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The role of onboarding has been increasing in different organizations. Onboarding is a period where the 
organization facilitates the integration of the newcomer to the organization by providing them information and 
guidance. Well-organized and planned onboarding saves the organization’s resources in many ways. The 
persons providing the knowledge and the guidance use less time, the newcomer is sooner productive, and they 
commit to the organization. Onboarding has been studied in the academic world for 40 years from different 
perspectives. Onboarding is a knowledge-intensive practice, but still, the perspective of knowledge 
management in onboarding has not been studied. Currently, knowledge is perceived as the most valuable asset 
in an organization. With efficient knowledge management, organizations can thrive.  

This study combines these two aspects and researches them together. The goal of this study is to increase the 
understanding of knowledge management and knowledge sharing during onboarding. The study examines the 
phenomena from the perspective of a newcomer, a manager, and a process owner.  

In the empirical part of the study, 15 individuals were interviewed. They were all somehow part of the 
onboarding process. Nine of them were considered as newcomers, five of them were managers and one of 
them was the process owner. The qualitative data were transcribed, then coded, and further categorized. The 
material was analyzed and compared to the existing literature.  

The result of this study is a model that shows the problems of knowledge management during onboarding. The 
model is divided into three parts, the antecedents of problems, the problems, and the outcomes of problems.  

This study gives insights about how knowledge is managed and shared during onboarding and what aspects 
are the most important to consider in this context. The thesis highlights the role of explicit knowledge and the 
importance of formal knowledge sharing opportunities. The organization culture has also a big role in the 
success of knowledge sharing. The onboarding differs a lot from conventional knowledge sharing as sharing 
the knowledge is beneficial also for the possessor of the knowledge. The study also suggests that knowledge 
management with the stakeholders of the onboarding before the onboarding has a major role.  
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Perehdytyksen rooli yrityksissä on kasvanut viime vuosina merkittävästi. Perehdytys on ajan jakso, jossa yritys 
fasilitoi yksilön integroitumista organisaatioon tarjoamalla hänelle tietoa ja opastusta. Hyvin järjestetty 
perehdytys säästää yrityksen resursseja monella tavalla. Perehdyttäjien aikaa menee vähemmän, uusi 
työntekijä on tuottava yritykselle nopeammin ja uusi työntekijä sitoutuu organisaatioon. Perehdytystä on 
tutkittu jo lähes puoli vuosisataa eri näkökulmista. Vaikka perehdytys on tietointensiivistä, tiedon hallinnan 
näkökulmaa ei ole vielä tutkittu. Tietoa pidetään nykyään yhtenä tärkeimpänä organisaation voimavarana, jolla 
yritykset pystyvät erottumaan. Tiedon hallintaa on myöskin tutkittu hyvinkin paljon.  
 
Tämä tutkimus yhdistää nämä kaksi nousevaa ilmiötä ja tutkii niitä yhdessä. Tämän tutkimuksen tavoite on 
lisätä ymmärrystä tiedon jakamisesta perehdytysprosessin aikana. Tutkimus tarkastelee ilmiöitä uuden 
työntekijän, esimiehen ja prosessin omistajan näkökulmasta 
 
Tutkimuksessa tehtiin kvalitatiivinen tutkimus, jossa haastateltiin 15 tutkittavan organisaation perehdytyksessä 
mukana ollutta henkilöä. Henkilöistä yhdeksän oli uusia työntekijöitä, viisi esimiestä ja yksi prosessin omistaja. 
Haastattelu aineisto ensin litteroitiin, koodattiin ja myöhemmin kategorisoitiin. Tuloksia verrattiin jo olemassa 
olevaan tiedon hallinnan kirjallisuuteen analyysin tuottamiseksi.  
 
Tutkimuksen tuloksena on malli, joka kuvaa tiedonhallintaan liittyviä ongelmia perehdytyksen aikana. Malli 
jakaantuu kolmeen eri osa-alueeseen: ongelmien syihin, ongelmiin ja ongelmien seurauksiin. 
 
Tämä tutkimus antaa näkemyksen siitä, miten tietoa hallitaan ja jaetaan perehdytysprosessin aikana ja mitkä 
tekijät ovat olennaisia nimenomaan perehdytyksen kontekstissa. Tutkimus nostaa erityisesti eksplisiittisen 
tiedon merkitystä ja formaalien tiedonsiirtomahdollisuuksien roolia. Organisaation kulttuurilla on myös suuri 
rooli tiedon jakamisen onnistumisessa. Perehdytys eroaa myös huomattavasti perinteisistä tiedonjaon ilmiöistä 
siten, että tiedon jakaminen on tiedon omistajalle hyödyllistä. Tutkimus myös esittää, että perehdytyksen 
sidosryhmien tiedonhallinnalla ennen perehdytyksen alkamista on suuri rooli. 

Asiasanat: Perehdytys, tiedonhallinta, tiedon jakaminen 
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1. Introduction  

In this chapter, I introduce the background and motivation for the research topic. This 

chapter also sets the research question, objectives, description of the case context, 

and the scope for the study.  

1.1.  Background and motivation  

The importance of onboarding has been growing among different organizations. 

Onboarding processes are now a common practice in companies and a lot of effort is 

put into them. This also reflects the research of the onboarding practices as many 

studies examine onboarding from different perspectives (Meyer and Bartels, 2017). 

Onboarding is considered to be an important task of human resources as it realizes 

the investment put into the hiring process (Meyer and Bartels, 2017; Becker and Bish, 

2019). During the onboarding, the newcomer assimilates the values, the culture, and 

the working methods of the organization (Kowtha, 2008). Onboarding can be seen in 

different ways and there have been multiple studies from different perspectives. 

However, the most notable two theories are socialization tactics by (Schein, 1979) 

and uncertainty reduction theory (Saks and Asforth, 1997). 

The main task of onboarding is to transfer knowledge to the newcomer for them to 

integrate into the organization and perform well in their tasks (Pike, 2014). This 

knowledge does not only include task-related knowledge rather also the knowledge 

related to culture and people.  

In this sense, knowledge management plays an important role in onboarding (King et 

al., 2005). Knowledge and knowledge management are also an emerging topic that 

interest organizations more and more. Knowledge is considered as the most 

important asset and competitive advantage that organizations have (Nahapiet and 

Ghoshal, 1998). Therefore, knowledge management and knowledge transfer are 
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important factors for the organization. This is highlighted in knowledge-intensive 

organizations. 

Onboarding is a knowledge-intensive activity (Ostroff and Kozlowski, 1992). The 

newcomer must acquire a lot of knowledge to become an insider in the organization 

and to become valuable for the organization. In especially knowledge-intensive 

organizations, knowledge needs to be transferred and managed well during the 

onboarding process to enable the newcomer to become a productive part of the 

organization (King et al., 2005). 

However, knowledge management has not been one of the perspectives in previous 

studies of onboarding. From an academic perspective, this study gives new insights 

on how knowledge management practices are used and could be used in an 

organization during an onboarding process. It examines how different types of 

knowledge are transferred related to its relevance and role in the onboarding. As the 

studied organization is knowledge-intensive the role of knowledge during the 

onboarding process is highlighted. 

In the case organization’s perspective, the company has been growing rapidly and 

onboarding is a common task in the organization. The onboarding has been designed 

for smaller intake and knowledge sharing and transferring perspective has not been 

taken majorly into account. Also, the studied process has been used for a few years 

in the organization, and issues with the process have already emerged.  The case 

company wants to develop its onboarding practices to create more efficient 

onboarding practices. The case company is interested in the academic literature 

about onboarding and wants to learn from it.  

1.2. Research problem and objectives  

The thesis examines how knowledge is managed during onboarding and what factors 

influence sharing the knowledge in the case company. The study examines the issue 

in three perspectives of the onboarding: the perspective of the newcomer, the 

manager, and the process owner. The academic goal is to create an understanding of 
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how knowledge is shared and managed in a knowledge-intensive organization’s 

onboarding. The goal is also to create a comprehensive picture of the issues in the 

current process. 

The aim is to create new knowledge for the academic community but also give the 

company suggestions on how they could develop their knowledge sharing practices 

during the onboarding process.  

1.3. Research context   

The case company is a medium-sized SaaS company providing a procurement 

analytics tool to its customers. Their business is growing rapidly which creates a need 

for new hires. Due to the rapid growth of the company, the role of onboarding has 

been increasing. Before the economic effect of Covid-19, newcomers joined the 

company every month. The goal of the company is to grow steadily during the next 

few years at the same rate. In this sense, the role of onboarding will be even more 

important to the case company in the future.    

During the study process, the Covid-19 pandemic started. This affected majorly to the 

onboarding practices in the case company. However, the research is studying the 

process before the crisis and its focus is to develop that process. The given 

suggestions in this thesis probably cannot be implemented immediately rather the 

implementation and changes should be done when the global situation has stabilized. 

