-57. 
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APPENDICES. 

APPENDIX 1: INFORMATIONAL LETTER FOR 

INTERVIEWEES. 

 

Umeå, December 2015 

 

 

 

 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

 

We are two postgraduate students of the Masters in Strategic Project Management 

(European) at Umeå School of Business and Economics, Sweden. We are currently 

working on our thesis titled “What characteristics of organisational culture influence the 

knowledge sharing process of multinational project teams located in Latin America?” We 

aim to collect information regarding this subject and for this reason, we kindly ask you to 

share some of your time and experiences with us through a Skype interview. 

 

Please note that all the data collected will be treated with confidentiality and it will be 

solely use for the purpose of this research. No names of persons or companies will be 

disclosed and we will keep them anonymous. 

 

As previously discussed, the interview would take approximately 45 minutes. We would 

also like your authorisation to record the interview for data analysis purposes.   

 

Kindly do not hesitate to ask us any questions you might have.  

 

We thank you in advance for your willingness to help us with our research. 

 

 

Best regards, 

 

 

 

Luis Pablo Díaz Jiménez 

José Roberto Barrios Calderón 
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APPENDIX 2: INTERVIEW GUIDE QUESTIONNAIRE. 

Nº Category Possible questions / Guidelines  Purpose 

0 Greetings Introduce ourselves: 

- Names, nationalities 

- Master Programme 

- THIS IS AN OPEN CONVERSATION, you can ask us any questions you might have and let your words 

flow freely. 

- LANGUAGE: We will ask things in English but feel free to speak in English or Spanish 

 

1 Introduction Could you give us some general information on your background? 

(Degree, roles, industries) 

Break the ice. Understand the person's current 

situation, their experiences and perspectives. 

2   Could you tell us a little about your daily work? How long have you worked in the company and in this position? 

(On a typical day / week these are my tasks…) 

3 Stories Are there any "famous stories" about the organisation people talk about? Example: When you joined this project 

were people talking about something in particular, a person that was widely known. "Typical conversations" 

 

 

To further understand the stories component of 

the organisation. 
4   Why do you think this story / person is famous and has become known? How did you find out about that story 

/ project? 

5   If someone would ask you to describe the environment of the project you belong to, how would you describe 

it?  

To have a first look to the organisational 

environment. 

6   Can you think of any particular project that you consider outstanding that could be used as an example for 

others?  Why do you think this project is outstanding? Was there any new knowledge created from this project? 

To understand how the individual builds 

her/his own stories. 

7   Was the knowledge from that project shared with other people / teams? Why? How? To understand the knowledge sharing 

mechanisms used in the previous situations. 

 

8 Ritual and 

Routines 

What would you consider to be the main procedures and routines in the company and team? Does it change 

depending on the people or project you work with? What do you do when you start and finish a project? 

This section is to understand the routines 

component of culture. How things are done, 

what constitutes the day-to-day situations. 

9   When new people is added to the team, are there any induction programs or other specific procedures for 

training?  

This gives a clue of the tacit and explicit 

knowledge sharing techniques used. 

10   What other practices are used to share the experience and knowledge with the new team members? Do you have 

any "information system" to share knowledge? 

11   Do you think any of these routines and rituals encourage or hinder in knowledge sharing? 

12   How or when did you start feeling "part of the team"? When did you feel you belong to the team? Are there any 

welcoming non official behaviours? Example: Get invited to the after office dinner. 

This is to assess the existence of rituals.  

13   When you start a new project and you don't have the knowledge, where do you get it? To whom you go when 

you need to ask some questions? 

This help to understand the relationship 

between project members. 
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14   What is the general behaviour and attitude of project team members? 

15   When there is a problem, what rules people follow? Are you allowed to "think out of the box"? To understand the organisational culture in 

regards of team work or independent work. 

16   Does the company actively promote team work? Would you say most of the people work in an individual way? To lead the person to think if their teams are 

group oriented or individual oriented. 

17   What are some of the main activities the team and company do? 

(Rituals, monthly trainings, birthday celebrations, awards, activities, lunches). 

To identify the rituals component of culture. 

