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I 

ABSTRACT 

As Multinational Corporations (MNCs) expand their footholds over the world along with the 

development of digitalisation, a natural strategic requirement in process standardisation and 

simplification has been introduced for a future integrated platform. Knowledge is always a critical 

factor during the transformation. This research aims to explore further what are the main barriers 

for intra-organisational knowledge sharing across national borders within business process 

integration in an accounting project.  

A case study approach has been adopted for this research based on 11 semi-structured interviews 

conducted with the HQ in Norway and subsidiaries in Germany, Turkey and Brazil. The results 

demonstrate that knowledge sharing in the journey of business process integration can face several 

barriers related to contextual, technological, organisational and individual factors. The findings also 

show that the contextual factors have significant impacts over the other barriers that is essential to 

address for future strategy of an MNC. 

Key words: Multinational Corporations (MNCs), Knowledge Sharing, Business Process 

Integration, Barriers.  
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1   INTRODUCTION 

This chapter introduces the background to the topic of knowledge sharing under business process integration within 

MNCs, and the importance of constantly striving for the better in order to compete in the global market. Thereafter, 

a problem discussion is provided, based on the background, the research purpose and research questions are stated. 

Finally, the limitations of this study is presented, and a research outline is provided in order to guide the reader 

through the thesis.  

1.1   Background 

Over the last decade, the trend of internationalisation and globalisation of firms has increased at a 

fast pace. Alongside with the trend, organisational performance and continuous learning are key 

factors to succeed and stay competitive. Therefore, the concept of knowledge sharing across 

borders has been widely researched in the literature of international business and management. 

Since the late 1990s, knowledge has been a central part of the management issues and researchers 

have stressed knowledge as an important tool to generate competitive advantages (Grant, 1996b; 

Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000; Kogut & Zander, 1992; Kogut & Zander, 1993; Szulanski, 1996).  

In order to cope with the increased competition in the global market, MNCs are bound to share 

knowledge efficiently across national borders (Algote et al., 2000); however, MNCs have to strive 

to be better in order to survive in the global market in the long run (Lodh & Nandy, 2006; Raj, 

2007). 

Kogut and Zander (1993) are among the first authors who emphasised the role of knowledge as a 

foundation for the successful creation of organisations. Following these authors, Grant (1996b) 

highlighted the importance of knowledge as a crucial resource for MNCs to achieve competitive 

advantages in the global environment, by addressing the knowledge-based approach as a 

development of the resource-based view. The motivation for this development of the resource-

based view, was to empathise the importance of knowledge transferability within organisations, as 

it could minimise the time span for learning and thereby increase the competitiveness of MNCs 

(Grant, 1996b). From another perspective, Gupta and Govindarajan (2000) introduced the 

communication theory that knowledge flew within MNCs across both multiple directions and 

multiple dimensions. They highlighted that the MNCs’ ability to exploit and transfer knowledge 

more effectively and efficiently in different contexts are crucial for the competitive advantages of 

MNCs. Building based on the research of Gupta and Govindarajan (2000), Foss and Pedersen 

(2004) argued for the importance of organisations to share knowledge through networks. They 
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claimed that it was important for an MNC to have incessant knowledge flows within the MNC’s 

network and among other MNCs in order to remain competitive in the international environment, 

and thereby, MNCs were today seen as knowledge sharing networks.  

In addition, Szulanski (1996) argued that knowledge sharing was a replication of internal practices. 

Furthermore, he referred to practices as the organisation’s routine use of knowledge. This indicates 

that knowledge sharing can be seen as sharing of information between a source and a receiver. 

Hence, the importance of knowledge sharing cannot be underestimated; nevertheless, the 

effectiveness of this process varies considerably among MNCs and among individuals within the 

MNCs (Algote et al., 2000; Szulanski, 1996). 

1.2   Problem discussion 

The requirements for knowledge sharing in business increase in line with the development of goods 

and services. It is, therefore, important for MNCs to continuously increase their knowledge level 

and thereby their knowledge sharing as an indispensable tool to obtain sustainable competitive 

advantages in the long run (Grant, 1996b). Earlier research in the knowledge management literature 

has mainly focused on the importance of knowledge and its implications for the competitive 

advantages of the MNCs and how this knowledge can be created within the MNCs (Algote et al., 

2000; Grant, 1991; Grant, 1996b; Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000; Kogut & Zander, 1993; Szulanski, 

1996). Less research has been done on the barriers for integrating and sharing knowledge within 

an MNC’s network. Szulanski (1996) has been widely cited and he clarified the different 

characteristics of barriers to knowledge sharing. Yet, this research does not contain any information 

of barriers to knowledge sharing within business process integration. In addition, it is a quantitative 

study, based on a questionnaire, which implies that a detailed level of research was not done about 

the context of knowledge sharing. Therefore, we believe that qualitative research would benefit the 

development of this area. 

Furthermore, Kim and Mauborgne (1993) discussed the importance of the due process in the 

global strategy of an MNC. The due process exists to motivate the subsidiary managers to 

implement strategies in accordance with the HQ, by giving the subsidiary a strong sense of 

organisational commitment, trust in HQ management, social harmony with HQ and fundamental 

requirements for making strategies work. The exercise of due process translates directly into a high 

level of compulsory and voluntary execution, and thereby the due process motivates managers to 

fulfil corporate standards to exert voluntary effort to implement strategic decisions of their best 

ability. Following this path of research, Meyer et al. (2011) discussed the absorptive capacity of 
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different subsidiaries within an MNC’s network by elaborating on the home and host context of 

multiple embeddedness of the subsidiaries. Combining these views with the studies of knowledge 

sharing barriers, we believe that it is important to research the knowledge sharing between HQ and 

subsidiaries by taking into account multiple embeddedness and motivational factors for knowledge 

sharing and by examining the barriers for knowledge sharing and how to overcome them within 

business process integration.  

In addition, earlier research focused mainly on the executive organisational level (Grant, 1996a; 

Kogut & Zander, 1993; Meyer et al., 2011; Szulanski, 1996; Zander & Kogut, 1995). Therefore, we 

believe it is important to dig deeper into one organisation, and look at the barriers of knowledge 

sharing among different departments over national borders. 

1.3   Purpose and research question 

Following the problem discussion, the purpose of this study is to develop the understanding of 

how knowledge is shared between sender units and recipient units within one project across 

national borders. This will be done by investigating how knowledge is shared within an MNC, by 

combining cross-disciplinary intersections within the fields of international business and 

knowledge management. The study focuses on the different barriers for knowledge sharing 

between HQ and subsidiaries under a new business process integration project. In addition to map 

the different barriers, the study will also provide an overview of how the identified barriers relate 

to each other and thereby influence each other on different levels. With this background, the 

following research questions have been raised: 

1.   What are the main barriers for knowledge sharing between units within an MNC, when implementing 

new business processes? 

2.   How do these barriers relate to and influence each other? 

Following the purpose of this study, the aim is to contribute to the research by focusing on the 

accounting department, which lacks focus in earlier research. Furthermore, we will focus on the 

digitalisation process, the development from paper invoices to a total digital invoice-handling 

system within the MNC. In order to understand the concept of knowledge sharing on a deeper 

level, a detailed study is required. This will incorporate a case study of the Statkraft Group, a 

Norwegian state owned company, who are among the world leading hydro power producers and 

the leader within renewable energy among the Nordic countries.  This research will investigate the 

barriers to knowledge sharing within the accounting departments across national borders, namely 
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the knowledge sharing between the HQ in Norway and the foreign subsidiaries in Germany, Turkey 

and South America. The subsidiaries in South America are located in Brazil, Chile and Peru, 

however tis study will mainly focus on the Brazilian subsidiary. 

1.4   Study limitations 

The focus of this research is on the barriers of intra-organisational knowledge sharing between HQ 

and subsidiaries at the Statkraft Group, under a particular project of the accounting department. 

Therefore, this study aims to complement the popular but broad field of literature of knowledge 

sharing in IB studies. The study is also limited within a specific company and industry, in which 

data is collected from one single MNC. Four sites of the MNC, one HQ in Norway and three 

subsidiaries in Germany, Turkey, and Brazil, which have been launching the targeted project, are 

investigated.  

1.5   Research outline 

This research is divided into six different chapters, and is structures as follows: 

Chapter 1 – Introduction  

Chapter 1 introduces the subject of barriers to knowledge sharing within the field of IB. It further 

outlines the purpose of the research and presents the research questions of this study, as well as 

the study limitations. 

Chapter 2 – Literature review  

Chapter 2 outlines the literature review by presenting the previous research on knowledge within 

the field of IB in general and knowledge sharing in particular. This covers different researchers’ 

work within the field that built the foundation for this research’s conceptual framework.  

Chapter 3 – Methodology 

Chapter 3 describes the methodological approach for this qualitative study and outlines the 

following process of the empirical data gathering. It carefully explains the process of preparations, 

the accomplishment and the analysis of empirical data.  

Chapter 4 – Empirical findings 
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Chapter 4 starts by introducing the company we chose to study and presenting the project of 

integrating a new digital solution to handle invoices. Subsequently, the empirical results gathered 

from the interviews were presented. This includes the interviewee’ perspectives on different 

barriers related to knowledge sharing within the organisation under a particular project.  

Chapter 5 – Analysis 

Chapter 5 presents the analysis of our case. This presents the links between the literature review 

presented in Chapter 2 and the empirical findings presented in Chapter 4.  

Chapter 6 – Conclusion 

Chapter 6 provides a summary and conclusion of the findings, as well as distinct answers to the 

research questions of this study. It also discusses implications for managers and suggestion for 

future research.  
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2   LITERATURE REVIEW & CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

This section aims to provide an overview of previous research that has been conducted in the field of knowledge sharing 

in IB. The section begins with a perspective on general concepts and types of knowledge. This is subsequently followed 

by a review on previous studies about knowledge management and knowledge sharing in MNCs and is finally focused 

on barriers on knowledge sharing process within an organisation. The section is concluded by a theoretical framework, 

which is the foundation for the interview guide and data collection, as well as the analysis of the empirical findings. 

2.1   The concept of knowledge 

In management literature, knowledge is a multifaceted concept and clear differences have been 

made between the different definitions and meanings of knowledge (Grant, 1996b). However, the 

most common terms people often heard around knowledge are data, information and knowledge, 

which seems somehow to be used interchangeably. It is important to distinguish that knowledge is 

the application and productive use of information, and information is created as the base of data 

(Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Roberts, 2001). Other researchers believe that all information is 

considered knowledge but knowledge is more than just information (Kogut & Zander, 1992; Kogut 

& Zander, 1993). They categorised organisational knowledge into information and know-how 

based. These two types of knowledge carry competitive implications due to the fact that they are 

easy to replicate within an organisation, but difficult to imitate by other firms. Information is 

defined as knowledge which can be transmitted without loss of integrity, in other words, the 

knowledge of what to do. Know-how is defined as the accumulated practical skill or expertise, in 

other words the knowledge of how to do (ibid). 

Simulated by the question of why firms exist, Grant (1996b) initially outlined the knowledge-based 

view of the firm, with a goal to explain firm’s performance and the determinants of strategic 

choices, and by this contributed with a new theory of the firm’s existence. The knowledge-based 

view seeks to explain and predict why some firms are able to create sustainable competitive 

advantage positions and when doing this, earn superior results (ibid). Nevertheless, the key 

contributors to the literature of the knowledge-based view are also Kogut and Zander (1992) with 

focus on the view of the firm as a knowledge-processing institution, Demsetz (1988) who 

highlighted the firm boundaries through knowledge-based analysis, Brown and Duguid (1991) who 

examined of the knowledge-based organisation and Nonaka (1994) who emphasised the knowledge 

creation within the firm analysis. However, knowledge can only be seen as a competitive advantage 
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if it is possible to reuse to the extent that reduces the cost of retrieval, transformation and transfer 

or it will intensify efficiency (Charlie & Rebentisch, 2003). 

2.2   Nature of knowledge 

While studying the processes of knowledge sharing and their impacts on organisations’ 

performance, earlier studies distinguished between tacit and explicit knowledge (Nonaka, 1994; 

Park et al., 2015). Explicit knowledge is defined as externalised knowledge that is accessible to 

others (Nonaka, 1994; Schryen et al., 2015), and is viewed as a good for the public and can be 

utilised through communication (Grant, 1996b). On the other hand, tacit knowledge is defined as 

knowledge that has not been published, hence it has personal quality, which makes it hard to 

communicate and formalise because it is rooted in commitment, involvement and action (Nonaka, 

1994; Schryen et al., 2015). The tacit knowledge is learned through practices and transferred 

through observation (Kogut & Zander, 1992). Therefore, tacit knowledge is a barrier for 

replication, due to its embeddedness in processes, routines, and interactions within the firm (Kogut 

& Zander, 1992; Lam, 1997; Nonaka, 1994; Reed & Defillippi, 1990; Simonin, 1999). 

Following the step of Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995), Spender (1996) blended the explicit and tacit 

knowledge dimensions with individual and social knowledge ones and generated a matrix of four 

types of organisation’s knowledge by combining these dimensions. The first type refers to 

individual explicit knowledge, which is storable and retrievable from individual record and memory. 

The second type, which is learning and experience-based knowledge, is known as individual tacit 

knowledge. The third type is social explicit knowledge, which represented the shared corpus of 

knowledge and is consider as the most advanced form of knowledge (Boisot, 1995). The fourth 

type refers to an organisation’s social tacit knowledge, represents all knowledge embedded in social 

and institutional practices. It regards to “the most secure and strategically significant kind of 

organisational knowledge” (Spender, 1996, p. 52). However, other research indicated that firms to 

a large extent valued individualism and encouraged their employees to be independent in decision 

making and problem solving, especially in Western organisations (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). 

Firms, nonetheless, also emphasise employee collaboration and team work (Riege, 2005). Thus, in 

order to achieve the desired level of knowledge sharing, the communication about knowledge 

sharing to the employees is very important since the knowledge application is not only valued at 

individual level but also at group performances and collective accomplishments.  
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2.3   Knowledge management 

Many researchers in both business and academia have reviewed knowledge management theory 

(Liebowitz, 1999) with different perspectives surrounding this topic at the organisational level: 

information systems, management, organisational learning, and strategy perspective (Bray, 2007). 

The four perspectives overlap and support each other’s argument. Information systems can help 

to manage knowledge and affect the performance of the firm (Choi & Lee, 2003; Gold et al., 2001; 

Tanriverdi, 2005) with the support of processes: knowledge creation, knowledge sharing, 

knowledge transferring, knowledge application (Alavi & Leidner, 2001), and knowledge replication 

(Winter & Szulanski, 2001). Processes of knowledge acquisition, conversion, application and 

protection are also considered in recent studies (Gold et al., 2001). Several literatures mentioned 

that the processes could be influenced by individuals, institutionalised routines and capabilities 

(Dyer & Nobeoka, 2000; Liebeskind, 1996; Tsoukas, 1996). The previous studies also emphasised 

that knowledge management could produce long-term competitive advantage of an organisation 

(Alavi & Leidner, 2001; Choi & Lee, 2003; Gold et al., 2001; Tanriverdi, 2005).  

As MNCs internationalise, knowledge must be shared not only between employees in the same 

country, but also across national boundaries. The process of successfully sharing knowledge across 

national boundaries, has thereby become a competitive advantage for MNCs (Grant, 1996b; 

Szulanski, 1996). Hence, it is important to investigate how to make effective knowledge 

management with in an organisation. 

2.3.1   Knowledge management in business process integration 

According to Bourdreau and Couillard (1999), IT provides knowledge management capabilities 

that were not possible before. Furthermore, they argued that process integration that incorporates 

true knowledge management offered the organisation an opportunity for organisational 

transformation. By combining business process integration and knowledge management, MNCs 

can become more competitive, innovative, responsive, effective and efficient (Bourdreau & 

Couillard, 1999; Jung et al., 2007). 

As the business world becomes more complex due to globalisation, IT, communication systems 

and explosion of knowledge, it is important to keep pace with the shifting environment (Bourdreau 

& Couillard, 1999). Therefore, MNCs must learn as quickly as the environment changes to stay 

competitive. Jung et al. (2007) introduced an architecture for integrating knowledge management 

systems and business process management systems to combine the advantages of these two 
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paradigms, and thereby provided a framework for MNCs to maintain their competitive advantages 

when integrating new business processes. Firstly, knowledge is used by performers of business 

processes. New knowledge is created as results of business processes. In other words, business 

process is an exceptional tool for knowledge sharing and knowledge creation. Subsequently, 

knowledge about a process and process implementation results are valuable corporate knowledge. 

In other words, information derived from business processes can be formalised and gathered to 

improve the performance of business processes, and thereby the organisation. IT provides a 

powerful enabling factor for capturing and sharing the knowledge within an organisation 

(Bourdreau & Couillard, 1999) 

Knowledge management and business process management need to be integrated together in order 

for the organisation to stay competitive and achieve organisational success (Bourdreau & Couillard, 

1999). Therefore, the need to become more knowledge oriented, learning oriented and take 

advantage of the existing knowledge is a key factor for process integration. Only when the 

organisation developed common knowledge and knowledge management structure, will the 

organisation be able to benefit from business process integration (Bourdreau & Couillard, 1999).  

2.3.2   Knowledge sharing 

As MNCs grow and expand in size, geographical dispersion, and complexity, organisations must 

acknowledge the importance of knowledge sharing since it helps to achieve organisational 

competitive advantages, support to develop best practices and reduce redundant learning cycles 

(Choi & Lee, 2003; Hansen, 2002; Kanaan & Gharibeh, 2013; McDermott & O’Dell, 2001). 

Previous studies also expose that knowledge sharing has a link to deduction in production costs, 

innovation facilitation, team achievement, organisational performance including sales and revenue 

growth from initiatives (Cummings, 2004; Hansen, 2002; Mesmer-Magnus & DeChurch, 2009; 

Svetlik et al., 2007).  

The definition of knowledge sharing was used interchangeably and interconnected with knowledge 

transfer in the early research of knowledge management (Wang & Noe, 2010). However, recently 

emerged studies have distinguished and re-defined these two terms. Several studies indicate that 

knowledge transfer only occur in one direction that knowledge exchange flows only from a sender 

giving away knowledge to a receiver acquiring knowledge (Mohan & Kumar; Schwartz, 2005; Wang 

& Noe, 2010). On the contrary, knowledge sharing regards the mutual knowledge exchanges in 

both directions (Szulanski et al., 2004; Wang & Noe, 2010). Nonetheless, there is another research 

showing that knowledge sharing is a critical stage in the process of knowledge transfer (Nonaka, 
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2008). Tangaraja et al. (2016) also believed that knowledge sharing was a subset of knowledge 

transfer since knowledge transfer was a broad term compared to knowledge sharing. Chou and 

Tang (2014) presented a similar thought that the term knowledge transfer emerged earlier and 

covered multidisciplinary aspects but knowledge sharing was generally more focused on the 

knowledge management aspects with the application of information system.  

Several researchers focused on personal knowledge while studying knowledge sharing within an 

MNC. They emphasised the individualistic extent of knowledge and the embeddedness in specific 

social contexts (Fernie et al., 2003; Ipe, 2003; Szulanski et al., 2004; Wang & Noe, 2010). This 

stream of research mainly focuses on the affection of individuals in the process of sharing 

knowledge despite of the fact that there exists specific technology invested by MNCs to facilitate 

knowledge sharing (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2002). 