1.4. Research scope  

The scope of the research is determined by the scope of the master’s thesis 

requirements and the objectives. The scope is also limited by the fact that the study 

is a case study, only one organization is examined. Also, due to the limited time frame 

interviews were executed only to some parts of the organization. This was limited by 

the time frame of the study as well as the current situation where newcomers had 

joined recently only to specific teams. As the topic has not been studied earlier the 

study gives only one example and perspective to the topic without comparison. The 
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scope is also limited to only include the onboarding happening in Finland in the case 

company.  

1.5. Structure of the Thesis  

This thesis has five sections. The first section introduces the topic, explains the 

research problem and motivation, and sets goals and scopes for the study. In the 

second part, the theoretical background is introduced. This includes literature about 

onboarding and knowledge management. The third section describes the 

methodology used in this study for collecting the data and analyzing it. The fourth 

section shows the findings. The fourth section first concentrates on the description 

of the process and the existing knowledge management tools in the case company.  

After this, it highlights the findings from the interviews. In the fifth section, the 

findings are discussed, and the research problem is responded to. In the fifth section, 

also the limitations and the implications are considered.  
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2. Literature Review  

The literature review examines the most important theories about onboarding and 

knowledge management. The section will define onboarding and knowledge and also 

discuss their role in organizations. The most important theories from both of these 

topics are explained.   

2.1. Onboarding  

In this subsection, onboarding is defined, and common, most used frameworks are 

explained.  

2.1.1. Definition 

Onboarding is defined by Klein and his colleagues as “formal and informal practices, 

programs, and policies enacted or engaged in by an organization or its agents to 

facilitate newcomer adjustment” (Klein, Polin, and Leigh Sutton, 2015, p. 1). This 

includes transferring the knowledge related to work, social manners, culture, and 

organization (Klein and Weaver, 2000).  In the academic literature, onboarding is also 

sometimes referred to as organizational socialization. Socialization is defined as “a 

process by which an individual acquires the social knowledge and skills necessary to 

assume an organizational role” (Van Maanen and Schein 1979, p. 211). Socialization 

and onboarding can be seen as synonyms even they have a different perspective on 

the same topic. In the literature, there has been confusion about the differences in 

socialization and onboarding (Klein, Polin and Leigh Sutton, 2015). However, in this 

thesis, they are not treated as synonyms. Klein et al., (2015) describe the difference 

as “socialization is something that occurs within the individual, whereas onboarding 

refers to efforts by the organization to facilitate socialization. Onboarding occurs 

when a member first joins an organization, whereas socialization is a continual 

process that extends throughout an individual’s tenure with an organization”. In this 

thesis, socialization is considered as the interaction between the newcomer and the 

organization, unplanned, and planned events when knowledge is transferred or 
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created. Onboarding however is only the planned process and actions. Furthermore, 

this definition means that onboarding practices can facilitate socialization.  

In this thesis, onboarding does not only include the events and practices which are 

directed towards the newcomer. This means that the planning, scheduling, and 

communication between different shareholders of the process are included. As this 

thesis is examining the knowledge management during onboarding, the knowledge 

management, knowledge exploration, and knowledge transfer of the operators of 

the onboarding is taken into account.   

2.1.2. Role of onboarding in organization 

Onboarding has a great effect on the performance of the company (Solinger et al., 

2013). Recruitment and onboarding are expensive as they include a lot of admirative 

duties and take time from the hiring personnel (Graybill et al., 2013; Sharma and Stol, 

2020). Therefore unsuccessful onboarding is harmful for the organization as they 

might have to go through the hiring process because the newcomer has decided to 

leave the organization (Klein, Polin, and Leigh Sutton, 2015).  Successful onboarding 

processes bring value to the organization as the newcomers can concentrate sooner 

on their tasks and duties (Solinger et al., 2013). The onboarding does not only affect 

the phase of the newcomer’s learning but also to their success in their work. The first 

90 days are the most crucial for an employee to determine will they succeed in their 

job (Sharma and Stol, 2020). During this time the onboarding activities are taking 

place (Ross, Huan, and Jones, 2014).  

Well done onboarding also decreases the stress newcomers experience during the 

first weeks of their work (Saks and Asforth, 1997).  

Onboarding affects the turnover of newcomers (Sharma and Stol, 2020). If the 

onboarding is done well, more employees will be likely to stay in the organization.  

However, the onboarding has also broader effects on the organization and the 

newcomer. During the onboarding process, the newcomer also creates (or does not 

create) a bond with the organization (Solinger et al., 2013). For the organization’s 
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perspective, the newcomer should develop an organizational commitment to the 

organization (Kowtha, 2008). This means that they understand the culture and values 

of the organization and at least to some extent share them.  

The newcomers have a high level of engagement readiness for the organization when 

they enter it. However, engagement can decrease if the onboarding process does not 

support socialization in the right way. Therefore the socialization and onboarding 

experiences are likely to have a major role in organizational engagement. (Saks and 

Gruman, 2018)  

2.1.3. Existing frameworks  

In this section, I will examine different kinds of frameworks that have been studied 

in previous literature. They do not represent the whole spectrum of studies, rather 

highlight the most important ones regarding this study.  

The Inform-Welcome-Guide framework examines the onboarding from the 

perspective of the onboarding and socialization action (Heuser and Klein, 2008). The 

framework helps to classify different actions during the onboarding process. 

Uncertainty Reduction Theory refers to a theory that explains the onboarding process 

from the perspective of the newcomer’s behavior (Saks and Asforth, 1997). 

Socialization tactics theory refers to a theory that examines the onboarding in the 

perspective of actions (Schein, 1979). However, it does not focus on what the actions 

are, rather they examine how they are executed and what effects they have on the 

newcomer. 

Inform – Welcome – Guide 

The Inform – Welcome – Guide framework by Heuser and Klein, (2008) is based on 

the assumption that every practice in onboarding aims either informing, welcoming, 

or guiding the newcomer. The framework evaluates every action happening during 

the process by highlighting its purpose.  
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Inform refers to actions which purpose is to provide materials and knowledge which 

is essential for the newcomer to succeed in their work (Heuser and Klein, 2008). The 

inform category includes three subcategories: communication, resources, and 

training (Klein, Polin, and Leigh Sutton, 2015). Communication means one-way and 

two-way communication for example welcome letter or scheduled discussion with 

the manager. Resources refer to the materials available for the newcomer to examine 

without guidance from others (Becker and Bish, 2019). They can be documents in the 

organization’s in-house database or old chat conversations. Training refers to 

planned sessions or planned programs where the newcomer will gain the skills and 

knowledge necessary for their work (Klein, Polin, and Leigh Sutton, 2015). 

Welcome actives consist of activities where the new employee is celebrated and 

welcomed to the community. The purpose is to give the newcomer a feeling that the 

organization wants to have the employee as part of their community but also give 

the newcomer the possibility to meet people from different parts of the organization. 

(Klein, Polin, and Leigh Sutton, 2015) 

Guide refers to activities that include direct assistance and guidance for the 

newcomer. This can be done by a buddy who is assigned to help the newcomer or a 

manager. (Heuser and Klein, 2008) 

Uncertainty Reduction Theory (URT) 

Uncertainty Reduction Theory is one of the most known frameworks about 

onboarding (Saks and Asforth, 1997). The theory focuses on the uncertainty of the 

newcomer. It claims that the purpose of onboarding and socialization is to reduce the 

uncertainty of the newcomer (Jones, 1986).  

All newcomers experience uncertainty in the beginning as they do not know 

everything about the organization’s manners, ways of working, environment, and 

roles (Saks and Gruman, 2018). The newcomer, therefore, tries to make sense of the 

organization. The goal for the newcomer is to understand the environment and social 



9 
 

interactions in a way that they became predictable and ultimately controllable 

(Kowtha, 2008).  

The organization can also affect how the uncertainty is experienced as it can help the 

newcomer to make sense of the organization. This is done by creating an onboarding 

process and offering useful knowledge for the newcomer (Saks and Asforth, 1997). 

The onboarding process can decrease the uncertainty and anxiety of the newcomer. 

This will cause that the newcomer becomes more professional in their work and 

eventually satisfied with the organization (Saks and Asforth, 1997).  The newcomer 

does not have to necessarily find out themselves what is crucial information rather 

the organization offers the most crucial information to them in the process (Saks and 

Gruman, 2018). 

Socialization tactics  

Socialization tactics theory refers to different tactics on how to onboard newcomers 

to the organization. Van Maanen and Shein, (1979) refers to the tactics by ‘‘a set of 

interrelated theoretical propositions about the structure and outcome of 

organizational socialization processes’’. They introduce six different tactics which all 

are different, and they are either individualized or institutionalized. They structure 

the onboarding, which affects the behavior of the newcomer (Schein, 1979). Jones, 

(1986) suggested that the institutionalized tactics decrease uncertainty caused by the 

early phase of onboarding by providing them information, but it also encourages the 

newcomers to accept the current structure roles and duties. The institutionalized 

socialization tactics are also positively related to feedback and observation, 

organizational commitment, and lower intentions to quit (Saks and Asforth, 1997). 

