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Abstract 

 

Knowledge is considered one of the most strategic assets and a mean to achieve and 

sustain company’s competitive advantage. Successful knowledge management involves 

the interaction of technologies, techniques and, most importantly, people. Organizations 

learn from their employees who create new knowledge and share the existing 

knowledge. In the fast changing business environment companies lack time and human 

resources to address the changes and requirements coming from the environment. 

Therefore, companies often use the services of external consultants. This is particularly 

the case in complex IT implementation projects where consultants bring new 

knowledge, ideas and creativity to the projects. However, at the same time, the 

involvement of consultants also brings a number of challenges. Along with the 

temporality of project task, involvement of consultants brings another type of 

temporality, temporality of consultants’ work arrangements. Since team members are 

inclined to share more knowledge with the members of their own group (in-group), as 

opposed to sharing knowledge with external group members (out-group), this can pose a 

barrier in terms of knowledge sharing between permanent employees and consultants.  

 

In this study we examined the knowledge sharing mechanisms of three different in-

groups and three out-groups consisting of client, internal consultant and external 

consultant in a CRM implementation project in FMCG industry. In order to gain an in-

depth understanding of the phenomenon, we conducted a qualitative case study that 

follows the interpretivist research philosophy. The data were collected through semi-

structured interviews and analysed with thematic text analysis using templates. The 

findings of our study identified similarities and differences between in-group and out-group 

knowledge sharing practices in the IT implementation setting. Additionally, we have 

established that the knowledge sharing differences of different out-groups vary depending 

on the level of out-group. This study has also addressed the issue concerning double 

temporality with regard to different out-groups.  

 

Key Words: Knowledge, Knowledge Management, Knowledge Sharing, Projects, 

Consultants, IT implementation 
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1 Introduction 

 

“Despite Investments in knowledge management systems it has been estimated that at 

least $31.5 billion are lost per year by Fortune 500 companies as a result of failing to 

share knowledge.” 

(Babcock, 2004 cited in Wang & Noe 2010, p. 115-116) 

 

The main reason why companies invest considerable funds in knowledge management 

systems lies in the fact that knowledge is considered one of the most relevant strategic 

assets and a driving force of world's economy (Bollinger & Smith, 2001, p. 9-10). 

Consequently, organization's capability to manage knowledge effectively represents an 

important source for creating and maintaining competitive advantage (Halawi et al., 

2006, p. 384; Almeida & Soares, 2014, p. 770; Dalkir, 2005, p.2). However, technology 

alone is not sufficient for efficient knowledge management. It is, rather, the interaction 

between technologies, techniques and most importantly people that enable companies to 

manage knowledge successfully (Bhatt, 2001, p. 68). “Organizations are hiring minds 

more than hands” (Omerzel and Antoncic, 2008, cited in Ajmal, 2009, p. 1) and their 

learning comes from either their employees that create and share knowledge with each 

other and/or by involving new members who possess the knowledge that the 

organizations lack (Grant, 1996, p. 112). In the fast changing business environment, 

companies lack both time and internal human resources to respond to high demands in 

terms of novel technological solutions and techniques (Werr & Styhre, 2014, p. 44, 59). 

Therefore, organizations are increasingly using the services of external consultants as 

one of the most important carriers of knowledge (Blomquist & Soderholm, 2002, p. 28). 

This thesis intends to explore the knowledge sharing in project teams involving external 

consultants. 

 

Consultant companies are prevailingly project oriented. This implies that their main 

source of income and new knowledge comes from working on different projects for 

different companies. Therefore, companies that have a bigger project portfolio are of 

special interest for external consultants. Project based organizations are becoming 

increasingly common (Packendorff, 2002, p. 43). The main reason behind their 

popularity is that their structure is more horizontal and therefore more action oriented 

and flexible when compared to traditional organizations (Ekstedt, 2002, p. 61). As their  

name suggests, they are organized around projects that are unique and temporary 

endeavours (PMI, 2008, p.5). Their temporality is defined by time, task and team 

(Ekstedt 2002, p.61) which presents a significant challenge in terms of knowledge 

management and knowledge sharing in particular (Ajmal, 2009, p. 1). Intensive flow of 

information as well as changes in project team compositions create additional obstacles 

to knowledge sharing when compared to traditional organizations characterized by 

continuous operations (Almeida & Soares, 2014, pp. 771-773).  

 

Project teams are composed of employees from different parts of the hierarchy within 

the organization and often include external resources coming from clients and 

consultancy companies (Ekstedt, 2002, p. 64). Consultant companies bring new 

knowledge and creativity to projects (Packendorff, 2002, p. 51). They tailor their know-

how in accordance with context of the client organizations as well as extract 

undiscovered internal knowledge within these organizations (Werr & Styhre, 2014, p.  
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54). Consultants occupy temporary jobs in project teams, which bring another type of 

temporality to projects (Ekstedt, 2002, p. 64).  

 

Knowledge sharing, as a direct exchange of know-how between employees, is a crucial 

element of successful knowledge management (Witherspoon et al., 2013, p. 251). 

Knowledge sharing and the factors influencing knowledge sharing behaviours have 

been vastly investigated in traditional organizations by Wang & Noe (2010); 

Witherspoon et al. (2013), Peyman Akhavan et al. (2015), Wu & Zhu (2012), Foss et al. 

(2009), Boer  et al. (2011) to name just a few. However, knowledge sharing in projects 

and project-based organizations has been slightly neglected (Nesheim & Hunskaar, 

2015, p. 1418).  

 

In a project setting, defined by time limits, unique tasks and social interaction, the flow 

of information and exchange of information between project team members are 

important but at the same time challenging (Nesheim & Hunskaar, 2015, p. 1418). 

Some of the elements that affect knowledge sharing behaviours of internal project team 

members include the degree of autonomous motivation, perceived organizational 

support, organizational culture, level of trust, job autonomy or incentives (Almeida & 

Soares, 2014; Nesheim & Smith, 2015; Eppler & Sukowski, 2000;  Santos et al., 2012). 

 

An additional problem regarding knowledge sharing in projects arises when project 

teams are composed of both internal and external members in the form of consultants or 

other companies (Nesheim & Hunskaar, 2015, p. 1417). Apart from task temporality, 

the involvement of external consultants as temporary workers brings another type of 

temporality to projects (Nesheim & Smith, 2015 p. 256). This double temporality can be 

challenging in terms of dedication, collaboration, communication and subsequently 

knowledge sharing between employees and consultants (Nesheim & Smith, 2015, p. 

256). Due to their temporarily work arrangements, consultants demonstrate lower social 

capital when compared to permanent employees. Additionally, since they are coming 

from different organizations, their credibility, motivation and commitment might be 

questioned (Connelly & Gallagher, 2004, p. 974; De Cuyper et al., 2008, pp. 305–307). 

Another aspect of the problem is that internal project members and consultants do not 

share the same organizational culture (Jackson & Klobas, 2008, p. 329). And lastly, the 

fact that consultants are not as familiar with client’s organization as the internal 

employees, might pose an additional barrier to effective knowledge sharing between 

these two groups.  

 

Nesheim and Hunskaar (2015, p. 1419) focused their study on examining in-group and 

out-group knowledge sharing in oil and gas projects. Their findings showed that team 

members in both employees and consultants’ groups have a tendency to share more 

knowledge in their group (in-group) as opposed to knowledge sharing with the opposite 

group (out-group).  

 

One of the common out-group contexts involves the use of external consultants in IT 

implementation projects. In this setting, Ko et al. (2005, p. 77) found that absorptive 

capacity, arduous relationship, shared understanding, intrinsic motivation and source 

credibility are important enablers of knowledge sharing. In their research, the authors 

considered consultants as a knowledge source and a client as a knowledge receiver.  
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While the previous studies examined the relationship between variables that influence 

knowledge sharing based on quantitative research, our research will focus on 

understanding and explaining the knowledge sharing behaviours between in-group and 

out-group members in an IT implementation project by conducting a qualitative 

research. Our study will analyse in-group knowledge sharing of three parties: client, 

internal consultant and external consultant. With regard to the out-group, this study will 

analyze the knowledge sharing between these three parties. Additionally, our research 

will take into consideration both the consultants’ and client’s perspective of the 

knowledge sharing process. This will be a contribution to the knowledge management 

literature in the project management context involving different work arrangements. 

Our research question can be characterized as neglect gap-spotting since it will address 

a topic that requires a more in-depth analysis in order to further the understanding of 

knowledge sharing in permanent versus temporarily work arrangements (Sandberg & 

Alvesson, 2011, p. 30).  

 

1.2 Research Question 
 

How does the knowledge sharing mechanism work in project teams involving external 

consultants? 

 

1.3 Purpose 

 

The purpose of this thesis is to understand and explain in which way in-group and out-

group knowledge sharing involving external consultants is similar or different to one 

another in the context of IT system implementation. Additionally, we aim to examine 

the influence of “double temporality” on knowledge sharing in the IT system 

implementation setting. 
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2 Literature Review 

2.1 Knowledge and Knowledge Management 

2.1.1 Nature of Knowledge 

 

Despite the different perspectives to define knowledge (Grant, 1996, p. 110), the 

majority of authors acknowledge its importance in today's business environment. 

Knowledge is seen as valuable, scarce, nonsubstitutable and hard to imitate and 

therefore considered one of the most relevant strategic assets (Bollinger & Smith, 2001, 

p. 10) and a source of value creation for companies (Rastogi, 2002, p. 234).   

 

There are different perspectives that can be used to define knowledge. According to the 

list provided by Alavi & Leidner (2001, p. 111), we take on the knowledge as a process 

and knowledge as capability perspective. Knowledge seen as a process is focused on 

knowledge generation, sharing and distribution, whereas knowledge as a capability is 

centred around building know-how and relevant competencies (Alavi & Leidner, 2001, 

p. 111). 

 

A first step towards understanding knowledge is to differentiate between data, 

information and knowledge (Bhatt, 2001, p. 69). Data represent the row data that once 

organized turn into information. Knowledge, on the other hand, is apprehended as 

meaningful information and is, therefore, unlike information, context dependant (Bhatt, 

2001, p. 69). Tuomi (1999, p. 4) contradicts this by stating that row data, as such, do not 

exist since even the smallest fragment of data is influenced by the cognitive processes. 

The author suggests the existence of inverted hierarchy of knowledge creation that does 

not start with data, as a fundamental building block of knowledge, than rather by 

knowledge itself. This means that the knowledge becomes information when it’s 

articulated and structured and information turns into data when the standard 

interpretation is attributed to the information. We take the stand point of Alavi & 

Leidner (2001, p. 109) that take into consideration both perspectives. Their stance is 

that information is translated into knowledge once it is processed in the minds of 

individuals and knowledge becomes information once it is a structurally presented in 

the form of text, graphs or any other form. According to the authors, knowledge 

generation is seen as a cognitive processes influenced by the new momentums. 

Therefore, the main prerequisite in achieving the common understanding of the same 

data or information between different individuals is to share a common knowledge base 

(Alavi & Leidner, 2001, p.109). 

 

Knowledge can be explicit or tacit (Sánchez et al., 2013; Nonaka et al., 2000; Barclay & 

Murray, 1997; Grant, 1996). Explicit knowledge involves knowing about facts and 

theories (Grant 1996, p. 111), whereas tacit knowledge is all about personal know-how, 

know-why and care-why (Alavi & Leidner, 2001, p. 110). The main difference between 

these two types of knowledge lies in their transferability (Grant, 1996, p. 111). While 

explicit knowledge can be communicated and documented and therefore more easily 

transferred, tacit knowledge, since residing only in human minds, is more difficult to 

articulate and can only be revealed through its application (Dalkir, 2005, p. 8; Grant, 

1996, p. 111). Although different in their nature, explicit and tacit knowledge are 

complementary and their mutual interaction is essential prerequisite for knowledge 

creation (Nonaka et al., 2000, p.8). According to Tuomi (1999, p. 9), this 
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interconnection between tacit and explicit knowledge plays an important role when it 

comes to knowledge sharing. In order to reach a common understanding, both the 

sender and the receiver of knowledge need to have some overlapping tacit knowledge 

base. In addition, the author suggests that trust plays an important role since the receiver 

of knowledge needs to believe that the knowledge he/she is receiving is meaningful and 

therefore valuable. 

 

2.1.2 Knowledge Management 

 

In the knowledge-based theory of the firm, knowledge is seen as residing within the 

individuals (Grant, 1996, p. 109). This view perceives knowledge as static. However, 

the simple sum of individuals’ knowledge does not constitute organizational knowledge 

(Bhat, 2001, p. 70). Organizational knowledge is a result of interaction between 

individuals, techniques and technologies (Bhatt, 2001, p. 70; Boer et al., 2011, p. 68). In 

addition, knowledge creation is a dynamic process that involves interaction amongst 

individuals but also amongst individuals and their environment (Nonaka et al., 2000, p. 

15). Therefore, the efficient  knowledge management also depends on the company’s 

ability to motivate its employees (Bollinger & Smith, 2001, p. 15). As a result of 

complex and dynamic nature of knowledge, a more systematic approach, known as 

knowledge management is needed. 

 

“Knowledge management is the deliberate and systematic coordination of an 

organization’s people, technology, processes and organizational structures in order to 

add value through reuse and innovation” (Dalkir, 2005, p. 3). Efficient knowledge 

management is important for organizations as a mean for achieving sustainable 

competitive advantage (Halawi et al., 2006; Almeida & Soares, 2014; Bhatt, 2001), and 

as a tool for realizing organizational goals and high performance (Barclay & Murray, 

1997, p. 416). The benefits of knowledge management can be observed on three levels 

(Dalkir, 2005, pp. 18-20). In the information overloaded work environment that requires 

fast processing of information, knowledge management helps individuals perform their 

jobs better and in timely manner. Within work groups, knowledge management 

facilitates collaboration, communication and development of professional skills. This is 

in accordance with knowledge-based theory of the firm where an efficient cooperation 

and coordination is achieved through four basic knowledge integration mechanisms: 

rules and directives, sequencing, routines and group problem solving and decision 

making (Grant, 1996, p. 114). On the organizational level, knowledge management 

contributes to organizational learning, dissemination of best practices and innovation 

(Dalkir 2005, pp. 18-20). 

  

With regard to organizational learning, Zollo and Winter (2001) developed a learning 

model that consisted of three processes. Experience accumulation (i) emphasises 

individual learning through learning by doing and by using. Therefore it enables the 

companies to generate experiential knowledge and create specialists (Principle and Tell, 

2001, p. 1378). It is considered the main organizational learning driver that improves 

organization's capability. Knowledge articulation (ii) is based on learning by reflecting 

and learning by thinking. It involves two-way communication taking place in groups by 

discussing and by confronting ideas. In this process common understanding and 

coordination within the group plays an important role. Knowledge codification (iii) is 

the extension of knowledge articulation in the form of linguistic and symbolic 

representations. It takes place through writing and it includes codified manuals, 



 
 

6 
 

procedures or project documents. The documents serve as a base for replication and re-

use of the codified knowledge. Codification can also be achieved through learning by 

implementing, replicating and adapting (Principle and Tell, 2001, p. 1378). 

 

One of the most holistic knowledge management models is SECI model developed by 

Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995). It is based on four different spiral conversions between 

explicit and tacit knowledge: socialization (tacit to tacit), externalization (tacit to 

explicit), combination (explicit to explicit) and internalization (explicit to tacit). The 

core of the model is the close interaction between individuals in an intentionally or 

spontaneously build context and making knowledge available to other members of the 

group (Nonaka et al., 2000, p. 20). While knowledge management solutions relying on 

information technology were more or less successful in capturing explicit knowledge in 

the form of knowledge repositories, the biggest obstacle in developing an effective and 

comprehensive approach to leveraging companies’ knowledge is related to the nature of 

tacit knowledge (Nonaka et al., 2000, p. 20).  

 

Hildreth & Kimble (2002, p. 5) criticize Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995) model. The 

authors consider that the externalization is not realistic since tacit knowledge, in most 

cases, is impossible to articulate and translate into explicit knowledge. While Nonaka et 

al. (2000, p. 14) point out that the solution for externalization lies in social interaction 

and physical proximity, Hildreth & Kimble (2002, p. 9) argue that even in these 

circumstances, the tacit knowledge in terms of different professional and technical 

language remains to be an issue. The authors emphasize that the successful management 

approach should move from traditional view based on capturing and leveraging 

knowledge towards a more refined approach that supports learning and knowledge 

sharing. Similar to Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995), this approach acknowledges that 

knowledge, weather tacit or explicit, is in people and is dependent on the context. 

 

An integrated knowledge management process consists of three main phases: 

knowledge capture and creation, knowledge sharing and dissemination, and knowledge 

acquisition and application (Dalkir, 2005, p. 46). Many authors emphasize the 

knowledge sharing as the most important success factor  in the knowledge management 

process (Bhatt, 2001, p. 72; Wang & Noe, 2010, p. 115; Witherspoon et al. 2013, p. 

251; Nesheim & Smith, 2015, p. 258). The focus of this thesis will, therefore, be on 

knowledge sharing. 

 

2.1.3 Knowledge Sharing 

 

“Knowledge sharing is provision of task information and know-how to help others and 

to collaborate with others to solve problems, develop new ideas, or implement policies 

and procedures” (Wang & Noe, 2010, p. 117). Through the process of sharing, 

individual knowledge becomes an integral part of company’s processes, products and 

services, thus creating a cumulative organizational knowledge (Bollinger & Smith, 

2001, p. 9). By engaging in knowledge sharing activities, employees are actively 

contributing to knowledge application and innovation, both of which important for 

achieving company’s competitive advantage (Jackson, 2006 cited in Sánchez et al., 

2013, p. 389). In the project context, knowledge sharing has advantageous impact on 

realization of projects tasks (Boh, 2007, p. 28). 
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The existing literature names numerous factors that influence knowledge sharing. In 

their comprehensive literature review, Wang & Noe (2010, pp. 117-121) identified five 

different groups of factors that influence knowledge sharing: organizational context, 

interpersonal and team characteristics, cultural, individual and motivational factors.  

 

Related to organizational factors, management support, trust and organizational climate 

that promotes cooperation and innovation was found to have a positive impact on 

knowledge sharing. On the other hand, organizational climate based on competition had 

the opposite effect. This is in line with meta-analysis findings of Witherspoon et al. 

(2013, pp. 252-258) that point out to the Evolutionary Psychological Theory according 

to which  human survival depends on social interaction and is expected to positively 

affect knowledge sharing. Also, knowledge management technology and organizational 

support were also found to be positively related to knowledge sharing (Witherspoon et 

al., 2013, pp. 252-258) 

 

Related to interpersonal and team factors, team lastingness and cohesiveness showed a 

positive impact on knowledge sharing (Wang & Noe, 2010, p. 119). Also, trust and 

justice were found to be important enables for reciprocal knowledge sharing (Wang & 

Noe, 2010, p. 119). Wu & Zhu (2012, p. 1463) confirmed the positive relation between 

reciprocal relationship and knowledge sharing, whereas Witherspoon et al. (2013, p. 

255) could not support these findings. Witherspoon et al. (2013, p. 255) also found that 

facilitation in communication and participation in decision making have beneficial 

effect on sharing knowledge. 

 

When examining motivational factors, researchers found benefits had a positive and 

perceived costs negative impact on knowledge sharing (Wang & Noe, 2010, p. 118). 

Witherspoon et al. (2013, p. 254) found that intrinsic motivation positively affects 

knowledge sharing. Also organizational commitment, shared goals and expected 

increase in reputation had positive impact on knowledge sharing (Witherspoon et al., 

2013, p. 255).  However, Peyman Akhavan et al. (2015, p. 576) did not support the 

hypothesis related to positive effects of shared goals on knowledge sharing. Related to 

extrinsic motivation, Witherspoon et al. (2013, p. 257), based on Agency Theory, found 

a positive relation between monetary reward and promotion on knowledge sharing, 

while Wu & Zhu (2012) study did not support the monetary incentives hypothesis. 

Similarly, Foss et al. (2009, p. 877) found that, from the  perspective of the knowledge 

sender, intrinsic and introjected have positive impact on knowledge sharing, while 

external motivation had negative impact. As another contribution to motivational 

enablers of knowledge sharing, Foss et al. (2009, p. 871) found  that job autonomy has a 

positive impact on intrinsic motivation, task identity on introjected motivation and 

feedback on external motivation to share knowledge. 

 

Many authors emphasise motivational factors such as trust, individual attitude and 

autonomous motivation as relevant antecedents to knowledge sharing in the project 

context. In addition organizational culture, incentive, job autonomy and organizational 

support are also found to be important elements for knowledge sharing between project 

team members (Almeida & Soares, 2014; Nesheim & Smith, 2015; Eppler & Sukowski, 

2000; Santos et al., 2012). 

 

Boer et al. (2011, pp. 87-88) examined the influence of four different relational models:  

communal sharing, authority ranking, equality matching and market pricing on 
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knowledge sharing. Communal sharing (i) underlines the idea of communities of 

practice where knowledge is considered a common resource and the main motivation 

for sharing knowledge is based on closeness of team members and idealism. In 

authority ranking (ii) knowledge sharing is based on hierarchy. Higher ranked 

individuals share knowledge with their subordinates in return for loyalty or 

acknowledgement. On the other side, lower ranked individuals share knowledge with 

their superiors in return for support and recognition. In equality matching (iii) the 

knowledge sharing is based on reciprocity. According to market pricing model (iv), 

knowledge is seen as a commodity and individuals share knowledge if they think they 

will receive a reward for it. The results suggest that incentive systems should be in 

concordance with the relational model in place, if not, it might have negative effect on 

knowledge sharing behaviours of individuals. Interestingly, the authors found that, in 

particular cases, existence of multiple relational models can actually stimulate 

knowledge sharing (Boer et al., 2011, p. 93). 

 

As presented above, knowledge sharing is a process affected by variety of factors. 

Therefore, the challenges the process of knowledge sharing faces in organizations are 

numerous. 

 

2.1.4 Knowledge Sharing Challenges 

 

The challenges organizations face in terms of knowledge sharing, mostly include time 

and resource limitations, as well as individual and organizational barriers to knowledge 

sharing (Bollinger & Smith 2001, p. 14; Wu & Zhu 2012, p. 1467; Hong et al. 2011, p. 

14426). Organizational barrier to knowledge sharing, according to Hong et. al. (2011, p. 

14418), include language, conflict avoidance, bureaucracy and distance. Individual 

barriers, on the other hand, include internal resistance, trust in knowledge content and 

motivation to engage in knowledge sharing activities. Witherspoon et al. (2013, p. 253) 

found that self-presentation effect can lead individuals to pretend to share the 

knowledge, but actually not sharing it due to some personal benefits they might achieve. 

Wu & Zhu (2012, p. 1470) and Peyman Akhavan et al. (2015, p. 566) found that fear of 

losing power, also known as competence losing risk, presents a barrier to knowledge 

sharing. This happens when individuals believe that by sharing valuable knowledge 

with others, they give up the ownership of this knowledge and with the loss of 

ownership, their power in the organization is diminished and therefore they can be more 

easily replaced (Wu & Zhu, 2012, p. 1470).  

