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This study explored the value of intraorganisational networks for collaboration and 
knowledge sharing in a multinational company. Intraorganisational networks refer to 
socially constructed knowledge networks inside an organisation. The objective of 
the study was to investigate how these networks enhance collaboration and 
knowledge sharing among individuals and teams in knowledge incentive work.   
 
This study was a qualitative single case study. The case organisation is a multina-
tional industrial company that has its headquarters in Finland. The empirical data of 
this study were collected by interviewing ten of the case organisation’s middle and 
senior management representatives with a semi-structured theme interview. In ad-
dition, an external service provider conducted a social network analysis in the case 
organisation, and its organisation-level results were used as secondary data in this 
study. The analysis of the interview data was based on qualitative content analysis 
and relied on the main themes of the theoretical framework, theory-based analysis 
and abductive reasoning. 
 
This study mainly supported the previous research on intraorganisational networks, 
and the results can be partially generalized. Intraorganisational networks in the case 
organisation can be categorised into formal and informal networks. Intraorganisa-
tional networks provide a platform for collaboration and knowledge sharing among 
individuals and teams. They can create a self-reinforcing system that both generates 
and maintains social interaction and knowledge sharing in organisations. Formal 
networks are led and managed through shared governance models and official de-
cision-making mandates. On the contrary, informal networks function on a case-by-
case basis as interpersonal networks, and they are used to spar with others and to 
gain ideas. However, formal and informal networks are interconnected. Thus, or-
ganisations need to develop the functioning of formal and informal networks sys-
tematically.
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Tässä tutkimuksessa tutkittiin kansainvälisen yrityksen sisäisiä verkostoja sekä yh-
teistyötä ja tiedon jakamista näissä verkostoissa. Sisäisillä verkostoilla tarkoitetaan 
sosiaalisessa kanssakäymisessä rakentuneita tietoverkostoja organisaation sisällä. 
Tutkimuksen tavoitteena oli selvittää, kuinka nämä verkostot edesauttavat yhteis-
työtä ja tiedon jakamista henkilöstön keskuudessa tietointensiivisessä työssä.  
 
Tutkimus toteutettiin kvalitatiivisena tapaustutkimuksena ja sen case-organisaa-
tiona toimi kansainvälinen teollisuuskonserni, jonka pääkonttori on Suomessa. Tut-
kimuksen empiirinen aineisto kerättiin haastattelemalla kymmentä case-organisaa-
tion keskijohdon ja ylimmän johdon edustajaa puolistrukturoiduilla teemahaastatte-
luilla. Lisäksi ulkopuolinen palveluntarjoaja toteutti sosiaalisen verkoston analyysin 
case-organisaatiossa, ja sen organisaatiotason tuloksia käytettiin tässä tutkimuk-
sessa toissijaisena aineistona. Haastatteluaineiston analyysimenetelmänä käytet-
tiin laadullista sisällön analyysiä. Analyysi pohjautui asetettuihin tutkimuskysymyk-
siin, teoriaohjaavaan analyysiin ja abduktiiviseen päättelyyn. 
 
Tutkimus pääasiallisesti tuki aikaisempaa tutkimusta sisäisistä verkostoista, ja sen 
tulokset ovat osittain yleistettävissä. Case-organisaation sisäiset verkostot voidaan 
jakaa virallisiin ja epävirallisiin verkostoihin. Sisäiset verkostot tarjoavat alustan hen-
kilöiden ja tiimien väliselle yhteistyölle sekä tiedon jakamiselle. Niistä voi muodostua 
itseään vahvistavia järjestelmiä, jotka sekä luovat että ylläpitävät sosiaalista kans-
sakäymistä ja tiedon jakamista organisaatioissa. Virallisia verkostoja johdetaan yh-
teisillä hallintamalleilla ja virallisilla päätöksentekovaltuutuksilla, mutta epäviralliset 
verkostot puolestaan toimivat tapauskohtaisesti henkilöiden välisinä verkostoina, 
joista haetaan ideoita ja sparrausapua. Viralliset ja epäviralliset verkostot ovat kui-
tenkin toisiinsa kytkeytyneitä, joten organisaation on tärkeä kehittää systemaatti-
sesti sekä virallisten että epävirallisten verkostojen toimivuutta.
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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

This Master’s thesis focuses on exploring the value of intraorganisational networks 

for collaboration and knowledge sharing between employees and teams in a multi-

national company. Organisations can be conceptualised as intraorganisational net-

works in which individuals, teams or units represent nodes that are connected by 

relational ties (Brass, Galaskiewicz, Greve & Tsai 2004; Cross & Cummings 2004; 

Hansen 2002; Tsai 2001). In today’s organisations, it is crucial to find the most rel-

evant cooperation partners in order to find solutions to complex and interdependent 

problems. Therefore, intraorganisational networks can be considered critical re-

sources for collaboration, performance and knowledge sharing (Davenport 2005, 

143, 152; Gargiulo, Ertug & Galunic 2009, 299). Additionally, interaction among in-

dividuals and teams is a prerequisite for goal achievement in an organisation, and 

it also maintains the relationships between individuals and teams (Lönnqvist, Kujan-

sivu & Antola 2005, 43).  

 

In this respect, the interaction and collaboration among individuals, teams and units 

in organisations can be practiced in intraorganisational knowledge networks, in 

which members of the networks create, share, transfer and integrate knowledge. 

This requires social interaction. “Understanding how and where knowledge flows or 

stops among organizational members and across organizational units” ensures that 

the organisation can support knowledge sharing effectively (Kim, Sauk-Hau, Song 

& Ghim 2014, 38).  

 

The case organisation I studied was implementing a process management model 

to the organisation. Business processes were implemented and improved in the 

case organization in order to create and sustain competitive advantage. Knowledge 

is a key aspect in process management and, according to the knowledge-based 

view of the firm, knowledge is crucial to the organisation’s success (Grant 1996; 

Lönnqvist, Kujansivu & Antola 2005, 81–82, 86). In addition, understanding the or-

ganisation’s knowledge management processes, such as collaboration and 

knowledge sharing, can also enhance the implementation of the organisation’s busi-

ness processes (Ouakouak & Ouedraogo 2019, 772). Thus, studying 
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intraorganisational networks can strengthen the organisation’s capability to gain 

competitive advantage from them. 

 

1.1 Background of the research 

 

Intraorganisational networks, collaboration and knowledge outcomes have been re-

searched in terms of a team’ or a unit’s network position (e.g. Hansen 2002; Mon-

teiro, Arvidsson & Birkinshaw 2008; Tsai 2001) and network structure within and 

beyond a team or unit (e.g. Cummings 2004; Hansen, Mors & Løvås 2005; Rulke & 

Galaskiewicz 2000). In addition, previous research has studied intraorganisational 

networks’ relational, nodal and knowledge properties. Relational properties refer to 

tie strength, which denotes the close relationship and frequent communication and 

cooperation between teams (e.g. Hoegl & Wagner 2005; Schulz 2003; Smith, Col-

lins & Clark 2005). Relational properties also include nodal proximity, which refers 

to the proximity of teams or units in a competitive and geographic space (e.g. 

Hansen & Løvås 2004; Hansen et al. 2005). Tie strength and nodal proximity impact 

knowledge sharing in intraorganisational networks (Phelps, Heidl & Wadhwa 2012, 

1129).  

 

Nodal properties include social relationships that arise between individuals and 

teams (Phelps, Heidl & Wadhwa 2012, 1129). These relationships have been 

researched through absorptive capacity (e.g. Cohen & Levinthal 1990), 

transmission capacity and power (e.g. Gupta & Govindarajan 2000; Wong, Ho & 

Lee 2008) and the structural diversity of intraorganisational networks (e.g. Hansen 

2002; Soda & Zaheer 2012). Research on intraorganisational networks’ knowledge 

properties is scarce (Phelps, Heidl & Wadhwa 2012, 1137). However, according to 

Nonaka, Toyama and Konno (2000), knowledge properties include different 

dimensions, such as experiential, conceptual, routine and systemic dimensions. 

These dimensions are used to describe the different ways to utilise tacit and explicit 

knowledge. 

 

In general, previous research has focused more on interpersonal networks than on 

intraorganisational networks. Interpersonal network studies research individuals 
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and relationships between them. In contrast, intraorganisational networks refer to 

the dyadic cooperation between the members of different teams in an organisation. 

Thus, the relationships are observed both within the team and with other teams. 

(Brass et al. 2004, 800; Phelps, Heidl & Wadhwa 2012, 1121) In spite of this theo-

retical split by previous studies, interpersonal networks are considered to be part of 

intraorganisational networks in this study. As employees represent not only them-

selves in the networks but also the members of hierarchical teams or units, interper-

sonal relationships are embedded in intraorganisational networks (Brass et al. 2004, 

800–801). In this respect, it is rational to include interpersonal networks in intraor-

ganisational networks. 

 

Network research recognises that individuals in the organisations are involved in 

several types of resource exchange, such as knowledge sharing, and that the foun-

dation of this resource exchange is in the “ability to mobilize connections from dif-

ferent domains of economic and social life” (Smith-Doerr & Powell 2003, 396). The 

impact of intraorganisational networks on organisational performance in respect of 

knowledge flows has been observed (e.g. Rulke & Galaskiewicz 2000), but the little 

attention that has been paid to it focuses only on  “how the social capital dimensions 

of networks affect an organization’s ability to acquire new knowledge from the net-

work and facilitate the transfer of knowledge among network members” (Inkpen & 

Tsang 2005, 146). Therefore, exploring intraorganisational networks provides in-

sights into the importance of collaboration and knowledge sharing. These, in turn, 

are valuable in order to achieve results at work.  

 

In intraorganisational network research, the term ‘formal network’ is used to refer to 

the rules and structures that are employed to coordinate and control the organisa-

tion’s activities. In contrast, ‘informal network’ consists of the operating models 

formed through unofficial social interaction between individuals and teams. 

(McEvily, Soda & Tortoriello 2014, 305–306; Smith-Doerr & Powell 2003, 379) Little 

research has been conducted on the interplay between informal and formal net-

works in the organisations as well as on the socially constructed knowledge net-

works and their value for collaboration and knowledge sharing. However, these two 

network types have an impact on individuals’ and teams’ knowledge sharing and 
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performance in general (Caimo & Lomi 2015; Smith-Doerr & Powell 2003; Soda & 

Zaheer 2012). Thus, this study recognises the importance of both formal and infor-

mal networks inside an organisation, even though most of the earlier research has 

focused on informal relationships and communication in intraorganisational net-

works (Blomqvist & Levy 2006, 34; Caimo & Lomi 2015, 666; Hansen, Mors & Løvås 

2005, 777; Smith-Doerr & Powell 2003, 385). 

 

I chose to focus on the case organisation’s intraorganisational networks because 

the case organisation was transforming its operating model from a business area-

driven organisation to a process-driven model. The case organisation was operating 

in five different business areas, which had worked rather independently up to the 

time this study was conducted. However, the business areas had shared supporting 

functions, such as human resources, ICT and procurement. During the years 2019 

and 2020, the case organisation designed its core business processes and man-

agement processes, which are now common for all business areas. At the moment 

of the research, these business processes were being implemented throughout the 

organisation. The aim of the processes was to unify work methods and to steer and 

develop all operations as one efficient entity instead of separate units. In the new 

process-driven model, process owners were responsible for developing business 

process efficiency and the business areas were responsible for process implemen-

tation and business results.  

 

Hundreds of employees in the case organisation had been involved in the process 

modelling and implementation. Therefore, it is relevant to observe which kinds of 

intraorganisational networks, collaboration and knowledge sharing already existed 

in the teams, units and functions. Moreover, it is important to determine whether 

they had value for the implementation of the organisation’s business processes as 

well as for the employees’ work. In sum, the objective of this study is to provide 

applicable information to the case organisation on its intraorganisational networks 

and on how the organisation could both enhance and utilise the networks in the best 

possible way to gain competitive advantage from them.  
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This study was conducted as a single case study. The empirical data were collected 

through semi-structured interviews. A total of ten people were interviewed from the 

case organisation’s middle and senior management in different business areas and 

functions. In addition, an external service provider conducted a social network anal-

ysis in the case organisation in the beginning of 2020. The organisation-level results 

of this analysis were used as secondary data in this study. The analysis of the inter-

view data was based on qualitative content analysis and relied on the main themes 

of the theoretical framework, theory-based analysis and abductive reasoning 

through thematising and categorising. Based on this background, this study focuses 

on providing general insights into the intraorganisational networks with case study 

methods. Furthermore, this study focuses on increasing the understanding of suc-

cess factors of intraorganisational networks and of their value for collaboration and 

knowledge sharing. 

 

1.2 Focus and research questions  

 

The focus of this study is in knowledge work, which refers to the complexity of work 

and to the high levels of interdependence among individuals and teams (Davenport 

2005, 26–27). The aim is to find answers to the main research question “How do 

intraorganisational networks enhance collaboration and knowledge sharing 

in a multinational company?” 

 

The focus is on the internal networks’ contribution to collaboration and knowledge 

sharing and on how these networks help the organisation to gain competitive ad-

vantage. The objective is to find information on intraorganisational networks – which 

kinds of networks existed inside the case organisation, how they potentially en-

hanced the employees and team’s knowledge sharing and performance in general 

and how this helped the individuals and the organisation to succeed. Particularly, 

the main objective is to understand internal collaboration in addition to membership-

based collaboration inside the case organisation. Thus, the aim is to identify both 

formal and informal collaboration practices and roles in intraorganisational net-

works. Instead of technological networks, the focus is on human-to-human collabo-

ration, including collaboration among teams, functions and departments or units. 
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Hence, the focus is on the organisation’s intraorganisational networks in order to 

provide insight on how collaboration in them potentially benefitted the employees’ 

knowledge sharing in knowledge-intensive work.  

 

In order to find answers to the main research question, I have divided it into four 

subquestions. The first subquestion concentrates on network types. The purpose is 

to identify networks in the case organisation. The second subquestion considers the 

collaboration practices in the identified networks. This question also addresses the 

roles of the recognised networks as well as their value for the collaboration and 

knowledge sharing. The third subquestion views employees’ expectations for the 

organisation to support the functioning of networks. The fourth subquestion concen-

trates on the potential obstacles faced when collaborating in networks inside the 

organisation. This question also views the possibilities to overcome potential chal-

lenges. The research questions are illustrated in Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Research questions 

Main research question 

“How do intraorganisational networks enhance collaboration and knowledge 

sharing in a multinational company?” 

1st subquestion 2nd subquestion 3rd subquestion 4th subquestion 

What kind of in-

traorganisational 

networks can be 

recognised in the 

case organisa-

tion? 

What kind of col-

laboration do in-

traorganisational 

networks support? 

How can organisa-

tional support fos-

ter intraorganisa-

tional networks? 

What kind of as-

pects may prevent 

intraorganisational 

networks’ func-

tioning and why? 

 

1.3 Key concepts and theoretical framework 

 

The key concepts and theoretical framework are illustrated in Figure 1. The theoret-

ical background of this thesis is in the knowledge-based view of the firm and in the 

research on knowledge networks and, on the other hand, in social capital and its 

relational dimension, and particularly in social networks. Thus, the study relies on 

social interaction, which is one of the theoretical paradigms of knowledge 
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management. The academic background of the study is in organisation theory, man-

agement, and social sciences. Moreover, the focus is on knowledge processes and 

their management, development and utilisation in the organisation’s actions. 

Knowledge is viewed as a human feature that “is something that is constructed in 

the social practices of actors embedded in a particular social context” (Pöyhönen & 

Blomqvist 2006, 427). 

 

Social capital and social network perspectives complement the knowledge network 

perspective. Organisational social capital research has mainly focused on the ex-

change of social capital aspects among organisations and mostly excluded the var-

iability of interpersonal relationships within organisations (Kaše, Paauwe & Zupan 

2009, 618) However, this study focuses on the individual level social capital and 

especially on the relational dimension of social capital, which consists of the internal 

relationships and collaboration in organisations (Mcfadyen & Cannella 2004, 736). 

In addition, I introduce research related to collaboration in organisations, as it can 

be regarded both as the purpose and the result of working in networks but also as 

a prerequisite for knowledge flows in the networks. As the focus is on understanding 

collaboration in the sense of knowledge utilisation, I have chosen knowledge shar-

ing in intraorganisational networks to illustrate the knowledge utilisation in these net-

works. 

 

Figure 1. Theoretical background of the thesis 



15 
 

I briefly describe below the key concepts that constitute the theoretical background 

of this study.  

 

Knowledge-based view of the firm (KBV) refers to strategies for managing 

knowledge assets (Grant 1996). According to KBV, knowledge sharing within an 

organisation enables the efficient use of resources and the dissemination and adop-

tion of best practices, which provide sustainable competitive advantage to the or-

ganisation (Kogut & Zander 1996). Based on this, knowledge needs to be integrated 

within the organisation (e.g. Nonaka, Toyama & Konno 2000). Traditionally, 

knowledge has been divided into two forms: explicit and tacit knowledge. Tacit 

knowledge refers to the individual’s skills or know-how and explicit knowledge to 

codified knowledge, such as written documents, reports and manuals (e.g. Nonaka 

1994).  

 

Knowledge network refers to a set of nodes that represent agents, such as indi-

viduals or teams, that search and create knowledge. They are all interrelated by 

relationships that either facilitate or restrict knowledge creation, acquisition and 

transfer. (Phelps, Heidl & Wadhwa 2012, 1156) In this study, the focus is on the 

intraorganisational level – on individuals and teams who search and share 

knowledge to manage their work and achieve their goals. 

 

Social capital refers to the value of connections and social resources, which are 

constructed by the influence of formal and informal ties between individuals. Thus, 

these resources are embedded, derived, accessed and shaped by individual or or-

ganisational networks of relationships. Moreover, social capital includes both net-

works and resources, which can be utilised through a network. (Borgatti & Foster 

2003, 993; Burt 2000, 347; Inkpen & Tsang 2005, 151; Nahapiet & Ghoshal 1998, 

243) The relational dimension of social capital refers to social interaction and re-

lationships among individuals and teams, including facets such as trust and norms. 

(Korte & Lin 2013; Mcfadyen & Cannella 2004; Nahapiet & Ghoshal 1998). 

 

Social networks can be described as the cooperation ties that emerge between 

individuals and teams. Social networks can be divided into two dimensions: 
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structural and relational perspectives. (Kaše, Paauwe & Zupan 2009, 616; Rank, 

Robins & Pattison 2010, 745) In addition, social network analysis (SNA) refers to an 

assessment and investigation especially of informal cooperation, relationships and 

networks among employees, teams and departments inside an organisation (Cross, 

Parker, Prusak & Borgatti 2001; de Toni & Nonino 2010). 

 

Intraorganisational networks are collaboration structures inside an organisation 

that transfer various kinds of resources among the members of the network so that 

they can perform and achieve organisational tasks (Rank, Robins & Pattison 2010, 

475). Individuals seek and offer information inside the organisation and exchange 

resources in networks that can be cross-functional or across businesses (Gargiulo, 

Ertug & Galunic 2009). Specifically, these networks can be divided into formal and 

informal networks. A formal organisation refers to the shared rules, procedures and 

structures that are used to organise and manage activities. In turn, an informal or-

ganisation consists of the patterns of behaviour and interactions among individuals, 

including norms, values, and beliefs that underlie such behaviours and interactions. 

(McEvily, Soda & Tortoriello 2014, 305–306; Smith-Doerr & Powell 2003, 379) 

 

Collaboration in intraorganisational networks occurs through relations among 

teams and individuals pursuing shared intentions (Vogel 2005, 532). Collaboration 

in intraorganisational networks means the employees and teams’ capability to build 

relationships through communication and reciprocity (Blomqvist & Levy 2006, 31). 

Previous research has focused on investigating roles in networks in relation to 

knowledge flows and collaboration. These roles are versatile, including knowledge 

owner, knowledge provider and knowledge broker roles (such as coordinators), and 

central connector roles (such as opinion leaders) (Cross & Prusak 2002; Gould & 

Fernandez 1989; de Toni & Nonino 2010). 

 

Knowledge sharing refers to providing information and know-how to others in the 

organisation. Knowledge sharing requires collaboration that enables the employees 

to solve problems, develop new ideas and implement policies and procedures. 

Knowledge can be shared in face-to-face communication but also by documenting, 

organising and gathering knowledge for others. (Cummings 2004; Pulakos, Dorsey 
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& Borman 2003) Knowledge sharing often refers to an individual’s perspective and 

knowledge transfer to interactions among groups, departments, organisations or 

businesses. (Paulin & Suneson 2012, 83). For this reason, the term ‘knowledge 

sharing’ is generally used to describe activities of individual employees within the 

same business unit. Conversely, knowledge transfer refers to activities between dif-

ferent business units (Wang & Noe 2010, 117). In this study, the emphasis is on 

knowledge sharing from the perspective of the networks between individuals, teams 

and units in the case organisation. Accordingly, knowledge sharing includes activi-

ties both on interpersonal and intraorganisational levels.  

 

1.4 Structure of the thesis 

 

I have divided the thesis into seven chapters. Following the introduction, I describe 

the theoretical background and framework in Chapters 2–4. In Chapter 2, I introduce 

the knowledge-based view of the firm, knowledge and social interaction and the 

knowledge network perspective. In Chapter 3, I describe the social perspective of 

networks, including concepts of social capital and its relational dimension, social 

networks as well as social network analysis. As the theoretical focus is particularly 

on intraorganisational networks, I discuss the characteristics of intraorganisational 

networks as well as collaboration and knowledge sharing in these networks in Chap-

ter 4. Therefore, the aim of this chapter is to synthesise theories and concepts con-

cerning knowledge and social networks, collaboration and knowledge sharing. 

 

In Chapter 5, I explain the research methods, data collection, and data analysis. In 

this chapter, I also evaluate the reliability and validity of the research. After this, I 

present the results of the empirical study in Chapter 6. Finally, I compare the theory 

and results in the discussion and conclusion sections in Chapter 7. In the conclu-

sions, I also answer the research questions and discuss the theoretical and mana-

gerial implications of the results as well as limitations and suggestions for future 

research. 
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2 KNOWLEDGE AND NETWORKS 

 

In the next chapters, I describe the key concepts regarding knowledge and net-

works. Firstly, I present the theory of knowledge-based view of the firm. Secondly, I 

describe knowledge and social interaction. Thirdly, I introduce the knowledge net-

work perspective.  