The individualized tactics result in more innovation to the role itself (Saks and Asforth, 

1997). The tactics are explained individually in Table 1. 
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Review of the Theories 

The theories have different perspectives and different goals. Each framework can be 

used in different scenarios. However, the theories overlap, and they have parts that 

can be applied to each other. The Inform-Welcome-Guide highlights different actions 

and their purpose. One of the purposes can be reducing the uncertainty of the 

newcomer. The uncertainty reduction theory considers the perspective of the 

newcomer. The socialization tactics theory considers how the organization executes 

its onboarding practices and which outcomes the execution might have. Every 

organization can be examined through all of these frameworks.  

2.2. Knowledge management  

In this section knowledge and knowledge management are defined. The importance 

of knowledge management is examined and the factors that affect individuals’ 

knowledge sharing are introduced.   

Table 1. Socialization tactics by van Maanen and Shein, (1979) 
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2.2.1. Definition 

Literature has multiple different definitions for knowledge and one definition is not 

agreed by the whole research community (Alavi and E. Leidner, 2001). Knowledge 

and information have been used interchangeably. In this thesis, knowledge is 

considered as information processed by an individual (Wang and Noe, 2010). In this 

case, information becomes knowledge when it is acquired by an individual. 

Knowledge is created by individuals’ interaction in all levels of the organization (Ipe, 

2003). If the individuals do not share their knowledge or they share knowledge poorly, 

the organization cannot use the knowledge to its advantage (Ipe, 2003). 

Knowledge management is referred to as the decisions on how the organization 

identifies, captures, shares, and uses knowledge (Ipe, 2003; Sabherwal and Becerra-

Fernandez, 2003). The goal of knowledge management for an organization is to work 

as intelligently as possible to create success and realize the best value of the 

organization’s knowledge assets (Wiig, 1997). 

2.2.2. Effect on the organization 

Knowledge is recognized as one of the major assets that contribute to organizations’ 

success (Wiig, 1997; Szulanski, Ringov, and Jensen, 2016). It is a source of competitive 

advantage and an important factor for long term sustainability (Zack, 1999; Ipe, 2003). 

Knowledge sharing increases the innovativeness and responsiveness of the 

organization (Alavi and E. Leidner, 2001). Nowadays, organizations have almost 

always knowledge management systems and practices on how to use them to create 

more effective knowledge sharing (Ipe, 2003).  

Good knowledge practices are considered positive things to the organization without 

any negative side effects (Qureshi, Kamal, and Keen, 2009). However, the creation of 

knowledge practices takes time and resources from the organization. 

 In organizations, usually, the needed knowledge exists somewhere in the 

organization, but it is not always available as knowledge sharing fails. Therefore, the 

organization needs places where to store knowledge where everyone in the 
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organization can find it and use it. Poor knowledge management practices can lead 

to a situation where the organization does not know what knowledge it possesses. 

(Alavi and E. Leidner, 2001) 

2.2.3. Methods of knowledge sharing 

Knowledge sharing is considered to be a natural action that organizations do as 

knowledge has been shared always in organizations and communities (Stenmark, 

2000; Ipe, 2003). However, the knowledge sharing methods have changed and 

developed as new systems for managing knowledge have emerged (Qureshi, Kamal, 

and Keen, 2009).  

The common way to create and share knowledge is through individuals with instant 

interaction, in other words, talking. However, IT systems provide opportunities to 

share knowledge with a wide audience, for example to the whole organization (Ipe, 

2003). Someone from the organization can place the knowledge to a place where it 

is accessible for the whole organization. This makes IT systems better when easily 

codifiable knowledge is shared to multiple individuals (Ipe, 2003). IT systems are used 

not only for creating and sharing knowledge but also for creating knowledge 

networks and creating corporate knowledge directories (Alavi and E. Leidner, 2001). 

Szulanski et al., (2016) suggest that different types of knowledge should be 

transferred with different methods. Each knowledge sharing and knowledge transfer 

has pros and cons and they are suitable in different situations.  

2.2.4. Factors influencing knowledge sharing between individuals in 

organizations 

In this section, the framework developed by Ipe, (2003) is introduced. It highlights 

the factors that influence knowledge sharing in organizations between individuals.  
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Nature of knowledge 

The nature of knowledge has an impact on how knowledge is shared among the 

organization. The nature of knowledge can be distinguished in a few ways. The most 

used definition is to define knowledge as either tacit or explicit. (Ipe, 2003) 

Tacit knowledge is the knowledge that is acquired through personal experience (Alavi 

and E. Leidner, 2001). As tacit knowledge can be only gained through experience it is 

hard to codify. This causes that tacit knowledge is hard to communicate if the person 

possessing the knowledge is not present (Ipe, 2003). Tacit knowledge is also naturally 

sticky (Szulanski, Ringov, and Jensen, 2016). The stickiness of knowledge refers to 

how costly the transfer of knowledge is (von Hippel, 1994). The stickiness comes from 

the tacitness to the knowledge supplier and for the receiver, it comes from the ability 

to absorb the information.  

Explicit knowledge refers to knowledge that is easy to codify and there are multiple 

mechanisms to transfer it (Alavi and E. Leidner, 2001). Therefore it has an advantage 

compared to tacit knowledge,  its transferability is better (Stenmark, 2001). However, 

transferability does not necessarily mean that the knowledge is easily shared and 

spread in organizations (Ipe, 2003). 

There are different explicit knowledge: rationalized knowledge and embedded 

knowledge (Ipe, 2003). Rationalized knowledge is not context-dependent rather it is 

easily understandable in different contexts (Weiss, 1999). Therefore, it is easy to 

understand as it can be received in any context. Embedded knowledge is tied to its 

context and can be misunderstood without knowing its background (Weiss, 1999). 

The knowledge can also by personal, professionally sensitive. Therefore embedded 

knowledge, even though in explicit form, is not likely to be shared easily within the 

organization (Ipe, 2003).  

The knowledge has also other properties than how easy it is to share and its context. 

The value of the knowledge has a major effect on how knowledge is shared in the 

organization (Weiss, 1999). The value of knowledge refers to the phenomena when 
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individuals possessing the knowledge see it as a valuable commodity (Andrews and 

Delahaye, 2000). In this case sharing of the knowledge becomes a decision when and 

to whom one wants to share the valuable knowledge (Ipe, 2003). If the knowledge is 

highly valued, individuals may create emotional ownership of the knowledge, which 

will decrease the willingness to share the knowledge (Andrews and Delahaye, 2000). 

This is highlighted especially in organizations where the only value individuals bring 

to the organization is knowledge (Ipe, 2003). The individuals might feel like their 

value to the organization diminishes if they share the knowledge.  

Motivation to share 

People need personal motivation to share knowledge, it does not happen naturally 

for humans. Therefore the motivational factors affect knowledge sharing in 

organizations. (Stenmark, 2001) 

Internal factors include the inner motivation to share knowledge for example 

reciprocity, or perceived value or power of the knowledge. External factors refer to 

factors that are external from the knowledge such as reward and relationships with 

the recipient. (Ipe, 2003) 

Knowledge is often seen as power (Bartol and Srivastava, 2002). Individuals can use 

the knowledge for control and defense in environments where the knowledge is 

perceived as valuable (Ipe, 2003). Withholding knowledge from your perceived 

competitors can be seen as useful in achieving one’s goal.  

Reciprocity is an inner factor that can facilitate knowledge sharing (Ipe, 2003). 

Reciprocal knowledge sharing refers to sharing knowledge without knowing the 

recipient will do the same for the supplier (Weiss, 1999). The supplier assumes 

receiving knowledge from the receiver at some point which will be valuable for the 

supplier (Ipe, 2003). Furthermore, receiving knowledge from others will increase the 

reciprocal flow of knowledge. This flow is directed from the sender horizontally and 

vertically (Bartol and Srivastava, 2002).  
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Relationship with the recipient is an external factor that affects knowledge sharing 

(Ipe, 2003). The relationship between the recipient and the sender has two critical 

elements: trust and power (Ipe, 2003). Trust is an important factor in individuals’ 

behavior in an organization and hence trust effects knowledge sharing (Holste and 

Fields, 2010). Highly competitive environments are less likely to have successful 

knowledge sharing than environments based on trust (Andrews and Delahaye, 2000).  

Individuals with less power are more likely to share knowledge with individuals with 

better status and more power. Also, individuals with high status are more likely to 

share knowledge with their peers then individuals with less power. Therefore, 

knowledge tends to flow upwards or horizontally. (Ipe, 2003) 

One external factor which affects knowledge sharing is rewards and penalties. 

Rewards have a positive effect on sharing knowledge in the organization and 

penalties have the opposite effect (Cabrera, Angel, 2002).  

Opportunities to Share 

Knowledge sharing opportunities come in two forms: formal and informal (Alavi and 

E. Leidner, 2001). Formal opportunities describe opportunities that have been built 

to increase knowledge sharing (Ipe, 2003). This includes training programs, weekly 

meetings, structured work teams, and different IT systems build to facilitate 

knowledge sharing.  These opportunities are also referred to as “formal interactions” 

(Bartol and Srivastava, 2002).  