18   On these activities, do you also talk about work even if casually?  

(Have you ever asked questions on this kind of activities) 

To see if there is a relation between rituals and 

knowledge sharing. 

19   Do you think any of these rituals help in knowledge sharing? 

(It could be during the activity itself or during a later situation) 

20 Symbols Is there a specific company language / jargon? How do you learn it?  To discover symbols, component of culture. 

21   Do you work with people from other countries? What language do you use to communicate?  To assess the impact of the language, one of the 

symbols of culture in knowledge transfer. 

22   Do you usually exchange ideas, information or other with these people? Do you request for help to them or do 

they come to you for help? How often? 

To assess the knowledge sharing process with 

people from different cultures and countries. 

23   Does the language cause any problems in these interactions? Any issues you can think of? 

24   Do you feel a difference between working with Spanish speakers? 

25   How can you establish the difference between a team member and a project manager or a manager? Are you 

more likely to ask a question to someone on the same level of authority than someone that has an "upper" 

position than you? 

Any differences in the office, signatures, parking lot spaces, etc. 

To establish the visible symbols of power 

according to the organisational web. 

26 Org. 

Structure 

What is the type or organisational structure?  

(Many people don't know so they can describe how the team is organised. Ask about functional groups, project 

teams). 

To establish the type of organisational 

structure. 

27   Ask more questions to know what type of organisation it is (project-based, project matrix, etc.)   

28   Do you know the name of your managers and where their office is?  

To establish the kind of relationship between 

management and employees. 

 

29   Is there an open-door policy with the managers? Do you go to your leads / managers when you have a question? 

30   How's the communication with your managers? 

31   Does the organisation promote team work or is more individual-oriented? (Communities of practice). To identify the type of organisational culture in 

regards of team members. 

32   Do you have the ability to be innovative or do you have to follow rigid procedures? Do you consider the 

company to be rigid or oriented to change? Would you like it to be more open and how that would impact your 

work? 

To identify the organisational feature of the 

company in regards of flexibility. 



 

78 

 

33   Do you consider the project teams are generally team-building oriented or individualistic-oriented? To identify the community feeling of the 

organisational culture. 

34 Control 

Systems 

How independent do you feel when you are doing your work? Are you allowed to work on your own or are you 

constantly monitored? 

To establish the independence perception of 

employees. 

35   When you learn something new for a project, is there a way you share the knowledge with others?  To identify mechanism of knowledge sharing 

in projects. 36   Do you ever use a formal knowledge sharing mechanism such as trainings, manuals? 

37   Are there any formal rewards for sharing knowledge? Do they have an impact on you or in other people? To identify the use of rewards for knowledge 

sharing and in the company in general. 38   Are there any punishments or penalties for the mistakes you may have in your project work? 

39 Power 

Structures 

How much power do you have to take decisions? In a project, how empowered team members are and feel? To establish the power structures component of 

the organisational culture based on the 

empowerment of employees. 

40   When you have a question? Do you ask to people outside your circle or just your close colleagues and team 

members? 

To analyse the perception of trust between 

teams. 

41   How do you manage your time when people come to ask you questions and how other people in the organisation 

has reacted to your requests for help / information? 

Does the existing structures promote or hinder 

knowledge sharing. 

42   How is the interaction of your team with other project teams? Does it exist any knowledge sharing between 

teams? How does it occur? 

To establish the relationships between teams. 

43   Do you perceive any differences between sharing knowledge between people of the same gender or different 

gender? Is it easier? Harder? 

To see any signs of gender relationships 

differences for knowledge sharing. 

44 Other 

questions 

Are there any other information you would like to share?   

45   Question for PM's and Managers about promoting KS   

46  Multinational team questions   
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APPENDIX 3: INITIAL VERSION OF TEMPLATE ANALYSIS. 