 

2.1 Knowledge-based view of the firm 

 

The knowledge-based view of the firm (KBV) refers to strategies for managing 

knowledge assets. KBV is influenced by many streams of research. However, the 

most important ones are resource-based theory and epistemology. Other theories 

that have contributed to KBV are organisational learning, evolutionary economics 

and organisational capabilities and competences as well as innovation and new 

product development theories. KBV relies on assumptions regarding knowledge, 

knowledge creation and knowledge application. In particular, it highlights the im-

portance of knowledge as a strategic resource, whose transferability depends on 

the format of knowledge. (Grant 1997, 450–451)  

 

Knowledge is divided into two types: tacit and explicit. Tacit knowledge refers to 

knowledge that is “unarticulated and tied to the senses, movement skills, physical 

experiences, intuition, or implicit rules of thumb” and explicit knowledge to 

knowledge “that is uttered and captured in drawings and writing” (Nonaka & Von 

Krogh 2009, 635). Tacit knowledge is not easily codified or articulated, as it is em-

bedded in the individual’s memory or experience. The individual’s skills or know-

how can be classified as tacit knowledge. In turn, explicit knowledge can be easily 

expressed or shared in the form of written documents, such as reports and manuals. 

(Nonaka 1994, 16). Moreover, sharing tacit knowledge is more difficult than sharing 

explicit knowledge, as it requires the individual to have especial motivation and com-

petencies for knowledge sharing (Dhanaraj, Lyles, Steensma & Tihanyi 2004, 430). 

In addition, KBV emphasises that individuals are the most important agents for 

knowledge creation as well as knowledge repositories when they hold for tacit 

knowledge. (Grant 1997, 450–451; Reagans and McEvily 2003, 263) 
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A formal organisational structure refers to the organisation chart as well as to the 

formal but temporary mandates and decision-making power that have been pro-

vided to employees for ‘getting things done’ (Caimo & Lomi 2015). These formal 

and hierarchical organisational structures are not particularly supported by KBV. In-

stead, KBV perceives hierarchical organisational structure as an ineffective mecha-

nism to integrate and apply tacit knowledge in particular to organisations. By com-

parison, organisations can more efficiently manage and utilise knowledge within the 

organisation with team-based organisational structures and fluid memberships in 

cross-functional teams and by relying on specialist knowledge and responsibility-

taking and decision-making without managerial status. (Grant 1997, 453; Spender 

1996a, 47) As the idea of a network emerges from the connectedness among em-

ployees in an organisation (Smith-Doerr & Powell 2003, 383), these informal net-

works are mostly initiated by employees themselves, who have a crucial role in the 

collaboration in organisations (Bouty 2000, 63). Hence, the important message from 

KBV is that organisations need to focus on the mechanisms that support knowledge 

flow in the organisation.  

 

In summary, KBV supports the relevance of internal networks and collaboration in 

organisations in terms of knowledge flows, which in turn create value for the work 

results of the business and the individuals. In the next subchapter, I describe the 

importance of social interaction to knowledge flows in more detail. 

 

2.2 Knowledge and social interaction 

 

The background of this study relies on the social interaction paradigm of knowledge 

management. Based on this paradigm and on the KBV perspective, knowledge 

needs to be integrated within the firm’s employees (e.g. Nonaka, Toyama & Konno 

2000; Pöyhönen & Blomqvist 2006). Thus, if we regard knowledge as the most im-

portant sustainable competitive advantage, the organisation needs to be considered 

a “social community specializing in the speed and efficiency in the creation and 

transfer of knowledge” (Kogut & Zander 1996, 503). This also indicates that social 

interaction is needed because without it, knowledge cannot flow within the organi-

sation (Kim et al. 2014, 39). 
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According to Spender (1996b), knowledge can be classified into two dimensions: 

explicit vs. tacit knowledge and individual vs. social levels. Explicit and tacit dimen-

sions of knowledge refer to the epistemological background of knowledge; that is, 

they answer to the question “what is knowledge?”. Individual and social levels refer 

to the ontological dimension of knowledge; in other words, they answer to the ques-

tion “where is knowledge located?” (Nonaka 1994, 15). These different types of 

knowledge can be combined with conscious (explicit and individual), automatic (tacit 

and individual), objectified (explicit and social) and collective (tacit and social) 

knowledge (Spender 1996b, 70). These knowledge types are presented in Table 2. 

 

Table 2. Four types of knowledge in organisations (Spender 1996b, 70) 

 

 

Conscious knowledge alludes to concepts and facts that the individual can preserve 

in memory. This type of knowledge can be retrieved by will, and it can be made 

available to others. Automatic knowledge is individual, tacit knowledge that includes 

values, mental models or technical skills. Automatic knowledge is unconscious or 

semi-conscious, which means that it is hard to access consciously. Objectified 

knowledge refers to databases or other systems in which collective knowledge is 

stored and accessed. However, this kind of knowledge does not develop. Collective 

knowledge, on the other hand, is embedded in social and organisational practice, 

and it is sustained through individuals. (Spender 1996a, 51–52) This typology 

underlines the notion that individuals need to work together to integrate their 

knowledge for the benefit of the organisation. In this regard, social interaction is 

crucial for knowledge flow, collaboration, and value creation in organisations. 

 

According to Nonaka, Toyama and Konno (2000, 7), “knowledge is dynamic, since 

it is created in social interactions amongst individuals and organisations”. 
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Organisations are social communities, and their capabilities – such as knowledge – 

need to be transferred through its relational structures (Kogut & Zander 1995, 76). 

KBV focuses on creating and enhancing such mechanisms to help individuals to 

develop and combine their knowledge to form useful and functioning entities. The 

key to sustainable competitive advantage is the internal repetition of knowledge. 

Therefore, it is important that knowledge is spread in organisations as extensively 

and efficiently as possible to ensure that it can be utilised by the members of the 

organisation. (Lönnqvist, Kujansivu & Antola 2005, 86) Moreover, when organisa-

tions utilise knowledge, they are able to raise the value of their business. (Grant 

1997, 451; Spender 1996a, 46)  

 

Nonaka (1994) has introduced the SECI model, which consists of socialisation (S), 

externalisation (E), combination (C) and internalisation (I) modes. In the socialisa-

tion process, new tacit knowledge is converted into tacit knowledge through the em-

ployees’ shared experiences, such as time spent together in informal occasions. In 

turn, in the externalisation process, tacit knowledge is converted into explicit 

knowledge. When employees understand each other’s tacit knowledge and produce 

exact, explicit knowledge from it, knowledge sharing is enabled in the organisation.  

 

The combination process refers to converting explicit knowledge into more focused 

and systematised explicit knowledge. In other words, it means the synthesis of ex-

plicit knowledge that can be distributed to employees across the organisation. The 

internalisation process ensures that the explicit knowledge shared in the organisa-

tion is transformed into tacit knowledge by the employees. This is important for new 

knowledge creation, as the new tacit knowledge is shared with team members 

through socialisation. Thus, knowledge creation is a four-mode spiral through which 

both tacit and explicit knowledge develop. (Nonaka 1994, 19; Nonaka, Toyama & 

Konno 2000, 9–10) The SECI process is illustrated in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2. SECI process and ba (Nonaka, Toyama & Konno 2000, 12, 16) 

 

The SECI process occurs both intraorganisationally and interorganisationally 

(Nonaka, Toyama & Konno 2000, 12). As the focus of this thesis is on 

intraorganisational networks, I approach the SECI in the intraorganisational context, 

between individuals, teams, functions and units in the organisation. For this context, 

Nonaka, Toyama and Konno (2000) present a concept of “ba” (a Japanise word for 

place), which is illustrated together with the SECI process in the figure 2. Ba refers 

to a place “in which knowledge is shared, created and utilised” (Nonaka, Toyama & 

Konno 2000, 14). However, in addition to a physical place, ba is a specific time and 

space: it combines the employees’ places of work with their different manners of 

interacting and sharing their thoughts with each other. Ba has two dimensions: the 

type of interaction (individual or collective) and the media (face-to-face or virtual) 

used in the interactions. Thus, ba has four types, which offer the context for SECI 

processes. Originating ba refers to individual and face-to-face interactions, which 

makes it an important context for socialisation. Dialoguing ba refers to interactions 

collectively and face to face. It helps tacit knowledge to become explicit and, 

therefore, facilitates the success of the externalisation process. Employees with 

different backgrounds and capabilities collectively engage in a dialogue and create 
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knowledge based on their experiences. Systemising ba refers to collective and 

virtual interaction, which enables the combination process. Hence, it focuses on 

delivering and transferring explicit knowledge in various manners, such as through 

databases, systems and emails. Exercising ba refers to interactions virtually and 

individually. It is an important context for internalisation, as virtually communicated 

knowledge helps employees to convert explicit knowledge into tacit knowledge. 

(Nonaka, Toyama & Konno 2000, 15–17)  

 

To summarise, social relationships enhance individuals’ positive attitude towards 

knowledge sharing and, thus, promotes collaboration (He, Qiao & Wei 2009, 175). 

SECI processes and ba together create a platform for socially constructed 

interaction across different ontological levels – individual, team and organisational. 

This platform is needed for knowledge creation, sharing and transfer. Although 

Nonaka’s (1994) SECI and ba model has been criticised by some scholars, mainly 

due to a lack of evidence of the model’s universal applicability (Farnese, Barbieri, 

Chirumbolo & Patriotta 2019, 2; Hong 2012, 200), it has been widely accepted. 

Regardless of the criticism, the SECI and ba model is a comprehensive overview of 

KBV and, thus, provides a suitable basis for exploring knowledge networks. 

Networks provide a locus for social interaction and knowledge flows in an 

organisation. In the next subchapter, I explain knowledge networks, which connect 

knowledge and social interaction in an organisation. 

 

2.3 Knowledge network perspective 

 

According to the social paradigm of knowledge management, organisations are net-

works in which its members are nodes that are linked by social relationships. Thus, 

organisations are repositories of knowledge and networks, which enhance 

knowledge sharing and transfer, which are important for knowledge-intensive or-

ganisations in fast-changing environments to maintain their competitive positions. 

(Phelps, Heidl & Wadhwa 2012, 1117; Reinholt, Pedersen & Foss 2011, 1278; Tsai 

2001, 1003) A knowledge network is a set of nodes that represent knowledge ele-

ments, such as patents, papers or products, knowledge repositories, such as data-

bases and catalogues, and agents, such as individuals or teams that search and 
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create knowledge. They are all interrelated by relationships that either facilitate or 

restrict knowledge creation, acquisition and sharing. (Phelps, Heidl & Wadhwa 

2012, 1156) In this study, the focus is on agents on the intraorganisational level; 

that is, individuals, teams and organisational units that search and share knowledge 

to manage their work and achieve their goals.  

 

Knowledge network literature divides knowledge network elements into three main 

categories: structural, relational and nodal properties. In addition, it recognises 

knowledge properties and their influence on knowledge outcomes. Firstly, structural 

properties can be described through the network’s position, the ego network struc-

ture and the whole network structure. Of these, the network position refers to agents’ 

(nodes that are individuals and teams) location in relation to other agents. The ego 

network structure means a “pattern of ties” within a central agent’s closest set of 

contacts. Furthermore, the whole network structure refers to a “pattern of ties among 

all agents in a bounded population”. Secondly, relational properties mean both for-

mal and informal relationships that have an impact on knowledge outcomes. These 

can be tie strength and the geographic and competitive proximity of intraorganisa-

tional collectives. Thirdly, the nodal properties of networks refer to individuals. The 

organisational units indicate where they belong to as nodes. Consequently, the 

nodal properties include the social relationships that arise between individuals and 

teams. On the other hand, knowledge properties can be divided into explicit and 

tacit knowledge. They also refer to the complexity of knowledge. (Phelps, Heidl & 

Wadhwa 2012, 1119–1120, 1128–1129) Knowledge network elements are pre-

sented in Figure 3. 
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Figure 3.  Knowledge network elements (Phelps, Heidl & Wadhwa 2012, 1120) 

 

Regarding structural properties, they enhance knowledge sharing in the network 

within teams and units in general. However, central units in particular have numer-

ous short paths to other knowledge sources in their networks, and, therefore, they 

are able to acquire more knowledge (Gupta & Govindarajan 2000, 490; Hansen 

2002, 242). As for relational properties, they enable teams and units to develop their 

knowledge sharing capability. Tie strength, which refers to the either weak or strong 

connectedness within teams and units, has an impact on knowledge sharing. Weak 

tie strength can strengthen knowledge sharing and especially innovation capacity, 

as individuals and teams can find information that they otherwise would not find. On 

the other hand, strong tie strength can strengthen knowledge sharing among trust-

worthy, familiar individuals. Nevertheless, it can reduce innovation capacity, as new 

knowledge is not necessarily easy to create among close colleagues. (Hansen 

1999, 82; Smith, Collins & Clark 2005, 355) However, increasing tie strength can 

mitigate the negative impact of geographic distance and competition among teams 

and units (Hansen & Løvås 2004, 820; Tsai 2002, 186). In contrast, the cost of 
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maintaining high levels of tie strength in teams or units can diminish their knowledge 

sharing benefits and, thus, weaken their performance (Hoegl & Wagner 2005, 543). 

In the same way, direct and indirect relations have an impact on performance, such 

as on project completion in teams and units. Direct relations or short network path 

lengths to other teams and units improve the possibility to achieve the set goals. On 

the contrary, indirect network relations can block the search of relevant information 

and, thus, result to misleading information. (Hansen 2002, 244)   

 

Research on nodal properties includes the study of nodes' capabilities to absorb 

and share knowledge in their intraorganisational networks (Phelps, Heidl & Wadhwa 

2012, 1125). This refers to the absorptive capacity of nodal properties, which means 

the ability to adopt and reproduce gained knowledge.  This can enhance teams and 

units’ capabilities to both receive and utilise knowledge. (Cohen & Levinthal 1990; 

Smith, Collins & Clark 2005, 355; Tsai 2001, 1003). For example, employees who 

have versatile experience and know-how should pay attention to their communica-

tion and openness to learning from others. This can then enhance their capabilities 

for knowledge sharing efforts (Fleming, Mingo & Chen 2007, 469).  

 

Knowledge properties are built, maintained and utilised among employees, teams 

and units. Knowledge properties are dynamic and act as both inputs and outputs of 

the organisation’s knowledge-creating activities. These properties can be experien-

tial, conceptual, routine or systemic. Experiential knowledge properties are tacit 

knowledge that is shared through common experiences, including skills, know-how, 

trust and energy. Conceptual knowledge properties refer to explicit knowledge that 

is demonstrated through the images, symbols and language of the organisation. 

Routine knowledge properties are tacit knowledge that is routinised and embedded 

in actions and practices, including the organisation’s culture and routines. Systemic 

knowledge properties refer to explicit knowledge that is embedded in databases, 

documents and manuals. (Nonaka, Toyama & Konno 2000, 20–22) 

 

In summary, knowledge networks are needed inside an organisation to collaborate 

and share knowledge among individuals, teams and units. Knowledge network ele-

ments enable knowledge sharing, its development and effectiveness as well as 
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knowledge adoption from other network members. However, knowledge network 

elements may also have a negative impact on collaboration and knowledge sharing. 

For instance, when tie strength is too strong and the network paths too long, it can 

hinder the functioning of knowledge networks (Hansen 2002, 244; Hoegl & Wagner 

2005, 543). The knowledge network perspective is interconnected with the social 

capital and social network perspective, which I introduce in the next chapter. 
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3 SOCIAL PERSPECTIVE OF NETWORKS 

 

As stated in the previous chapters, intraorganisational networking, collaboration and 

knowledge sharing require social interaction. Thus, I describe social capital and its 

relational dimension as well as the social network perspective and social network 

analysis in the next sub-chapters. 

 

3.1 Social capital and its relational dimension 

 

By definition, social capital refers to the value of connections and social resources, 

which are constructed by the influence of formal and informal ties between individ-

uals. Hence, these resources are embedded, derived, accessed and shaped by in-

dividual or organisational networks of relationships. Social capital includes both net-

works and resources, which can then be utilised through a network. (Borgatti & Fos-

ter 2003, 993; Burt 2000, 347; Inkpen & Tsang 2005, 151; Nahapiet & Ghoshal 1998, 

243)  

 

Social capital can be divided into three dimensions: structural, relational and cogni-

tive, which are all interrelated. The structural dimension of social capital refers to the 

overall linkages between agents; that is, who is reached by an individual, team or 

organisation and by what means. The relational dimension means social capital, 

which is produced and influenced through relationships. The cognitive dimension 

refers to resources generated in the network of relationships that provide common 

understanding, explanations and meaningfulness (Nahapiet & Ghoshal 1998, 244). 

The organisation’s shared vision or values help to develop the cognitive dimension 

of social capital, which can facilitate individual and group actions to benefit the whole 

organisation (Tsai & Ghoshal 1998, 465). 

 

Specifically, the relational dimension of social capital is one of the key concepts in 

this study, and it includes “the relationships among individuals in the group” (Korte 

& Lin 2013, 412). In this dimension, facets such as trust, rules, authorisations, obli-

gations and identity are the key elements (Mcfadyen & Cannella 2004, 736). The 

quality of relationships is also an important part of the relational dimension, and it 
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affects the quality of an individual’s learning and performance (Korte & Lin 2013, 

423). As individual and group actions include interpersonal relationships, these can 

also be considered important aspects of improving the efficiency of knowledge pro-

cesses (Kaše, Paauwe & Zupan 2009, 615). In addition, the quality of relationships 

has a considerable impact on matters such as how new employees fit into the social 

structure of the particular organisation (Korte 2010; Korte & Lin 2013, 422).  

 

The relational dimension and interpersonal relationships, which create social capi-

tal, can be categorised into expressive and instrumental interactions. Expressive 

interactions develop and store solidarity and present resources, such as information 

and knowledge among individuals and teams. Instrumental interactions generate 

and gain extra resources – such as knowledge – from the organisation for the em-

ployee. (Korte & Lin 2013, 410–411) Furthermore, social capital and its relational 

dimension can also be divided into organisational and individual levels. The organ-

isational level refers to an organisation's network of relationships in which resources 

are seen as publicly exploitable, whereas social capital deriving from the individual-

level social networks is only the individual’s property (Inkpen & Tsang 2005, 151).  

 

In conclusion, social capital can be regarded as one of the most important theories 

within the social network perspective. In general, the social capital literature argues 

that “more social interaction, higher trust, and shared cognition result in better or-

ganizational effectiveness” (Kaše, Paauwe & Zupan 2009, 617). Thus, the exploita-

tion of social capital and especially its relational dimension can be perceived as an 

important aspect of an organisation’s success (Burt 2000, 348). Social relationships 

and networks provide an important perspective for leveraging resources within or-

ganisations at the individual, team and organisational levels (Korte & Lin 2013, 410). 

Particularly, social and team relationships are interdependent and support each 

other in influencing the organisational performance (Korte & Lin 2013, 408; Marr 

2008, 4, 10; Nahapiet & Ghoshal 1998, 260). Based on this background, I supple-

ment the overall picture of social capital with the social network perspective, which 

I introduce in the next subchapter. 
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3.2 Social network perspective 

 

The term ‘social network’ refers to theories, concepts and methods that focus on 

relations among collaboration hubs. In other words, it denotes the collective coop-

eration ties that emerge among individuals. Organisation design should “combine 

informal social network with organizational structure and processes to leverage the 

organization’s multiple networks into value-creating capabilities”. (Soda & Zaheer 

2012, 766) Social networks contribute to the individuals’ knowledge sharing through 

social interaction, trust and shared vision, which also enable innovation (Kilduff & 

Brass 2010, 310; Tsai & Ghoshal 1998, 473). 

 

A social network can be divided into two dimensions: structural and relational per-

spectives. The structural perspective highlights the patterns of relational ties and the 

agent’s position. (Kaše, Paauwe & Zupan 2009, 616; Rank, Robins & Pattison 2010, 

745) The agent’s position – or network centrality – refers to the amount of interac-

tions concentrated to a small number of employees. Therefore, it is related to the 

variance in network ties per employee. If an employee has more ties than others in 

the network, they are more central in the network than other employees. When the 

variance in the network ties is low, no one in the network is more central than anyone 

else. (Sparrowe, Liden, Wayne & Kraimer 2001, 317)  

 

The network structure also includes network closure and the degree of disconnect-

edness between contacts (Rodan & Galunic 2004, 543). Network closure refers to 

the density of the network. Density means all manners of interaction within employ-

ees in an organisation. Network density is greater when many employees have as 

many ties as possible; that is, relationships are maximally embedded in the employ-

ees’ networks. Network closure has implications for knowledge flows, but it also 

develops trust in the network. (Burt 2000, 351) Also, structural embeddedness re-

lates specifically to the social structure of interactions and relationships, not to the 

formal organisational structure. It is one of the key concepts in network research 

(Lynch & Mors 2019, 258). The degree of disconnectedness between contacts re-

fers to structural holes, which mean weak connections in the network. Structural 

holes can be depicted to be “an opportunity to broker the flow of information between 
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people, and control the projects that bring together people from opposite sides of 

the hole” (Burt 2000, 353). 

 

Previous research has recognised the importance of the structural dimension for 

employees’ performance. Individuals, especially managers, benefit from their 

sparse networks. These networks are positively associated with their overall perfor-

mance, as they, in fact, introduce them to heterogenous knowledge. (Rodan & 

Galunic 2004, 555) However, sparse, nonredundant networks have their disad-

vantages as well. If these sparse networks are established networks, newcomers 

may face difficulties in entering into these networks. In this sense, employees ap-

pear to need a strong connection to the organisation members who are already 

powerful and well-connected. This may be risky, as newcomers become dependent 

on these members. (Brass et al. 2004, 799) 

 

Regarding the employees’ centrality, it enhances their performance in the network, 

as it advances their access to diverse knowledge, knowledge exchange and shar-

ing, which are crucial for their work task completion (Rodan & Galunic 2004, 556). 

In addition, centrality has a positive impact on the employee’s performance reviews. 

