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Knowledge and knowledge management are considered as one of the key factors 

for a competitive advantage. Knowledge sharing is one of the most essential parts 

of the knowledge management process. Its relation to organizational culture, 

individual motivation factors, virtual teams and knowledge sharing barriers create 

an interesting equation together. Each of these concepts has been extensively 

studied in recent years. Companies are organizing their work around global 

projects and teams. Nowadays, cross-border virtual teams are seen as a source for 

knowledge creation. These teams are usually coming from different cultural 

backgrounds and speaking different languages. However the complexity of 

international projects and temporary nature set some challenges in order to 

achieve project success. 

 

The objective of this study was to increase understanding how organization 

culture and individual motivation are related to knowledge sharing and its barriers 

in virtual teams and what kind of role they have in global organization 

transformation. This thesis is conducted as a quantitative study in a large 

multinational company. However, the target group was relatively small and 

carefully selected. The empirical part data consist of 64 people from 12 countries 



 
 

working in tens of different virtual teams globally. A theoretical framework was 

constructed on the basis of an empirical background and a literature review. To 

fulfill an empirical part, a Likert scaled semi-structured survey was applied with 

the possibility of open comments. 

 

The results indicated that a few characteristics of organizational culture influence 

directly or indirectly to knowledge sharing barriers. In this particular case, 

employees felt that it is hard to find the person with the knowledge that is needed 

and it is also hard to find appropriate documents and solutions. These correlate 

with the opinion that different units cannot learn from each other very well. Also, 

extrinsic motivation components correlate with the knowledge sharing barriers, 

such as lack of time and or support and tools for knowledge sharing. In this case, 

knowledge sharing barriers are considered as dependent variables and 

motivational factors as well as cultural aspects are considered as explanatory 

factors. In the end, some theoretical and managerial implications are provided as 

well as suggestions for future research.  
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Tietoa ja tietämyksenhallintaa pidetään yhtenä kilpailuedun avaintekijöistä. 

Tietämyksen jakaminen on yksi tiedonhallintaprosessin olennaisimpia osia. Sen 

suhde organisaatiokulttuuriin, yksilöllisiin motivaatiotekijöihin, virtuaalisiin 

tiimeihin sekä tietämyksen jakamisen esteisiin luovat yhdessä mielenkiintoisen 

yhtälön. Kaikkia näitä käsitteitä on tutkittu viime vuosina laajasti. 

 

Yritykset järjestävät toimintaansa globaalien projektien ja tiimien ympärille. Tänä 

päivänä globaalit virtuaalitiimit nähdään tärkeinä tiedon tuottamisen lähteinä. 

Nämä ryhmät koostuvat yleensä eri kieltä puhuvista ja erilaisista 

kulttuuritaustoista tulevista ihmisistä. Kansainvälisten projektien monimutkaisuus 

ja tilapäinen luonne asettavat myös haasteita projektien menestyksekkääseen 

hoitamiseen. 

 

Tämän tutkimuksen tavoitteena oli lisätä ymmärrystä siitä, miten 

organisaatiokulttuuri ja yksilön motivaatio liittyvät tiedon jakoon ja tiedon 

jakamisen esteisiin virtuaalitiimi ympäristössä. Tämä opinnäytetyö toteutettiin 

kvantitatiivisena tutkimuksena suuressa monikansallisessa yrityksessä. 

Kohderyhmä oli suhteellisen pieni ja huolellisesti valittu. Empirian otoskoko oli 

64 henkilöä 12 eri maasta, jotka työskentelevät useissa eri virtuaalitiimeissä 



 
 

globaalisti. Teoreettinen viitekehys rakennettiin empiirisen taustan ja 

kirjallisuuskatsauksen perusteella. Empiirisen osan toteuttamiseksi käytettiin 

Likert-asteikollista, puolistrukturoitua kyselytutkimusta, jossa oli mahdollista 

esittää avoimia kommentteja.  

 

Tulokset osoittivat, että jotkin organisaatiokulttuuriin tai organisaatiorakenteeseen 

liittyvät ominaisuudet vaikuttavat suoraan tai epäsuorasti tiedon jakamisen 

esteisiin. Työntekijät kokivat, että on vaikeaa löytää henkilö, jolla olisi tarvittavaa 

osaamista tiettyyn tilanteeseen, sekä on myös vaikeaa löytää asianmukaisia 

asiakirjoja ja ratkaisuja. Nämä liittyvät näkemykseen, että eri yksiköt eivät opi 

toisiltaan kovin hyvin. Myös ulkonaiset (extrinsic) motivaatiokomponentit 

korreloivat tiedon jakamisen esteiden kanssa, kuten tiedon jakamisen ajan, tuen ja 

työkalujen puute. Tässä tutkimuksessa tiedon jakamisen esteitä pidetään 

riippuvina muuttujina, kun taas motivaatiotekijöitä sekä kulttuurillisia näkökohtia 

pidetään selittävinä tekijöinä. Lopuksi esitetään joitain teoriaan ja johtamiseen 

liittyviä vaikutuksia sekä ehdotuksia tulevalle tutkimukselle. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

For already a few decades enterprises have encountered environments that are 

more and more competitive. Some common traits have been perceived such as 

cutting costs and globalizing functions. It has been provided that exploiting 

technology organizations can reduce costs, increase efficiency and build highly 

skilled teams without time and geographical barriers. (Zaccaro & Bader, 2003). At 

the same time, the increase of intangible and intellectual capital in organizations 

has been tremendous. Organizations have tried to set up knowledge management 

practices in order to manage and utilize the huge amount of knowledge that exist 

in the organization. While the amount of different types of knowledge are raising, 

companies have realized that effective knowledge sharing is critical for achieving 

performance and staying in the top in global competition. (O’Leary, 1998; Ipe, 

2003; Bartol & Srivastava, 2002). 

 

It has been said that knowledge is an intellectual capital of organizations. 

Knowledge sharing is the key in any organization which have had problems to 

increase knowledge sharing among individuals. Regarding to knowledge 

management practices, recognizing and overcoming barriers are major success 

drivers. (Hong et al., 2011; Rivera-Vazquez et al., 2009; Scarbrough, 2003). For 

organizational capabilities and performance, Kogut & Zander (1992) and Grant 

(1996) states that knowledge is the most important driver in knowledge-based 

view of an organization. 

 

It is important to recognize the main drivers of knowledge sharing, as well as 

barriers, in order to enable continuous learning and new knowledge creation. In 

this study the barriers are in major role. According to Felin & Hesterly (2007) 

scholars have been in dialogue, whether individual or collective level is the main 

source of knowledge. Nonaka & Takeuchi (1995) noted in their often cited and 

well-known book, that knowledge sharing is the key activity enabling knowledge 

creation in both, individual and organizational level. Moreover, Nonaka et al. 
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(2006) added that organizational knowledge creation is closely related to 

individual employees. They are collecting, creating and sharing knowledge across 

the organization while performing their work activities. But if companies do not 

have the possibility to capture the knowledge of their employees, downsizing can 

result in a loss of critical information. (O’Leary, 1998). 

 

The multinational companies that have geographically dispersed units and people 

working in different countries are often operating in fast changing and relatively 

unstable environment. The high degree of transparency is required when 

information can be on a local or global level. Every country can have their own 

knowledge management systems and practices which makes the environment 

complex. These environments require more focus and improvement for sharing 

and transferring knowledge between individuals and business units (Rolland, 

2006). In order to perform effectively, organizations need to share existing 

internal know-how, in other words, they can only learn and success if they know 

what they know and what they do not know. (Coakes, 2006).  

 

It is also essential to understand cultural-related issues in order to communicate 

effectively and building trust with others. Johnson et al. (2006) says that it is 

individual's knowledge and personal skills that define the work success in multi-

cultural environment with people from different backgrounds. Different levels of 

motivation, opportunities like encouraging organization culture, and abilities such 

as skills and competences, are crucial factors for individual level knowledge 

sharing. In global virtual team environment, where uncertainty is common, 

knowledge sharing and cultural construction can be challenging. Scholars have 

encountered some factors that are related to both: lack of causal clarity, lack of 

absorptive capacity, lack of contribution to organization’s success as well as weak 

and untrusted relationships between the knowledge source and recipient. 

(Szulanski, 1996; Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Ipe, 2003; Siemsen et al., 2008). 

 

Research in knowledge management has recently revealed that barriers to 

knowledge sharing can significantly reduce creativity and influence the overall 
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business. Identifying the critical barriers which impede knowledge sharing 

between individuals contributes to the debate among practitioners and academics. 

In order to recognize the main drivers of knowledge sharing and potential 

obstacles, it is good to approach those through a framework. Based on the 

previous research, MOA framework (motivation, opportunity and ability) have 

been recognized as one of the most effective frameworks. (Blumberg & Pringle, 

1982; Ipe, 2003; Lane, 2006; Siemsen, 2008; Foss, 2009; Gan, 2012; Minbaeva, 

2013). That will be also used in this study. There are several studies focused on 

individual-level knowledge sharing and motivation factors, cross-cultural 

knowledge transfer and virtual teams, but there is still a gap to research possible 

interrelations or cross-effects of these factors. This thesis is trying to fill that gap. 

 

1.1 Research background 

 

In this chapter, I will go through shortly the theoretical background of the study. 

In next sub-chapters, I will introduce the theoretical framework and research 

questions. The following creates fundamentals of the main subjects that are dealt 

in this thesis. 

 

Knowledge sharing process 

 

In this thesis, defining knowledge sharing process is important in order to 

understand the flow of knowledge and what factors are on its way. Van den Hooff 

and van Weenen (2004) define knowledge sharing as a two-folded process, 

donating and collecting of knowledge. Donating means sharing intellectual capital 

with someone else and collecting is more like trying to get someone else to share 

his or her intellectual capital. Knowledge sharing can be viewed as one of the 

organizational behavior forms. Fuller et al. (2006) argues that it is not the study of 

how organizations behave, but instead, it is the study of individual behavior in an 

organizational setting. This includes the study of how individuals behave both 

alone and in groups. Fuller et al. continues that gaining a greater understanding of 

factors that are related to both group dynamics and individual is essential. 
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Organizational behavior entails all level of analysis: individual, group and 

organizational levels. 

 

Knowledge is a combination of theory, information and experience. According to 

Chang & Chuang (2011) explicit knowledge can be shared via structured or 

technology-driven processes, while tacit knowledge can only be shared by 

interpersonal means. Thomas et al. (2011) argue that achieving synchronized 

information flows, effective information exchange is required. Network-related 

social relationships provide information channels that reduce the time and effort 

required to gather information. Knowledge sharing is relatively easy to achieve 

and sustain, when networks have strong connections. Chiu et al. (2006) argued 

that social interaction ties among members of a virtual team provided a cost-

effective way to share knowledge. The more interactions built, the greater the 

intensity, frequency and breadth of the knowledge exchanged. 

 

In this study, globally dispersed virtual teams will be under research. Even the 

team structure benefits by gathering the knowledge from team members, which 

creates synergies such as the fusion of two companies. (Lam, 2000). However, 

that only happens if the individual team members are willing to share their unique 

knowledge. (Bock et al., 2005). 

 

Osterloh (2000) argues that motivation and knowledge transfer are closely 

connected and sustainable development requires organized motivation 

management.  To justify this argue, Ståhle & Grönroos (1999) says that experts 

can have difficulties to prove their workmanship, but the more one can understand 

the reasons for success, the better it enables knowledge conversion from tacit to 

explicit. Also, Choon (2002) says that the idea of group work is emphasized. 