INITIAL VERSION OF TEMPLATE ANALYSIS 

 

1 Group work and Teams 3.5 Project management role 

1.1 Trust in colleagues   

1.2 Concern for others 4 

Inter-project knowledge 

sharing 

1.3 Collaboration 4.1 Communities of practice 

1.3.1 Work-group 4.1.1 

Decision structure:  

Centralised-decentralised 

1.3.2 Immediate superior 4.1.2 

Background information: 

Transparent-hidden 

1.3.3 Business-unit support 4.2 Networks 

1.4 Reciprocity 4.2.1 Cultural misalignment 

1.5 Positive relationships 4.2.2 Strategic misalignment 

1.6 Respect 4.2.3 Power 

1.7 Communication 4.3 Global Virtual Teams 

  4.3.1 Social interaction ties 

2 

Company General 

Environment & Attitudes 4.4 Inter-teams communication 

2.1 Autonomy 4.5 Inter-organisation 

2.2 Power 4.6 Intra project learning 

2.3 Non-competitive atmosphere 4.7 Knowledge integration 

2.4 Innovative   

2.5 Change oriented 5 Rewards 

2.6 Fairness 5.1 Tacit 

2.7 Fear 5.2 Explicit 

2.8 Tension 5.3 

Can be traded in social exchange 

(spontaneous reaction) 

2.9 Uncertainty 5.4 

Cannot be traded in social 

exchange (calculated means of 

pleasing the individual) 

2.10 Conflict of interest 5.5 Intrinsic (personal attraction) 

2.11 General environment at work 5.6 Extrinsic (Money) 

  5.7 Mutually supply / Unilateral 

3 Management & Leadership   

3.1 Leadership 6 

Cultural and Social 

Background 

3.1.1 Facilitator 6.1 National 

3.1.2 Mentor 6.2 Professional 

3.1.3 Innovator 6.3 Organisation 

3.1.4 Monitor 6.4 Cultural differences 

3.2 Setting goals early in the project 6.5 Age differences 

3.3 Emotions management 6.6 Gender differences 

3.4 Shortage of resources 6.7 Face maintenance 

 

CONTINUE INITIAL VERSION OF TEMPLATE ANALYSIS 
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6.8 

Value systems (being on time, 

respect, etc.) 9.2 Employees 

6.9 Language 9.3 Networks 

6.10 Cultural diversity 9.4 General 

  9.5 

Related to quality of knowledge 

sharing 

7 

Organisational structure and 

project based learning 9.6 

Related to quality of knowledge 

sharing 

7.1 Bottom-up or top-down approach   

7.2 Project based learning 10 GENERAL 

7.3 practice based learning 10.1 Individual  

7.4 project autonomy 10.2 Group 

7.5 Existing of Hierarchy 10.3 Organisation 

7.6 Project success impact 10.4 Inter-organisation 

7.7 Cross functional teams 10.5 Communication formal 

  10.6 Communication informal 

8 IT tools & Systems 10.7 

Tacit (positive and negative 

effects) 

  

10.8 

Explicit (positive and negative 

effects) 

9 Trust   

9.1 Colleagues   
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APPENDIX 4: REVISED VERSION OF TEMPLATE ANALYSIS. 

REVISED VERSION OF TEMPLATE ANALYSIS 

 

1 Group work and Teams 3.2 Setting goals early in the project 

1.1 Concern for others 3.3 Emotions management 

1.2 Collaboration 3.4 Shortage of resources 

1.2.1 Work-group 3.5 Project management role 

1.2.2 Immediate superior   

1.2.3 Business-unit support 4 

Inter-project knowledge 

sharing 

1.4 Reciprocity 4.1 Communities of practice 

1.5 Positive relationships 4.1.1 

Decision structure:  

Centralised-decentralised 

1.6 Respect 4.1.2 

Background information: 

Transparent-hidden 

1.7 

Social interaction ties (force 

face-to-face)-quantity of 

knowledge sharing 4.2 Networks 

1.8 

Outcomes expectations (clear 

expectations) 4.2.1 Cultural misalignment 

1.9 Team Building 4.2.2 Strategic misalignment 

1.10 Reluctance to share knowledge 4.2.3 Power 

  4.3 Global Virtual Teams 

2 

Company General 

Environment & Attitudes 4.3.1 Social interaction ties 

2.1 Autonomy 4.4 Inter-teams communication 

2.2 Power 4.5 Inter-organisation 

2.3 Non-competitive atmosphere 4.6 Intra project learning 

2.4 Innovative 4.7 Knowledge integration 

2.5 Change oriented 4.8  Rotating Personnel  

2.6 Fairness   

2.7 Tension 5 Rewards 

2.8 Uncertainty 5.1 Tacit 

2.9 Conflict of interest 5.2 Explicit 

2.10 General environment at work 5.3 

Can be traded in social exchange 

(spontaneous reaction) 