In the paper, we focus on knowledge sharing in which knowledge flows between HQ and foreign 

subsidiaries in both directions among individuals. Since knowledge is one of the most important 

strategic competence of an MNC, every individual in the organisation is the tie of creating and 

developing knowledge. Knowledge is not only explicit but to large extent tacit, it becomes more 

important nowadays for the company to formulate mechanisms facilitating knowledge sharing 

among individuals.  

2.4   Barriers of knowledge sharing 

The following section will contribute to map the barriers for knowledge sharing based on earlier 

studies within knowledge management and international business studies. Following this section, 

our conceptual framework will be presented, based on the literature presented in this section. 

In theory, knowledge sharing seems to be rather easy, and can be accomplished by moving tools, 

tasks or employees (Algote et al., 2000). However, according to Chmielecki (2017), knowledge 

sharing within MNCs is problematic, because MNCs vary considerably in how to handle the 

knowledge sharing process. 

2.4.1   Contextual factors  

Meyer et al. (2011) explained how the knowledge sharing process was influenced by both home 

and host context of MNCs. Firms are shaped by their home country embeddedness, where they 

build their original resource endowments which is an original resource that drives the international 

growth of the MNC (Tan & Meyer, 2010). This home embeddedness of MNCs, can act as both 
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constraints and inducements in international business activities (Narula, 2002). In addition to their 

home context embeddedness, MNCs are also embedded in the local context of their subsidiary’s 

host country (Meyer et al., 2011). The dual embeddedness of the subsidiary implies that it is subject 

to institutional pressures arising from both the subsidiary’s local context and the HQ’s home 

context (Andersson et al., 2007). The MNCs interaction with their different local context is 

depending on how these context are related to each other (Meyer et al., 2011). How these contexts 

relate to each other affects the interaction MNCs have with their different local contexts. Earlier 

research within the field of IB have used various concepts to investigate these relationships of 

multiple embeddedness, such as the cultural distance (Kogut & Singh, 1988), psychic of distance 

(Johanson & Vahlne, 1977) and institutional distance (Estrin et al., 2009; Kostova, 1999). 

Furthermore, these concepts have been complemented by Cuervo-­‐Cazurra and Genc (2011), who 

questioned the treatment of difference as distance. Hutzschenreuter et al. (2011) also suggested 

that the crucial variable to focus on was the distance between the locations of different expansion 

moves. Nonetheless, Schwens et al. (2011) developed the institutional distance by focusing on the 

level of institutions-related risk in the host country. 

Together these concepts create the foundation for the multiple embeddedness of the MNC, which 

is outlined as in the Figure 1 below: 

 

Figure 1: Multinational enterprises and local context (Meyer et al., 2011, p. 240) 

Figure 1 shows the multiple embeddedness of MNCs. It outlines how the different subsidiaries are 

influenced by the HQ’s home country context and their subsidiaries’ host country context. This 

multiple embeddedness is important in order to understand how barriers in knowledge sharing is 
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affected by both the HQ and subsidiaries’ local context such as local laws, regulations and way of 

doing business, as these different home and host contexts play an important role for the knowledge 

sharing across national borders.  

Haas and Cummings (2014) highlighted the importance of geographical barriers to knowledge 

sharing in MNCs. Such barriers consist of world regions, international time zones and working in 

different country locations (Cramton, 2001; Espinosa et al., 2003; Hinds & Mortensen, 2005). 

Furthermore, Haas and Cummings (2014) argued that position-based barriers arose from 

geographical locations, or structural associations within the MNC. Moreover, these barriers of 

knowledge sharing that are position-based international differences rather than person-based 

barriers to knowledge sharing and therefore harder for MNCs to overcome and deal with.  

During the last years, researchers have been studying the importance and impact of language 

barriers in MNCs (Tenzer & Pudelko, 2016). Such corporate context consists of HQ-subsidiary 

relations (Bordia & Bordia, 2015; Reiche et al., 2015) and multinational teamwork (Hinds et al., 

2014; Tenzer et al., 2014). In recent years, a trend of adopting English as a corporate language 

within a number of non-English speaking MNCs has been observed (Harzing & Feely, 2008). 

2.4.2   Lack of integration of IT system  

According to Riege (2005), technology has the ability to offer instant access to data and 

information, and enables long distance collaboration and communication that facilitates a team 

approach, both within the MNC’s network. However, in order to fully reach the potential of the 

technology, the employees working with new technology need to be able to understand and work 

with it.  

Riege (2005) stated that at a technology level, barriers correlated to factors and difficulties linked 

to building, integrating and modifying IT-systems. Another potential barrier is to develop or 

maintain the right IT infrastructure, linked to the capability of the technology and the integration 

of both existing and new IT-systems. This barrier occurs when existing hardware and software 

components suited for one purpose need to be used in combination with another new system or a 

different system in another location. To find a system that works well in all functional areas within 

a global organisation is almost impossible. However, technology is now a main driver in most 

MNCs and industrial sectors, which most day-to-day activities are highly dependent on. Therefore, 

more complex technology is called upon to play a greater role in streamlining business processes 

in order to maximising outputs. MNCs and employees therefore need to accept the challenges of 
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greater complexity in the workplace, which may result in reluctance to use modified or new 

technology systems (ibid).  

2.4.3   Reluctance to use IT system 

Riege (2005) emphasised that there were barriers linked to the use of technology. These barriers 

correlate with factors such as the unwillingness to use technology, due to a mismatch with the 

needed requirements, and unrealistic expectations of IT-systems. Therefore, a barrier occurs when 

there is a mismatch between the employees’ needs and requirements and the new IT-system. A IT-

system should support the work-related processes of the employees, who decide which information 

to store, access or forward to other employees. Both existing and new technologies are often 

capable of supporting effective an effective knowledge sharing process, however, if there is a 

mismatch between the employees needs and requirements, and the technology, the technology 

itself can become a barrier. This is not due to technical problems, but to the expectations, needs 

and requirements of the employees, that are not being met (O'dell & Grayson, 1998).  

The lack of knowledge about IT-systems can become a potential barrier for the process of 

knowledge sharing (Riege, 2005). Employees tend to exaggerate or misstate the role of the new 

technology, which can result in confusion linked to what the technology should do, can do, or 

cannot do. Furthermore, unrealistic expectations often tend to be blamed on the technology, which 

results in a reluctance to use new technology or IT-systems. Therefore, it is necessary to involve 

users when designing and choosing IT-systems (ibid).  

2.4.4   Technology and knowledge creation support. 

According to Riege (2005), the knowledge sharing process is as mush an individual and 

organisational barrier as it is a technology challenge. In order to overcome these challenges, 

interactions between individuals and technology are necessary to facilitate knowledge sharing 

practices (Davenport et al., 1996). However, most companies have been struggling to create an 

environment where employees want to share their knowledge as well as to make use of others 

knowledge. Technology has the ability to help solving this issue, as it acts as a facilitator for 

knowledge sharing across national borders, and can thereby encourage and support both 

knowledge creation and sharing by making the process easier and more effective. However, to 

choose and implement the most suitable technology can be a challenge. IT-systems that work 

effectively in one organisation may fail on others (Riege, 2005). Hendriks (1999) suggested that the 

use of new IT-systems might enhance employees’ motivation for knowledge sharing, as it tended 



 

 
14 

to remove temporal, physical and social distance barriers, by improving the process of knowledge 

sharing. Even though, technology is rarely the only solution and driver for knowledge sharing, the 

integration of the right technology is highly important. Numerous technologies such as Internet, 

intranet system, e-mail systems and communication software like Skype have huge impacts on 

reducing the formal communication barriers, especially across national borders (Riege, 2005).  

2.4.5   Organisational culture 

The effects of organisational culture on knowledge sharing are examined by many previous studies. 

De Long and Fahey (2000) argued that organisational culture was gradually recognisable as a main 

obstacle to leveraging intellectual assets. The definition of organisational culture is complex and 

varies in both practice and academia (Sułkowski, 2009). In Lesser and Prusak (2004), culture is 

defined as values, beliefs, and behaviour of an organisation. According to Brache (2002), an 

organisation conducts business through a culture that encompasses values, rules, practices, and 

norms. Different definitions has emerged, nonetheless, the organisational culture can be simply 

understood as ‘the way we do things around here’ and ‘the way we treat one another around here’ 

(McKinlay & Williamson, 2010).  

In some organisations, especially in a highly competitive professional culture, knowledge is a 

competitive advantages and power that leads to the behaviour of knowledge-hoarding (Scarbrough, 

2003). In other words, the professional environment that emphasises individual competition may 

posture a barrier to knowledge sharing, whereas team cooperating mind-set help build trust, a 

necessary condition for knowledge sharing (Schepers & Van den Berg, 2007; Willem et al., 2006). 

Ardichvili (2008) has a different point of view, that most large MNCs considers knowledge as a 

public asset and belong to the whole organisation, not individually. When such perception exists 

in each employee, knowledge sharing can be facilitated by the group interest rather than individual 

interest. Empirical studies also indicated that in case an organisation considered knowledge as a 

private asset, their employees would hesitate to share knowledge (Wasko & Faraj, 2000). As 

emphasised in the paper, knowledge is a significant source of competitive advantage of an 

organisation. Thus, if the organisation desires to get ahead of the competition, they need to convert 

individual knowledge into organisational knowledge by motivating employees to share knowledge 

continuously. 

Some studies have also highlighted that an organisational culture which strongly focuses on 

innovation can facilitate intra-sharing knowledge with encouraged subjective norms (Bock et al., 
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2005; McKinnon et al., 2003; Ruppel & Harrington, 2001). De Long and Fahey (2000) also stated 

that the long-term value and practices of organisations, which did not support knowledge sharing 

across units, might limit the benefit of new technology infrastructure. 

Trust is one of the culture dimensions that researchers are interested to investigate its influence on 

knowledge sharing. It is shown that a culture with high degree of trust can ease the negative effect 

of perceived costs on sharing knowledge, while lack of trust can create an opposite effect 

(Kankanhalli et al., 2005). 

2.4.6   Organisational structure 

While exploring what barriers at organisational level can inhibit intra-firm knowledge sharing, many 

researchers examine the effect of organisational structure. Tagliaventi and Mattarelli (2006) found 

that a functionally segmented structure seemed to hinder knowledge sharing over departments, 

whereas, a more decentralised organisational structure, which encouraged interaction among 

employees and communication across functions (Liebowitz, 2004; Yang & Chen, 2007), had 

possibility to enable knowledge sharing (Kim & Lee, 2006).  In general, Wang and Noe (2010) 

summarised that employee’s rank, hierarchy structure and seniority are obstacles for knowledge 

sharing facilitation. 

There also exist barriers to knowledge sharing of internal knowledge and replication of knowledge 

among HQ and subsidiaries. These barriers are determined by their motivational disposition to 

gain and shared knowledge, the capacity of absorbing incoming knowledge, the knowledge stocks 

and the richness of transmission channels (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2000; Szulanski, 1996). 

Therefore, it is essential for an MNC’s HQ to link subsidiaries to the rest of the global network in 

order to facilitate knowledge sharing and communications between divisions by establishing 

coordination mechanisms. Also, the “not invented her syndrome” can affect the subsidiaries 

willingness to absorb knowledge even though it is shared within the MNC’s network (Gupta & 

Govindarajan, 2000; Szulanski, 1996). 

2.4.7   Employee’ perspectives 

Previous research has examined that individuals are often not willing to share knowledge in their 

organisation, and that knowledge has stickiness characteristic and does not transfer easily, even 

though firm has made a huge effort to facilitate knowledge sharing (Szulanski, 1996). He identified 

the three most important barriers to knowledge sharing. First, causal ambiguity, which refers to the 

difficulty of replicating a capability into a new setting which can depend on human complex skills 
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but also the tackiness of the knowledge. Second, the recipient of knowledge may lack of absorptive 

capacity, which means that the recipients ability to absorb new knowledge is low. The last barrier 

he recognises is arduous relationships. Knowledge sharing occurs between people, therefore, it 

requires a good relationship between the recipient unit and the source unit, especially if tacit 

knowledge is to be shared. If the relationship is distant and lack of intimacy, this may create a 

barrier to sharing knowledge. 

Osterloh and Frey (2000), who studied about intrinsic and extrinsic motivation in intra-

organisational knowledge sharing, indicated that intrinsic motives highly stimulate such sharing, 

while extrinsic motives (e.g. incentive schemes, administrative) has less influence, and are even able 

to become a reluctant in knowledge sharing. However, there are many of reasons for why people 

in an MNC are hesitate to share knowledge. Some of these reasons comprise the fears related to 

criticism and misleading, the unclearness of what the most effective methods of sharing knowledge 

are, and cultural assumptions about proper and improper ways of knowledge sharing and 

communication (Ardichvili, 2008; Ardichvili et al., 2006). 

In addition, according to Kankanhalli et al. (2005), loss of knowledge power can also be accounted 

as a barrier. Their study shows that this barrier to knowledge sharing is increasing in line with the 

technological development of electronical knowledge sharing. Furthermore, knowledge sharing can 

also be linked to a fear-based perspective (Davenport & Prusak, 1998). This means that employees 

are unwilling to share their knowledge in fear of being replaced. The fear based perspective tends 

to be more accurate when sharing knowledge across national borders, than when sharing 

knowledge within a team, as employees seems to be more willing to share their knowledge internally 

in their working team. 

2.5   Conceptual framework 

In the previous part, we have chosen seven concepts of barriers to knowledge sharing to examine. 

These seven concepts are as outlined in the previous section: Contextual factors, Lack of integration of  

IT-systems, Reluctance to use IT-systems, Technology and knowledge creation support, Organisational culture, 

Organisational structure and Employee’ perspectives. These concepts have been chosen in accordance to 

the reviewed literature, and presents professional perspectives from both practice and academia.  

We found that most of the chosen barriers can be categories into three more narrow categories as 

in Riege (2005)’s work: Technological barriers, Organisational barriers and Individual barriers. However, 

while reviewing previous of Meyer et al. (2011), we discovered that the contextual factors affected 
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all three categories as they outlined the home and host embeddedness of the MNC. Therefore, we 

believe that the contextual factors are superior to the other three categories of barriers. 

Furthermore, the four categories of barriers are different. Most of them are broad, but the barriers 

linked to technology is more specific and narrow to our subject. This is because we aim to identify 

the main barriers for knowledge sharing within new business process integration and not all barriers 

for knowledge sharing. Also, our study focuses on introducing e-invoice as a new business process, 

which is why we only focus on the technological barriers linked to introducing e-invoice as a new 

business process and not all barriers for knowledge sharing linked to technology.  

The grouping of the barriers for knowledge sharing that we have identified through the literature, 

is therefore outlined as follows in Figure 2, which presents our conceptual framework: 

 

Figure 2: Conceptual Framework (Authors’ own conceptualisation) 

Following the literature review the grouping of the conceptual framework presented in Figure 2 

above consists of the following outline: Technological Barriers include Lack of integration of IT-systems, 

Reluctance to use IT-systems and Technology and knowledge creation support. Organisational Barriers include 

Organisational culture and Organisational structure. Lastly, Individual Barriers include Employee’ perspectives.  

Barriers to Knowledge Sharing within 
Business Process Integration

Contextual factors

Technological 
Barriers

Organisational 
Barriers Individual Barriers
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3   METHODOLOGY 

This chapter presents the methodology used for this research in detail. First, the research approach will be presented 

and argued for. Thereafter, the research unit will be presented and outline a detailed description of the interview 

process. Lastly the reliability and validity of the research will be presented. 

In our thesis, we will use a qualitative research method approach. When deciding on what type of 

qualitative method to pursue the choice fell on case study, which allows us to investigate the 

concept of knowledge sharing within its real-world context. This will give us a chance to deepen 

the understanding of the phenomenon. The gathering of empirical data has been conducted 

through semi-structured interviews. We think that this is the most suitable data collection method 

for collecting our primary data. Furthermore, we interview people across national borders and 

therefore we used the software Skype as a tool in order to conduct these interviewees. In addition 

to interviews, data were also collected through observations of the surroundings and locations 

during the interviews. 

3.1   Research Approach 

We chose the abductive theoretical approach, which involves back-and-forth engagement with the 

social world as an empirical source for theoretical ideas and with the literature, in a process of 

dialectical shutting (Atkinson et al., 2003; Bryman & Bell, 2015; Schwartz-Shea & Yanow, 2012). 

The literature review was created in order to deepen our understanding about the topic and earlier 

research linked to it. The literature review has functioned as a foundation for gathering the 

empirical findings. Through the analysis, the empirical findings and the earlier studies presented in 

the literature review as linked together, which is in accordance to the abductive theoretical approach 

(Bryman & Bell, 2015).  

We attempt to get as close to the reality as possible. This is done through research in a natural 

context, where the research needs to be as realistic as possible (Darmer & Nygaard, 2005). In order 

to collect data in accordance with the interpretivist epistemology, we have chosen to use semi-

structured research interviews as our primary data collection method. Focusing on getting as close 

to the truth as possible, we believe that semi-structured interviews give us the possibility to explore 

subjects and themes that the interviewees consider important due to the composition of both 

leading and open questions. In other words, the data collection method will aid us in the search for 

the truth concerning the research question. Furthermore, in order to reach as close to the truth as 

possible, and at the same time generate quality data and valid findings through the interviews we 
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have conducted, it have been important for us to minimise bias and research influence (Rowley, 

2012).  

3.2   Research Design 

The research design outlines in what way the empirical data was collected systematically and 

analysed in relation to the research questions. This framework is important to achieve validity and 

reliability, which measures the quality of the study (Bryman & Bell, 2015) 

3.2.1   Research Unit 

The research design of this research will be carried out as a case study. The basic case study entails 

the detailed and intensive analysis of a single case (Bryman & Bell, 2015). There are several different 

types of case studies, but this research will focus on a single organisation (ibid). The 

reimbursements for choosing a single organisation case design is that the case represents an 

extreme or unusual case (Yin, 2014). Furthermore, Yin (1984) distinguished between different types 

of cases, we have chosen to research a revelatory case. The basis for the revelatory case occurs 

“when an investigator has an opportunity to observe and analyse a phenomenon previously 

inaccessible to scientific investigation” (Yin, 1984, p. 44). 

We have chosen to investigate the Statkraft Group, and their project of integrating an e-invoice 

system across national borders. We believe that the case of introducing a global solution throughout 

an MNC, by integrating an e-invoice system has not been widely researched, as this is a new 

phenomenon that have increased regarding to new technology. However, the Statkraft Group is a 

large multinational company, the research is conducted at the HQ in Norway, and with subsidiaries 

in Germany, Turkey and Brazil. This implies that we will combine a single case study approach 

with a comparative design, by making comparisons between the different national borders. This is 

because we think it is interesting to study how knowledge sharing in the same project of the MNC 

differs across national borders or from different parts of the MNC’s network.  

At the HQ in Norway, we have investigated the accounting department. The accounting 

department in Norway is the owner of the project of integrating an e-invoice system, which is why 

we found this unit interesting to investigate. Also, the accounting department in Norway is the 

largest accounting department within the MNC’s network and therefore have more influence than 

the subsidiaries. Furthermore, due to their centralised location, we believe that this influences the 

knowledge sharing between HQ and the foreign subsidiaries.  
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Another research unit, is the foreign subsidiary in Turkey. In Turkey, they are only three employees 

where two works with accounting related tasks. This implies a very different organisational 

structure than at the HQ in Norway. Therefore, we believe it is interesting to see how these 

differences affect the knowledge sharing process within the integration of e-invoice. Also, Turkey 

are obligated by the national law to implement e-invoices which affect how they integrate the new 

business process.  