Doing and learning together is the best way to transfer knowledge. 
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Collaboration in virtual teams 

 

Globally dispersed virtual teams can be described, according to Gibson & Cohen 

(2003), with four main points. First, the composition of the group is identified by 

the organization and group members. Second, teams are often responsible for 

implementing decisions related to organization strategy. Third, technology-

supported communication is in the prevailing role in their operation and fourthly, 

team members are usually working in different countries. People can be involved 

from multiple locations, cultures and functions. Technology is a key in carrying 

out basic team functions, such as collaborating, learning and managing 

knowledge. In case there is very little face-to-face interaction, virtual teams are 

being called as a new form of organizational structure. 

 

Zaccaro and Bader (2003) define virtual teams as e-teams and mention, that there 

is a risk these teams can have “process losses”. They mean that the team members 

cannot interact effectively and therefore the interaction dynamics among members 

is not the best possible. According to them, some collective time and effort will be 

wasted. It is possible that team members are likely to be less motivated and even 

resentful. That will ask more effort from other team members and team leaders. 

On the other hand, they noted that e-teams can also be more flexible how they 

respond to changes and team members can quickly join different projects. 

Moreover, potential for generating social capital is larger in e-teams than in face-

to-face teams. They have more awareness of social context and a greater level of 

cultural intelligence, which can be said to be a positive factor to the main research 

question of this thesis. 

 

Organizations establish teams to bring individuals together with the necessary 

expertise and skills to collaborate on organizational tasks. (Hoegl & Gemuenden, 

2001). Internet and other technologies enable people to exceed temporary barriers, 

(Baker & Ward, 2002) but on the other hand, some challenges such as lack of 

familiarity, lack of social contacts, lack of trust and shared understanding as well 

as differences in communication skills (DeSanctis et al., 2003; Kock, 2005) can 
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be recognized. So even global virtual teams are agile and can offer several 

benefits, problems include difficulty in understanding the meaning of silence by 

others, a failure to communicate and in understanding the importance of 

information. (Cramton & Orvis, 2003). 

 

Knowledge sharing, virtual teams, individual motivation and organizational 

culture are topics that have been studied quite a lot recently. There is lot of 

research about how different factors affect knowledge creation, knowledge 

transfer and how it can be shared in different environments. In this study the 

organizational environment is globally dispersed and knowledge resources are 

spread to different teams in several countries. That is obviously a prominent 

transition when the organization starts unifying local environments from several 

countries to one global unit. There is already some research regarding larger 

concepts which are being studied in this thesis. One important entirety is 

personnel and team setup. According to Jarvenpaa & Leidner (1998), as well as 

Townsend et al. (1998), focus should be on the complexity of the members, which 

do not meet physically due to geographic and time-related issues and where 

people have to adjust to the loss of social mechanisms.  

 

There is a research gap existing even though virtual teams, knowledge sharing and 

motivation-related issues have been on the academic research agenda for a couple 

of decades. There has been still relatively little research of the fundamental 

question, what is the role of organization culture and individual motivation in 

virtual teams when talking about human-bound knowledge on network-based 

communication and environment. Recent literature underlines the importance of 

cohesion, trust and relationship building which encourage team effectiveness. The 

latest research has focused on group cohesiveness, group and individual identity 

as well as interpersonal trust. Harrison & Klein (2007) noted that overall diversity 

has a significant impact for global virtual team outcome and performance. They 

added that even though different types of diversity are different those may be 

linked to each other. 
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Organizational culture 

 

In this study, organizational culture and its dimensions are in an important 

position. In order to answer the main research question properly and 

professionally, the subject needs to be known. According to Janz & 

Prasarnphanich (2003), organizational culture has the most significant impact in 

effective knowledge management and organizational learning, because it 

determines work systems, beliefs and values that encourage or hinder knowledge 

sharing and creation. Additionally, Hill (2007) argues that the norms and value 

systems are shared among the employees where organizational culture refers. So 

as a ‘best practice’, knowledge management should ensure that knowledge 

sharing occurs and collaboration is institutionalized. Several studies have proven 

the relationship between knowledge sharing and organizational culture. 

(Wiewiora et al., 2014; Yang, 2007; Alavi et al., 2006). 

 

There are also several ways to describe and define culture. One of the most used is 

Hofstede’s (1980) definition: “collective programming of the human mind that 

distinguishes the members of one human group from those of another.” Another 

detailed description was introduced by Schein (2010, p. 18) “A pattern of shared 

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

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

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

think and feel in relation to those problems”. There are also at least two types of 

culture, which should be taken into consideration: national and organizational 

culture. According to Hofstede, people’s values affect to their views and behavior, 

when social environment first create the values. He also noticed that organization 

culture and national culture should not be separated and national culture should 

influence organizational behavior as well as human resource practices. There is 

more about organizational culture in chapter 4. 
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Knowledge sharing barriers 

 

Knowledge sharing barriers is one of the increasingly studied topics. Identifying 

and classifying barriers is important in order to find ways to remove them. In 

chapter 2.4, I will introduce some of the most common barriers and how to 

classify them on basic level. That will help us to understand how to approach 

barriers and which of them are possibly interrelated to individual level motivation 

factors, virtual teams or organization culture. 

 

When organizations expand internationally, geographic barriers can affect 

knowledge accessibility and exchangeability (O’Leary, 1998). Additionally, lack 

of mechanisms to access knowledge that is located e.g. in another country is one 

of the main geographic barrier. (Hassandoust & Kazerouni, 2011). Moreover, 

Sydänmaanlakka (2007) added that the needed information usually does exist in 

the organization, but it is difficult to localize because it is poorly classified and 

documented. More barriers and their interrelations to organization culture, 

individual motivation and virtual teams are discussed in results chapter. 

 

 

1.2 Objective, theoretical framework and research questions 

 

According to Ipe (2003) knowledge in organizations is dynamic in nature and its 

creation, sharing, and use are dependent on social relationships between 

individuals. Informal channels are more common than formal, and the culture of 

the work environment does heavily affect the process. Baird & Henderson (2001) 

noted that employees’ knowledge-sharing behaviors are the ultimate factors 

regarding the movement of knowledge, into and from repositories and also into 

organizational practices. The objective of this thesis is to understand how 

individual motivation factors and organizational culture affect knowledge sharing 

and its barriers. The environment is global and virtual teams can have members 

from different countries. This study investigates knowledge sharing barriers in a 

context of multinational private company. 
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Based on previous, the theoretical framework in Figure 1 was established. It 

shows the main concepts (nested rings) and demonstrates visually how research 

questions are built.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: The theoretical framework of the study, adapted from Ipe (2003). 

Based on Figure 1, the research questions have been applied in following: 
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The main research question is: 

 

- RQ:  What kind of role individual motivation factors and organizational 

culture have with knowledge sharing barriers in virtual team environment? 

 

The sub-questions are: 

 

- SQ1: What individual motivation factors can cause knowledge sharing 

barriers in virtual team environment? 

 

- SQ2:  What organizational culture factors can cause knowledge sharing 

barriers in virtual team environment? 

 

 

The main research question is trying to disclose factors and details on how 

individual motivation and organizational culture affect knowledge sharing barriers 

across the globally dispersed teams. It also tries to reveal the role of factors and 

whether individual motivation is linked to cultural factors. The first sub-question 

is trying to reveal individual motivation factors that can affect knowledge sharing 

barriers. Second sub-question instead is trying to answer what organizational 

culture factors can cause knowledge sharing barriers. These phenomena will not 

be explained through virtual teams, but it can be assumed that the emerging 

features and facts are generally inherent in virtual team environment. 

 

In order to deepen the understanding of the true nature of factors applied in 

research questions, a quantitative case study using Likert scale was conducted. A 

semi-structured form included also the opportunity for free comments. The 

methodology and data analysis of the empirical study is described with more 

details in chapter 5. Even though this thesis contains several broader entities, 

limitations are taken into account carefully. There is no in-depth analysis of the 

topics, but instead there has been an attempt to explain relations of these topics. 
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The main constructs that have been used in this thesis are listed and shortly 

defined in Table 1. Knowledge sharing means how knowledge is used and utilized 

among employees. (Van den Hooff & van Weenen, 2004). Motivation is divided 

into two factors where intrinsic means satisfying employee’s needs immediately 

and extrinsic means satisfying employee’s needs indirectly. (Calder & Staw, 

1975). Opportunity and ability are MOA framework variables (Siemsen et al., 

2008; Chen et al., 2013), explained in chapter 3.1. The topics Organizational 

culture (Helfrich et al., 2007) and Virtual teams (Gibson & Cohen, 2003) are 

explained in chapter 1.1. 

 

 

Table 1. The main constructs and their definitions. 
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1.3  Structure of the thesis 

 

In Chapter 1, I shortly introduce the topic and research background. I also 

describe the research gap, state the objective, establish the theoretical framework, 

position the research questions, and discuss how these questions were answered. 

 

In Chapter 2, I find out what is the nature of knowledge and knowledge sharing. I 

also introduce knowledge-based view of the firm and what kind of base it gives to 

this study. In this chapter, individual and interpersonal knowledge sharing are also 

explained, as well as some of the most common barriers are classified. In Chapter 

3, the discussion focuses on individual motivation and MOA-framework, which 

includes motivation, opportunity, and the ability to share knowledge. In this 

chapter, MOA factors are discussed based on the theories introduced previously. 

MOA framework will include all aspects from organization culture, individual 

motivation factors and virtual teams. 

 

Chapter 4 deals with organizational cultural factors, organization climate and 

cultural dimensions. I will also discuss some principals of cultural knowledge 

sharing barriers. Chapter 5 will introduces the case and gathers the empirical 

analysis together. In Chapter 6, I present the main results of the study and will 

answer to the research questions that are introduced in chapter 1.2. Finally, 

Chapter 7 is for conclusions and future research suggestions. 
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2 NATURE OF KNOWLEDGE AND KNOWLEDGE SHARING 

 

Based on previous research there is no unambiguous definition for knowledge. 

Within this thesis, it can be stated that knowledge is constructed socially in 

practical environment. (Kogut & Zander, 1992). Moreover, Tsoukas & 

Mylonopoulos (2004) stated that knowledge is social processes and practices, and 

depends on how people interact to create knowledge. According to Navimipour & 

Charband (2016) knowledge management can be called a process of capturing, 

developing, sharing and using the knowledge in an efficient way. Knowledge 

sharing is a part of knowledge management. In general, in virtual team 

environment, knowledge sharing is a link between a team and its members to 

increase performance and reduce costs. Lee (2001) defines knowledge sharing as 

“activities of transferring or disseminating knowledge from one person, group or 

organisation to another”. There are different mechanisms that this transfer can be 

done through. Wakefield (2005) separates the sharing mechanisms into two 

groups, tacit and explicit knowledge. Tacit knowledge is considered personal, 

non-codified and informal, e.g. talking with someone, and has both cognitive and 

technical components. In turn, explicit knowledge is considered formal and 

impersonal and it is easily articulated, formalized, codified and communicated. 

These are explained more specifically in next sub chapters. 

 

Knowledge sharing can be defined as a social interaction culture. Individuals, in 

an organization or department, are exchanging skills, knowledge and experiences 

through it. (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2005). It creates opportunities for organizations to 

maximize ability to generate solutions for competitive advantage. (Reid, 2003). 

Knowledge sharing is argued to lead to better coordination and decision making, 

which lead to better performance. It can take place at the individual level, team 

level and organizational level. (Grant, 1996; Inkpen & Dinur, 1998; Halawi et al., 

2006). In this study focus is more on individual level, even though all the levels 

are involved, because i.e. organization culture can be seen to happen at all levels. 