  5.4 

Cannot be traded in social 

exchange (calculated means of 

pleasing the individual) 

3 Management & Leadership 5.5 Intrinsic (personal attraction) 

3,1 Leadership 5.6 Extrinsic (Money) 

3.1.1 Facilitator 5.7 Mutually supply / Unilateral 

3.1.2 Mentor   

3.1.3 Innovator 6 

Cultural and social 

background 

3.1.4 Monitor 6.1 National 

CONTINUE REVISED VERSION OF TEMPLATE ANALYSIS 
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6.2 Professional 8.4 Telephone 

6.3 Organisation 8.5 Communication formal  

6.4 Cultural differences 8.6 Communication informal 

6.5 Age differences 8.7 Tacit knowledge sharing 

6.6 Gender differences 8.8 Explicit knowledge sharing 

6.7 Face maintenance 8.8.1 

Intentions (reciprocity, 

enjoyment, rewards) 

6.8 

Value systems (being on time, 

respect, etc.)   

6.9 Language 9 Trust & Fear 

6.10 Cultural diversity 9.1 Colleagues 

  9.2 Employees 

7 

Organisational structure and 

project based learning 9.3 Networks 

7.1 Bottom-up or top-down approach 9.4 General 

7.2 Project based learning 9.5 

Related to quality of knowledge 

sharing 

7.3 practice based learning 9.6 

Related to quantity of 

knowledge sharing 

7.4 project autonomy 9.7 Fear 

7.5 Existing of Hierarchy   

7.6 Project success impact 10 GENERAL 

7.7 Cross functional teams 10.1 

Strongest and weakest points of 

KS 

7.8 Flag ship projects 10.2 Physical locations 

  10.3 Individual  

8 Communication 10.4 Group 

8.1 Open door policies 10.5 Organisation 

8.2 IT Tools 10.6 Inter-organisation 

8.3 Internal chat   

  



 

83 

 

APPENDIX 5: FINAL VERSION OF TEMPLATE ANALYSIS. 

FINAL VERSION OF TEMPLATE ANALYSIS 

 

1 Trust & Fear 6.4 Positive relationships 

1.1 Trust in colleagues, collaborative 

and friendly non-competitive 

culture 

6.5 Team Building 

1.2 Fear 6.6 Reluctance to share knowledge 

      

2 Inter-Project Knowledge 

Sharing 

7 Company General Environment 

& Attitudes 

2.1 Group (within project team) 7.1 Autonomy 

2.2 Organisation (inter-project, among 

project teams, outer organisation) 
7.2 Power 

2.3 Rotating Personnel 7.3 Non-competitive atmosphere 

    7.4 Innovative 

3 Cultural and Social Background 7.5 Change oriented 

3.1 Cultural differences 7.6 Fairness 

3.2 Age differences 7.7 Tension 

3.3 Gender differences 7.8 Conflict of interest 

3.4 Face maintenance 7.9 General environment at work 

3.5 Language     

3.6 Physical locations and time zones 8 Management & Leadership 

3.7 Cultural diversity 8.1 Leadership Facilitator 

    8.2 Leadership Mentor 

4 Organisational Structure 8.3 Leadership Transformational 

4.1 Project based organisation, 

Existence of hierarchy 
8.4 Leadership Innovator 

4.2 Bottom-up approach/Top-down 

approach 
8.5 Leadership Monitor 

   8.6 Setting goals early in the project 

5 Communication 8.7 Emotions management 

5.1 Tacit/Informal 8.8 Shortage of resources 

5.2 Explicit/Formal     

    9 Rewards 

6 Group work and Teams 9.1 Influence in tacit knowledge 

sharing 

6.1 Concern for others and respect 9.2 Influence in explicit knowledge 

sharing 

6.2 Collaboration 9.5 Intrinsic (personal attraction) 

6.3 Reciprocity 9.6 Extrinsic (Money) 

 

 