 

Even though knowledge sharing barriers vary in their nature, many authors consider that 

most of the barriers to effective knowledge sharing involve people (Bollinger & Smith, 

2001, p. 11). Due to social context of knowledge sharing, Hong et al. (2011, p. 14417) 

consider that the solution to effective knowledge sharing requires change of approach 

from technology driven to a more people driven approach. As a solution, the authors 

propose conversational management approach based on communities of practice known 

as House of Quality. This approach is a combination of people and technology, but puts 

emphasis on knowledge sharing in a social context.  

 

Knowledge sharing in projects is even more challenging due to their temporary and 

unique nature (Almeida & Soares, 2014, p. 770). The challenge becomes even greater 

when project teams involve both internal and external project team members, such as 

external consultants (Nesheim & Hunskaar, 2015, p. 1418). These two groups have 
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different work arrangements which pose a challenge to their cooperative knowledge 

sharing behaviours (Ashford et al., 2007; Connelly and Gallagher, 2004 cited in 

Nesheim & Hunskaar, 2015, p. 1418). 

 

2.2 Projects 

 

2.2.1 Project, PBO and Matrix Functional Organizations 

 

Project is a unique, temporary endeavour with defined task, budget and time frame 

(PMI, 2008, p. 5) In order to keep pace with the fast changing markets, contemporary 

organizations are increasingly using projects, as a standard way of doing business 

(Prencipe & Tell, 2001, p. 1381). Turner (2009, p. 1) even refers to project-based 

management as the new general management approach by pointing out that thirty 

percent of the world’s economy is project-based.  

 

Nowadays, projects are used by traditional organizations to improve their business 

processes and achieve competitive advantage in the market (Turner, 2009, p. 44). Some 

organizations, on the other hand, base their entire business on projects. Taking into 

consideration the role of projects in the organizations, Morris & Pinto (2007, p. 81,82) 

divide the organizations into three categories: (i) project based organizations that focus 

on the project work and centralize all their operations around the project activities, (ii) 

project-led organizations that focus on main operations that highly influence the 

execution of projects and (iii) core-operations-led organizations that apply projects to 

improve the main organizational operations. Related to the last category, Hobday (2000, 

p. 877) differentiates between three types of traditional organizations that use projects 

based on the level of authority and responsibilities of project managers; functional, 

balanced and project matrix. In the functional matrix, project manager has an inferior 

role and his/her role is limited to coordinating resources, monitoring progress and 

reporting to the line management. In balanced matrix, project manager and functional 

manager share the authorities and responsibilities, whereas in a project matrix, project 

manager is in charge of all the resources (Hobday, 2000, p. 877). 

 

With regard to project implementation, the prevailing opinion in the academic 

community, is that project-based organizations are superior to matrix organizations 

(Hobday, 2000, p. 871; Morris & Pinto, 2007, p. 254). Project-based organizations are 

considered more action oriented and therefore more flexible (Sahlin-Andersson & 

Søderholm, 2002, p. 20). Their flexibility stems from the temporary nature of projects 

around which they are organized and enables them to achieve economies of quality, 

design solution and knowledge management (Hobday, 2000, p. 871). They are also 

considered better suited when dealing with high level of complexity and fast changing 

markets (Hobday, 2000, p. 871). These rapid changes in the market and unique 

costumer demands require cross-functional project teams which make them more 

effective in integrating different types of knowledge (Ekstedt, 2002, p. 20, 69). Working 

in teams is less hierarchical which creates empowered employees (Morris & Pinto, 

2007, p. 254). In the knowledge-based theory of the firm, Grant (1996, p.118) also 

proposes more horizontal team-based structures based on specialist knowledge and 

formation of firm alliances in order to overcome barriers to knowledge transfer. Project-

based organizations are also better in coping with project risks and technological 

uncertainties (Hobday, 2000, p. 891). In addition, they are more equipped for answering 

the new project requirements and quick in transferring new information to relevant 
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project members that can adequately act upon this information. Since all project-based 

organizational structures and processes are in the function of projects, this is considered 

a highly innovative form of organization (Hobday, 2000, p. 891). 

 

Along with the advantages of project-based approach, these organizations face a number 

of challenges due to their constantly changing boundaries and context (Morris & Pinto, 

2007, p. 254). Every new project means different context in terms of relationship 

between internal and external stakeholders and social environment (Morris & Pinto, 

2007, p. 254).  Often, permanent and temporary work arrangement are combined, which 

can lead to social and professional unfamiliarity among the project team members 

(Reich et al., 2013, p. 941). According to Lindkvist (2005, p. 1189), this can lead to 

problems in terms of shared knowledge and understanding. In addition, communication 

between stakeholders such as clients and suppliers is often virtualised or in some cases 

project team members are physically separated (Morris & Pinto, 2007, p. 254), which 

can have a negative influence on the social interaction within the project and project 

identity (Ekstedt, 2002, p. 69; Sahlin-Andersson & Søderholm, 2002, p. 20). Moreover, 

the success of projects and project-based organizations is highly dependent on the 

knowledge of project team members and therefore if the highly valuable team member 

leaves the company, his tacit knowledge leaves the company as well, thus negatively 

effecting the project in stake (Foss et al., 2009, p. 871). In addition, due to the changing 

nature of projects, time and resource limitations, team members struggle with reflecting 

and learning within and between projects (Packendorff, 2002, p. 44). Along the same 

line, Hobday (2000, p. 871) states that organizational learning is more difficult in 

project-based organizations (Hobday, 2000, p. 871) than in traditional matrix 

organizations. Moreover, the author points out that all the main weaknesses of project-

based organizations are at the same time strengths of matrix organizations. Apart from 

organizational learning, project-based organizations are weak in mass production of 

consumer goods, and processes across the organization as a whole, achieving economies 

of scale, technical leadership and management control (Hobday, 2000, p. 892). 

 

When working on a project, the limited time and resource are problematic for both 

project-based organization and traditional matrix organizations (Arvidsson, 2009, p. 

99). However, traditional matrix organizations are affected more since line functions 

and projects coexist and create dual roles and responsibilities for the project team 

members. Their functional tasks revolve around the calendar year and project task 

around temporarily membership in the project team (Arvidsson, 2009, p. 97). 

 

In order to facilitate complex projects implementation, Hobday (2000, p. 871) points out 

to the importance of professional project managers and directors. Their role should be to 

integrate both technical and business aspects of the project and create good 

communication with the client and other companies involved in the project (Hobday, 

2000, p. 878). In order to overcome knowledge management problems in projects, 

Turner (2009, p. 352) suggests using project management community of practice, which 

provide project managers and project team members a social environment to exchange 

ideas through forums, mentoring programmes and best-practices. 

 

2.2.2 Knowledge Sharing in Projects 

 

Knowledge has been investigated in the project management literature on both micro or 

macro level (Gasik, 2011, p. 39). Micro level knowledge considers knowledge as an 



 
 

11 
 

element required to perform a task or solve a problem within the project. Project team 

members apply the micro knowledge life cycle consisting of knowledge identification, 

acquisition, creation, application, transfer and lastly documentation. Macro level 

knowledge is obtained by team members and applied through knowledge management 

process in order to further individual knowledge, contribute to the knowledge of other 

team members, project and organization. Micro and macro level of knowledge are 

therefore complementary and aim to increase the influence of individuals on the project 

execution (Gasik, 2011, p. 40). 

 

According to Eppler & Sukowski (2000, p. 334), increasing the influence of team 

members can be realized by open communication and fast learning. Therefore, the 

authors elaborated on the micro level knowledge generated within the projects and 

developed a framework for team knowledge management. The framework consists of 

five elements: (i) virtual and real communications especially in projects involving 

consultants (ii) a set of guidance for achieving common understanding and improving 

trust and cohesion within the team, (iii) team knowledge process that refers to creation, 

acquisition and sharing of knowledge, (iv) knowledge management tools that help 

identify, categorize and collect the dispersed knowledge within the team and (v) project 

leadership. In their studies, the authors emphasise the importance of aggregation of 

individual knowledge and transfer of tacit and explicit knowledge within the projects 

(Eppler & Sukowski, 2000, p. 341). In addition, conversion of tacit knowledge and 

explicit knowledge into one another is important and can be achieved through 

knowledge sharing (Gasik, 2011, p. 39; Turner, 2009, p. 356).  

 

When sharing knowledge, especially with non-collocated team members, 

communication plays an important role. Based to synchronicity theory, there are two 

types of communication: synchronous and asynchronous (Hambley et al., 2007, p. 3). 

While synchronous communication occurs in the real time and includes face-to-face, 

phone call, teleconference, videoconference or chat communication, the asynchronous 

communication takes place with a certain time gap and includes e-mail, blogs and 

repositories. Synchronous communication, especially its face-to-face modality is well 

suited for decision making and increasing project team commitment. In addition, it is 

more convenient for more complex tasks that require intense and reciprocal 

collaboration (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002, p. 44).  The asynchronous communication, on 

the other hand, provides a track record of previous communication which can help to 

avoid possible future misinterpretations. Based on the media richness theory, face-to 

face communication is considered the richest form of communication, followed by 

telephone, chat, e-mail and print communication. The choice of media is task dependant 

(Webster & Hackley, 1997, p. 1286). 

 

Based on previously described Nonaka and Takeuchi’s (1995), knowledge management 

model, Boh (2007) developed a two dimensional knowledge sharing framework for 

projects. In addition to tacit and explicit dimension, Boh (2007, p. 34) incorporated 

individualized vs. institutionalized knowledge dimension. Individualized-

personalization mechanism (i) refers to individual to individual informal knowledge 

sharing, which emphasises the significant influence of social networks on knowledge 

sharing. Individualized-codification mechanism (ii) involves informal exchange of 

project documents between individuals. Individuals, thus,  play an important role in 

knowledge sharing and these two types of individualized knowledge sharing lead to 

creation of new knowledge (Prencipe & Tell, 2001, p. 1376). Institutionalized-
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codification mechanism (iii) transfers the codified knowledge through institutional 

knowledge routines and procedures in order to spread the knowledge among other 

project team members (Boh, 2007, p. 34). Institutionalized-personalization mechanism 

(iv) encourages the individual to individual knowledge sharing in an institutional 

context. This type of knowledge sharing is referred to as the most important form since 

it helps transferring a large amount of various knowledge at one time in an interactive 

context (Boh, 2007, p. 34). 

 

2.2.3 Knowledge Sharing Challenges in Projects  

 

The main challenge related to knowledge sharing in projects is related to its temporary 

nature (Ajmal, 2009, p. 1; Boh, 2007, p. 28). This is particularly evident in the context 

of project-based organizations in which project team members often take part in 

different projects at the same time (Almeida & Soares, 2014, p. 771). Therefore, to what 

extent they are part of these temporary settings and to what extent they are interested in 

these temporary setting can be questioned (Packendorff, 2002, p. 42). Since many 

projects take place in a multidisciplinary context, project teams are often heterogeneous 

(Nesheim & Smith, 2015, p. 256). These project team members often do not have 

sufficient time or resources to create a common language and coordination between 

each other. Sometimes, they are also not well informed about each other’s skills and 

experiences (Eppler & Sukowski, 2000, p. 335). Consequently, this creates weak social 

relationships among project members (Nissen et al., 2014, p. 474). Poor social 

relationship of project team members can have a negative influence on collaborative 

culture, which may result in insufficient knowledge acquisition and sharing (Santos et 

al., 2012, pp. 30–32). To increase the knowledge sharing between project team 

members, Almeida & Soares (2014, p. 776) and Nissen et al. (2014, p. 473) emphasise 

the significant influence of socialization within the group. According to aforementioned 

authors, socialization can be applied through individual and group contacts, 

communications, and in-person interactions. These social interactions enhance trust and 

motivation to share knowledge and consequently influence the creation of new 

knowledge (Almeida & Soares, 2014, p. 777; Santos et al., 2012, p. 29).  

 

Another challenge in knowledge sharing in the project context arises in the case of 

integration with project team members from different cultural backgrounds (Jackson & 

Klobas, 2008, p. 329). Project teams can be formed from internal employees and often 

external resources coming from client’s and consultancy companies (Ekstedt, 2002, p. 

64). The use of consultants adds another type of temporality to the temporary nature of 

project task, which consequently creates more challenges for knowledge sharing in term 

of coordination and cooperation within the projects (Nesheim & Smith, 2015, p. 256). 

 

2.3 Consultants 

 

Non-standard work employment has recorded a significant growth in the recent years 

(Ekstedt, 2002, p. 61) The trend of outsourcing and downsizing has led to many 

activities being externalized which created a significant market for consulting 

companies (Werr & Stjernberg, 2003, p. 45). Moreover, the rise in project work and 

project-based organizations has also increased the demand for external consultants 

(Ekstedt, 2002, p. 61).  
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Nowadays, companies are struggling to keep up with new technological advancements 

and market demands. This has led companies to open up to external ideas and resources 

coming from consultancy companies (Werr & Styhre, 2014, p. 44,59). Consultants 

enable companies to explore new business areas or to improve on their existing 

competencies (Reihlen & Nikolova, 2010, p. 284). Therefore, they are considered as 

one of the main carriers of knowledge (Blomquist & Soderholm, 2002, p. 28).  

 

The core business of consultant companies involves close interaction with clients while 

working on projects (Ekstedt, 2002, p. 62). Thus, the client-consultant relationship is a 

cornerstone of the consultancy work (Werr & Styhre, 2014, p. 43). With regard to the 

relationship, there are two contradicting interpretations. According to the functionalist 

literature, client-consultant relationship is seen as knowledge based (Werr & Styhre, 

2014, pp. 43-49). Due to the lack of internal knowledge within the client’s organization, 

the client uses the superior, specialized knowledge and objective approach of external 

consultants to solve a well-defined task or a problem (Nikolova et al., 2009, p. 297). 

The client-consultant relationship is shaped by the fact that “the client is purchaser of 

the consultancy services, and the consultant is the provider of the service” (Pellegrinelli, 

2002, p. 344). Within this context, client is seen as in control of the relationship and 

consultants involvement is seen as temporarily (Werr & Styhre, 2014, pp. 43-49). In 

addition, in this model, the client is considered information supplier and is kept out of 

the problem-solving process (Nikolova et al., 2009, p. 290). On the other hand, critics of 

functionalist approach question the knowledge superiority of consultancy companies 

(Werr & Styhre, 2014, pp. 43-49). Moreover, they argue that the main reason why 

companies are hiring consultants lies in the cognitive and socio-psychological needs 

stemming from managerial tasks and roles. This implies that managers are dependent on 

the consultants to assist them in coping with their fears, in creating a controllable 

organization and a positive managerial image. In this interpretation of client-consultant 

relationship, consultants are seen as the controlling side (Werr & Styhre, 2014, pp. 43-

49). 

 

Werr & Styhre (2014, p. 62), in their own study, move from the power element 

described above and emphasize that for the client-consultant relationship, both parties 

are important. The relationship can be better understood when viewed as context related 

and institutionally embedded (Werr & Styhre, 2014, p. 62). Along the same line, 

Nikolova et al. (2009) introduced the third approach based on the work of Schein (1999) 

and Schön (1983, 1987). Their social learning model considers the knowledge and the 

contribution of the client and the consultant equally important (Nikolova et al., 2009, p. 

291). In this approach, the consultant undertakes the role of the facilitator of problem 

solving, while the client takes part in problem solving and implementation. Their 

mutual interaction creates a balanced relationship. In addition, both the client and the 

consultant play a part in coaching each other during the implementation (Nikolova et 

al., 2009, p. 291). This is in line with Turner (1988, p. 12) that emphasises the swift in 

consultants' role from problem solving to building clients’ capacity for diagnosing 

situations on their own. With regards to our thesis, which will examine the client-

consultant relationship in the context of a complex IT system implementation, we take 

the above standpoint argued by Werr & Styhre (2014) and Nikolova et al. (2009).  

 

Nikolova et al. (2009, pp. 295-297) also identified three practices applied by the 

consultants in the client-consultant relationship. These practices are (i) shaping 

impressions, (ii) problem-solving and (iii) negotiating expectation. The consultants 
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often use rhetorical skills and demonstrate tangible solutions such as previous 

successful implementations in order to impress and persuade the client. They are often 

engaged with task of generating and applying new knowledge in order to solve the 

client’s issues. In the routine problem solving, consultants often take the path of 

functional approach, whereas in the innovative solution they apply social learning 

model. The consultants meet the expectations of all the parties involved through the 

sharing of practices, experiences, norms and values. Establishing the shared 

understanding and meeting the expectations significantly influence the project success 

Nikolova et al. (2009, p. 297). 

 

Lippitt & Lippitt (1978, p. 31) developed a two-ended continuum model describing 

different roles that consultants undertake while solving problems. Their roles can range 

from nondirective to directive and include: objective observer, process counsellor, fact 

finder, alternative identifier and linker, joint problem solve, trainer, informational expert 

and advocators.  

 

Based on professional values and culture, Nees & Granier (1985, p. 77) developed 

another classification of consultant-client relationship. The authors differentiate 

between mental adventurer, strategic navigator, management physician, system architect 

and friendly co-pilot. The classification took into consideration several factors: 

consultants’ specialization field, their role, approach and type of actions as well as the 

clients’ expected outcomes.  

 

2.3.1 Consultants’ Approach 

 

Consultancy has been developed based on the scientific management concept developed 

by Frederick Taylor (1911) in which consultancy services are used for problem-solving 

in organizational context (Pellegrinelli, 2002, p. 343). In their practices, consultants use 

theories, knowledge and analytical approaches derived from their practical experience 

and academic research (Pellegrinelli, 2002, p. 343). Therefore, consultant companies are 

often referred to as knowledge intensive firms that have their particular way of doing 

business. Their knowledge system consists of three interacting knowledge elements: 

methods and tools, cases and experience (Werr & Stjernberg, 2003, p. 881). Methods 

and tools are articulate and therefore applicable on organizational level. While methods 

serve as an operational guideline, tools are oriented on specific problem solving (Werr 

et al., 1997, p. 289). The combination of the two provides a consultant company with a 

common language that is essential for knowledge sharing (Werr & Stjernberg, 2003, p. 

896). The methods and tools are important for both the communication and 

collaboration between the consultants as well as in client- consultant interaction (Werr 

& Stjernberg, 2003, p. 891; Werr et al., 1997, p. 301). Cases assist in tailoring the 

general approach to a specific situation which can consequently lead to the transfer of 

tacit knowledge (Werr & Stjernberg, 2003, p. 897). Experiences of individual 

consultants are seen as tacit knowledge that enables consultant companies to adapt the 

methods, tools and cases to the specific projects. Experience is thus considered a crucial 

element for their organizational competence (Werr & Stjernberg, 2003, p. 881).  

2.3.2 Consultants in IT Implementation Projects 

 

In many IT implementation projects, particularly the more complex ones, companies 

tend to hire the services of external IT consultants (Ko, 2014, p. 541).  These projects 



 
 

15 
 

require an in-depth understanding of the client’s current situation and expectations 

(Richter & Niewiem, 2009, p. 277). Typical implementation projects require the 

integration of business process and data across the functions of the client organization 

(Ko, 2014, p. 542). Therefore, knowledge transfer is an essential element of complex IT 

system implementations (Ko et al., 2005, p. 78). Within this process both the knowledge 

source (consultants) as well as the recipient (business users) play an important role 

(Nikolova et al., 2009, p. 289; Alvesson et al., 2009, p. 253).  The consultants transfer 

the IT solution knowledge, while the client provide in-depth business process 

knowledge (Ko,  2014, p. 542). In implementation projects, the project team is often 

formed of consultants, client and information system specialists, and the client 

companies often aim to implement the new IT solution and acquire new IT skills 

knowledge (Ko,  2014, p. 542). 

 

In their study regarding the knowledge transfer in a complex IT project setting 

involving client company and IT consultants,  Ko et al. (2005, p. 60) point out to the 

asymmetric nature of knowledge in favour of consultants who are in possession of 

technical knowledge. However, according to Hustad & Vikstøl (2014, p. 699), the 

consultants should acquire three elements of knowledge: technical, organizational,  and 

different end-user knowledge in order to successfully implement the solution. 

Therefore, we would like to emphasize that the asymmetry of knowledge affects both 

sides since the clients have the business knowledge necessary for providing a context 

for the successful implementation of IT solution. This makes both client and the 

consultant at the same time a source and a recipient of the knowledge. Moreover, in 

implementation projects, the business process knowledge of the client is considered 

significantly important and therefore, the client often outnumber the implementation 

consultants (Ko, 2014, p. 543). The client company pays consultants, not only for the 

implementation of an IT solution, but also for the transfer of needed skills, so the client 

company can operate and maintain the system independently from the consultants (Ko 

et al., 2005, p. 59).  

 

2.3.3 Knowledge Sharing in IT Implementation Projects  

 

Even though the services of external consultants are considered an important success 

factor, IT projects involving external consultants bring various challenges to the 

organizations (Ko 2014, p.542). The literature concerning IT projects points out to 

different communication and coordination difficulties that can disrupt knowledge 

sharing between the two parties (Barki and Hartwick, 2001 cited in Ko et al. 2005, 

p.62).  

 

Based on Szulanski’s model (1996), Ko et al. (2005) developed a new model of 

knowledge transfer in IT implementation context that includes a client company and 

external consultants. Along with knowledge, communication and motivation related 

antecedents of knowledge transfer, Ko et al. (2005) furthered the initial model 

developed by Szulanski (1995) by adding the shared understanding as a sub element of 

knowledge related antecedent and by making the distinction between internal and 

external motivation (Ko et al., 2005, p. 73). Within knowledge related antecedents, Ko 

et al. (2005) examined the absorptive capacity of the receiver, arduous relationship and 

shared understanding. Absorptive capacity refers to the recipient's existing level of 

knowledge that can affect their ability to apply the new knowledge in the business 

context (Szulanski 1996, p. 31; Ko et al., 2005, p. 64). In the implementation projects, 
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the client often does not have implementation knowledge. This might result in 

ineffective knowledge transfer (Nikolova et al., 2009, p. 293) and failure in embedding 

the consultant’s knowledge in the client organization (Ko, 2014, p. 541). From the 

client’s point of view, when they rely on the consultants to successfully implement the 

solution, they develop trusting relationship that removes the knowledge sharing barriers 

between the parties involved (Ko, 2014, p. 541). In implementation projects, trust plays 

a significant role in coordinating and collaborating with other project team members 

(Ko, 2014, p. 544). McAllister (1995) developed a framework in which trust includes 

two dimensions: benevolence and competence trust. Former is related to the emotional 

relation between the individual, whereas the latter is related to the competency and 

responsibility of the individuals (Ko, 2014, p. 543). Repeated interactions between the 

client and the consultant lead to cooperative and predictive behaviours between the 

parties involved. This helps the project team members develop trusting relationship and 

establish effective knowledge sharing with each other (Ko, 2014, p. 544). Moreover, 

mutual trust positively influences the decoding communication skills of the client (Ko, 

2014, p. 547). 

 

In terms of relationship, close relationship is preferred over an arduous relationship, 

especially when sharing tacit knowledge (Szulanski, 1996, p. 32; Ko et al., 2005, p. 63). 