Furthermore, we also researched the German subsidiary. In Germany, they are 10 employees 

working with accounting related tasks. This implies that they are somewhere in the middle between 

the HQ in Norway and the Turkish subsidiary in size. However, the German market is not yet 

ready for e-invoices. We believe that this will shed light upon the difficulties linked to integrate new 

business processes across national borders.  

In addition to the German and Turkish subsidiaries in Europe, we have researched the subsidiaries 

in South America. These units include three subsidiaries: Peru, Chile and Brazil, however the focus 

of this study will be on Brazil, as the other subsidiaries in South America are very small and newly 

acquired. As South America is completely different from Europe, the barriers linked to the 

integrating of e-invoice in these subsidiaries are very different from the barriers in the other 

subsidiaries. Therefore, we believe that researching subsidiaries in South America gives a more 

global view of the barriers linked to the integration of new business processes.  

Combining these research units, we believe that we will be able to look at the barriers for knowledge 

sharing when integrating a new business process from different angels. We will combine the HQ 

perspective, one subsidiary that are obligated by national law to follow the initiatives from the HQ 

to integrate the new business process and one subsidiary where the local market is not yet ready, 

and therefore do not believe in the initiatives from the HQ. With these chosen research units, we 

believe that we will be able to answer our research question, by investigating different barriers from 

different angels and different organisational structures within the MNC’s network.  

3.2.2   Data collection method 

This research is of a quality data approach, and based on the gathering of both primary and 

secondary data. The aim of this study is to investigate the main barriers for intra-knowledge sharing 

within business process integration and how the MNC can overcome these barriers. Therefore, the 

most suitable data collection method was considered primary data in the form of semi-structured 

interviews. Semi-structured interviews typically refer to a series of question that are in the general 
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form of an interview schedule, but can vary the sequence of questions (Bryman & Bell, 2015). This 

method permits us to focus straight on topics related to knowledge sharing, which leads us to 

insightful information. Furthermore, semi-structured interviews allow for comparability, and at the 

same time, it opens for opportunity to explore subjects and themes that the interviewees consider 

important due to the composition of both leading and open questions.  

The interviews were conducted through face-to face, through the use of Skype and by telephone. 

At the HQ in Norway, the interviews were conducted face-to-face, and Skype and phone interviews 

were held with those abroad. Opdenakker (2006) discussed the advantages and disadvantages of 

face-to-face and telephone interview in terms of time and location, which is why we chose Skype 

as an interview tool, in order to combine the advantages of face-to-face and telephone interview, 

when interviewing people abroad. Also, Skype has a semi-formal structure, which tend to be less 

stressful for the interviewees, at the same time the interviewers are able to see the face expressions 

of the interviewees. Also, all interviewees have personal contact with us, which opens for a friendly 

and open environment for the interviews. The Skype-interview opens for the opportunity to record 

the whole interview, which allows us to watch it over and over, which therefore helps to prevent 

the shortcomings of memory (Carter, 2011; Hanna, 2012). However, when conducting the 

interviews, we faced some problems with Skype, both from our side and the interviewees’ side. 

Therefore, three of our planned Skype interviewees turned out to be telephone interviews, which 

are also allowed for long distance communication (Holt, 2010). 

In addition to interviews, data were collected through observations of the HQ and Skype locations. 

During the interview sessions, only one of the interviewers were asking questions. This enabled the 

other interviewer to take notes about the surroundings and how the interviewees reacted to the 

interview questions. Also, this enabled us to make clear notes about what topic the interviewees 

found most interesting during the interview, which made the transcription process and later coding 

easier.  

In total 11 interviews were conducted, six were conducted face-to-face, two were conducted using 

Skype and three were conducted using phone. The Table 1 below, presents the interviewees 

positions, their departments, location, duration and date of the interview and additional 

information gained from the interviewees: 
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Position Department 
Interview 
method 

Interview 
location 

Duration Date 
Additional information 

Project  
Accounting 

Manager 

External 
Consultant 

Face-to-face 
English 

Recorder used 

Oslo, 
Norway 

45 min 16/02/2017 
 

Project  
Manager 2 

Accounting 
Face-to-face 

English 
Recorder used 

Oslo, 
Norway 

60 min 20/02/2017 
E-mail contact after interview 
to ask following up questions 

several times 

Team 
Member 1 

Accounting 
Face-to-face 
Norwegian 

Recorder used 

Oslo, 
Norway 

25 min 21/02/2017 
 

Team 
Member 2 

Back Office 
Face-to-face 
Norwegian 

Recorder used 

Oslo, 
Norway 

40 min 21/02/2017 
 

Accounting 
Manager 

Accounting 
Face-to-face 

English 
Recorder used 

Oslo, 
Norway 

40 min 21/02/2017 
 

Team 
Member 3 

Accounting 
Face-to-face 

English 
Recorder used 

Oslo, 
Norway 

40 min 22/02/2017 
E-mail contact after interview 
to ask following up questions 

several times 

Manager 
Turkey 

Accounting & 
Controlling 

Skype 
English 

Recorder used 
Turkey 35 min 01/03/2017 

 

IT Team 
Member 1 

Market 
Operations & 

IT 

Phone 
Norwegian 

Recorder used 

Oslo, 
Norway 

30 min 09/03/2017 
 

Team 
Member 
Germany 

Market 
Operations & 

IT 

Phone 
English 

Recorder used 
Germany 40 min 09/03/2017 

E-mail contact after interview 
to ask following up questions 

several times 

Manager 
Germany 

Market 
Operations & 

IT 

Phone 
English 

Recorder used 
Germany 40 min 09/03/2017 

 

IT Specialist 
South 

America 

Market 
Operations & 

IT 

Skype 
English 

Recorder used 

Oslo, 
Norway 

45 min 16/03/2017 

E-mail contact after interview, 
took part of a power point 

presentation and got relevant 
links for further research on 

the internet.  

Table 1: List of interviewees (authors’ own collection) 

3.2.2.1   Norway 

At the HQ in Norway, the e-invoice project has been going on since 2012.  Seven employees were 

interviewed, among these interviewees there were two project managers, one accounting manager, 

and four employees from different departments, such as accounting, back office and IT. The reason 

for choosing these interviewees was due to their different responsibilities within the organisation, 

that gave us different viewpoints of how knowledge is shared when integrating the e-invoice 

project. The interviewees tasks differed significantly; some had daily contact with the subsidiaries, 

and some had almost no contact. Also, by choosing these interviewees, we covered both the 

managers’ perspective and the employees’ perspective, in addition to cover both incoming and 

outgoing invoices tasks and how the e-invoice has been integrated in manner of both of these. 
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Also, we were able to get the viewpoint from the employee working with integrating the IT-systems 

in the different subsidiaries, which gave us insightful information about the different barriers linked 

to each location.  

3.2.2.2   Turkey 

In Turkey, the e-invoice project has been going on for two years. The subsidiary is a small subsidiary 

with only two employees working in the accounting department. We interviewed one employee at 

the Turkish subsidiary. This interviewee was the financial controller and was responsible for 

controlling and reporting according to local requirements, and being the link between auditors and 

the organisation. The interviewee was also responsible for finance, HR and office management 

administration at the Turkish subsidiary. This interviewee was the only one working at the e-invoice 

project in Turkey, and therefore, the only interviewee suitable for this research at this location. 

However, being the only member at the e-invoice project at this location, the interviewee had 

extensive knowledge and deep understanding of the e-invoice project in Turkey. Compared to the 

interviews in Norway where one interviewee had special knowledge for ingoing invoices and 

another for outgoing ones, the Turkish interviewee could cover both these aspects due to the local 

organisation culture being similar to small-medium enterprises instead of MNCs where every 

employee is very specialised. 

3.2.2.3   Germany 

In Germany, the e-invoice project has been going on for only five months. At the German 

subsidiary, there are five employees in the Accounts Payable Team and five in the General Ledger 

Team working with accounting related tasks. However, since the e-invoice project has only been 

going on for five months in this subsidiary, it is still not fully integrated. Therefore, only two 

employees at this site have been involved in this phase of the project. On the other hand, these 

two interviewees also had a deep understanding and extensive knowledge linked to the barriers of 

integrating e-invoice, like the interviewee in Turkey, since they were testing the system, finding the 

barriers and communication back to the HQ and suppliers about the barriers they faced when 

implementing the e-invoice system. The interviewees were one manager and one team member, 

which indicates that we covered both the manager’s perspective and the team member’s perspective 

at this subsidiary.  
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3.2.2.4   Brazil 

In Brazil, the e-invoice project has been going on for seven months. The Brazilian system is very 

different from the Norwegian one, and therefore the project faces major challenges in this area. 

Consequently, the project is still in the planning phase at this location. The interviewee from this 

location was an IT specialist, working with identifying the local needs and requirements, finding 

partners and trying to customise the e-invoice system to meet the local requirements in Brazil. The 

interviewee is a key player in the planning and integration of the e-invoice project in this location. 

Also, the interviewee has extensive knowledge about the Brazilian accounting and tax systems, 

which gave us insightful information about the barriers linked to the integration of e-invoice.  South 

America, as a part of the Statkraft Group, was newly acquired, and is therefore very new in the 

Statkraft Group. Additionally, the subsidiaries in South America, including Brazil, are very small 

subsidiaries where most of the employees only speak Portuguese. These were factors contribution 

to that only one employee was interviewed at this site. Even though the project is not integrated in 

this area yet, we believe that the barriers linked knowledge sharing when integrating the e-invoice 

system in this part of the world is important findings that will broaden the view of the challenges 

of implementing new business processes as a global solution for the MNC.   

In summary, the interviews were conducted with key players within the e-invoice project in the 

organisation of the Statkraft Group. The reason for choosing these interviewees is that we believe 

that more insightful information will occur if we interview people in different positions and at 

different locations. Therefore, we have interviewed both project managers, managers and team 

members, in order to get different viewpoints and information regarding how knowledge is shared 

when implementing a new business process. Furthermore, we have researched this in an 

international context, which is why we have chosen to also focus on foreign subsidiaries. The 

project we have researched, integration of e-invoice is linked to the accounting department, which 

is why we believe that the accounting department is a good match in order to investigate this 

project. However, we also found links to both IT and market operations, which is the reason for 

including interviewees in these departments also. 

The interviewees represent all the involved people in the e-invoice project at this stage. This implies 

that the research is conducted with 100% of the population of the project, therefore we believe 

that the reliability is representative for this research. The findings at subsidiary level point out that 

each subsidiary faces barriers linked to tax issues, which implies that the findings at subsidiary level 

can be linked to each other and thereby validate the findings at subsidiary level. In addition, findings 
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from the HQ validate the reliability of the findings from the subsidiaries. Together these factors 

imply that the findings of this research conducted with the already mentioned interviewees are 

reliable, knowledgeable and gives a fair view of the employees working at both the HQ and in the 

subsidiaries.  

3.2.2.5   Interview protocol 

When preparing for the interviews, an interview guide was developed, see Appendix 1-4. The 

interview guide was developed in accordance to the theoretical framework, therefore the questions 

are structured in a methodical way and following the conceptual framework and process of 

knowledge sharing within business integration process. The interview guide was to a great help 

when conducting the interviews in order to keep a relaxed conversation and gain as much 

information as possible. Furthermore, after conducting some interviews, the interview guide was 

revisited due to new knowledge about the topic.  

The interview guide was divided into six main topics: Background, Project background, Technical barriers, 

Organisational barriers, Individual barriers and Contextual barriers. Questions included in the Background 

focused on the tasks of the interviewees, their daily work and responsibilities. These questions were 

asked in order to get a broader understanding of who we were talking to and how they were related 

to the integration of e-invoice as a global solution for digitalisation within the MNC’s network. In 

the Project background, we asked questions about the status of the project and how long it has been 

going on in each location. This was to deepen our understanding of the project, which phase they 

were in and their expectations about integration this new business process. After getting an 

understanding of the personal background of the interviewees and their thoughts about the project, 

we started asking questions about the barriers, including Technical barriers, Organisational barriers, 

Individual barriers and Contextual barriers. These questions were more focused and related to our 

conceptual framework, but still left space for the interviewees to elaborate on what barriers they 

faced when integrating a totally new digital invoice handling system. Thereafter, following the 

interview guide we asked to questions to every employee: 

1.   Do you see any other barriers for knowledge sharing when implementing the e-invoice 

system? 

2.   Do you have any suggestions for how implementing e-invoice could be done more 

efficiently and facilitate knowledge sharing? 
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These questions were asked in order to see if we missed some barriers that the interviewees faced, 

but also for the interviewees to emphasise what barriers they felt were the most important. Also, 

we asked for their suggestions, in order to understand the interviewees’ different perspective and 

be able to compare it later on.  

3.2.2.6   Interview process 

When preparing for the interviews, we studied the Statkraft Group and its activities in order to 

create a better understanding of the interviewees’ mind-set (Bryman & Bell, 2015). The interviewees 

at the HQ in Norway were contacted through email, and they got to choose what time was the 

most convenient for them. In the email, we recommended 16th-22th February, between 09:00-15:00. 

The email also included a brief introduction to our research topic, which gave them the possibility 

to prepare for the interviews and get a deeper understanding of what we were focusing on and 

therefore be able to think through the topic and hopefully be able to provide us with more relevant 

information. The brief introduction to our interview questions was outlined as follows: 

•   Background: contains questions linked to your specific roles within the organisation, to give 

us a better understanding of who you are and how you work 

•   Project background: contains questions linked to the status of the project and how long it has 

been going on in each location 

•   Technical barriers: contains questions linked to the technology side of the project and what 

barriers for knowledge sharing that you face linked to this 

•   Organisational barriers: contains questions linked to the organisational aspects of knowledge 

sharing within the e-invoice project and what barriers you face linked to this 

•   Individual barriers: contains questions linked to the personal aspects of knowledge sharing 

within the e-invoice project and what barriers you face linked to this 

•   Contextual barriers: contains questions linked to two aspects; local laws and requirements and 

language barriers. 

However, no questions from the interview guides were sent out in advance. This was because of 

our intention to get as close to the truth as possible, and therefore we did not wish for the 

interviewees to reply with a rehearsed response to the questions. We asked each interviewee if they 

had any suggestions for more interviewees abroad that we could get in contact with. Therefore, the 

interviews with the employees abroad was conducted later. They were contacted through mail, and 
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got to choose the time most convenient for them, this happened to be between 1th-16th March 

2017. 

Each interview was conducted for 25-60 minutes. The big gap in the time difference was due to 

the interviewees knowledge about the project. Some were very specialised in their part and 

therefore only answered to the questions relevant to their responsibilities within the company. 

Others had a broader knowledge about the project, and therefore were able to elaborate more and 

gave us more insightful information. Although the interviews were short, they were well prepared 

as the interview guide contained good and precise questions. Also, the interview guide was revised 

after each interview and customised to each subsidiary, which allowed us to ask even more related 

questions. Therefore, there were no reason for more time during the interviews, and we believe the 

information we got following this time frame gave us very useful information. This timeframe gave 

the interviewees time to elaborate on what topics they found relevant as well as highlighted the 

importance of keeping to the topic and focus on what is important. Furthermore, we also kept 

contact with the interviewees after the interviews through e-mail, in order to ask follow up 

questions to dig deeper for the analysis.  

The language used in the interviews, was English and Norwegian. Our first thought was to conduct 

all interviews in English, but after the three first interviews with the Norwegian managers, who all 

highlighted language as a barrier for knowledge sharing, we decided to conduct the remaining 

interviews in Norway in Norwegian in order to create deeper understanding and communicate 

more easily. Unfortunately, none of the interviewers speak German or Turkish, and therefore these 

interviews were conducted in English.  

The further we got in the interviewing process, the more following up questions we asked. This 

was due to our deeper understanding of both the company and the situation regarding knowledge 

sharing. After each session, the questions in the interview guide were followed up and revised if 

necessary. All interviews started with a general background of the interviewees responsibilities in 

order to create a safe atmosphere for the interviewees and to get to know the person we 

interviewed. Due to the semi-structured approach of the interviews, all interviews were unique, 

implying that some areas were covered more by some interviewees and some topics were not 

covered.  
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3.2.2.7   Ethics 

As a part of the preparation process, several ethical considerations and confidentiality issues were 

taken into account in the data collection process. A mutual agreement that the names of the 

respondents were to be kept anonymous in this report were established, however the position of 

the respondents in the company are revealed. Moreover, anonymous interviews open for the 

interviewees to speak more openly about the questions, in addition to increase trustworthiness and 

by this being able to come as close to the truth as possible. If the material is to be published, it is 

important to maintain privacy if so is preferred or requested by the participants of a study (Myers, 

2013). 

In addition, the interviewees were given information about the topic and asked for consent to 

record the interview in advanced. According to Myers (2013), informed consent is an essential 

ethical aspect of qualitative research, which should be followed.  

3.2.3   Data analysis method 

All interviews were recorded with an audio recorder, and then carefully transcribed. The 

transcription process allowed us to become more familiar with the data, feelings and enabled 

thoughts and impressions from the interviews to come back. The transcribing process acts as a 

tool for researchers to comprehend and grasp the respondents’ opinions, thoughts and experiences 

(McLellan et al., 2003). The transcription process took place no later than 1-2 days after the 

conduction of the interview, while the interview was still fresh in our minds, which simplifies the 

analysis later on. Furthermore, during the transcription process, the interviews conducted in 

Norwegian was analysed deeper, since every word had to be translated in order to be understood. 

Besides, during transcription, it was easier to compare the answers, due to very careful dictation.  

All transcribed interviews were entered into a qualitative analysis software called NVivo in order 

to code and classify the different findings. Coding and classification of data facilitates relation and 

interpretation of data to both the research questions and the theoretical framework (Ghauri, 2004). 

Moreover, using a software like NVivo makes the data analysis more systematic (ibid). In NVivo, 

every part of the interviews was examined, which allowed us to discover the most emerging themes 

and trends in the interviews. The coding categories we created in NVivo was based on the themes 

of the interview question, and the answers the interviewees gave us.  



 

 
29 

3.3   Qualitative assessment 

According to Andersen and Skaates (2004), there are several ways of validating the findings of a 

study. In qualitative research, internal validity is often referred to as whether there is a good match 

between researchers’ observations and the theoretical ideas they developed (Bryman & Bell, 2015). 

In order to ensure high internal validity, several approaches have been followed. The use of 

triangulation, which involves using more than one method of or source of data in a study (Bryman 

& Bell, 2015). The data in this research have been collected through interviews and observations 

of the surroundings. The observations further solidified the data collected through the interviews. 

Furthermore, people in different position and hieratical levels were interviewed, which provided 

diverse views and unbiased data.  

External validity, is often referred to the degree to which findings can be generalised (Bryman & 

Bell, 2015; Yin, 2014). Case studies are often considered weak in terms of external validity, and we 

are aware of this as a shortcoming of this research. However, case studies can in other respects be 

generalisable, due to the case study’s ability to describe and investigate mechanisms that generate 

an observed pattern (Tsang, 2014). 