Informal opportunities include knowledge sharing channels that are not built to share 

knowledge rather knowledge sharing happens automatically. These are personal 

relationships and social networks. For example, discussion at the coffee machine and 

lunch conversations with your teammates are informal knowledge-sharing 

opportunities. They are also called relational channels. (Ipe, 2003) 

The formal channels are mainly used for sharing explicit knowledge (Bartol and 

Srivastava, 2002). However, the formal channels are good for sharing knowledge with 
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a large group of individuals (Alavi and E. Leidner, 2001). Therefore, formal channels 

are important for facilitating knowledge sharing.  

However, informal settings have an even bigger role as the most of knowledge is 

shared in those (Ipe, 2003). The relational channels are great at building trust, which 

is an important factor in sharing knowledge, as they facilitate face-to-face 

communication (Bartol and Srivastava, 2002). Individuals develop relationships and 

respect through informal interaction (Ipe, 2003). Friendship and respect, on the other 

hand, affects the behavior of the individual.  

Organization Culture 

The factors described above all affect how knowledge is shared in an organization 

but culture has also an influence on knowledge sharing (Segars, Andrew, and Arvind, 

2001). This does not only include the organization’s culture but also the culture of 

the teams and subunits (Ipe, 2003). Culture has a stronger effect on knowledge 

sharing than what the organization does because the organizations are cultural 

entities. 

Culture is defined as a pattern of basic assumptions that are developed when the 

group encounters and solves everyday problems (Ipe, 2003). These assumptions 

develop over time and when they are considered to be valid, they are taught to new 

members. Culture also includes norms, values, and practices (Ipe, 2003). In practice, 

this means how the group defines what is relevant information, how the group takes 

action, and what actions trigger the group to react (Argote, McEvily and Reagans, 

2003).  

Culture determines what knowledge is important and the relationship between 

different levels of knowledge (Alavi and E. Leidner, 2001). Culture also creates the 

context for social interaction and norms for sharing knowledge between 

organizations and individuals in it (De Long and Fahey, 2000). In other words, the 

culture determines when to share knowledge, what knowledge to share, and with 

whom it should be shared.  
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Culture shapes the social interaction in the organization (De Long and Fahey, 2000). 

The social interactions have always a direction, the knowledge flows from someone 

towards someone. These flows include three dimensions: vertical interaction 

(interaction to senior management), horizontal (interaction to peer employees), and 

special behaviors that encourage knowledge sharing, such as teaching (Ipe, 2003). 

One important factor is that organizations consist of sub-organizations that have 

their own cultures. The sub-organizations can value and share knowledge differently 

from the rest of the organization (De Long and Fahey, 2000). Subcultures cause 

complexity to the culture as determining which practices promote knowledge sharing 

and which environments would be right to facilitate knowledge sharing differ among 

the organization (Ipe, 2003). 

The Relationship between the factors 

All the factors are interconnected nonlinearly with each other. As mentioned above, 

organizations are cultural entities that determine the values and the way knowledge 

is shared. The other factors (motivation to share, nature of knowledge, and 

opportunities to share) are all embedded in culture, and culture impacts majorly to 

all of them. Culture determines the nature and specifically the value of knowledge, it 

determines how much there are informal opportunities to share knowledge, and it 

determines how relationships can develop in an organization and how power is 

perceived through knowledge. However, culture might affect all of the factors, but it 

does not regulate is knowledge shared well. If there is one factor that has a major 

effect on the knowledge sharing the other factors’ impact is smaller. (Ipe, 2003) 
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Figure 1. Factors affecting knowledge sharing in an organization by Ipe, (2003) 
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3. Methods  

The study aims to examine how knowledge is shared during the onboarding process. 

The outcome of the study is an explanation of how knowledge is managed and shared 

during onboarding. This chapter describes the methodology followed in this research.  

3.1. Research approach  

This research is an inductive qualitative research that uses a case study approach. 

Case studies are suitable for creating new frameworks and theories (Eisenhardt, 

1989). The study is delivered using qualitative methods as they are suitable for 

examining complex social problems.  

3.2. Settings 

In this section, the research setting is explained. The case company is introduced, its 

structure and culture are presented. Also, the company’s perspective and suitability 

to the study are explained.  

3.2.1. Sievo as a company 

Sievo is a software as a service company that originated in Finland in 2003. Their value 

proposition is to create savings for their customers with a procurement analytics tool. 

Their product manages the customers’ data, enriches it, and creates possibilities for 

savings. Sievo values its casual culture greatly and wants to take care of it. The 

organization is flat, and they value variety and diversity in background and knowhow. 

Their purpose reflects their culture and focuses: “Creating a transparent and data-

driven world while being awesome”. Sievo uses English as their official 

communication language and there are a lot of employees who do not speak Finnish. 

Also, Sievo has recruited and will recruit people who have not lived in Finland. The 

company is focusing on growth and it has grown rapidly since 2009. Every year 

approximately 40 new employees are recruited. In 2020 they have offices in Helsinki 

and Chicago with over 150 employees altogether. 
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3.2.1.1. Structure of the case company 

The function and team structure are relatively complex at Sievo. The functions can 

decide their team structure to support their work. This causes that there are multiple 

different structures within the company.  

Sievo has eight functions: People, Finance & IT, Marketing, Sales, Professional 

Services, Customers, Product Management, and Engineering. From those functions, 

six have a similar structure. The functions are divided into teams (if the function is 

too big) and each team has a manager who is responsible also of the performance 

and direction of the team but also the employees. Some functions (People, Finance 

& IT) are so small that middle managers are not needed. Product Management and 

Engineering functions have been structured differently than the six others. The major 

difference the Product Management and Engineering function have compared to the 

other six functions is that employees do not have a manager that is working with 

them and also has managerial responsibilities. 

 

Figure 2. The organization structure of the company 
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The two other functions: Product Management and Engineering create a matrix 

organization. The Product Management members all manage a product team that 

consists of employees from the Engineering function. However, the manager of the 

employees is not the team leader of the product team rather the manager of the 

whole Engineering function. In the Engineering function, there are also more typical 

teams such as the Analytics core that has a team leader who works as a manager for 

the employees. These managers take part in the Product Management meetings, 

although they are officially part of the Engineering function. The Engineering function 

has also teams that work for different product teams for example Service Design. 

Even though they have a traditional organization structure their work distributes to 

different teams and products.  

3.2.1.2. Culture 

The culture at the case company is casual and the hierarchy is low. The low hierarchy 

impacts the interaction between people. As the hierarchy is low, everyone in the 

organization can talk to anyone. This applies both to formal and informal interaction. 

It is not uncommon to contact the management team when problems occur. The 

culture encourages to ask help from others by visiting their place in the office. Casual 

interactions are organized by the company itself. The culture also highlights taking an 

initiative of problems. If someone wants to change the company, one must lead the 

change themselves. The case company also tries to be as transparent as possible to 

its employees. This means a lot of knowledge can be found from the internal 

databases. This also emphasizes that the organization trusts its employees.  

3.2.2. Suitability of the company for the study 

Onboarding is especially important for knowledge-intensive organizations. Sievo 

represents modern Software as Service companies quite well. It is rapidly growing, 

the company is international, and flat hierarchy and culture are highly valued, and 

every employee is considered as a professional in their field. The company’s 

perspective gives a good example, how onboarding is done.  
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3.2.3. The perspective of the Company 

The onboarding of recruits is important for Sievo. Sievo’s value creation is only done 

with knowledge-intensive work as it does not offer any tangible products. Their 

product is created through the knowledge of employees. Therefore, each 

recruitment is important as they bring new knowledge and ideas to the company. In 

that sense, the people of Sievo are the only asset they have. From the finance 

perspective, the company wants newcomers to work effectively as soon as possible.  

As soon as the employees have been onboarded, they can be valuable to the 

company. Naturally, the importance of onboarding is highlighted as the company is 

rapidly growing and newcomers join every month. Also, Sievo values its open culture, 

so the onboarding is important from the perspective of culture. Integration with co-

workers and learning the way of working at Sievo is valued.  

3.3. Data collection 

The data was collected in three steps. The first part of the data collection was 

gathering data from the existing documents and databases. These documents did not 

determine the process studied, rather gave a baseline for the interviews. The 

documents were created by the process owner a few years before the study and they 

had not been updated since. The first part also included unstructured and informal 

discussions with the People team to create a comprehensive picture of the process. 

It is also notable that the researcher was part of the organization during the study 

process. Therefore, the researcher made important observations about the subject 

without actually concentrating on it. These observations were such as how people 

are interacting with the newcomers, what knowledge is shared at Slack, and what 

type of questions are acceptable to ask.  

The second part of the data collection consisted of 15 semi-structured interviews 

with different employees in different roles and levels. Three distinguished groups 

were interviewed: employees who had joined the company recently, managers who 

had newcomers join their team recently, and the process owner. During the 

interviews, figures 5-9 were shown to the interviewees to understand the differences 
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in knowledge management in different teams. The interviewees then would explain 

if the description in the figures matches with their own experiences of the 

onboarding process.  