A firm can promote a knowledge sharing culture by incorporating it in its business 

strategy, but also by influencing individual’s attitudes and behaviors. This is 
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challenging especially in global teams, where the level of communication and 

understanding can decrease due to cultural differences. (Kotlarsky et al., 2008). If 

knowledge is not shared, the cognitive resources will be underutilized. (Karlsen et 

al., 2011). 

 

Ipe (2003) notes that knowledge sharing is a process where people make 

knowledge available to others in an organization. Scholars have been using 

different terms when defining knowledge related things. Some are using “sharing” 

(e.g. Ipe, 2003) and some use “transfer” or “exchange”. According to Wang & 

Noe (2010) a term “sharing” is task-related information for solving problems and 

co-operating with others. They also say it happens mostly on individual level. 

Instead, “exchange” and “transfer” refers to happen more on organizational level 

between units or teams. In this study “knowledge sharing” is used because it is 

focusing on individual level. 

 

2.1 Different forms of knowledge 

 

Based on the research it is difficult to find a generally accepted definition for 

knowledge. As this study is focused on knowledge-based view of organization, it 

can be stated that knowledge is created through the organization social processes 

and practices, which depends on how its employees interact and create 

knowledge. (Kogut & Zander, 1992; Tsoukas & Mylonopoulos, 2004). 

Knowledge and its various levels can be described in many adjuncts, such as data, 

information, wisdom, insight, action and so on. However the most used concept, 

according to Nonaka & Takeuchi (1995) and Davenport & Prusak (1998) is “data, 

information and knowledge”. These terms will be shortly described in the 

following sub-chapters. 
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2.1.1 Data, information and knowledge 

 

In some context ‘data’ is said to be signs and symbols. However in knowledge 

management it has a more profound meaning. Wilson (2002) defines the data as 

everything outside the mind that can be manipulated and consisting of simple 

facts. In case the data settles in the relevant context for the recipient, it can be 

understood as information. He says information is something that is 

communicated publicly to others. According to him, knowledge is what people 

know and it includes the mental processes of understanding and learning. 

Davenport & Prusak (1998) say that data is a set of separate facts about events. 

When data becomes information, it changes its meaning. Moreover, they say that 

knowledge comes from information and comprise more complex concepts, such 

as wisdom and insights. Because of that, they suggest that knowledge is expert 

insight that provides a framework for evaluating new experiences and 

information. They also mention knowledge makes action possible.  

 

One of the classic definitions for knowledge is that it is well-justified true belief. 

(Niiniluoto, 1996). Knowledge is related to beliefs and engagement, and it is 

dependent on general attitude, perspective or intention. Unlike information, 

knowledge is more functional and deliberate and it is always related to something. 

(Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). Based on these arguments, individual motivation and 

organizational culture are heavily related to knowledge sharing and creation. 

 

Brown & Duguid (2002) also bring up some differences between information and 

knowledge. Knowledge usually needs someone who knows. Information can be 

seen an independent factor, whereas knowledge is often connected to some 

person. They also mention that knowledge can be more difficult to distinguish 

than information. According to Brown & Duguid (2002), knowledge needs 

commitment and understanding from person and that is one of the reasons, why 

there are challenges to send and receive knowledge. Niiniluoto (1996) also states, 

that know-how, understanding and notion can be seen as part of knowledge levels. 

However, know-how is not a type of knowledge. It is an indicative term for the 

amount and extent of knowledge. Furthermore, wisdom is ability to use know-
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how in our own activities. It is a sum of previous experiences, knowledge and 

understanding. Orlikowski (2002) argues in his studies, that when someone knows 

something, “knowing” can be better term than “knowledge”. Knowing as a term 

describes action better, while knowledge is more a process or a fact. According to 

Orlikowski, tacit knowledge is a “form of knowing” which is always related to 

action and cannot be separated.  

 

 

2.1.2 Tacit, explicit and implicit knowledge 

 

 

Grant (1996) refers that it is important to understand the distinction between tacit 

and explicit knowledge because of appropriability and transferability. 

Additionally, Zander & Kogut (1995) mentioned that it should be understood as a 

continuum instead of dichotomy. Nonaka & Takeuchi add to this a point of view, 

where an organization has different types of knowledge, whose research and 

identification help to find more efficient ways to share and management 

knowledge in an organization. Based on this, it can be stated that in a multiform 

and knowledge-intensive environment, like in this study, it is important to 

recognize different knowledge levels in order to manage it effectively. 

 

One interesting point of view about the nature of knowledge, according to Polanyi 

(1996), is the breakdown into next parts: 

 

1: Information is common and personal, and emotions have been affected 

2: In the background of explicitly disclosed information, there is always some 

“unnoticed” that can be called “tacit” knowledge. According to this thought, all 

the real knowledge is either tacit knowledge or is based on tacit knowledge. 

3: New data will not be generalized by calculations, because the new innovations 

cannot be produced by finding algorithms and rules. 

Obviously these opinions have been modified over the time, but this is one of the 

fundamental reasons to research relationships between motivation factors, 
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organizational culture and virtual teams. Polanyi’s opinion is rather old, as 

Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) showed that tacit knowledge can be turned into 

explicit knowledge. Moreover, they say that tacit knowledge is, first of all a 

technical dimension, which does consists workmanship and know-how. On the 

other hand, cognitive dimension which includes mental models, perceptions and 

beliefs, which man interpret.  

 

Polanyi (1996) originally defined tacit knowledge as a knowledge that is 

something more than people can tell to others. Nonaka & Takeuchi (1995) add 

that tacit knowledge is quite personal and hard to share with others. It is related to 

individual’s action and experience. When moving to explicit knowledge, people 

are talking about rules, routines and practices. So it is important to understand, 

that organizational culture is the thing which affect individual motivation 

knowledge sharing. Wilson (2002) is adding an extra level of knowledge, implicit 

knowledge. That is a type of knowledge that can be articulated. According to 

Wilson (2002), if a person can tell something about his or her mental models, it is 

more like implicit knowledge instead of tacit knowledge. However, in order to 

manage knowledge in terms of knowledge management practices and best views, 

it’s essential to recognize different types of knowledge and what knowledge types 

are related to motivational factors. 

 

2.2 Individual-level knowledge sharing 

 

As mentioned in first chapter, knowledge sharing among individuals is essential 

enabling knowledge creation and development. That will also enable 

organizational renewal. Endres et al. (2007) noted that the motivational factors 

behind knowledge sharing decisions should be understood in order to understand 

how or why people are sharing knowledge. Behind these motivational factors, 

opportunities and abilities as well as cultural working environment are affecting 

how the sharing process will construct. Cultural differences, such as climate, 

atmosphere, language issues and power distances are also seen as factors affecting 

to individuals. These cultural factors are going through in chapter 4. 
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Elster (1989) noted that individual level knowledge sharing conditions consist of 

behavioral choices, attitudes and internal perceptions. Among scholars, two often 

used theories to explain individual level knowledge sharing are the Theory of 

Planned Behavior (TPB) and the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA). This thesis is 

not going to deal with these subjects, but instead, MOA framework will be used 

and introduced in chapter 3. 

 

Scholars and several empirical studies have shown that an organization may 

improve its capabilities by leveraging the knowledge of others. According to 

Argote & Ingram (2000); Argote et al. (2000); Van den Hooff & Van Weenen 

(2004), the knowledge is shared among and between employees, workgroups and 

different teams of the organization. 

 

Thinking about situations where individuals are sharing knowledge in a work-

related environment, it can be focused at least on three different cases; first, 

employee-employee within a department, employee-employee between 

departments and employee-supervisor within a department. It is assumed that the 

first two situations will allow individuals to learn through interaction directly. 

According to Ipe (2003) and Chennamaneni et al. (2012) this affects positively to 

organizational performance as well as capabilities. (Argote & Ingram, 2000; 

Grant, 1996; Kogut & Zander, 1992; Spender, 1996). It can be concluded that 

knowledge sharing among employees is a vital factor to support organizational 

learning and enables the renewal process. 

 

To support these findings, some mechanisms that Bartol & Srivastava (2002) 

identified in their studies can be raised. They mention, in terms of research 

questions in this thesis, that individuals can share knowledge in informal 

interactions, which most often means small-talk situations than official situations. 

Another obvious point is that individuals can bring their knowledge, ideas and 

information to a technical database. Thirdly, and an interesting point is knowledge 

sharing within teams and work units, or, related to virtual team concept in this 
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thesis, between employees in different teams across borders. That means everyday 

informal communication and arrangements, such as online meetings. Based on 

these findings, as mentioned also before, it can be noted that knowledge sharing is 

social interaction, takes place at the individual level and includes both receiving 

and donating knowledge. 

 

All the knowledge-sharing channels are important in terms of organizational 

performance, and as Spender & Grant (1996) as well as Nonaka (1994) 

mentioned, that individuals have knowledge that need to move to all levels of 

different groups in the organization. In order to enable organizational knowledge 

sharing, there needs to be existing interpersonal dialogue that members can 

access. When having such a team work context, it provides opportunity to 

individuals to engage such dialogue. (Berends et al., 2006). It is possible when 

individuals are involving others who are embedded in a larger social system. 

(Cabrera & Cabrera, 2005). 

 

2.3 The knowledge-based view of the firm 

 

The overview of the research addresses knowledge as the most valuable resource 

of an organization. Moreover, the interaction of members is the key to arise and 

develop knowledge. (Grant, 1996; Spender, 1996). Grant (1996) also mention that 

in resource-based view competitiveness is based on firm-specific resources, but in 

knowledge-based view a source of competitive advantage is on individual and 

organizational level. Also, Tsoukas and Vladimirou (2001) mention that in order 

to enable the critical operations, it requires knowledge transfer between members 

and managing. As the focus of this study concentrates on knowledge processes 

and factors which affect these processes, based on the previous research, 

knowledge based view of an organization seems the most natural approach in this 

study. 
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According to Foss et al. (2010) there is not much research available focused on 

the role of individual’s behavior. As mentioned before, knowledge-based view 

states that organizational knowledge and capabilities are based on individuals.  

The subject is considered from the point of view of information management, 

often called knowledge management. Knowledge management is defined as an 

interdisciplinary approach in which the use of knowledge will be maximized to 

improve organization's learning. Knowledge management focuses on the behavior 

of innovation and sharing, the management of versatility through knowledge 

networks, the study of intelligent processes and human-centered technology. The 

aim of knowledge-based view is to find out how tacit knowledge can be 

identified, created and transferred. Information management also often 

emphasizes a human-oriented approach, e.g. managing people is as important as 

managing information resources. Its objective is to manage people's knowledge to 

create new knowledge and to promote innovation (Hasan & Pfaff, 2008). Many 

scholars have noted, based on the knowledge-based view of the firm (KBV), that 

knowledge is the most important resource (e.g. Grant & Baden-Fuller, 1995). 

Moreover, Von Krogh & Grand (2002) argues that competitive ability is based on 

the firm’s ability to create new knowledge.  

 

2.4 Classifying knowledge sharing barriers 

 

Disterer (2001) examined many social and individual barriers that prevented 

individuals from sharing and transferring their knowledge to others. Riege (2005) 

identified that knowledge sharing barriers fell into three domains; individual, 

organizational and technological barriers. Filieri (2010) categorized the primary 

barriers into three main macro-dimensions: social, organizational and cultural, and 

technological barriers, in order to analyze the relationship between them. Zhou & 

Nunes (2012) found in their study the four main categories of barriers: 

philosophical divergence, inter-professional tensions, a lack of inter-professional 

common ground, and insufficient inter-professional education and training. All 

these studies have revealed that knowledge sharing barriers are varied and can be 

classified in different ways, although many of them are intertwined. (Riege, 
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2005). However, it is important to classify the categories of barriers at some level, 

in order to reveal and understand possible relations between different factors. 