Richter & Niewiem (2009, pp. 285–286) support this claim but also emphasize the 

importance of balancing the closeness of the relationship in order to avoid the biased 

interactions between client and consultants. Alvesson et al. (2009, p. 255) identified 

four different positions that the client might take on in client-consultant relationship. 

These positions include the passive consumer, the supervisor, the co-worker and the 

judge. The client can adopt multiple positions or can change the position based on the 

contingent relationship between the consultants (Alvesson et al. 2009, p. 255). The 

position of the client significantly influences the relationship between the different 

parties involved (Alvesson et al. 2009, p. 262). 

 

Shared understanding is also an important element that determines the success of the 

implementation. It concerns shared views, work values, problem-solving approaches 

and past expertise (Ko et al., 2005, p. 64). Failure in achieving shared understanding 

results in inefficient knowledge sharing and coordination between the involved parties 

(Nikolova et al., 2009, p. 296).  

 

In the communication group, the authors investigated communication competencies and 

consultant’s credibility as antecedents to knowledge transfer (Ko et al., 2005, p. 64). 

Successful communication requires both recipient's ability to listen and respond quickly 

(decoding) as well as source’s ability to articulate their messages in a clear manner 

(encoding) (Ko et al., 2005, p. 66).  

 

Lastly, related to motivation, the authors investigated intrinsic and extrinsic motivation 

of both the recipient and the source (Ko et al., 2005, p. 64). In contrast to Szulanski’s 

(1996) findings, the results showed that successful IT implementation, especially its 

tacit component, requires the involvement of intrinsically motivated project members on 

both sides.  
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2.3.4 In-group and Out-group Knowledge Sharing 

 

Nesheim and Smith (2015) conducted a study regarding in-group and out-group 

knowledge sharing in an oil and gas industry project. In-group refers to the knowledge 

sharing between internal employees or between external consultants, whereas out-group 

refers to the knowledge sharing between internal employees and external consultants. 

This distinction can be traced back to Social Identity Theory according to which 

individuals maintain a positive self-image by categorizing themselves into in-groups 

and others into out-groups (Connelly & Gallagher, 2004, p. 978). The results of the 

study showed that both permanent employees and consultants have an overall 

inclination to share more knowledge with the members of their own group (Nesheim & 

Hunskaar, 2015, p. 1422). Also, the study indicated that employee’s project attachment 

positively affects knowledge sharing with other employees. Related to trust, the study 

found that employee’s trust in co-workers and external consultants positively affects 

both their in-group and out-group knowledge sharing. Additionally, the study showed 

that employees share more knowledge with consultants if they perceive them as 

experienced (Nesheim & Hunskaar, 2015, p. 1422). 

 

The authors also argue that that involving consultants in projects raises the issue of 

double temporality. As stated earlier, double temporality implies temporality of the 

project task, on one side, and temporality of employment contract on the other 

(Nesheim & Smith, 2015, p. 258). Ekstedt et al. (2002) took into consideration the issue 

of double temporality by developing a model that combines two dimensions:  forms of 

organizing (flow-process versus project operations) and forms of employment 

(permanent versus temporary employment). Double temporality brings considerable 

challenges in terms of commitment, cooperation, communication and subsequently 

exchange of knowledge between employees and consultants (Nesheim & Smith, 2015, 

p. 256). Because working on temporary contracts, consultants do not have enough time 

to establish cooperative relationships with permanent members. Consequently, their 

social capital is lower when compared to permanent employees (Nesheim & Smith, 

2015, p. 259). In addition, consultants as temporary workers do not share the same 

expectations when it comes to monetary or promotional prospects compared to 

permanent workers (Nesheim & Smith, 2015, p. 260). Since temporary workers do not 

share the same long term goals of the company, their commitment might also be 

questioned (Packendorff, 2002, p. 50). The studies examining the commitment of 

temporary workers showed mixed results (Connelly & Gallagher, 2004, p. 962). In 

addition, permanent workers might not be receptive of temporary workers who aim to 

share their knowledge. Their credibility might be questioned by the permanent workers 

since coming from different organizations (Connelly & Gallagher, 2004, p. 972).  

 

As internal employees might be reluctant to share relevant knowledge out of fear to lose 

the ownership over knowledge, the external consultants might disclose less knowledge 

to the client in order to secure the exclusiveness of their know-how (Boer et al., 2011, p.  

95; Nesheim & Smith, 2015, p. 260). Another barrier to knowledge sharing might lie in 

the fact that consultants and permanent employees come from different organizational 

cultures that can imply different work norms, values and procedures (Jackson & Klobas, 

2008, p. 329). Also, the fact that consultants are not as familiar with the client’s 

company as internal permanent members might also affect the knowledge sharing 

process between these two groups. 
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3 Methodology 
 

3.1 Scientific Methodology 
 

3.1.1 Philosophical Stance 

 

The main purpose of any research is to contribute to the existing knowledge in certain 

field by creating some degree of new knowledge  (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 108). Before 

creating a new knowledge, researcher needs to address the questions of research 

philosophy, the form and nature of the reality surrounding the research and the 

relationship between what can be known and the researcher (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 

108; Saunders et al., 2009, p. 108). Therefore, the questions related to research 

philosophy, in terms of ontological and epistemological stances, are important 

precursors of every scientific research. They bear important implications on the 

practical conduct of the research because they influence the choice of research method 

and research strategy (Long et al., 2000, p. 190). If a chosen philosophical stance sees 

reality and the knowledge about that reality as objective, than the phenomena can be 

observed and measured. However, if the reality is seen as subjective and based on 

experiences of different people, than it may be more appropriate to ask questions to the 

people that take part in that reality (Jackson, 2013, p. 52). Apart from methodological 

choices, the choice of philosophical stances also influences the interpretations of 

research findings (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 108, 112).  

 

3.1.1.1 Ontology 

 

Ontology, as a part of research philosophy that studies basic assumptions about the way 

the world functions and how we perceive the social phenomena (Saunders et al., 2009, 

p. 110), provides grounds for social theorizing (Smircich & Morgan, 1980, p. 192). A 

researcher, from the ontological point of view, can see the reality of social phenomena 

in two different ways. The social phenomena can be seen as objective and independent 

from the social actors, or it can be seen as subjective and socially constructed through 

the social interaction between the individuals that create and repeatedly shape it (Long 

et al., 2000, p. 190; Saunders et al., 2009, p. 111; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 20).  

 

With regard to our research topic, which concerns knowledge sharing in the project 

setting, we embrace the constructivist ontological position. Constructivist philosophical 

position acknowledges the simultaneous existence of multiple social realities that are a 

product of human intellect and that can change as social actors become more informed. 

The researcher and the object of research are interactively linked to one another by 

which the formal distinction between the ontology and epistemology disappears (Guba 

& Lincoln, 1994, pp. 109-110). In our research, we aim to investigate the knowledge 

sharing between different groups of people. Although they were all involved in the 

same project, their perception about the same issues may differ. In addition, each of 

them can alter their initial interpretations after they gain more experience in the field.  

 

This position is in concordance with the concept advocated by Nonaka et al. (2000, p. 

15) that sees knowledge creation and knowledge sharing as a dynamic process that 

involves multiple interaction between individuals as well as the interaction between the 

individuals and the environment. In the reality that is seen as socially constructed, it is 
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important to understand the subjective motivations behind the actions of individuals that 

shape the reality (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 111). In the context of our research, the 

knowledge sharing between internal employees (in-group) and between internal 

employees and external consultants (out-group) can be motivated by different work 

arrangements of parties involved; permanent vs. temporally. Additionally, it can also be 

influenced by the multitude of factors ranging from behavioural, cultural and 

organizational characteristics that shape individual’s inclination to share knowledge 

(Wang & Noe, 2010;Witherspoon et al., 2013). Another reason why we find 

constructivist approach suitable for our research derives from interpretivist philosophy 

based on which different individuals can interpret the same situation in a different way 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 111). Guba & Lincoln (1994, p. 109) refer to constructivism as 

ontological relativism. 

 

3.1.1.2 Epistemology  

 

Epistemology is a philosophical discipline that explores what constitutes acceptable 

knowledge in the particular research (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 15; Saunders et al., 

2009, p. 112). It analyses what is the most suitable way of developing and transmitting 

knowledge about the reality (Long et al., 2000, p. 190). If the reality is objective, the 

new knowledge can be created by examining and clarifying (erklaren) the relationships 

between the elements that constitute the phenomena in merit. On the other, if the reality 

is taken as subjective, the knowledge is created by immersion into the situation in order 

to understand the different experiences of individuals so the phenomena could be fully 

understood (verstehen) (Long et al., 2000, p. 191). In this sense, epistemology can be 

seen as complementary to ontology (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 108).  

 

There are four main epistemological stances; positivism, realism, interpretivism and 

pragmatism. According to positivist epistemology, reality is driven by unalterable 

natural laws and mechanisms. Knowledge can only be obtained by observing the 

research phenomena and by employing natural science methods (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, 

p. 109; Saunders et al., 2009, p. 132; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 15). The relationship 

between the researcher and the phenomena is value free since the researcher is seen as 

purely external observer that doesn’t take any personal standpoint with regard to the 

studied phenomena (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 114). The knowledge is created  through 

the hypothesis testing (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 113; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 15).  

 

The realist stance also advocates the scientific approach to development of knowledge. 

However, due to limitations of human senses and cognitive abilities, erroneous 

interpretations might occur (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 110). Whereas direct realism 

sees the reality as a pure reflection of the world expressed through our senses, the 

critical realism sees the reality as socially conditioned and constantly changing 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 115). Only by understanding the social structures and the 

social context of the phenomena, can we fully understand what is going on in the social 

world (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 106).  

 

Contrary to positivists’ and realists’ approach, the interpretivist stance points out to the 

substantial differences between studying objects and human beings (Saunders et al., 

2009, p. 116; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 16). The social world is considered far too 

complex to be analysed with natural science methods that uses generalization as a 

means for accumulating knowledge (Saunders et al., 2009, pp. 115-116). In addition, 
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the researcher is seen as part of the world, thus influencing the research by his or her 

own world views and values (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 119).  

 

And lastly, pragmatist stance emphasizes that there might be multiple ways at looking at 

the problem and therefore just one epistemological standpoint might not be sufficient to 

adequately address the research question (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 109). By adapting 

multiple epistemological stances, the pragmatist approach does not underestimate the 

importance of philosophy. It rather, emphasises that the philosophy should be more 

connected with the technical matters how to generate the knowledge, i.e. with the 

research design (Morgan, 2007, p. 68-69). In their pursuit to adequately answer the 

research question, the pragmatist approach is often associated with the use of mixed 

method approach (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 109). 

 

After reflecting on the above described epistemological stances, we consider that 

positivist approach is not suitable for our research since the phenomenon of knowledge 

sharing is too complex to be simply reduced to natural science methods and law like 

generalizations advocated by this approach. Although realism acknowledges the 

importance of social context, we believe that, with regard to in-group and out-group 

knowledge sharing, the reality is not purely external to social actors and cannot be 

simply observed without understanding different meanings that social actors give to this 

reality. The pragmatist approach might be suitable for a more comprehensive research 

that would combine both qualitative and quantitative approach in order to examine 

different aspects of the phenomena. Since our main goal is to understand the knowledge 

sharing mechanism taking into consideration multiple perspectives that are socially 

constructed, we consider interpretivism as the most appropriate for our research topic. 

 

This particular approach will enable us to illustrate the individuals’ perceptions of the 

reality surrounding the project setting where internal employees and external 

consultants cooperate to deliver a new product, thus creating a new knowledge for the 

organization. We adopt the Nonaka’s definition of knowledge that focuses on 

“justified” rather than “true” aspect of belief about the knowledge. This view of 

knowledge takes into consideration the dynamic and humanistic nature of knowledge 

(Nonaka et al., 2000, p. 7). The interpretivist epistemological stance can be related to 

von Krogh and Ross model (1995) of organizational epistemology. This model is based 

on connectionist approach to knowledge that perceives knowledge within the 

individuals but also as stemming from the social connections of the individuals. The 

notion that there is no knowledge without the knower, is particularly valid with regards 

to tacit knowledge (Dalkir, 2005, p. 51). The interpretivist epistemology is often 

described using the paradigm of social world as culture or theatre. Based on this 

epistemological stance, the meaning of the social actions resides within the individuals 

and therefore cannot be measured (Long et al., 2000, p. 193). World is a realm of social 

discourse in which we interpret our everyday roles and the roles of others based on the 

meaning we give to these roles (Smircich & Morgan, 1980, p. 492). This has its roots in 

phenomenology, the way in which humans make sense of the world, and symbolic 

interactionism according to which we continuously interpret the social world around us. 

Interactions with other individuals, thus lead to alterations of our own meanings and 

actions (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 116). Within this research, we, as researchers, will try 

to grasp the knowledge sharing that occurs between the internal employees (in-group) 

and between internal employees and external consultants (out-group) by trying to 

understand it from the perspective of each of these groups. 
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3.1.1.3 Axiology 

 

Axiology is the philosophical study of value (Creswell, 2007, p. 16; Saunders et al., 

2009, p. 116; Mcgregor, 2011, p. 2). It is concerned with two types of values; ethics, 

which will be addressed in this paragraph, and aesthetics (Mcgregor, 2011, p. 2). It is 

argued that, since all our actions are guided by our set of values, these values affect our 

judgment when choosing one topic over another, how we position our research in terms 

of philosophical stances, how we conduct the scientific research and finally how we 

interpret the research findings. Thus, our values can have a significant impact on the 

credibility of our research (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 116). This is particularly true for 

interpretivist stance, where a researcher is an integral part of the research process 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 119), and therefore the researcher needs to be critical of 

his/her value system (Mcgregor, 2011, p. 9). In addition, different people have different 

sets of values and these differences need to be respected and accounted for, particularly 

if we want to comprehend communication and information sharing (Mcgregor 2011, p. 

3). 

 

With regards to our thesis topic that is concerned with knowledge sharing between 

internal employees and external consultants and following Heron’s recommendation 

(1996, cited in Saunders et al., 2009, p. 116), we deem important to state our own set of 

values regarding knowledge sharing in order to minimise our personal biases and 

possible misinterpretations arriving from these biases. According to Heron (1996, p. 3), 

“autonomy and cooperation are necessary and mutually enhancing values of human 

life”. We support this statement since in our opinion, knowledge sharing is crucial in 

any work related context. We also believe that successful project implementation is 

highly dependent on successful cooperation that involves knowledge sharing between 

different project team members and should come before any personal interests, such as 

fear of losing ownership over knowledge, fear to be compared with more 

knowledgeable individuals such as external consultants or calculative dosing of 

knowledge in order to achieve financial or any other gains. We believe that knowledge 

sharing empowers both the sender and the receiver of knowledge. The sender feels 

empowered by the fact that he/she has helped someone but also that he/she has helped 

himself/herself by improving on the knowledge of the co-worker and thus creating a 

more knowledgeable co-worker that is easier to work with. The receiver of the 

knowledge, on the other hand, is empowered and motivated to seek additional 

knowledge on its own as well as to pass the knowledge received to other individuals. 

However, even though our own set of values concerning cooperation and knowledge 

sharing might be on the idealistic side, we are aware that different people have different 

values that motivate their behaviours. Additionally, the chosen interpretivist paradigm 

calls for value-bound research in which subjective meaning of social phenomena is 

accounted for and the researcher is part of the research process (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 

119). 

 

3.1.2 Methodological Stances 

 

Methodological stance is dependent on the philosophical stances and the research 

question (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 136).  It is considered an important milestone where 

the research question turns into a research project (Robson, 2002 cited in Saunders et 

al., 2009, p. 136). It represents the research plan that reflects upon in which ways the 
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researcher answers the research question Therefore, methodological stance of the 

research significantly influences the research results (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 136). 

 

3.1.2.1 Research Approach 

 

Research approach is concerned with the role a theory plays in the scientific research 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 27). Together with the chosen philosophical stances, it helps 

us to answer the research question and initiate the research design (Saunders et al., 

2009, p. 124). The research methodology literature identifies two distinct approaches: 

deductive and inductive (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 124). 

 

Deductive approach is characterised by a solid theoretical framework that follows the 

path of the previous studies (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 124) . Theoretical framework, 

thus, represents the baseline from which hypotheses are generated and subsequently 

tested (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 124). Deductive approach is mostly associated with the 

natural sciences research in which positivism is a dominant philosophical stance 

(Saunders et al. 2009, p. 124). It is characterised by the large amount of data and uses 

statistical generalization to generate findings (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007, p. 29). On 

the other hand, inductive approach generates the theory from the collected data 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 124) in order to gain the in-depth understanding of the 

subjective phenomenon in a particular context (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007, p. 27; 

Bryman and Bell, 2011, p. 14). Thus, the inductive approach is mostly related to 

interpretivism where typically qualitative data is generated (Saunders et al., 2009, pp. 

124,127). Therefore, it is not concerned with statistical generalization, but applies 

analytical generalization which uses the previous theories as template in order to 

compare the results of the study (Yin, 2009, p. 38).  

 

Even though deduction and induction might seem as two opposite ends of a research 

approach spectrum, according to Bryman & Bell (2011, p. 13), there is often no clear 

distinction between these two approaches. Moreover, Eisenhardt & Graebner (2007, p. 

25) consider them as complementary to one another in fulfilling the research 

requirements. 

 

Our research is predominantly inductive which is in agreement with our interpretivist 

research philosophy that enables us to address the subjective nature of knowledge 

sharing in heterogeneous project team setting. However, in line with Ormerod (2010, p. 

1211), the data collected through interviews will not be used for theory generation, but 

will enable us to bridge the gap between theory and practice and provide a contribution 

to understand the existing theories in the IT implementation setting involving permanent 

employees and two different types of consultants. Our research is not anchored to any 

particular theory. However, we have used the existing literature to gain a better 

understanding of the topic. Also, the existing literature has served as a background in 

formulating our interview guide.   

 

3.1.2.2 Research Method 

 

Methodological choice, in terms of research methods employed to adequately answer a 

particular research question, is dependent on the ontological and epistemological 

stances as well as the connection between theory and research (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 

136; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 27). Research methodology thus bridges the gap between 
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theory and research design and has significant impact on the choice of data collection 

techniques (Smircich & Morgan, 1980, p. 499). The business research literature 

distinguishes quantitative and qualitative research method (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 151; 

Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 26-27). Bryman & Bell (2011, p. 27) describe the distinct 

features of the two research methods in terms of philosophical stances and research 

approach, but at the same time argue that their characteristics are not necessarily carved 

in stone.  

 

Historically speaking, the quantitative methodology has been a prevailing method in 

science (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 106). It has been mostly related to natural science 

research and associated with positivist philosophical stance and deductive research 

approach (Morgan & Smircich, 1980, p. 498; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 27). Quantitative 

research, as such, focuses on analysis of causal relationship between variables (Denzin 

& Lincoln, 2003, p. 13). It also uses generalization of data from random cases (Denzin 

& Lincoln, 2003, p. 16). Since the researcher is just an external observer of the 

phenomena (Smircich & Morgan,  1980, p. 498), it is considered value free study 

(Denzin & Lincoln, 2003, p. 13). As a result, quantitative research falls short in taking 

the perspective of individuals and context into account (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003, p. 13). 

Along the same line, Morgan & Smircich (1980, p. 498) emphasise that quantitative 

research underestimates human beings’ role in a highly structured context. 

 

Qualitative methodology, on the other hand, is more associated with interpretivist 

epistemological stance and inductive research approach (Morgan & Smircich, 1980, p. 

498; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 27). Qualitative method mainly centres upon words and 

their meanings (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 152). It puts the interpretation of individuals in 

the centre of the research, which helps the researcher explore the phenomenon from 

other peoples’ point of view and uncover their inner views (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003, p. 

3-4; Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 106). Another important characteristic of qualitative 

research is the interaction between the researcher and individuals in the research process 

(Creswell, 2007, p. 37). Unlike quantitative researcher, qualitative researcher is 

considered an integral part of the research process when analysing and interpreting the 

data (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003, p. 63). While some argue that this makes qualitative 

research too subjective (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 408), this particular fact helps the 

researcher to detect the verbal and documented multiple perspectives of individuals 

(Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 110; Denzin & Lincoln, 2003, p. 31). In addition, qualitative 

method avoids ungrounded generalizability (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 106).  

 

Since the purpose of this thesis is to understand and explain the knowledge sharing of 

in-group and out-group project members, the qualitative methodology will be used. This 

is in line with Denzin & Lincoln (2003, p. 8) who point out to the appropriateness of 

qualitative research in improving the understanding of a particular phenomenon. 

Another reason for employing the qualitative method is to take into consideration the 

context and the various elements that exist in the context that could influence the 

research findings (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 106). Eisenhardt & Graebner (2014, p. 28) 

state that qualitative methodology helps the researcher to reveal how existing theories 

operate in a particular situation. Therefore, we consider that qualitative methodology 

helps us reveal the undiscovered knowledge sharing practices of heterogeneous project 

members in an IT implementation setting. Moreover, it enables us to examine the 

influence of double temporality that arises when companies use external consultants in 

projects. 
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3.1.2.3 Research Strategy 

 

Research strategy bridges the adopted research philosophies, approach and methodology 

with the choice of data collection and analysis (Yin, 2009, p. 26) to answer the research 

question and accomplish the research purpose (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 141).  

 

Yin (2009, p. 10) considers the research question as one of the main factors when 

choosing the appropriate research strategy. Both Saunders et al. (2009, p. 146) and Yin 

(2009, p. 8) advocate case study strategy when addressing the 'how', 'what' or 'why' 

questions in a business research. Since the nature of our research is both explanatory 

and exploratory, we consider the case study as the most suitable for our thesis. 

 

Case study helps to understand why decisions are taken in organizations, how these 

decisions were implemented and the impact they had (Schramm, 1971, p. 5). It enables 

the researcher to explain, describe, and explore the phenomenon of interest (Yin, 2009, 

p. 15). Therefore, case study provides an in–depth understanding of a contemporary 

phenomenon within its real-life context (Yin, 2009, p. 18). It helps the researcher to 

understand the existing dynamics within a particular setting (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 544) . 

This setting can include individuals, a group of people or an organization (Bryman & 

Bell, 2011, p. 59-60). Case study is the most suitable strategy for examining the 

complexity of real-life phenomenon that cannot be fully grasped using more rigid 

methods.  Case study, therefore, provides a more flexible approach that can bring into 

light undiscovered aspects of the studied phenomenon (Eisenhardt & Graebner 2014, p. 

539). 

 

In our thesis, we aim to explore the knowledge sharing of three different in-groups and 

three out-groups composed of permanent employees and two types of consultants, 

internal and external, involved in an IT implementation project. Due to the complex 

dynamics of this particular setting and the fact that we want to gain an in-depth 

understanding of the topic from the perspective of each group, we find case study as the 

most adequate to answer our research question and to achieve our thesis purpose. 

 

Case studies are categorized based on two dimensions: single vs. multiple cases and 

holistic vs. embedded cases (Yin, 2009, p. 46). Single cases aim to deeply investigate 

the most unique cases, whereas multiple cases are more concerned with analytically 

generalising the research findings deriving from more than one case (Eisenhardt & 

Graebner, 2007, p. 30). A single case study helps the researcher in detecting their theory 

or contribution in details, whereas this could be more challenging with the multiple case 

study (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007, p. 30). In our research, the single case strategy has 

been chosen to answer the research question. In a holistic case study, the organization is 

taken into consideration as a whole (Yin, 2009, p. 50). Our case study is an example of 

an embedded case since we examined the implementation of one particular project 

consisting of clients, internal and external consultants.  