Employees’ centrality indicates that employees who share and exchange 

knowledge widely with their team members are evaluated more positively by their 

managers. On the other hand, it appears that in some social networks, employees 

act in a manner that hinders the others’ progress in their work tasks. On the organ-

isational level, uncooperative behaviour has an unfavourable impact on team-level 

performance, especially if any employees in the network avoid sharing their 

knowledge or assigning resources to the others. (Sparrowe et al. 2001, 321–322) 

 

The relational perspective emphasises the content of relations; in other words, the 

quality of relational ties (Kaše, Paauwe & Zupan 2009, 616; Rank, Robins & Pattison 

2010, 745). As for relational embeddedness, it refers to the results of the participa-

tion in the relationship. Over time, relational embeddedness also impacts the quali-

tative nature of the tie (Nahapiet & Ghoshal 1998, 244). In particular, relationships 

can develop a personalised bond over time, which increases the trust and need for 

reciprocity among individuals (Lynch & Mors 2019, 260). However, trust can be an 
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“institutionalized norm”, especially in Finnish companies, and it does not always ne-

cessitate long-term relationships (Inkinen, Kianto, Vanhala & Ritala 2017, 1172). 

 

To summarise, social networks are collective cooperation hubs among individuals, 

teams and units, and they have both structural and relational dimensions. Connect-

edness through social networks as well as the network’s density have an impact on 

knowledge flows and the individuals’ performance. Thus, the employees’ networks 

are important when the organisation’s performance relies on individuals’ tacit 

knowledge in particular. Therefore, in knowledge intensive organisations, the focus 

on crossing over internal organisational boundaries is important to ensure the 

employees’ excellent work performance and to prevent time wasted on searching 

for the knowledge that they need. (Singh, Hansen & Podolny 2010, 1435) To under-

stand how social networks affect knowledge flows and performance, we need social 

network analysis, which I introduce in the next subchapter. 

 

3.3 Social network analysis  

 

Social network analysis (SNA) refers to an assessment, investigation and visualisa-

tion of cooperation, relationships and networks among employees, teams and de-

partments inside an organisation, particularly informal ones (de Toni & Nonino 2010, 

87). SNA focuses on investigating and mapping “an X-ray of the way in which work 

is or is not occurring in these informal networks”. (Cross et al. 2001, 103) For each 

level of analysis, certain measurements are established to uncover patterns in the 

network structure as well as in the employees’ or groups’ positions embedded in the 

network (Ribeiro, Macambira & Neiva 2017, 245).  

 

In the organisational context, SNA focuses on and analyses the interactions be-

tween employees as well as the resources passing through these interactions. Also, 

the social structure in the organisation is formed by these interactions. (Ribeiro, 

Macambira & Neiva 2017, 244) Thus, SNA helps the organisation to understand 

where and how the work is done in the organisation. For example, SNA can reveal 

the agents in teams and across units that are critical for knowledge flow, the de-

pendency of the whole network on certain agents and the peripheral employees 
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whose knowledge or expertise is not fully utilised within the network (Cross et al. 

2001, 103–106). 

 

The theories behind SNA are both “mechanisms and processes that interact with 

network structures to yield certain outcomes for individuals and groups” and “pro-

cesses that determine why networks have the structures they do” (Borgatti & Halgin 

2011, 1168). Hence, understanding social relationships in organisations is 

important, as these interactions can either promote or impede organisational 

performance. For the organisation, this means that it needs to align both formal 

structures and informal social networks to its strategy and business targets to be 

effective in its operations. (Ribeiro, Macambira & Neiva 2017, 244, 261) In addition, 

SNA can be utilised in assessing “the relational characteristics of knowledge, 

access, engagement, and the safety among a group”. (Cross et al. 2001, 108). In 

this context, knowledge means that the employees know what someone else knows 

and can access others’ thinking. Engagement refers to engagement to problem-

solving. Helpfulness and safety mean safety in relationships, which ensures learning 

and creativity. Understanding these characteristics through SNA can help the 

organisation to find appropriate methods to improve the network’s proficiency for 

knowledge sharing. (Cross et al. 2001, 105–108) 

 

In brief, SNA helps organisations to investigate and discover where and how 

knolwedge is utilised and to identify knowledge flow paths within an organisation 

(Cross, Gray, Cunningham, Showers & Thomas 2010, 84). It also helps the 

organisation to recognise the individuals’ roles in the networks. In the next chapter, 

I summarise the theoretical framework by introducing characteristics of 

intraorganisational networks, including collaboration, roles and knowledge sharing 

in these networks. 
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4  INTRAORGANISATIONAL NETWORKS  

 

In this chapter, I synthesise theories and concepts regarding knowledge and social 

networks into intraorganisational networks. I introduce characteristics of intraorgan-

isational networks, collaboration, individuals’ roles as well as knowledge sharing in 

these networks. In addition, I summarise the theoretical framework at the end of this 

chapter. 

 

4.1 Characteristics of intraorganisational networks 

 

Intraorganisational networks mean collaboration structures inside an organisation in 

which various kinds of resources are transferred among the members of the network 

to perform and achieve organisational tasks. Knowledge workers seek and offer in-

formation inside the organisation, and these resource exchanges “aggregate into 

networks that often cut across functional, hierarchical, and geographical bounda-

ries”. (Gargiulo, Ertug & Galunic 2009, 299) Thus, characteristics of intraorganisa-

tional networks and their collaborative structures can be explored from both the so-

cial and knowledge network perspectives. In this regard, an organisation can be 

conceptualised as a network in which the organisation’s members are “nodes” that 

are linked by relational ties such as relationships. (Rank, Robins & Pattison 2010, 

745–747)  

 

From the perspective of previous research, intraorganisational networks have an 

influence on the organisation’s success in various ways. Firstly, intraorganisational 

networks can be perceived as informal relationships in the organisation. They en-

hance the employees’ and the organisation’s work results through friendship and 

trust (social network perspective). Secondly, intraorganisational networks may also 

be formal in nature, such as when two or more employees or teams have continuous 

interaction for knowledge sharing in order to exchange value (knowledge network 

perspective). In addition, an intraorganisational network functions as a governance 

model in which authority is widely dispersed, especially in rapidly changing environ-

ments. (Smith-Doerr & Powell 2003, 380–381; Tsai 2001, 997) 
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Intraorganisational networks are embedded both in formal and informal organisa-

tional structures. A formal organisation refers to the shared rules, procedures and 

structures that are used to organise and manage activities in organisations. An in-

formal organisation, in turn, consists of the patterns of interactions among individu-

als, including norms, values, and beliefs that underlie such interactions. (McEvily, 

Soda & Tortoriello 2014, 305–306; Smith-Doerr & Powell 2003, 379) According to 

Brass et al. (2004, 796) “formal organizational structure shapes networks in organi-

zations”. In this respect, social relations (informal network) are formed by the organ-

isational settings (formal network), and they jointly affect collaboration and 

knowledge sharing in intraorganisational networks (Caimo & Lomi 2015, 687). 

 

Employees who have strong connections in the organisation and know how to use 

these connections have strong social influence. For this reason, it is relevant for the 

organisation to understand “the embeddedness of organizational relations existing 

in social ties” (Lee & Lee 2015, 75) to reinforce knowledge flow. The relationship 

between informal and formal relationships should also be considered in organisa-

tional design, as it affects the individual and team-level performance by enhancing 

value-creating capabilities. However, the effect is not necessarily positive, and the 

objectives established for the network may be both beneficial and harmful for the 

organisation and its employees and teams. (Smith-Doerr & Powell 2003, 388; Soda 

& Zaheer 2012, 767). As an illustration, conflicts may arise in the network if the 

informal network density is high due to the unclarity of who holds formal authority. 

Likewise, if the structure of network ties is too strong, only a limited number of em-

ployees hold the needed competencies, which may lead to homogeneous group 

thinking or redundancy. (Dyer & Nobeoka 2000, 365; Smith-Doerr & Powell 2003, 

391)  

 

On the other hand, multiplexity is present in intraorganisational networks, which re-

fers to the many relationships and links between network members. Intraorganisa-

tional networks may form due to the need for project-based work in which flexible 

and short-term relationships are needed. In contrast, stable and sustainable long-

term networks are also needed, as “formal collaboration commonly emerges out of 

pre-existing informal relationships”. (Smith-Doerr & Powell 2003, 385) 
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Intraorganisational networks are also needed for information access. Especially in 

fast-evolving environments in which teams can be fluid, overlapping and dispersed, 

intraorganisational networks enable employees and teams to access relevant 

knowledge and expertise. Therefore, it is relevant to conceptualise teams also in 

terms of participation, not only by membership. (Mortensen & Haas 2018, 341–342; 

Smith-Doerr & Powell 2003, 385) In this regard, understanding intraorganisational 

networks’ socially and relationally embedded ties can help managers and organisa-

tions to succeed in transformational change. Formal organisational change may dis-

rupt socially embedded ties in the network, but relationally embedded ties remain 

more or less unaffected by the change. (Lynch & Mors 2019, 266) 

 

In other words, intraorganisational networks develop from the collaboration among 

individuals, teams and units inside an organisation. In this respect, interpersonal 

networks can be considered to be embedded in intraorganisational networks. In-

traorganisational networks can be both formal and informal. The social network per-

spective highlights the informal aspect of the relationships in these networks, 

whereas the knowledge network perspective focuses on the collaboration and 

knowledge sharing in formal settings. In addition, intraorganisational networks can 

be short-term or long-term networks, and they usually cross functional, unit or hier-

archical boundaries. In the next subchapter, I explain the collaboration in intraor-

ganisational networks in more detail. 

 

4.2 Collaboration in intraorganisational networks 

 

According to Blomqvist & Levy (2006, 31), collaboration capability means an “actor’s 

capability to build and manage network relationships based on mutual trust, com-

munication and commitment”. Thus, collaboration is critical not only for knowledge 

sharing but also for innovation and performance (Blomqvist & Levy 2006, 39). Par-

ticularly, awareness of the expertise that somebody in the network holds can influ-

ence performance in situations in which it is likely that relevant knowledge can be 

acquired to facilitate innovation and problem-solving (Cross & Cummings 2004, 934) 

through collaboration. 
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Reputation for successful collaboration is a valued asset for the organisation and its 

employees and teams (Smith-Doerr & Powell 2003, 386), and collaboration within 

an organisation is done to gain economic benefits. These benefits include the costs 

that are saved when best practices are shared within the organisation, improved 

decision-making when advice is asked from colleagues in other teams, or revenue 

gains when expertise is shared within organisational units. (Hansen & Nohria 2004, 

23) As Tsai and Ghoshal (1998, 467) state, “inside firms, social interactions among 

different business units blur the boundaries of those units and stimulate the for-

mation of common interests”. Common interests can be considered as economic 

benefits and thus, the understanding of collaboration in organisations gives perspec-

tive to business success. 

 

According to Vogel (2005, 533), collaboration in intraorganisational networks occurs 

through relations among individuals and teams “due to their aim to pursue shared 

intentions”. This collaboration can be divided into energetic and focusing dimen-

sions. In the energetic dimension, joint activities are achieved through interpersonal 

meaningfulness. This refers to the relevance of the actions to all members in the 

network. In addition, the energetic dimension relies on self-active behaviour, which 

refers to the fact that no external order is needed. Synergetic interaction also be-

longs to the energetic dimension. Synergetic interaction means that all members 

react to each other’s actions and, thus, create effectiveness. Furthermore, collective 

effort is needed; that is, all members benefit from the actions in the network, which 

also benefits the organisation. (Vogel 2005, 533–534) 

 

The focusing dimension refers to four aspects: long-term orientation, pursuing 

shared goals, perception of high priority and disciplined collaboration. Long-term 

orientation provides the opportunity to change direction and prepare for potential 

surprises in the collaboration. Shared goals enable the members of the network to 

jointly unite and direct their actions. High priority is enabled among the network par-

ticipants when they focus on sharing the purpose of the activities. Collaboration in 

the network is disciplined; that is, the network focuses persistently on the shared 

goals and tries to discard any competing goals. (Vogel 2005, 534–535) The sum-

mary of the energetic and focusing dimensions are presented in Figure 4. 
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Figure 4. The energetic and focusing dimensions of collaboration in an intraorgan-

isational network (Vogel 2005, 533) 

 

Reciprocity is an important aspect of intraorganisational collaboration, particularly 

between employees of different organisational units. For instance, when a person 

or a team shares knowledge with another person or team, the receiver may recipro-

cate by offering support or granting many types of resources back to the other per-

son or team. On the contrary, immediate reciprocation is not necessarily needed if 

employees have friendship ties. Friendship can, therefore, be a source of collabo-

ration in intraorganisational networks. In addition, collaboration in intraorganisa-

tional networks has a local, formal context, which means that the indirect transfer of 

resources (such as information or advice) to other units or teams is not considerably 

supported. This can lead to employees and teams not having the same concurrent 

opportunities. (Caimo & Lomi 2015, 679; Rank, Robins & Pattison 2010, 756, 758)  

In this regard, it is important to create coordinating principles for successful collab-

oration in intraorganisational networks to ensure network members’ participation 

across the organisation with hierarchical structures (Caimo & Lomi 2015, 686), to 

prevent network members’ free riding in the network and to enable both explicit and 

tacit knowledge sharing (Dyer & Nobeoka 2000, 364). 

 

An employee’s participation in the collaboration in the intraorganisational network 

creates an opportunity to share knowledge with other network members. However, 

the employee also has to have intrinsic motivation and abilities to utilise this oppor-

tunity as well as engagement in knowledge sharing (Cabrera & Cabrera 2002, 705; 

Reinholt, Pedersen & Foss 2011, 1291; Vogel, 2005, 543). Thus, individual employ-

ees play a central role in intraorganisational networks – they take initiative, 
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communicate, coordinate and share common understanding and goals in the net-

work. Additionally, cognitive processes, such as collective emotions including ex-

citement and enjoyment, can help the network to focus their collaboration on essen-

tial matters. (Blomqvist & Levy 2006, 43; Vogel 2005, 543–544)  

 

In summary, collaboration in intraorganisational networks is a prerequisite for social 

interaction and knowledge sharing. Intraorganisational networks are maintained by 

collaboration and reciprocity. Individuals and teams in the organisation can share 

goals, best practices and other resources with each other, which ensures that they 

collaborate and find meaningfulness in their work. For this reason, collaboration in 

intraorganisational networks is done to gain both personal and economic benefits. 

To provide more insight into individuals’ collaboration in intraorganisational net-

works, I introduce roles in intraorganisational networks in the next subchapter. 

 

4.3 Roles in intraorganisational networks 

 

Individuals can have many different roles in intraorganisational networks. In formal 

networks, employees have hierarchical roles, such as individual contributors 

(subordinates), line managers or project managers. These roles are formally 

mandated by the organisation. (Lee & Edmondson 2017, 36) However, previous 

research has focused on investigating roles in networks in relation to knowledge 

flows and collaboration. These roles categorise individuals into knowledge owners, 

knowledge providers and knowledge brokers. Knowledge owners are individuals 

who possess know-how in certain tasks and who can, thus, be recognised as 

internal experts in the organisation (de Toni & Nonino 2010, 96). Knowledge 

providers help others through their knowledge, and they should be encouraged to 

participate in knowledge sharing (Kim et al. 2014, 46–47). Knowledge brokers have 

mediator roles in the network, as they receive knowledge from knowledge providers 

and should, therefore, be encouraged to spread knowledge to others. The role of 

knowledge brokers is of ultimate importance, as they strengthen an informal 

network’s embeddedness. (Cross & Prusak 2002, 110)  
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Knowledge brokers can be classified into the following five types: coordinator, 

gatekeeper, representative, boundary spanner and consultant. Coordinators 

transmit knowledge within their own teams. Gatekeepers bring knowledge from 

other teams or units and spread it to their own teams, and representatives transfer 

knowledge of their own teams or units to other units (Gould & Fernandez 1989, 92–

93) Boundary spanners transfer and share knowledge among different teams and 

units (Cross & Prusak 2002, 109). Consultants act as problem-solvers within teams 

and units. Consultants are considered trusthworthy people to solve work-related 

problems, but they can be difficult to reach. (de Toni & Nonino 2010, 97) 

 

On the other hand, individuals can act as central connectors who have the highest 

number of personal relationships in the organisation's networks. They also have the 

best knowledge of the organisation’s internal competencies and expertise. (Cross & 

Prusak 2002, 106, 111) These connectors can also be opinion leaders who have 

strong friendship ties with others in the organisation (de Toni & Nonino 2010, 100). 

However, central connectors can also act as bottlenecks in the network if they refuse 

to share the knowledge that they hold or obtain. (Cross & Prusak 2002, 108). 

 

The organisation’s employees can also have a peripherian position according to 

their job profile, minority gender or low connectedness.This affects their opportunity 

to find relevant counterparts or the information inside the organisation that they need 

in order to succeed in their work. Moreover, employees with a peripherian position 

often select counterparts who are in periphery too, which can hinder their search for 

relevant information and knowledge. (Singh, Hansen & Podolny, 2010, 1433, 1435) 

In contrast, the organisation can have employees who have special skills and 

knowledge but whose position in the network is in peripheral areas. These 

employees are called peripheral specialists. (Cross & Prusak 2002, 106, 111;  de 

Toni & Nonino 2010, 94, 96). 

 

The roles in intraorganisational networks are illustrated in Figure 5. 
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Figure 5. Roles in intraorganisational networks 

 

In sum, individuals’ roles in intraorganisational networks are versatile in relation to 

knowledge flows. Different roles can both enhance and block knowledge flow to the 

right counterparts. Trust, problem-solving capabilities and know-how can enhance 

knowledge sharing, but a lack of motivation or willingness to share knowledge or an 

individual’s peripheral position in the organisation can prevent knowledge sharing. 

In the next subchapter, I present characteristics of successful knowledge sharing in 

intraorganisational networks in more detail. 

 

4.4 Knowledge sharing in intraorganisational networks 

 

Knowledge sharing refers to an individual’s efforts to share their knowledge to an-

other person as well as the other person’s efforts to obtain and absorb this 

knowledge (Phelps, Heidl & Wadhwa 2012, 1119). According to Smith-Doerr & Pow-

ell (2003, 392), “important knowledge often flows through professional networks”, 

and the information that flows through these networks establishes the appropriate 

behaviour and standards in the organisation. In this respect, it is important to facili-

tate knowledge sharing through intraorganisational networks – not only through net-

work ties but also by nurturing employees’ and teams’ autonomous motivation for 

knowledge sharing (Gupta & Govindarajan 2000, 490; Reinholt, Pedersen & Foss 

2011, 1293).  

 



42 
 

Previous research has adopted the social capital viewpoint in studying the interre-

lations among individuals and how they can describe the potential deviations in 

knowledge sharing (Wei, Zheng & Zhang 2011, 1403). The characteristics of both 

social relationships and social networks influence the efficiency and effectiveness 

of knowledge sharing (Phelps, Heidl & Wadhwa 2012, 1117). For example, employ-

ees who frequently interact and communicate with each other share knowledge 

more than those who do not have equally strong ties in their collaboration (Reagans 

& McEvily 2003, 244; Reinholt, Pedersen & Foss 2011, 1279). Specifically, the “rel-

ative number of within-team and interunit relations” affects the knowledge sharing 

intentions of the teams and units (Hansen, Mors & Løvås 2005, 791). In the same 

way, knowledge flows better to the intraorganisational units that share knowledge 

with others in the organisation than to the units that do not share knowledge as 

much. This also results in a positive impact on their future interaction with other 

units, “creating a dynamic self-reinforcing system”. (Monteiro, Arvidsson & 

Birkinshaw 2008, 103) On the other hand, if a team holds important knowledge that 

others do not have, that team has power over others, which creates a dependency 

on that team (Wong, Ho & Lee 2008, 143). 

 

Based on Caimo and Lomi’s (2015, 686) research, “informal knowledge sharing re-

lations across organizational subunits tend to co-occur with mutual relations of in-

terpersonal hierarchical subordination”. This highlights the importance of employees 

establishing as many ties as possible, especially close ones, with different members 

in the organisation to be able to gain new knowledge when needed (Wei, Zheng & 

Zhang 2011, 1417). More specifically, both informal and formal networks contribute 

especially to employees’ innovative knowledge sharing. Therefore, the organisa-

tion’s managers should promote it by shaping networks and identifying the key con-

tributors to knowledge sharing (Aalbers, Dolfsma & Koppius 2014, 844). Particularly 

from the innovation perspective, an employee’s or a team’s centrality in the 

intraorganisational network has a positive effect on the use of their knowledge (Tsai 

2001, 1002). The knowledge of employees or teams that have central roles in the 

network is also appreciated by others (Sparrowe et al. 2001, 322). However, if the 

employee has too much innovation power in the network, they can become 
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overloaded and their ability to share their knowledge in the network can decrease 

(Paruchuri 2010, 76).  

 

In the same way as collaboration, knowledge flows are generally based on demand 

and reciprocity in organisations. Individuals share knowledge if they benefit from it 

through reciprocity, and this in turn produces ‘goodwill’ (Mura, Lettieri, Radaelli & 

Spiller 2013, 538). Accordingly, knowledge sharing in intraorganisational networks 

can be considered to be more valuable when knowledge sharing entities, such as 

teams, are more structurally diverse. This means that employees from different lo-

cations, functions or business units benefit from versatile sources of knowledge that 

is important for their performance. (Cummings 2004, 360; Rodan & Galunic 2004, 

557; Rulke & Galaskiewicz 2000, 622; Soda & Zaheer 2012, 766) 

 

In addition, networks in which relational knowledge diversity is present are valuable 

for the employees. Therefore, individuals can more efficiently support knowledge 

sharing across teams if they understand how and where knowledge flows across 

these teams (Kim et al. 2014, 38). In this respect, relational resources play an im-

portant role in intraorganisational knowledge sharing – they are key resources in 

building teams’ and units’ knowledge integration capabilities (Gardner, Gino & 

Staats 2012, 1016–1017). For example, internal job rotation can enhance both ex-

plicit and tacit knowledge sharing and also increase social interaction that enables 

effective performance (Al Saifi, Dillon & McQueen 2016, 321; Rodan & Galunic 

2004, 557). 