 

Based on the scope and limitations of this thesis, three types of bottlenecks in 

knowledge sharing can be identified: individual, organizational and technology 

barriers. In addition, cultural barriers are discussed through the cultural 

dimensions. In the following are some most common obstacles which the 

literature has presented. 

 

Individual barriers include trust, internal resistance (Barson et al., 2000; Anand et 

al., 2013), motivation (Disterer, 2001; Anand et al., 2013; Omar & Timothy, 

2012), a gap in knowledge and awareness (Bureš, 2003) and psychological 

ownership (Riege, 2005; Omar & Timothy, 2012: Sharma & Singh, 2015). 

 

Organizational barriers include bureaucracy (Disterer, 2001), lack of rewards 

(Disterer, 2001; Anand et al., 2013; Wendling & Oliveira, 2013), conflict 

avoidance and language (Bureš, 2003), lack of organization culture (Riege, 2005; 

Kukko & Helander, 2012; Anand et al., 2013), lack of leadership (Disterer, 2001; 

Riege, 2005) and distance (Nonaka, 1991). 

 

Technology barriers include lack of technical support (Riege, 2005; Kukko & 

Helander, 2012; Anand et al., 2013; Sharma & Singh, 2015), insufficient 

technology infrastructure (Anand et al., 2013; Wendling & Oliveira, 2013; Bloice 

& Burnett, 2015), leadership (Disterer, 2001; Asrar-ul-Haq & Anwar, 2016), top 

management support (Lin, 2007a; Asrar-ul-Haq & Anwar, 2016) and ICT 

(Information and communication technology) use (Lin, 2007a; Rosen et al., 

2007). 

 

In the process of effective knowledge sharing culture, the organization must 

identify and overcome some cultural barriers as well. The literature divides those 

barriers into two levels: macro and micro level. Barriers at the macro level act 

upon cultural dimensions of Hofstede (1980) that are explained in chapter 4.2. 
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Micro level barriers are shaped by national culture of citizens working for the 

organization. Both levels are discussed in chapter 4.3. Individual, organizational 

and technology barriers are discussed in chapter 6. 

 

In Figure 2, some of the most common barriers are put together based on the 

findings both from literature and empirical study. It is important to notice, that 

enablers are as important as barriers, because barriers are intended to be 

overcome. More often there is no single answer how to cope with a particular 

barrier, but finding out the barriers is not enough. It is equally important to 

research which factors can help to remove barriers. In this thesis that is out of 

scope, but there is recent research which are focused on that, e.g. Phung et al. 

(2016) who are explaining why it is important to classify barriers in order to find 

and understand enablers. 

 

Table 2. Overview of knowledge sharing barriers in the context. (Adapted from 

Phung et al. 2016). 
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Rosen et al. (2007) did also some categorization and their findings are supporting 

other findings (e.g. Riege, 2005; Solek-Borowska, 2015; Phung, 2016). They 

identified six main barriers and presented details that are specifically related to 

virtual team environment. These include many common barriers that have been 

revealed also in empirical part of this thesis. Table 3 illustrates that classification 

and its details. 

 

Table 3. An overview of knowledge sharing barriers in Virtual Teams. (Adapted 

from Rosen et al., 2007). 
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3 INDIVIDUAL MOTIVATION AND MOA-FRAMEWORK 

 

Scholars and practitioners claim that motivational factors can facilitate successful 

knowledge sharing, but only when employees are willing to share knowledge with 

colleagues, enables organizations to manage their knowledge resources 

(Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Ipe, 2003; Lin, 2007a). Therefore recognizing factors 

which promote or impede employees to engage knowledge sharing is important. 

Only little empirical research does exist to explain employee knowledge sharing 

behaviors, e.g. using extrinsic and intrinsic motivation factors (Lee, 2007b). 

Szulanski (1996) suggested that motivational forces derive from two entities 

which are merged with each other. First is employees’ personal belief structure 

and second is institutional structure, i.e. values, norms and practices. Bock et al. 

(2005) noted in their study regarding behavioral intention formation in knowledge 

sharing, that personal beliefs that expected benefits will override participant costs 

seems to be an important determinant of knowledge sharing behaviors. That will 

end up to so called public good dilemma, which means that knowledge is 

available organization-wide without expecting a contribution in return. It is 

highlighted when personal reputation is valued higher than assisting others in an 

organization. In this case, ‘participant costs’ means that individual can lose his or 

her personal value by sharing own expertise or irrelevant knowledge, that can 

damage reputation. Bock et al. emphasize that to avoid this becoming a common 

barrier for knowledge sharing, it is important to offer extrinsic as well as intrinsic 

rewards to individuals. 

 

Institutional structures refer to organization’s culture or climate. According to 

Bock et al. (2005) the literature on both of these entities address to same 

phenomenon; social contexts in organizations. Organization climate is linked to 

behaviors of its members, their feelings and thoughts. Climate is often temporal, 

subjective and open for direct manipulation, whereas culture is rather rooted in 

history and resistant to direct manipulation attempts. 
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3.1 The Motivation-Opportunity-Ability framework 

 

Even though researchers have argued that individual’s motivation, opportunity 

and ability are important in investigating individual-level knowledge sharing 

behavior (Argote et al., 2003; Lane et al., 2006; Foss & Minbaeva, 2009; Gan et 

al., 2012), there are only a few recent empirical studies (Siemsen et al., 2008; 

Prieto Pastor et al., 2010; Chen et al., 2013) where these are investigated 

simultaneously. However it is clear that all these three psychological factors are 

tightly linked to an individual’s level of knowledge sharing. 

 

Blumberg & Pringle (1982) argued that performance is determined by 

willingness, opportunity, and capacity. It can be concluded that while performing 

a task, employee gains experience to improve ability. Based on that, ability to 

performance on high level may increase an employee’s job satisfaction and 

motivation. If one is able to performance excellent, it can inspire others to 

perform better.  

 

Argote et al. (2003) argued that in order to gain valuable performance outcomes, 

it is essential to understand interaction between MOA attributes. Argote et al. 

(2003) also say that opportunity is needed to enable ability, and motivation is 

interrelated to both factors. Moreover, based on this, it can be argued that 

managerial actions are in high level role in terms of effective knowledge sharing 

behavior.  

 

MacInnis & Jarowski (1989) integrated some MOA attributes to their brand 

information processing model. They claimed that motivation by itself is not 

necessarily a factor that lead to actual individual behavior, but it does when 

moderated by ability and opportunity. There is however no clear model that would 

explain the interrelations of MOA factors. 
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Siemsen et al. (2008) introduced a model with an empirical test to show how 

MOA framework factors control knowledge sharing. Their findings revealed that 

knowledge would not be shared, if any MOA component is missing. According to 

them, the weakest factor of MOA determines how well knowledge will be shared. 

In this thesis the interrelationships of MOA attributes are not going to be clarified. 

However their influence will be discussed in context of theoretical framework of 

this study. Separate knowledge sharing barriers or cultural components can affect 

to MOA attributes and weaken knowledge sharing. 

 

 

3.2 Motivation to share 

 

 

Extrinsic and intrinsic motivation 

 

Motivation has been identified as a key determinant of different behavior forms: 

general behavior (Deci & Ryan, 1987), work-related behavior (George & Brief, 

1996; Lu, 1999) and information technology acceptance behavior. (Teo et al., 

1999; Moon & Kim, 2001). Two main classes of motivation – extrinsic and 

intrinsic – have been examined across various studies. (Deci, 1975; Deci & Ryan, 

1987; Teo et al., 1999; Vallerand, 2000). According to Deci (1975) extrinsic 

motivation focuses on goal-driven reasons, like earned benefits, while intrinsic 

motivation indicates the inherent satisfaction. Together, both motivation classes 

influence individual actual behaviors and activity intentions. (Deci, 1975; Davis et 

al., 1992; Moon & Kim, 2001). 

 

Ghoshal & Moran (1996) argue that intrinsic motivation has both advantages and 

disadvantages. It can be seen as the factor of firm’s shared purposes and strategic 

goals. Moreover, Argyris (1998) says motivation should support firm’s goals 

instead of being a goal in itself. However, intrinsically motivated employees do 

not always purely focus on their employer’s goals. He mentions two specific 

problems: first, intrinsic motivation can be unwanted. There can be too much 
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domination or vengeance. Second, the understanding of the outcome is more 

uncertain than operating with extrinsic motivation.  

 

 

Self-determination theory 

 

 

Based on the literature review, there are no recent studies that have used self-

determination theory (SDT) continuum for empirical investigations except Foss et 

al. (2009), even though extrinsic and intrinsic motivations as well as other theory 

variations have been in papers by many scholars (e.g. Lin, 2007a; Lin, 2007b; 

Chang & Chuang, 2011). So it is worth to note that different studies of 

motivational factors may give different types of results depending on what 

research theories have been used. 

 

The concept of self-determination theory contains factors which are related to 

research questions of this thesis, although it can be interpreted in many ways. It is 

also linked closely to MOA framework and furthermore, Hofstede’s (1980) 

cultural dimensions. Based on these dynamics, it can be used it as a tool in this 

study to describe the role of motivation and human behavior when answering the 

research questions. 

 

Gagné and Deci (2005) say that self-determination refers to that how individuals 

feel their own selections and purposes do affect to their behavior. Stone et al. 

(2008) argued that the self-determination theory can be divided in three core 

components, which refer to human psychological needs. The three components 

are autonomy, relatedness and competence. In sum, autonomy means sense of 

choice, volition and self-determination. Relatedness is linked to feelings and 

satisfaction of having supportive social relationships. Third, competence means 

that people are able to influence important outcomes. Stone et al. also mentioned 

that by supporting these components on organizational level that will enable high 

motivation and engagement among individuals. 
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According to Gagné and Deci (2005) there are also some sub-categories of SDT, 

which can define more accurately how controlled or autonomous individual 

behavior is. These are not focused in this study as these subjects are more related 

to social sciences and human behavioral studies. 

 

 

 

Figure 2. The self-determination continuum. (Ryan & Deci, 2000). 

 

Figure 2 shows the continuum on motivation from “amotivation” to “intrinsic 

motivation”. That also demonstrates some regulatory styles and how strongly 

those are linked to self-determination. On the left side, amotivation, refers to the 

lack of motivation and it is impersonal. That is not driven by autonomous or 

individual behavioral. In the middle is extrinsic motivation, which is a 

combination of autonomous and controlled factors that can affect motivation and 

behavior. If a person can identify regulations and what kind of knowledge should 

be shared and why, it belongs to extrinsic area and is based on self-selected goals. 

Overall, in highly technically oriented environment such as in this thesis, it is 

recommended to try to emphasize the last three regulatory styles if possible, and 

enable motivation factors that encourage people to recognize and share important 

knowledge spontaneously. Thinking about knowledge management perspective, it 
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appears that organization culture and management should support factors that will 

lead to self-determination. That could be possible by recognizing different barriers 

and their enablers, e.g. individual, organizational and technological mentioned in 

chapter 2.4 and furthermore, enable well-balanced regulations where intrinsic 

motivation is prevalent. 