 

With regards to the chosen research method, our case study will generate qualitative 

data. When collecting qualitative data, two main methods can be applied in business 

research: mono and multiple methods (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 152). The former 

applies single data collection techniques and corresponding data analysis procedure, 

whereas the latter uses more multiple collection techniques and different analysis. Our 

thesis is a mono method that uses semi-instructed interviews in order to obtain a rich 
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empirical data regarding the research phenomenon (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007, p. 

28). 

 

In terms of time horizon, the research can be cross-sectional giving a snapshot of the 

phenomenon or longitudinal when the phenomenon is examined at multiple points in 

time (Saunders et al. 2009, p. 155). Our research presents a cross-sectional study that 

aims to collect in-depth information at the end of the project. Since the project lasted 

over year and a half, it was not feasible, considering the time limit available for the 

writing of the thesis, to retrospectively collect the data. However, we believe that in the 

end of the project participants have clear picture of all the circumstances surrounding 

the project. 

 

3.1.3 Choice of Topic 

 

According to Bell & Bryman (2007, p. 64), researcher’s interest in particular topic is 

often shaped by his or her research experiences and professional values. The similar is 

true for us. Our choice of thesis topic was predominantly affected by the current Master 

course, which is concerned with Project Management, as well as by our previous 

professional experiences of working on IT projects that included external consultants.  

Burcu’s work experience is related to telecommunication industry where she worked as 

a business analyst for different business units. Burcu was a team member in two IT 

implementation projects concerning automation of SAP generated HR reports through 

introduction of new business intelligence tool. On both occasions she worked as an 

intermediary between the external IT consultants and the internal IT staff. She had a 

first-hand experience of knowledge sharing challenges related to IT system 

implementation. Namely, as a result of work overload on both sides, the communication 

between external consultants and the internal staff was mainly conducted through e-mail 

or by phone. Face-to-face communication was extremely rare. This created problems in 

terms of knowledge sharing on the project which led to prolonged project duration. 

Since the second project was an extension of the previous one, consultants were already 

more familiar with both the internal staff and the IT system, which had a positive 

influence on communication and knowledge sharing in general.  

 

Željka’s professional background is related to banking industry, area of Financial 

Planning and Control. Along with her continuous work assignments, the most 

challenging assignments were related to project environment which included 

heterogeneous project team members from different organizational units, different 

companies and different countries. The projects in which she participated were related 

to Oracle Performance Measurement tool and SAP implementation, both of which 

included services of external consultants. From her experience, services of external 

consultants were often used in IT project’s implementation phase as well as in the 

maintenance phase and therefore presented an important item in company’s financial 

reports. Hence, it seemed interesting to investigate the challenges these type of projects 

face and by doing so contribute to practical improvements in managerial practices.  

 

3.1.4 Literature Search  

 

During the Master course we were particularly interested in the topic of knowledge 

management in projects which led us to consider this as a topic for our master thesis. In 

search for a particular field that might be of interesting to both the academics and the 
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practitioners, we reviewed many relevant academic journals such as International 

Journal of Project Management, Journal of Knowledge Management, Project 

Management Journal and International Journal of Managing Projects in Business. The 

starting point for our literature search was a recent article by Nesheim & Hunskaar 

(2015) on knowledge sharing in consulting projects published in International Journal of 

Project Management. Following a literature tip from Saunders et al. (2009, p. 80), we 

obtained the first set of relevant literature by using the reference list from this article. 

The found articles led us to discover additional relevant sources. Most of the articles 

were successfully found through Umeå University, Politecnico di Milano or Heriot-

Watt librarian subscriptions. The first group included approximately thirty articles 

concerning knowledge management and knowledge sharing. As suggested by Saunders 

et al. (2009, p. 81), we used abstracts of the articles to access the content and relevance 

of the articles. Since abstracts are a summarized representation of the paper, we 

combined abstract reading with conclusion reading and skimming the document’s 

subtitles in order to check for the relevance. Our literature search strategy was oriented 

at identifying the most relevant contributions to our research question and theoretical 

framework. This is in accordance with interpretivist philosophical stance that usually 

uses narrative literature review which is oriented at generating understanding rather than 

pilling up knowledge on certain topic (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 101).  

 

Since there were only few articles that took into consideration the entire scope of our 

research which is knowledge sharing in IT projects that include external consultants, we 

had to conduct several separate searches combining different key words or using single 

key words. In order to find additional relevant articles, the second round of literature 

search was conducted by using the search databases Academic Search Premier EBSCO 

and Science Direct. Based on our research question and the selected articles from the 

first round of literature search we defined three main topics for our theoretical 

background. The first topic was related to knowledge and the key words used were: 

knowledge, knowledge management and knowledge sharing. The second topic was 

related to projects and included project, project management, project-based 

organizations, knowledge sharing in projects as key words. The third area of interest 

was consultants where we used the following key words: non-standard work 

arrangement, consultants’ approaches, knowledge sharing in consulting projects, 

consultants and knowledge sharing in IT implementation projects. In order to increase 

the academic significance of our research, the literature search was aimed at peer 

reviewed articles. The selected language of articles was English. The data base results 

were again examined by titles and some by abstracts in order to identify the relevance of 

the articles. Many articles were excluded and only the articles that could contribute to 

our theoretical purpose were added to the reading list. Discovery of new articles also led 

to the discovery of some new key words that could contribute to the theoretical 

background of the research i.e. knowledge transfer, since the term is often used as a 

synonym to knowledge sharing. The third source for our literature search was our 

supervisor who suggested several authors that proved relevant for our research topic.  
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3.2 Practical Methodology 

 

3.2.1 Research Design 

 

3.2.1.1 Data Collection Method 

 

Bryman and Bell (2011, p. 389) identified a number of data collection technique; 

participant observation, focus group, conversation, documents' analysis and qualitative 

interviewing. All these techniques are applied in qualitative research and fit well with 

the interpretivist stance (Bryman and Bell, 2011, p. 389). Within our research, we chose 

to use the qualitative interviews as our data collection technique.  

 

3.2.1.2 Interview 

 

Interviews enable the researcher to collect valid and reliable primary data to answer the 

research question and achieve the research purpose (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 318). 

Qualitative interview is applied when the researcher aims to understand the underlying 

reasons of a particular decision, attitudes and opinions of research participants 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 324). Interviews help the researcher understand the 

individuals’ insights which make them one of the most important data collection 

techniques in case studies (Yin, 2009, pp. 102-108). Case study interviews have two 

main strengths: direct focus on the investigated phenomenon and provision of insight 

related to the causality between variables and their corresponding explanation (Yin, 

2009, p. 102). Based on the level of formality and structure Saunders et al. (2009, p. 

319) identified three types of interviews: structured, semi-structured and unstructured 

interviews.  

 

Semi structured interviews will be used for data collection in our case study. They give 

an answer to “why” and how” questions and are therefore used as a part of the 

exploratory studies (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 321). This is in line with the exploratory – 

explanatory nature of our master thesis. In the semi-structured type of interviews, the 

questions are formulated in accordance with the specific context of the investigated 

phenomenon and asked based on the flow of the conversation (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 

320). Open-ended questions in semi-structured interviews enable the interviewees to 

freely express their point of view (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 337). Often probe and 

follow-up questions are asked when the researcher needs to address some particular 

details of the investigated phenomenon or clarify the given answers (Saunders et al., 

2009, p. 324,334; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 472). This brings flexibility to the research 

design and enables the researcher to comprehensively explore the phenomenon 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p.328; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 467). 

 

3.2.1.3 Sampling 

 

To conduct the interviews within the intended context, it is essential to gain an access to 

the right organization (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 427). From the list of our contacts, we 

examined which organization would fit better to our research topic and contacted the 

most suitable one via phone. The formal e-mails describing the purpose of our thesis 

were sent to our contact. Afterwards, we received approvals from the director of project 

management office and chief executive officer. 
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The research question, the purpose of the study and the research strategy influence the 

choice of sampling techniques (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 27). Saunders et al. (2009, 

p. 213) divide sampling techniques into two categories: probability and non-probability 

sampling. Probability sampling enables the researcher to statistically estimate the 

characteristics of the population from the chosen sample, whereas non-probability 

sampling enables the researcher to conduct information rich study in order to explore 

the phenomenon and gain in-depth insights. It is mostly oriented at exploring small 

sample sizes of the particular phenomenon in a particular social setting (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994, p. 27). According to Saunders et al. (2009, p. 233), in non-probability 

sampling there are no rules that dictate the sample size. This is in line with Creswell 

(2007, p. 126) that emphasises the importance of quality over the quantity of the 

samples. Therefore, the non-probability sampling is less concerned with generalizing 

the sample results (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 213). This is the reason why our sample 

consists of four interviews, but includes three different perspectives: client, internal and 

external consultants. In addition, the above described characteristics of non-probability 

sampling are in line with the contextual and social nature of this thesis. Therefore, the 

non-probability sampling is chosen.  

 

Non-probability samples can be obtained by different techniques: quota, purposive, 

snowball, self-selection and convenience sampling (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 213). 

Based on the sample selection model we consider purposive technique as the most 

suitable for choosing the organization  (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 234). The purposive 

sampling technique enables the researcher to establish selection criteria which help the 

researcher to strategically select the participants in order to obtain the maximum 

information to answer the research question (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 442; Creswell, 

2007, p. 125). Moreover, it enables the researcher to achieve the diversity when 

selecting the participants (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 442). In our case study, the intensity 

sampling was used when choosing the appropriate project. Following the definition of 

intensity sampling provided by Creswell (2007, p. 127), the chosen project represents a 

rich source of information with regard to knowledge sharing of in-group and out-group 

projects members in an IT implementation setting. 

 

Organization and Project Selection Criteria: 

 

Criteria 1: Company implementing projects: As stated in our literature review, 

knowledge sharing is more challenging in project settings. Therefore, we have chosen 

an IT service company that is project-based and is involved in many implementation 

projects both in their Group and also provides services to external clients. This IT 

service company will be referred to as internal consultants in the remaining part of the 

text.  

 

Criteria 2: Company’s projects include external consultants: In order to explore the 

second temporality that arises when companies use external consultants in conducting 

projects, we chose a company that often uses the services of external consultants. 

Moreover, the projects that include external consultants give us an opportunity to 

explore the similarities and differences related to in-group and out-group knowledge 

sharing. 
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Criteria 3: IT implementation project: The reason why we chose to examine the IT 

implementation projects arises from the fact that fast changing technological demands 

make these projects increasingly common. In addition, their complex implementation 

requires the engagement of external consultants. This is the case with the CRM 

implementation project that will be analysed in terms of knowledge sharing in this 

thesis. 

 

Participant Selection Criteria:   

 

Following Yin’s (2009, p. 87) recommendation, participant were selected based on their 

high involvement in the studied phenomenon, which is in our case the CRM 

implementation project.  

 

3.2.1.4 Company and Project Overview  

 

Client Company 

 

The Client Company is a fast consumer goods producer operating in Croatia since 1915. 

It has over five hundred employees and is a country’s leader in its particular food 

segment. The company is a member of the X Group that includes large spectrum of 

food producers within Croatia and in the Region. 

 

Internal Consultancy Company 

 

The Internal Consultancy Company is a Croatia based business-IT service company 

specialized in consulting, implementation and maintenance of business IT systems. It 

has been founded in 2007, has almost two hundred employees and pertains to the same 

Group as the Client Company. Being predominantly a service provider for a number of 

large to medium size companies within the Group, the company possesses in-depth 

knowledge about business processes in different sectors, especially in food industry, e-

commerce and payment transaction services. The company also offers consultancy 

services to external clients. 

 

External Consultant Company 

 

The External Consultant Company has a twenty years old tradition in consulting, 

implementation, integration and maintenance of IT solution. It has close to four hundred 

employees and is a part of a leading telecommunication Group. The company is one of 

the leading IT service providers in Adria region and the leader on Croatian market.  

 

About the Project 

 

The project analysed in this case study is an implementation of Customer Relationship 

Management (CRM) Microsoft Dynamics software. The CRM is aimed at automating 

business processes in sales, marketing and customer service and thus achieving overall 

organizational efficiency. The project was divided in ten interrelated modules which 

included: product and services ranges, sales processes, marketing activities, service 

management, customer complaints’ management, competition, financial indicators, 

receivables’ collection, opportunities management and documents and contract 

management. The project has been endorsed on the Group level and has been 



 
 

30 
 

simultaneously implemented in four Group companies and targeted at six hundred end 

users. The CRM project team included thirty-four team members, pertaining to seven 

different companies. 

 

 
 

      Figure 1. In-group and Out-group 

 

The Figure 1 gives an overview of all the parties involved in the CRM implementation 

project. Four client companies and an internal IT consultant company are pertaining to 

the same Group. From the four client companies, one company has been included in the 

case study. Since X Group did not have internal knowledge regarding CRM 

implementation, they hired an external consultant as the main CRM implementer. 

During the interview conduction, we found out that due to the lack of technical 

expertise in a smaller segment of CRM software and lack of time and resources, the 

external consultant company had to hire a subcontractor. The project has been ongoing 

for year and a half and is currently in the roll-out phase in which only change requests 

are being processed. 

 

3.2.1.5 Conducting the Interview 

 

When formulating semi-structured interview questions, we consulted the road map 

developed by Bryman & Bell (2011, p. 477). Firstly, two subsets of questions were 

introduction questions that helped us get acquaintant with the interviewees. The main 

questions were derived from our literature review and included sub questions in a form 

of probe or follow up questions when additional information was required. The 

questions were divided in five groups; knowledge sharing process, communicational, 

knowledge and organizational factors, difficulties and improvements. Following the 

advice from Saunders et al. (2009, p. 329), we were careful about using the appropriate 

language and about using open-ended questions in order to avoid the possible bias. The 

interviews were conducted with three different parties involved in the project; client 

company, internal IT consultants and external IT consultant and included four 

interviewees (Table 1).  For each of them a tailored interview guide (see Appendix 1) 

was developed in order to understand in-group and out-group knowledge sharing 

mechanisms of different parties involved. 
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Table 1. In-group and Out-group Interview Guides 
 

Interview 

Guide 

Interview 1 Interview 2 Interview 3 Interview 4 

External 

Consultant 
Client 

Internal 

Consultant 1 

Internal 

Consultant 2 

1st part 
(Out-group) (In-group) (Out-group) (Out-group) 

KS with IC KS within C KS with EC KS with EC 

2nd part 
(Out-group) (Out-group)* (In-group) (Out-group)* 

KS with C KS with IC KS within IC KS with C 

3rd part 
(In-group) (Out-group) X X 

KS within EC KS with EC X X 

(Out- group)* : different companies but inside the same Holding 

 

Based on the request of the interviewees, the interview questions were delivered to all 

parties via email. Following the Saunders et al. (2009, p.331), this has helped us to 

establish a confidence with the interviewees. Since the interviewees are located in 

Croatia, the interviews were conducted through Skype video calls. The interviewees 

were given the options to choose the language of the interviews between English and 

Croatian in order to avoid the language barrier. Since all the interviewees were 

confident in their English language skills, the interviews took place in English. The 

duration of interviews and basic information about the respondents is presented in the 

Table 2. 

 

Table 2. Interview Details 

Code Code description Education Experience 
Interview 

Duration 

EC External Consultant 
Faculty of Electrical Engineering & 

Computing, MBA 
6 years 1:04 

C Client 
Faculty of Kinesiology, Master in 

Marketing in IT Environment 
10 years 1:02 

IC-1 Internal Consultant 1 Faculty of Physics 10 years 1:06 

IC-2 Internal Consultant 2 
Faculty of Electrical Engineering & 

Computing, MSc in Economics 
10 years 0:59 

 

Following Bryman & Bell (2011, p. 482) and Creswell (2007, p. 133) recommendation, 

the interviews were audio recorded with the permission of the interviewees. It also 

important to pay attention to what is said and how it is said (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 

339; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 482). We, thus, took the notes to capture the facial 

expressions in order to take into consideration in our analysis. We also followed 

Creswell's advice (2007, p. 133) on assuring the quite place for interviews. 
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According to Saunders et al. (2009, p. 330), the first minutes of an interview have a 

significant influence on the interviewees' perception of the researcher’s credibility and 

establishing trust between the two parties. Therefore, we commenced the interview by 

introducing ourselves and the purpose of our thesis and these interviews. During the 

interview we encouraged the dialogue with the interviewees in order to obtain new 

insights. When asking the questions, we used neutral voice and clear pronunciation in 

order to avoid possible bias biases (Yin, 2009, p. 102; Saunders et al., 2009, p. 332 ; 

Bryman and Bell, 2011, p. 467). We tried to minimize the possible biases arriving from 

researchers’ or interviewees side in order to avoid the reliability issues (Saunders et al., 

2009, p. 326). At the final stage of the interviews, as suggested by Saunders et al. (2009, 

p.335), we coded the interviews in order to assure the anonymity of the  interviewees. 

As the last stage before the data analysis, the interviews were transcribed and nonverbal 

observations added (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 485).  

 

3.2.2 Data Analysis 

 

The choice of data analysis method is mainly determined by the choice of research 

method: qualitative versus quantitative (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 480). While 

quantitative data analysis procedure provides very clear guidelines on how to approach 

the data analysis process, the qualitative data analysis, since dealing with the large set of 

non-standardized data, cannot be analyzed in such a clear-cut manner (Bell & Bryman, 

2007, p. 571). Since our research is conducted by using a qualitative research method 

through four in-depth interviews, we opted for the thematic text analysis based on 

predefined templates.  

 

The main advantage of templates in the thematic analysis of the text is that it provides 

flexibility while at the same time providing structure in approaching the large quantity 

of data (Cassell & Symon, 2004, p. 257). An additional advantage of this method is that 

it can be easily applied even by the inexperienced researchers (Cassell & Symon, 2004, 

p. 268). Given the limited level of the authors’ experience and the limited time to 

perform the data analysis, this was an additional argument when choosing this method. 

Apart from flexibility, structure and simplicity, this method is particularly well fitted in 

circumstances when the researcher seeks to compare perspectives of various groups of 

people within a specific context (Cassell & Symon, 2004, p. 257). This notion applies to 

our research since our aim was to compare different in-group and out-group knowledge 

sharing mechanisms in a complex IT implementation project by taking into 

consideration three different perspectives: client’s, internal consultants’ and external 

consultants’. 

 

In line with the recommendation of Cassell & Symon (2004, p. 258), we used our 

interview guide as the starting point for out template analysis. The higher order 

categories included knowledge sharing process, knowledge factors, and communication 

factors, personal and organizational factors. These main categories were further broken 

down to lower level categories, i.e. knowledge factors were divided in shared 

understanding category and pre-knowledge, experience and absorptive capacity 

category. The data analysis was performed in the form of excel spreadsheets for all 

three in-groups and the three combinations of out-groups. The process of data analysis 

consisted of multiple proof reading of the interview transcriptions, discussing, 

summarizing notes related to each sub-theme and combination of in-group and out-
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groups and selecting the illustrative quotes that support the notes. The last step included 

comparing the findings for different categories and drawing relationships. 

 

3.2.3 Qualitative Research Criteria 

 

The most important evaluation criteria in business and management research, regardless 

of the research method employed, have been validity, reliability and replicability 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 42). Since historically speaking, quantitative research has 

been more prominent than qualitative one (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p. 108), the above 

criteria are much better suited for quantitative research (Bryman & Bell 2011, p. 43). As 

a result, qualitative research has often been criticized that it could not withstand the 

requirements of validity and reliability in their original form (La Compte and Goetz, 

1982, cited in Creswell, 2007, p. 202). In order to address the quality issues arising from 

qualitative research, Guba & Lincoln (1985) propose an alternative set of criteria based 

on trustworthiness (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 43; Creswell, 2007, p. 202). These criteria, 

specifically designated for qualitative research, will be used to support the quality of our 

case study. Each of the proposed criteria; credibility, transferability, dependability and 

conformability has its counterpart among traditional, quantitative criteria (Bryman & 

Bell, 2011, p. 43; Creswell, 2007, p. 202). 

 

Credibility 

 

Credibility refers to the degree to which the research findings accurately describe the 

social phenomena (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 396). It is parallel to internal validity in 

quantitative research. In order to be credible, a research needs to follow a sound 

methodological practice and be subjected to respondent’s validation (Bryman & Bell, 

2011, p. 396). In addition, triangulation of sources, researchers and methods is 

recommended (Creswell, 2007, p. 208). In our case study, we have examined the 

phenomena in merit from the viewpoint of all parties involved; clients, internal and 

external consultants. Both data collection and analysis were performed by both 

researchers in order to minimise any personal biases when interpreting the research 

findings. The only triangulation aspect that was not achieved concerns the variety of 

methods. However, we believe that the choice of semi-structured interviews provided us 

with a depth of data required to understand the knowledge sharing phenomenon in 

project that involves external consultants. With this technique, we were also able to 

probe and ask for clarifications when needed. Since we are exploring the knowledge 

sharing of three different sides involved in the project: client company, internal and 

external consultant, we have conducted the interviews with each of the mentioned 

parties. This has allowed us to understand the phenomena from different perspectives 

and increase the credibility of our research.  

 

Transferability 

 

Transferability is concerned with applying the research findings to other social contexts 

or to the same context in another time (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 43). The notion of 

transferability is parallel to external validity in quantitative research (Bryman & Bell, 

2011, p. 43). Guba & Lincoln (1985, cited in Creswell, 2007, p. 209) consider that 

qualitative researchers should be focused on generating rich descriptions of social 

phenomenon that will enable the readers to make their own judgements weather the 

findings could be applicable to another social setting due to some shared characteristics. 
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In conducting our case study through in-depth interviews, we were able to document a 

high level of details known as “thick descriptions” (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 398) 

which gives the reader a sufficient level of details to make their own judgement. This is 

in accordance with Saunders et al. (2009, p. 158) that point out that when conducting a 

small case study, the aim is not to generate a theory applicable to all populations, it is 

rather to understand and explain what is happening in this specific setting.  

 

Dependability 

 

Dependability is concerned with keeping the detailed track of records of all the 

rationales taken throughout the research process. It includes the problem identification, 

selection of the organization and the respondents, interview guide, transcripts and notes, 

as well as data analysis choices. One of the proposed methods to enhance dependability 

involves external auditing (Guba and Lincoln, 1985 cited in Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 

398). However, the authors acknowledge that, in most cases, external auditing is too 

demanding in terms of time and cost (Lincoln & Guba, 1985 cited in Creswell, 2007, p. 

209). To adhere to the dependability standards in the context of our study, we have 

provided rationale for all decision taken in the course of our study. These include: the 

choice of topic, philosophical and method stances, company and participants selection, 

and rationale behind the data analysis.  