 

On the other hand, knowledge is more likely shared within than across the 

organisational units. This is natural, as teams or units set their own goals that do not 

cross team or unit boundaries. (Kim et al. 2014, 49) Hence, knowledge sharing 

beyond team or unit boundaries in the organisation needs reciprocity, but 

hierarchical, interpersonal relations can also enhance informal knowledge sharing. 

Therefore, formal organisational structure both limits and enriches social relations 

in the organisation. (Caimo & Lomi 2015, 686) At the same time, informal networks 

may reduce coordination in a formal organisation, which can then distract the 

performance of the team or the organisation (Soda & Zaheer 2012, 766). Thus, the 
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facilitation of knowledge sharing both vertically and horizontally can strenghten 

effective knowledge flows in organisations (Kim et al. 2014, 49). 

 

In sum, knowledge sharing in intraorganisational networks can enhance 

performance (Henttonen, Kianto & Ritala 2016, 762). It generates the sharing of 

best practices as well as the promotion and implementation of new ideas. On the 

other hand, it is also important that employees share their mistakes, as it helps them 

to better process their knowlegde and reach workable outcomes. (Mura et al. 2013, 

538) Knowledge sharing in intraorganisational networks entails social interaction 

both within teams and units, but to gain versatile perspectives, cross-team and 

cross-functional collaboration and interaction enhance both the individuals’ and the 

organisation’s performance. Thus, both formal and informal organisational 

structures promote knowledge sharing by providing different venues for it and for 

collaboration in general.  

 

4.5 Framework for collaboration and knowledge sharing in intraorganisational 

networks 

 

To summarise the theoretical framework for this thesis, intraorganisational networks 

can be conceptualised as socially contructed knowledge networks. The knowledge-

based view of the firm emphasises that an organisation’s knowledge is the most 

valuable asset in fast-evolving enviroments. Thus, knowledge needs to be shared 

through collaboration to gain competitive advantage, and intraorganisational 

networks are platforms for this collaboration. Explicit and tacit knowledge flow in 

intraorganisational networks through socialisation, externalisation, combination and 

internalisation, and ba acts as a locus for these functions. Ba has two dimensions: 

the type of interaction (individual or collective) and the media (face-to-face or virtual) 

used in the interaction. It also has four types, which are originating, dialoguing, 

systemising and exercising ba’s.  

 

Employees and teams are nodes (agents) in intraorganisational networks, and they 

interact socially with each other. Intraorganisational networks follow the elements of 

knowledge networks, including structural, relational, nodal and knowlegde 
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properties. These properties enhance knowledge sharing capabilities. From the 

social network perspective, structural and relational perspectives are emphasised 

as well. The network structure and position, such as the agents’ position, the 

structural embeddedness of the network and network density, have an impact on 

collaboration and knowledge sharing. The quality of relational ties (relationships) in 

intraorganisational networks needs to be fostered in order to form trust and 

reciprocity. The social network perspective also addresses the importance of 

accessing heterogenous knowledge through social interaction with as many 

individuals, teams and units as possible. The structural, relational and nodal 

properties of intraorganisational networks can be investigated through the social 

network analysis (SNA).  

 

Intraorganisational networks can be both formal and informal. They can also be 

short-term or long-term networks and cross functional, unit or hierarchical bounda-

ries. Individuals can have different roles in intraorganisational networks. Formal 

roles include individual contributor, line manager or project manager roles. Previous 

research has mainly investigated roles in networks in relation to knowledge flows 

and collaboration and classified them into roles such as knowledge owner, provider 

or broker. Knowledge broker is an important role, as knowledge brokers share and 

spread knowledge among individuals, teams and units and help them to solve prob-

lems within the organisation. Individuals can also be central connectors, such as 

opinion leaders, or  experts whose knowledge is valuable for the organisation but 

who hold a peripheral position in the network. 

 

Collaboration in an intraorganisational network has energetic and focusing dimen-

sions. The energetic dimension refers to the interpersonal meaningfulness of the 

collaboration, self-active behaviour, synergetic interaction and collective effort. The 

focusing dimension  means the long-term orientation of the collaboration, pursuit of 

shared goals, perception of high priority and discipline collaboration. As a result, 

collaboration requires coordinating principles in addition to internal motivation for 

collaboration and knowledge sharing to ensure participation throughout the organi-

sation. Informal and formal network types also contribute to innovative knowledge 

sharing. When knowledge-sharing entities, such as teams, are more structurally 
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diverse, knowledge sharing can enhance performance and be beneficial for individ-

uals and organisations. The summary of the framework for collaboration and 

knowledge sharing in intraorganisational networks is presented in Figure 6. 

 

 

Figure 6. Framework for collaboration and knowledge sharing in intraorganisational 
networks 

  



47 
 

5 RESEARCH METHODS AND DATA  

 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an exact and transparent description of the 

research process. Firstly, I introduce the case organisation. Secondly, I outline the 

research process. Thirdly, I describe the research method and the strategy for data 

collection. Finally, I explain the data analysis. In addition, I evaluate the reliability 

and validity of the research.  

 

5.1 The case organisation 

 

The single case in this study was a multinational industrial company that had its 

headquarters in Finland. With over 5 billion euros of sales (2019), it employed over 

9,000 employees and operated in 30 countries. The corporate consisted of five busi-

ness areas and shared supporting functions for the corporate, such as human re-

sources (HR), information and communication technology (ICT), procurement, com-

munications and corporate affairs. The company was transforming its operating 

model from a business area-driven organisation to a process-driven model. Thus, a 

process management organisation was included in the supporting functions with the 

task to support the implementation and development of the organisation’s process 

management model.  

 

The company’s business areas had operated markedly independently. However, 

during 2019 and 2020, the organisation designed its common business and man-

agement processes, which should be followed the same way in all business areas. 

When this research was conducted, the business and management processes were 

in the implementation phase and common practices and procedures among busi-

ness areas were being developed further. Thus, researching the case organisation’s 

internal networks can provide insights into the collaboration among the business 

areas and supporting functions. Moreover, it can generate ideas on how this collab-

oration could be enhanced and developed together with the implementation of the 

process management model.  
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5.2 Research process 

 

My interest towards intraorganisational collaboration and networks arose during my 

studies due to the interdisciplinary nature of networks in organisations. I work for the 

case organisation and had a discussion with my manager to gather ideas for the 

research in the case organisation. After discussions with my manager, I wrote the 

topic analysis in December 2019 and returned it for feedback in the beginning of 

January 2020. I strengthened the theoretical framework in the research plan, which 

I introduced in February 2020. In the research plan, I selected the research problem 

and method and planned the data collection, analysis methods and schedule of the 

study.  

 

Based on the feedback from the thesis supervisor, I clarified the theoretical frame-

work and the scope of the study. I prepared the interview questions and selected 

the interviewees from the case organisation. I discussed the data collection instru-

ment and data analysis method with the thesis supervisor in March 2020. The data 

collection started in April 2020 and continued till mid May 2020. In addition to data 

collection through interviews, I familiarised myself with the secondary data, which 

were the SNA results from the case organisation. The SNA’s data collection was 

done in January–February 2020, and the results of the analysis were introduced in 

May 2020. 

 

After data collection, I began the data analysis in May 2020. I completed the analysis 

in June 2020. Based on the empirical data, I supplemented the theoretical part of 

the thesis and wrote the results, discussion and conclusion chapters in June 2020. 

I submitted the work to the thesis supervisor for comments in mid-June 2020. I made 

corrections to the text and translated the quotations from Finnish to English during 

July 2020. I submitted the work to the thesis supervisor for the second comment 

round in August 2020, and the thesis was completed in September 2020.  
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5.3 Research method and strategy for data collection 

 

This study was a qualitative case study. The aim was to understand the case 

broadly, and the qualitative research method was appropriate for this purpose. The 

qualitative research method focuses on describing real life and seeks to report the 

research object as comprehensively as possible. In addition, it seeks to find the facts 

and describe the reality. Typical features of qualitative research include individuals 

as research instruments together with interviews as a data collection method. The 

target population is appropriately, not randomly selected. Qualitative research is 

conducted flexibly, and the plan can be changed according to the circumstances. 

(Hirsjärvi, Remes & Sajavaara 2005, 152, 155; Laine, Bamberg & Jokinen 2008, 10; 

Tuomi & Sarajärvi 2018, 74) In qualitative research, the research approach is sub-

jective and diverse, as it is based on the experiences of the research objects. Fur-

thermore, the research objects and the researcher interact with each other. (Hirsjärvi 

& Hurme 2015, 22–23) As I work for the case organisation, I had had previous in-

teraction with the interviewees and understood the case organisation’s organisa-

tional structures well. 

 

In this study, the strategy for data collection was a single case study. A case study 

is one type of qualitative research (Hirsjärvi, Remes & Sajavaara 2005, 153). It can 

be considered a key strategy for data collection in qualitative research, as it is widely 

used (Metsämuuronen 2008, 18; Vissak 2010, 379). A case study also allows for 

interesting and easy-to-read descriptions and broad perspectives. (Vissak 2010, 

371) A qualitative case study was appropriate as a research method for this study, 

as it allowed me to gather information from the case organisation’s members about 

their experiences of intraorganisational networks, their relation to collaboration and 

knowledge sharing and also potential challenges they had faced in the collaboration 

in the networks.  

 

Specifically, the single case was a multinational company and its intraorganisational 

networks. The purpose was to understand the interviewees’ experiences of working 

in networks inside the company and produce descriptive material that can be inter-

preted. One of the benefits of a case study is that it allows generalisations, although 
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understanding the case is the main goal. Hence, the strengths of a case study are 

the ability it yields to explain new, complex issues and to provide a holistic perspec-

tive on real-life situations as well as to process these into clear results. A case study 

enables the flexible formulation of questions. (Flyvbjerg 2011; Metsämuuronen 

2008, 16–18; Vissak 2010, 379)  

 

Laine, Bamberg & Jokinen (2008, 12, 28, 30) describe the main features of a case 

study as follows. A case study targets a small number of cases, often only one, but 

it should collect extensive data on the different dimensions of the case. In case 

studies, the research focuses on 'naturally occurring' cases. In addition, the central 

material is qualitative, but quantitative material can also be used. Lastly, the general 

significance of the case can be expressed in two manners. Firstly, the case can 

challenge the theory, complement it or create new theory (analytical generalisation), 

and secondly, general significance can occur through naturalistic generalisation. In 

other words, the case is generalised based on the individuals’ own perceptions.  

 

In this study, I followed the features of a case study as presented by Laine, Bamberg 

& Jokinen (2008). Specifically, I had only one single case and I collected the data 

through interviews with the case organisation’s employees, who represent many 

different units, functions and departments in the organisation. However, I also used 

quantitative, secondary data from the SNA conducted in the case organisation. 

Thus, the central material is qualitative, but it is supplemented by the quantitative 

material. The focus of the research is on understanding intraorganisational networks 

that ‘occur naturally’ in the case organisation. The general significance of the case 

is expressed through theory complementation and, accordingly, through analytical 

generalisation.  

 

5.4 Data collection  

 

A case study may focus on a part of a company, a process, or a series of events, 

and more specifically, on an individual or group level. The most important aspect 

when choosing a method for data collection is expediency, which can be either qual-

itative (for example, interview or observation) or quantitative (statistical). (Koskinen, 
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Alasuutari & Peltonen 2005, 157) Hence, the primary focus of this single case study 

was not on information about the interviewees but on information about the case; 

that is, the interviewees’ experiences of working in intraorganisational networks and 

how these networks helped them to collaborate and share knowledge. Altogether 

ten individuals were selected for the interviews.  

 

I chose the interviewees discretionary since I know the case organisation and its 

employees quite well. This supports the efforts of qualitative research to investigate 

a particular topic or case holistically, including the interviewees’ subjective experi-

ences and knowledge as well as their information value related to the research prob-

lem (Eskola & Suoranta 1998, 49; Koskinen, Alasuutari & Peltonen 2005, 273; 

Tuomi & Sarajärvi 2018, 74). The interviewees were middle and senior management 

representatives from Finland, Poland and the United Kingdom. Their functions were 

HR, ICT, process management, corporate affairs, production, sales, supply chain, 

services and general management. In addition, the interviewees represented differ-

ent business areas (BA1-BA5) and supporting functions (SF) in the case organisa-

tion. Four of the respondents represented supporting functions, two were from BA2, 

and the rest from all the other business areas, one from each (BA1, BA3, BA4 and 

BA5). The summary of the interviewees, their functions, business areas and coun-

tries are illustrated in Table 3. 

 

Three of the interviewees were women, and seven were men. Their length of service 

varied from three years to over twenty years. Five of the respondents had worked 

for different functions or business areas during their service, and all of the respond-

ents had had many roles and positions during their career in the case organisation. 

Additionally, four of the respondents were part of either a business area’s or sup-

porting functions’ management team and one interviewee also had multiple man-

agement team positions. 

 



52 
 

Table 3. Summary of the interviewees 

 

 

It was a conscious choice to select only middle and senior management employees 

for the interviews. The work of middle and senior management is knowledge-inten-

sive, and they need to be interconnected with others to accomplish their tasks. The 

secondary data were collected only from the middle and senior management levels. 

Consequently, the comparability of the data was better when both primary and sec-

ondary data represented the same employee levels.  

 

The method for the collection of primary data was semi-structured interviews. A 

semi-structured interview refers to an interview in which the interview questions are 

the same for all interviewees but do not have ready-made response options. This 

allows the interviewees to answer the questions in their own words. In this way, I 

aimed to determine whether the same topics were repeated, without limiting the 

number and types of topics that could have arisen. Indeed, the semi-structured in-

terview methodology emphasises the interpretations and meanings about topics 

that surface in the interaction during the interview. Moreover, when selecting inter-

viewees, it is important to ensure that the selected individuals have as much 

knowledge and experience as possible about the subject under study. (Eskola & 

Suoranta 1998, 49, 87; Tuomi & Sarajärvi 2018, 95) One criterion for the interviewee 

selection was the interviewees’ known interconnectedness due to their work tasks.  
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The interviews were held between 17 April and 11 May 2020. Prior to the interview, 

I provided general information about the thesis, its topic and confidentiality (ano-

nymity and usage of pseudonyms). I also sent the interview questions and the EU 

data protection notification to the interviewees and asked them to confirm their con-

sent to the interview and the processing of their personal data. I conducted the in-

terviews as virtual interviews using Microsoft Teams. The original intention was to 

conduct them  face-to-face, which could have provided the opportunity to better see 

and interpret interviewees’ nonverbal communication (Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2015, 34). 

The interviews did not have a video connection, and because of this, I was not able 

to witness the interviewees’ nonverbal communication (except tone of voice). How-

ever, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, face-to-face interviews were not possible.  

 

I recorded the interviews both with Teams' recording function and, secondarily 

(back-up), by my mobile phone’s voice recorder. In addition, I took notes on the 

computer during the interview. The durations of the interviews ranged from 39 

minutes to 55 minutes. To be able to perform a thorough data analysis, it is important 

to transcribe the data (Hirsjärvi, Remes & Sajavaara 2005, 210). In this study, tran-

scriptions of the interviews were outsourced to a transcription company Spoken, to 

which I sent the materials immediately after the interviews. I had informed Spoken 

about the interview schedule and agreed on the service levels with them. The tran-

scriptions were done verbatim; that is, the transcribed text was colloquial, but any 

filler words were removed (Koskinen, Alasuutari & Peltonen 2005, 320). Spoken 

returned the interview transcripts approximately 24 hours after the material was sent 

to them. This was beneficial to the research, as the quality of the data analysis can 

be improved if the interview data are transcribed immediately after the interview 

(Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2015, 185). Altogether, I had 122 pages of transcribed material. 

 

I conducted all the interviews by using the same interview framework. The questions 

were themed under three categories: background information, collaboration in in-

traorganisational networks and the functioning of intraorganisational networks. 

These themes were based on the literature on the phenomenon. As I had prepared 

the interview questions in advance, I was able to find the most relevant aspects 

related to the research questions during the interviews. 
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As background information, I asked about the interviewees’ current role in the or-

ganisation, for how long they had worked for the company and in what kinds of roles, 

and in which functions or business areas. In addition, I asked them to identify their 

closest co-workers. The questions regarding collaboration in intraorganisational net-

works were targeted to provide answers to the research questions “What kind of 

intraorganisational networks can be recognised in the case organisation?” and 

“What kind of collaboration do intraorganisational networks support?”. These inter-

view questions relied on the theory of knowledge and social networks and the former 

research regarding knowledge network elements, collaboration in intraorganisa-

tional networks and social network theories.  

 

The questions regarding the functioning of the intraorganisational networks were 

targeted to provide answers to the research questions “How can organisational sup-

port foster intraorganisational networks?” and “What kind of aspects may prevent 

intraorganisational networks’ functioning and why?”. These interview questions re-

lied not only on theories of collaboration and knowledge sharing in intraorganisa-

tional networks and social network analysis but also on theories of knowledge and 

social networks. The interview questions are presented in Appendix 1.   

 

The interviews were the primary resource for the data collection. In addition, the 

results from the SNA, which was conducted in the case organisation by an external 

service provider, were used as secondary data in this study. The data for the SNA 

in the case organisation were collected during January–February 2020. The data 

collection contained a questionnaire for the case organisation’s middle and senior 

management regarding their collaboration partners inside the organisation. There-

fore, the purpose was to collect data especially on their informal networks. The goal 

was to understand the case organisation’s global leadership networks, to make vis-

ible key strengths and key personnel, and to draw insights into team performance, 

integration and collaboration. The SNA also measured team and organisational level 

innovation potential and engagement as well as energy, which refers to the degree 

to which individuals are energised by interaction within the team. In addition, the 

analysis gave insights into empowerment; that is, the degree of distribution of deci-

sion-making authority within the team. The organisational level results of the SNA 
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were reported in May 2020 by the external service provider. I only used the organi-

sational level results in this study to find similarities and differences between the 

SNA and interview results. 

 

5.5 Data analysis 

 

The data analysis in this study can be described as a qualitative content analysis. It 

refers to qualitative analysis, in which the aim is to obtain a concise and general 

description of the case under study in order to draw conclusions (Tuomi & Sarajärvi 

2018, 87). I used theory and abductive reasoning to guide the analysis. Abductive 

reasoning is a scientific reasoning logic, according to which both theory and empir-

ical observations affect the outcome of the analysis. In other words, the theoretical 

framework provides the first assumption of the phenomenon, but the empirical data 

accumulate this assumption. (Dubois & Gadde 2002, 555; Tuomi & Sarajärvi 2018, 

81–82) According to Dubois and Gadde (2002, 555), “theory cannot be understood 

without empirical observations and vice versa”. Thus, both the theoretical framework 

and interview data guided my analysis. I examined the data comprehensively and 

focused on the research questions. The purpose was to ascertain whether the em-

pirical evidence reinforced the theory and what new perspectives the empirical evi-

dence offered to the topic.  

 

I began the analysis by doing simple coding of the transcription data using QSR’s 

NVivo, which is a computer software for qualitative data analysis. I used NVivo que-

ries to automatically code the transcribed interview data based on the words they 

contained. Coding the material means splitting the material into more easily inter-

pretable parts, which can be regarded as a systematic review of the material and its 

scanning. With the help of coding, it is possible to make the needed items visible, 

so that focus can be directed to them in the next step of the analysis. Once the 

coding has been completed, the data can be viewed in a flexible way, such as by 

searching certain parts from it and re-grouping it. In this way, it is possible to compile 

all the relevant factors from the data to the research. (Eskola & Suoranta 1998, 156–

157) The benefit of using the software is that it can process information faster and 

more efficiently than the researcher’s own traditional coding methods 
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(Metsämuuronen 2008, 54). However, the software does not make the analysis 

ready for the researcher. Instead, it helps the researcher to conduct the analysis 

(Ruusuvuori, Nikander & Hyvärinen 2010, 397). 

 

After simple coding, the data analysis had five phases. Firstly, I read the transcrip-

tion materials multiple times and underlined the recognised themes. Thematising 

involves sorting the different codes into potential themes that illustrate the research 

problem and emphasising them in the data. This helped me to compare the occur-

rence of certain themes in the research material. Successful thematising requires 

the interaction and intertwining of theory and empiricism (Braun & Clarke 2006, 89; 

Eskola & Suoranta 1998, 126). Secondly, after theme recognition, I continued to 

categorisation. Categorising the themes is at the centre of the analysis. The cate-

gories illustrate patterns that are directly expressed in the text or derived from it 

through analysis. Also, categories can be divided into subcategories, and thus, re-

lationships among categories can be identified. (Hsieh & Shannon 2005, 1285; 

Mayring 2000, 3).  

 

Thirdly, I summarised the themes and categories in Microsoft Excel. I organised the 

interviewees’ background information and quotations from the transcription data to 

Excel under the themes and categories. Example quotations of different categories 

and subcategories are presented in Appendix 2. In this phase, I also anonymised 

the quotations by using pseudonyms. Through themes and categories, I made an 

analysis frame, which is illustrated in Table 4. The analysis frame was based on the 

research questions and the theoretical framework. However, I also identified more 

detailed subcategories in the empirical data. The main themes and subthemes were 

based on the research questions and the theory, but categories and subcategories 

were based on both the theory and the empirical data.  
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Table 4. Themes and categories used in the data analysis 

Main theme Collaboration in networks 

Subtheme Recognising networks Collaboration 

Category 
Closest co-

workers 

Identification 
of collabora-
tion partners 

Network types 
Collaboration and 
knowledge sharing 

in networks 

Roles in net-
works 

Subcategories 

Subordinates 
Line Manager 
Colleagues 

Management 
Team 

Experience and 
knowledge 

Formal / informal 
Permanent / tem-

porary 
Interpersonal / in-
traorganisational 

Cross-functional / 
across busi-

nesses 

Seeking perspec-
tives 

Idea sharing 

Sparring 
Best practices 

Learning 

Decision-making 
Goal achievement 

Conflict/risk manage-

ment 

Formal vs. in-
formal roles 

 

Main theme Functioning of networks 

Subtheme Practices Challenges  Need for support 

Category Practices in networks 
Challenges in formal vs. 

informal networks  
Leadership and management 

Development of networks 

Subcategories 
Governance 

Meeting practices 

Case-by-case collaboration 

Trust / Mistrust 

Lack of reciprocity  
Unclear roles 

Time management 

Workload 
Motivation 
Priorities 

Open leadership culture 

Commitment 
Time allocation 
Facilitation skills 

Job rotation 
Project possibilities 

 

Fourthly, I determined the headings for the results chapter and categorised quota-

tions under these headings in Excel. This made it easy to filter quotations by head-

ings in Excel and select the best ones to illustrate a certain theme in the results 

chapter. As most of the interviews were held in Finnish, I translated the used quo-

tations and asked the interviewees’ permission to use their quotations in this study. 