The employees were picked by two attributes. They needed to be quite recent 

recruits and they needed to present the company’s functions as well as possible. It 

was important that the newcomer had joined the company quite recently as they 

would remember the onboarding process well. However, some functions did not 

have newcomers during a one-year timespan. Therefore, some functions are more 

present in the study.  

The managers were picked with the same reasoning, they needed to present the 

company as well as possible and have an employee in their team that had joined the 

team recently. Furthermore, some interviews handled the same onboarding process 

of a certain person but from different perspectives. This highlights the possible 

perspective differences that the individuals might have. 

All of the interviews were conducted with telco equipment and recorded. The 

interviews were done with video except one due to technical issues. The interviews 

lasted 20-80 minutes. The interviews were carried in Finnish except one was done in 

English. The interviews were transcribed by the author and translated into English. 

The interviewed persons can be found in table 2. The titles of the interviewees are 

not presented in this study as the individuals would be recognizable from their titles. 

This is done to secure their anonymity. 
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Table 2. Coding of the interviewees 

 
3.4. Data analysis  

The approach of the study was abductive (Locke, Feldman, and Golden-Biddle, 2008; 

Ketokivi and Mantere, 2016). The theoretical ideas were developed alongside the 

study in an iterative manner. In the first part of the analysis, all the data from the 

interviews was reviewed line by line. Software called Atlas.ti was used in the process. 

The data was coded to help the analysis of it. For example, when I read a line such as 

“I have to say, the communication feels like “ad hoc” in my perspective. So, I feel like 

there is no communication process. Rather, we just talk on the go when needed.” I 

coded is as ‘ad-hoc communication’.  

The codes created were first-order concepts. After I created first-order concepts, I 

evaluated the similarities of the concepts. I grouped similar first-order concepts into 

second-order concepts. For example, ’ad-hoc communication’ and ’lack of support 

from the people team to the managers’ were grouped as ’lack of formal dialog 

between managers and People team’ (Figure 3).  

Interview Function Role Code 

1 People Process owner PP1 
2 Marketing Newcomer N1M 
3 Engineering Newcomer N2E 
4 Customers Newcomer N3C 
5 Customers Newcomer N4C 
6 Customers Newcomer N5C 
7 Product Management Newcomer N6PM 

8 Finance & IT Newcomer N7F 
9 Professional Services Newcomer N8PS 

10 Sales Newcomer N9S 
11 Engineering Manager M1E 
12 Customers Manager M2C 
13 Professional Services Manager M3PS 

14 Engineering Manager M4E 
15 Product Management Manager M5PM 
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Figure 3. Example of the coding 

 
I then evaluated second-order concepts and created aggregated dimensions by 

grouping similar second-order concepts. These dimensions were antecedents of 

problems, problems in the onboarding process, and the outcomes of the problems.  

to understand the causation of the concepts and furthermore create the final model. 

The final data structure is presented in figure 4. 



26 
 

Figure 4. Data structure 
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4. Findings 

In this section, the findings from the data are introduced. 

4.1. The onboarding process 

The onboarding process of Sievo is complex and contains many stakeholders. The 

process tries to tackle many different aspects and therefore can be seen as quite 

complicated. These aspects are the adaptation to the culture, orientation to the ways 

of working, and orientation to the newcomer’s responsibilities and tasks. As there 

are many different functions with significantly different tasks, the orientation to the 

new joiner’s responsibilities varies a lot. Therefore, the order of the training sessions 

can differ, but every step described below is part of every onboarding process.  

As the managers of the newcomer can be busy and not present during working hours 

to provide orientation and help, there is a possibility of a "buddy" arrangement. This 

means that another member of the same team works as a buddy who is responsible 

for the day-to-day guidance of the newcomer. The point of this system is to make it 

easier to ask questions for the newcomer as they have a specific person whom they 

can contact anytime. The relationship with the buddy should be quite casual as they 

are members of the same team. However, there are different practices on how to 

use the buddy system. Some teams do not use it as they have a relatively small team 

and the managers are present daily. Other teams use it, but it does not work the way 

intended. 

However, it is notable that the process explained below describes the optimal 

process without any issues. It does not take into account fluctuation in the process 

depending on the team, newcomer’s role, and the administrator’s way of leading the 

process. The process cannot be delivered in the same way for a new member of the 

management team and a junior-level employee. So, the process is altered for 

newcomers if needed and time allows it.  
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4.1.1. Before the newcomer joins 

The orientation process begins before the newcomer starts. The process requires a 

lot of preparing as everything should be ready for the joiner. The IT department 

orders a computer, sets up a table, and creates rights, and accounts for different 

systems and files. The People team creates a page to track the onboarding process, 

prepares the welcoming package and vouchers. 

A key element of the onboarding is a series of meetings with the managers of 

different functions (leadership team) which means nine people altogether. These 

meetings are referred to as function introductions. This is arranged by the People 

team based on the calendar of the managers and the newcomer. The meetings can 

be arranged before the newcomer arrives or later, depending on the workload the 

People team is experiencing at that moment. People team also uses the time to 

remind the team and the manager in question about the newcomer’s arrival and 

things to be done.  

The manager decides with the team whether to use a buddy or not. They also create 

an onboarding plan for the newcomer. In the plan states which training sessions the 

newcomer will attend and what is their content. The manager also makes sure the 

team has enough time and resources for the onboarding. They also create a schedule 

for the next few weeks. The goal is to make sure the newcomer has all the training 

sessions and onboarding needed. 
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Figure 5. The process before the beginning of the onboarding 

 
4.1.2. First day 

The process flow is relatively rigid at the start of the employee’s work: the first day is 

almost identical to everyone. The first day starts with welcoming the joiner to the 

company by the door and showing their place at the office. After that, the new joiner 

goes through different IT systems and gets a laptop during the IT training. After that, 

the newcomer will go through different kinds of training sessions with the People 

team: introduction to Sievo and office practicalities. Part of the first day is also a team 

lunch which is paid by the company. The purpose of this is to welcome the newcomer 

to the team and create an atmosphere where the team and the newcomer can get 

to know each other. After the lunch, the newcomer will have some orientation 

related to the function's and team's tasks. How this is done, is not determined by the 

process itself. Rather different teams have different practices considered their needs 

and duties. The buddy should be present during that time to answer the newcomer’s 

questions. During the first day, the manager should also discuss with the newcomer 

about how everything is going. This discussion is done many times after that with the 
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same goal: find out how the newcomer is feeling, do they need more guidance, and 

are they fitting to the community. At the same time, the managers get to know the 

newcomer. 

 

Figure 6. The process during the first day 

 

4.1.3. Next few weeks 

The first two weeks have some scheduled activity but most of the work is determined 

by the manager and the team. Team related orientation happens every day. In some 

teams, the newcomer starts to work in a normal manner and learn on the go but 

other teams have a full training schedule before starting to work. However, during 

this time the newcomer should meet all the managers of different functions who also 

all are part of the leadership team. Usually, the meetings are done in small groups 

with other newcomers. The day this happens varies for everyone. At the same time, 

the managers should have daily meetings with the newcomer about how everything 

is going.  The buddy should also be active and support the newcomer in every aspect. 
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The whole company uses Slack as a casual and business communications tool. During 

the first week, newcomers introduce themselves to the whole company there. The 

first weeks are also the time the newcomer should learn how to be at the office. This 

means the social manners and social dynamics related to coffee breaks and Friday 

activities. It is not determined who is responsible for telling this to the newcomer, 

but it is assumed that someone from the team does it.  

 

Figure 7. The process during the weeks 1-2 

 

4.1.4. Months 1-4 

For the next few months, the onboarding continues. The "how is it going" meetings 

are held once a week by the manager. Otherwise, the role of buddy diminishes as the 

newcomer becomes an equal part of the team. The meetings left with the function 

managers will be held. Also, the company has every month an event called Allhands, 

which has important insights about the situation of the company. There the 

newcomers introduce themselves to the whole company.  
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Even the process takes approximately 4 months, the orientation to the tasks and 

responsibilities do not end there as there are teams with complex entities. This 

means that becoming an expert in a specific team can take up to one year. This is 

highly dependent on the team and the role the newcomer has.  

 

Figure 8. The process during the months 1-4 

 
4.2. Knowledge transfer tools and management 

Sievo has multiple tools for transferring knowledge. The tools all have a different 

purpose and they are used differently among the organization. Knowledge is 

managed usually by the person who has created the knowledge. However, there are 

no strict rules on how the knowledge is managed rather it is done on the go. Each 

team and person determine how they should store and transfer knowledge. Sievo 

does not have a knowledge management strategy. The company trusts that the 

employees can independently find the best way to store knowledge.  
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4.2.1. Communication tools 

Sievo has three main communication tools: email, Slack, and Microsoft Teams. Some 

teams have some other communication tools that are used for specific tasks, but they 

are not used in the company commonly.  