 

3.3 Opportunity to share  

 

 

Another MOA-framework component, opportunity, is defined as an 

environmental mechanism and the combination of direct uncontrollable factors 

surrounding the environment where an employee is performing tasks. Depending 

on its nature, it can hinder or enable knowledge sharing with colleagues but its 

nature is not as clear as other MOA components, motivation and ability (Siemsen 

et al., 2008). According to Ipe (2003) interaction between colleagues and 

opportunities in an organization can be either formal or informal. Systems and 

tools, planned projects and training as formal channels can be seen facilitating 

opportunities for knowledge sharing. These can be physically located in one place 

or used virtually from different locations. Ipe (2003) continues that formal 

mechanisms can allow a large number of employees sharing ideas and knowledge. 

 

On the other hand, informal channels are argued to be at least as important as 

formal channels. Ipe (2003) and Nahapiet & Ghoshal (1998) bring up social 

networks and personal relationships that can enhance trust and mutual respect as 

informal channels. In sum, opportunity can be seen a mix of technology-driven 

communication systems, organizational processes and face-to-face verbal 

communication. Minbaeva (2013) noted also that different types of jobs and 

working environments can require different measures to enable opportunities for 

effective knowledge sharing. Furthermore, lack of opportunity have been directly 

connected to some potential knowledge sharing barriers, such as time-availability 

and Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, especially power distance (see chapter 4.2). 

(Chen et al., 2013; Pastor et al., 2010). 
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3.4 Ability to share 

 

 

There seems to be few different ways to define individual’s ability to share 

knowledge in recent literature, but the general view is that it can be seen as an 

individual attribute for the successful performance (Minbaeva, 2013). More 

precisely, features such as skills and abilities (Hughes, 2007), self-efficacy 

(Cabrera & Cabrera, 2005; Cho et al., 2007) and sense of self-worth (Bock et al., 

2005) have been linked to individual’s ability to share knowledge. Also, 

Minbaeva (2013) and Argote et al. (2003) argued that ability has a positive effect 

on knowledge-related behavior and can positively enhance other MOA-

framework components, motivation and opportunity.  

 

Based on these findings, it is worth to look at one theory more deeply. Self-

efficacy theory which was originally constructed by Albert Bandura in 1977, 

explains the relationship between task performance, capabilities and self-

assessment. Bandura (1994, 2) argues that self-efficacy is related to individual’s 

own perceptions about the ability how to reach the goals or manage tasks. Strong 

self-efficacy means that people believe their capabilities to perform well. They 

motivate themselves, set goals, learn from failures and do not avoid challenging 

tasks. On the other hand, weaker self-efficacy can lead to hesitation, avoiding 

challenges and underachievement. That can hinder one’s motivation and 

confidence. 

 

Bandura (1994) also explains how people develop their self-efficacy. He says that 

individual’s emotional level can affect to that how they feel their personal 

abilities. Also, other individuals can encourage each other that they have 

capabilities enough to succeed. People can also raise their self-confidence while 

seeing others succeeding with similar tasks. According to Bandura, learning from 

experiences by performing challenging tasks successfully is the most effective 

way to raise self-efficacy level. These are interesting and important to understand 

because the factors are related to individual motivation as well as organization 

cultural development components that are explained in next chapter. 
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4 ORGANIZATION CULTURAL FACTORS 

 

4.1 Organization culture and cultural differences 

 

 

In addition to Hofstede’s thoughts, McDermott & O’Dell’s (2001) say that culture 

is like visible values and mission, which the company has set. By understanding 

culture, cultural values, levels of the culture and nonverbal behavior increases the 

chances for successful knowledge transfer within multicultural setting. (Bennett, 

1998). There are different views among the organizational culture researchers 

about whether culture is a stable structure (Helfrich et al., 2007) or a process of 

continuous change. (Bandura, 2001). In practice, both aspects may be true at one 

time, and e.g. Ghosh & Srivastava (2014) argue that ”culture is both the prevailing 

state of the collective social structure of significance and its process of 

constructing it”. People in the organization and internal groups participate, in their 

own actions and interaction, with the creation of social structures and meaning. At 

the same time, they are transforming the prevailing culture and building new. 

(Bandura, 2001; Gioia et al., 2012). Culture is moved forward to new members of 

the organization (Helfrich et al., 2007), which in turn bring their own contribution 

to shape culture. 
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Figure 3. Three levels of human mental programming (Hofstede, 1984; Hofstede 

and Hofstede, 2005). 

 

Regardless of cultural background of their employees, the company is more likely 

to be successful if they can provide favorable environment for work and creativity 

and maintain the sense of unity. Figure 3 (above) is a good example to explain, 

why different cultural aspects are important in such research context like in this 

study. Starting from bottom, human nature represents all humans regardless of age 

or nationality. It is good to remind that when things like personality are reviewed, 

it is a set of unique characteristics, which can be partly learned from the culture. 

According to Bennet (1998) culture can be divided into subjective and objective. 

While subjective culture includes habits and attitudes, objective culture is more 

formal and includes social, economic and political systems. It also includes 

explicit rules to follow. However personal considerations are often where people 

base their opinions what is right or wrong. In conclusion, culture shapes the 

person inside and outside, deals with shared values and is often a source of 

thoughts and ideas. Based on these arguments it can be also concluded that 

individuals and culture are closely interrelated and justified choice to this research 

setting. 
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4.2 Cultural dimensions 

 

In order to understand the ability of organization to share and receive knowledge 

effectively, and to be able to describe a specific phenomenon in the prevailing 

cultural setting, it is important to recognize and perceive cultural dimensions. 

According to Bhagat et al. (2002) that is necessary but does not guarantee the 

successful knowledge sharing process. However, finding core solutions for core 

problems and possible barriers in different dimension can help individuals on 

conscious and unconscious level. 

 

In this chapter, only one model will be introduced that is suitable to look at in this 

context and is related to individual level motivation factors and virtual team 

features because of its characteristics. There are several different other models, 

but not introduced in this case. The most important thing is to understand what 

cultural dimensions mean and how to mirror them in own organizational situation. 

In the end, I will explain some interrelations and what possible consequences they 

can cause. 

 

Hofstede (1980) introduced a comparative model containing five dimensions: 

power distance, individualism (versus collectivism), masculinity (versus 

femininity), uncertainty avoidance, and long-term orientation (versus short-term 

orientation). After 37 years and large cultural, as well as technological 

transformations globally, these dimensions are still valid for review. The settings 

of these dimensions determine how fast an individual is able to absorb new 

knowledge and communication skills. In order to become more culturally 

sensitive, an individual has to go through some changes and stages. Other cultural 

dimension models will explain those requirements and should be taken into 

account if the research setting is more cultural-oriented. 

 

Power distance means, simply described, a distance between individuals in a 

hierarchical organization. It can be high or low and reflects the attitude to 

authority. There are always individuals and organizations that feel and expect 

unequally distributed power. Power distance is basically based on those 
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perceptions. The more inappropriate culture is and the bigger power distance does 

exist, the most likely knowledge sharing will not occur and the gap between 

employees and superior will bring negative effects. (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; 

Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005). This is an interesting dimension in my empirical part 

as well, where local teams are rebuilt and supervisors can be physically working 

in other country than the employees of the team. 

 

Second dimension index, collectivism (versus individualism), refers to that 

employees are more willing to work together in teams rather than alone in their 

own. People are more cooperative and it can be seen to lead better knowledge 

production and sharing overall. Third index is femininity (versus masculinity), 

which shows more reconciliation than self-achievement. People feel more secure 

to share knowledge with colleagues. With low-level of uncertainty, Hofstede 

means lack of regulations and rules. These nationalities are often rule-oriented and 

lower tolerance towards ambiguity. Fifth dimension, long-term orientation (versus 

short-term), means that nationality or society is open for changes and more ready 

for the future, while short-term oriented groups respect for traditions and relies on 

the past and status quo. (Hofstede, 1983; Hofstede & Hofstede, 2005; Siakas & 

Georgiadou, 2006). 

 

As mentioned, Hofstede (1980) argues that national and organizational cultures 

are nested and can have dynamic relationships. Partly related to his dimensions, 

Ford & Chan (2002) argue that national cultures and knowledge sharing are 

interrelated at least in four ways. They say that cultures with high power distance 

index have more likely top-down flows on knowledge, than cultures with low 

power distance. Cultures with high individualism index have more often 

difficulties with knowledge sharing, than cultures with high collectivism. Also, if 

culture is high in masculinity, it is likely that it has less knowledge sharing 

between members, especially if the competitiveness is individually based. Fourth, 

heterogeneous cultural groups may need more time and effort than knowledge 

sharing within a homogenous cultural group. 
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5 EMPIRICAL RESEARCH 

 

Knowledge sharing can be defined as a social interaction culture. Individuals, in 

an organization or department, are exchanging skills, knowledge and experiences 

through it. (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2005). Knowledge sharing is argued to lead to 

better coordination and decision-making. It creates opportunities for organizations 

to maximize ability to generate solutions for competitive advantage. (Reid, 2003). 

These theoretical findings will support and will come along with the empirical 

findings. The empirical part of this research was conducted in a large globally 

functional information technology (IT) organization. This chapter and the 

following sub-chapters introduce the empirical case of this study, research design 

and methods, the questionnaire survey with open comments and data analysis. 

 

This study focuses on several globally operating permanent teams. Due to nature 

of topic, wide range of different teams were involved, including IT support 

services, business applications, IT infrastructure & operations, IT project 

management and IT leadership teams. This will give better overview of the 

current state, even though the collaboration can be more different between teams 

than inside teams. Also, all teams are collaborating and sharing information at 

some level, so it will support better the main research question as well as sub-

questions and the perspectives which are being dealt in this study. “From local to 

global” means, that the IT environments from different countries are embedded to 

each other during last years. The transition project started already several years 

ago, and did proceed slowly to the point, where all IT areas from different 

countries are embedded as a one global IT unit. 

 

This case can be considered as a continuous improvement process. The process 

started somewhere in 2012 and is still ongoing to strengthen the global IT 

infrastructure, that can support internal business around the clock. Knowledge 

management processes, building of virtual teams and new organization cultural 

strategies have been in progress while doing this research. The results that have 

got and the conclusions that have made reflect the present. The organization is not 
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ready but it is developed and modified, shaped to its current state based on the 

strategy and experiences as well as feedback that employees and teams have 

provided. One of the challenges when researching a case like this is that some 

people can see things differently depending on how long they have been working 

in a company or how much they have previous experience in similar 

environments. On the other hand, that is richness because it will always be like 

that and a perfectly balanced state is impossible to achieve. Some people have 

been working over 20 years in the company but some have started just recently. 

That always changes the team dynamic somehow and affects culture as well. 

These are the points that should take into consideration when the research 

question is descriptive and interpretative. 

 

5.1 Research model, design and methods 

 

It can be said that the research strategy is always chosen based on the purpose of 

the research. Hirsjärvi et al. (2009) note that the research can have several 

purposes and those can change during the process. In this study, the research 

strategy consists of a few different methods. First, theoretical perspectives and 

models were introduced in previous chapters. The empirical part consist Likert 

scale questionnaire, which is analyzed by doing Principal component analysis 

(PCA) and Ordinary least squares (OLS) linear regression with SPSS software. 

 

Five-point Likert scale gives a wide enough variety of alternatives and provides 

also a possibility for neutral opinion. In some research, neutral opinions are 

excluded, when they are stated as “don’t know”, but in this thesis it is included. In 

addition to Likert scale questionnaire, people were able to give free comments 

with their own words after each question pattern. These comments will help to do 

exploratory and explanatory analyses. The focus of this study is to explain 

possible knowledge sharing barriers regarding to individual level knowledge 

sharing in global virtual teams and the possible barriers, that organization culture 

and individual motivation factors can cause. In order to understand how and why 
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individuals share or do not share knowledge in this context, detailed information 

about the phenomenon was needed. 