Reliability refers to the degree to which the study can be replicated (Bryman & Bell, 2015). To 

replicate a case study, where human behaviour is included can be problematic. Therefore, we 

assured the reliability by combining the case study perspective with a comparative study, by 

comparing how the knowledge sharing process within the integration of a business process 

between national borders. We would like to argue that this comparative approach to our case study 

strengthens the reliability of the study due to the fact that employees from three different countries 

were interviewed and which allow for us to compare and replicate our findings across national 

borders.  
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4   EMPIRICAL FINDINGS: THE CASE OF STATKRAFT 

This chapter will provide the reader with an outline of the empirical findings of what barriers, linked to knowledge 

sharing within business process integration, which will be presented in accordance to the conceptual framework: 

contextual factors, technological barriers, organisational barriers and individual barriers. The empirical findings will 

first outline the structure of the company, and thereafter the project, in order to enhance the readers understanding of 

the theme.  

4.1   Overview of the Statkraft Group and the project 

4.1.1   Company structure of the Statkraft Group 

The Statkraft Group are a Norwegian state owned company, and was founded in 1895, when the 

Norwegian state acquired its first ownership rights to a waterfall (Statkraft, 2017b). Today the  

Statkraft Group is a leading company in hydropower internationally and Europe’s largest generator 

of renewable energy (Statkraft, 2017a). The Statkraft Group produces hydropower, wind power, 

gas-fired power and district heating (ibid), and is today a global player in the energy market 

operations through its subsidiaries in more 20 countries worldwide (Statkraft, 2017b) and 4170 

employees (Statkraft, 2016).  

 

Figure 3: Statkraft's business and locations (Statkraft, 2016, p. 10) 
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Due to various acquisitions through the years, the Statkraft Group now consist of 18 wholly owned 

subsidiaries worldwide, as seen in Figure 3 (Statkraft, 2015). In addition, the Statkraft Group consist 

of several consolidated companies, joint ventures, joint operations and associates throughout the 

world, and own 356 power plants internationally (ibid).  

The position of the Statkraft Group today, is a result of growth over many years based on both 

Norwegian and international expertise and resources (Statkraft, 2016). The Statkraft Group are well 

positioned to participate in the transition of Europe to become more sustainable, by providing 

cleaner power production and new clean production in emerging markets. Furthermore, the 

company has established positions in several emerging markets with high growth in power 

consumption, with good opportunities for further development of hydropower. The Statkraft 

Group were one of the first investors in hydropower internationally and they have increased their 

investments in emerging markets since their first entrance in Laos and Nepal over 20 years ago. 

Statkraft’s strategy is to continue strengthening the position as a leading international supplier of 

pure energy, building on their competitive advantages: 

•   Unique assets and hydropower expertise 

•   Integrated business model and market expertise 

•   Market-oriented adaptable organisation 

In order to face the challenging changing market conditions, the Statkraft Group aim to 

continuously develop and improve their existing business, both in terms of minimising short and 

long term risk, and to maximise value creation (Statkraft, 2017a). This process includes ensuring 

that corporate activates are robust and can cope with a constantly change in the environment and 

technological changes (ibid). Therefore, this thesis will focus on an ongoing project for integrating 

an e-invoice system throughout the company in different countries in order to make the accounting 

processes easier, save costs, become more effectively and thereby more competitive on the global 

market.  

4.1.2   Overview of the accounting system 

The accounting system used within the Statkraft Group is an IT-system called SAP. This IT-system 

handles all accounting related tasks, and is an important tool for the employees’ every-day tasks. 

Also, it is an important tool for the employees working with both incoming and outgoing invoices 

at the accounting department. However, there has been many changes during the recent years in 
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the Statkraft Group, as they are integrating a new digital solution for invoice handling. This has 

major impacts on the invoice flow of the company.  

Team Member 3 at the HQ in Norway described the procedures of the invoice handling before 

implementing e-invoice as a new business process: 

At the HQ, both the Norwegian and Swedish invoices are handled, and they receive approximately 
300-400 invoices every day. Six years ago, in 2011, all invoices came in by post, and had to be sorted 
manually. This process included both sorting and scanning (Team Member 3) 

According to this interviewee, this sorting and scanning process took around two to three hours 

for two people every day. After scanning, all invoices were transferred to an IT-software called 

Readsoft Verify, for verifying. The verifying process included picking date, invoice number, invoice 

date, payment date, VAT number, amount, currency, and purchase order or reference person. 

Thereafter, all invoices were transferred to the accounting system SAP. In SAP, a portal called 

Monitor stopped the invoices that had errors such as missing reference person, wrong purchase 

order, missing bank account, etc. The old process is summarised and visualised as in Figure 4. 

 

Figure 4: Old invoice flow process (Authors’ own figure) 

In 2010, an e-mail address for incoming invoices was established. In the beginning, the invoices 

were printed out and put in the same pile as the invoices coming via post, but gradually the 

opportunity opened to send PDF files directly to Readsoft Verify.  

After integrating the e-invoice system, the flow of invoices is now completely different. In the 

beginning of 2017, most of the invoices to the Swedish subsidiaries within the Statkraft Group are 
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received as e-invoices. Approximate 30 invoices are received by post or e-mail daily. For the 

Norwegian subsidiaries, approximate 100 invoices are daily received by e-mail and sent directly to 

Readsoft Verify. 60% of the Norwegian invoices are received as e-invoices, 50% of these goes 

directly into the accounting system SAP, and 50% stops in the portal Monitor for corrections. 

These corrections are mostly linked to reference person or purchase orders. There are still some 

invoices that are received by post, however, the handling process of these invoices are now only 

30 min for one employee. The e-invoice system has totally changed the invoice handling process, 

as today, the time spent for handling post and e-mail invoices is one hour in total. The e-invoices 

are received as they arrive, so the main tasks now are to check Monitor in SAP and push the 

invoices that stop. The new process of handling invoices is explained as in Figure 5 below. 

 

Figure 5: New invoice flow process (Authors’ own drawing) 

With the integration of the new e-invoice system, the invoices now arrive in SAP at the Statkraft 

Group the same day as they were sent from the suppliers. This process is the same for the outgoing 

invoices. There are some small differences linked to how the invoices are handled at the different 

foreign subsidiaries, however the process is almost the same as the Norwegian process described 

over. This implies that all subsidiaries will eventually face the same changes in their work when 

implementing the e-invoice system.  

4.1.3   Toward a digital solution – implementing a total digital invoice handling system 

As a part of the internationalisation strategy of the Statkraft Group, the company is focusing on 

lifting accounting to become a global unit, working together across national borders, working with 

the same systems, working in the same way and cooperating. Today the accounting departments 

around the world are working independently with little knowledge sharing across national borders. 
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The overarching goal is to become more like one unit not limited by national borders in the future. 

As a part of this, the Statkraft Group are integrating an e-invoicing system, to make the invoice-

handling in every country more similar and more efficient. 

The e-invoice project started in 2012. The company started focusing on Norway since the 

government sent out a request to the company to use e-invoices. The company launched the e-

invoice system in both Norway and Sweden first and then in the end of 2015, the company started 

with Turkey. It took around one year and three months for Norway from the launch to be up and 

running. For one single country, it takes around six to nine months, from launching the system 

until it is up and running. The project is going on and launching country by country, according to 

Project Manager 1: 

We have three countries on track now: Norway, Sweden, and Turkey; Germany will be the 4th, and 
let’s see what will happen, the UK is probably the next country. (Project Manager 1).  

The Statkraft Group had a breakthrough in Norway the last year in 2016. In the beginning of the 

year, 40% of the total invoice volume were e-invoices; however, the number increased to more 

than 60% in the end of the year. The reduction of work is emphasised by the Accounting Manager: 

If you ask the scanning team, they will tell you their pile of incoming paper invoices are shrinking. 
There are still some work to do, but we have reduced a lot of manual work handling the invoices. 
(Accounting Manager). 

The invoicing process is supposed to be faster, more efficient, be more accurate and end up with 

the right recipient with e-invoice process. Before the invoicing was done through paper invoices, 

they had to print every invoice and send it by post. Then the company introduced PDF invoicing, 

and the process was much easier. However, the PDFs must still be processed manually into the 

system, which is time consuming. Implementing e-invoice resolve the problem, as agreed by Team 

Member 2: 

Whether we send invoices as PDF or EHF, it doesn’t really matter for us. The process is the same 
for both PDF and EHF; but for the recipient, EHF invoices will save a lot of time. Therefore, I 
believe that the aim of this project is to streamline procedures in order to make the invoicing more 
accurate (Team Member 2, our translation). 

This project has acquired a high agenda up at the CFO level, and the top management of the 

organisation is asking how many percentages of all invoices are now e-invoices. This is due to the 

link between the percentages and the work load in the accounting team. As the percentages of e-

invoicing are going up, the need for manual input goes down. At the same time, the quality goes 
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up, as the human factor is less present, and the room for misinterpretation decreases. The 

Accounting Manager emphasised the advantages of new invoicing process: 

Furthermore, we don’t need to handle paper invoices, including storing them, which is now done 
automatically in the system. This implies that we can free our sources to do other tasks within the 
organisation. Basically, integrating these processes is an initiative to get a more efficient organisation 
(Accounting Manager).  

4.2   Barriers of knowledge sharing 

The following section will present the empirical presentation of the barriers for knowledge sharing 

within new business process integration. The barriers will be grouped in accordance to the 

conceptual framework presented in Figure 2 above. The section will start by presenting the 

Contextual factors, and continuing with Technological barriers, Organisational barriers and Individual barriers. 

As some of the barriers are influenced by each other, they are discussed under one category of 

barriers but might also cover another category. In order to prevent repetition, we have chosen to 

discuss the barriers under the category we found most suitable, even though it might also fit under 

another category.  

4.2.1   Contextual factors  

This section will present our findings related to the contextual factors in the locations where 

Statkraft is implementing e-invoice as a new business process. The locations researched is Norway, 

Germany, Turkey and South America which contains Chile, Peru and Brazil. The findings will be 

linked to how Local requirements and Language affect the knowledge sharing process in the 

implementation of e-invoice.  

4.2.1.1   Local requirements 

The findings linked to the local requirements will be presented in the following sections. There are 

different local requirements for the HQ and each foreign subsidiary. However, the findings 

indicated that there were some similarities linked to the barriers; both storing of information linked 

to the e-invoices and complex tax reporting systems were found in almost each location.  

In Norway, the government requires all companies to use EHF format, which is based on a global 

standard for e-invoice, UBL. However, if the Statkraft Group implement EHF as a standard format 

in its global system, there are always some discrepancies while applying in other countries. Statkraft 

faces the difficulties because of different local requirements and laws that force them to adjust the 
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system to fulfil those requirements. The IT Team Member 1 highlighted this as one of the biggest 

challenges: 

There is no common standard for e-invoice globally. This is different for all countries, and therefore we 
need to make customised templates for all countries where we decide to integrate the e-invoice system. It 
is our greatest technological barrier (IT Team Member 1).  

While launching the project in Turkey and Germany, there were some requirements in both 

countries that the HQ do not face in Norway or Sweden. Existing knowledge are thus stuck at the 

HQ and new knowledge has been spontaneously created. This is confirmed by the interviewees, as 

they stated that they needed to adjust their IT applications as well as some operational processes, 

as mentioned by Project Manager 1 below:  

We have experienced that the local requirements in both Germany and Turkey confront them. The 
local law is different especially in this area when we are talking about the invoices, both from and to 
the Statkraft Group. There are local requirements that we have to fulfil. (Project Manager 1).  

In Turkey, the team already has knowledge about e-invoicing, since most of the big Turkish 

companies are using an e-invoice system. Turkish companies are obligated by the law to use the e-

invoice system unless their gross revenues or asset revenues are under a threshold. However, in 

order to issue or receive e-invoices, it is obligated that the counterparties such as vendors and 

customers also use the e-invoice system. Otherwise, the Turkish subsidiary is not able to send out 

e-invoices to their suppliers, and thereby have to use the old process. At the moment, Turkey do 

not face barriers linked to this, as most of its vendors are using the e-invoice system. However, the 

subsidiary confronts some difficulties related to the requirements from the Turkish government 

that it is forced to follow. As a consequence, technical problems occur for the HQ IT-team when 

they need to adapt to the requirement of the Turkish government. The situation becomes more 

complex as it requires the HQ IT-team to develop an understanding of the local context in order 

to solve the problems. The Manager Turkey stressed the struggles the team had encountered when 

launching the project in Turkey: 

In Turkey, we have our own invoice number, that is generated by the government that we have to 
follow. In SAP, Norway has one type of invoice number arranged and we have another, so both sites 
have to handle that. Everything in Turkey needs to go through government before we can send the 
invoices further (Manager Turkey). 

The case in Germany is very similar to the case in Turkey, as they also struggle with the local 

requirements. When the e-invoice project where launched in Germany, the team found that there 

were stricter regulations on traceability in Germany than in Norway. In Norway and Sweden, the 

Statkraft Group only need converted files from Pagero into SAP. However, with the law in 
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Germany, the system needs both converted files and original files. The main problems were 

highlighted by the Team Member Germany as follows: 

The main local requirement is linked to the tax authority here in Germany that requires us to store 
the original files received from our vendors. It means that the files imported to SAP from Pagero need 
to be exactly the same as the file received in Pagero from the vendors. No changes are allowed in that 
file (Team Member Germany). 

The German government demands that companies need to store all the information from the 

vendor’s invoices. In the Statkraft Group’s accounting system, when a vendor sends a file to 

Pagero, Pagero will convert this file into the chosen e-invoice format. The local requirements in 

Germany demands the company to archive both the file sent from the vendors to Pagero and the 

final e-invoice that Pagero sends to Statkraft. The requirements set out that both these files must 

be easily accessible. The IT-team have solved this by attaching the file from the vendors to the e-

invoice that the Statkraft Group receives from Pagero. This means that in the company’s 

accounting system, the e-invoice will have one side with understandable information, and another 

side with unreadable information. The original files are needed to be archived for 10 years. This 

situation is a drawback for the future integration. New knowledge was created during the process 

and the IT department face a big challenge to adjust to fulfil the local regulations. The Accounting 

Manager at the HQ emphasised that the local requirements in Germany create more work for them 

and make complexity for the IT part: 

In Germany, we need to save the original file. So it is like an additional requirement which means we 
need to do some extra coding and save the unchanged version of the file (Accounting Manager). 

In South America, the implementation of e-invoice has been going on for seven months in total, 

and started in the summer of 2016. The Statkraft Group is implementing the e-invoice system in 

Brazil, Chile and Peru, however, as most South American countries follow Brazil, the 

implementation process is therefore focused on Brazil, as explained by the IT Specialist South 

America: 

Peru has since 2016 local requirements that forces them to implement e-invoicing. In Chile, e-invoicing 
has existed for a long time, they have the oldest requirements on e-invoicing in South America. 
However, Chile is a very small part of Statkraft, and therefore, we have not seen it as a major challenge, 
as they are already using some kind of e-invoicing. Our focus has been on Brazil for now, and then we 
will re-focus on Chile and Peru later (IT Specialist South America). 

In Brazil, the Statkraft Group use the accounting system SAP, which as a pre-defined plan for how 

to resolve inbound and outbound invoice flow. However, like the German subsidiary, Brazil faces 

some barriers linked to the tax rules, which are very complex and very different from Europe. They 
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do not have VAT in Brazil, but something that is called ICSM, which is completely different from 

VAT. Each state has its own ICSM percentage, which make the system very complex and therefore 

the process of sending invoices between states in Brazil becomes more complex. The main point, 

is that each state has a public agency called SEFAZ. When sending an invoice to a customer, the 

Statkraft Group need to send all the information to SEFAZ first, in order to get a control code in 

return. This control code is a bar code. When Statkraft receives this bar code, they are able to send 

an invoice in XLM- or PDF-format to the customer. The invoicing can only be performed after 

receiving this control code form SEFAZ. The same process needs to be done for the incoming 

invoices, but then the suppliers need to perform this process. The IT Specialist South America 

emphasised the difficulty: 

We face a lot of new challenges in South America that does not exist in Norway or the rest of Europe. 
We have never encountered anything as complex as Brazil, it is completely insane (IT Specialist South 
America). 

The principle for integrating e-invoice is the same as Brazil for both Chile and Peru. However, 

South America is still a huge challenge. It is completely different and cannot be compared to the 

European standard. The learning process is somehow challenging and time consuming. The IT 

Specialist South America highlighted the importance of understanding these requirements:  

It is not enough that the subsidiaries in South America understands and meet the local needs and 
requirements, also the HQ in Norway need to understand the invoice flow in order to fully meet and 
implement the local requirements in the new business process integration (IT Specialist South 
America). 

The findings point out that there are a lot of different local requirements that must be meet in each 

location in order to fully implement the new e-invoice system. The old process was almost similar 

in each location, but, when implementing the new e-invoice system, the local requirements became 

much more tangible as the system must be customised to each location. This implies that the 

subsidiaries had a more autonomous way of working before, as they could easily adapt to the local 

requirements at each location, without having to consult the HQ for help. Now, the foreign 

subsidiaries have to work less autonomous as they are required to use the e-invoice system, which 

has to be customised with help from the HQ IT-team. However, the findings point out that the 

barriers linked to the local requirements are related to each other across national borders. Both 

Turkey and Germany faces challenges with the storing of e-invoices, even though it is not exactly 

the same, it is linked to the same problem. Also, both Germany and the South American 

subsidiaries faces challenges with taxes. Even though these challenges are completely different, it 

is an indication for the HQ there are countries with more complex local requirements than Norway 
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and Sweden, which they can be more prepared for when rolling the e-invoice project in more 

countries. This is also seen, as the integration of e-invoice in South America starts with Brazil and 

then continues with Chile and Peru, where they will be able to replicate most of the practices 

adopted in Brazil.  

4.2.1.2   Language 

It was gathered throughout the interviews that the Statkraft Group have undergone a process 

improvement in the last few years which had been felt and seen, and was thus highlighted by most 

of the interviewees. The Statkraft Group are now more globally interconnected and thereby aims 

to create an integrated platform for the different accounting systems within the Statkraft Group. 

English has become more important and gradually developed into the corporate language. 

Recently, English was generally considered as essential in terms of collaboration and 

communication among employees and units. The common corporate language was also perceived 

as a vital means to knowledge absorbency. The vast majority of the interviewees who work under 

the project have quite extensive experiences in working in English and there were only a few 

employees that were not familiar with English as a corporate language. However, language still 

creates barriers for communication among people in the Statkraft Group, as emphasised by a 

Project Manager: 

Language is our main barrier. Although everything is documented in English, English is not our 
mother tongue, which leads to misunderstanding (Project Manager 1). 

Some managers also emphasised their concerns about the future of sharing knowledge with 

countries where most employees are not fluent in English. This was recognised as a major problem, 

due to translating issues. Thus, the information may not be shared smoothly and correctly. 

Regarding technology and process integration, the knowledge can easily be misunderstood if the 

translators do not have enough solid knowledge about the processes. The Accounting Manager 

said about own experience in Brazil: 

Language was one of the big barriers when I was in Brazil and introduced myself and our project to 
the accounting team there. At least 10 of them needed to translate into Portuguese. They couldn’t even 
say their names or present their work tasks (Accounting Manager). 