Email  

Email is used in three ways. When something needs to be informed to the whole 

company or just the people in Finland email is used. This means for example monthly 

newsletters from the People team or information about the new features in the 

products. These mails are sent relatively rarely, few in a month. The main usage for 

email is calendar invitations. The mail is synchronized with the calendar and everyone 

in the company can see everyone’s calendar. Every meeting invitation is always sent 

by email regardless of the size of the meeting. The calendar is also used in a specific 

way. If someone has room in their calendar it is common to send them an invitation 

to a meeting without any other communication. This is especially common for 

newcomers, as they might have a lot of invitations to meetings which content is only 

described in the mail. Email is also used by some functions for external 

communication. 

Slack 

Slack is the main communication tool for the whole organization. Slack is a 

communication platform that bases its structure on different channels with specific 

topics chosen by the creator of the channel. Anyone can make channels with the topic 

they like.   

Slack is used in the organization on a day-to-day basis in every function of the 

company. There are also different channels for different purposes. Some channels 

are mandatory for everyone as important information regarding the whole company 

is shared there. Every function and team have also their own channels.  Slack is also 

used for casual communication daily. The channels determine how casual the 

communication there is. Slack is used for example discussing the next week’s duties 
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of a team, where to eat lunch, inform that there is no coffee, or communicating that 

new deals have been closed.  Slack is also the main tool for internal, remote one-to-

one conversations. If one needs to contact someone for the first time, Slack is the 

most common communication tool for that. 

MS Teams 

Microsoft Teams is an online collaboration platform mainly used for video calls within 

the teams and the organization. It is used mainly to contact people who are working 

remotely. The calls are done either one-on-one or with the whole team. Team 

meetings are held with MS Teams if someone is working remotely. The role of MS 

Teams changed a lot during this study as the Covid-19 forced the whole company to 

work remotely. MS Teams meetings are also important for teams that have members 

in the US. MS Teams is usually used with a video connection.  

4.2.2. Knowledge storage tools 

Knowledge is stored in multiple tools. There are no guidelines on how these tools 

should be used rather every team and function uses the tools differently.  

Sharepoint 

Sharepoint is the primary storage tool for knowledge. Sharepoint is an online 

database where one can create sites, folders, and store documents. Almost every 

team uses Sharepoint to store documents for future purposes. However, it is also 

used for sharing documents between teams and functions. In the organization usually, 

people cannot find the document normally, rather links to the files are preferred if 

one wants to share a specific document. Some teams do not use Sharepoint at all, 

which makes it even more difficult to find documents there. However, everyone does 

not have access automatically to all the files.  

Knowledgebase 

The knowledgebase is a similar service than Sharepoint. There is documentation 

especially about topics that concern everybody in the organization such as rules and 
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policies. However, the knowledgebase is ramped down and the goal is to move 

everything to Sharepoint. This causes that there are a lot of old and outdated 

documents at knowledgebase but there are still some documents that can be only 

found there. New material is not uploaded to the knowledgebase. 

OneNote 

OneNote is a digital notebook that is shared with the team. It can be used also for 

individual purposes separately or at the same time. OneNote is used for sharing 

knowledge in the team, not through the organization. Some functions use it daily 

such as People function, some use it more rarely.  

Confluence 

Confluence is a collaboration software program where documents can be uploaded 

and notes can be written. Confluence is only used by Engineering and Product 

Management functions as it was more suitable for them than Sharepoint because 

their core is programming the Sievo product. Confluence has also different pages.  

Network drive 

The organization uses also a network drive for saving function and team-related 

documents. It is used by different teams in different ways. Some teams have already 

relinquished the drive and use only Sharepoint for storing documents. The drive is 

also used for storing documents for everyone such as photos. The network drive is 

also ramped down, so it has the same issues as the knowledgebase. 

4.2.3. Occurring facilitated knowledge sharing activities 

The company facilitates its knowledge sharing in events where the whole company 

meets. The purpose of these events is to transfer knowledge and provide possibilities 

to the employees to meet each other, build trust, and exchange knowledge in an 

informal occasion.  
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AllHands 

AllHands is a meeting where the whole company gathers together to listen to the 

CEO who informs the company about the most important matters happening in the 

company. The event is held at a big open space in the office, but it can be attended 

online through MS Teams. AllHands is also important for the newcomers as they 

introduce themselves there for the whole company. After the event employees often 

spend time catching up with others and get to know new employees.  

Thursday coffee break 

Thursday coffee break is a coffee break for the whole Helsinki office. The event is 

casual, and its point is to create a better culture and to create relationships for the 

employees outside their team. For the newcomer, the break is a good way to get to 

know the people in the company.  

4.3. Knowledge management during the onboarding process 

The knowledge management during the process described next is the overall picture 

of the knowledge shared and managed during onboarding. This means that some of 

the newcomers interviewed had different experiences than the description. The 

description only represents the most common way of proceeding.  

During the onboarding, knowledge is managed on two levels: with the stakeholders 

of the onboarding and towards the employee or from the employee. The knowledge 

management of the stakeholders handles the planning of the onboarding. 

Stakeholder level 

The knowledge is handled by four stakeholders: IT, People, the recruiting manager, 

and the team that the newcomer joins.  

The manager informs its team and the People team that the recruitment is done. This 

triggers the action in the People team, and they start preparing everything for the 

newcomer. They provide information about the new recruitment to the IT team 



37 
 

through an HR-system. The People team is also responsible for communicating the 

onboarding process and roles to the manager. The manager should create with the 

team an onboarding plan that implicates the duties of the team members and who 

will be the buddy if necessary. The onboarding plan should also state the newcomer’s 

tasks and first training sessions related to their duties. This knowledge sharing 

process happens at the stakeholder level.  

Newcomer level  

The other level focuses on the time after the newcomer has started. The IT team is 

responsible for explaining to the newcomer how to use the IT systems and the 

company’s in-house systems such as different in-house databases. The IT team also 

explains how to connect remotely, and what slack channels does Sievo have. This is 

done in the IT introduction on the first day. The People team is responsible for 

explaining office practicalities, usage of the HR-system, and informing the newcomer 

to create an introduction to Slack and to introduce themselves at the Allhands. Both 

of these introductions are held face-to-face to create an opportunity for the 

newcomer to ask questions. There is no process on how to inform the newcomer 

about the onboarding process. However, the People team is responsible for it.  

The managers are responsible for explaining the onboarding schedule and 

transferring the knowledge related to work. The knowledge sharing practices 

between teams vary a lot. Some teams trust the newcomer’s ability to ask questions 

and just put them straight to work. In some teams, they have many structured 

training sessions that help the newcomer to learn the needed skills for the duties. 

The managers are also responsible for explaining the onboarding plan to the 

newcomer. This includes what they are expected to learn during the first months, 

does the newcomer have a buddy, and what tasks are the first to be made.  

The team is responsible for explaining ways of being in the office. This means how 

the team goes to have lunch, how to socialize in the company, and how the office 

activities work. The figure 9 shows the knowledge transfer during the process.  
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Figure 9. Knowledge transfer during the onboarding process 
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4.3.1. Found factors affecting the knowledge transfer 

The found factors affecting knowledge transfer are represented in the figure 10. The 

factors are explained next and their causal connections are further explained. The 

table gives a comprehensive picture of the factors. 

 

4.3.2. Antecedents of problems 

In this section, the detected antecedents of problems in the onboarding process are 

introduced. 

4.3.2.1. Different team structures 

Different functions have different types of teams and structures. The typical structure 

for a team is 10 members and a manager. As mentioned, the managers operate the 

onboarding process. However, all the teams do not have a manager rather they are 

Figure 10. Found factors 
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led by one of the members of the team. The reason for this is that the specific team 

structure supports their work. The leader of the team is responsible for the workload 

and prioritizing of work, but not the administrative factors of the members. In the 

context of onboarding, this means that they do not have any official responsibility in 

a newcomer’s onboarding. Therefore, in those teams, the manager of the whole 

function who is the official manager of the newcomer has the official responsibility 

of the onboarding. Therefore, for example, the manager of the engineering function 

has tens of employees. 

4.3.2.2. Lack of formal dialog between the People team and the Managers 

The manager and the People team share a lot of knowledge about the onboarding 

before the newcomer joins the organization. This knowledge includes the starting 

day of the newcomer, the onboarding process, and the responsibilities of each 

stakeholder. In practice, they need to discuss who is responsible for each duty. They 

also share ideas and figure the special needs for the newcomer in question to enable 

as well-designed onboarding as possible.  

The People team tries to share knowledge with the managers, but the knowledge 

transfer has often problems. The People team has made different documents 

containing the knowledge to share it with the managers.  

PP1: We have had material for decades, available in many different places and 

there are team members whom to ask. It may not even come to mind (of the 

managers) to look for the information or think that the onboarding should be 

pondered.  

The explicit knowledge is coded, and it is available for the managers in different 

knowledge storage tools. However, the knowledge does not reach the managers.  

M2C: We get pretty much no information about the onboarding from the 

People team. What we get, is not that relevant to us. --- I am sure I need 

something, but I just don’t know what I need 
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The managers are unaware of where the documentation of the onboarding is. They 

do not know which knowledge sharing tool they should be examining. The People 

team feels that they communicate to the managers and the knowledge is available, 

but the managers do not feel the same way.  