 

The theoretical research model for empirical analyses is presented in Figure 4. It 

is a simplified model which illustrates the components that are statistically 

analyzed. Organizational components were divided in three parts: internal co-

operation, internal structures and renewal capability. Motivational components 

were divided in two parts, intrinsic and extrinsic. Also, knowledge sharing 

barriers were put in two categories, employee-time and organizational. This was 

done based on the results of the PCA analyses. The model summarizes the 

research questions and empirical survey concept. Extrinsic motivation, intrinsic 

motivation and ‘employee-time’ components in knowledge sharing barriers are 

MOA-framework factors and representing individual conditions of knowledge 

sharing. All empirical survey questions are listed in Appendix 1. 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Theoretical research model for empirical analyses. 
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Every time a research method is implemented or any kind of survey, one 

important thing is its ability to measure reliably the desired thing. The reliability 

of the measurement method is evaluated for its validity. Validity indicates how 

well the method measures what it is supposed to measure, in other words, how 

well the research method fits in exploring this phenomenon. Reliability in turn 

indicates how consistent, repetitive and error-free method can measure the 

phenomenon. 

 

Validity can be divided into numerous different sub-concepts, such as content 

validity (whether the questionnaire is well constructed or research area is defined 

properly), construct validity (how well the method measures what it is supposed 

to measure and are the results corresponding the theory behind) and external 

validity (whether the results of the survey can be generalized). (Kaplan & 

Saccuzzo, 2005). 

 

These are however just fundamental interpretations, and there is no absolute truth 

when evaluating validity. It is a process where every step brings some new 

information. Furthermore, it can be seen as a tool to improve research theoretical 

framework as well as questionnaire during the evaluation process. Also, reliability 

itself is not enough to guarantee the quality of survey, and weak reliability means 

weak validity. It is essential to evaluate how much different sources of error affect 

the accuracy of the survey.  

 

In this thesis there are some factors related to reliability and validity that are 

important to mention. First, when thinking about reliability, there was no 

possibility for completely equivalent parallel or repeated measures. However a 

similar but narrower survey was implemented some weeks earlier. The survey 

asked about the values of the company and personal agreements of general job 

related issues. That indicated some directions how people would feel these areas. 

That could also raise new ideas about the topics. Second, the sample size of target 

group was relatively small (n=64) but practically not possible to increase due to 

organizational structure. Third, to avoid biases, all the questions were selected 
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carefully to support development of either core business or individuals. That 

would motivate people to be more honest and focus on thinking the importance of 

the survey. Moreover, the amount of questions was tried to keep relatively small, 

as well as their understandability and uniqueness. Questions were also categorized 

in five different groups. Those measures would help to recognize the interrelations 

between entities and separate phenomenon and analyze statistical significations. 

However, a survey in this thesis is not directly generalizable, because it is 

designed to certain kind of environment and to be answered by certain type of 

professionals. Nevertheless, it could be customizable and feasible in many kind of 

environment, if the questions are modified to fulfill the needs of an organization. 

From statistical perspective, the alfa coefficient of Cronbach was calculated to all 

variables and based on the numbers, reliability is relatively good. 

 

Figure 5 illustrates the structure of the empirical research process. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Empirical research process. 
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5.2 Data collection and the questionnaire survey 

 

As noted in previous sub-chapter, every research needs its own design, strategy 

and method. In this thesis, alongside literature review, a five-point Likert scale 

questionnaire with free comment option was implemented and analyzed as an 

empirical method. Web-based questionnaire was used to gather the data which 

seemed to be a suitable technique considering the objectives and circumstances of 

the study. A survey was launched for a few weeks by email in a global 

environment and the main goal was to find out averages and overall picture. The 

target group included 82 persons, of whom 64 people eventually answered to 

questionnaire, so the response rate was fairly good. According to Bowen et al. 

(2009) the problem with online questionnaire is that the response rate cannot 

usually be calculated accurately. However, in this case that problem did not exist, 

because the target group was known in advance. The target group was chosen 

based on the IT organization structure. It was important to ensure that people who 

participate to survey are more or less collaborating and working, at least on some 

level, with the same things and using the same tools. Otherwise the reliability 

would be weak and answering research questions would be inaccurate. 

 

The survey did consist five different parts, where the first three covered 

organizational culture followed by individual motivation components and 

knowledge sharing barriers. Figure 6 visualizes a set of questions included in 

survey. Standard deviations and weighted averages are excluded from figure. The 

Likert scale was constructed of five different options plus free comments. 

However when visualizing the results in next chapter, ‘strongly’ and ‘partly’ 

options are combined. The purpose of the survey was to get a general overview of 

the situation and opinions, and reveal the most weight gained knowledge sharing 

barriers as well as their relations to other subjects. The survey was totally 

anonymous. No demographic information such as gender, age or position was 

collected, because those details decided to be out of scope in this thesis. 
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The company did not require that either. Those would be, however, an interesting 

details to include in future research and see whether the views of the various 

groups differ from each other. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6. Example question pattern in survey. 

 

 

5.3 Data analysis 

 

After collecting data via questionnaire, percentage distributions, standard 

deviations and weighted averages were calculated. Those already give an 

overview how different factors have been divided and allowed some conclusions 

to be drawn. Statistical methods tested the functionality of the survey scaled and 

analyzed the reliability of the questionnaire. However, the material in use only 

depicted the current state of each cultural, motivational and knowledge sharing 

barrier component. 

 

As mentioned, from statistical point of view, PCA and OLS were used as 

statistical analyses methods. OLS-multicomponent regression analysis was used 
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to demonstrate statistical significations. The purpose of the regression analyze 

was to find linear interdependencies between cultural components and knowledge 

sharing barriers. OLS-method minimizes the sum of the squares of prediction 

errors in the sample. (Green, 1991). 

 

Principal Component Analysis (PCA) is a popular mechanistic variable selection 

method where new variables are defined for the multidimensional database, which 

are linear combinations of all variables used to describe the phenomenon. The 

first major component explains most of the data variation. The main component 

analysis distinguishes most strongly correlating variables. In sum, PCA analyses 

the variance. There are several methods, but in this thesis oblique rotation method 

(direct oblimin, delta = 0) was used. That allows components to correlate with 

each other and makes the interpretation easier. The communality generated by the 

analysis is the square (R²) of the common correlation coefficient between the 

variable and the main component, which indicates how many percent of the 

variance can be explained by the main component. (Green, 1991; Hair, 1995). 

 

Table 4. Principal Component Analysis for all components. 

 

 

 

Table 4 shows statistically calculated Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling 

adequacies (KMO), initial eigenvalues and percentage of variance for significant 

components, which shows how many percent that component explains the 

variance. As the table shows, only ‘internal co-operation’ has two significant 

components while others have only one. 



 

43 
 

The alfa coefficient of Cronbach was examined for different organization culture 

components. In addition, calculations were made also for the motivational and 

knowledge sharing barrier components. Such as PCA and OLS, the Cronbach 

calculations were carried out with SPSS Statistics 21 software. There are different 

opinions among scholars for the adequate value, but e.g. according to 

Metsämuuronen (2011), values exceeding 0.6 have long been considered to be 

sufficient in human sciences for reliability value. In this thesis, as shown in table 

5, all alpha values for all components were over 0.6 so the internal unity of the 

questionnaire can be considered quite good. 

 

Table 5. Cronbach’s alfas for all components. 

 

 

 

A formula for calculations is presented in Figure 7. In that, letter ‘k’ means 

number of variables,  means variance between variables and  is variance 

between respondents. (Vehkalahti, 2000). 

 

 

 

Figure 7. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha formula. 
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6 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

In this chapter, I will present the results that I have gathered in this thesis. The 

theoretical findings are mixed with empirical findings. The empirical results have 

been presented in few different ways. First, a brief summary is discussed and next 

chapters are divided as the empirical survey and will go through the results with 

some statistical data. The questionnaire with more details is presented in 

Appendix 1. Other statistical analyses and graphs are presented in appendices as 

well. 

 

This study is interesting from theoretical perspective, because it gives several 

perspectives and is mirrored with theoretical research and it also provides a 

customizable theoretical model for empirical studies. It is also interesting from 

practical perspective, because it raises new ideas for future research. Those I have 

summarized in chapter 7.2. Although the main point is focusing on individual 

level, the perspective of the study is also that the answers enlighten companies’ 

overall situation.  

 

The overall results in this thesis showed that neither organizational culture nor 

individual level motivation factors set major challenges for knowledge sharing. 

However as can be expected, some factors will rise above the others. Organization 

internal co-operation part revealed one fundamental thing. Almost 40% of 

respondents thought that different units and functions are not sharing knowledge 

and cannot easily learn from each other. On the other hand, 67% thought that 

people collaborate frequently and smoothly. Two of three also felt that sharing 

knowledge cross-border feels natural. It has been noted, that some people feel 

they can collaborate more easily inside their own team, but not that good between 

global teams. That was one reason why I got interested in researching this topic. It 

has also been noted, that some teams are more sensitive for knowledge sharing 

than others, e.g. technical support teams, which need a lot of technically detailed 

information daily basis.  
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Organization renewal capability was experienced to be in quite good shape, 

however every fifth person partly disagreed organization creativity, supporting 

tools existence and flexible structure development. Also, open comments revealed 

that people are not satisfied with possibilities of professional skills development. 

That also noticed to be one of the main motivational barriers. In sum, organization 

culture does not encourage or provide opportunities for career development 

internally, which can reduce motivation to share knowledge and does not improve 

overall knowledge sharing culture. 

 

Bock et al. (2005) summarized from their findings that the most obvious 

motivation drivers were the relationship between knowledge sharer and recipient, 

incentives and rewards (both intrinsic and extrinsic), management’s commitment 

to knowledge management initiatives and the three climate dimensions: fairness, 

innovativeness and affiliation. This study showed that all four intrinsic motivation 

factors asked were quite strongly agreed. That gives a good starting point for 

building a balanced organizational culture for knowledge sharing. On the other 

hand, extrinsic motivation factors emphasized to quite high level. People want to 

get recognition and to be able to achieve personal goals. That set requirements for 

building organization culture and working methods that would support personal 

development, which can be seen to improve overall motivation to share 

knowledge internally in a long run. 

 

What comes to selected knowledge sharing barriers, lack of time and lack of 

support were felt as most effective barriers. Also, people felt that some necessary 

and sufficient tools are missing as well as common framework. Every second 

employee felt that the organization is too silo-type structured, which can easily 

hinder knowledge sharing, though matrix organizations are often sled. However, 

to conclude an overall situation, organization should support individual and team 

level knowledge sharing with stronger leadership and providing opportunities for 

professional development. 
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From statistical perspective the results showed strong significance between 

predictors and dependent variables, with a few exceptions. Table 6 shows that 

after calculated the regressions, all organization culture components were 

statistically significant related to both ‘employee-time’ barriers as well as 

‘organizational’ barriers. These are analyzed more in next chapters. 