Interviewees at the subsidiaries in Germany and Turkey, however, did not consider language as a 

main barrier, as quoted below. They agreed that language in some parts can make challenges for 

their work. For instance, they need to translate their emails or documents into Turkish or German. 
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However, based on our observation, we found that their English is at a proficient level. This implies 

that they have full ability to understand English and use it smoothly.  

Language in somehow difficult of course. There are some templates or documents within the MNC’s 
network that we have to translate into Turkish since our invoices are in Turkish, so we translate some 
items from English to Turkish (Manager Turkey). 

However, the employees at the HQ have different viewpoints. They believed that language is a 

main barrier for knowledge sharing since they found it difficult to find the right words or right 

expression to share the knowledge they possess. The difference in language can, therefore, also 

create barriers in constructing social network with people in other locations. If an employee is not 

fully fluent in English, the person will hesitate contacting foreign subsidiaries. They stated that it 

was much easier to communicate with those who speak the same language, and this also applied in 

relation to contact, as it is much easier to make contact with those who speak the same language. 

A Team Member mentioned the difficulty of vocabulary: 

The language is difficult as we use different words, which make it difficult to understand everything. 
This has to do with the vocabulary, as you may desire to talk to someone with knowledge in your area, 
but it can be a challenge to communicate in another language, and thereby the knowledge is not shared 
(Team Member 2, our translation). 

This thus demonstrates that language can create barriers in meetings where English is the language 

of communication. One of the employees emphasised that due to the variation in level of English 

among the employees, some faced difficulties when meetings were held in English. The situation 

was that the employees did not like to talk English and when they had the meeting in English, not 

all of employees could understand.  Hence, the information can be distorted and sticky to share. 

The Team Member 3 emphasised the language barrier within the department: 

We face language barriers. They are reluctant to talk in English and receive an English phone call. 
Their English is not very good. (Team Member 3). 

The miscommunication between people in different units creates frustration for some employees 

at the HQ. The fact is that the differences of language can create extra work and force people to 

devote more time in the beginning of the project phase. This situation is highlighted by an employee 

who elaborated on the language difference barriers: 

Since others are going to use the same system, we need to translate from Norwegian to English. Until 
now, we have been making the process descriptions in Norwegian, as their purpose is to act like a tool 
for us at the HQ. However, they now have to be translated into English as more foreign subsidiaries 
are integrating e-invoice. It takes more time for me to explain and to wait for people from the other 
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locations for feedback and adjustment. Sometimes we misunderstand each other, and that is stressful 
(Team Member 3). 

The findings linked to language highlight that language highly affect the knowledge sharing process 

when implementing e-invoice as a new business process. As discussed in the Methodology of this 

research, we chose to interview some of the Norwegian interviewees in Norwegian due to the fact 

that they could communicate more easily in their mother tongue. It is clear that the language skills 

affect the knowledge sharing process, especially when working with people located across national 

borders. Also, the findings imply that the HQ found this as a major barrier and the subsidiaries did 

not agree. This might depend on the fact that the HQ is Norwegian and therefore tend to be less 

willing to accept English in their daily tasks, where the subsidiaries must accept English as a 

organisational language as they do not speak Norwegian. The language differences are also 

elaborated further in later parts in these findings. Language affects and is somehow a driving factor 

of all barriers – technological, organisational, and individual barriers.  

4.2.1.3   Summary of contextual factors 

Based on our findings we found that the Contextual factors consists of both local requirements, such 

as local laws and regulations at subsidiary locations, and language. The local requirements are 

divided into different barriers linked to the local law of each subsidiary country. We found that 

Turkey are obligated by the law to implement the e-invoice system, and send the invoices through 

a governmental portal. The findings also imply that both Germany and Brazil has strict tax laws, 

which is a barrier for the IT-department, as they need to customise the system in order to meet the 

local laws of these subsidiaries, regarding storing of the e-invoices and how to issue the e-invoices.  

The barrier linked to the Contextual factors are language barriers. Here the findings point out that the 

Statkraft Group have incorporated English as a corporate language, however, the findings imply 

that the level of English varies a lot within the MNC. As some parts of the MNC do not speak 

English at all, this becomes a barrier for integrating the e-invoice project in those parts of the MNC. 

Furthermore, we found that the level of English among the HQ employees did not always meet 

the requirements of being fluent in English, which also creates barriers for knowledge sharing and 

information flows. However, the findings point out that even though people speak the same 

language, misunderstanding still occurs, which again emphasises the value of clear communication 

within the knowledge sharing process. 
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4.2.2   Technological barriers 

This section will present our findings related to technological barriers and the knowledge sharing 

process. We have identified four main barriers; Technology partner, Sharing platform, Openness to technology 

and Centralised IT. These barriers will be presented and discussed separately, followed by a summary 

which aims to create a better understanding of the barriers.  

4.2.2.1   Technology Partner 

In the Statkraft Group, SAP is used as the main accounting system throughout the whole 

organisation, including foreign subsidiaries. When integrating the e-invoice project, the Group has 

appointed Pagero as a partner for handling their invoices in Europe. This means that all incoming 

invoices are sent to Pagero, and Statkraft receives the invoices through Pagero and not their 

customers. Therefore, there is a need for a smooth link between Pagero and SAP. However, the 

employees at the Statkraft Group found that it exists some problems when using both of these 

systems. They have to check Pagero’s system for the incoming invoices and then they have to 

compare the database of invoices to what they have in SAP. Sometimes, there are invoices missing, 

and then they have to search for it through Pagero’s portal in order to find them and get them into 

the system. A Team Member had a commented about the current system: 

When Pagero makes mistakes, I have to change these mistakes when Statkraft receives these e-invoices, 
as they will stop in SAP. This is a technical barrier that must be corrected (Team Member 1, our 
translation). 

The Statkraft Group is an international company and therefore have operations in different parts 

of the world. This implies that there exist some problems, with regard to their main partner in the 

e-invoice project, Pagero. Pagero do not have operations in South America, where the Statkraft 

Group wishes to integrate e-invoicing the coming years. Therefore, the Statkraft Group need to 

find another partner in this part of the world to collaborate with. Using different partners in the 

project may also cause a risk of incompatibility in the integrated platform. The Statkraft Group are 

opening pre-phase discussions with a potential partner in Brazil and Peru, and soon in Chile. 

However, the partner is completely different from Pagero that the Statkraft Group uses in Europe. 

The only thing they have in common is the flow of XML-files. The differences are also related to 

the local requirements as mentioned in previous part and further confirmed by the IT Specialist 

South America: 
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In South America, the partner is more linked to the different tax requirements in each country. In 
Europe, Pagero’s job is to translate the invoices into XML-files. However, in South America the 
method used is completely different, and linked to taxes (IT Specialist South America). 

Another barrier is that the mismatch between two systems can cause problems that leads to much 

more work for the employees. Using different software can cause confusion for the employees as 

they do not understand the reason when an error in the technology they use occurs. A Team 

Member stated that it was very strange that sometimes the invoices suddenly stopped due to some 

problems with the connections between Pagero and BisTalk, then there were some consequences: 

It took around two months to restore this the last time it happened. Of course this resulted in a lot of 
extra work, I had to go back and forward all invoices manually to the recipients (Team Member 2, 
our translation). 

Also in Turkey, they have some problems with the invoices having to go through different portals. 

Their problems are more linked to the e-invoice system than their partner company, Pagero. In 

Turkey, all e-invoices have to go through a governmental portal. In order to send out e-invoices to 

their customers, they have to make sure that their customers are using the same system as they do. 

As today, this is not a main problem as the Turkish subsidiary is not so big, but in the future, if it 

expands and gets more customers, this might lead to much more manual work in order to ensure 

that their invoices are sent out right. The Manager in Turkey provided more details about the 

problem: 

Mainly all of our customers and vendors in trading companies are obligated to use this system. Also, 
we are not issuing many invoices, therefore we do not experience problems with having to send the 
invoices through different portals. But if we had many customers, of course that would make a huge 
difference, since we then have to check if these customers are using the e-invoice system or not. If it is 
not, you should manually do this, otherwise you should do this automatically with the e-invoice system 
(Manager Turkey). 

As mentioned in the Contextual factors part, the local context has a strong impact on other factors 

including technology. A Team Member in Germany elaborated deeper on the problem he faced 

with the technology partner due to the differences in the working process across borders as below. 

Thus, it takes time for Germany to learn and adjust to work smoothly with another technology 

partner. 

The problem we figured out is that the setup used for sending the invoices from Pagero to SAP is in 
the Norwegian set up, which is for example responsible for an error occurring that the credit notes stops 
in our system. In Norway, they manually check each credit note to find the matching invoice, but here 
in Germany we don’t do it that way (Team Member Germany). 
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Our findings point out that there are several problems linked to using a partner company to 

translate each invoice into the right format for the Statkraft Group. As the link between Pagero 

and SAP does not always run as smooth as possible, we see that the employees lack of trust in the 

technology. Furthermore, they have to check the Pagero portal for invoices that were supposed to 

go directly into their accounting system SAP, making the process more time consuming. Problems 

regarding sudden stop in the transferring of invoices between SAP and Pagero increases the 

employees lack of trust in the system and also takes focus of other important work related tasks. 

The findings point out that all employees working with these systems clearly faces problems related 

to the link between SAP and Pagero, therefore we believe it is one of the major technological 

barriers.  

4.2.2.2   Sharing platform 

The Statkraft Group uses a platform called SharePoint to share documents and knowledge 

throughout the Group. The purpose of SharePoint in the integration of the e-invoice project is 

that all the documentation, user guides and IT guidelines are visible and accessible through this 

online platform which facilitate knowledge sharing not only within the HQ but also among the 

different departments across national borders who work at the project. This SharePoint site was 

created by the IT-team and has been in use for a while. All the managers of the project have positive 

views about the effectiveness of using SharePoint to facilitate knowledge sharing across global 

departments: 

In Statkraft we use a system called SharePoint, where we collect all information about the e-invoice 
project, like templates and work descriptions. These are available for all the members of the project. 
Everyone including both the employees at the HQ and the foreign subsidiaries have access to it and 
everything is written in English in order for everyone to understand (Project Manager 1) 

Although all the managers at the HQ in Norway believe that SharePoint facilitates an effective and 

convenient knowledge sharing process, not all employees within the Statkraft Group recognise this 

and uses SharePoint. They argued that they did not really understand the purpose and the 

advantages of using SharePoint and was satisfied with the way they currently share their knowledge. 

The employees often use email for communication and they rarely use SharePoint since they do 

not know how to use this. They think that it is hard to understand and they also find it messy and 

not structured to use. They do not even know that SharePoint is used for the e-invoice project. 

The company organised introduction sessions to SharePoint some years ago for employees in order 

to open their understanding and ability to take advantage and use SharePoint; however, not many 
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employees joined the sessions. A Team Member emphasised the lack of information about using 

SharePoint: 

I haven’t used SharePoint for the e-invoice project, no one knows how to use it, except how to access 
the vacation list (Team Member 1, our translation). 

Even the persons in the technology team did not use SharePoint as expected by the managers. One 

interviewee stressed that email was the most common way to share knowledge in the project: 

We mostly use mail for communication throughout this project. However, I believe that there are some 
Excel sheets that are placed in SharePoint, but I’m not completely sure about these documents. I 
communicate with the project management in at the HQ in Norway and the different managers at the 
global accounting centres within the Group where we integrate e-invoice (IT Team Member 1). 

However, the employees have a desire to use SharePoint more efficiently, but as long as not 

everyone is using SharePoint, the system does not facilitate effective knowledge sharing throughout 

the Group at the e-invoice project. Also, the structure and content of SharePoint needs to be 

revised often, based on the suggestions of those who are using it in order to be able to store the 

information and make it more accessible and easier to find. A team member stated that the person 

believed SharePoint would be fully implemented in the near future, however, the time was yet not 

known.  

Now we have figured out that if we work in the same document it is very useful to have the document 
in SharePoint, then we can find it in the same place and share with each other. I believe that in the 
future, we will have a SharePoint site for all the accounting departments across national borders. We 
will soon become global and work together (Team Member 3).  

None of team members or managers in Turkey and Germany mentioned about using SharePoint. 

They often use direct communication such as video conference or e-mails. However, it may cause 

complexity in the knowledge sharing process, as employees struggles to find the right person to 

contact in order to increase their knowledge stock. It is much easier to access the guidelines or 

standard documents available in SharePoint. According to the Manager Germany, the subsidiary 

contact directly to the project managers: 

We use e-mails, not SharePoint. We communicate with Project Manager 1 and 2 and IT Team 
Member 1 (Manager Germany). 

Alongside the Turkish and German subsidiary, SharePoint is not used in South America, as stated 

by the IT Specialist South America below. However, the employees from the HQ are traveling to 

the subsidiaries in South America, in order to ensure a more secure launching of the e-invoice 

system in this location 
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The communication with South America is mainly via email, we do not use SharePoint (IT Specialist 
South America). 

It is clear that the project managers and the employees have different meanings of how knowledge 

is shared within the integration of e-invoice. The managers highlight that SharePoint is used for 

sharing knowledge, here they put all information regarding the e-invoice project. However, the 

employees do not recognise the use of SharePoint, they share their knowledge via e-mail. This 

indicates that there is a poor link between the project management and the employees, which results 

in that valuable knowledge might be lost due to the lack of knowledge about where to find the 

right information. Furthermore, this also indicates that much more time is used to share knowledge 

via e-mail than searching for the knowledge at SharePoint. For example one employee in Turkey 

might ask one employee in Norway how they solve a problem. Thereby, the Norwegian employee 

has to spend valuable time to try to explain by e-mail how to solve this problem. Instead the Turkish 

employee could check SharePoint where the project management has made sure that templates and 

task descriptions are provided.  

4.2.2.3   Openness to technology 

Most of the interviewees at the Statkraft HQ in Norway agreed that among the Nordic countries, 

people as well as organisations are more open and embracing to new technology than in other 

countries. They mentioned that both Sweden and Norway was very early to integrate electronical 

banking and mobile banking as new business processes in the organisation. Keeping the trend of 

fast digitalisation in the Nordic countries, the implementation of new systems and new technologies 

in these countries is much faster and easier than implementing the same business processes in other 

locations. Other countries, which are also influences by complex legislation frameworks, do not 

accept new technology as easy as the HQ does. They prefer to keep their current methods and 

have higher uncertainty avoidance toward integrating new business processes. As a consequence, 

implementation of new technology in different locations are sometimes challenging. The 

Accounting Manager emphasised the difficulties as follows: 

In other countries, there is an uncertainty in implementing new business process related to local 
legislation, for example tax legislations. The legislation always has very serious consequences for 
accounting, therefore they prefer to do it the regular way instead of implementing new business processes 
(Accounting Manager).  

The managers at the HQ emphasised that it is difficult to share knowledge across national borders 

due to the fact that the people working at the subsidiaries have higher uncertainty avoidance and 

therefore are not so open to new technology: 
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There are a lot of obstacles in Germany because of their resistance to change (Accounting Manager). 

However, in South America, the situation is different. They experienced that willingness of the 

Brazilian government to change was huge, and therefore, the HQ in Norway were not able to keep 

up with the changes. Hence, the IT team constantly faces barriers linked to technology as 

highlighted by the IT Specialist South America: 

The technology becomes a barrier, when it need to constantly adapt to new local requirements. The 
authorities’ willingness to change is huge and they frequently change the tax and fee system, which 
results in a need to upgrade our technology systems at the same pace, which is impossible for us (IT 
Specialist South America).  

Some manager also assumed that the willingness to use technology also depended on the 

knowledge level of new technology. Since people not always understand how a system works, they 

might be afraid of starting to use it, especially in the integration phase of the project. This was seen 

when integrating the e-invoice system into both Turkey and Germany as stated by two managers 

in two countries: 

In Germany, there are a lot of obstacles because they don’t understand the technology with the accounts 
payable team and they don’t understand exactly how it would work (Accounting Manager). 

I think in Turkey the problem is that there is a new system, therefore there are of course some obstacles 
with a new system (Manager Turkey). 

In Germany, the interviewees emphasised that because of the differences in technology 

development and local requirements, it was difficult for them to find vendors or customers who 

have integrated the e-invoices system. Hence the integration process of e-invoice was delayed and 

therefore the knowledge sharing between Germany and the other units is stagnating at this stage 

in the process.   

For example, it is very hard to find German vendors that can send e-invoices to us (Manager Germany) 

Moreover, they also emphasised that everything is new for them and they need to learn, as quoted 

by the Manager Germany below. The learning process, however, takes time and it also depends on 

the other factors such as technological support and dual communication. Nonetheless, the German 

subsidiary emphasised the lack of knowledge about the new business process as one of their main 

barriers.  

We face barriers such as lack of knowledge of the new process (Manager Germany). 
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The findings indicate that there are differences in openness to new technology depending on 

location. It is clear that the HQ in Norway is far ahead the subsidiaries. However, this depend on 

different factors. The reason for why the HQ in Norway decided to implement e-invoices is due 

to a requirement from the authorities. Also, we found that in Norway they have been using PDF 

invoices for some years, which make the transition to e-invoices smaller than for Germany and 

Turkey who goes directly from paper invoices to a total digital solution. In addition, Turkey is 

obligated by their national authorities to use e-invoicing and send it through a governmental portal, 

which make them more willing to adopt the new e-invoice system. However, Germany is not 

obligated by their national authorities. Also, they highlight that there are very few customers that 

are able to send e-invoices, and therefore they do not see the need for this system, which make 

them more reluctant to change.  

4.2.2.4   IT centralised 

The IT department, which are responsible for all IT activities within the Statkraft Group is 

centralised at the HQ in Norway. Some managers believed that the employees do not need any 

knowledge about IT. If any IT problems occurs, the employees are required to report this to the 

project managers, and they will resolve this together with the IT department. Furthermore, no 

further notification is made to inform the employees about whether the problems are solved or 

not. These communication problems occur both at the HQ and in foreign subsidiaries. The 

managers also emphasised that this is not something that the employees have to learn: 

The IT department is centralised and serves all the companies within the Statkraft Group. There is 
not so much learning for other foreign subsidiaries (Project Manager 2). 

However, the viewpoints from the subsidiaries are different. As mentioned several times in the 

previous parts, both Turkey and Germany have local legislations that differ from the Norwegian 

legislation. This opens a need for adjustments or changes in the IT system to be able to meet those 

local requirements. Since all the IT employees are located in Norway, they lack local understanding 

to make the system suitable for each country’s local requirements. Statkraft’s partner, Pagero, has 

assigned a Norwegian IT consultant for the Turkish part of the project. However, Turkey have 

some legal requirements that the Norwegian IT-consultant from Pagero is unfamiliar with. Pagero 

also has some local employees in Turkey, however they are not assigned to the Turkish part of the 

e-invoice project, hence the problem is that human resources that are available lack of knowledge 

about the local requirements. This problem is highlighted by Manager Turkey: 



 

 
49 

What we face as the major technical problem, is linked to the partner Pagero. Our main problem is 
that the IT-consultant assigned to the Turkish part of the project does not have any experience or 
knowledge about the legal requirements of the Turkish e-invoice system (Manager Turkey).  

This is thus confirmed by the German interviewees as the following quote. They experience the 

lack of local IT consultants, who have knowledge and experience about the local requirements. 