The managers have a problem that they do not know what they do not know. They 

do not have a comprehensive picture of the onboarding process and therefore it is 

hard for them to understand what they need to know. The managers do not have a 

channel where they ask questions from the People team regarding onboarding.  

The managers also feel that communication and knowledge sharing does not happen 

with a specific process rather the communication is done only based on the need. It 

is not planned, rather done only when problems occur.   

M4M: I have to say, the communication feels like “ad hoc” in my perspective. 

So, I feel like there is no communication process rather we just talk on the go 

when needed.  

The managers and the People team does not have a formal way to share their 

knowledge. Knowledge sharing is done only when it is necessary at the moment, not 

beforehand. Therefore, the knowledge does not spread with the two stakeholders 

efficiently.  

4.3.2.3. Busyness of People team 

The People team is responsible for the onboarding. However, they also have other 

duties which create a feeling of busyness and also a real hurry. The managers 

sometimes feel like the People team is super busy, so they do not want to disturb 

them. The managers feel that the members of the People team have something more 

important than their questions. However, when managers ask for help, they feel that 

the tasks they have asked to be done are forgotten.  
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M5PM: Sometimes it feels like the People team is in such a hurry that the ball 

kind of drops. If you ask something, you will get so vague answer that you 

don’t know what to assume 

The busyness impacts the People team and their way of working but it also influences 

the manager’s eagerness to ask for help. The managers might ask for help but they 

feel like they are not getting it. The People team might forget it or just not prioritize 

it. 

4.3.2.4. Lack of communication for the newcomer 

The manager should communicate to the newcomer about the schedule of the 

process and the People team should inform the newcomer about the content of the 

onboarding. The managers should also tell the expectations they have towards the 

newcomer. However, communication does not always happen in an intended way.  

Interviewer: How did you communicate to the newcomer about the 

onboarding? 

M1E: That is a great question, probably not at all.  

N4C: Well, it (the process) was not specifically communicated. They just send 

some invitations to meetings with email.   

The newcomers do not have any idea what the onboarding includes. In addition to 

the lack of communication about the process, the expectations are not 

communicated to all the newcomers. The newcomers do not always receive the 

knowledge of how they should acquire the knowledge they need for their tasks.  

4.3.2.5. Outdated information 

As described above Sievo has multiple knowledge storage tools and they are used in 

different ways. The issue with the tools is that they are used by individuals without 

the knowledge of how they should be used and what is stored there. Some of the 

materials found there are outdated, and the newcomers do not know what material 

is up-to-date.  
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N3C: I did read a bit of the knowledge base. I have gotten the feeling that one 

must be a bit careful when reading it as things might be outdated. So, when I 

read it, all time I thought, well is this relevant or not and is this up-to-date. 

All the knowledge looks the same, so it is hard for the newcomers to detect 

knowledge that is relevant and updated. The knowledge storage tool contains a lot 

of information which makes it even more difficult to detect the relevant and correct 

information.  

4.3.3. Identified problems with the process 

In this section, the problems identified are presented. 

4.3.3.1. The onboarding process does not fit to all of the teams 

The common onboarding is not built for a specific team rather for the whole 

organization and for all the positions. As mentioned earlier there are teams without 

official managers. Therefore, the differences between the teams and the role the 

newcomer has in the organization have a major effect on how the process works.  

The process is built in a way that it works best for most of the teams in the 

organization, in this case, teams with official managers. However, in the engineering 

function, the teams don’t have official managers.  

M1E: We don’t have managers in Engineering. Because we don’t have 

managers, sometimes it is unclear who takes the responsibility of the 

manager’s tasks. 

The process is not suitable for the teams at the Engineering function without any 

adjustments.  

As the process is built for typical teams, the managers of those teams feel like the 

process works well for them. In some teams, the managers have had many 

newcomers that have joined the company lately, so the managers are very familiar 

with the process and their role in it.  
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M3PS: My point of view is that the process worked quite well. In our team, 

newcomers join once a month, so we got a pretty good routine to the 

onboarding  

The differences in the positions of the newcomers also cause problems. The 

newcomers with different position, need different types of knowledge at different 

times. The newcomers with a narrow role and a small number of teams to interact 

need less knowledge about the other functions. Therefore, they are more pleased 

with the current process. They are offered the right knowledge in the right form at 

the right time. The newcomers with the need for more in-depth knowledge of the 

other functions do not get the information the way they need it. The function 

introductions might come at the wrong time or they do not offer enough in-depth 

knowledge which the newcomer would need.  

4.3.3.2. Sharing responsibilities 

The lack of formal communication channels with managers and the People team 

creates confusion on how the responsibilities are divided. The managers are not sure 

what knowledge they should share with the newcomer and what knowledge is shared 

by the People team.  

M4E: …issues such as who takes care of what and who will talk about 

something. Who is responsible for telling new employees from outside Finland 

how Finnish salaries work and so on, is it the HR’s responsibility or the 

manager’s one?  

The managers and the People team had also miscommunication about the duties. 

Some practical arrangements were not done as it was unclear who was responsible 

for them.  

The miscommunication does not limit to the managers and the People team. The 

same issues are present in team communication when they are planning the 

onboarding of the newcomer. 
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M1E: We had to improvise remotely, that someone will take the newcomer even 

to have lunch during their first day  

The teams have difficulties doing all their duties related to the onboarding as the 

knowledge is not shared who is responsible for it. 

4.3.3.3. Flows in the Buddy arrangement 

The buddy system is used in different ways and with different intensities. The general 

situation is that the buddy system was not clear to the managers nor the newcomers.  

N3C: I figured out after one month of working there who was my buddy. I had 

not seen them at all. 

Some newcomers were not sure did they have a buddy and who was it. 

N2E: The buddy arrangement was quite confusing and still is. HR tried to ask 

in their feedback forms who was my buddy, but nobody had said me anything 

about a buddy. 

The managers did not understand the benefits of the system and they did not value 

it highly. They made sure that everyone had a buddy, but the energy put to it was 

minimal. 

M2C: At least in paper, every newcomer has a buddy (in my team). Which is 

probably quite common at Sievo. 

However, some teams had a working buddy system which had a positive effect on 

the newcomers.  

N8PS: I think it was good, it lowered the barrier to ask anything. It made it 

easier for me as I didn’t always know who to contact regarding a specific topic. 

So, it made it (asking) easier. It was also nice as the buddy asked to join them 

for lunch and brought the social side to the onboarding 
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The undefined situation with the buddy arrangement is a result of two things. The 

first one is the lack of formal communication between the People team and the 

managers. Therefore, the managers do not know how to use the buddy in the right 

way and decide not to use it. They do not understand the benefits of using the system 

and therefore they feel it is unnecessary to put their effort to make it work for the 

team.   

The other possible explanation is that the managers had not communicated the 

arrangement to the newcomer properly. The teams using the buddy had a clear vision 

of how it helps the team. The issues arose when the newcomers did not get the 

information that they had a buddy, or the manager did not communicate to the 

buddy their role clear enough.  

4.3.3.4. The newcomers don’t get the knowledge they need 

Knowledge about the process 

As the newcomers get relatively little knowledge about how their process is delivered, 

they were unsure what does the onboarding process include. They usually know what 

kind of training sessions there will be, but they do not how many of them are still 

coming and what is the purpose of them.  

N9S: In the beginning, it was communicated that there will be invitations to these 

introduction sessions sent by email. There will be introductions to different 

functions and different sections of the company. --- There was no collective 

communication after the beginning. 

N8PS: (The training sessions were explained) in quite a general manner. Like, 

these training sessions exists but it was really unclear when they are held, when 

is the right moment to participate in them. 

The purpose and role of function introductions are usually explained by the People 

team on the first day. The specific time and subject of the training sessions are 

communicated through calendar invitations. The communication about the content 
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of the introduction was not clear as the invitations were the only form of 

communication. In the invitations, they have only the name of the training, not the 

content. 

N4C: They (the emails) had usually the subject in it, whether it was a (team’s) inner 

training sessions or a training session for everyone, it did not have anything else 

than the subject 

N1M: Usually there was no specific description of the introduction. It had only the 

subject for example introduction to Sievo culture. I was not sure, was it only my 

fault as I did not know how to use outlook that well.  

The newcomers, therefore, do not always know what the sessions contain. They are 

unsure should they prepare somehow for them or just go there.  

The newcomers do not have any visibility of their onboarding process. They do not 

know how long the onboarding takes and when have they finished their onboarding. 

Knowledge related to newcomer’s role 

As mentioned above the onboarding is built to the common newcomer. However, 

the newcomers can have special needs and they need specific knowledge earlier or 

later than usual newcomers. The timing of different training sessions and knowledge 

sharing meetings varies a lot between the newcomer depending on when they have 

joined the company. The introduction sessions and company-related training 

sessions are not considered individually, rather everyone goes to the sessions that 

are held when they join the company. In other words, the training sessions are not 

scheduled based on the needs of the newcomer rather in a way that is convenient at 

the time.  