Conformability 

 

Conformability, parallel to objectivity in quantitative research, tests weather the 

researcher was able to prevent his own believes to interfere with the research findings 

(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 398). The authors argue that even though the full objectivity 

can never been achieved in business research context, the researcher needs to 

demonstrate that it has acted in a “good faith” when conducting the research. In order to 

demonstrate that we have acted in a good faith we have presented our personal set of 

values in the Axiology part, underlying reasons for choosing this particular topic in 

literature review and followed ethical standards in all phases of the research process.  

 

3.2.4 Ethics 

 

Research ethics is concerned with the appropriateness of researchers' behaviours with 

regard to the people on whom the research is conducted (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 183). 

It is considered that ethical issues concerning qualitative research are greater both in 

their range and complexity in comparison to quantitative research (Saunders et al., 

2009, p. 194; Bell & Bryman, 2007, p. 65). According to Bell & Bryman (2007, p. 64), 

ethics should be an integral part of every aspect of management research. However, 

some authors see ethical regulation as unnecessary bureaucratisation and as a threat to 

academic autonomy (Truman, 2003, p. 7). Even though the topic of ethics in business 

research has received a significant attention over the recent years, Bell & Bryman, 

(2007, p. 63) argue that management researchers still do not have a comprehensive 

ethical guidelines when conducting their research. The authors consider the codes of 

ethics coming from other social science disciplines as not always well fitted for the 

business research context and criticize the code of ethics developed by the Academy of 

Management, due to its lack of detailed explanations. Thus, the ethical considerations 

that guided our case study and that will be presented in the following text were not 

based on one particular code of ethics. They were based on the summary of nine 
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professional scientific associations’ codes of ethics in the domain of social science 

provided by Bell & Bryman (2007, p.71) and combined with Saunders et al. (2009, 

pp.183–202). 

 

According to Saunders et al. (2009, p. 184), researchers can adopt two different 

philosophical stances with regards to business and management research ethics: 

deontological or teleological. Deontological stance overrules deception as a mean for 

collecting data as it argues that the ends never justify the means. This stance is 

equivalent to universalism stance described by Bryman & Bell (2011, p. 124). The 

teleological view, on the other hand, argues that the research goals are more important 

than the means employed to reach these goals, justifying deception as sometimes 

necessary in order to secure validity and reliability of the data (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 

184). This stance is more in concordance with situational ethics, ethical transgression 

and “anything goes” approach described by Bryman & Bell (2011, p. 124). With 

regards to our research we have adopted the deontological stance since the values 

propagated by this stance represented the basis for assuring access to companies’ 

primary data. Moreover, the deontological stance is in accordance with our personal 

ethical values.  

 

The main pillar of research ethics is avoidance of harm to participants, researchers or 

other parties involved (Bell & Bryman, 2007, p. 67; Saunders et al., 2009, p. 186). Even 

though the complete avoidance of harm and risk can never be fully achieved (Bell & 

Bryman, 2007, p. 69), we have tried, to the best of our abilities, not to cause harm to the 

company or individuals involved. From the very start, when granting company’s 

participation, our communication with the company was balanced and professional. Our 

initial contact in the company was a friend who did not have a decision-making power 

for securing us with the company’s participation. However, this person provided us with 

valuable contacts within the organization and played an important role in vouching for 

our sincere intends and professional behaviour. Therefore, our ethical behaviour in this 

research was also guided by considering wellbeing of this person in particular. While 

researchers’ presence in the organization is only temporary, the people from whom data 

is collected, in our case also the person who recommended us, will have to continue 

working for the organization after the research is completed (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 

187). In accordance with principle of avoidance of harm, we have never tried to put 

pressure on any of the parties involved, nor in the process of granting participation nor 

during the course of semi-structured interviews. The principle of avoidance of harm is 

linked to most of the ethical principles that will be explained in the subsequent text. 

 

The principle of informed consent dates back to Nuremberg Code from 1947 (Bell & 

Bryman, 2007, p. 67) and is concerned with truthfully informing participants and other 

relevant parties about the purpose of the study, data collection methods and subsequent 

usage of data (Creswell, 2007, p. 142; Saunders et al., 2009, p. 190). In order to make 

sure that the company and the possible participants are well informed before reaching 

the decision whether they wish to take part in the study, we have composed an 

introductory letter in which we explained our research question and the overall purpose 

of the study. We have also explained why the company fits well with our research 

scope. Additionally, since the matters concerning anonymity and confidentiality are of 

great importance to most of the companies, we have provided various options for the 

company in this respect. The company agreed to take part in the study only if the 

principle of anonymity and confidentiality of both individuals and organizations is 
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respected. In order to comply with the company’s request, we have never disclosed the 

company’s or participant’s names. The official consent form that requires participants’ 

signatures, as suggested by Saunders et al. (2009, p. 192), was therefore never an 

option. Moreover, the interviews with each of the participants were coded and the 

recording of the interviews only used for the purpose of this study. 

 

In accordance with the principle of dignity that requires that any kind of discomfort or 

anxiety to the participants is avoided (Bell & Bryman, 2007, p. 71), the questions were 

formulated in a way that they do not feel threatened by them. Additionally, the 

participants were given an option to choose between video or audio Skype interview. In 

case they didn’t feel confident with their English language skills, they were offered a 

possibility to take part in the interview in their mother tongue (Croatian). Before the 

start of the interviews, participants were also informed they can choose not to answer a 

question without specifying the reason or to withdraw themselves from the research at 

any time.  

With regard to the honesty and transparency principle, and on company’s request, the 

interview questions were delivered to the organization one week before the interviews 

took place. Although aware that this might affect the spontaneous flaw of the 

interviews, we decided that the wellbeing of the participants should be our main 

concern. However, considering that the list of questions was rather extensive, we 

believe that it is quite unlikely that the participants will come up with the answers 

beforehand or coordinate the answers with other participants. In order to secure that the 

interview data and subsequently findings are not misinterpreted, the company was 

provided with the transcripts of the interviews.  

Lastly, related to affiliation principal, as previously mentioned, the only connection we 

have with the company is related to a friend that provided us with the relevant contacts 

for negotiating access to the company. Therefore, we disclose there is no conflict of 

interest with regards to the company or any of the participants in the interview. 
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4 Findings and Discussion 
 

4.1 Findings 
 

4.1.1 Out-Group Knowledge Sharing 
 

4.1.1.1 Knowledge Sharing Process 

 

The CRM project consisted of three different teams: client, internal consultant and 

external consultant. Each of these teams had knowledge related to different area. In 

order to achieve a common understanding regarding project requirements, CRM 

software possibilities, and solution design, it was necessary to combine different areas 

of knowledge. The external IT consultant had most of the technical knowledge 

regarding CRM software. However, the external consultant had no previous FMCG 

industry experience and was not familiar with the client’s business processes. From the 

X Group side, the client company had the knowledge of their existing business 

processes, while the internal IT consultancy company was familiar with business 

processes in each of the four client companies. In addition, the internal consultancy 

company had in-depth understanding of their IT infrastructure since they implemented 

and maintained their ERP solutions. For this reason, the internal consultant played a key 

role and served as a bridge between the client companies and the external consultant.  

 

“Our role, in one part, was to be a technical consultant...when they (EC) tried to do 

something we tried to steer them in the right direction so the solution suits our 

companies. At the same time, in communication with our companies (C), we tried to 

analyse their business process and then tried to put the two together... the implementer 

does not know about the processes in our company, so we tried to coordinate those two 

and make the solution the best fit for our companies, but at the same time, from a 

technical perspective, we don’t want any chaos. We know which technologies we use in 

our group and we would like to make sure the solution is really good, not only that it 

works, but also that it can be implemented in other companies.”(Internal Consultant 2) 

 

Due to his extensive experience in the Group, the internal consultants’ PBO Director 

played a crucial role in enabling the knowledge sharing, resolving difficult situations 

and making decision. Large amount of knowledge sharing took place in the form of 

workshops and meetings. In the initial phase of the project, the external consultants 

were presenting the possibilities of the CRM software, while client companies were 

presenting their business processes. The main goal of the workshops was to achieve a 

common understanding between all parties involved.  

 

 “Workshops were for speeding up the implementation process and bringing all the 

parties involved closer together and basically knowledge sharing but on a broader level 

...and at the same time it was a brainstorming process because when everyone is in the 

same room you have a better idea.” (Internal Consultant 1) 

 

The workshops included representatives of the external consultants, five representatives 

from each client company and two internal consultants and their PMO Director. The 

goal of these workshops was to generate the functional requirements for the project. 

However, the large number of participants made the brainstorming session more 

complicated in terms of exchanging ideas. The external consultants’ presentations were 

too technical for the client representatives. Thus they had problems connecting it to their 
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business processes. Also, the client companies spend a lot of time focusing on 

peculiarities of their own companies which prevented them to find a common solution 

that could satisfy all four companies and facilitate the CRM solution design. Besides 

workshops that included all parties, a number of meetings were held. Unlike workshops, 

meetings focused on bilateral discussions that always included the internal consultants 

as one side and the client or the external consultant on the other side. Also, meetings 

with all three sides were organized but included fewer participants than the workshops. 

Since less people were included, the meetings were more specific and focused on 

solving particular problems within the project. 

 

Apart from face-to-face knowledge sharing that took place in the form of workshops 

and meetings, the project documentation was also an important part of the knowledge 

sharing process. After every workshop, the clients sent documents in which they 

additionally elaborated their business processes to the external consultants. The external 

consultants, on the other hand, sent functional requirements documents and meeting 

memos to clients for verification. While the client’s documentation regarding the 

project’s requirements was rather scant, the external consultant generated abundant 

technical documentation which was overwhelming for the client side, both in its 

quantity and content. Moreover, the client complained that the meeting memos fell short 

in clearly explaining the conclusions of the meetings since mostly written in the form of 

bullet points. Since the functional requirements were not clear to the clients, several 

iterations of functional requirements were exchanged between the client and the 

external consultant before the final verification from the client side. Thus, the initial 

phase lasted considerably longer than planned. 

  

The external and internal consultant did not have any dedicated workshops for 

knowledge transfer. Their knowledge sharing was mainly based on “learning by doing” 

on a more personal level. When faced with a problem in the software, the internal 

consultants were highly motivated to take initiatives to find an adequate solution on 

their own by searching solutions online. Since they did not have a technical expertise in 

CRM software, they asked for the assistance from external consultants. They were not 

only interested in just fixing the problem but also in understanding the background of 

the problem, so they could fix it by themselves in the future.  

 

 “...so it was not like we had twenty hours dedicated for learning from the external 

consultants, so when the solution was not functional or when we had some problem we 

would read or google it, but since we are not experts in this, since we are still learning, 

we would ask for the solution from them (EC).” (Internal Consultant 2) 

 

The external consultants, apart from knowledge sharing with the Group’s internal 

consultants and client companies, were also involved in knowledge sharing with the 

external subcontractors. The subcontractors were hired for the shorter period of time 

because the external consultancy company lacked part of technical knowledge related to 

the CRM software. The subcontractors were part of consultant-developer teams and 

worked from the external consultant’s location. They were also involved in the internal 

workshops that were aimed at establishing a common knowledge base. It was extremely 

important for the external consultant to learn the missing knowledge from the 

subcontractors. Their knowledge sharing mainly took place in a direct contact in the 

office or during internal workshops. Additionally, e-mail was an important 
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communication channel for delegating tasks and checking the progress, since the main 

coordinator was often dislocated. 

 

4.1.1.2 Knowledge Factors 

 

Shared Understanding 

 

According to Ko et al. (2005, p. 77), shared understanding is an important enabler of 

knowledge sharing between external consultants and clients in ICT implementation 

projects. In our case study, this was particularly evident in the initial phase of the 

project when solution design workshops took place. One of the main causes of 

difficulties was related to the complex nature of the project and the fact that the project 

has been simultaneously implemented in four companies of the Group. Even though all 

four companies pertain to the FMCG industry, their business processes differ. Thus, it 

was very important to find a unified solution that would meet their business needs and 

enable the further implementation of CRM solution to other companies of the Group. 

Additional problems included different professional backgrounds of the external 

consultant and the client, as well as the fact that the external consultant did not have 

previous experience in FMCG industry. This effected both face-to-face and written 

communication and created problems in terms of shared understanding.  

 

“In the beginning it was a big problem...they had problems understanding what we 

want from them, and we could not understand what they could do...With time, we got 

more familiar with what they can do in software, but still could not relate this to how 

exactly they can improve our processes.” (Client) 

 

Additionally, the different perception of what constitutes adequate project 

documentation and why project documentation is important differed significantly 

among the two parties. The client, on one side, presented very short project 

requirements documentation that was not sufficient for the external consultant to start 

the design process.  

 

“They put their requests for CRM on three Word pages, (astonished) ... you cannot 

describe it in three pages it’s more like two hundred pages. “ (External Consultant) 

 

Since the client could not relate his business processes with the new CRM system, client 

insisted their current business processes to be directly transferred into the software, so 

they could be automated. This, however, was not realistic expectation from the client 

side. The software required simplification and unification of the current business 

processes in order to achieve its designated purpose. Another problem related to 

achieving a common understanding from the client side was the workload from their 

day-to-day jobs that did not allow them to analyse the project documentation in details. 

Also, due to the work overload, they did not have enough time for more constructive 

internal discussions that would produce more valuable input for the external 

consultants.  

 

In addition, the external consultant’s functional requirement documentation was very 

detailed, so the client experienced difficulties in understanding the content of these 

documents since they were very technical. Client’s background in sales and external 
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consultant’s background in IT without any insight in FMCG industry created problems 

in achieving a common understanding for both parties.   

 

Although face-to-face discussions were important element of creating a shared 

understanding, the project management practice requires that all discussions related to 

the requirements and proposed solutions are documented. The client, however, due to 

lack of project management experience, considered that everything that was discusses 

during the workshops and meetings was automatically included in the documentation. 

This generated additional costs for the client companies. 

 

 “We didn’t know what these documents were supposed to include. In the end we 

realized that these documents needed to include very detailed descriptions of the things 

that were required by our side during the workshops. For the things that we didn’t 

include, we had to pay extra.” (Client) 

 

The shared understanding between the internal consultants and the external consultants 

was easier to establish since both of the parties share the same educational and 

professional background. In addition, both parties had people fully allocated to the 

CRM project. One of the problems that internal consultants mentioned was related to 

the fact that a lot of communication was carried out by e-mail which slowed down the 

process and created misunderstandings since it can be difficult to explain more complex 

issues in an e-mail. 

 

Related to the shared understanding between the internal consultants and the client, the 

internal consultants were more familiar with the client companies' business processes 

and their IT infrastructure which provided a solid ground for reaching the shared 

understanding in this project. However, since the project was simultaneously 

implemented in four different companies of the Group, the major challenge was to find 

a common denominator in terms of business processes and project requirements on the 

Group level. Also, the clients were resistant to change their usual way of doing business 

and had difficulties in reaching the final decision. This might imply that there was a 

lack of support from higher management structures within the client companies. The 

decisions that required significant change of how things are done and that affected 

several departments should have been taken on the higher levels, not left to the 

company’s project coordinator. 

  

Important success factors in achieving a common understanding of all the parties 

involved were the internal consultants and their PMO Director. They served as a key 

moderator in reconciling requests arriving from the four client companies and also 

served as an interpreter between the client companies and the external consultants. 

 

 “The PMO Director had to play that bad role and say to the companies it’s a stupid 

request, you have to tell your people to be more realistic as not everything can be done 

automatically and because it’s too expensive… but he has his reputation in the company 

so it wasn’t a problem for him ... he had to solve every conflict... we knew the problem 

was with single companies, other three are okay with it and this one is making 

problems...” (External Consultant) 

 



 
 

41 
 

In order to overcome the above mentioned difficulties in achieving the common 

understanding, both the internal and the external consultants stressed the importance of 

patience in knowledge transfer in the context of IT implementation projects. 

 

Pre-Knowledge, Experience and Absorptive Capacity 

 

The external consultants were competent in IT implementations and implemented CRM 

software in telecommunication and insurance industry. However, they did not have any 

experience in FMCG industry. They had to learn the industry specific business 

processes from the client. This is in line with Reihlen & Nikolova (2010, p. 286) who 

emphasized the importance of client’ role in creating the knowledge in consulting 

projects. The lack of industry knowledge also created concerns in regard to external 

consultants’ credibility. Since internal consultants have both IT knowledge and client’s 

business process knowledge, they were capable of understanding and questioning the 

external consultants’ knowledge. 

 

“I think that they missed out on a business consultant, in the technical field they are 

good but they are missing the business component so they can incorporate the technical 

aspect into the business aspect and of course they did not have any experience in the 

industry of retail and consumer goods. Our CRM solution is good but it lacks in areas 

where you see that you missed some kind of a solution, an experienced solution 

architect would not miss. Everything works on a technical level, but when you put it into 

the products you see that some processes that are closely related work in a different 

manner.” (Internal Consultant 2) 

 

According to Ko et al. (2005, p. 77), previous knowledge enables the client to acquire 

new knowledge, which in turn has a positive influence on project success. In our case 

study, internal consultants considered client’s level of pre-knowledge as an important 

factor that enables the client to compose relevant questions. The client’s pre-knowledge 

also bears important implications on the client’s absorptive capacity when it comes to 

relating their business processes to the CRM solution. Some clients were better in 

applying and integrating the new knowledge since they were able to see the bigger 

picture. Others were more focused on the operational level and experienced difficulties 

in relating it to the future CRM solution. In order to overcome the difficulties arising 

from low level of pre-knowledge and absorptive capacity, both internal and external 

consultants considered patience as a key factor. 

 

4.1.1.3 Personal & Organizational Factors 

 

Relationship 

 

The nature of the relationship between consultants and clients significantly influences 

both verbal and written knowledge sharing (Richter & Niewiem, 2009, p. 276). The 

client-internal consultant relationship was dual. From one perspective, they are 

colleagues since they pertain to the same Group and have worked together on previous 

occasions. This enables them to have an open door policy. They can freely exchange the 

information and show understanding to each other when faced with a problem. From the 

other perspective, they have a client-consultant relationship since they pertain to another 

legal entity in which the internal consultancy company is paid for the services provided. 
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 “I see them as colleagues and as consultants. They are our support but when we need 

something, regardless of being our colleagues, they need to deliver what we ask from 

them. Communication is better with them than with foreign consultants.”(Client) 

 

Even though the internal consultant can easily obtain the knowledge from the client as a 

result of open door policy, there are certain numbers of drawbacks arising from this 

relationship. The main one is that the client feels free to contact the internal consultants 

unlimited number of times. This affects their ability to try to find a solution on simple 

problems on their own and makes them dependant of the internal consultants’ 

assistance. This also negatively affects the time of internal consultants since they spend 

too much time solving minor operational issues instead of focusing on more important 

problems. Since the parties will work together on future occasions, it is not so simple 

for the internal consultant to find a balance between the frequent communication with 

the client and relevant project tasks. 

 

Related to the internal and external consultants’ relationship, the relationship could be 

described as close professional since both parties were interdependent and demonstrated 

high level of responsibility that the project succeeds. Internal consultants needed to 

learn the detailed knowledge related to CRM solution, which would enable them to 

maintain the solution in house and offer it to the external client. The external 

consultants, on the other hand, relied on the internal consultants’ assistance in the 

implementation process. 

 

The relationship between the external consultants and the client was more formal and 

distant. Since the client was not one hundred percent involved in the project, the client 

had less interaction with the external consultant than the internal consultant. Most of the 

interactions between them took place during the workshops and through the exchange 

of project requirement documents. On both occasions, the parties experienced 

significant difficulties in understanding each other’s perspectives. Although the internal 

consultant intermediator role was a key for bridging the differences between the client 

and external consultant, it posed a barrier for improving the client-external consultant 

relationship.  

 

The relationship between the external consultants and their subcontractors was 

professional. Even though they worked side by side in the same office, the external 

consultants never considered them as part of their group. They were hired for a very 

limited of time and paid per hour. The main consultant had a more easy-going 

relationship with subcontractors, whereas the project manager was more strict and 

controlling when it came to task completion and deadlines. This kind of “good cop, bad 

cop” strategy enabled them to get the optimal results from the subcontractors.  

 

Trust 

 

The relationship between the internal consultants and the client was based on mutual 

trust, which positively influenced their knowledge sharing. This mutual trust came from 

the previous experience of working together. Both the client and the internal consultant 

confirmed there were no hidden agendas between them. The clients trusted the internal 

consultants’ honest intentions and competencies.  
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Since both the internal and the external consultants were focused to get the best from 

the implementation, they also established a good level of trust. However, due to external 

consultant inexperience in the FMCG industry, both the internal consultants and the 

client raised questions regarding the quality of the deliveries. 

 

 “In the beginning stages of the project we lacked belief in their solution because the 

first couple of operations were very bad but over time they improved their team and 

things moved in a better direction, but you still have this first experience which is not 

great even when it is working, you still think is this really the best you can do in CRM?” 

(Internal Consultant 2) 

 

While hiding knowledge was never an issue in client-internal consultant-external 

consultant relationships, this was not the case with the external consultant and their 

subcontractors. The external consultant expressed concerns that subcontractors will not 

contribute as much as they should. The external consultants were not concerned with 

their expertise. They were rather concerned with the level of their project affiliation.  

 

 “I had to have that friendly level ...because it’s the only way to know the things from 

inside because if the externals are keeping away information from you ..., I had to be 

good with them... I never had to push for more because of the benefits I could get that 

way”. (External Consultant) 

 

Motivation 

 

In the process of knowledge sharing all parties were predominantly driven by both 

introjected and intrinsic motivation. The client wanted to speed up the company's 

business process which would enable him to have more time for the core business 

activities. The project has also been perceived as a chance to improve performance of 

the company and achieve competitive advantage over competition. From the more 

personal point of view, this was an opportunity for the client company’s project 

coordinator to prove himself professionally since he was the main responsible from the 

client side. This project was also perceived as an opportunity to acquire new knowledge 

and pass this knowledge to others. 

 

The internal consultants’ motivation was mainly driven by their self-awareness of how 

important it is to do their job well. They fully understood the importance of the project 

for the company and for their own professional development. 

 

 “It was mostly done on a personal level, if I didn’t want to know what is wrong, what is 

the actual cause of the error, I would never know…it was mostly done because people 

were affirmative … the external consultants were willing to share and we were willing 

to ask” (Internal Consultant 2) 

 

They were motivated to acquire the new CRM knowledge since they had ambitions to 

maintain the solution independently and spread it to other Group companies. Their 

company also has plans to provide CRM consultancy services to external clients.  

 

The external consultant’s motivation was driven by the fact that he was the main 

project’s implementer, so he felt the responsibility to perform well. This was also the 

biggest implementation he coordinated and thus represented a professional challenge. 
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The experience of this implementation has given him a new knowledge in FMCG 

industry. Similarly, the project was very important for the company since it allowed 

them to step into another industry.  

 

The extrinsic rewards in monetary term were awarded to some of the project team 

members in the client company and to the external consultant. However, since both of 

them were not aware that they will receive the award, this could not affect their 

motivation. Interestingly, the award to the external consultant was motivated by the fact 

that some of the key CRM knowledge carriers left the company shortly after the 

company won the contract with the X Group, so the company wanted to incentivize him 

not to leave.  