The problem is mainly due to tax, which is a major part that needs to be fixed in the final phase of 

this project. The requirements from the tax authority in Germany, referring to the storing of 

information, are different from the requirements from the Norwegian tax authorities. This lack of 

local knowledge creates complexity and barriers to fully implement the e-invoice project. 

We have the same problem as Turkey faced. We do not have a local Pagero consultant who has 
experience about the local requirements here in Germany. There have to be some work done from both 
Pagero and the IT department in Norway, because of these local requirements from the German 
authorities (Team Member Germany). 

In fact, one of the project managers mentioned the importance of adjusting the technological 

systems to be compatible to the local requirements in the foreign subsidiaries. However, the person 

did not mention anything about allocate employees to the subsidiaries locations:  

The technological part is working fine but we still need to change some technological pars to implement 
the local requirements. E-mail is the central part of sharing knowledge. Since the start of launching 
the project, we do not go there to teach them, we just communicate everything online (Project Manager 
1). 

The lack of knowledge among the employees within the project also occurs at the HQ. The 

employees lack of knowledge about the technology, hence they cannot understand where the 

problem is and how to report it to the IT department, as highlighted by Team Member 2: 

The problem might be that people who struggles with a problem don’t know what the problem really 
is. Then the challenge is to find the right words to describe the problem (Team Member 2, our 
translation) 

All the interviewees believe that the IT-support is good, and the fact that it is centralised at the HQ 

in Norway is not highlighted as a barrier. However, the problems are linked to the IT-support’s 

understanding of the local requirements in the subsidiaries. The people at the HQ in Norway 

believe that they get the support they need, which might depend on the centralised location of IT. 

On the other hand, Germany and Turkey both highlight that there are local requirements that must 

be fulfilled, which requires adaption and customisation of the IT systems. Since the IT-support is 

centralised in Norway, the subsidiaries experiences lack of knowledge about their local 

requirements from the authorities in each country. This make the subsidiaries more reluctant to 



 

 
50 

the new business process, as they need to know that the local requirements are fulfilled before 

totally integrating the business processes.  

4.2.2.5   Summary of technological barriers 

The previous part has outlined four main barriers to knowledge sharing within new business 

process integration, when implementing a totally digital system for handling invoices, an e-invoice 

system. The four main barriers are: Technology partner, Sharing platform, Openness to technology and 

Centralised IT. The findings point out that the barrier Technology partner are linked to lack of trust in 

the technology, as the link between SAP and Pagero is bad and the employees thereby need to 

spend time searching for both invoices and problems, as they don’t always know that the system is 

failing. The barriers linked to Sharing platform are mainly communication barriers, as the project 

managers believe that SharePoint is used for sharing knowledge within the MNC’s network about 

the e-invoice project, however the employees do not use SharePoint for knowledge sharing, which 

make the knowledge sharing process more time consuming and less effective. The third barrier 

Openness to technology is depending on the level of existing technology in each market, the level of 

technology used by the customers and the local requirements. The last barrier Centralised IT points 

out that there is a lack of knowledge regarding the local requirements at subsidiary level, which 

affects the integration process of the new business process as the employees at the subsidiaries are 

unaware of whether the new system meets the local requirements or not, as the system developers 

lack knowledge about the requirements from the different authorities.  

4.2.3   Organisational barriers 

In the following section the findings of the organisational goals and structure will be presented. 

The findings are categorised into barriers linked to three main aspects; Shared goals, Subsidiary 

communication and Decision making. These aspects will be presented and discussed separately, followed 

by a summary, which aims to create a better understanding about these barriers.  

4.2.3.1   Shared goals 

All interviewees emphasised the importance of a common understanding of the Statkraft Groups 

purpose and goal of the project. All of them believed that a common goal facilitates successful 

launching of the project and that it thereby will roll out in more countries faster than expected. 

Shared goals are also a motivational factor for knowledge sharing within the organisation. When 

all people work toward a common goal, success is formed by everyone. Moreover, it is necessary 

to present and announce the results in order to motivate people. By presenting the results, the 
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employees are able to see how far the project has reached and see that they are achieving their 

goals. A team member stressed the importance of a common goal: 

I believe that the motivation to share knowledge is that we all work toward a common goal; therefore, 
we are depending on each other to succeed. If only one person completes their task, it is impossible to 
achieve the goals (Team member 2, our translation). 

The HQ have established KPIs, in order to ensure that all employees working at the accounting 

centres within the Statkraft Group understand the project and work toward the same goals. The 

number of successful incoming and outgoing e-invoices are the major evidence that proves the 

current success for this new business process integration. Based on this information, the HQ 

believe that this can create more motivation for other subsidiaries to move forward in the same 

direction. 

We establish KPIs among the accounting centres so that we can work toward the same goals. We plan 
for our global accounting report, that we will share the information and to put some incentives for 
people moving toward the same direction (Accounting Manager). 

However, people at the HQ are also afraid that the subsidiaries are not able to understand the 

purpose and goals of the project, hence the integration of this new business process may take 

longer time and the knowledge sharing process might be slower than expected. This often happens 

when the HQ starts rolling out new business processes into a new country. Project Manager 1 

stated that the HQ know what the implementation would give people efficiency in the daily work, 

however, the person was not certain about the other subsidiaries’ opinions: 

I am not sure whether all of the countries where we are rolling it out are aware of its effect or not. 
Sometimes they do not see the whole effect or they do not need it actually, because of the local 
requirements (Project Manager 1). 

Furthermore, the differences in standards also affect the creation of shared goals. When a 

subsidiary does not share the same goal as the HQ, the situation of resistance to change and adopt 

new business processes may occur. The Accounting Manager mentioned a problem which occurred 

related to German subsidiary: 

For instance, the subsidiary in Germany has been stamping all incoming invoices, scanning and putting 
them into a folder. Therefore, if they receive invoices electronically, that means they don’t need to stamp 
and then they feel like they are losing control or they are losing something (Accounting Manager). 

The lack of shared goals is further confirmed after we conducted interviews with the German 

subsidiary as follows. When we stated the question about shared goals, we observed that both of 

the interviewees, had a long break before answering the question. The interviewees hesitated to 
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respond, and had a negative attitude toward the goals set up by the HQ. This implies that it is 

difficult to implement the new business process, as the employees in Germany do not understand 

and share the final goals of the implementation of e-invoice.  

It will only change our work, it will not give us benefits. Also, the e-invoice is dependent on whether 
the vendors are able to send us e-invoices, it is not so common here in Germany (Team Member 
Germany).  

The findings point out that a shared goal is a motivational factor for new process integration, as it 

motivates people to work together in order to achieve the same goals. However, shared goals 

become a barrier to knowledge sharing within new business process integration when the HQ and 

subsidiaries do not share the same goals. This implies that in order to successfully integrate a new 

business process, like e-invoicing, it is very important for the HQ to make sure that all the 

subsidiaries are able to understand and adopt the same goals. However, this also implies that the 

knowledge sharing between the German subsidiary and the HQ in Norway is lacking.    

4.2.3.2   Subsidiary communication 

In Statkraft, this e-invoicing project is running under a hierarchy structure. The HQ in Norway 

decides everything and there is only communication between the HQ and each subsidiary. This 

way of communication may help with the knowledge transferring process. However, some 

employees believe that the learning may be more effective if the knowledge could be shared directly 

among subsidiaries, as stated below. Hence, one subsidiaries can learn from the other, without 

having to wait for a solution from the project management at the HQ. 

I think the subsidiaries should be able to connect to each other since there are always some local 
problems that should be shared and other that could facilitate from the information occurring somewhere 
else in the organisation. (Team Member 2, our translation). 

Moreover, the communication between the HQ and a subsidiary is observed as a command. The 

information flow from a subsidiary to the HQ is moderately inactive. The subsidiary shares the 

knowledge they are required and asked to share, they do not share the information they are not 

actively asked to share. A Project Manager shared opinion on this aspect: 

The information is only shared with HQ but the reason is that we ask this question, so they have to 
share it (Project Manager 1). 

These communication problems are confirmed by the interviewees at the German subsidiary as 

follows. They highlight that there is only one-way communication from the HQ to the subsidiary. 
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This creates a barrier to knowledge sharing, as when a problem occurs, the subsidiary cannot raise 

their voice about their understanding before the decisions are made.  

Sometimes the communication is lacking, and therefore things are shared after they have been decided 
at HQ, which leaves no other choice for the subsidiary than to accept these decisions. We can talk 
about major changes that needs to be made to match the local requirements, but there are no other way 
than to accept the decisions. However, sometimes the decisions are made that fare that it is no way 
back, even if we say that it does not match our expectations. (Team Member Germany) 

However, more problems are occurring when the employees at the foreign subsidiaries keep their 

problems inside their business and do not report them to the HQ. This results in that the rest of 

the Statkraft Group, and especially the HQ lack of knowledge about problems occurring in 

subsidiaries and thereby might have to find solutions to the same problem in every single subsidiary. 

A Team Member highlighted a main problem: 

The system is made for us, for the Norwegian. The program SAP is then of course in Norwegian. I 
talked with someone in the UK and found out that even if they switched the language into English, 
there were still a lots of error messages in Norwegian so they had to use google a lot in order to translate. 
It could be helpful if they tell that back to the HQ. I don’t think people here are aware of that (Team 
Member 3).  

On the other hand, the employees in Turkey stated that they experience the communication 

between them and the HQ as very effective. They also emphasised that they do not have a demand 

to share knowledge about problems with other subsidiaries:  

We share our information and the HQ is very helpful. We do not see any barrier of knowledge sharing 
or the necessity for sharing knowledge with someone else than the project management at the HQ 
(Manager Turkey). 

However, in South America, the e-invoice process differs a lot from the European one, therefore 

do the Statkraft Group not see any possibility to use knowledge created in South America at any 

other location, and therefore do not see the value in communication among the employees between 

the South American subsidiaries and the European HQ or subsidiaries. The IT Specialist South 

America emphasised the difficulty: 

There are definitely not any replication possibilities of how we use the system in Brazil that can be 
applied outside South America (IT Specialist South America). 

On the other hand, the IT Specialist South America, emphasised that there is a high replication 

factor among the South American subsidiaries in Brazil, Chile and Peru.  
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The findings linked to the barriers of subsidiary communication shows some different aspects. The 

HQ is aware of the lack in communication, and highlight that they have to ask in order to get the 

subsidiaries to share their knowledge. However, the subsidiaries do not always report their barriers 

if not asked to. This make the knowledge sharing process slower and thereby the problems are not 

solved, which implies that more than one subsidiary might have the same problem and that the 

HQ is unaware of this. Also, the findings show that the HQ wishes to get a better knowledge flow 

within the MNC’s network, however, the Turkish subsidiary do not see the need for this. This 

might depend on the fact that Turkey do not know who else to communicate with, except the 

project management and therefore, do not know about the possibilities to share knowledge with 

someone who have more knowledge about their tasks, like other employees at the HQ. Also, due 

to major differences between South America and Europe, the processes will be different, with a 

low replication factor, which implies less knowledge sharing among these units. However, the 

knowledge sharing is existing between the South American subsidiaries as the replication factor is 

high.  

4.2.3.3   Decision making  

Several team members working with the e-invoice project recognised the hierarchy as an obstacle 

for effective knowledge sharing among the units in the Statkraft Group. Since the information does 

not go directly to the person who owns the knowledge, the process of solving a problem is time 

consuming as it must go through one of the project managers as a middle man.  

One of the subsidiaries had problems with some invoices, and reported this to the Project Manager. 
The Project Manager together with the subsidiary tried for a long time to solve this problem. After a 
while the Project Manager turned to us for help. We solved this very fast, since this is one of our main 
tasks every day. If the subsidiary had contacted us directly, this would have been solved very fast, 
without the need for the project manager to get involved (Team Member 3) 

However, the Project Manager 2 also identified this drawback and mentioned that they were trying 

to restructure the project toward a less hieratical structure in order to facilitate the knowledge 

sharing across border. The Project Manager 2 emphasised that all employees and units could 

discuss small details and resolve them directly. Nevertheless, the definition of small details has not 

been clearly given in the team. 

I would hope people cooperate with each other regarding small details. But if larger problems or changes 
appears, they need communicate to me (Project Manager 2) 

In order to facilitate the knowledge sharing process when implementing the e-invoice system, one 

of the project managers emphasised that they will try to include the main local managers from the 
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different subsidiaries across the world where the e-invoice system is integrated or will be integrated 

in the future.  

We are establishing a Steering Committee, which aims to include main local managers from different 
sites to discuss and decide solutions together (Project Manager 1) 

However, the restructure of the hierarchy is not fully implemented yet. The German subsidiary 

highlighted that the project structure is still highly hieratical. The subsidiary also emphasised that 

the decision-making process is highly dependent on the finance of the project. One of the German 

interviewees implied that if the subsidiary is financial responsible for the project, it thereby should 

be more autonomous in the decision-making process.  

The HQ decide everything and we have no options rather than listen to them.  Also, other projects are 
normal paid by the HQ, but not the e-invoice project. Actually, as long as they pay for it I would say 
that they are in another position of making decisions than we are here in the subsidiary (Team Member 
Germany). 

There are also different perspectives between the project managers and the team members in how 

to finalise a solution. The project managers believe that there is no need for a team member to 

know whether the solution is fixed or not since they think that it will show automatically in the 

system. However, one team member states that it would be better if they could get feedback when 

a problem has been solved. 

I reported to the Project Manager that there existed a problem. But sometimes I don’t receive an answer 
whether it is fixed or not (Team Member 2, our translation). 

Regardless to the project, the extent of hierarchy differs among different units within the Statkraft 

Group. In a less hierarchical organisational structure as in Norway, the information flows easily 

and quickly. The other countries formed a higher hierarchy structure which implies that the 

knowledge have to spread through many layers.  

In Norway, we experienced that there are several people that can make decisions, not always the 
manager. In other countries, they should go to the manager, it is more centralised (Project Manager 1). 

Also, this was observed during the interview with the German subsidiary. We asked for two 

separate interviews with one manager and one employee, however, the manager wanted to attend 

the interview with the employee. This implies that the hierarchal structure in Germany is very 

strong, as the manager would not let the employee be interviewed alone.  

The findings of the barriers linked to decision making shows that there are several aspects to 

consider. Firstly, the hierarchy of the e-invoice project. The hierarchy of the project is a barrier for 
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knowledge sharing as everything has to go through the project managers. Secondly, the 

communication between the project management and the employees is sometimes lacking as the 

employees do not receive feedback when a problem is solved. Thirdly, the relationship between 

the HQ and the subsidiaries is a barrier, as the subsidiaries feel that they are not included in the 

decision making and have to adopt practices that do not fit their local requirements. The final factor 

that is a barrier for knowledge sharing linked to decision making is the different organisational 

hierarchal structures in different countries. It is clear that in some countries, there are strict rules 

on who to share your knowledge with and what to share.  

4.2.3.4   Summary of organisational goals and structure 

The previous part has outlined five main barriers to knowledge sharing within new business process 

integration, when implementing a totally digital system for handling invoices, an e-invoice system. 

The three main barriers linked to organisational goals and structure is: Shared goals, Subsidiary 

communication and Decision making. The findings of the barrier linked to Shared goals points out the 

importance of having a shared goal to work toward, not only at the HQ but also within the MNC’s 

network, in order to motivate the employees when integrating a new business process. However, 

the findings show that having a shared goal is not always easy, as all parts in the project need to 

understand and share the goals, and some the German subsidiary clearly do not share the same 

goals as the HQ. Subsidiary communication presents the findings liked to how and what the subsidiaries 

communicate to both the HQ and the other foreign subsidiaries. Here it is clear that the 

communication between the HQ and subsidiaries are existing, but only if the HQ pressure the 

subsidiary to share their knowledge. However, the Turkish subsidiary do not experience any 

problems linked to these barriers, which might depend on the fact that they might lack of 

knowledge about who they could communicate with except the project management. The final 

barrier linked to the organisational goals and structure is Decision making, where the findings 

highlight four different aspects of hierarchy that influence the knowledge sharing process when 

implementing e-invoice as a new business process.  

4.2.4   Individual barriers 

4.2.4.1   Social networks 

In the Statkraft Group, each individual is responsible for different tasks; therefore, the employees 

need to know every aspect of their tasks. Hence, it is crucial to share the knowledge that people 

need to know, not what people want to share. One of the project managers emphasised the 

importance of sharing knowledge to the right people: 
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It is important to share the knowledge with the correct person. If a person needs to do a task, then the 
person needs to know every aspect of how to do it in the best way. So, it is very important to share with 
the correct person (Project Manager 2). 

However, it is difficult to know and understand what other employees are responsible for and 

which fields they have expertise within. An employee mentioned that when a problem occurred, it 

took time to find out who could share the essential knowledge to solve the problems. This 

drawback occurred even within a department at the HQ. The situation was worse when sharing 

knowledge across national borders. Another employee stated that the lack of personal relationship 

with the employees in the subsidiaries make it difficult to know who to contact: 

The problem might be that people who struggles with a problem don’t know who to contact or ask for 
help. Then the challenge is to ask the right person the right question. (Team Member 2, our 
translation). 

Most of the team members at the HQ confirmed that social contact is crucial for them in order to 

share information. The knowledge sharing became more convenient and they felt easier to share 

with employees they already knew. The employee in Germany shared the same idea as the colleague 

at the HQ that with a good existing network, the person was more willing to both give and ask for 

needed information. The person elaborated deeper on how personal relationship has a strong 

impact on the flow of knowledge sharing as follows:  

If you have a good relationship with your colleagues, you can just write a short informal e-mail or 
notices such as “Just give me five minutes! I will check it, and get back to you”. With the people whom 
I have limited contact with, I need to think about what I should write and how to write in the e-mail 
in order to reduce the risk of miscommunication. It is easier to communicate with those who you know, 
even though they are situated at the HQ in Norway (Team Member Germany). 

The broader the network is, the easier the knowledge can be shared or absorbed. A broad network 

can provide a person with many layers of relations and references, which help the person to 

approach the needed knowledge. It is natural to consult people that an employee already knows, 

but it is also depending on for how long the person has been working in the company. The Team 

Member 2 stated that the relationship depended on the time a person had worked within the 

organisation and how they organised their network, which again affected the knowledge sharing to 

a great extent: 

If you have a wide network, it may be easier to search through your network. But this is probably 
something that is built up with experiences and based on how long you’ve been working here (Team 
Member 2, our translation). 
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However, there is a team member who believed that personal relations did not affect the knowledge 

sharing process, as stated below. Nonetheless, we observed that this employee only shared 

knowledge within the accounting department at the HQ. Consequently, the person already has 

personal contact with all colleagues. 

I do not experience that personal relations affect my decision on who the knowledge is shared with. I 
feel that I can talk with whomever of those who have knowledge about my tasks (Team Member 1, 
our translation) 

Recently, Statkraft is launching a Process Improvement Program, which is a cost cutting strategy. 

Most of the interviewees mentioned that because of this program, they had not had many chances 

to come and meet foreign colleagues in the project. They use conference calls or just e-mail as a 

basic tool to contact each other. This may cause the disruption in making a strong network. The 

Manager in Germany emphasised that face-to-face meetings will help to create network and trust, 

which is the best way to facilitate knowledge sharing: 

I would say that meeting my colleagues in person would definitely facilitate our relationships and our 
knowledge sharing (Manager Germany).  