I also asked the interviewees’ opinion about the translations to ensure that the mes-

sage of the quotations was conveyed correctly into English.  

 

The SNA was only secondary data in this study, and the analysis was conducted by 

an external service provider. Thus, as a fifth phase after the analysis of the interview 

data, I examined the overall results of the SNA by reading and referring to the report 

provided by the service provider. The organisational-level results of the SNA were 

compared to the interview data to uncover similarities and differences in the results.  
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5.6 Reliability and validity of the research 

 

The reliability of a study refers to the degree to which the research method yields 

repeatable, systematic results. Validity means the degree to which the research 

method measures exactly what it is intended to measure (Hirsjärvi, Remes & 

Sajavaara 2005, 216). 

 

In assessing the credibility of my analysis, it is also important to consider concepts 

of both internal and external validity. Internal validity refers to the harmony of the 

theoretical and conceptual definitions of the research, whereas external validity ad-

dresses the degree or extent of the relationship between the data and the interpre-

tations and conclusions drawn from it. (Eskola & Suoranta 1998, 214) To ensure the 

internal validity of the research, I explored the theoretical framework and research 

regarding intraorganisational networks thoroughly. Furthermore, I tried to ensure the 

external validity by comparing theory and empirical data with each other. The com-

parison is introduced in more detail in Chapter 7 in addition to the limitations of this 

research. 

 

When using data-driven analysis, the subjectivity and background of the researcher 

(such as educational background and work experience) need to be considered, as 

they inevitably influence the data analysis (Eskola & Suoranta 1998, 157). Thus, in 

this study, my subjectivity might have reduced the external validity and reliability of 

the research, as I work for the case organisation and know the employees who were 

interviewed. However, I have tried to ensure the quality and reliability of the data 

collection by providing the interviewees with a relaxed, confidential interview situa-

tion as well as by acknowledging my direct link to the case organisation. Nonethe-

less, I was not able to interpret the interviewees’ nonverbal communication (except 

the tone of voice), as I did not have a video connection for the interviews. I allocated 

a considerable amount of time for the data processing and analysis. To ensure a 

sufficient amount of time, I outsourced the transcription of the interview data to a 

service provider. In addition, the abductive approach made it possible to modify the 

theory even after the data collection, which I adopted to ensure the internal validity 

of the research. 
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I have thoroughly described the data collection of the research and explained the 

fundaments of the data analysis, which I introduced in Subchapter 5.5. I have re-

ported the results as accurately as possible and added direct quotations to the re-

port. The use of quotations allows the reader to evaluate the validity of the re-

searcher’s choices (Koskinen, Alasuutari & Peltonen 2005, 318). The number of 

interviews was limited to ten. The number of interviews required for the research 

was affected by the diversity and heterogeneity of the interviewees (Guest, Bunce 

& Johnson 2006, 79). The heterogeneity of the interviewees was ensured by 

selecting interviewees from different organisational units, functions and 

departments. Based on this, the number of interviewees was considered to be 

sufficient to investigate the phenomenon in the case organisation. 
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6 RESULTS  

 

In this chapter, I view the key findings of the interview data analysis. This is divided 

into six main themes. Firstly, I introduce the results regarding the respondents’ clos-

est co-workers. It was important to reveal the closest co-workers, since the purpose 

of this study was to understand networks outside of respondents’ closest co-work-

ers. Secondly, I report the identification of internal collaboration partners for net-

working. Thirdly, I explain the collaboration in the networks, including network types, 

collaboration and knowledge sharing as well as roles in networks. Fourthly, I report 

the findings in relation to the functioning of the networks, including practices, issues 

and challenges in the networks, and the support needed from the organisation for 

intraorganisational networking. Fifthly, I briefly summarise the key findings of the 

secondary data (SNA). Finally, I compare the interview results to the SNA results.   

 

The observations of the themes are supported by direct quotations from the re-

spondents’ answers. To protect the respondents’ anonymity, the quotations are not 

tagged with pseudonyms.  

 

6.1 Closest co-workers 

 

In their current roles, the respondents identified their closest co-workers to be mainly 

in their own team, specifically their subordinates or their line manager and col-

leagues who report to the same manager. Also, in cases in which the respondents 

were part of either a business area’s or supporting functions’ management team, 

they named the management team members as their closest co-workers.  

 

As process management and development were present in the case organisation, 

three of the respondents also identified the process development teams as their 

closest co-workers, as their work was closely related to process development and 

implementation. Four of the respondents also identified other functions’ represent-

atives, such as colleagues from production, marketing or finance, as their closest 

co-workers, but all of them were within the same business area in which the 
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respondents worked. Two respondents also identified close co-workers outside of 

their own function or business area. 

 

In sum, the closest co-workers were mainly the respondents’ direct reports, line 

manager or colleagues that worked under the same supervision (such as a business 

area’s management team members). Thus, the closest co-workers primarily repre-

sented the same function or business area in which the respondents themselves 

worked. I present a summary of the closest co-workers in Figure 7. 

 

 

 

Figure 7. Closest co-workers 

 

6.2 Identification of collaboration partners in networking 

 

Regarding collaboration partners in the networks, the respondents said that they 

mostly knew whom to contact based on experience. Most of the respondents had 

already worked for the organisation for many years, which made it easy to find the 

right collaboration partners and connections. The respondents utilised formal organ-

isation structures to find the right collaboration partners with whom they can offer 

reciprocal help to advance matters. Thus, the respondents recognised that their 

goals could mainly be achieved through formal, mandated networks that include a 

management team.   
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"I recognise, at least from my own field of expertise, those people, their backgrounds, their 

skills and through that, it's easy to make the choices who could help." 

 

"...I have learnt that I don't first do things directly with people by myself, but often actuate 

them through some management team's project, and this way I get that official mandate to 

do them and spend time with them." 

 

The respondents identified the managers as an important source for discovering the 

links that could be utilised to facilitate goal achievement. Therefore, network utilisa-

tion can be involved in discussions about formal goal establishment. The networks 

also had “opinion leaders”, who could be trusted and through whom the respondents 

were able to identify new collaboration partners. 

 

“That's where (in goal setting discussion) we discussed the groups with whom we could 

achieve the targets." 

 

"Of course, it's worth it to utilise them (opinion leaders) and, in a way, get their help to push 

things forward. These opinion leaders and maybe otherwise powerful people who have 

opinions..." 

 

In general, the individuals were not afraid to ask guidance from others in situations 

in which they did not know whom to involve in their work or whose help they needed. 

In other words, it appears that it was easy for the respondents to approach others 

and find new networking partners in the case organisation by simply asking for guid-

ance from their current collaboration partners. 

 

"I just contact if I have a question, and I directly ask someone, and I don't think about it, 

how it should be done or how to do it, I just directly contact, send a message or call." 

 

"...I have to ask a lot, from whom should I ask?" 

 

“... so then I have asked a colleague or someone else, where should I start and usually 

someone knows how to steer you in the right direction, if you just dare to ask." 

 

In sum, the employees needed to have collaboration partners to achieve their work 

goals.  
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"Well, this job is pretty chaotic and I need to navigate to many directions, and if I am not 

connected to needed counterparts, then I feel that many different people contact me." 

 

"…I have good trustworthy people around me in different parts of the organisation with 

whom I can openly spar and discuss what is the best way to do things and implement 

them..." 

 

The means to identify collaboration partners are illustrated in Figure 8. The employ-

ees’ experience and knowledge as well as discussions with their line managers 

helped them to identify the right collaboration partners. If the employee or the line 

manager did not know with whom to collaborate, the employee could ask help from 

their current collaboration partners to discover new partners. This increased the em-

ployees’ knowledge and eventually their experience of the organisation.  

 

 

 
Figure 8. Means to identify collaboration partners 
 

In the next subchapter, the collaboration, knowledge sharing and the individuals’ 

roles among identified collaboration partners are described. 

 

6.3 Collaboration in networks 

 

In this subchapter, I describe the results on the network types , collaboration, and 

knowledge sharing recognised in these networks. I also present the individuals’ 

roles in the networks.  
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6.3.1 Network types 

 

Formal networks 

 

The respondents’ formal networks consisted mainly of the closest co-workers with 

whom they worked frequently. These are the co-workers that were introduced in 

Subchapter 6.1. In addition, the employees had formal networks that consisted of 

their own function’s representatives within the function or within their own business 

area but also in other business areas. Also, the teams in the value chain (such as 

sales and production), colleagues’ subordinates, manager’s managers and projects’ 

steering committees were considered formal networks. The most recognised formal 

network outside the employees’ closest team (within the business area) was the 

network of supporting functions’ representatives (such as HR, legal, finance, com-

munications, procurement and ICT). If the respondent worked for the supporting 

function, representatives from other supporting functions were also identified as 

their network members. On the other hand, the supporting functions’ representatives 

naturally had formal network connections to business areas.  

 

"But I still need to emphasise supporting functions, their representatives play a strong role." 

 

Process development teams were identified as formal networks. The employees 

worked in these teams in a matrix organsation setup, and these teams also consti-

tuted networks that operated cross-functionally and across businesses. The process 

development in the organisation had influenced the formation of these networks. In 

addition, the cross-functional projects or the projects across businesses were formal 

networks, which also helped the individuals to network informally after the project 

had ended. 

 

"...now we have this project to harmonise the organisation's business processes and all 

other processes too, so many have certainly networked more and better through it." 

 

"This (process development) programme and projects are also giving a lot of good connec-

tions between people from different business areas."  
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"These projects have a positive repercussion, they specifically help to network naturally 

which is really good." 

 

All of these formal networks were mandated by the organisation. Also, the formal 

networks were mainly permanent networks. However, the steering committees 

were not permanent, as they were linked to projects, which generally are not per-

manent in nature. Respondents considered the formal networks to be intraorgani-

sational networks rather than interpersonal networks. Thus, the formal networks 

were cross-team, cross-functional and, in some cases, also networks across busi-

nesses. In these formal networks, mainly work-related knowledge was created, 

shared and transferred. 

 

Informal networks 

 

The identified informal networks were development-oriented networks in which best 

practices, ideas and knowledge were informally shared. In addition, senior manage-

ment representatives outside of the respondents’ own functions were identified as 

informal network partners, even when the cooperation had begun in formal net-

works. Informal collaboration with senior management representatives was im-

portant in terms of “getting things done” in the organisation. 

 

"We meet occasionally face-to-face and spar, we send emails and call each other, but it is 

not... you can't find it in the organisation chart." 

 

"So, I approach them (management) sometimes with things that are other than the official 

purposes of the existence of this network, let's just say." 

 

The respondents who had worked for the company for many years identified net-

works of acquaintances, and these informal networks were utilised on a case-by-

case basis. If they had worked for another function or business area, they could 

utilise the knowledge and support of the former colleagues in these functions or 

business areas. The respondents also identified informal free-time networks, which 

had emerged through work. Co-workers in the office could be considered informal 
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networks as well if these co-workers represented different functions and operations 

from those that the respondent represented.   

 

"… I also have free-time networks that have emerged through my work in this organisation." 

  

"…I work here in the local office..., so I would say that the group that works here is also 

one network that I have. And there are people from completely different positions…" 

 

In general, work in informal networks was carried out more or less on a case-by-

case basis. As a result, it was more temporary in nature than work in formal net-

works. The respondents considered the informal networks to be interpersonal net-

works rather than intraorganisational networks. In other words, the identified infor-

mal networks were person-to-person networks, even though the collaboration part-

ners worked in different teams, functions or business areas. Informal networks were 

considered to be more socially constructed in nature than the formal networks. The 

employees shared not only knowledge in general but also experiences and best 

practices in these informal networks.  

 

In summary, the networks in the case organisation can be divided into formal and 

informal networks. The formal networks were more permanent in nature than the 

informal networks. Formal networking happened mostly with the closest co-workers 

within the business area or the supporting function. However, they were perceived 

as intraorganisational networks in some cases. For example, the formal process 

development teams were considered intraorganisational networks, as they collected 

different individuals from many business areas to share their knowledge and ideas 

as well as to implement common processes in their business areas. In contrast, 

informal networks were mostly interpersonal networks, as they were not mandated 

by the organisation and in them, individuals mainly connected to share knowledge 

and ideas informally without the formal structure of the meetings. For instance, the 

informal development-oriented networks were considered interpersonal networks. 

In addition, the senior management were regarded as an important collaboration 

link for work to be completed in informal networks. The summary of network types 

is illustrated in Figure 9. 
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Figure 9. Network types 

 

6.3.2 Collaboration and knowledge sharing in networks 

 

In general, the employees sought perspectives and opinions from their networks to 

help them to advance their tasks. In the networks outside the employees’ closest 

teams, they gained new viewpoints, which they most probably would not have con-

ceived of by themselves or with their closest co-workers. Thus, through knowledge 

sharing, the network members helped themselves and others to perform. 

Knowledge sharing in networks helped the individuals to acquire information that 

they would not otherwise had access to and to learn from each other. Hence, col-

laboration and knowledge sharing had social significance among the employees and 

best practices were shared through the networks. In addition to learning, the em-

ployees also sparred with others and asked for second opinions outside their closest 

teams.  

 

"And yes, I would see it so that regardless of the job description and the set goals, so after 

all, my role is to share knowledge." 

 

"I think the key thing about those networks is that people are exposed to questions and 

information that they may not have encountered in the past or so." 

 

"...when different functions are managed in different ways, information does not necessarily 

flow in exactly the same way everywhere, and as an advantage, when I'm actively con-

nected with people, there are often situations, where I get a piece of information which 

would not otherwise have been available if I had not been in contact with people." 
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"Then again, the network on the outer perimeter, so things can arise from there that I have-

n't even come to think of, and it then has this x-factor involved, that there can be a kind of 

new creative meaning." 

 

New ideas were usually formulated and discussed with the closest co-workers at 

first. Afterwards, the ideas were shared with others outside the closest team to verify 

the idea’s applicability with the help of feedback. The employees tested their ideas 

outside their own function or discussed the ideas or sparred with trustworthy indi-

viduals in informal networks before promoting them in formal networks. This ap-

proach helped them to recognise possible issues or challenges and to be prepared 

for them to ensure greater acceptance in formal networks. For this reason, trustwor-

thy individuals were important particularly in cross-functional networks and in net-

works across business.  

 

"And then, when I have a thought or idea, in many cases I then "acid test" it at least outside 

of my own function…" 

 

"… I could say that I first do the needed sparring perhaps with different people than who 

later are the so-called implementation channels for taking something forward." 

 

"… So, I have relationships of trust and I know that those people genuinely tell me how 

they see things." 

 

Collaboration and knowledge sharing in the networks also helped the employees to 

anticipate possible conflicts and to mitigate risks. It was important for the employees 

to understand the impact that actions in one part of the organisation have on another 

part. Hence, the knowledge needed to reach the right people, which was ensured 

through collaboration in networks. Collaboration in networks could be beneficial for 

the whole organisation, as in the networks, the individuals shared their experiences 

freely. Through open exchange of experiences, the individuals could strengthen 

their networks and gain the ability to convince network members to their side or 

manage conflicts openly. Thus, collaboration particularly in the informal networks 

helped the individuals to prepare themselves to accomplish tasks in formal net-

works. Collaboration and knowledge sharing helped the employees to achieve their 
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goals at work. Networks helped them to improve their performance when they 

shared their goals with others in the networks.   

 

"That's the only way to advance your own goals and get things that have been stuck for a 

long time, to progress, that you take them specifically outside of your own closest col-

leagues or team and seek those points of contact and explain and explain again." 

 

"I see that sometimes it's even more important to work through informal networks and really 

reach people and buy their attentions or get them involved instead of just going to the 

formal ones. So, I think the higher you are in the organisation in terms of the organisational 

level, these informal networks are more and more important. Much more important." 

 

Collaboration in networks also had an impact on the fast progress of work tasks. As 

an illustration, in projects, individuals became acquainted with each other and in 

potential future projects, they are already familiar with each other’s work methods. 

This created more efficiency than when people who did not know each other began 

a project together. In addition, if the collaboration on the project felt effortless for the 

participants, they most probably would like to work with the same individuals again 

in the future. Thus, projects were regarded as a valuable means to collaborate and 

find colleagues with whom to work effectively with future tasks as well. 

 

“If you have ever done a certain project with a group of people, then it is terribly easy to do 

it with the same group or at least take those "pearls" from there and the runway to the start 

of the new project or task is so much shorter. So in this respect, when you can select the 

people and you know how they work and they know how you work, it of course has an 

advantage in the project or in the specific task that needs to be completed.” 

 

The effectiveness of decision-making was recognised to be a very important aspect 

of collaboration in the networks. Through collaboration in the networks, the employ-

ees were able to influence others, which helped them and others in the networks to 

make appropriate and effective decisions. On the other hand, the networks helped 

the employees to manage their work, as they did not have to know or solve every-

thing by themselves. Through the networks, it was possible for the respondents to 

better understand the overall picture of the organisation. In general, things pro-

ceeded more efficiently when the employees had good collaboration practices in the 
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formal and informal networks. Also, informal discussions in situations such as lunch 

or coffee breaks were important to acquire information about what was transpiring 

in the organisation. 

 

"…to be able to develop production, we need to achieve a good and open, confidential 

relationship with the decision-makers in the mill."  

 

"Especially in the future, you don't know where in the organisation you end up working, 

thus it's definitely not a bad thing, that you meet people from all over the organisation and 

can utilise different practices that have been done elsewhere and you hear good things, 

and you can apply them too." 

 

"I even feel that it is a precondition for me to get my job done, to have a certain kind of 

network in place." 

 

"... but then, the unofficial information, of course it's such that you normally hear it there by 

the coffee machine and in hallway conversations, or during lunch break." 

 

In addition, collaboration in the networks had an impact on the meaningfulness of 

work. Through networks, social interaction was maintained and nurtured.  

 

"…it is significant, first of all, it brings meaning to my work, since I have contacts who 

are outside of my own work and this brings a whole new perspective to many things…" 

 

"… My work doesn't have meaning without these (networks)." 

 

Collaboration and knowledge sharing in the networks is summarised in Figure 10. 

In the networks, collaboration and knowledge sharing ensured that perspectives and 

opinions could be shared and feedback gained for the respondents’ ideas. New 

ideas were first formulated with the closest co-workers, but the ideas were then 

tested in other networks, such as in the cross-functional ones. Thus, the network 

members were important sparring partners for each other. Collaboration in the net-

works was important, as through it, best practices were shared and individuals learnt 

from each other. Collaboration and knowledge sharing benefitted both the individu-

als and the organisation, as they advanced work matters and enabled effective de-

cision-making. The individuals were able to influence others and found 
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meaningfulness in their work when they were able to work with different kinds of 

people in many networks. The networks were valuable, as they helped the individu-

als to achieve their goals, manage conflicts and mitigate risks. The networks also 

enabled an open exchange of experiences. 

 

 

Figure 10. Collaboration and knowledge sharing in networks 

 

6.3.3 Roles in networks 

 

In the formal networks that were mandated by the organisation, the employees’ roles 

were also mandated and included managerial roles, collegiate roles as well as spar-

ring and influential roles. Colleagues were individual contributors in the network and 

shared best practices. However, in managerial roles, the individual could act as 

chairperson of the network, a steering committee member or a supporter of the net-

work. The roles of the supporting functions’ representatives were business and spar-

ring partners and implementers of agreed decisions in the formal networks. An em-

ployee’s role was also sometimes an internal “sales representative”; that is, the pur-

pose of the role was to sell relevant ideas and initiatives to the other network 
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members. Other roles that were identified in the formal networks were secretary and 

coordinator roles. 

 

"…on the other hand, we first spar a lot with them and think about how we could solve this 

thing, and only after that they take it forward in their own line organisations." 

 

"It's a bit of a weird situation, I'm both coordinator and secretary of the meeting, but on the 

other hand the chairman and responsible for the themes and their implementation. In a way 

I have a bit of a contradictory role to play." 

 

In informal networks, the roles were mostly facilitator and coordinator roles. The 

facilitation and coordination of informal networks ensured that knowledge flowed 

among individuals, teams, functions and business areas.  

 

“I try to facilitate the exchange of ideas and getting to know each other. Some have worked 

together for a long time and know each other well, but some others do not.” 

 

In these cases, the informal networks had meeting practices that required a facilita-

tor or a coordinator. The employees who acted as coordinators in the network also 

organised informal “meet ups” for their network members. The respondents recog-

nised that they could also be trustworthy people to networks outside their closest 

team and, in this way, share their knowledge when others approached them to find 

the best possible cooperation partners from their teams. 

 

"...many people in the Finnish organisation find it more comfortable to approach me first 

and after that they can contact the right people (in our organisation)." 

 

In general, the roles were not as clear in the informal networks as in the formal 

networks, as people in the informal networks collaborated mainly on a case-by-case 

basis and through informal, interpersonal discussions. Thus, the roles naturally dif-

fered according to the network type (formal vs. informal). A summary of the roles is 

illustrated in Figure 11. 

 



73 
 

 

 

Figure 11. Summary of roles in networks 

 

6.4 Functioning of networks  

 

The functioning of networks can be divided into practices, challenges in the formal 

and informal networks and into the support needed from the organisation. In gen-

eral, governance was the most visible practice in the formal networks, whereas the 

informal networks were rarely managed and led. Time management and trust were 

important aspects in both types of networks. Thus, if challenges arose, they were 

mostly related to a lack of time or trust. In the following subchapters, I discuss these 

topics from both formal and informal network perspectives. Furthermore, I outline 

the support needed from the organisation for collaboration in the networks. 