 

Project Attachment 

 

All parties emphasized their strong attachment to the project. Their perspectives 

regarding project’s attachment of other parties confirmed this notion. However, it can be 

inferred that the overall project attachment of the internal consultants and the external 

consultants was at higher level since they were one hundred percent engaged on the 

project. The client’s attachment in terms of effort invested was high. Since they spend 

most of their working hours on fulfilling their daily tasks they had to work on the 

project outside the regular working hours. This often included working during the night 

and weekends. This was directly connected to the fact that the client was part of the 

functional organization where he had to perform his day-to-day tasks. Also, due to the 

seasonality of the FMCG industry, the work overload significantly affected the quality 

of work, especially in the testing phase. Due to these reasons they experienced problems 

in keeping up with the deadlines. Another issue that might have affected the client’s 

attachment included the management changes in one of the four companies. In these 

circumstances, the concerns over job security were a priority over the CRM 

implementation.  

 

External consultant’s project attachment was at times affected by the fact that their team 

experienced significant staffing problems, since two seniors and one developer left the 

company. The lowest level of project attachment was reported for external 

subcontractors hired by the external consultancy company. 

 

“We were the first ones responsible for the project and the project had to succeed so it 

was visible from inside that it was not the same effort that was from our employees and 

employees paid by the hour... when they know they are leaving next week and we no 

longer need their services, then their interest falls below zero, which is expected.” 

(External Consultant) 

 

Organizational Support 

 

The internal consultant and the external consultant received significant support from 

their project management structures. The project manager in the external consultant 

company was a key figure that made sure that the deadlines are respected, while the 

internal consultant’s PMO played an important role in finding the best solution for all 

four companies and as a “bridge” between all parties involved. The management of the 

client company gave a declarative support to the project as well as high degree of 

freedom to the project coordinator. However, it was hard for project coordinator to take 
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decisions that would affect other departments. Therefore, the process of reaching a final 

decision took unnecessarily longer than expected. This implies that the higher 

management should have played more active role in the project.  

 

4.1.1.4 Communication Factors 

 

Communication means between different out-groups members were to a large extend 

similar and included: workshops, meetings, meeting memos, project documentation, e-

mails and phone calls. All interviewees emphasized their preferences of a direct 

communication, especially face-to-face, over indirect communication. However since 

face-to-face communication is not always possible, e-mail communication was often 

used. The main drawback of e-mail communication was the fact that it was time-

consuming and sometimes even led to misunderstandings.  

 

The communication between the client and the external consultant was the most 

challenging. As the project went on, the communication improved but remained highly 

dependent on the intermediation of the internal consultants who remained the main 

communication reference for both sides. 

 

Although internal consultants stated that there were no particular problems in terms of 

communication with any of the parties involved, they confirmed that the 

communication with the external consultants was more challenging than the 

communication with the client. The quantity and the nature of e-mail communication 

was one of the drawbacks mentioned. On the other hand, both parties confirmed the 

importance of informal communication. 

 

“Before a meeting we would often sit down with the external consultant and ask him 

something. Sometimes this was more effective because using the traditional channels 

takes more time and they also have their project managers and their resources can be 

busy and they may have to get back to us in a week and sometimes you really only need 

a signal to send you in the right direction, just a yes or no answer and then you can 

analyze it by yourself” (Internal Consultant 2) 

 

In addition, personal communication skills also played an important role when 

communicating with external consultants. The internal consultants pointed out to the 

importance of a balanced communication as opposed to putting too much pressure on 

the external consultants.  

 

The communication between the internal consultants and the client was more informal 

due to their closer relationship. A large part of their communication involved phone 

calls. The main drawback of this type of communication was its frequency and duration 

as explained in the relationship part. 

 

4.1.2 In-Group Knowledge Sharing 

4.1.2.1 Knowledge Sharing Process 

 

The client in-group knowledge sharing took place in the groups of five. The project 

coordinator had the overview of the entire project, whereas other team members had the 
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information related to the part of their specialization. The knowledge sharing took place 

mainly through direct, oral interactions.  

 

The internal consultant in-group knowledge sharing involved three people: two team 

members on the operational level and the PMO Director. Knowledge sharing on the 

project was direct and all the parties involved had the full overview of the project. 

Everyone was familiar with who the knowledge carriers are. In need for specific 

information or know-how, the knowledge carriers were consulted and in this way the 

knowledge was transferred. The company also has some procedures in the form of word 

documents. Overall, the internal consultants were very open in terms of knowledge 

sharing with one another but the knowledge was often not stored in the form of work 

procedures.  

 

The external consultant in-group knowledge sharing followed the established 

company’s routines. On the operational level, the project was internally performed by 

teams composed of consultants and developers. Consultants and developers worked in 

teams of two or three and each team was in charge for three modules. The external 

consultant, that we interviewed, was the main consultant for the project and coordinated 

all the teams at the operational level.  

 

“It’s a solution that needs both developers and consultants. I don’t develop, but I 

understand how it has to work and the logic that needs to be put in. I was talking on a 

daily basis with five developers, checking each ones work, how they are solving their 

little pieces of the puzzle, so everyday conversations and giving new tasks by email and 

waiting to get their response by email because I cannot be in two places at the same 

time.”(External Consultant) 

 

Since the modules were interrelated, in order to achieve a uniform solution, there was 

also a lot of knowledge sharing between different teams on the project. When one 

module was completed, the solution was presented to other consultants and developers 

enabling them to have relevant knowledge for the continuation of their work on the 

software. The project had a clear hierarchy in the external consultancy company. The 

operational coordinator reported both to the team leader and project manager that were 

more in charge for deadlines and deliveries. They reported to the board of directors, 

who had a global overview of the project. The decision making was a team effort. The 

external consultants in-group knowledge sharing was negatively affected by the staffing 

issues, mentioned in the out-group section of the text.   

 

None of the parties employed used written company’s procedures when sharing 

knowledge. 

 

4.1.2.2 Knowledge Factors  

 

Shared Understanding 

 

All in-groups developed a shared understanding within their groups. Internal consultants 

emphasized that the shared understanding is an ongoing process that never stops. Giving 

examples and visualizing solution was an integral part in achieving common 

understanding about the problem and possible solutions. 
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“This is something you think you have achieved maybe but after some time you realize 

that you may have not ... so it’s something you have to work on every day, repeating and 

giving examples. We are always giving examples, we like to do this with solutions, if 

you get the solution, you know there was common understanding or not and this is 

important, we like to draw and we have a big board in our office to visualize these 

things.“(Internal Consultant 1) 

  

The external consultants achieved the shared understanding in the design phase through 

team work and workshops. Workshops served as a mean to create a common knowledge 

base amongst consultants and developers. This enabled the split of project into modules 

that were carried out in teams of two to three people. 

 

4.1.2.3 Personal & Organizational Factors 

 

Relationship 

 

All in-groups emphasized the close relationship within their group. The client 

considered that their good relationship positively affected their results. From the 

internal consultant’s side, even though they knew each other only for six months and 

have not worked together before, they managed to create a good professional 

relationship. Since they had slightly different professional skills and interests, they 

complemented each other well. The external consultant emphasized the close and 

friendly relationship with his team members that even stepped outside of the 

organizational boundaries. 

 

Trust 

 

All in-groups had mutual trust within their team. They did not report any capability trust 

issues or knowledge hiding issues within their group. 

 

 “It’s  very important to have trust and good communication so then you can easily ask 

all kinds of questions which is important not to feel stupid or embarrassed, this 

relationship is important for sharing knowledge, having trust is important since they 

will not laugh at you if you ask a question that perhaps you should already 

know.“(Internal Consultant 1) 

  

Motivation 

 

All in-groups were mostly driven by introjected and intrinsic motivation while sharing 

knowledge within their groups. All parties considered sharing knowledge as a normal 

work routine that helps the entire team to perform better. 

 

Organizational support 

 

Related to organizational support of the project, the client had free hands in 

coordinating the task. The management role consisted of communicating the importance 

of the project to all the departments involved. However, as previously stated, we believe 

that the coordinator could not have the power for making decisions that would 

significantly affect the business processes of other departments. The organizational 

support in terms of knowledge sharing was most evident in the training part. The 
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company’s HR was in charge for organizing trainings for different groups of end users. 

The project coordinator, as the main carrier of CRM knowledge within the company, 

was the main trainer for the end users. When the interviews were conducted, fifty 

percent of the training has been carried out. The client pointed out that even more 

trainings could have been done, but due to the workload during the holiday season, the 

trainings were postponed till after this period. 

 

In the case of internal consultants, the organizational support was not based on written 

procedures, but on its people. The PMO Director’s support was particularly prominent 

in the business process analysis in which he helped in finding the best solution for the 

Group.  

 

Organizational support was also very important for the external consultant’s in-group 

knowledge sharing. This was particularly evident in four different levels of the project 

hierarchy described in the knowledge sharing process. Also, apart from sharing 

knowledge within the project, the organization has an established practice of sharing 

knowledge between projects. This is done through informal Friday afternoon 

workshops. 

 

4.1.2.4 Communication Factors 

 

Similar to out-groups, in-groups used a mix of different types of communication: 

workshops, meeting, informal face to face communication, e-mails and phone calls. The 

client and internal consultant in-group communication was predominantly face-to-face 

communication. The external consultant communication was relying equally on both 

face-to-face and e-mail communication since the main consultant was often at the 

client’s location. Also, similar to out-group findings, all in-groups emphasized their 

preference of oral communication over e-mails when interacting with their colleagues. 

In addition, Skype was listed by both internal and external consultant as a useful 

communication method when dislocated from their in-group team members. 

 

4.1.3 Improvements 

 

The internal consultants pointed out to potential areas of improvements on the external 

consultants’ side. These were mainly related to the external consultants’ inexperience in 

the retail industry. 

 

“So I would say we missed out on an experienced CRM consultant which would have 

helped speed up the process and clear some doubts we had at the beginning. Some 

concepts we took on at the beginning are showing as a weakness now and maybe we 

could have discovered this at an earlier stage when it would have been easier because 

everything rests on the basic concept.“(Internal Consultant 2) 

 

Internal consultants also mentioned that the current specification documents do not 

reflect the actual implementation that has been done. In addition, they considered that 

the testing phase could have been done better if it was divided in smaller pieces and 

performed with several iterations. However, this was not possible as too much time was 

spent in the design phase of the project. 
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As an improvement from their side, the client stated that it was necessary to spend too 

much time on details that often changed. It would rather have been more useful to 

concentrate on understanding the general picture of the project. In addition, he would 

have spent more time and effort into reading and discussing internally the meeting 

memos and other project documentation. Additionally, a bigger team was proposed as a 

possible solution in dealing with the work overload and lack of time. 

 

4.1.4 Summary of Findings 

 

The table below summarizes empirical findings related to out-group knowledge sharing: 

 

Table 3. Out-group Findings 

 

Knowledge 

Sharing Process 

 KS consisted of three different sides: C, IC and EC 

 Implementation required that the knowledge coming from each side is 

combined 

 EC had technical CRM knowledge: C had business process 

knowledge. IC had IT infrastructure knowledge and served as a 

“bridge” between EC and C. Important role of IC PBO Director in 

knowledge sharing. 

 EC lacked FMCG industry knowledge and part of CRM software. 

 Design phase: workshops that included all parties where EC presented 

CRM software possibilities and C explained their business processes. 

 Goal of workshops: achieve common understanding and generate 

functional requirements for the project. 

 Problem with workshops: too many participants, consultants 

presentations too technical for client side, client focused more on 

details and not a “bigger picture” 

 Smaller meetings: more specific and focused on problem solving, IC 

as moderator. 

 Documentation: (i) functional requirements, (ii) meeting memos all 

generated by EC and required C’s verification. 

 Problem with documentation: limited input from C side, too technical 

and too big from EC side (i) or not explanatory enough (ii); several 

iterations so the design phase took 3 times longer than planned. 

 EC- IC KS based on “learning by doing”, IC proactive in finding 

solutions 

 EC-SC KS:  EC lacked part of CRM knowledge. To achieve better 

knowledge transfer EC&SB collocated in same workspace & 

involved in workshops. E-mails used for delegating tasks and control 

of progress 

 

Knowledge factors 

 

Pre-knowledge, 

Experience,       

Absorptive 

Capacity,  

 EC problems: lacked the business component of CRM and industry 

knowledge & had to learn from client which led to credibility issues.  
 Results: The final solution was technically solid, but with oversights 

in terms of solution design. 
 C problems: focused on their company’s details, less on the “bigger 

picture”, difficulties relating business processes with CRM solution. 

 In overcoming the difficulties: importance of patience 
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Shared 

Understanding 

 Took place during workshops. Central role of IC & PMO Director 

 EC-C main difficulties: complex nature of the project, simultaneous 

implementation in 4 companies required unified solution, different 

professional backgrounds (sales vs. IT), EC lacked experience in 

FMCG industry, client’s part-time involvement. 

 EC-C: significant difficulties in achieving shared understanding in 

face-to-face and in documentation. 

 EC-C: Documentation; C scarce, EC too detailed and technical, which 

caused problems in verification from the client side and generated 

extra costs for the client. Also, C had lack of time for internal 

discussions and PM experience 

 EC-C:Client had unrealistic expectations about the automation of  

current business processes 

 IC-EC: easier established due to same educational and professional 

background and full-time involvement in project. 

 IC-C: easier established: IC familiar with business and IT processes. 

Main difficulties: simultaneous implementation in 4 companies, need 

to unify business process which caused client’s resistance to change. 

 In overcoming the difficulties: importance of patience 

 

Personal & Organizational Factors 

 

Relationship 

 IC-C dual relationship: Colleagues (i); pertain to the same X Group, 

open-door policy. Cons: C had tendency to overuse IC’s availability, 

C lacked initiative and dependant on IC assistance, IC needs to 

balance between frequent communication with C and project tasks; 

Client-consultants (ii) belong to different legal entities, fee charged 

for IT services. 

 IC-EC: close professional, high level of interdependency and 

responsibility 

 EC-C: formal since they had less interaction due to C’s partial 

involvement, problems in shared understanding. IC as intermediator 

helped but at the same time was barrier for reaching higher level of 

EC-C relationship 

 EC-SC: short time contract, professional dual relationship: main 

consultant played a good cop role to extract as much knowledge as 

possible and PM bad cop role in assuring that the deadlines are 

respected 

Trust 

 IC-C: high level of mutual trust coming from previous work 

experience 

 IC-EC: good level of trust, but concerns regarding the quality of 

deliveries due to EC’s lack of contextual knowledge. 

 C-IC-EC: hiding knowledge was not an issue  

 EC-SC: medium level of trust and concerns regarding the knowledge 

disclosure stemming from their lower project affiliation 

Motivation 

 All parties driven by introjected and intrinsic motivation 

 C wanted: speed up business process, increase efficiency, achieve 

professional recognition, acquire new knowledge and pass it to others 

 IC wanted: to be independent so they could maintain CRM 

knowledge in-house and sell it to external clients, acquire new 

knowledge 

 EC: autonomous motivation and professional recognition. Wanted to 

expand their CRM knowledge in another industry  

 Extrinsic rewards did not influence motivation.   
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Projects 

Attachment 

 IC & EC: highly attached since 100% engaged on the project and 

PBO. However, EC affected by losing key CRM knowledge carriers. 

 C attached but had dual responsibility issues: priority of day-to-day 

activities and seasonality of FMCG business. Due to this, problems 

with meeting the deadlines. Also change of top management had 

negative effect on knowledge sharing 

 SC lowest level of project attachment: short-term contract 

Organizational 

Support 

 IC and EC: significant role of PM structures; IC PMO Director 

supported solution finding, whereas EC PM ensured the deadlines and 

& deliveries were respected. 
 C: management gave declarative support to the project and 

encouraged coordinators to take initiatives. Coordinator experienced 

difficulties in making final decisions on matters that affect other 

departments 

 

Communication 

 

 Means: workshops, meetings, meeting memos, project 

documentation, e-mails and phone calls. 

 Direct communication (workshops, meetings) preferred over indirect 

(email and documentation exchange). 

 Problems with e-mails: time consuming, generated misunderstandings 

 C-EC: most challenging and dependant on IC intermediation. It 

improved over time 

 IC-EC: more challenging than IC-C. Main reasons:  larger quantity of 

e-mail that slowed down knowledge sharing process.  

 IC-EC: Importance of informal communication for quick check 

points. & importance of personal communication skills 

 IC-C: more informal due to the same Group affiliation. Mostly 

included phone calls. Drawbacks: frequency and duration of phone 

calls. 

 

The table below summarizes empirical findings related to in-group knowledge sharing: 

 

Table 4. In-group Findings 

 

Knowledge 

Sharing Process 

 C: part-time engagement, groups of 5, project coordinator had a full 

overview of the project, others segmented information. Direct & oral  

interactions 

 IC: full time engagement of 2 people and high level support of PMO 

Director, full overview of the project. KS was direct and everyone 

was familiar who the knowledge carriers were. Some procedures in 

word, but lacked to store knowledge 
 EC: full time engagement of 7 consultants and developers that work in 

teams. Each team responsible for 3 modules. Main consultant 

coordinates all teams. Cooperation among teams in order to create 

unified solution. Project had clear hierarchy: operational level, team 

leader, project manager and board of directors. Regular presentation 

of results. Knowledge sharing affected by staffing issues. 
 None of the parties used written company procedures in sharing 

knowledge 
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Knowledge Factors 

 

Shared 

Understanding 

 All parties achieved shared understanding with their colleagues. 

 IC: shared understanding is ongoing process that never stops. Use 

examples and visualization to achieve common understanding. 

 EC: achieved common knowledge base in design phase workshops, 

worked in pairs, solution for each module presented to others to build 

on existing understanding and produce unified solution. 

 

Personal & Organizational Factors 

 

Relationship 

 Close relationships in all in-groups since they have track record of 

working together 
 C: good relationship positively affects the results. 
 IC: good relationship and complementary interests and knowledge. 
 EC: close friendly relationship, often socialize outside company. 

Trust  All in-groups reported mutual trust was high. 

 Knowledge hiding was not an issue. 

Motivation  All parties driven by introjected and intrinsic motivation. 

 All parties considered KS as part of a normal work routine 

Organizational 

Support 

 C: free hands in coordinating project tasks, declarative support from 

management side. However, coordinator experienced difficulties in 

making final decisions on matters that affected other departments.  
HR support in end user trainings, project coordinator the main trainer. 

 IC: PMO Director support in business process analysis in order to 

find “one fits all” solution for 4 companies. 

 EC: within project; support from 4 different levels of hierarchy. 

Across projects: casual Friday workshops. 

 

Communication 

 

 Means similar to out-group communication 

 Similar to out-groups, all in-groups preferred oral communication 

over e-mails. 

 C-C and IC-IC: predominantly face-to-face communication. 

 EC-EC: face-to-face and e-mail communication when dislocated. 

 IC-IC and EC-EC: Skype as a useful communication mean when 

dislocated.  
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4.2 Discussion 
 

4.2.1 In-Group and Out-Group Knowledge Sharing 

 

Building on the quantitative study conducted by Nesheim & Hunskaar (2015), this study   

furthered the understanding of in-group and out-group knowledge sharing in projects 

involving external consultants. In addition, this study furthered the research conducted 

by Ko et al. (2005) in the IT implementation context by taking into consideration both 

the consultant and client’s perspective of the knowledge sharing process. Thus, the 

contribution of this study is in the field of project and knowledge management literature 

in the IT implementation setting involving multiple work arrangements.  

When examining the differences and similarities of in-group and out-group knowledge 

sharing, we have used a combination of factors deriving from Nesheim & Hunskaar 

(2015), Nesheim & Smith (2015) and Ko et al. (2005) research. We have divided the 

factors into three groups: knowledge factors, personal and organizational factors and 

communication factors. 

 

Knowledge Sharing Process 

 

The empirical research conducted in this case study confirmed that knowledge sharing 

mechanisms of in-group and out-group project team members that include IT 

consultants differ among each other. This is in line with the findings of Nesheim & 

Hunskaar (2015) who conducted a quantitative study in oil and gas industry. Our 

research has also detected the similarities between the two groups. Additionally, we 

have established that the knowledge sharing differences of out-group project members 

considerably vary depending on the level of out-group. This study has been based on 

three different out-groups: client-internal consultant, client-external consultant and 

internal consultant-external consultant. The client-internal consultant out-group is the 

mildest form of out-group since the companies pertain to the same Group. The middle 

form of out-group is internal consultant-external consultant out-group since both 

companies have IT consultancy background. We found that the strongest form of out-

group is represented by the client-external consultant knowledge sharing. In the process 

of data analysis, we have come across another, even more pronounced form of out-

group that consisted of external consultants and their IT subcontractors. Since IT 

subcontractors were not part of this case study, this discussion will focus on the three 

main groups of out-groups. Along with different out-groups, we have analysed and 

found differences and similarities in knowledge sharing between the three 

corresponding in-groups: client-client, internal consultant-internal consultant, external 

consultant-external consultant. 

 

The knowledge sharing process between the client and the external consultants is 

essential in the IT implementation projects and both the client and the external 

consultant are equally important (Nikolova et al., 2009, p. 289).  This was also 

confirmed in our case study, where the external consultant had CRM technical 

knowledge but lacked the FMCG industry knowledge. The client, on the other hand, 

had in-depth business process knowledge. The two types of knowledge needed to be 

combined in order to achieve successful implementation. This is in line with Reihlen & 

Nikolova (2010, p. 269) who emphasized the significant influence of clients on the 

knowledge creating process. However, in our case study, the client had difficulties 
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relating their business process knowledge to the technical solution proposed by the 

external consultancy company. This was due to the fact that these two groups are 

characterized by the strong out-group membership marked by extreme asymmetry in 

knowledge typical for IT implementation projects (Ko et al., 2005, p.78). Therefore, in 

order to bridge the differences between the client and the external consultant, the 

mediator role of internal consultant, was of outmost importance for the successful 

knowledge sharing process. The internal consultants, especially their PMO Director 

played an important role in finding a unified solution that fits both the business and 

technological requirements. Furthermore, they enabled knowledge sharing between 

different groups, helped in resolving difficult situations and reaching final decisions. 

The role of internal consultants was multiple and fits with informational expert and 

advocate role in Lippitt & Lippitt client-consultant relationship model (1978, p. 31), 

where the consultant is highly influential in problems solving. In these roles, the 

consultant takes into consideration how things are interrelated, provides guidelines and 

directs the problem-solving process. Considering the same relationship model, the 

external consultant also took on multiple roles. They were joint problem solvers as they 

could not implement the solution without the inputs coming from the client and the 

internal consultants’ side. Additionally, external consultant also had a role as CRM 

informational expert since they were the main implementers responsible that all 

modules, when put together, give a unified solution. Another important role of the 

external consultant consisted of training clients’ representatives in using the CRM 

application. Multiple roles of internal and external consultants proved to be essential in 

different phases of the implementation project. 

 

The extensive use of workshops and meetings in the process of knowledge sharing was 

aimed at achieving a common understanding and problem solving. Even though the 

direct interaction between different individuals through the use of workshops offers 

many advantages, such as transfer of different forms of tacit knowledge between experts 

in different areas, it also brings some drawbacks. The main problem was that the 

workshops included too many participants which often steered the brainstorming 

session from the main topic. Therefore, in our case study, meetings were more effective 

form of direct knowledge sharing and more focused on problem solving. In our opinion, 

even though the use of workshops had faults, the direct knowledge sharing through the 

workshops and meetings was the most important way of out-group knowledge sharing. 