In contrast to the social network between the HQ and the European subsidiaries, it is necessary to 

traveling to South America in order to facilitate the knowledge sharing between the HQ and those 

subsidiaries. The IT Specialist for South America described how the person make social contact 

with partners in South America.  

We also travel to the subsidiaries in South America, in order to meet with potential partners and to 
implement the new e-invoice system. In addition, there are some SAP super-users, who work at the 
accounting department in the HQ, travelling to South America to teach them the system (IT Specialist 
South America).  

The findings linked to Social networks clearly point out that most employees feel that a social network 

with the employees within the MNC’s network would facilitate the knowledge sharing when 

implementing e-invoice. However, due to cutting costs there is not many chances for creating a 

network by face-to-face meetings. This is solved by using tools like Skypes, however it is 

emphasised that a face-to-face relationship would make the knowledge sharing process easier.  

4.2.4.2   Personality 

In certain cases, individual characteristics affects the way people behave at work. The information 

is easier to share from employees who have outgoing personal traits. In contrast, employees who 

are more reserved are reluctant to talk, it is therefore more difficult to acquire information from 
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them. A manager at the Statkraft Group discussed how personality impacts the information flows 

within the organisation:  

I think personality sometimes creates problems. Some people are more extrovert; they like to talk about 
things and share with others. Some people are more introvert and like to sit by themselves (Accounting 
Manager). 

The influence of personality in knowledge sharing is also confirmed by a team member: 

I believe the personality affects the extent of how people share (Team Member 2, our translation). 

Moreover, most of people agreed that there is a link between the extent of knowledge sharing to 

the willingness to share from people who hold the knowledge. A team member stressed that it is a 

personal decision: 

That is more individual to decide what to share and who to share. Some people keep things for 
themselves, some people are willing to share (Team Member 3). 

However, one of the project managers stated that people are not allowed to bring personal aspects 

in work environment and it is necessary to share knowledge no matter how much people are willing 

to do: 

We are in a work situation; you can’t have this personal thing to involve in. I mean the personal aspect 
is not the problem. I can’t see this problem here. We focus on sharing only (Project Manager 2). 

The findings point out that personality affects the extent to which knowledge is shared within new 

business process integration. Both managers and team members emphasised that both their own 

personality and others affect the knowledge sharing process, both with colleagues at the same 

location and across national borders. However, one of the project managers did not recognise this 

as a barrier. This might be due to the fact that every organisation wants to overcome individual 

barriers, however all employees have different personalities and mixing them will always affect the 

knowledge sharing even though it does not facilitate the organisation.  

4.2.4.3   Interpersonal communication 

Although language is recognised as a main barrier in communication across national borders, all 

managers indicated that problems occurred even when they used the same language in 

communication with each other, as stated by the Accounting Manager: 

I see many communication problems. It is easy to misunderstand; it is easy to misinterpret. We face 
many challenges in this aspect (Accounting Manager). 
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The managers emphasised that misunderstanding was a barrier regardless of the language. 

Misunderstanding occurs when a person say something that can be interpreted and understood in 

a different way.  

Understanding is of course always difficult. We think the receiver understand what we said but perhaps 
they didn’t understand exactly what we meant. It is not only because of language since I also 
misunderstand in Norwegian. I thought they understood what I said but then I recognised that they 
thought something totally different. Hence, communication is difficult (Project Manager 2). 

As we already mentioned in previous section, Statkraft has recently launched a cost-cutting 

program, so e-mail and video conference are the most common ways for employees to 

communicate. Some interviewees mentioned that although interpersonal communication 

nowadays had become easier along with the development of technology, there were still several 

limitations. The most challenge in communication that own interpretation and unwilling to have a 

free communication may cause confusion and delay in work. 

E-mail can create misunderstanding. Meeting physically would be better than skype and video 
conference, but it is costly and time consuming. When we use the video conference, we see the body 
language as well. Using technology to communicate it good but we need to feel free to have open 
communication and do not based on our own opinions. (Project Manager 1)  

The misunderstanding is also visible across departments in the company. The employees have 

knowledge in their own area. However, this makes it difficult to contact other departments, as 

several technical words are often easy to misunderstand.    

It’s a challenge with communication across departments. People who have contacts with other 
departments should acquire basic understanding about the other department to ease the communication. 
(Team Member 2, our translation) 

The situation was highlighted as a major challenge in communication from the German subsidiary. 

The interviewees in Germany stressed that the communication with different departments across 

national borders is much more complicated. Misunderstanding may slow down the knowledge 

sharing process. Expectation mismatch is somehow an obstacle for both HQ and subsidiaries. 

As we are still in the testing phase of the e-invoice project, I contact IT Team Member 1 who is 
responsible for the technical solutions, but sometimes it is hard to keep projects on track since we have 
to write some e-mails back and forth, and the communication is mainly via e-mail except some meetings 
we have. Sometimes we misunderstand each other’s expectations (Team Member Germany). 

As Statkraft is in the process of integrating their e-invoice system, the people at the HQ are now 

able to see all invoices from the foreign subsidiaries. However, due to the differences in local 

requirements, the invoices varies from country to country. In some cases, the employees at the HQ 
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were not informed and aware about these differences, they thus changed the invoices in the way 

they usually do it. The case indicates that the communication at employee’s level need to be 

improved to avoid similar mistakes and facilitate knowledge sharing. 

When we saw a German e-invoice in our system, we found that the invoice was wrong. Hence, we 
changed it, and sent an e-mail to those working in Germany to inform them of this invoice. After a 
while, one of the project managers came and asked why we changed the invoice, and told us not to do 
anything with the German invoices, since they were testing/starting to use this system and they would 
fix it themselves. If we had known this and had better communication with Germany, we would have 
known that this was not a mistake by the system, and it would be less time for both sides (Team 
Member 3). 

Currently, the Statkraft’s team has to confront a problem that feedback is not frequently used in 

the project. In most cases, they do not have any reflection after all activities has been done. The 

reasons for the lack of feedback was due to strict time frames. This may disturbs the learning 

process within the organisation.  

People do not have time to reflect on all activities (Manager 1). 

Also we need feedback from people who receive the information if there is missing anything. We are 
not very good at that. (Project Manager 1). 

The findings point out that Interpersonal communication is a barrier for implement new business 

processes. Both employees and managers emphasised language is a main barrier for knowledge 

sharing, however, the Interpersonal communication is a problem regardless what language is used. 

The HQ point out that they face communication problems even though all the employees and 

managers are fluent in Norwegian. Also, as the earlier findings point out, language has a huge 

impact on the inter-communication process. Furthermore, the lack of feedback causes a barrier 

between the project management and the employees as they do not get feedback on what is working 

and what is not, and therefore, the integration process becomes slower than expected.  

4.2.4.4   Summary of personal and communication barriers 

The findings linked to personal and communicational barriers are divided into three main aspects: 

Social networks, Personality and Interpersonal communication. The findings of Social networks point out that 

the lack of social network creates a barrier for knowledge sharing when implementing the e-invoice 

system within the MNC’s network. In addition, Personality also influences the degree of knowledge 

sharing, as some people tend to be more open and willing to share their knowledge, while some 

are more introvert and thereby do not participate in the knowledge sharing process as much as 

extrovert individuals. Lastly the findings of Interpersonal communication point out that the degree of 
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interpersonal communication affects the speed of integration and knowledge sharing within 

implementation of e-invoice.  

4.3   Summary of empirical findings 

The empirical findings have been presented in accordance to the conceptual framework of this 

research. The findings started by presenting the Contextual factors of each location, Norway, 

Germany, Turkey and South America. Following we presented how the contextual factors 

influenced the other barriers: Technological barriers, Organisational barriers and Individual barriers. Each 

barrier was divided into different sub barriers and elaborated further. The empirical findings, 

developed a more detailed model of the conceptual framework developed in the literature review., 

which is presented in Figure 6 below.  

 

Figure 6: Grouping of the barriers for knowledge sharing (Authors’ own creation) 

As seen in Figure 6, each barrier now consists of up to four sub barriers. This categorisation has 

been made in order to structure the empirical findings and highlight the most important barriers 

within each category. Furthermore, the different categories of barriers are differing from each 

other. The findings point out that the Contextual factors, containing local requirements and language 

affect the other categories, and are therefore on a higher hieratical level than the three other 

categories of barriers. Also, we would like to point out that the findings linked to Technical barriers 

are narrower than the other barriers, due to the close link of how technology is used within the 

specific project of integrating e-invoice in this case study. The findings linked to Organisational 
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barriers relates to HQ-subsidiary relationship, the management of knowledge sharing and 

information flow. The last barrier, Individual barriers, point out the importance of communication, 

personality and group dynamics linked to knowledge sharing across national borders.  
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5   ANALYSIS 

This chapter will tie together the literature provided in the literature review and the empirical findings from the case 

study of the Statkraft Group. Together this analysis will present how the new findings relate to the earlier literature 

of barriers linked to knowledge sharing within business process integration. This will be presented in accordance to 

the revisited conceptual framework based the conceptual framework developed in the literature review.  

5.1   Contextual factors 

Carlile and Rebentisch (2003) argued that knowledge as a competitive advantage linked to the 

extent of which knowledge could be reused or replicated. Knowledge can only be seen as a 

competitive advantage if it can be replicated to the extent that it will increase the competitive 

advantage or decrease the costs of transformation, retrieval and transfer. The receiver of the 

knowledge therefore need to be able to take the shared knowledge and spread it within the MNC’s 

network in order to increase the competitive advantage of the firm. However, a complete 

replication is impossible due to different local regulations and laws at the subsidiaries location and 

the different employees involved in the process. The findings imply that when rolling out the e-

invoice project in different locations, a replication of the Norwegian system is integrated, however 

the Statkraft Group have to create new knowledge within each subsidiary in order to meet the local 

governments regulations and laws. However, the findings point out that the barriers linked to the 

local requirements are related to each other across national borders. Both Turkey and Germany 

face challenges with storing of e-invoices, even though it is not exactly the same, it is linked to the 

same problem. Moreover, both German and the South American subsidiaries face challenges with 

taxes. Even though these challenges are completely different, it is an indication for the HQ that 

there are countries with more complex local requirements than Norway and Sweden, which they 

can be more prepared for when launching the e-invoice project in new countries in the future. This 

is also seen, as the integration of e-invoice in South America starts with Brazil and then continues 

with Chile and Peru, where they will be able to replicate most of the practices adopted in Brazil.  

The findings point out that there are a lot of different local requirements that has to be meet in 

each location in order to fully implement the new e-invoice system. This indicates that when 

implementing the e-invoice as a global strategy, the HQ faces challenges of multiple embeddedness. 

The subsidiary has their local embeddedness to follow, which is seen by the local requirements and 

laws from the government. At the same time, they are embedded within the MNC’s network, which 

makes them integrate the system even though they do not see the need for it. The old process was 
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almost similar in each location, but, when implementing the new e-invoice system, the local 

requirements became much more tangible as the system must be customised to each location. This 

implies that the subsidiaries had a more autonomous way of working before, as they could easily 

adapt to the local requirements at each location, without having to consult the HQ for help. Now, 

the foreign subsidiaries have to work less autonomous as they are required to use the e-invoice 

system, which has to be customised with help from the HQ’s IT-team. This finding point out that 

the subsidiaries are forced to be stronger embedded within the MNC’s network and home 

embeddedness of the HQ and less embedded in their local context. This is explained by Meyer et 

al. (2011) who emphasised that the knowledge sharing process was influenced by both home and 

host context of MNCs. Tan and Meyer (2010) argued that firms were shaped by their home country 

embeddedness, where they built their original resource endowments which was an original resource 

that drives the international growth of the MNC. In addition to firms home context embeddedness, 

MNCs are also embedded in the local context of their subsidiary’s host country (Meyer et al., 2011). 

The empirical findings show that the Statkraft Group have adopted English as a common corporate 

language. The interviewees pointed out language as the main barrier to knowledge sharing when 

implementing e-invoice as a new business process. It is clear that the language skills affect the 

knowledge sharing process, especially when working with people located across national borders. 

Also, the findings imply that the HQ found this as a major barrier and the subsidiaries did not 

agree. This might depend on the fact that the HQ are Norwegian and therefore tend to be less 

willing to accept English in their daily tasks, where the subsidiaries must accept English as an 

organisational language as they do not speak Norwegian. The importance and impact of language 

barriers within MNCs are confirmed by Tenzer and Pudelko (2016). Also, a trend of adopting 

English as a corporate language within a number of non-English speaking MNCs has been 

observed by Harzing and Feely (2008). 

5.2   Technological barriers 

Our findings point out the difficulties linked to the fact that there is no common standard for e-

invoices globally. This is highlighted as the greatest technological barrier for Statkraft throughout 

the implementation of e-invoices, as they constantly need to customise the system for each country 

they launch the project in. Riege (2005) emphasised a potential barrier as to develop or maintain 

the right IT infrastructure, linked to the capability of the technology and the integration of both 

existing and new IT-systems. This barrier occurs when existing hardware and software components 

suited for one purpose need to be used in combination with another new system or a different 



 

 
66 

system in another location. To find a system that works well in all functional areas within a global 

organisation is almost impossible. Another finding that is also related to combination of both 

existing and new IT-systems as highlighted by Riege (2005), is the problems linked to using a 

partner company to convert each invoice into the right format for the Statkraft Group. As the link 

between the partner company and the accounting system does not always run as smoothly as 

possible, we see that the employees lack of trust in the technology. Furthermore, they have to check 

the partner company’s portal for invoices that were supposed to go directly into the accounting 

system, making the process more time consuming. Problems regarding sudden stop in the 

transferring of invoices between the accounting system and partner company increases the 

employees’ lack of trust in the system. The findings point out that all employees working with these 

systems clearly faces problems related to the link between the accounting system and the partner 

company, therefore we believe it is one of the major technological barriers.  

The findings point out that the project managers and the employees have different meanings of 

how knowledge is shared within the integration of e-invoice. The managers highlighted that 

common sharing platform were used for sharing knowledge, where they put all information 

regarding the e-invoice project. However, the employees do not recognise the use of the sharing 

platform, as they share their knowledge via e-mail instead. This indicates that there is a poor link 

between the project managers and the employees, which results in that valuable knowledge might 

be lost due to the lack of knowledge about where to find the right information. According to Riege 

(2005), technology have the ability to act as a facilitator for knowledge sharing across national 

borders. Thereby, it can encourage and support both knowledge creation and sharing by making 

these processes more effective. However, to implement the most suitable technology can be 

challenging (Riege, 2005), as shown within this project. Furthermore, the empirical findings also 

indicate that much more time is used to share knowledge via e-mail than searching for the 

knowledge through the sharing platform. For example, one employee in Turkey might ask one 

employee in Norway how they solve a problem. Thereby, the Norwegian employee has to spend 

valuable time to try to explain by e-mail how to solve this problem. Instead, the Turkish employee 

can check the sharing platform where the project management has made sure that templates and 

task descriptions are provided. Hendriks (1999) suggested that the use of new IT-systems might 

enhance employees’ motivation for knowledge sharing, as it tended to remove temporal, physical 

and social distance barriers, by improving the process of knowledge sharing. However, even though 

technology is rarely the only solution and driver for knowledge sharing, the integration of the right 

technology is highly important (Riege, 2005). 
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The empirical findings indicate that there are differences in openness to new technology depending 

on location. It is clear that the HQ in Norway is far ahead the subsidiaries. However, this depend 

on different factors. The reason for why the HQ in Norway decided to implement e-invoices is 

due to a requirement from the authorities. Also, we found that in Norway they have been using 

PDF invoices for some years, which make the transition to e-invoices smaller than for Germany 

and Turkey who goes directly from paper invoices to a total digital solution. In addition, Turkey is 

obligated by their national authorities to use e-invoicing and send it through a governmental portal, 

which make them more willing to adopt the new e-invoice system, as they are obligated by the law. 

However, Germany is not obligated by their national authorities. Also, they highlighted that there 

were very few customers that were able to send e-invoices, and therefore they did not see the need 

for this system, which made them more reluctant to change. Riege (2005) emphasised that there 

were barriers linked to the use of new technology. These barriers correlate with factors such as the 

unwillingness to use technology, due to a mismatch with the needed requirements, and unrealistic 

expectations of IT-systems. Therefore, a barrier occurs when there is a mismatch between the 

employees’ needs and requirements and the new IT-system. Both existing and new technologies 

are often capable of supporting an effective knowledge sharing process, however, if there is a 

mismatch between the employees needs and requirements, and the technology, the technology 

itself can become a barrier. 

All the interviewees believe that the IT-support is good, and the fact that it is centralised at the HQ 

in Norway is not highlighted as a barrier. However, the problems are linked to the IT-support’s 

understanding of the local requirements in the subsidiaries. The people at the HQ in Norway 

believe that they get the support they need, which might depend on the centralised location of IT. 

On the other hand, Germany and Turkey both highlighted that there were local requirements that 

must be fulfilled, which required adaption and customisation of the IT systems in order to be 

fulfilled. Since the IT-support is centralised in Norway, the subsidiaries experiences lack of 

knowledge about their local requirements from the authorities in each country. This make the 

subsidiaries more reluctant to the new business process, as they need to know that the local 

requirements are fulfilled before totally integrating the business processes. Riege (2005) emphasised 

the lack of knowledge about IT-systems as a potential barrier for the process of knowledge sharing 

within new business process integration. However, O'dell and Grayson (1998) explained that the 

reason for this unwillingness toward new technology was the fear of employee requirements not 

being met, which is clearly a barrier at the Statkraft Group, as they do not have a local IT 

consultants who can ensure that the local requirements are being met.  
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5.3   Organisational barriers 

The findings of this study indicate that organisational factors play strong roles for knowledge 

sharing within the MNC. Furthermore, those organisational factors become more significant in the 

Statkraft Group over the past few years. There are various previous studies concerning these 

aspects, one of the most notable is Riege (2005). It also becomes clear that trust and relationship 

among units of the MNC are the basis of knowledge sharing, as also noted in several earlier 

literature such as Kankanhalli et al. (2005).  

As demonstrated through the findings, shared goals are the first motivation for implementing new 

business processes. By constructing common goals, the organisation has an ability to motivate 

people to work together in order to achieve the company’s mission and vision. However, in the 

Statkraft Group, the common goals seem to be recognised mostly by the employees in the HQ. 

Germany, in contrast, is still sceptical about the outcomes of the project. Since the German 

employees do not have the same perspectives toward the goals, the implementation of the new 

business processes is sometimes slow and ineffective. This implies that in order to successfully 

deploy a new project, such as the new e-invoicing system, it is very important for the HQ to ensure 

that all units understand and share the same goals. The importance of shared goals is also 

emphasised in Chow and Chan (2008), who pointed out that the shared goals directly influenced 

the attitude and personal rules as well as indirectly influenced the intention to share knowledge. 

Regarding the reasons for why the subsidiary do not share the same goals as the HQ expected, our 

findings from the interviews with the subsidiaries point out that they do not see the outcomes or 

benefits of the project. This can be considered as lack of trust, which is one of the most important 

dimensions influencing knowledge sharing within the MNC. The negative impacts of lack of trust 

were also examined by Kankanhalli et al. (2005). The German subsidiary argued that in Germany, 

the government did not require the subsidiary to implement the e-invoice system and therefore it 

is inconvenient for them, as they have a lot of strict local requirements to follow. 