 

6.4.1 Practices in networks 

 

Formal networks 

 

In the formal networks, which were mainly permanent, intraorganisational networks, 

formal governance models were identified. The governance means formal case 

presentations and decision-making policies as well as meeting practices that include 

documentation, such as agendas and meeting minutes. Thus, governance was the 

most visible practice in the formal networks. Governance helped the formal networks 

to function smoothly and it provided structure for the work in the networks. The 
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implementation of a process-driven organisation model had an impact on the gov-

ernance models. This was a topical issue in the case organisation, and it might have 

affected the strong notions in the respondents’ answers. 

 

"There are certainly things we would finish faster, but there is a certain governance, so we 

need to live by that." 

 

"…(according to process management) governance, we have a physical meeting once a 

month and we assign tasks there, and the meeting has a leader and participants agreed." 

 

"...the process management model is in a rather exceptional situation, that it also is con-

scious and official creation of internal networks." 

 

Some units in the value chain or process teams across businesses had common 

goals, which were perceived as one method to manage and lead the functioning of 

formal networks. Projects often had shared goals and were systematically steered 

and advanced through formal governance. Thus, common goals were an important 

means to support the collaboration in formal networks. 

 

"…the most relevant goals become essential to others too. So you get motivated from two 

directions by opening the case and then by leading from the top. I have found this to be the 

best way to take things forward." 

 

"It is important to have right kinds of discussions so that those make them (BA represent-

atives) a resource to really meet the expectations set for us." 

 

Informal collaboration, therefore, enhanced the collaboration in the formal net-

works when the goals were shared among teams and units. In informal collabora-

tion, interpersonal discussions and influencing each other supported the formal 

goal achievement and the success of projects.  

 

Informal networks 

 

In general, the respondents thought that the informal networks, which were mostly 

temporary and interpersonal networks, were not managed and led. Individuals could 

principally choose which informal networks they participated in.  
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"But, I would say that they live their own life… They are not being managed or encouraged, 

or they are not systematically developed… It is not assigned to you, that with these people 

you should collaborate now." 

 

The identified practices of the informal networks included meetings, which normally 

had a certain theme to be discussed together with network members. One practice 

in the informal networks was informal discussions on a certain topic. In this kind of 

an informal event, all network members could introduce a topical case or notion.  

 

"I organize it (the meeting) once a quarter and it's much more informal. It works so that I 

together with my manager, manager's manager and couple of teammates think about pos-

sible good topics for the meeting, but also production managers bring topics with them and 

this way we meet once a quarter. And, between the meetings, things are moved forward." 

 

"...we have so called power coffee every Friday, where you can come to present your 

thoughts on just about any topic... you have attended some training and want to tell about 

it or have a project that has gone well or even better if it has gone wrong but want to tell 

about that then." 

 

On the other hand, informal and formal collaboration sometimes happened in the 

same context, which led to mixed practices. In these cases, the practices could be 

similar regardless of the type of the network. Most of the informal networks func-

tioned on a case-by-case basis and were, therefore, more practical than the formal 

networks. Individuals contacted each other by phone or had discussions in informal 

occasions as well as bonded and shared thoughts after work or in free-time net-

works (which had, however, emerged through work). 

 

"... you are also creating some friendships with people who are from time to time changing 

their positions, you were in the, I would say official collaboration role by mandate by the 

organisation structure, but then suddenly your ways are going in different directions but 

you can still stay as a good friend, colleague and you can meet... this also helps to be up 

to date with what is happening in different organisations, what is happening in different 

areas of the company." 

 

"It's also interesting that the practices can be exactly the same, whether the network is 

formal or informal." 
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In addition, the informal networks were characterised by reciprocity and trust. As the 

informal networks mainly had meeting practices, reciprocity was a commonly iden-

tified factor that helped the functioning of the informal networks. It built trust and 

brought continuity to the collaboration. Generally, the respondents considered that 

trust existed in the informal networks to begin with. This might be a cultural feature 

in Finnish organisations. Furthermore, positive feedback in the informal networks 

nurtured both reciprocity and trust.  

 

"It (trust) is probably the foundation, when you collaborate in informal networks, so it's 

based on trust..." 

 

"…I just make sure that the whole thing makes sense for everyone and then I help if I can 

and expect to benefit on the same level in the future." 

 

"I just hope that others can be considered trustworthy and I try to be reliable too." 

 

"...when I worked with the Germans and the Dutch people, trust had to be earned first and 

then it was in place, but with the Finns it feels like the trust is there to begin with." 

 

"I've come to think of a closer group of people who also have experience but who are in a 

way constructively willing to spar on how we can develop this particular thing instead of like 

shooting things down completely." 

 

The practices in the formal and informal networks are summarised in Figure 12. 

 

 

Figure 12. Practices in formal and informal networks 
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6.4.2 Challenges in networks 

 

Formal networks 

 

Even though the formal networks were primarily mandated by the organisation, dif-

ferent teams and functions that collaborated in the formal networks sometimes had 

different priorities. As the process management model was in the implementation 

phase in the case organisation, the employees had not necessarily yet got used to 

working cross-functionally or across businesses. They did not always know what 

kinds of topics related to process implementation and development they could bring 

to the formal networks. In a matrix organisation, the challenge can also be that the 

project or process leaders have no mandate to manage the needed resources. Even 

though the formal networks included collaboration (for instance, in projects), it was 

not always easy to influence the other functions’ or business areas’ representatives. 

Consequently, this may have caused tension between the collaborators. Open com-

munication and informal networking are important aspects of helping the formal net-

works in this communication challenge.  

 

"…one who specialises in a particular area sees it as important, and what they have on 

their agenda, it is the most important thing for them, but I have to look at the most im-

portant things in terms of my speciality area, which is production." 

 

“… what kind of topics production managers should bring to the forum for resolving? And 

when should you just call a friend and resolve the issue in the particular mill? … But I 

think we are on a learning curve, but it's a challenge." 

 

"… How to get the team informally to engage in shared projects and to do needed things 

when I don't have a leadership position? It means that I need to have a good sales pitch 

to get the needed resources for the goals I'm aiming for." 

 

Open communication refers to knowledge sharing. In some cases, unwillingness to 

share knowledge to others was recognised. The case organisation also had many 

hierarchical layers in the formal networks, and sometimes the needed knowledge 

did not flow to all of them as fast and promptly as it should have. In addition, team 
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dynamics may have affected open communication, whereas powerful personalities 

may have suppressed the discussions in the formal networks.  

 

"... I can identify certain parts of the organisation where clearly internal communication and 

knowledge sharing are not valued enough, in top management too." 

 

"... what kind of culture the team has, how communication is appreciated and how the team 

is encouraged to share knowledge? Or is it the opposite, that even by example everybody 

is directed to keep things to themselves and to not share knowledge openly." 

 

"There may be people who have been in the organisation for a very short time and they 

don't necessarily have strong opinions, but they just want to understand what this company 

is all about, and then it is important to be able to somehow manage these strong personal-

ities and keep in mind that we want to promote things together." 

 

If the individual left the formal network, competence gaps sometimes appeared. This 

was regarded as a challenge, as individuals with strong knowledge and compe-

tences are not easily replaceable.  

 

"People have actually changed in certain functions, and that is also a kind of challenge 

when a person who has been in that position for a long time leaves and is replaced. They 

don't have that same know-how yet and they don't necessarily know how those things have 

gone in the past, so that's a kind of challenge for sure." 

 

On the other hand, if an employee was new to their role in the organisation, it was 

sometimes challenging to build a network in their new role, especially in the COVID-

19 pandemic situation. They could not see new cooperation partners in the organi-

sation and discussions were only done virtually. 

 

"(due to coronavirus) building new networks needs to be postponed. In the longer run, I 

believe very strongly in promoting things through networks and that's why I am not de-

lighted about the delay." 

 

The teams in countries outside of Finland were not completely integrated to the cor-

porate, at least in some parts of the organisation. This was considered a challenge 

and a motivational issue.  
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"I think we have a place for improvement here, that we learn to involve people from different 

countries directly and faster, and also to treat all equally, to give all presentations, docu-

ments and presentations in English." 

 

Informal networks 

 

Time management was challenging to collaboration in the informal networks. Most 

of the time was devoted to the formal networks, which presented a challenge to 

informal collaboration due to the lack of time. 

   

"People really have a lot to do at the moment, so sometimes it's hard to find time together. 

Time can be found for meetings, but sometimes preparation could be better and promoting 

things between the meetings sometimes slows down because people have so many other 

things to do." 

 

".. the calendar dictates the daily life a little too much, so it can be hard to find time for freer 

(networking)." 

 

Informal networks may not have had the authority for decision-making, which was 

regarded as a challenge, as informal collaboration especially in relation to process 

development was considered to be a supporting activity to formal process imple-

mentation. Individuals could influence others, gain knowledge from others, and 

share it with them through informal collaboration. However, official decisions were 

made through governance and the formal networks. In contrast, even though the 

lack of decision-making authority presented a challenge in some cases, the informal 

networks needed to be utilised responsibly and formal governance models needed 

to be respected. 

 

"Decision-making is always ultimately generated into money at some point, directly or in-

directly, and then it is always discussed like, well, how do we do this?" 

 

…Each of us who is in that situation must remember their professionalism and respect 

the governance." 

 

When utilising the informal networks, trust was a foundation in these networks. Chal-

lenges (mistrust) may have arisen if reciprocity was not respected. As roles and 
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responsibilities in informal collaboration were not necessarily established, the com-

mitment to reciprocity was only based on the trust among collaborators.  

 

"...for these networks to work, it requires that when I have been connected to these net-

works,  and I ask them for something, and then they ask you for something,  I have to 

ensure that I take care of agreed things or I lose the trust." 

 

In general, the value of networking was especially acknowledged in the COVID-19 

pandemic situation. The challenge was that in that situation, natural occasions for 

informal collaboration were not as easy to find. 

 

"…What is actually linked to this network research in this current situation is that when 

everybody is isolated from others, the importance of the networks grows when you don't 

have the informal (collaboration) that you just run into people, but you really have to make 

the effort, to call someone when you want to find out something. " 

 

The summary of the challenges in the formal and informal networks are presented 

in Figure 13. As the formal networks were the primary networks for employees in 

the case organisation, more challenges were discovered in them. Likewise, as col-

laboration in the informal networks happened on a case-by-case basis and mainly 

voluntarily, less challenges were discovered in them than in the formal networks. 

 

 

Figure 13. Challenges in networks 
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6.4.3 Support needed from the organisation for collaboration in networks 

 

Collaboration in both formal and informal networks needs support from the organi-

sation. It was highlighted that the systematic development of networks is one good 

method to enhance both their utilisation and functioning. Systematic development 

meant providing opportunities for individuals to join different cross-functional net-

works and networks across business areas through different means, such as short-

term job rotation. Projects were also a good method to enhance informal collabora-

tion and networking. The organisation could support the employees by providing 

them with opportunities to participate in cross-functional projects and projects 

across business areas. This could improve the employees’ competences, which 

could also be utilised in new projects in the future.  

 

"...how do we make those production guys and salesmen, how do we make them under-

stand each other better. For example, we could send someone to the sales department for 

two weeks and someone to the mill for two weeks, it might add a little understanding about 

these things. People aren’t a nuisance on purpose, but perhaps they have their own prac-

tices and ways of working and then the important message from the customer just neces-

sarily doesn’t go through and this should be sorted out." 

 

"…if you think about big projects and other projects too, they create waterproof groups, so 

to speak, which are then put together again and again." 

 

"...we need to allocate enough different people to projects. They don't have to always be 

the same ones, but also gems need to be created and found and also give opportunities to 

the wider organisation. And projects typically would be such (opportunities)." 

 

In addition, facilitation skills were needed both in the formal and informal networks 

for those who coordinate the work in the networks. The organisation could foster the 

employees’ facilitation skills and provide opportunities for facilitation for those whose 

motivation for facilitation is high. Facilitation also included pre-assignments, agen-

das, and action points for the participants. Openness in management and in lead-

ership culture was another important aspect in the functioning of networks. Sharing 

best practices is beneficial for the organisation and, therefore, the organisation could 

support the formation of new networks by allocating time for informal collaboration 
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too. For instance, it was noted, that the organisation could identify employees who 

have the same interests and bring them together for idea and knowledge sharing 

and innovating. The collaboration should then be facilitated and agreed actions 

monitored. On the other hand, employees mentioned, that each individual needs to 

initiate collaboration and manage their own responsibilities. Without an individual’s 

own motivation for collaboration and knowledge sharing, the others’ commitment to 

the collaboration is futile. However, the organisation could benefit from offering for-

mal decision-making mandates to some networks, particularly to those that worked 

informally but whose purpose was to enhance the process management model in 

the organisation.  

 

"We should better organize ourselves to this and put a little effort into that. So, I think we 

would get pretty good results like that, but it would require an eager and knowledgeable, 

persistent facilitator. And then, he would get a mandate to gather those people together 

from different parts of the organisation, and through that, it would probably then start to 

progress.” 

 

"...the organisation wouldn't be too anorectic in the sense that there are people in positions 

like mine who seek to facilitate the conversation and ensure that collaboration takes place 

across functional or business boundaries." 

 

"It requires that one maintains a good atmosphere but also ensures that concrete actions 

are agreed upon and that they are also followed up." 

 

"...you just pick up the phone and call that counterpart in the mill and constructively go 

through the topic. So, it is the culture, leadership culture, and open, direct contacting." 

 

In general, the senior management were perceived to be committed to support net-

working in the organisation. More visible interest from the senior management, es-

pecially towards informal networks, could help the organisation to understand the 

value of collaboration and knowledge sharing even better. The process manage-

ment model is one means to enhance cross-functional collaboration and coopera-

tion across business areas.  
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"Maybe it is the fact that management is interested and shows it in practice for example by 

visiting (the meeting) or asking that well, how did it go or what did you achieve or how are 

things progressing? Maybe that's what could be improved a bit more." 

 

"A more direct expression of the intention, that we want to do cross-functional cooperation 

and share expertise, and everything else. These could be made even clearer.” 

 

"...if we want to go towards process management and process organisation, then these 

networks are the ones that manage and develop those processes." 

 

Employees said that in the future, utilising virtual meetings more could also be ben-

eficial for the networks. In this way, more people could be involved in networking 

and collaboration efficiently without travelling costs. Knowledge sharing through vir-

tual meetings is also quick and effective. The respondents noted that in the COVID-

19 pandemic situation, virtual meeting practices had demonstrated that work can be 

executed efficiently in networks even without face-to-face meetings.  

 

”…but I think now after the coronavirus, a new way of collaboration would probably be 

much easier because we can really utilise better and more frequently this virtual technol-

ogy, which in my opinion works very well… how we can improve but also find opportunities 

and efficiencies in our way of working because based on my experience and my team 

experience, we are all of the same opinion that we are much more efficient now, that we 

are always available and we can really do a lot of things much faster than normal.”  

 

The summary of the support needed from the organisation for the collaboration in 

the networks is illustrated in Figure 14. 

 

 

Figure 14. Support needed from the organisation 
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6.5 Results of the social network analysis 

 

The questionnaire of the SNA was conducted and its results analysed by an external 

cooperation partner. I report here the confidential results that are based on the co-

operation partner’s overall report of the organisational-level results. Due to the con-

fidentiality of the analysis, I do not share any network structures in this study.  

 

According to the analysis from an organisational level, the supporting functions had 

strong collaboration with the business areas, which indicates that they played a 

unique facilitation role in the case organisation’s leadership structure. This high level 

of connection and the supporting functions’ position as the facilitator of most cross-

team collaboration indicates that they could be a valuable place to explore and learn 

best practices. The strong execution score coupled with a lower empowerment met-

ric may indicate that the roles and responsibilities within supporting functions are 

well defined in support of the other areas of the case organisation. 

 

From the business area perspective, there were notable missing connections be-

tween the business areas. In some of the business areas, the lower engagement 

suggests a feeling of the business area’s internal connectedness but potential dis-

connectedness from the wider organisation. However, high empowerment, a good 

innovation score and good marks in engagement were also reported. This indicates 

that the teams were well positioned to synthesise perspectives across the case or-

ganisation in order to develop and execute creative value propositions. On the other 

hand, high energy and execution scores were reported with a mid-range empower-

ment score, which suggests that the teams felt enthusiastic and driven to achieve 

their goals. The scores may indicate that most team members had a strong individ-

ual mandate and many responsibilities.  

 

In general, the leadership flowed in hierarchical descending levels from the business 

area management within the different business areas. The different business areas 

had primarily strong senior management connections. However, there was a rela-

tively large distance and a lack of strong connections between the senior manage-

ment and the middle management across business areas. In addition, the structure 
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of tasks and affective relationships appeared to be dictated by the geographical re-

gion. Relatively few relationships were discovered across regional boundaries. In 

some business areas, some of the different geographical teams were well integrated 

by their overarching functions. However, they all appeared to play supporting roles.  

 

6.6 Comparison of the interview results and social network analysis 

 

In the previous chapters, I have introduced the interview results and the SNA results. 

In this subchapter, I compare these results to each other. I do this cursorily, with the 

purpose to find similarities or differences between interview and SNA results. 

 

The supporting functions were recognised in the SNA to have collaboration both 

among teams within the supporting functions but also across the case organisation 

with different business areas. This was also highlighted in the interview results. The 

supporting functions’ role is to support the business areas. Therefore, it is natural 

for them to have strong connections to different parts of the organisation. In the 

SNA, the supporting functions scored high in execution, and this was also acknowl-

edged in the interviews.  

 

"…I'm representing the service function, and although I actively participate in the discussion 

and coach others, I'm still an implementer." 

 

Based on the SNA results, the employees in the business areas mostly worked to-

gether with colleagues in the same business area and information flowed efficiently 

within each business area. The interview results also indicate this. The respondents 

identified their closest co-workers as their direct reports and colleagues within their 

own business area, but their networks also existed mainly within the business area. 

 

"Yes, so definitely (the work) is more within (the business area)... if I think about this position 

and the previous ones, cross-functional collaboration and collaboration across businesses 

has been very perfunctory." 

 

The SNA results indicate that the teams in the case organisation synthesised per-

spectives across the organisation and were, thus, able to develop ideas and 
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proposals. In the interviews, the respondents highlighted the importance of testing 

their ideas in the networks as well as the opportunity to share experiences and best 

practices, especially cross-functionally and across businesses. With regards to in-

novative proposals, the respondents perceived it as important to be aware of the 

work around the organisation and to ask for feedback from the network before exe-

cuting ideas. The interview results also suggest that it is important to understand the 

implications of decisions to different teams and organisational levels. Hence, the 

knowledge needs to flow easily to the right people, which can be ensured through 

networks. 

 

“I'm also trying to reach out not only to my, through my direct reports but also going a bit 

further and discuss also with those people who are then doing the job on a daily basis to 

simply understand what are their points of view, if they are fully aligned.” 

 

According to the SNA results, the case organisation has high energy and execution 

scores and mid-range empowerment scores. This indicates that the employees 

were goal-oriented and had individual mandates as well as many responsibilities. 

These findings are directly supported by the interview results, in which the respond-

ents highlighted especially the importance of fast execution and initiative. In general, 

the interviewees identified many different roles that they had in the case organisa-

tion’s networks.  

 

“…it is precisely the leadership, knowledge transfer and if there are actions, then their man-

agement and ensuring from my own organisation's perspective that things are going for-

ward and on the other hand checking that the other side does what has been agreed upon." 

 

Based on the interview results, work was done primarily in the formal networks, and 

the informal networks supported the work in the formal networks. Formal, “man-

dated” networks were mainly hierarchically led and managed, and governance mod-

els were present in these networks. The SNA results, which indicate that leadership 

flowed in hierarchical descending levels from the business area management within 

the different business areas, support this notion. On the other hand, the interviewees 

pointed out that they had connections with many levels in the organisation. Also, the 

respondents from the middle management level noted that they had good 
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connections with the senior management as well. In contrast, the SNA results sug-

gest that there was distance and a lack of strong connections between the senior 

and middle management. 

 

Regarding cross-border connections in all business areas and supporting functions, 

the SNA indicates that the relationships appeared to be dictated by the geographical 

region and that relatively few relationships existed across regional boundaries. Even 

though this was not directly stressed by the interviewees, their closest co-workers 

rarely crossed regional boundaries, except for three of the respondents and their 

closest co-workers due to their international role in the case organisation.  

 

The summary of the comparison of the results is presented in Table 5. 
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Table 5. Comparison of the SNA and interview results 

 

 SNA results Interview results 

Supporting 
functions 

Supporting functions have strong col-
laboration both with teams within sup-
porting functions but also across the 
case organisation with different busi-
ness areas. 

Strong connections from supporting 
functions to business areas. 

High in execution. Supporting functions’ role in execution 
recognised. 

Business 
areas 

Respondents mostly work together 
with colleagues in the same business 
area. 

Closest co-workers and networks are 
mainly within the business area. 

Capability to synthesise perspectives 
across the  and thus ability to develop 
ideas and proposals. 

Importance of testing ideas. 

Possibility to share experiences and 
best practices. 

Awareness of the work around the or-
ganization and asking for feedback 
from the network before execution. 

High energy and execution scores and 
mid-range empowerment scores, indi-
cating goal orientation and employees’ 
individual mandate. 

Importance of fast execution and initia-
tive taking. 

Many roles in the networks identified. 

Leadership flows in hierarchical de-
scending levels from the business area 
management. 

Distance and lack of strong connec-
tions between senior and middle man-
agement. 

Formal networks and governance 
models. 

Connections to many levels in the or-
ganization, no distance seen between 
middle and senior management. 

General Relationships appear to be dictated by 
geographical region and relatively few 
relationships cross regional bounda-
ries. 

Closest co-workers rarely cross re-
gional boundaries. 
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7 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

In this chapter, I first compare the results to the theoretical framework and discuss 

the similarities and differences in the results with the previous research. I divide this 

comparison to two subchapters – collaboration and knowledge sharing in intraor-

ganizational networks and the functioning of intraorganizational networks. After that, 

I make final conclusions by answering the research questions and by providing man-

agerial implications. In addition, I describe the limitations of this research and sug-

gest future research topics. 