This is in line with Boh's knowledge sharing model (2007, p. 34), in which the author 

points out to the institutionalized-personalization as the most relevant knowledge 

sharing mechanism.  

 

Another important out-group knowledge sharing mean was the exchange of project 

documentation and meeting memos that capture the client’s requirements, decisions that 

have been taken and solutions that have been proposed. In our opinion, this type of 

documentation is also important for storing the knowledge for potential new project 

members or when reusing the knowledge in other project tasks or future 

implementations. This type of documentation falls under institutionalized-codification 

mechanism in Boh’s (2007) knowledge sharing model. 

 

The out-group knowledge sharing process between the external and internal consultants 

was more based on “learning by doing” approach in which the internal consultant had a 

proactive approach. This corresponds to Zollo and Winter’s (2001) organizational 

learning model that puts emphasis on experience accumulation. Even though Prencipe 
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and Tell (2001, p. 1378) consider this approach as the main organizational learning 

driver, in our case study, the internal consultants were not satisfied with the level of 

knowledge they acquired through this process. In our opinion, the main reason was that 

the external consultant’s lacked industry specific experience which made the transfer of 

know-how, which mainly consists of tacit knowledge, even more complicated. With 

regard to Boh’s (2007) knowledge sharing model, learning by accumulating experiential 

knowledge coincides with individualized-personalization mechanism.  

 

With regard to similarities between in-group and out-group knowledge sharing, we have 

noted that the use of workshops in the design phase of the project in out-group setting 

corresponds to the external consultants’ in-group knowledge sharing process (Figure 2). 

Both in-group and out-group workshops had the same goal: to achieve a common 

knowledge base within consultants-developers teams as well as with other out-group 

members. 

 

This leads us to conclude that the external consultants are applying the same methods 

that they use in-house with fellow consultants as when trying to engage clients in the 

cooperative learning process. This is similar to Werr & Stjernberg (2003, p. 881) that 

list methods and tools, cases and experience as primary means through which 

consultants operate. While workshops correspond to the methods and tools, the use of 

cases and experience was to some extent limited since the external consultants only had 

a previous experience of implementing CRM solution in service industry, not in FMCG 

industry. Therefore, they could not reach for similar cases form their past experience 

when offering the solution or an alternative to the client. Also, the external consultant 

lacked the expert experience since few of the important CRM knowledge carriers left 

the consultancy company which made them use the services of external developers. In 

our opinion, the lack of industry specific experience was one of the main issues that 

affected the knowledge sharing and the project as a whole. This is in line with Nesheim 

& Hunskaar (2015, p.1420) who pointed out that experienced consultants have bigger 

potential to absorb new knowledge from clients and, at the same time, to provide useful 

knowledge to clients. Similarly, Dawes et al. (1992 cited in Richter & Niewiem, 2009, 

p. 276) point out that consultant’s experience with client’s industry was identified as 

one of the most frequent reasons for choosing one consultancy company over another.  

 

While both the client and the internal consultant’s in-group knowledge sharing process 

on the project were more ad hoc and informal and followed the established practice of 

their everyday work, which corresponds to Boh’s (2007, p. 33) individualized–

personalization mechanism, the internal consultants’ in-group knowledge sharing on the 

project was much more intense than the client’s.  The main reason was the internal 

consultant’s high involvement in the project that had a significant influence on project 

attachment.  

 

With regard to the similarities between in-group and out-group knowledge sharing, we 

found that the client and internal consultants’ in-group knowledge sharing showed a 

similar pattern as internal consultant-external consultant out-group knowledge sharing. 

Both used the individualized-personalization mechanism (Figure 2). However, the 

difference between these in-groups and out-group included different levels of social 

capital. Since the social capital of out-group members was found lower compared to in-

group members, the knowledge sharing process, although similar in its nature and focus 

to accumulate experiential knowledge, was more challenging. This supports the findings 
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given by Nesheim & Hunskaar (2015, p. 1422) according to which group members tend 

to share knowledge with their own members as opposed to external members. 

Additionally, out-group knowledge sharing was more time consuming than the in-group 

knowledge sharing process. Generally speaking, time has been reported as the most 

critical resource by all interviewees. This is in line with Bollinger & Smith (2001, p. 14) 

Wu & Zhu (2012, p. 1467) and Hong et al. (2011, p. 14426) that point out to time and 

resource limitations as the most important knowledge sharing barriers. 

 

 

Figure 2. In-group and Out-group KS Differences and Similarities 

 

Knowledge Factors 

 

Related to knowledge sharing enablers in IT implementation projects that involve 

external consultants, we found that shared understanding is the most relevant factor. 

Our research showed that shared understanding is harder to establish in out-group than 

in in-group knowledge sharing settings. The underlying reason for this lies in different 

levels of pre-knowledge and experience of the parties involved which affect their 

absorptive capacity. The similar applies when comparing different out-groups and their 

ability to achieve a common understanding. The higher the level of out-group, i.e. 

client-external consultant, the harder it is to reach a common understanding.  

 

Even though the internal consultant did not have any previous CRM knowledge, the 

shared understanding with the external consultant has been more easily established 

since the two share the same IT consultancy background. The same underlying reason 

also helped external consultants and their IT subcontractors to more easily achieve the 

shared understanding. The client, on one side, lacked any sort of IT pre-knowledge, so 

their absorptive capacity in that sense was to a large extent limited. On the other side, 

the external consultant, as previously mentioned, lacked the business side of the CRM 

implementation. This made it harder for them to engage in a dialogue and find a 

common ground with one another. This finding corresponds to Schein (1999, p. 203), 

Alavi and Leidner (2001, p. 109) and Tuomi (1999, p. 9) who pointed out that clients 

and consultants often speak different languages and therefore it is of outmost 

importance to clarify their different standpoints and different interpretations of what is 

to be achieved and what are the optimal ways of achieving this and why. In addition, 

our interviewees pointed out that the process of shared understanding is a constant work 

in progress and should always be revised.  
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Another important element in establishing the shared understanding in our case study 

was through the project documentation. This is in line with Eppler & Sukowski (2000, 

p. 334) who emphasized the importance of project documentation in achieving the 

shared understanding when working on a project since the documentation enables the 

transformation of tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge. Our findings showed that the 

project documentation was one of the main sources of difficulties between the client and 

the external consultant. Along with the fact that the client was only partially involved in 

the project, the lack of common language greatly affected the client’s ability to put a 

valuable contribution when verifying the project documents. Additionally, the 

difficulties in reaching the shared understanding in a written form created numerous 

iterations of the documentation and had a negative effect on the duration of the project 

as well as the project costs.  

 

An additional important factor that affected common understanding in our case study 

was the complexity of the CRM implementation. Since implementation projects are 

complex in their nature and, in our case, the CRM was simultaneously implemented in 

four companies of the Group, this affected both the in-group and out-group shared 

understanding. Our findings are different from the findings of Ko et al. (2005, p. 74) 

who did not find a support for their hypothesis regarding the impact of project 

complexity and size on knowledge sharing in IT implementation context. 

 

The final impediment to achieve a common understanding was client’s resistance to 

change. Every company had their own ways of doing things and found it hard to adapt 

to the new solution. It was particularly challenging to connect the current way of doing 

things with the possibilities the CRM software provides. This is in line with Hustad & 

Vikstøl (2014, p. 699) and Hong et. al. (2011, p. 14418) findings according to which 

resistance to change poses a barrier to knowledge sharing. This barrier, in our case 

study, influenced the out-group knowledge sharing, client-external consultant in 

particular, whereas we found no evidence that it affected the in-group knowledge 

sharing mechanisms. With regard to resistance to change, as well as the previously 

listed barriers in achieving common understanding, the role of internal consultants was 

the key in bridging the differences between the parties involved. Both the internal and 

the external consultant stated that the patience was an important enabler for establishing 

a common ground. 

 

Table 5 summarizes the shared understanding means and factors that were applied in in-

group and out-group.        

 

Table 5. Shared Understanding: In-group and Out-group 

 

 
Means  Factors  

Shared 

Understanding  
Workshops  Meetings  Documents  

Knowledge 

Asymmetry  
Project 

Complexity  
Resistance 

to change  

In-Group   *  
   

  
   

 
Out-Group                    
* :Workshops were applied only between EC-EC  
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Communication 

 

An important enabler of shared understanding in knowledge sharing process is also 

communication. With regard to communication channels used in in-group and out-

group knowledge sharing, we found that all parties used all available communication 

channels: workshops, meetings, e-mails, phone calls and documentation. However, the 

extent to which one channel was used more frequently over another, varied. While in-

group communication was more informal and based on direct interactions, the out-

group communication was more formal and carried by different types of communication 

channels. All parties expressed their preference of synchronous, particularly face-to-

face communication, over asynchronous communication in form of e-mails, memos and 

project documentation. This is in line with Eppler & Sukowski (2000, p. 334) who 

stressed the importance of real time communication in the project context. Additionally, 

our finding indicates that the know-how can only be transferred in direct interaction, 

which correspond to Nonaka et al. (2000, p. 14), that state that the tacit knowledge can 

only be transferred by face-to-face communication. 

 

When comparing the three out-groups, we have established that the communication 

between the external consultant and the client was the most challenging and, as in the 

case of common understanding, highly dependent on the intermediator role of the 

internal consultants. The communication between the external consultant and the 

internal consultant was satisfactory for both sides. The internal consultant stressed the 

importance of informal communication for quick check points which was particularly 

important when considering the short project deadlines. However, the communication 

efficiency between the two parties was to certain extend negatively affected by the large 

amount of asynchronous communication in the form of e-mails. The internal consultant 

referred to this type of communication as inefficient in terms of time and quality since 

often did not lead to shared understanding. The communication between the internal 

consultant and the client was direct and least challenging. However, due to the close 

relationship of the two sides, it took considerable amount of the internal consultant’s 

time since the client felt free to contact them at any time. We found that the 

communication improved in all out-group over time as they reached a higher level of 

common understanding.  

 

Personal and Organizational Factors 

 

With regard to the relationship as the enabler of knowledge sharing, several authors 

point out to the positive influence of good social relationships on knowledge sharing in 

projects (Eppler & Sukowski, 2000, p. 335; Santos et al., 2012, pp. 30–32; Almeida & 

Soares, 2014, p. 776; Nissen et al., 2014, p. 473). In the complex IT implementation 

context, Ko et al. (2005, p. 77) emphasize the importance of a close professional 

relationship between the client and the consultant which creates the environment for 

frequent and fruitful interaction and facilitates knowledge sharing. Our findings confirm 

that the in-group relationship is much closer than the out-group relationship and 

therefore has a positive effect on knowledge sharing process. This results from the fact 

that the in-group members have an already established relationship, whereas 

relationship between the out-group members often needs to be built from scratch. While 

different in-groups in our empirical research have similar close relationship, the 

relationship between different out-groups differs depending on how “new” are the 

group-members to one another. This is similar to the notion of Richter & Niewiem 
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(2009, p. 285) that state that clients prefer working with consultants with whom they 

have previously collaborated before and developed a trustworthy relationship.   

 

In accordance with Ko (2014, p. 543), we have also found that benevolence and 

competence trust greatly influence the quality of the relationship. Our findings are also 

in line with Nesheim & Hunskaar (2015, p. 1422) that found a positive correlation 

between trust and knowledge sharing for both in-group and out-groups. In addition, we 

have also established that, the relationship level of different out-groups varies 

depending on the level of out-group.  

 

We agree with Ko et al. (2005, p. 74) and Szulanski (1996, p. 36) findings that close 

relationship positively affects the knowledge sharing on project. In our case study, the 

positive relation of close relationship and knowledge sharing was confirmed for client-

internal consultant out-group since they share the same Group affiliation and have 

already a previous work experience. However, our findings indicate that the too close 

relationship between the client and the consultant can also bring some drawbacks. In 

our case, the main drawback was that the client had the tendency to overuse the external 

consultants’ availability. Additionally, the client lacked the initiative and was overly 

dependent on the assistance of the internal consultant. Pellegrinelli (2002, p. 358) also 

pointed out to the fact that the overly close client-consultant relationship may be 

counterproductive, but the underlying reasons he named were related to the possibility 

of bias. 

 

The internal and the external consultant had to first establish their relationship. Since 

both parties were the main responsible for the project, full-time engaged in the project 

and shared the same IT language and were largely interdependent in terms of learning 

from one another, they managed to create a close professional relationship based on 

high level of benevolence trust. Based on Ko (2014, p. 547), high level of mutual 

benevolence trust means that both parties are ready to go out of the ordinary to help 

each other accomplish the project goals.  

 

The external consultant and the client, on the other hand, had the most distant and 

formal relationship. Apart from the fact that they did not have any previous experience 

of working together, the difficulties in achieving a common understanding coming from 

previously mentioned knowledge and experience discrepancies and the client’s part time 

involvement in the project, negatively influenced the quality of the relationship. While o 

Ko (2014, p. 543) argues that the client mostly displays competence trust towards the 

external consultant, this was not true in our case due to the external consultant’s lack of 

experience in implementing the CRM solution in the FMCG industry. 

 

Nevertheless, both the internal consultant and the client reported that the trust in the 

relationship with the external consultant increased over time. This finding is in 

accordance with Ko (2014, p. 544) who stated that the repeated interactions increase 

predictable behaviours and willingness of the both the parties to match their perceived 

benefits and potential losses in their relationship.  

 

Although the hiding of knowledge was never an issue in any of the out-groups, the 

external consultant's lack of industry knowledge affected both the client and internal 

consultants' competence trust in the quality of knowledge content and deliverables 

coming from the external consultant's side. The only out-group that showed signs of 
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benevolence trust issues was the external consultant-subcontractor out-group. In our 

opinion, this was due to the subcontractor's very limited time involvement in the project 

and the fact that the subcontractor, unlike the external consultant, was not in any way 

responsible for the success of the project. In order to overcome this issue, the main 

external consultant was on friendly terms with the subcontractors in order to extract as 

much knowledge as possible, while the project manager had a stricter role in assuring 

the deadlines and responsibilities were respected.  

 

With regard to motivation, our findings show that introjected and intrinsic motivation 

were an important factor in enabling knowledge sharing in both in-groups and out-

groups during the CRM implementation project. We also found that extrinsic 

motivation was not important for knowledge sharing process. This finding is in 

accordance with Ko et al. (2005, p. 75) who pointed out to the importance of engaging 

more intrinsically motivated consultants and clients in complex IT implementation 

projects. At the same time, our conclusions differ from Nesheim & Hunskaar's (2015, p. 

1422) findings who did not find support for autonomous motivation hypothesis.  

 

The client’s motivation revolved around improving the business processes and therefore 

having more time for the core business activities. His motivation was also considerably 

affected by the desire to achieve professional recognition for the successful 

implementation of the project. Additionally, the client was motivated to acquire new 

knowledge and pass it on to other employees. 

 

Internal consultants’ motivation was predominately influenced by their aspirations to 

gain in-depth CRM software knowledge that will enable them to independently 

maintain the solution and offer it as their consultancy service to both the internal and the 

external clients. Both interviewees demonstrated strong interest for becoming 

competent CRM knowledge carriers.  

 

The external consultants were primarily motivated by the prospects of gaining new 

industry knowledge that would open new business possibilities within the FMCG 

industry. In addition, since this was the first major implementation for the main external 

consultant, he wanted to prove himself both to his colleagues and superiors.  

 

We also found similarities with Foss et al. (2009, p. 871) who established that job 

autonomy has a positive impact on intrinsic motivation and task identity on introjected 

motivation to share knowledge. Our findings suggest that, while all the parties involved 

were motivated to share knowledge for the reasons stated above, their project 

attachment, which is to certain extend similar to task identity described by Foss et al. 

(2009), and job autonomy also influenced their introjected and intrinsic motivation. 

 

Related to the project attachment, we found that the project attachment equally affects 

both in-group and out-group knowledge sharing. This finding contradicts the 

quantitative empirical findings of Nesheim & Hunskaar (2015, p. 1423) that found that 

project attachment has a positive impact on the level of in-group knowledge sharing, 

while it has no impact on the client’s knowledge sharing with the external consultant. 

With regard to the level of the project attachment, the results of our case study indicate 

that the internal and external consultant had higher level of project attachment than the 

client. The underlying reason for this was the fact that the internal consultants and the 

external consultant spend hundred percent of their time working on the project, while 
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the client had to attend both his daily tasks and project tasks. This is directly related to 

the type of organizational structure the interviewees were coming from. The client 

pertained to the functional matrix organization where daily tasks have the priority over 

project tasks. This generated time management problems that affected the client’s 

attachment to the project. Additionally, the seasonality of the FMCG industry 

influenced the client’s availability, especially in the software testing phase. This is in 

line with Arvidsson (2009, p. 99) who pointed out that matrix organizations, since they 

have to attend to both their line and project tasks, face severe problems in terms of lack 

of time. Another problem on the client side, but related to another company that did not 

participated in the case study, was related to the change of top management. The change 

of management induced employees’ fears with regard to their positions in the company 

and negatively affected their project commitment. 

 

The internal and external consultant, on the other hand, pertained to project-based 

organizations in which most of the operations are organized around projects (Morris & 

Pinto, 2007, p. 81). Also knowledge, capabilities and resources are all created through 

implementation of projects (Hobday, 2000, p. 874). Since both the internal and external 

consultant had people fully dedicated to CRM project, this positively affected their 

knowledge sharing. This finding is consistent with generally accepted opinion in 

academic community that project-based organizations are more flexible and thus better 

in coping with changing project requirements and transferring information to the 

relevant project members (Ekstedt, 2002, p. 20, 69; Hobday, 2000, p. 876). With 

regards to the implementation of complex projects, Hobday (2000, p. 872) describes 

project-based approach of project-based organizations as more outward looking and 

therefore superior to functional matrix organizations.  

 

With regard to external consultant’s attachment we have also found that external 

consultancy company experienced project attachment issues since three of their 

important CRM knowledge carriers left the company in the initial phase of the project. 

This is in accordance with Foss et al. (2009, p. 871) that pointed out to the dependency 

of project-based organizations on the specialist knowledge of their team members. 

Thus, if one member leaves the company, and his tacit knowledge has not been stored 

or transferred to another team member, can in fact jeopardize the success of the project. 

This has negatively affected the project’s attachment of the external consultant. 

 

Due to very short involvement in the CRM project, probably the lowest level of project 

attachment was detected in the case of the external consultant’s subcontractors. 

However, since this is the only out-group relationship that we have not analysed from 

both perspectives, we cannot draw definite conclusions.  

 

Organizational support is an important enabler of cooperative behaviour and therefore 

positively affects knowledge sharing (Nesheim & Smith, 2015, p. 266). In our case 

study, we found that organizational support was more prominent in the in-group, than in 

the out-group knowledge sharing. Concerning the client in-group organizational 

support, the support was given on a more declarative level. While giving project 

coordinators high level of independence in coordinating the project tasks proved to be 

positive in terms of motivation, it had an adverse effect on decision making process. In 

our opinion, the project coordinators did not have the power to make decisions that 

effected several departments in the company. Organizational support in the client in-
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group knowledge sharing was most evident through the involvement of HR department 

in the organization of end-users’ CRM training courses.  

 

Within the out-group setting, the coordinators had high degree of freedom. Since the 

internal and the external consultant pertained to the project-based organizations, their 

project management structures played an important role in knowledge sharing in both 

the in-group and out-group setting. The internal consultants had a prominent support of 

their PMO director in sharing knowledge and finding optimal solution with both the 

external consultants and the client. This role is in accordance with Hobday (2000, p. 

872) that emphasizes the importance of the greater professionalism and strong 

leadership capable to connect both commercial and technical business functions and 

create strong communication channels with both the internal and external team 

members. In our case study the internal consultant’s involvement had the strongest 

influence on the successful implementation of the CRM project and knowledge sharing 

between all parties involved. The support of external consultant’s organizational 

structures was even more prominent since formally relying on four different levels of 

hierarchy. 

 

4.2.2 Double Temporality 

 

This study provided a contribution by reflecting how double temporality affects the 

knowledge sharing in an IT implementation context. We furthered the discussion on 

double temporality in which Nesheim and Hunskaar (2015) pointed out to cooperation, 

communication and subsequently knowledge sharing issues arising from double 

temporality in consulting project. Since consultants pertain to different organizations, 

some authors argued that this could negatively affect their level of social capital, project 

attachment, motivation and credibility (Connelly & Gallagher 2004, pp. 972-974; De 

Cuyper et al., 2008, pp. 305-307; Nesheim & Smith, 2015, p. 259; Packendorff 2002, p. 

50).  

 

The findings of our study confirm that the involvement of consultants adds an additional 

temporality to the temporary nature of the project task. This was most evident in the 

case of the client-external consultant out-group. The only cause of problems creating 

double temporality issues included the low level of social capital of the external 

consultants when working with the client. With regard to project attachment, our 

findings were different from the assumptions made by Nesheim & Smith (2015, p. 259) 

and Packendorff (2002, p. 50). In our case, the external consultant displayed 

significantly higher level of attachment compared to the client. In our opinion, the main 

reason for this was the organizational structure. While external consultants pertained to 

project-oriented organizational structure that allowed them to be fully involved in the 

project, the client experienced considerable time management issues arriving from his 

affiliation to functional matrix organization in which functional tasks have priority over 

project task.  

 

With regards to the double temporality issue arising from the internal consultant-

external consultant cooperation in the project, we found that the lower social capital of 

external consultants was also the only factor that had to some extend generated double 

temporality issues. We have also found that the level of external consultant’s social 

capital was higher than in the case of the client-external consultant cooperation. In 

addition, we found that project attachment was strong in both parties involved since 
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both the internal and the external consultant pertained to project-oriented organizations 

that enabled them full time involvement in the project and considerable support from 

their project management structures.  

 

Both the client and the internal consultant demonstrated competency trust issue with 

regard to the external consultant. However, we believe that these trust issues were not 

related to the temporarily nature of consultant’s work arrangement, but rather to the fact 

that the external consultant lacked the industry specific knowledge that would facilitate 

the CRM software implementation in the client’s organization. 

 

In the case of client-internal consultant out-group, since both pertain to the same Group, 

they did not demonstrate any temporality issues. The most prominent form of double 

temporality was noted in the external consultant-subcontractor out-group.  
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5 Conclusion 

 

Related to in-group and out-group knowledge sharing, we have noted both similarities 

and differences. Due to the fact that external consultants employ similar methods and 

tools when working on a project, the overall out-group knowledge sharing that involved 

all three parties was similar to the external consultants’ in-group knowledge sharing. As 

previously stated, both were based on institutionalized-personalization mechanism of 

knowledge sharing which was focused on achieving a common understanding. 

Additionally, we have also found that the client and internal consultants’ in-group 

knowledge sharing, although different in intensity, was similar to one another since it 

was based on informal personal interaction. Moreover, we have found that these two in-

group knowledge sharing, since cantered on individualized-personalization mechanism, 

resembled to internal consultant-external consultant knowledge sharing that was based 

on “learning by doing approach” . The important difference, however, was the lower 

level of social capital in out-group knowledge sharing in respect to in-group knowledge 

sharing that confirmed Nesheim & Hunskaar ‘ s (2015, p. 1422) findings that project 

members tend to share more knowledge with their in-group, than their out-group. Also, 

we have found that the efficiency of “learning by doing” approach is dependent on the 

receiver’s initiative and sender’s level of experience. 