Our findings point out that the disagreement on share goals and the lack of trust lead to another 

problem in communication between the subsidiaries and the HQ. This noticeably constructs the 

barriers for knowledge sharing within the organisation. Since lack of trust exists, the HQ is aware 

that the knowledge does not flow voluntary, but need to be asked for by a command. The HQ 

needs to ask the subsidiaries to share information and problems. However, the subsidiaries do not 

always share their difficulties if they are not asked to do this. In consequence, the knowledge 

sharing process has been slower and people within the organisation experience the same problems 
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twice. Monteiro et al. (2008) stated that knowledge sharing could create reciprocity, which means 

that units, who share knowledge with others, will receive more knowledge, compared to units who 

hoard knowledge. Although the HQ desires to achieve a better knowledge flow within the 

organisation, a subsidiary occasionally thinks that it is not necessary to have communication with 

the other subsidiaries, according to the answer of the interviewee in Turkey. As illustrated in the 

findings, one of the reasons for this is that the Turkish employee does not know who to 

communicate to and share the information except the project manager. This is in line with a study 

of Szulanski (1996) that lack of social networks can make obstacles in knowledge sharing within 

the MNC. This aspect is related further to interpersonal communication and will be analysed deeper 

in the next part of this paper. Due to lack of social network, the Turkish employee, in consequence, 

will not know the possibilities to share the necessary information with a person who is expertise in 

a particular field. Lack of social network and communication may be caused by some contextual 

factors such as linguistic and geographic barriers (Monteiro et al., 2008), which is similar as 

presented in our findings. We also find that another reason for lack of communication is also 

related to the company structure, whether they are hierarchy or flat, which is presented as follows. 

In the findings, we illustrated several aspects related to decision making to understand what the 

organisational structure of the project is. Most of the interviewees claimed that the hierarchy of the 

project was one of the main barriers for knowledge sharing. This factor affects every other 

categorises such as IT practices system, the communication between the subsidiaries and the HQ, 

and the social network as well as the interpersonal communication. Most of the interviewees stated 

that all information had to go through the project managers in the e-invoice project. Hence, there 

is only one channel to communicate between the subsidiary and the HQ and subsidiary-subsidiary 

communication barely exists. Our findings are in line with the study of Tagliaventi and Mattarelli 

(2006) which states that functionally segmented structure could be one reason to hinder the 

knowledge sharing across units within an MNC. We also found that it is crucial for the MNC to 

link all the subsidiaries to its global network, in order to facilitate knowledge sharing and 

communication among departments and units. This can be approached by establishing 

coordination mechanisms and improve the communication channel, which is also emphasised in 

Gupta & Govindarajan (2000). The findings also imply that the decentralised organisational 

structure encourage the employees to communicate and create their own social networks, which 

facilitate knowledge sharing. In the earlier study, Wang and Noe (2010) emphasised that the 

hierarchical structure was an obstacle for knowledge sharing, which can be seen from our finding 

also. The German subsidiary pointed out that they are not included in the decision making process 

and therefore the implementations do not fit with its local requirements. 
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5.4   Individual barriers 

Based on the answers from both managers and employees within the Statkraft Group, both directly 

indicated or underlying in their answers, the findings point out that social networks play an 

important role in the knowledge sharing within the MNC when integrating e-invoice as a new 

business process. Although all the project managers emphasised that the flows of knowledge 

should be transferred or shared freely without personal willingness, most of employees who 

participated in our interviews confirmed that personal relationship was always a factor which 

influenced the openness and speed of knowledge sharing. This situation is in line with the research 

of Szulanski (1996), in which arduous relationship is one of three barriers in knowledge sharing. 

Knowledge sharing occurs among people, consequently, a decent relationship is required between 

the senders and the receivers. Szulanski (1996) also emphasised the difficulty in sharing knowledge, 

because of its tacit characteristic. The employees in the e-invoice project also confirmed this 

struggle, as they need to share the knowledge in the fields they have expertise in, with others who 

do not possess this knowledge. During this study, we also found that employees tend to hold back 

information or knowledge if they are not asked to share it. Hence, the sharing process is sometimes 

executed by a command. The findings about how social networks affect the knowledge sharing 

within a project in an MNC also implies that with an open environment and highly-encouraged 

social contact creation context, knowledge can be shared or absorbed more smoothly. This is 

confirmed by Szulanski (1996), who emphasised that the distant and lack of intimacy in the network 

might create a barrier to knowledge sharing. As illustrated through the findings, the most effective 

way to create social network is to establish relationships by face-to-face meetings. In one research 

of Hansen et al. (2005), they emphasised the importance of the direct way people cooperate and 

communicate such as mentoring, coaching and physical contact. However, due to the cutting costs 

program at the Statkraft Group, together with the development of technology, the opportunities 

for the employees to create a network by face-to-face meetings are limited. Instead, social media 

such as Skype conference gradually plays a more important role in sharing knowledge within the 

MNC. The advantages of those web-based tools and practice in helping to facilitate participation 

and collaboration among individuals were confirmed further in Storey et al. (2010). However, 

people always reaffirm that physical contact always is the fastest and most efficient method to 

expand the social network. Social media technologies are convenient, but still have their limitations. 

Considering the individual barriers linked to knowledge sharing within new business process 

integration, the information received from all the interviewees is coherent, and show that they 

agreed that personality to some extent influenced the way of knowledge sharing. Both managers 
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and team members emphasised that personality played an important role on how people created 

social networks or communicate with other colleagues, either at the same location or across 

national borders. Personality seems to be a transparent layer which can facilitate or hinder the 

knowledge permeating. If the person is an extrovert type, the layer is thin and it is easier for them 

to transfer or receive knowledge. The contrary situation occurs to introvert people, with personality 

as a thick layer. Personality is a part of instinct motivation as discussed in Osterloh and Frey (2000). 

In another research of Matzler et al. (2008), characteristics of the persons such as agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, and openness strongly impact knowledge sharing. Nonetheless, one of the 

managers in the Statkraft Group denied to confirm that personality is a barrier. The manager stated 

a desire that the knowledge could move freely within the organisation. However, our findings point 

out that in some situations, knowledge sharing only occurs when asked for, and not in a free flow. 

The implication for the manager it that the MNC should consider personality and personality-like 

traits as a strategy in tasks appointments and management for facilitating the knowledge sharing 

within the organisation. 

As illustrated through the findings, interpersonal communication is one of key challenges in the 

knowledge sharing process. It is in line with the conclusion of Emmitt and Gorse (2009), who 

emphasised that communication had a vital role in the process of knowledge sharing among 

different units. Earlier analysis points out that the language has a huge impact on the 

communicating process. It is necessary for the employees within the MNC to have a certain level 

of English language proficiency. However, language is just a tool but not the full condition to make 

a good level of communication. Misunderstanding and misinterpreting happened even when the 

employees speak their mother tongue such as Norwegian. There are many reasons for this 

misleading in communication, most of them are discussed earlier in previous parts. Factors such 

as language, organisational goals, structure, IT tools, personality, and personal relationship, all 

together can affect the level of communication. The mixing effect were implied in most of 

interviewees’ answers. Relating to previous literature, Szulanski (1996) emphasised how social 

networks impact an open talk and Matzler et al. (2008) linked the personality to the extent of 

sharing information that affected the degree of sharing knowledge. IT support tools such as e-mail 

can somehow leverage the information flows, however, there are still disadvantages if people don’t 

read the message in the email carefully that leads to misunderstanding. The situation often occurs 

in a fast-paced and multi-cultural environment. Furthermore, lack of feedback in the project creates 

an obstacle on keeping the process on track. Feedback is considered as a way of open 

communication. No mutual feedback results in a hold back of the organisational learning within 

the MNC.  
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6   CONCLUSION 

This chapter will present the answers to the research question and summarise conclusions based on the empirical 

findings and analysis. Firstly, the answer to the research question and our contribution will be provided following by, 

managerial implications of the study and lastly, recommendations for future research will be given. 

6.1   Findings and theoretical contributions 

In this paper, the barriers of knowledge sharing within new business process integration has been 

investigated in an MNC setting. It has viewed the barriers through a multifaceted lens and outlined 

how these barriers has influenced each other. 

Previous studies in IB have found many barriers which has influenced knowledge sharing within 

the MNC’s context and many emphasised how culture, technology, organisation and individuals 

could affect the sharing process. Along with the constant development of technology and 

digitalisation, there are not only opportunities but also barriers for the MNC in knowledge sharing 

within their network. Nonetheless, the influential role of a barrier on the other barrier has not been 

widely discussed. The present study goes through a comprehensive literature review and empirical 

findings from a qualitative case study conducted at the Statkraft Group that concentrates on 

barriers to knowledge sharing when implementing new business processes. Furthermore, by 

focusing on introducing e-invoice as a global strategy, the thesis contributes both to the research 

field and practical implication of monitoring knowledge sharing. E-invoicing is a new business 

process in the global business environment. For years, MNCs has been using paper invoices to 

keep track of their money. However, as the world digitalises, business also need to follow this path, 

in order to become more competitive. E-invoicing is a part of the digitalisation strategy of MNCs, 

and therefore an important aspect to research within the digitalisation of business. Also, e-invoice 

is new to the business environment, and different countries has different legislation regarding e-

invoice. Therefore, we believe that this study will contribute to map some of the barriers linked to 

the integration of e-invoice as a global solution for MNCs. Further, we believe that by choosing 

the accounting department as a resource unit, we open the research in a field that have not been 

broadly researched before. Both management research and international business research tend to 

focus on top-level organisational resources and top-management in MNCs, however this research 

put focus on a more operational level within the MNC, and how also this part of the MNC is 

important in order to transform the way of doing business to a more digital competitive strategy 

of the MNC.  
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The first research question that was constructed in order to examine the barriers for the knowledge 

sharing process when implementing new business processes in an MNCs: What are the main barriers 

for intra-knowledge sharing within new business process integration? Four main categories for barriers to 

knowledge sharing have been found in this study, which verifies results from previous research, as 

well as contributes to the categorisation of barriers within knowledge management and 

international business.  

In this study we have found four main barriers for knowledge sharing within new business process 

integration. These are: Contextual factors, Technological barriers, Organisational barriers and Individual 

barriers. Furthermore, our findings and analysis show that these four main barriers to knowledge 

sharing is related to each other and thereby influences each other that answer the second research 

question.  

 

Figure 7: How the barriers influence each other (Authors’ own creation) 

As seen in the Figure 7 above, the different categories of barriers to knowledge sharing influences 

each other in different ways. Our findings point out that the contextual factors are paramount to 

the rest of the barriers. This is due to the different local requirements of each location. These 

requirements need to be followed and therefore they influence both the technological, 

organisational and individual barriers. The technological barriers are influenced by the contextual 

factors by national laws that the technology needs to be adapted to. This is also shown in the level 

of technology use in at the different locations and how developed technology is in each country. 
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Furthermore, the contextual factors influence the organisational barriers, as there are different 

cultures in each country, and different languages in addition to the previous mentioned local 

requirements. This has implications for both decision making, shared goals and communication 

between subsidiaries and the HQ as they do not share the same context and business environment. 

Also, the individual barriers are influenced by the contextual factors, especially regarding to 

communication and social network. As the employees are located across national borders in 

different parts of the world, it is challenging to establish social networks, which again facilitate 

communication and knowledge sharing. In addition, the language, time zones and way of doing 

business is different due to the contextual factors, which influence the individual barriers.  

The findings also point out that the technological, organisational and individual barriers influence 

each other. However, the findings also emphasise that the technological barriers do not influence 

the organisational and individual barriers. Firstly, the organisational barriers influence the 

technological barriers, such as what technology to use, the way of using the technology and where 

the IT department is located. Secondly, the organisational barriers influence the individual barriers, 

as they set out shared goals, communication routes and decision making rules. However, the 

individual barriers also influence the organisational barriers. This can be seen through the to what 

extend employees creates social networks for knowledge sharing, different personalities for 

different roles within the organisation, and the fact that personality has a strong influence on both 

communication and decision making at both personal and organisational level. Also, we found that 

individual barriers influence the technological barriers, especially to the extent of openness to new 

technology, which is highly dependent on personal factors among the employees.  

6.2   Managerial implication 

As illustrated in many previous studies, knowledge is a competitive advantage of an MNC. This 

study has shown that there are various factors affecting the process of knowledge sharing. In the 

journey of new business process integration and simplification, knowledge sharing becomes more 

crucial to facilitate the development of the whole MNC’s network. Based on the findings, the 

contextual factors such as local requirements and language play an influential role over the other 

barriers on knowledge sharing. As the corporation across national borders has become increasingly 

common solution to organising the MNC’s network, managers need to be aware of the contextual 

factors, and combine their focus on technological, organisational and individual barriers, in order 

to be more effective when implementing a global project.	
  Cross-cultural training is common in 

many MNCs, in order to improve the communication among the networks. We suggest that 
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technological training shall be incorporated into this in order to give employees a fundamental 

understanding and help them to catch up with the fast development of new technology. Moreover, 

the managers shall inspire their employees to work toward a shared goals and the employees need 

to have a full understanding about the company mission and vision. This needs to be done not 

only at the HQ but also at subsidiary level. This study further suggests that individual factors have 

much influences on the flow of knowledge sharing, therefore companies should reconsider how to 

motivate people to facilitate social networks in dispersed global teams.	
  

6.3   Recommendation for further research 

As the topic of e-invoice is still very new in most MNCs that operate in the global environment, 

we believe continuing research within the field of combining management research and 

international business studies, focusing on the barriers of implementing new business processes 

through digitalisation will emphasise further research. As this topic is still new, it would be 

interesting to do more research on different MNCs from different countries. Also, this would 

facilitate comparison of how different MNCs solve the barriers linked to especially the contextual 

factors. Furthermore, we believe that the research would facilitate from a new study in two to five 

years from now. This, in order to see how the implementation of new global business processes 

through digitalisation, transforms both the business environment and the way of doing business. 

Also, how the barriers pointed out in this research: Contextual factors, Technological barriers, 

Organisational barriers and Individual barriers, can be overcome.  Furthermore, it is recommended to 

conduct quantitative research to test the relations and influences among the barriers that is a 

limitation in our study. 
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8   APPENDIX 

8.1   Appendix 1 - Interview guide Norway 

Background 

•   What general responsibilities do you have in the organisation?  
•   How long have you been working at this project? 

Project background 

•   Can you tell us about the project? 
•   What is the purpose and goal?  
•   How far is it going? Do you think for how long the project will finish?  

Technology barriers 

•   Do you experience any technological barriers?  
•   How is IT technology used for knowledge sharing? 
•   Do you think IT will facilitate knowledge sharing between HQ-sub and vice versa? 

Organisational barriers 

•   Do you think the relation between the HQ and the subsidiary is a barrier for knowledge 
sharing?  

•   Do you think there is any organisational culture is a barrier for k knowledge sharing?  

Individual barriers 

•   Do you think that there is different extent to share knowledge depending personally?  
•   Is there any problem in communication? 
•   What motivates people to share information? 

Contextual barriers 

•   Is there important information occurring in subsidiaries that are shared between 
subsidiary to subsidiary or subsidiary to HQ or only HQ to subsidiary? 

•   Are there any contextual barriers? (language, culture, local laws)? 

Do you see any other barriers for knowledge sharing? 

Do you have any suggestions to how knowledge sharing can be done more effectively? 
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8.2   Appendix 2 - Interview guide Turkey 

Background 

•   What general responsibilities do you have in the organisation?  
•   How long have you been working at this project? 
•   How is your project going on in your country? 

Technology barriers 

•   Do you experience any technological barriers?  
•   Do you experience any difficulties with the coordination of working with many software’s 

at the same time? 
•   Do you perceive any reluctance to the use of new IT systems in your department?  
•   Since the IT-department is located in Norway, how does this affect your work? Do you 

lack of administrative help? Or lack of technical support and immediate maintenance? 
•   Do you think that people believe technology cannot do as they expect and thereby don’t 

see the need for it? 

Organisational barriers 

•   Do you think because of the leadership or management directions that people are not 
able recognize the benefit of the project? 

•   Do you think the relation between the HQ and the subsidiary is a barrier for knowledge 
sharing?  

•   Do you think that the organisational culture is a barrier for knowledge sharing? 
•   Do you experience lack of trust between HQ and subsidiary? 

Individual barriers 

•   Do you experience a lack of social network or social community with your colleagues 
abroad? 

•   Do you think that there is different extent to share knowledge depending personal 
factors? 

•   Can you mention some communication problems? 

Contextual barriers 

•   Is there important information occurring in subsidiaries that are shared between sub-sub 
or sub-HQ or only HQ-sub? 

•   Are there any contextual barriers? (language, culture, local laws)? 

Do you see any other barriers for knowledge sharing? 

Do you have any suggestions to how knowledge sharing can be done more effectively? 



 

 
84 

8.3   Appendix 3 - Interview guide Germany 

Background 

•   What are your general responsibilities within the organisation? 
•   How long have you been working at the e-invoice project? 
•   Can you tell me how the project is going on in your country? 
•   What do you expect after this the e-invoicing is totally integrated? 
•   What problems do you face at this phase in the integration process? 

Technological barriers 

•   Do you experience any technological barriers? 
•   Do you perceive any reluctance to the use of new IT systems in your department?  
•   Since the IT-department is located in Norway, how does this affect your work? Do you 

lack of administrative help? Or lack of technical support and immediate maintenance? 

Organisational barriers 

•   Do you think because of the leadership or management directions that people are not 
able recognize the benefit of the project? 

•   Do you think the German corporate culture is different from the Norwegian corporate 
culture? 

Individual barriers 

•   How do you communicate with others abroad that also work at this project? 
•   Do you experience a lack of social network or social community with your colleagues 

abroad? 
•   Do you think that there is different extent to share knowledge depending personal 

factors? 
•   Can you mention some communication problems? 

Contextual barriers 

•   Is there important information occurring in your subsidiary that is shared to the other 
subsidiaries/HQ that can facilitate them? 

•   Are there any contextual barriers? 

Do you see any other barriers for knowledge sharing? 

Do you have any suggestions to how knowledge sharing can be done more effectively? 
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8.4   Appendix 4 - Interview guide South America 

Background 

•   What are your general responsibilities? 
•   How long have you been working at the e-invoice project? 
•   Can you tell me how e-invoice are planned to be implemented in South America? 
•   What are your expectations for the system when fully integrated? 

o   When do you think this will happen? 
•   What barriers have you faced this far in the process? 

o   What barriers do you potentially think you will face on a later stage? 

Technological barriers 

•   Do you experience any technological problems? 
•   Do you feel reluctance toward new IT systems from the employees? 

o   Lack of familiarity and experience? 
o   Do you think there is a lack of training for the new system 

•   IT is centralised at the HQ in Norway; how do this affect the integration process in South 
America? 

Organisational barriers 

•   Do you experience that the South American organisation culture differs from the 
Norwegian? 

o   How does this affect your work? 
o   How do this affect the knowledge sharing? 

Individual barriers 

•   How do you communicate with South America? 
•   Do you experience a lack of social network or social community with your colleagues 

abroad? 
•   Do you experience communication problems? 

Contextual barriers 

•   Is there important information occurring in your subsidiary that is shared to the other 
subsidiaries/HQ that can facilitate them? 

•   Are there any contextual barriers? (language, culture, local laws)? 

Do you see any other barriers for knowledge sharing? 

Do you have any suggestions to how knowledge sharing can be done more effectively?  