 

Table 6. Summary of statistical results. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.1 Cultural factors and knowledge sharing barriers 
 

 

It has been widely noted among scholars that organization culture as well as 

organization climate aspects affect individuals’ intention to share knowledge. As 

Bock et al. (2005) mentioned in their study, that there are several factors that 

affect atmosphere and moreover, to knowledge sharing. As mentioned earlier in 

this thesis, organization atmosphere is linked to temporary subjective feelings and 

thoughts, while culture is a deeply rooted long-term foundation for all activities 

and behaviors. It can be noted that atmosphere can shape the culture in the longer 

term. 
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Bock et al. wrote that the role of organization climate can be direct or indirect. In 

cross-cultural research scholars have found, that factors in a confusion society 

such as face saving and group conformity can directly influence individual 

intentions to share knowledge. They raised three climate-related factors that are in 

important role. Fairness, which indicates to equitability and equality, builds trust 

between members and can help employees to go beyond the call of duty and 

become more knowledgeable in the process. Another important aspect is 

innovativeness, which refers to open information flows, rewarded active change 

management and creativity. Individuals in this context are more willing to share 

new and creative ideas. Third, affiliation is a sense of togetherness, which reflects 

to caring and organization’s members’ willingness to help one another. So it can 

be concluded that these aspects play a significant role in terms of building 

sustainable organizational culture for knowledge sharing.  

 

This thesis does not provide a complete list of the knowledge sharing barriers 

faced by the companies within procurement but to draw attention to the 

complexity and problematic of the knowledge sharing process. Knowledge 

sharing is a subtle process that can be hoarded at the individual, as well as 

organizational level. The process of knowledge transfer is further complicated by 

the nature of knowledge. Explicit knowledge tends to be easier to transfer than 

tacit, as mentioned in chapter 2.1.2. Based on the empirical findings, if the 

organizational level set barriers for knowledge sharing, that can cause barriers on 

individual level as well. It can also reduce individual motivation and cause 

frustration among experts.  

 

As most authors agree, cultural issues are the most challenging to deal with and 

are often seen as key inhibitor of effective knowledge sharing. McDermott & 

O’Dell (2001) stress organizational culture by linking sharing knowledge to 

solving practical business problems, management in a way that matches the 

organization’s style and building on existing networks people use in their daily 

job. 
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Overcoming the problem of paradigm incoherency is closely related to the 

development of proper leadership within a company. Managers are to allocate 

time for communication and reflection. The employees should be fully aware of 

the company philosophy and be committed to live up to it. And management must 

act as examples and peers, walk-the-talk, respect and observe the company’s 

values and beliefs first. 

 

From literature point of view, global virtual teams include both pros and cons. 

Derven (2016) says that advantages and disadvantages should be harnessed as a 

source of new idea. She noted that technology has enabled many positive factors, 

such as achieving economics of scale, obtaining an international perspective on 

business challenges and solutions, enhancing local knowledge and presence, 

harnessing best talent no matter where it is located and leveraging complementary 

work cycles that allow productivity around the clock. 

 

In Figure 8 (next page), some cultural factors that can encourage or hinder 

knowledge sharing are summarized, and whether they have direct or indirect 

influence to knowledge sharing. These factors are based on findings from both 

previous literature (e.g. Rosen, 2007; Wendling, 2013; Sołek-Borowska, 2015; 

Phung, 2016) and empirical study in this thesis. In this thesis, the most interesting 

factors are those that have direct influence and are encouraging to knowledge 

sharing  
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Figure 8. Knowledge sharing and organizational culture matrix (based on previous 

literature and this study). 

 

If these factors are compared to Hofstede’s (1980) cultural dimensions some 

similarities can be recognized. The empirical results also support this perception. 

First it can be classified that hierarchy, leadership, fear and trust can be combined 

with Power Distance because its description fits with these components, which 

either have direct or indirect influence to knowledge sharing. Components like 

collaboration, trust and cultural differences are related to collectivism. Third, 

femininity consist at least fear, trust, cultural prejudices and leadership. Fourth, 

uncertainty avoidance can be linked to cultural differences, language, hierarchy, 

fear, trust and leadership. Some cultures need tight rules with strong leadership 

and are not that change oriented with facing uncertainty, while some others are the 

opposite. Fifth dimension, long-term orientation, is similar with fourth and can 

consist most of these components shown in Figure 8, especially innovative and 

change oriented culture, trust and non-supportive atmosphere. If these factors fail 



 

50 
 

and cannot be turned positive, it can more likely create new barriers for 

knowledge sharing, weaken overall motivation and working culture. 

 

Internal co-operation 

 

The first part of organizational culture that was in the questionnaire is internal co-

operation and its components. This part tried to enlighten the general overview of 

how people feel they are collaborating and sharing knowledge cross-border, and 

how the general atmosphere supports that. This part included seven questions 

which are listed with chart bars and percentages in Figure 9. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9. Propensity of perceived internal co-operation components. 
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As the graph shows in Figure 9, it can be stated that internal co-operation was at 

this point in quite good situation overall. Basically only one question, number 

seven, was not that positive result. It stated that different global units share 

knowledge and can easily learn from each other. It was seen as a bottleneck with 

almost equal percentages agreeing and disagreeing. That question cannot be called 

a separate cultural factor and it reflects closely to next subject, internal structures. 

The reasons behind it are more interesting, because other questions such as 

“People in Global IT collaborate frequently and smoothly” is disagreed only by 

14% of respondents. 

 

However some free comments support these percentages. One state that 

   “Knowledge shared within the same team is excellent but there are some areas 

where it’s hard to get information if they belong to a different team or structure”. 

Someone else noted that 

   “I feel that it is easy to collaborate and share knowledge within IT System 

Operations, but as soon as I am ‘venturing’ out of my own department it becomes 

more of a hassle and people from other departments do not reply back as quick as 

people in my department”. 

Moreover, one says that 

   “I constantly get asked questions from different members of ITSS (IT Support 

Services) when I have already given answer to another, or there is a knowledge 

article in place”. 

 

Based on these findings it can be concluded that the organization needs more 

procedures and improvements for building knowledge sharing culture between 

different units. Now it seems that most of sharing happens inside teams which 

have their own procedures and culture. It is positive that people feel comfortable 

to ask and are ready to answer too, like questions one and five shows. However, 

there are too much knowledge sharing between single persons and not within 

teams and units. That does not support comprehensive learning process through 

the organization. The process should be centralized and controlled to allow 

everyone learn same things at the same time. Now separate tacit knowledge is 
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easily lost and often reached only one person at a time. That often causes 

repetition and inefficiency and eventually leads to a waste of time, when people 

need to repeatedly answer to same questions. Another thing also noticed from free 

comments is that different support levels often “take the approach of throwing 

things over the fence to other departments”. Instead of learning how to resolve 

more issues in first contact or where to get help and information about the issue, 

people are just escalating them. That can happen for few reasons. First, the 

answers revealed that management is focusing on the amount of resolved tickets 

and on how quickly the tickets will be solved. Second, people felt that workload is 

quite high compared to amount of employees. Third, extrinsic motivation factors 

were rated high which means that people do care about their personal results and 

statistics. Together these things can cause a barrier for co-operation and its 

development especially if the amount of time is limited. In sum, knowledge 

sharing culture in organization-wide co-operation cannot develop better, if there 

are no fundamental plans for common rules and processes on how to unify 

knowledge sharing culture across different units. Based on the answers above, 

personnel are prepared to implement solutions if it is made possible for them by 

the management. 

 

The statistical results showed significance between organization culture co-

operation components and selected knowledge sharing barrier groups. The more 

people agreed with the statements in co-operation, the less they felt that 

employee-time or organizational barriers are problems for them. Significances 

were p=0,02 / F=5,75 with ‘employee-time’ components and p=0,003 / F=9,875 

with organizational components. 

 

One conclusion is obviously that by enabling and developing co-operation 

components the barriers can be avoided better. However that is not as 

straightforward and other factors need to take into consideration.  
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Internal structures 

 

The second part of organizational culture was internal structures and its 

components. This part tried to enlighten the status of tools, systems and processes 

as well as how easy or hard is to find necessary documents or the right person 

with the knowledge needed. This part included only five questions which are 

listed with chart bars and percentages in Figure 10. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10. Propensity of perceived internal structure components. 

 

“Sometimes it feels like you don’t really know who would be the right person to 

ask for help”. This comment emerged from open comments and also almost every 

second person partly disagreed, that it is easy to find the person with the needed 

knowledge. Another point that is clearly more disagreed than agreed is that 
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existing documents and guidelines are easily available, and it is easy and fast to 

find solutions to problems. Over 40% of respondents thought that documentation 

is not easily available and they need to “chase” information which leads to a lack 

of motivation and lack of time. There are at least two points for this. First, people 

feel that tools and systems are not standardized, and there are too many areas to 

share knowledge and it is hard to know where to look. People also feel that 

knowledge base articles exist and there are tools to create and store them, but 

people are not familiar to use those or they don’t have time enough. 

 

People also noted that tasks are too often assigned randomly somewhere, which 

can lead to a time-consuming situation where firstly, the end-user has to wait extra 

time while service request find its way to the person who can handle the task. The 

matrix organization causes the problem where nobody knows exactly how 

different tasks should be shared into different teams. Secondly, IT experts can feel 

it frustrating and lose their motivation especially in situations, where many 

different tasks have been generated to the system on the same subject. By solving 

one does not always solve the root problem but just temporarily moves it away. 

People feel they need to work extra to find the right persons who can solve certain 

problems. When these situations happen multiple times it takes a lot of time and 

effort. Overall, the results showed that there is too much fragmentation regarding 

official processes and resource optimization.  

 

One thing that is related to both co-operation and internal structures is that there is 

a lack of standardization. That includes tools, systems, processes and 

communication between teams, as well as service transition from Information 

Technology Infrastructure Library (ITIL) point of view. People feel that there are 

good tools to share knowledge, such as knowledge base articles, but people are 

not familiar with how to use them. There are too many different systems to share 

information and knowledge which make it hard to know where to look and find 

the correct information in an appropriate time. 
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The statistical results showed significance also between organization culture 

internal structure components and selected knowledge sharing barrier groups. The 

relationship was even more significant than co-operation components. 

Significances were p=0,000 / F=15,048 with ‘employee-time’ components and 

p=0,000 / F=54,110 with organizational components. 

 

Renewal capability 

 

The third and last part of organizational culture is renewal capability and its 

components. This part tried to enlighten the capability of organizational renewal 

and learning as well as structural flexibility. This part included also five questions 

which are listed with chart bars and percentages in Figure 11. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11. Propensity of perceived renewal capability components. 
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The findings of this study indicate that both knowledge self-efficacy and 

enjoyment in helping others were associated with employee willingness to share 

knowledge. This result implies that employees who feel pleasure in sharing 

knowledge and thus helping others tend to be more motivated to donate and 

collect knowledge with colleagues. Additionally, a sense of the competence and 

confidence of employees may be requirement for employees to engage in 

knowledge sharing. That is, employees who believe in their ability to share 

organizationally useful knowledge tend to have stronger motivation to share 

knowledge with their colleagues. That can be problematic, if the organizational 

culture does not support enough abilities and other MOA attributes for 

individuals. Also the possibility to improve personal professional skills was 

agreed to be motivating by every second respondent. 