 

The shared understanding, as a constant effort required from all sides, was identified as 

the most important enabler of knowledge sharing in the CRM implementation setting. 

Our findings indicate that shared understanding was more difficult to establish in out-

group than in in-group and also varied depending on the level of out-group. The factors 

that influenced shared understanding included asymmetry of knowledge of the two 

parties, complexity of the project, resistance to change and communication. The 

difficulties in achieving shared understanding involved both face-to-face and 

documentation and have negatively affected the duration of the project. The shared 

understanding in a written form also generated additional costs for the client. Our 

research showed that both in-group and out-group use multiple communication channels 

and prefer synchronous over asynchronous communication. However, while in-group 

communication was more informal and direct, the out-group communication was more 

formal. The main success factor in achieving the shared understanding and establishing 

good communication of the parties involved was the internal consultants and their PMO 

director. 

 

The results of this study also demonstrated the importance of a close relationship in 

sharing knowledge in IT implementation projects. Expectedly, the in-group project 

setting showed closer relationship compared to the out-group setting. While different in-

groups in our empirical research showed similar patterns of close relationship, the 

relationship between different out-groups depended on how “new” are the group-

members to one another. While our findings indicate that close relationship is proffered 

over the arduous relationship, we have also found that the too close relationship might 

lead to lack of initiative and produce overdependence. The results of the study also 

showed that mutual trust is an important enabler of a good relationship. Our research 

has also showed that benevolence trust was not an issue in any of the settings that were 

examined. However, the competence trust affected the external consultant’s out-group 

setting.  
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Related to motivation in an IT implementation project, our findings point out to the 

importance of introjected and intrinsic motivation compared to extrinsic motivation in 

both the in-group and out-group knowledge sharing. The introjected and intrinsic 

motivation were also found to influence the members’ project attachment in the in-

group and out-group context. In addition, overall project attachment was also directly 

related to the type of organization: project oriented versus functional matrix. It was 

found that project-oriented organizational structures enables more dedicated approach to 

the project while the functional matrix structure creates time management issues since 

the members have to attend to both their line and project tasks. The line tasks were 

found to have preference over project tasks.  

 

We found that the organizational support was more prominent in the in-group than in 

the out-group knowledge sharing. While the  internal and the external consultant 

received significant amount of support from their project management structures, the 

management support of the client company should have been more pronounced in the 

decision making process. In our opinion, the project coordinator could not have the 

power to make the decision that affected multiple departments. 

 

With regards to double temporality, we found that the involvement of external 

consultants adds an additional, work arrangement temporality to the project task. 

Additionally, the extent to which work arrangement temporality influences different 

out-groups knowledge sharing depends on the level out-group. The double temporality 

issue was the most pronounced in the external consultant-client out-group and to lower 

extend in the internal consultant-external consultant out-group. The client-internal 

consultant out-group did not experience any double temporality issues since both 

companies pertain to the same Group. This study has identified lower level of social 

capital as the only generator of double temporality issues between the permanent 

employees and consultants. The findings of this study indicate that project attachment 

and competence trust are not related to the temporary nature of consultant’s work 

arrangements. 

 

5.1 Recommendation 

 

Ko et al. (2005, p. 77) pointed out that information technology managers and project 

team members in both consultancy and client companies need to understand how to 

manage the knowledge sharing process across different organizational boundaries. Even 

though all the participants in this study have stated that, generally speaking, the CRM 

implementation project has been a success, our aim is to provide some 

recommendations for the companies that took part in this study, that might be of 

assistance in some future IT implementations. 

 

With regard to the client company, the main areas of improvement are related to time 

management issues stemming from functional matrix organization and lack of 

experience in project management. These have particularly affected the quality of 

project documentation. Since the project documentation bears important implications on 

the entire course of the implementation process, mutual understanding of the parties 

involved and project costs, we believe that more attention should have been put on its 

creation and verification.  
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In order to address these issues, we believe that more proactive approach from the client 

side and more time invested to internally analyze, discuss and signal all the 

misalignments and unclear issues surrounding the project documentation, would be 

helpful. A good starting point could have been to create a written track record of all the 

requirements that were discussed and agreed upon with the external consultants after 

every workshop and meeting. It would be advisable that all client companies send their 

summaries to the internal consultants in order to make sure items are not subsequently 

changed. This would enable the client to compare the two documents and act upon this 

comparison. Additionally, in order to facilitate the understanding of the documentation 

and save on time, we believe that more joint meetings, that would include, at the same 

time, all client companies’ coordinators and internal consultants, would be beneficial for 

analysing and spotting misalignments in project documentation. In addition, the internal 

consultants could help in formulating the missing technical details related to client’s 

requirements since the client side experienced difficulties in formulating the 

requirements in a detailed, technical manner. This would also help in keeping focus on a 

broader perspective of the project and save time on discussing less relevant details.  

 

Since the time factor was one of the barriers of a more active engagement from the 

client side, both in the design phase, when creating and verifying project 

documentation, as well as in the testing phase, we believe that the daily workload from 

the client company’s employees that were involved in the project, should have been 

partially redistributed to the employees not taking part in the project. This would require 

a high level of flexibility within functional departments, one of the issues that many 

companies struggle with. Although challenging, we believe that the companies’ overall 

knowledge sharing would benefit from such an approach. Another possible solution, as 

suggested from the client side, would be to include more employees in the project so the 

testing phase could be done in a more fragmented manner. We consider this a valid 

point, but would like to point out that involving more members often creates problems 

in coordination and communication.  

 

Additionally, we believe that the client companies and the X Group as a whole would 

benefit if the middle management’s knowledge of project management was improved. 

This could be achieved through short workshops organized by the internal consultant, as 

a main carrier of project management knowledge in the Group, or by an external service 

provider. Lastly, even though the client’s coordinator was given independence by his 

management structures in managing the project, we believe that a more active 

participation of higher management in this project was required. This particularly 

applies to the decision making that affected several departments within the company 

and even more importantly when finding a common denominator on the Group level. In 

our opinion, the process of finding a common solution on the Group level was a unique 

opportunity, for all the companies involved, to make an inventory of their current 

processes that could lead to simplifications and thus greater efficiency.  

 

Related to the internal consultancy company, as previously mentioned, they served as a 

key bridge between the client and external consultants in order to overcome shared 

understanding and knowledge sharing issues. In addition, their PMO director, played a 

key role in the decision making process between the client companies involved in the 

project. As a possible point of improvement, we believe that the internal consultants 

could have insisted on a more elaborate and systematic approach in defining the starting 

point requirements. Also, as previously stated, the internal consultants support in 
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understanding and analysing the project documentation could help in avoiding the 

misunderstandings between the client and the external consultant’s side.  Additionally, 

in order to efficiently store and reuse the knowledge acquired during the project, the 

consultancy company could benefit from a light version of project management system 

that would store all the project documentation and procedures on how different 

functionalities in the software operate. This could enable the company to secure the 

knowledge for the future users and protect against possible staff turnover issues. In 

addition, the internal consultancy company might also benefit from scheduled informal 

meetings where employees could exchange experiences from different projects. 

 

With regard to the external consultancy company, we agree with the opinion of most of 

the interviewees that the external consultant lacked a more experienced system architect 

that could more easily connect the CRM application with the FMCG context. Related to 

their contribution to shared understanding and knowledge sharing on the project, we 

believe the external consultants could make improvements in terms of project 

documentation. The project documentation could consist of a part written for the 

business users followed by the detailed technical explanation intended for IT specialists. 

This would be beneficial for all the parties involved in the project. In this way, the client 

would be in a position to give a more valuable feedback to the documentation and the 

internal consultant could improve on their own knowledge relating to CRM solution. 

The external consultant, by putting an effort to make the project closer to the client, 

would improve on their own knowledge by relating FMCG business processes to the 

software itself. 

 

A recommendation that could apply to all three companies is that the project could be 

structured as a learning process that offers new knowledge and skills to all project team 

members. This is in accordance with our findings that project team members were 

predominately driven by introjected and intrinsic motivation. Within this learning 

process, knowledge sharing plays a central role. Therefore, the importance of 

knowledge sharing should be emphasised in the project roles and responsibilities of the 

team members. In addition, since trust and relationship are important in these projects, 

the managers could invest more effort in establishing a sociable project environment in 

order to overcome trust and social capital issues associated with crossing organizational, 

geographical, and cultural boundaries (Nissen et al., 2014, p. 473; Ko, 2014, p. 548). 

With regards to internal knowledge sharing, organizations should create an informal 

knowledge sharing culture within and across projects.  

 

5.2 Limitation of the Study and Areas for Future Research 

 

It is important to indicate the limitations of the study in order to contribute to its 

validity. In our study, we conducted a single case study that involved four participants 

from three different companies. This has given us insight into the investigated 

phenomenon from various perspectives. However, since the multiple case method has 

not been used, the results of the study have a limited analytical generalizability potential 

when it comes to applying the results to other contexts.  

 

Regarding the study’s credibility or internal validity, the triangulation has not been fully 

achieved. Even though we have interviewed three different parties involved in the 

project, we were not able to include all four client companies that were part of this 

project in the case study. In addition, we fell short in diversifying the methods applied 
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in order the complete the triangulation. We believe that the credibility of the study could 

have been increased if the observation method and project documentation analysis were 

combined with the semi-structured interviews. In addition, since we were not in the 

position to conduct face-to-face interviews at the interviewees’ location, we used Skype 

video calls. This might, to smaller extent, affect the interpretation of body language or 

facial expressions of the participants. Another implication is related to the cross-

sectional nature of the study. Since the project was at the roll out phase, we were not 

able to collect data at the previous phases and compare them to the role out phase.  

 

The future studies could be conducted through the use of multiple cases in order to 

generate more robust and analytically generalizable results. As stated in the limitation 

part, the future studies could also combine different data collection techniques in order 

to strengthen the validity of the results. One of the recommendable techniques would be 

to include observation of the investigated phenomenon in the real time. In addition, 

future studies could bring benefits to the topic by performing a longitudinal analysis in 

order to gain more in-depth understanding of the changes that occurred during different 

stages of the project. 
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Appendices 

 

Interview Guide 1: External Consultant  

General 

Questions 

1 Can you please introduce yourself? 

2 What is your educational background? 

3 
What is your work experience and position (overall length of experience 

& within organization)? 

 

About the 

Project 

1 

 

Can you tell us shortly what the project was about? Which company was 

responsible for which part of the project? 

2 How long did the project last? 

3 
How many people were involved in the project and from which 

organizations and business areas? 

4 What were your role/responsibilities within this project?  

5 
Did you work on some other project with this company? Were you 

involved in some other project at the same time? 

 

Knowledge Sharing between External Consultant and Client  

 

Ks Process 

1 
How did you share knowledge with C during this project? Can you please 

describe the process? 

2 
Do you have some procedures, guidelines regarding what information you 

can give to C? 

 

Communication 

Factors 

1 Can you describe the communication process between C & EC? 

2 What type of communication did you use with client? 

3 How did clients present their business requirements? 

 

Knowledge 

Factors 

1 How did you achieve a shared understanding in this project? 

2 What is your opinion regarding client's pre-knowledge and experience? 

 

Personal & 

Organizational 

Factors 

1 Can you describe your relationship with C? 

2 What was your primary motivation in KS with C? 

3 
What was the project attachment of all parties involved in this project? 

Explain. 

4 What was the role of organizational support in KS with C? 

 

Difficulties & 

Improvements 

1 
Have you experienced difficulties in sharing knowledge with C? What 

were the underlying reasons? How did you overcome these difficulties? 

2 
If you were to do the project over again, what would you change in terms 

of knowledge sharing with C? 

3 If you put yourself in the shoes of C, what would you do differently? 

 

External Consultant's Internal Knowledge Sharing 

Ks Process 

1 Can you describe KS process with your colleagues? 

2 

Did you use any procedures, guidelines, technical support (i.e. 

SharePoint, data repository etc.) for sharing knowledge with your 

colleagues? 
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3 
What types of knowledge were you supposed to pass on to your 

colleagues and what kind of knowledge did they have to pass to you? 

 

Communication 

Factors 

1 Can you describe the communication process with your colleagues? 

2 
Were there any communicational barriers when sharing knowledge with 

your colleagues? If yes please give example and explain. 

 

Knowledge 

Factors 

1 How did you achieve a shared understanding in this project? 

2 What is your colleagues’ pre-knowledge and experience? 

 

Personal & 

Organizational 

Factors 

1 Can you describe your relationship with your colleagues? 

2 What was your primary motivation in KS with your colleagues? 

3 What was the role of organizational support in KS with your colleagues? 

 

Difficulties & 

Improvements 

1 

Have you experienced difficulties in sharing knowledge with your 

colleagues? What were the underlying reasons? How did you overcome 

these difficulties? 

2 How can knowledge sharing with your colleagues be improved? 

 

Interview Guide 2: Client  

 

General 

Questions 

1 Can you please introduce yourself? 

2 What is your educational background? 

3 
What is your work experience and position (overall length of experience 

& within organization)? 

 

About the 

Project 

1 What were your role/responsibilities within this project?  

2 Were you working on some other project at the same time? 

3 
Did you have experiences in working with external consultants? Have you 

ever worked with these external consultants? 

 

Client's Internal Knowledge Sharing 

 

Ks Process 

1 Can you describe KS process with your colleagues? 

2 

Did you use any procedures, guidelines, technical support (i.e. 

SharePoint, data repository etc.) for sharing knowledge with your 

colleagues? 

3 
What types of knowledge were you supposed to pass on to your 

colleagues and what kind of knowledge did they have to pass to you? 

 

Communication 

Factors 

1 Can you describe the communication process with your colleagues? 

2 
Were there any communicational barriers when sharing knowledge with 

your colleagues? If yes please give example and explain. 

 

Knowledge 

Factors 

1 How did you achieve a shared understanding in this project? 

2 What was your colleagues’ pre-knowledge and experience? 

 

Personal & 

Organizational 

1 Can you describe your relationship with your colleagues? 

2 What was your primary motivation in KS with your colleagues? 
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Factors 3 What was the role of organizational support in KS with your colleagues? 

 

Difficulties & 

Improvements 

1 

Have you experienced difficulties in sharing knowledge with your 

colleagues? What were the underlying reasons? How did you overcome 

these difficulties? 

2 How can knowledge sharing with your colleagues be improved? 

 

Knowledge Sharing between Client and External Consultant 

KS Process 

1 Please describe the process of KS with EC? 

2 
Do you have some procedures, guidelines regarding what information you 

can give to EC? 

3 What are your expectations from EC when using their services? 

4 
Do you think that consultants increase your knowledge level? In which 

way? Which knowledge? 

 

Communication 

Factors 

1 Can you describe the communication process between C & EC? 

2 What type of communication did you use with EC? 

3 

How did consultants present their ideas, instructions and suggestions? 

Were EC clear in communicating their ideas and requirements?  What did 

they do well? What areas were somewhat more challenging? 

4 
How did you communicate your ideas and requirements to EC? Were 

there any misunderstandings? If yes, please explain. 

5 
Can you recall any situation where you could not respond to EC's 

requirements? Please describe. What was the reason for this? 

 

Knowledge 

Factors 

1 How did you achieve a shared understanding with EC in this project? 

2 What is your opinion regarding EC's pre-knowledge and experience? 

3 Did you have any pre-knowledge in CRM? 

 

Personal & 

Organizational 

Factors 

1 Can you describe your relationship with EC? 

2 What was your primary motivation in KS with EC? 

3 
What was the project attachment of all parties involved in this project? 

Explain. 

4 What was the role of organizational support in KS with EC? 

 

Difficulties & 

Improvements 

1 
Have you experienced difficulties in sharing knowledge with EC? What 

were the underlying reasons? How did you overcome these difficulties? 

2 
If you were to the project over again what would you change in terms of 

knowledge sharing with EC? 

3 If you put yourself in the shoes of EC, what would you do differently? 

 

Knowledge Sharing between Client and Internal Consultant 

 

KS Process 

1 Please describe the process of KS with IC? 

2 
Do you have some procedures, guidelines regarding what information you 

can give to the IC? 
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Communication 

Factors 

1 Can you describe the communication process between C & IC? 

2 What type of communication did you use with IC? 

3 
How did you communicate your ideas to IC? Were there 

misunderstandings? If yes, please explain. 

4 
Can you recall any situation where you could not respond to IC's 

requirements? Please describe. What was the reason for this? 

 

Knowledge 

Factors 
1 How did you achieve a shared understanding with IC in this project? 

 

Personal & 

Organizational 

Factors 

1 Can you describe your relationship with the IC? 

2 What was your primary motivation in KS with IC? 

3 What was the role of organizational support in KS with IC? 

 

Difficulties & 

Improvements 
1 

Have you experienced difficulties in sharing knowledge with the IC? 

What were the underlying reasons? How did you overcome these 

difficulties? 

 

Interview Guide 3: Internal Consultant 1 

 

General 

Questions 

1 Can you please introduce yourself? 

2 What is your educational background? 

3 
What is your work experience and position (overall length of experience 

& within organization)? 

 

About the 

Project 

1 What were your role/responsibilities within this project?  

2 Were you working in some other project at the same time? 

3 
Did you have experiences in working with external consultants? Have you 

ever worked with these external consultants? 

 

Knowledge Sharing between Internal Consultant and External Consultant 
 

Ks Process 

1 Please describe the process of KS with EC? 

2 
Do you have some procedures, guidelines regarding what information you 

can give to the EC? 

3 What are your expectations from the EC when using their services? 

4 
Do you think that consultants increase your knowledge level? In which 

way? Which knowledge? 

 

Communication 

Factors 

1 Can you describe the communication process between IC & EC? 

2 What type of communication did you use with EC? 

3 

How did consultants present their ideas, instructions and suggestions? 

Were EC clear in communicating their ideas and requirements?  What did 

they do well? What areas were somewhat more challenging? 

4 
How did you communicate your ideas and requirements to external 

consultants? Were there any misunderstandings? If yes, please explain. 

5 
Can you recall any situation where you could not respond to consultant's 

requirements? Please describe. What was the reason for this? 
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Knowledge 

Factors 

1 How did you achieve a shared understanding in this project? 

2 What is your opinion regarding EC's pre-knowledge and experience? 

3 Did you have any pre-knowledge in CRM? 

 

Personal & 

Organizational 

Factors 

1 Can you describe your relationship with EC? 

2 What was your primary motivation in KS with EC? 

3 
What was the project attachment of all parties involved in this project? 

Explain. 

4 What was the role of organizational support in KS with EC? 

 

Difficulties & 

Improvements 

1 
Have you experienced difficulties in sharing knowledge with EC? What 

were the underlying reasons? How did you overcome these difficulties? 

2 
If you were to the project over again what would you change in terms of 

knowledge sharing with EC? 

3 If you put yourself in the shoes of EC, what would you do differently? 

 

Internal Consultant's Internal Knowledge Sharing 
 

Ks Process 

1 Can you describe KS process with your colleagues? 

2 

Did you use any procedures, guidelines, technical support (i.e. 

SharePoint, data repository etc.) for sharing knowledge with your 

colleagues? 

3 
What types of knowledge were you supposed to pass on to your 

colleagues and what kind of knowledge did they have to pass to you? 

 

Communication 

Factors 

1 Can you describe the communication process with your colleagues? 

2 
Were there any communicational barriers when sharing knowledge with 

your colleagues? If yes please give example and explain. 

 

Knowledge 

Factors 

1 How did you achieve a shared understanding in this project? 

2 What was your colleagues’ pre-knowledge and experience? 

 

Personal & 

Organizational 

Factors 

1 Can you describe your relationship with your colleagues? 

2 What was your primary motivation in KS with your colleagues? 

3 What was the role of organizational support in KS with your colleagues? 

 

Difficulties & 

Improvements 

1 

Have you experienced difficulties in sharing knowledge with your 

colleagues? What were the underlying reasons? How did you overcome 

these difficulties? 

2 How can knowledge sharing with your colleagues be improved? 

 

Interview Guide 4: Internal Consultant 2 

 

General 

Questions 

1 Can you please introduce yourself? 

2 What is your educational background? 

3 
What is your work experience and position (overall length of experience 

& within organization)? 

 

About the 

Project 

1 What was your role/responsibilities within this project?  

2 Were you working in some other project at the same time? 
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3 
Did you have experiences in working with external consultants? Have you 

ever worked with these external consultants? 

 

Knowledge Sharing between Internal Consultant and External Consultant 

 

Ks Process 

1 Please describe the process of KS with EC? 

2 
Do you have some procedures, guidelines regarding what information you 

can give to the EC? 

3 What are your expectations from the EC when using their services? 

4 
Do you think that consultants increase your knowledge level? In which 

way? Which knowledge? 

 

Communication 

Factors 

1 Can you describe the communication process between IC & EC? 

2 What type of communication did you use with EC? 

3 

How did consultants present their ideas, instructions and suggestions? 

Were EC clear in communicating their ideas and requirements?  What did 

they do well? What areas were somewhat more challenging? 

4 
How did you communicate your ideas and requirements to external 

consultants? Were there any misunderstandings? If yes, please explain. 

5 
Can you recall any situation where you could not respond to consultant's 

requirements? Please describe. What was the reason for this? 

 

Knowledge 

Factors 

1 How did you achieve a shared understanding in this project 

2 What is your opinion regarding EC's pre-knowledge and experience? 

3 Did you have any pre-knowledge in CRM? 

 

Personal & 

Organizational 

Factors 

1 Can you describe your relationship with EC? 

2 What was your primary motivation in KS with EC? 

3 
What was the project attachment of all parties involved in this project? 

Explain. 

4 What was the role of organizational support in KS with EC? 

 

Difficulties & 

Improvements 

1 
Have you experienced difficulties in sharing knowledge with EC? What 

were the underlying reasons? How did you overcome these difficulties? 

2 
If you were to the project over again what would you change in terms of 

knowledge sharing with EC? 

3 If you put yourself in the shoes of EC, what would you do differently? 

 

Knowledge Sharing between Internal Consultant and Client 
 

Ks Process 

1 Please describe the process of KS with C? 

2 
Do you have some procedures, guidelines regarding what information you 

can give to C? 

 

Communication 

Factors 

1 Can you describe the communication process between IC & C? 

2 What type of communication did you use with C? 

 

Knowledge 

Factors 

1 How did you achieve a shared understanding with C? 

2 What is your opinion regarding C pre-knowledge and experience? 
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Personal & 

Organizational 

Factors 

1 Can you describe your relationship with C? 

2 What was your primary motivation in KS with C? 

3 What was the role of organizational support in KS with C? 

 

Difficulties & 

Improvements 

1 
Have you experienced difficulties in sharing knowledge with the C? What 

were the underlying reasons? How did you overcome these difficulties? 

2 
If you were to the project over again what would you change in terms of 

knowledge sharing with C? 

3 If you put yourself in the shoes of C, what would you do differently? 
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