 

7.1 Collaboration and knowledge sharing in intraorganizational networks  

 

From the theoretical perspective, networks can be formal or informal, socially con-

structed knowledge networks, but also intraorganizational or interpersonal networks 

(Brass et al. 2004; Smith-Doerr & Powell 2003; Tsai 2001).These network types 

were mainly identified and especially the division into formal and informal networks 

was clearly recognised in the case organization. In this study, interpersonal net-

works were included in the intraorganizational networks, as individual and team re-

lationships are interdependent and support each other (Korte & Lin 2013, 408). In 

the case organization, interpersonal networks were separated from intraorganiza-

tional networks in some cases, but in other cases, the networks were both intraor-

ganizational and interpersonal in nature.  

 

Informal networks were considered to be more or less interpersonal in nature, as 

this kind of collaboration mostly happens person-to-person. On the other hand, for-

mal networks were considered to be intraorganizational networks. However, cross-

functional networking and networking across businesses can be both interpersonal 

and intraorganizational, as collaboration can cross team or unit boundaries and take 

many forms, such as informal collaboration among two people from different teams 

or functions or formal collaboration within teams in projects. Thus, these results con-

firm the notion that interpersonal relationships are embedded in intraorganizational 

networks, as employees represent not only themselves but also their functions and 

units in the networks (Brass et al. 2004). 
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KBV favours team-based organizational structures, fluid memberships in cross-

functional teams and expertise without managerial status (Grant 1997, 453). The 

results from the case organisation support this concept. Even though most of the 

work was done in formal networks, which were managed and led through govern-

ance, formal networks can also work without a mandated leader. An example of this 

kind of formal network was process development teams or project teams in the case 

organisation. However, the formal networks mainly worked within the function or 

business area, and, thus, the knowledge most probably did not flow cross-function-

ally or across businesses as fluently as it could. As the idea of a network and 

knowledge flows is that people are well-connected in the organisation (Smith-Doerr 

& Powell 2003), the findings from the case organisation also indicate that the focus 

in networks needs to be in the connectedness among different teams, functions, 

and business areas. This is aligned with the previous research of teams’ or units’ 

network positions (e.g. Hansen 2002; Monteiro, Arvidsson & Birkinshaw 2008; Tsai 

2001). 

 

In the case organisation, both tacit and explicit knowledge were shared in formal 

and informal networks. For example, collective tacit knowledge, which is embedded 

in social and organisational practice (Spender 1996a, 52), was shared in the case 

organisation by seeking perspectives and opinions from others, by formulating ideas 

together or by sharing best practices. This occurred both in the formal and informal 

networks. However, the formal networks concentrated more on (the business’) goal 

achievement. When tacit knowledge was shared in the formal networks, it was also 

codified to an explicit form, such as memos. Thus, knowledge was objectified to 

databases (Spender 1996a, 51), which also refers to the utilisation of systemic 

knowledge properties (Nonaka, Toyama & Konno 2000). In addition, in the informal 

networks, especially in interpersonal collaboration, automatic knowledge, which 

means individual, tacit knowledge that includes values, mental models or technical 

skills (Spender 1996a, 51), was shared by sparring and learning from others in the 

case organisation. As automatic knowledge is unconscious or semi-conscious and 

hard to access consciously (Spender 1996a, 51), its reveal can be supported by 

collaboration and knowledge sharing, especially in informal discussions.  
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Indeed, knowledge sharing was considered to be on of the most valuable goals of 

networking. Using the SECI model and ba, the value of collaboration can be re-

vealed in the case organisation through socialisation, externalisation, combination 

and internalisation (Nonaka 1994). Socialisation and externalisation occur when 

employees share experiences, opinions and ideas in the networks. Tacit knowledge 

is first shared and then interpreted to an explicit form in discussions. Combination 

occurs especially in formal networks in which employees’ explicit knowledge is syn-

thesised and distributed through various teams, such as process development ones. 

Internalisation can also occur in discussions in the networks, especially when new 

ideas are formulated, which more or less transpires in informal situations.  

 

Different types of networks can be considered platforms (ba) for collaboration and 

networking. Particularly, informal, interpersonal networks in the case organisation 

can be considered originating ba, as it refers to individual and face-to-face interac-

tions. Formal, intraorganisational network can be perceived as dialoguing ba, as it 

refers to collective, face-to-face interactions. (Nonaka, Toyama & Konno 2000) 

However, systemizing and exercising ba’s were not recognised in the case organi-

sation, as the focus was in human-to-human and mainly face-to-face interaction in-

stead of virtual interaction. 

 

According to knowledge network literature, socially constructed knowledge net-

works have structural, relational, nodal and knowledge properties (Phelps, Heidl & 

Wadhwa 2012, 1120). Based on the results on the case organisation, its structural 

properties indicated that the supporting functions had a central role in the intraor-

ganisational networks and facilitated the collaboration inside the case organisation. 

On the other hand, the case organisation’s structural properties in the networks gen-

erally revealed that the networks were mainly among one business area or function, 

and not considerably cross-functional or across businesses. Thus, teams and units 

in the case organisation could be more diverse to ensure valuable knowledge shar-

ing (Cummings 2004, 360).  

 

Moreover, from the social network perspective, structural embeddedness, which 

specifically refers to the social structure of interactions and relationships (Lynch & 
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Mors 2019, 258), was more formal than informal in nature in the case organisation. 

Thus, collaboration in mandated, formal networks functioned according to the hier-

archical structure of the organisation, and the degree of using social, informal col-

laboration was lower than collaboration in formal networks. 

 

Relational properties, such as high levels of social interaction in formal and informal 

networks, can lead to effective sharing of knowledge (Hansen 1999). In the case 

organisation, a high level of social interaction was ensured at least in the permanent, 

formal networks, especially among a function’s or a business area’s representatives 

and in the formal and informal networks in which goals were shared. However, tie 

strength was not high in cross-border connections (excluding one business area), 

which indicates that geographic distance might have impaired knowledge sharing in 

the case organisation (Hansen & Løvås 2004, 820). 

 

In addition, network structure, such as direct relations, can increase the possibility 

to achieve goals (Hansen 2002, 244), and this was highlighted in the case 

organisation. The employees wanted to approach people whom they knew well and 

ask for their help to complete their tasks. On the other hand, indirect connections 

were used equally well in the case organisation. Hansen (2002) suggests that 

indirect network relations can block the search of relevant information. However, in 

the case organisation, misleading information had not been received, and trust and 

reciprocity existed by default (Inkinen et al. 2017, 1172). This combines social 

capital and especially its relational dimension to intraorganisational networks in the 

case organisation. The relational dimension includes the quality of relationships, 

such as trust, norms, obligations and sanctions in the networks (Mcfadyen & 

Cannella 2004, 736), and this was emphasised in the case organisation through 

“trustworthy employees” who could provide help and ideas. 

 

Nodal properties refer to social relationships among individuals and teams (Phelps, 

Heidl & Wadhwa 2012). The importance of the degree to which nodal properties can 

adopt and reproduce gained knowledge (Smith, Collins & Clark 2005) was 

highlighted in the case organisation. Sharing best practices and exchanging 

experiences were valuable aspects of collaboration and they helped individuals to 



93 
 

perform well at work. This result from the case organisation underlines also 

knowledge properties, particularly experiental knowledge properties, which refers to 

tacit knowledge that is shared through common experiences (Nonaka, Toyama & 

Konno 2000) both in formal and informal networks. On the other hand, the results 

indicate that routine knowledge properties – that is, tacit knowledge that is routinised 

and embedded in actions and practices – (Nonaka, Toyama & Konno 2000) were 

shared especially in the formal networks.  

 

In the case organisation, individuals had different roles in the networks. Mainly 

formal roles were identified. However, phrases such as “sparring partner”, 

“coordinator” and “facilitator” were used especially in relation to collaboration in the 

informal networks. The importance of recognising internal experts, which refer to 

knowledge owners (de Toni & Nonino 2010), was emphasized. In addition, the 

individuals’ willingness to spar and help others through knowledge sharing was 

highlighted, which indicates that the case organisation had active knowledge 

providers and knowledge brokers (Cross & Prusak 2002, de Toni & Nonino 2010; 

Gould & Fernandez 1989). Specifically, coordinator and gatekeeper roles (Gould & 

Fernandez 1989) in informal networks were stressed. The purpose of these roles 

was to transfer knowledge to others in the networks. On the other hand, an “internal 

sales representative” role was also identified in the case organisation. This can be 

related to the representative role presented by Gould & Fernandez (1989, 92), which 

has the task of knowledge sharing and transferring it from one’s own team to other 

teams or units. In addition, consultant, central connector and peripheral specialist 

roles (Cross & Prusak 2002; Gould & Fernandez 1989) were identified in the case 

organisation. These employees were trustworthy or powerful employees as well as 

employees with a certain expertise or who were opinion leaders for another reason 

who were approached when problems needed to be solved or when their expertise 

was needed. 

 

7.2 Functioning of intraorganisational networks 

 

In the case organisation, the practices in intraorganisational networks can be divided 

into practices in the formal and informal networks. In the formal networks, the 
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identified practices were mainly governance models and shared goals. In the infor-

mal networks, practices  often differed case by case and included informal discus-

sions, sparring and reciprocal actions. According to Vogel (2005), collaboration in 

intraorganisational networks can be divided into energetic and focusing dimensions. 

Firstly, the energetic dimension was emphasised in the case organisation through 

learning from others, which gave meaningfulness to all counterparts in the network, 

but also through initiative and reciprocity. Particularly the informal networks were 

self-active and worked through shared intentions (Vogel 2005, 533). Furthermore, 

synergetic interaction was supported through idea sharing and sparring. Secondly, 

the focusing dimension was highlighted in the case organisation especially through 

the functioning of the formal networks, which refers to effective decision-making, 

influencing others in the networks as well as sharing expertise and common goals. 

Through collaboration and knowledge sharing in networks, work tasks can be antic-

ipated and, thus, long-term orientation (Vogel 2005, 534) was present particularly in 

the formal networks in the case organisation. These findings also indicate that 

through collaboration and knowledge sharing in networks, economic benefits can 

be gained (Hansen & Nohria 2004, 23). This was highlighted in the case organisa-

tion as the respondents were very aware of their colleagues’ expertise. According 

to Cross and Cummings (2004, 934), this can have an impact on performance in 

situations in which it is likely that relevant knowledge can be received to facilitate 

innovation and problem-solving. 

 

In addition, ideas were first innovated and formulated within one’s closest team and 

later ideas tested outside the team to receive feedback in the case organisation. 

However, innovative knowledge sharing also needs close ties with heterogeneous 

groups in the organisation (Wei, Zheng & Zhang 2011, 1417), and the findings from 

the case organisation indicate that organisational structures in the case organisation 

were rather closed (siled). Thus, all key contributors to innovative knowledge shar-

ing were in all likelihood not recognised, which could impede the organisation to 

gain competitive advantage (Aalbers, Dolfsma & Koppius 2014, 844). Secondly, at 

high levels of teams’ or units’ tie strength, the cost of maintaining these ties can 

reduce their knowledge sharing benefits, which can weaken the teams’ or units’ per-

formance (Hoegl & Wagner 2005). In the case organisation, one challenge for 
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collaboration in the informal networks was the lack of time. Tie strength in the formal 

networks was high. This may indicate that there was not sufficient time to share 

knowledge outside these formal networks, which could support Hoegl and Wagner’s 

(2005) research findings.  

 

According to Caimo and Lomi (2015, 686), it is important to create coordinating prin-

ciples that ensure network members’ participation across the organisation through 

hierarchical structures, which was one challenge faced in the case organisation. The 

formal process development teams already had good coordinating principles, but in 

some cases, conflicting interests or different priorities were noted. Especially in in-

formal networks, conflicts may arise, if there is a high network density and due to 

that it is unclear who holds formal authority (Dyer & Nobeoka 2000, 365). In the case 

organisation, employees in some informal networks had a lack of decision-making 

authority as well as the  lack of a mandate in formal networks. For instance, they 

lacked authority in projects. However, informal collaboration, such as sparring and 

asking for the senior management’s help, enhanced the formal networking in the 

case organisation. Thus, informal networks also support the functioning of formal 

networks, and these network types are interconnected (Caimo & Lomi 2015; Lee & 

Lee 2015).  

 

In contrast, hierarchical and organisational interpersonal relations can enhance in-

formal knowledge sharing (Caimo & Lomi 2015, 686). Therefore, the case organi-

sation’s formal networks and their clear governance models, such as decision-mak-

ing mandates and meeting practices, helped informal relations to grow. Some of the 

informal, social relations emerged through the formal networks. Projects in particular 

were perceived as a good method to create new social relations. Even though pro-

jects are formal networks, they also enhance the emergence of informal networks, 

as during and after a formal project, it  is easier to casually contact new connections. 

This is contrary to Smith-Doerr and Powell’s (2003) notion that primarily informal 

relationships support the emergence of formal collaboration.  

 

Specifically, a lack of experience in working cross-functionally or across businesses 

was recognised as one challenge in collaboration in the case organisation. In the 
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social network research, this may also be related to the “small-world” argument; that 

is, a setting in which an employee in the organisation holds a peripheral position 

due to their job profile or low connectedness and may, therefore, have difficulty in 

finding relevant information inside the organisation (Singh, Hansen & Podolny 2010, 

1433). Collaboration between businesses was still in its infancy in the case organi-

sation, although the implementation of the process organisation model had facili-

tated the formation of collaboration between businesses. As Reinholt, Pedersen and 

Foss (2011, 1293) have stated, it is important to nurture employees’ and teams’ 

motivation for knowledge sharing. In case of unwillingness to share knowledge, 

which was one of the recognised challenges in the case organisation, employees 

should be encouraged to share knowledge and communicate openly , as these ac-

tions affect both the individual and the organisational performance (Sparrowe et al. 

2001).  

 

Even though the informal networks were mostly initiated by the employees them-

selves (Bouty 2000, 63), the findings from the case organisation indicate that the 

systematic development of networking is needed. Collaboration and knowledge 

sharing can be developed in networks through different approaches, such as pro-

jects or short-term job rotation. These findings support the notion of KBV research 

that organisations need to concentrate on mechanisms that support knowledge flow 

in the organisation (Grant, 1997; Spender 1996a). In addition, sparse networks can 

be beneficial, as through them, individuals and teams can be introduced to hetero-

genous knowledge (Rodan & Galunic 2004). In the case organisation, it was noted 

that openness in management and leadership culture was needed for the organisa-

tion to be able to build and maintain many networks, especially informal ones.  

 

Reciprocity is one important aspect in collaboration in networks (Caimo & Lomi 

2015, 679). Reciprocity was generally highlighted in the findings as well. Reciprocity 

helps especially the functioning of informal networks by building trust and bringing 

continuity to the collaboration. Thus, sharing knowledge also requires trust among 

individuals and teams (Blomqvist & Levy 2006). Trust was considered a fundamen-

tal theme in collaboration in the networks in the case organisation. However, this 

might be a cultural feature in Finnish organisations (Inkinen et al. 2017). The impact 
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of trust on the functioning of networks was highlighted in the earlier research too. In 

particular, relationships can develop personalised bonds over time, which increases 

the trust among individuals (Lynch & Mors 2019, 260). This occurred both in the 

formal and informal networks in the case organisation. However, the first personal-

ised bonds began to emerge through formal networks and were then enhanced by 

informal networking, collaboration and knowledge sharing. 

 

The employees’ facilitation skills to support the functioning of networks were recog-

nised in the case organisation. From the theory perspective, nurturing employees’ 

and teams’ motivation as well as facilitating knowledge sharing both vertically and 

horizontally enhance knowledge flow in organisations (Kim et al. 2014; Reinholt, 

Pedersen & Foss 2011). The findings from the case organisation particularly high-

light the need for development of facilitation skills, which could support the function-

ing of networks. Structured facilitation of the interaction in networks could make net-

works work efficiently and in a goal-oriented manner. In the case organisation, struc-

tured facilitation means actions such as utilising employees who are motivated and 

willing to gather colleagues and teams together, prepare agendas and pre-assign-

ments for the meetings, and oversee the progress of agreed matters. On the other 

hand, bold usage of virtual tools and development of related practices were recog-

nised as important approaches to support the functioning of networks. According to 

Mortensen and Haas (2018), intraorganisational networks enable employees and 

teams to access relevant knowledge and expertise, especially in fast-evolving envi-

ronments in which teams can be fluid, overlapping and dispersed. Thus, virtual tools 

and development of related practices could enhance the functioning of intraorgani-

sational networks. 

 

7.3 Theoretical implications 

 

The purpose of this study was to find out, how intraorganisational networks enhance 

collaboration and knowledge sharing in a multinational company. Particularly, the 

main goal was to understand internal collaboration, but not only hierarchical and 

mandated collaboration inside the case organisation. The aim was to identify 
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collaboration practices and roles in intraorganisational networks, including whether 

they were formal or informal in nature.  

 

Previous research has studied intraorganisational networks, collaboration and 

knowledge sharing in terms of a team’s or a unit’s network position (e.g. Hansen 

2002; Monteiro, Arvidsson & Birkinshaw 2008; Tsai 2001) and network structure 

(e.g. Cummings 2004; Hansen, Mors & Løvås 2005; Rulke & Galaskiewicz 2000) 

but also in terms of intraorganisational networks’ relational, nodal and knowledge 

properties (e.g. Gupta & Govindarajan 2000; Hansen & Løvås 2004; Nonaka, 

Toyama & Konno 2000; Smith, Collins & Clark 2005; Soda & Zaheer 2012). In the 

following paragraphs, I answer the supporting research questions and the main re-

search question and explain how the findings of this study relate to this previous 

research. 

 

Subquestion 1: What kind of intraorganisational networks can be recognised in the 

case organisation? 

 

The findings on the recognised intraorganisational networks support the previous 

network research well. The networks in the case organisation can be divided into 

formal and informal networks (McEvily, Soda & Tortoriello 2014; Smith-Doerr & 

Powell 2003).  The work was mostly executed in the formal networks, such as in 

projects, teams in the value chain and among units and supporting functions ;in 

other words, in networks that were mandated by the organisation. These formal net-

works were mostly permanent networks. In addition, collaboration in the formal net-

works occurred mainly inside the function, department or unit, but in some cases 

also cross-functionally or across businesses. However, the supporting functions had 

a unique facilitation role in the case organisation’s leadership structure. The former 

research emphasises the importance of cross-functional collaboration, which refers 

to network structure. On the other hand, it also underlines relational and nodal prop-

erties, which ensure access to heterogenous knowledge and also increases inno-

vation capacity (Cummings 2004; Kilduff & Brass 2010; Rodan & Galunic 2004; Tsai 

& Ghoshal 1998). 
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Informal networks were also recognised. The informal networks were more interper-

sonal and temporary in nature; that is, employees operated in these networks on a 

case-by-case basis. The informal networks included development-oriented net-

works, which crossed team and unit boundaries. Ideas and experiences were 

shared regarding certain topics in hand in the informal networks. In addition, the 

employees sparred with each other and asked for second opinions from their infor-

mal collaborators. Interestingly, the informal networks were mostly formed through 

formal networks in the case organisation. To be able to work informally, the interac-

tion in informal networks requires reciprocity and trust, which evolve over time 

(Caimo & Lomi 2015, 686; Lynch & Mors 2019, 260). Thus, it is important to maintain 

the relations, even though the interaction occurs case by case.  

 

In general, the previous research has emphasised the social network perspective 

and the informal nature of networks (Blomqvist & Levy 2006; Caimo & Lomi 2015; 

Smith-Doerr & Powell 2003), but the findings from this study highlight the importance 

of formal networks. In addition, the interplay among formal and informal networks is 

important to understand (Caimo & Lomi 2015; Soda & Zaheer 2012), and both are 

needed to be able to utilise knowledge integration capabilities effectively inside the 

organisation (Gardner, Gino & Staats 2012).  

 

Subquestion 2. What kind of collaboration do intraorganisational networks sup-

port? 

 

Previous research on intraorganisational collaboration has mainly focused on infor-

mal relationships and communications (Blomqvist & Levy 2006). However, accord-

ing to the findings of this study, intraorganisational networks support both formal and 

informal collaboration. As mentioned earlier, collaboration in formal and informal 

networks is interconnected and, thus, many kinds of interaction is supported by in-

traorganisational networking. In this respect, it is not relevant to separate what kind 

of collaboration formal or informal intraorganisational networks promote. They both 

enhance social interaction and are needed for successful intraorganisational collab-

oration.  
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In general, the utilisation of intraorganisational networks in the case organisation 

ensured that new ideas were tested outside closest co-workers and that fresh per-

spectives were sought through collaboration. The intraorganisational networks also 

promoted the sharing of best practices and experiences. The intraorganisational 

networks helped the employees to spar with each other and, as a result, to learn 

from each other (Fleming, Mingo & Chen 2007). They also supported the proceeding 

of things and effective decision-making (Hansen & Nohria 2004). This relates to the 

relational and nodal properties of previous research, which indicates that social re-

lationships and tie strength affect knowledge sharing in intraorganisational networks 

(Phelps, Heidl & Wadhwa 2012, 1129).  

 

The roles that were identified in the case organisation support the previous research 

in relation to roles in intraorganisational networks. The knowledge network perspec-

tive was highlighted, and the knowledge owner, provider and broker roles (Cross & 

Prusak 2002; de Toni & Nonino 2010; Kim et al. 2014) ensured that knowledge was 

shared among individuals, teams and units. Also, central connectors, such as opin-

ion leaders, had an important role in the collaboration. Their role was to ensure that 

both expertise and knowledge are shared. If a central connector acts as a bottle-

neck, knowledge does not flow within the network members, which can create chal-

lenges for collaboration in the network. (Cross & Prusak 2002)  

 

Subquestion 3. How can organisational support foster intraorganisational net-

works? 

 

According to previous research, socially constructed intraorganisational networks 

should be analysed together with hierarchical organisational structure and informal 

relationships in order for us to be able to understand the charactheristics of 

knowledge sharing in these networks (Caimo & Lomi 2015; Kim et al. 2014). Thus, 

organisations need to be able to support the work in intraorganisational networks by 

promoting both formal and informal practices in the networks. According to the 

results of this study, this entails that the organisation allocates time for its employees 

for informal networking and socialisation in addition to formal networking but that it 

also develops networks systematically. This can be done by providing projects that 
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cross team, functional or unit boundaries as well as through job rotation. 