 

In addition, although extrinsic motivation components were proved to enhance 

knowledge sharing on individual level, that can be said to be only temporary. For 

sustainable cultural development it seems that it is more important to promote 

knowledge sharing activities as well as facilitation of social interaction. Renewal 

capability is more or less dependent on top management encouragement of 

knowledge sharing. Empirical comments noted that employees feel learning and 

developing daily processes are too much on their own responsibility. At the same 

time they are motivated and engaged to take part in renewal capability processes, 

but also waiting possibilities to enhance individual professional skills and abilities 

in return. The statistical results followed the same trend between organization 

culture renewal capability components and selected knowledge sharing barrier 

groups. The relationship was clearly significant with the values p=0,000 / 

F=16,702 with ‘employee-time’ components and p=0,000 / F=27,964 with 

‘organizational’ components.  
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6.2 Individual motivation and knowledge sharing barriers 
 

 

Even though intrinsic motivation components were quite strongly agreed by 

respondents, there was no statistical signification between barriers. It can be 

deduced to mean that employees are truly intrinsic motivated and want to help 

their organization and others, no matter what barriers do exist. Instead, extrinsic 

motivation components were significant with ‘organizational’ components, but 

not with ‘employee-time’ components. It can be concluded that extrinsic 

motivation components are important by nature to individuals and are not related 

to possible knowledge sharing barriers. And because intrinsic (organizational) 

motivation components were highly rated in empirical survey, it is natural that 

there is a relation between organizational barriers. That highlights even more the 

fact that management should invest in developing tools, possibilities and culture 

for knowledge sharing. 

 

Such as Siemsen et al. (2008) argued, knowledge will not be shared if any MOA 

framework component is missing. As one part of it, motivation is essential part of 

the process. Like mentioned before, cultural and organizational issues can 

enhance or hinder knowledge sharing by influencing individual motivation levels. 

This also partly answers to research questions of this thesis. It can be concluded 

that there is no a clear breakdown to categorize motivation components, but as 

separated in this study, intrinsic and extrinsic seems to be appropriate and 

intelligible way. Intrinsic components show commitment and willingness and give 

a good foundation to support extrinsic components, which are more individual-

centered. Thinking about the research questions in this thesis, we can say that 

building organization culture and supporting its development is in important role 

to support individual motivation. That path can lead to enable possible knowledge 

sharing barriers and more importantly to avoid their emergency in the future. That 

is the main reason why MOA framework is useful when researching such 

relations and roles, because the components are linked together dynamically and 

changing based on that how organization and its employees are building and 

enabling them. 



 

58 
 

The empirical questionnaire included four (4) intrinsic components and eight (8) 

extrinsic components. As the answers show, people are committed to help 

organization and colleagues on high level. They also understand the importance of 

good relationship and collaboration between colleagues as shown in Figure 12. 

Based on Ryan & Deci’s (2000) study it seems that people are quite self-

determined which is in principle very positive tendency. Thinking the most 

optimal situation, self-determined people in organization where extrinsic 

motivation components as well as organization cultural components are highly 

supported by top management and team-level management would be ideal. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12. Propensity of perceived intrinsic motivation components. 
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Extrinsic motivation components were also agreed on quite high level which 

means individual and personal related factors are in an important role on the way 

to self-determination and successful knowledge sharing. In open comments many 

people mentioned career opportunities, professional development and inclusion. 

Being part of the team and being able to give something to team were rated high. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 13. Propensity of perceived extrinsic motivation components. 
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7 CONCLUSIONS 

 

 

The objective of this study was to understand what kind of role individual 

motivation components and organizational culture do have with knowledge 

sharing barriers in an environment, where virtual teams are established, and 

further, what components motivate or impede employees to share knowledge. 

Because of descriptive and wide-sounding subject, topics have been discussed 

extensively and focus has been on describing their roles. As mentioned in the 

beginning, this thesis is also trying to fill a research gap in individual-level 

knowledge sharing from empirical point of view, as well as gap in describing 

interrelations with organization culture, individual motivation and knowledge 

sharing barriers. To be able to answer the research questions, in addition to the 

literature review, an empirical analysis using a quantitative research strategy was 

applied.  

 

The main research question that positioned in chapter 1: 

 

“What kind of role individual motivation factors and organizational 

culture have with knowledge sharing barriers in virtual team environment?” 

 

During the research process I have found some justified arguments and 

statistically significant connections between individual motivation, organizational 

culture (as well as national culture) and knowledge sharing barriers. In sum, this 

study showed that there is a statistical significance between organizational culture 

components and knowledge sharing barriers. Intrinsic individual level motivation 

factors are slightly interrelated with ‘employee-time’ barriers, but not with 

organizational barriers. Respectively, extrinsic motivation factors are significantly 

interrelated to organizational barriers, but not with ‘employee-time’ barriers. 

These findings also support the view that De Long and Fahey (2000) presented, 

whereby organizational culture help to understand of what knowledge is important 

and valuable. The culture may set barriers to knowledge sharing even if an 
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individual would be motivated. That is why it is important to take into account 

how the culture is constructed and how it can be managed in order to ensure 

effective knowledge sharing environment. For instance, this study revealed that 

people would be motivated to share knowledge if the organization would support 

it more effectively. They also feel that there is a lot of unused potential in 

personnel, if they would have possibility to make use of it. Related to these, the 

literature findings refer heavily to managerial responsibility. When planning and 

developing strategies, structures, roadmaps, politics, processes and tools to use, it 

can be concluded that it is essential to take into consideration all possible ways to 

support and encourage people to develop themselves and offer possibilities to 

fully develop their potential. 

 

Sub-questions that positioned in chapter 1: 

 

“What individual motivation factors can cause knowledge sharing barriers in 

virtual team environment?” 

 

“What organizational culture factors can cause knowledge sharing barriers in 

virtual team environment?” 

 

Based on both research and empirical evidences, there are many factors that can 

cause knowledge sharing barriers. That is why those should be research separately 

and focus on that which affects what. For instance, different organizational culture 

components can cause individual level barriers and vice versa. Thinking about the 

first sub-question and going through two theories which were introduced in 

chapter 3, self-determination and self-efficacy theories, the conclusions speak for 

these theories.  

 

MOA-framework overall seems to be worth of note when thinking about 

designing knowledge sharing processes and knowledge management environment. 

Organization culture as a whole would seem to be the key factor improving 

employees’ attitude towards knowledge sharing. However it is important to 
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recognize single factors and evaluate their effect in a particular organization. In 

globally dispersed virtual teams, different cultural components can cause barriers 

to both individual and organizational level. Furthermore, organizational barriers 

can cause problems to all MOA factors which will definitely hinder knowledge. 

Extrinsic motivation components seem to be important for individuals, but even 

more important is to establish sustainable culture where management is 

encouraging and supporting employees equally. It should support employees’ 

ability, opportunity and moreover, self-efficacy. Some motivation components or 

motivation level overall can be supported ‘extrinsicly’, but organization should 

systematically support environment that strengthen self-motivation components. 

 

The biggest challenges and barriers in virtual team environment, based on both 

literature and empirical findings are related to cultural matters, time, team 

structures and the relationship between employees. Barriers in one area can cause 

problems in others. It can be summarized that the role of individual motivation 

factors and organizational culture have significant and interdependent role with 

knowledge sharing barriers in virtual teams. Developing organizational culture 

factors can help to enhance individual motivation and on the other hand, 

rewarding individuals directly or indirectly can help to enhance developing 

organization culture. That naturally improves knowledge sharing process and 

gives benefits to both employees’ and organization. The question will be how to 

do all this smartly and efficiently. Should there be so called ‘multicultural barrier 

brokers’, people whose main job would be to focus on knowledge sharing barriers 

and processes globally? They could also build trust between employees and 

develop organization culture as facilitators. That would at least relieve the 

responsibility of management and other employees to deal with these obstacles 

alongside their daily job, which could see to help with some known barriers and 

probably increase general motivation as well. 
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7.1 Managerial implications 

 

Based on the findings from both literature and empirical study, management’s role 

on every level and phase is important. It should be enabling, supportive and 

connected to all variables in MOA framework. The role of managers as 

transformational leaders could be further studied as it seems to impact all culture 

levels of organizational, but especially on individual and virtual team level. Based 

to the facts that employees are already intrinsic motivated and willing to help the 

company to grow and develop, it is recommended to ensure that extrinsic 

motivation components are supported by the management level as well to enable 

efficient knowledge sharing and to avoid known knowledge sharing barriers 

proactively. DeRosa & Darleen (2004) noted that virtual teams appear to have and 

should have high level of independence and autonomy. Therefore it is important 

that overall management culture is supporting so called self-managed working 

atmosphere, where team members are able to coordinate the team by themselves. 

It still requires an active role by the management, because teams are not 

necessarily self-organized when facing cultural or individual challenges and 

knowledge sharing barriers. All management levels should remember Hofstede’s 

cultural dimensions when planning measures for any changes. 

 

 

7.2 Limitations and future research 

 

There are some limitations that should be taken into account. First, empirical 

sample size was relatively small (n=64) which focused only on one company. 

Because of that, the results cannot be widely generalized. Also, the study 

concerned only the present and the results may vary greatly depending on the 

company’s situation. Moreover, even though people were able to give free 

comments in addition to order scale, and those gave some good perspective, it 

would have been beneficial to do some additional in-depth interviews with more 

focus on arguments. Free comments can easily be negatively approached and 

often more subjective than objective. 
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One limitation as well as future research suggestion would be to separate the 

teams. Now the same questionnaire was addressed to everyone working in several 

different teams and working with a large variety of tasks. Some teams are fully 

focusing on business processes while some are working on customer (end user) 

interface. Because of that, the need of knowledge and the nature of knowledge 

which will be shared may differ depending on the team. It could also help to 

compare different teams in terms of knowledge sharing barriers. 

 

There are also only few common knowledge sharing barriers and the linear 

regression model were done only one way, meaning predictors and dependent 

variables did not look the other way round in this study. That would be one area to 

research separately to understand relationships between individual factors more 

widely. In addition, one interesting approach would be to research knowledge 

sharing barrier enablers in global virtual team context, and how to take advantage 

of them to develop sustainable business strategies, knowledge management 

strategies and roadmaps during multiannual transition phases. Overall, related to 

this study, there are several interesting possibilities for future research especially 

focused on virtual team perspective. 
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APPENDIX 1 

 

Organizational culture – Internal co-operation 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Organizational culture – Internal structures 
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Organizational culture – Renewal capability 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Individual level motivation – Intrinsic motivation factors 
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Individual level motivation – Extrinsic motivation factors 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Knowledge sharing barriers 
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APPENDIX 2 

 

Linear regression analysis: Organizational culture co-operation  

‘employee-time’ knowledge sharing barriers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: The trend shows that the more people agree with organization culture 

internal co-operation components (X-axis), the less they feel that ‘employee-time’ 

categorized knowledge sharing barriers are problem for them (Y-axis). The results 

are statistically significant (p = .020). 

 

Note 2: All other graph trends are similar, so the rest of the graphs are not 

visualized in appendices.
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Linear regression analysis: Organizational culture internal structures  

‘Employee-time’ knowledge sharing barriers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Linear regression analysis: Organizational culture renewal capability  

‘Employee-time’ knowledge sharing barriers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Linear regression analysis: Individual level motivation – Intrinsic factors  

‘Employee-time’ knowledge sharing barriers 
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Linear regression analysis: Individual level motivation – Extrinsic factors  

‘Employee-time’ knowledge sharing barriers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Linear regression analysis: Organizational culture co-operation  

‘Organizational’ knowledge sharing barriers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Linear regression analysis: Organizational culture internal structures  

‘Organizational’ knowledge sharing barriers 
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Linear regression analysis: Organizational culture renewal capability  

‘Organizational’ knowledge sharing barriers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Linear regression analysis: Individual level motivation – Intrinsic factors  

‘Organizational’ knowledge sharing barriers 

 

 

 

 

 

Linear regression analysis: Individual level motivation – Extrinsic factors  

‘Organizational’ knowledge sharing barriers 

 

 

 

 

 