Governance models also ensure that collaboration and decision-making are 

effective and transparent to achieve common goals. However, even if the 

organisation allocates time and governance and develops its formal and informal 

networks, individuals’ intrinsic motivation is needed for collaboration and knowledge 

sharing (Cabrera & Cabrera 2002, 705; Gupta & Govindarajan 2000; Reinholt, 

Pedersen & Foss 2011).  

 

On the other hand, the case organisation supported the intraorganisational networks 

mainly by leading and managing the formal networks’ functioning. The question was 

how much organisations can even support the collaboration in informal networks, 

as these are mainly interpersonal and based on individuals’ own activity and will 

(Bouty 2000). However, organisations can enhance employees’ facilitation skills for 

informal networking. In addition, senior management can openly state the im-

portance of informal networks to the organisation’s success (Smith-Doerr & Powell 

2003). According to the results, the case organisation should foster an organisa-

tional culture, which also emphasises informal, open collaboration and knowledge 

sharing, indicating that the organisation supports working in informal networks. 

Thus, the organisation can have an impact on building the right kind of leadership 

culture for networking. 

 

Subquestion 4. What kind of aspects may prevent intraorganisational networks’ 

functioning and why? 

 

Different priorities or a lack of experience in cross-functional networking or network-

ing across businesses can prevent intraorganisational networks’ functioning. If there 

are no common goals that cross team, function or unit boundaries, there might be 

no need for intraorganisational networking (Kim et al. 2014). However, the findings 

from the case organization demonstrate that the employees want coordination for 

the informal networks, as coordination in both formal and informal networks can 

enhance the performance of the organization. In this respect, if the overlapping 

coordination of both informal and formal networks is missing, the performance of 

intraorganisational networks can be disturbed (Soda & Zaheer 2012, 766). 
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Unclear formal authority can prevent intraorganisational networks from functioning. 

Employees may not understand the need to participate in the networks if they do 

not address the employees’ needs, such as goal achievement. Thus, decision-

making power is needed both in formal and informal networks. In addition, if the 

organisation has mainly function-specific or unit-specific networks, 

intraorganisational collaboration might not work in the most effective manner or 

ensure the needed knowledge flows. However, knowledge is shared more likely 

within the organisational units than across organisational units. In this regard, 

facilitation of knowledge sharing both vertically and horizontally can enhance 

effective knowledge flows in the organisation (Kim et al. 2014, 49). Also, well-estab-

lished, sparse networks can have powerful and well-connected employees, which 

can lead to others becoming too dependent on them (Brass et al. 2004, 799). In this 

respect, senior management’s commitment for supporting and developing networks 

is essential. On the other hand, excessively strong influence from the senior man-

agement can distract the functioning of the networks. 

 

Mistrust can prevent intraorganisational networks from functioning. Trust can 

already exist in the networks, but reciprocity and network closure enhance 

strenghtening it among network members (Burt 2000, 351). On the other hand, 

relationships may need time to develop personalised bonds, which can then 

increase the trust and need for reciprocity among individuals (Lynch & Mors 2019, 

260). According to the findings from the case organisation, trust existed in the infor-

mal networks to begin with and it does not always necessitate long-term relation-

ships. This might be a cultural and institutionalised feature in Finnish organisations 

(Inkinen et al. 2017). 

 

Main research question. How do intraorganisational networks enhance collabora-

tion and knowledge sharing in a multinational company? 

 

In summary, intraorganisational networks enhance collaboration and knowledge 

sharing by providing a locus for social interaction and knowledge flows. In intraor-

ganisational networks, different resources, such as knowledge, are shared, which 

strengthens the collaboration. Thus, intraorganisational networks can create a self-
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reinforcing system that both generates and maintains social interaction and 

knowledge sharing in the organisation (Monteiro, Arvidsson & Birkinshaw 2008, 

103).  

 

Knowledge sharing is supported by intraorganisational networks’ relational, nodal 

and knowledge properties. In the findings of the case organisation, this relates to 

leading and managing formal intraorganisational networks with different methods, 

such as governance models. Nonetheless, informal intraorganisational networks 

work mainly on a case-by-case basis as interpersonal networks. However, collabo-

ration is enhanced in both types of networks through meeting practices and facilita-

tion. In addition, shared goals in intraorganisational networks strengthen the collab-

oration and knowledge sharing. Social interaction and the quality of collaboration 

are maintained in intraorganisational networks, which generally creates more fa-

vourable attitudes toward knowledge sharing (He, Qiao & Wei 2009).  

 

In sum, this case study not only provided general insights into intraorganisational 

networks but also increased understanding of critical success factors in collabora-

tion and knowledge sharing in intraorganisational networks. This study mainly sup-

ported but also supplemented the previous research, especially in relation to the 

interconnectedness of formal and informal networks, which refers also to the inter-

play of interpersonal and intraorganisational networks. This interplay influences the 

functioning of collaboration and knowledge sharing in organisations and is, there-

fore, relevant to the research.  

 

7.4 Managerial implications 

 

In this subchapter, I introduce some recommendations for the case organisation in 

relation to managing and leading intraorganisational networks. As formal networks’ 

impact on informal social interaction was emphasised in this case study, it would be 

important to make organisational structures and decision-making mandates visible 

in both forms of networks (Lee & Lee 2015, 75). To support this initiative, common 

coordinating principles could be ensured through clear decision-making, shared 
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goal setting and more fluent knowledge sharing (Henttonen, Kianto & Ritala 2016, 

762). 

 

The organisation’s innovation capacity could be improved by supporting cross-team, 

cross-functional and cross-unit collaboration more systematically. Innovation needs 

some form of “disruptive” collaboration, which refers to open but positively worded 

criticism of others’ ideas (Mura et al. 2013, 539). Thus, if ideas and innovations are 

only shared with the closest co-workers within the team or function or even within 

the unit, the innovation capacity will not necessarily increase. However, high inno-

vation capacity is needed to gain competitive advantage in the economical market. 

In this regard, shared goals for cross-teams and cross-units could help the organi-

sation to perform. Shared goals could be related to innovation and generating ideas. 

The implementation of innovative ideas could then be rewarded. In addition, when 

recruiting new team members, individuals with different professional backgrounds, 

different experiences and also different manners of thinking should be chosen (Wu, 

Liao & Dai 2015, 434). This could have a positive effect on innovation, collaboration 

and knowledge sharing. 

 

On the other hand, sharing best practices was highlighted in the case organisation. 

In relation to collaboration in intraorganisational networks, this is one of the most 

recognised values for networking. It is beneficial to continue this practice, but shar-

ing mistakes could also help the organisation and employees to perform, as it is 

important for continuous improvement. This requires courage from the individuals in 

the organisation, as they can be afraid to be blamed for their mistakes (Mura et al. 

2013, 538, 540).  

 

The interviewed middle and senior management representatives appeared to value 

the collaboration and knowledge sharing in the case organisation. Thus, also allo-

cating time for informal networking and collaboration could help the implementation 

of the formal process management model to succeed. The case organisation’s busi-

ness areas had worked rather independently until the time of this research, but they 

shared the same processes at that point. Thus, informal social interaction could help 

the organisation to foster and strengthen not only the implementation of the process 
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management model but also knowledge sharing in general among teams and units 

(Schulz 2003, 456). The employees already appeared to have motivation for cross-

functional collaboration and collaboration across businesses, and the case organi-

sation could enhance this motivation by providing job rotation possibilities and pro-

jects to employees, which enables collaboration with new counterparts.  

 

According to Lynch and Mors (2019, 266), formal organisational change may disrupt 

socially embedded ties in the network, but relationally embedded ties, which refer 

to the quality of interaction, remain more or less unaffected by the change. Thus, 

the case organisation could lay emphasis on the organisation’s relationally embed-

ded ties; that is, the quality of collaboration in the intraorganisational networks. This 

could help the organisation to succeed in the transformation from a business area-

driven organisation to a process-driven model. The quality of collaboration could be 

enhanced by providing opportunities for agile working methods and by developing 

the employees’ and teams’ cooperation and facilitation skills. As an illustration, the 

power coffee method, which was one function’s method of sharing knowledge, could 

be tried in other functions or business areas as well. Managers could arrange this 

kind of “routine meetings” in which individuals from different parts of the organisation 

can share their latest knowledge in relation to their expertise (Wu & Lee 2016, 535).  

 

On the other hand, formal mentoring programs could enhance the cross-functional 

collaboration and collaboration across businesses as well as knowledge sharing. 

Fluid organisational structures could ensure the individuals’ perception of interde-

pendence. This means an increase in work autonomy for the individuals and a de-

crease in the leaders’ potentially dominant role, especially in formal networks (Wu 

& Lee 2016, 535). It would also be beneficial to promote the individuals’ professional 

trust in the organisation, which affects the willingness for knowledge sharing. 

Acknowledged work-related expertise enables others to approach the right experts 

and ask for their help. This reinforces the professional trust between employees. 

(Ouakouak & Ouedraogo 2019, 772) 

 

Finally, the case organisation benefits from the SNA, as through it, knowledge flows 

among teams and units can be understood. Without this understanding, the 
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facilitation of collaboration and knowledge sharing in the networks would be mark-

edly challenging (Kim et al. 2014, 49). Thus, the utilisation of the SNA results is 

important. Creating an action plan based on the results could help the organisation 

to focus on the needed development items regarding intraorganisational collabora-

tion and networking. In Table 6 below, the summary of the managerial implications 

is presented. 

 

Table 6. Summary of the managerial implications 

Managerial implications 

Topic Details 

Formal vs. informal 
collaboration 

• Making organisational structures and decision-making mandates 
visible in both forms of networks 

• Common coordinating principles 

• Time allocation for informal networking 

• Mentoring programs 

Cross-functional col-
laboration / collabora-
tion across busi-
nesses  

• Facilitating and supporting cross-functional collaboration and col-
laboration across business areas more systematically  

• Shared goals across teams and units 

• Rewarding the implementation of innovative ideas 

• Fluid organisational structures 

• Recruiting new employees with different professional back-
grounds, different experiences and different manners of thinking 

Knowledge sharing  

• Sharing best practices vs. sharing mistakes 

• Job rotation possibilities and projects 

• Possibilities for agile working methods  

• Developing employees’ and teams’ cooperation and facilitation 
skills (e.g. power coffee method) 

• Promoting individuals’ professional trust in the organisation 

SNA results 
• Interpreting knowledge flows among teams and units 

• Action plan based on the results 

 

7.5 Limitations and suggestions for future research 

 

This Master’s thesis was a single case study. A case study can be used in situations 

in which there is only one case to investigate, even though multi-case research in-

creases the reliability of the study (Vissak 2010, 373). The focus of this thesis was 

on one organisation only, and thus, the results of this study are not directly general-

isable to other organisations. However, some of the results complement the earlier 

research and can, therefore, be generalised. In addition, the qualitative data were 

collected from ten interviewees in the case organisation. Even though the number 
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and heterogeneity of interviewees were ensured by selecting employees from dif-

ferent functions and business areas, the quality of the research could have been 

better if there had been more interviewees, especially from different countries and 

different hierarchical levels.  

 

The researcher's own attitudes can distort the research results (Vissak 2010, 379).  

In this case study, I was an employee in the case organisation. Therefore, it needs 

to be acknowledged that my own perceptions might have influenced the data anal-

ysis. However, I was aware of this issue and tried to do the analysis as open-mind-

edly as possible. If the research had been conducted using quantitative research 

methods, the possibility of the researcher’s own attitudes to distort the data analysis 

could have been smaller. Quantitative research methods could have also provided 

a wider perspective to the case in hand. Even though the SNA results were used as 

secondary data in this research, its confidential results could be used only on a very 

high level. Thus, they did not provide detailed answers to this research. On the other 

hand, the research could have been limited to the study of only one aspect of in-

traorganisational networks, such as network structure or relational or nodal proper-

ties. As the focus was on providing general insights into the intraorganisational net-

works, a wider perspective was selected.  

 

This study raised a few possible future research topics. Even though a considerable 

amount of previous research has been conducted on networks, they are mostly re-

lated to social capital and social network theories. However, this study endeavoured 

to combine knowledge network and social network perspectives. Therefore, it would 

be interesting to investigate the interplay between social and knowledge networks 

in more detail. Knowledge management emphasises the importance of social inter-

action for collaboration and knowledge sharing, but in future research, more focus 

could be laid on knowledge flows in intraorganisational networks. Particularly, re-

search on the influence of collaboration on the ability to share not only best practices 

but also mistakes could enhance the understanding of knowledge flows in organi-

sations. 
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Furthermore, it would be interesting to study intraorganisational networks in a more 

global context. Even though this study was conducted on a multinational company, 

its limitation was that most of the interviewees were from Finland. In multinational 

corporations, it could be beneficial to understand how cross-border connections 

arise and develop as well as how collaboration is maintained across teams and units 

between different countries. This kind of study could use both qualitative and quan-

titative research methods and also compare the results among organisations. Thus, 

intraorganisational network research could also be done by using comparative case 

study methods in the future. 

 

Additionally, the interplay between formal and informal networks as well as interper-

sonal and intraorganisational networks could be investigated more in future re-

search. In this study, interpersonal networks were included in intraorganisational 

networks, as interpersonal relationships are embedded in intraorganisational collab-

oration. More emphasis could be placed on the organisation’s possibilities to en-

hance and develop both formal and informal networking. Based on the results of this 

study, formal networks influence the formation of informal interactions, but informal 

networks ensure that work is completed in formal networks. Thus, it would be im-

portant to understand the interconnectedness of these two network types in more 

detail.  

 

Moreover, it would be interesting to compare how knowledge sharing and collabo-

ration differ in intraorganisational networks and interorganisational networks. At pre-

sent, organisational boundaries are blurred and work is done in temporary commu-

nities in which individuals can represent different organisations. Thus, understand-

ing the interactivity between intraorganisational and interorganisational networks 

could be valuable.  
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APPENDICES  

 

Appendix 1. Questions of the semi-structured interviews 

Background infor-
mation 

1. What is your role in the organization? 

2. For how long have you worked for the company? In 

which kinds of roles, in which functions or business ar-

eas? 

3. Who do you work with most frequently (your closest co-

workers)? 

Collaboration in 
intraorganizational 
networks 

4. Who are the key people that you frequently connect with 

to carry out your daily activities within the organization 

(mandated by the organization)?  

5. How do you recognise with whom you should work to 

achieve your goals?  

6. What kind of internal connections do you recognise out-

side your closest team?  

7. Who are the people that you connect with to discuss 

what is going on within the organization to get things 

done? 

8. Who are the people you connect with to formulate and 

discuss new ideas? 

9. What kind of meaning the internal collaboration outside 

your closest team has for your work?  

10. What are the benefits and value of internal collaboration 

outside your closest team? 

11. How do you see your current networks – do you think 

they are interpersonal networks or intraorganizational 

networks? 

Functioning of in-
traorganizational 
networks 

12. How is the internal collaboration outside your closest 

team managed and led? 

13. What is your role in these internal collaboration net-

works? 

14. What kind of practices do you have in these networks? 

15. What kind of issues or challenges have you faced in the 

internal collaboration outside your closest team? 

16. How could the collaboration be enhanced in internal 

network and how could the organization enhance the 

collaboration in internal networks?  

 



 

Appendix 2. Themes, subthemes, categories and subcategories used in data anal-

ysis with example quotations 

Main theme Collaboration in networks 

Subtheme Recognizing networks Collaboration 

Category 
Closest co-

workers 

Identification 

of collabora-
tion partners 

Network types 

Collaboration and 

knowledge sharing 
in networks 

Roles in net-

works 

Subcategories 

Subordinates 

Line Manager 
Colleagues 

Management 

Team 

Experience and 
knowledge 

Formal / informal 
Permanent / tem-

porary 

Interpersonal / in-
traorganisational 
Cross-functional / 

across busi-
nesses 

Seeking perspec-

tives 
Idea sharing 

Sparring 

Best practices 
Learning 

Decision making 

Goal achievement 
Conflict/risk manage-

ment 

Formal vs. infor-
mal roles 

Example quota-
tions 

"Well, it is my 
subordinates, 
with whom I 

work on a daily 
basis…" 
 

So, they are 
like two levels. 
One is (BA’s) 

management 
team with 
which we are 

working very 
closely and 
then from the 

other side, I'm 
working very 
closely with all 

my direct re-
ports. 
 

"…I work a lot 
with my line 
manager, since 

I still have 
onboarding on-
going and we 

also share 
tasks." 

"I recognise, at 
least from my 
own field of ex-

pertise, those 
people, their 
backgrounds, 

their skills and 
through that, it's 
easy to make 

the choices on 
who could 
help." 

 
"Well, this job is 
pretty chaotic 

and I need to 
navigate to 
many direc-

tions, and if I 
am not con-
nected to 

needed coun-
terparts, then I 
feel that many 

different people 
contact me." 

"So, I approach 
them (manage-
ment) sometimes 

with things that 
are other than the 
official purposes 

of the existence of 
this network, let's 
just say." 

 
"We meet occa-
sionally face-to-

face and spar, we 
send emails and 
call each other, 

but it is not... you 
can't find it in the 
organization 

chart." 
 
"This (process de-

velopment) pro-
gramme and pro-
jects are also giv-

ing a lot of good 
connections be-
tween people 

from different 
business areas." 

"And yes, I would 
see it so that regard-
less of the job de-

scription and the set 
goals, so after all, 
my role is to share 

knowledge." 
 
"I think the key thing 

about those net-
works is that people 
are exposed to ques-

tions and information 
that they may not 
have encountered in 

the past or so." 
 
"And then, when you 

have a thought or 
idea, in many cases I 
then "acid test" it at 

least outside of my 
own function…" 
 

"That's the only way 
to advance your own 
goals and get things 

that have been stuck 
for a long time to 
progress, that you 

take them specifi-
cally outside of your 
own closest col-

leagues or team and 
seek those points of 
contact and explain 

and explain again." 
 
"…to be able to de-

velop production, we 
need to achieve a 
good and open, con-

fidential relationship 
with the decision-
makers in the mill." 

"It's a bit of a 
weird situation, 
I'm both coordi-

nator and secre-
tary of the meet-
ing, but on the 

other hand the 
chairman and 
responsible for 

the themes and 
their implemen-
tation. In a way I 

have a bit of a 
contradictory 
role to play." 

 
"This is sort of 
an internal sales 

representative 
role, I negotiate 
to both direc-

tions all the 
time…" 
 

“I try to facilitate 
the exchange of 
ideas and get-

ting to know 
each other. 
Some have 

worked together 
for a long time 
and know each 

other well, but 
some others do 
not.” 

 

 

 



 

Main theme Functioning of networks 

Subtheme Practices Challenges  Need for support 

Category Practices in networks 
Challenges in formal vs. infor-

mal networks 

Leadership and management 

Development of networks 

Subcategories 
Governance 

Meeting practices 
Case-by-case collaboration 

Trust / Mistrust 
Lack of reciprocity  

Unclear roles 
Time management 

Workload 

Motivation 
Priorities 

Open leadership culture 
Commitment 

Time allocation 
Facilitation skills 

Job rotation 

Project possibilities 

Example quota-

tions 

"There are certainly things 

we would finish faster, but 
there is a certain govern-
ance, so we need to live by 

that." 
 
"…(according to process 

management) governance 
we have a physical meeting 
once a month and there we 

assign tasks, and the meet-
ing has a leader and agreed 
participants." 

 
"I organize it (the meeting) 
once a quarter and it's much 

more informal. It works so 
that I together with my man-
ager, manager's manager 

and couple of teammates 
think about possible good 
topics for the meeting but 

also production managers 
bring topics with them and 
we meet this way once a 

quarter. And, between the 
meetings, things are moved 
forward." 

 
"…I just make sure that the 
whole thing makes sense for 

everyone and then I help if I 
can and expect to benefit on 
the same level in the future." 

"…one who specialises in a par-

ticular area sees it as important, 
and what they have on their 
agenda, it is the most important 

thing for them, but I have to look 
at the most important things in 
terms of my speciality area, 

which is production." 
 
"...for these networks to work, it 

requires that when I have been 
connected to these networks,  
and I ask them for something, 

and then they ask you for some-
thing, I have to ensure that I take 
care of agreed things or I lose 

the trust." 
 
"…how to get the team infor-

mally to engage in shared pro-
jects and to do needed things 
when I don't have leadership po-

sition? It means that I need to 
have a good sales pitch to get 
the needed resources for the 

goals I'm aiming for." 
 
"People really have a lot to do at 

the moment, so sometimes it's 
hard to find time together. Time 
can be found for meetings, but 

sometimes preparation could be 
better and promoting things be-
tween the meetings sometimes 

slows down because people 
have so many other things to 
do." 

 
“…what kind of topics production 
managers should bring to the fo-

rum for resolving? And when 
should you just call a friend and 
resolve the issue in the particu-

lar mill? 

"We should better organize our-

selves to this and put a little ef-
fort into this. So, I think we 
would get pretty good results like 

that, but it would require an ea-
ger and knowledgeable, persis-
tent facilitator. And then, he 

would get a mandate to gather 
those people together from dif-
ferent parts of the organization, 

and through that, it would proba-
bly then start to progress.” 
 

"...we need to allocate enough 
different people to projects. They 
don't have to always be the 

same ones, but also gems need 
to be created and found and 
also give opportunities to the 

wider organization. And projects 
typically would be such (opportu-
nities)." 

 
"Maybe it is the fact that man-
agement is interested and 

shows it in practice for example 
by visiting (the meeting) or ask-
ing that well, how did it go or 

what did you achieve or how are 
things progressing? Maybe 
that's what could be improved a 

bit more." 
 
"... how do we make those pro-

duction guys and salesmen, how 
do we make them understand 
each other better. For example, 

we could send someone to the 
sales department for two weeks 
and someone to the mill for two 

weeks, it might add a little un-
derstanding about these things. 
People aren’t a nuisance on pur-

pose, but perhaps they have 
their own practices and ways of 
working and then the important 

message from the customer just 
necessarily doesn’t go through 
and this should be sorted out." 

 
"..the calendar dictates the daily 
life a little too much, so it can be 

harder to find time for freer (net-
working)." 

 