N8PS: One does not take into account what team the newcomer joins. For 

example, when I entered the company, and I am part of Professional Services, 

the last function introduction I had was Professional Services.  
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Above the person experienced that the introduction of their team was irrelevant to 

them as it was held too late. The information and knowledge about their team would 

have been relevant to the newcomer at the beginning of the onboarding, not at the 

end of it.  

This means that the newcomers do not receive the knowledge they need at the right 

moment, rather when the knowledge is transferred the newcomers have already 

received it from somewhere else. The knowledge transfer happens in this case twice. 

This is a cause of the structure of the onboarding process but also the cause of the 

busyness of the People team. They do not have the time to alter the process to fit 

different newcomers.  

Newcomers with roles that work with multiple teams and stakeholders experience 

this issue heavily. They need to get a comprehensive picture of the whole company, 

the product and its different modules, and the teams that they work with to be able 

to work efficiently. Sometimes the process is too slow for the newcomers who need 

knowledge broadly. 

M5PM: One of the issues is that some of the introductions regarding function 

or a specific section come after a relatively long time. 

The introduction sessions are scheduled in a way it is convenient for the People team 

and the holder of the session.  

Role of outdated knowledge  

As the stored information is sometimes outdated and there is a lot of it, the 

newcomers have a hard time to find the right information. 

N5C: I tried to find information on my own quite a lot. We had the knowledge 

base. I think that slightly overwhelmed me. So, I wasn’t really sure what is 

relevant for me and what is not relevant. 
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The newcomers have a hard time to identify the relevant knowledge for them that 

they can trust. Unusable knowledge mixes with usable knowledge. Therefore, usable 

knowledge is not transferred as it is gets mixed with unusable knowledge. 

4.3.3.5. Too intensive onboarding process 

The onboarding is heavily focused on the first weeks of the onboarding. There are a 

lot of different training sessions related to the team and also to the whole company. 

There is plenty of knowledge that needs to be shared with the newcomers. This 

results that the newcomer might become overwhelmed as there is too much 

information to receive. 

N5C: I think my issue at some points was that the training sessions were only 

in the first week basically, a lot was held in the beginning. It’s a lot for a 

newcomer to take in. 

The process was too intensive for some of the newcomers as they feel like too much 

information was introduced to them in a short period of time.  

The reason for this is that the managers do not communicate with the People team 

properly about the team’s onboarding. The lack of communication causes that the 

People team does not have an understanding of the newcomer’s first weeks as an 

entity. If the managers and the People team would communicate formally, they 

would discuss the newcomer schedule.  

4.3.4. The Outcomes of the problems 

In this section, the outcomes of the problems are elaborated. 

4.3.4.1. Tasks related to the process are not done or done twice 

The managers and the people have unclarity about how their responsibilities are 

divided. This causes that some tasks remain undone or they are done twice. This 

creates unnecessary work for the teams and additional hassle.  
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4.3.4.2. Missed trainings 

The lack of communication with the newcomer sometimes causes that the 

newcomers were not sure which training sessions and introductions were for them. 

Therefore, the newcomers would not go to all the sessions. 

N7F: I just thought that this (training) was some common thing because 10-

20 people were invited so I just thought that it didn’t concern me 

The lack of communication creates missed training sessions also in another way. The 

newcomer might be obligated to skip sessions they have been invited to. Their duties 

might be more important than the training which is understandable if they work with 

customers. As they skip the training, they and their manager are not sure when the 

next training will be. Then the newcomer just does not bother to research when the 

next training is held and misses it. 

4.3.4.3. Stress and uncertainty 

The lack of information about the onboarding among the newcomers had a negative 

effect on some of the newcomers but some were happy with the current situation. 

Typically, the employees with a lower level of status were more pleased then high-

level newcomers. 

 For some newcomers the situation of not knowing what was coming created stress. 

They had issues planning their tasks and onboard themselves for their job.  

N1M: a. My duty was to get to know all of the product managers, so I just 

contacted them and had a one-on-one meeting. I didn’t know what 

introductions were coming so some of the one-on-ones and the sessions 

overlapped quite a bit ---I was really frustrated when I had, what I thought 

was the last introduction session, but then there were more of them, four or 

five.  

The issues arise with newcomers who are somehow responsible for their onboarding. 

The newcomers with a higher position in the organization are expected to decide 
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what information is the most crucial for them in the beginning. As the newcomers do 

not know what training sessions were coming and what was their content, the 

planning became difficult and created stress. 

Another factor that creates stress for the newcomers handles the newcomer’s tasks. 

The newcomers were unsure how should they deliver their first tasks. They did not 

know what will be taught to them and what they should find out themselves. This 

caused that the newcomers were not sure should they ask for help or is it expected 

that they try to find the information somewhere. 

N2E: In the beginning, it felt like it was some kind of test, could I figure out 

things by myself. But I still don’t know, was it? 

This caused that the newcomer was stressed and uncertain about their role in the 

company. This is also something that the People team is quite aware: 

PP1: It is the Sievonian mentality. Let’s start working and let’s straight go to 

the deep end. It is the Sievo way, the newcomer will learn to swim when they 

are in the water.  

The fact that the lack of proper knowledge transfer creates stress for the newcomers 

is known by the People team, but they have not been able to change the situation. 

This is caused by the busyness of the People team. They have not had the time to 

communicate with the managers about the onboarding process. 

4.3.4.4. Wasting of time 

The intensive onboarding, in the beginning, caused that the newcomers felt like they 

did not learn all the necessary skills needed. The information given to them did not 

have a context to be added, so the information was not useful to them at that point. 

The newcomers did not have enough knowledge of the organization to receive new 

complex knowledge. The newcomers also experienced information overflow as too 

much information was transferred at the same time. Therefore, some of the training 
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sessions were a waste of time as the knowledge was not received even it was offered 

and transferred.  

N6PM: There were a lot of different kinds of meetings I had to attend. How 

would I describe it… A lot of information was poured to my head. Most of it 

must have been useful but I don’t remember even half of it.  

This caused that the newcomers and the presenter of the introduction wasted their 

time as the time used did not fulfill its purpose: share knowledge.  

The process created also another way to waste time. Some of the training sessions 

were held to the newcomers too late. The newcomers were already familiar with the 

topic. Therefore, the newcomers felt like the introduction did not teach anything new 

rather they just wasted an hour.   
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5. Discussion 

In this section, the results are evaluated and elaborated. They are reflected on the 

existing theories. The research is also evaluated, and future research avenues are 

highlighted. 

5.1. The model 

In this thesis, I have developed a model of the knowledge management problems of 

onboarding. The findings were divided into three levels: company level, manager and 

People team level, and newcomer level. The levels give an understanding of where 

the actions affecting knowledge sharing and management happen. Level 0 represents 

the company level, level 1 represents the communication and actions between and 

towards the HR team and manager. Level 2 is the newcomer level. 

I have identified five antecedents that humper knowledge transfer. These are the 

fundamental factors that cause problems to occur. These factors appear in all the 

levels: at level 0 there is “different team structures”, at level 1 there are “lack of 

formal dialog between managers and People team”, “busyness of People team” and 

“outdated information”. Lastly at the newcomer level, there is the “lack of 

communication to the newcomer”. These factors caused problems and some of them 

were reasons for multiple problems. 

The next part of the model is the problems. There are no problems that appear in the 

level 0. At level 1, there are two problems. The first problem is “the process does not 

fit all the teams”. This is caused by one antecedent, “different team structures”. The 

second level 1 problem is “the responsibilities are not clear”. This is caused by “the 

lack of formal dialog between the managers and the People team”. The rest of the 

issues occur at level 2. The first problem at level 2 is the “flows in the buddy 

arrangement”. It is caused by “different team structures” and “lack of formal 

communication between the managers and the People team”. The second problem 

on level 2 is “too intensive training program”, which is caused by “lack of formal 

dialog between the managers and the people team”. The third problem is “limited 
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communication” which is caused by the busyness of the People team. The fourth 

issue is “newcomers do not get the information they need”. This is caused by two 

antecedents, “outdated information” and “lack of communication to the newcomer”.  

I found that each of these issues leads to a specific outcome. The problems in the 

level 1, “the process does not fit to all of the teams” and “responsibilities are not 

clear” caused “things are not done, or they are done twice”. The next found outcome 

happens at level 2. “Intensive training program” creates “wasting of time”. The 

second outcome is that the “newcomers are stressed”. This is caused by all the 

problems at level 2: “flows in the buddy arrangement”, “too intensive training 

program”, “limited communication”, and “the newcomers do not get the knowledge 

they need”. The last outcome of the problems is “missed trainings”. This is caused by 

“the newcomers do not get the information they need”. The model is presented in 

figure 11. 

 

Figure 11. The model 

From the model can be seen that the antecedents of problems are mainly caused by 

actions that do not involve the newcomer. However, the problems mostly concern 
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the newcomer. The newcomers suffer from the action in the other levels. For 

example “different team structures”, “lack of formal knowledge sharing”, and 

“outdated information” cause stress and waste of time to the newcomer. The 

newcomer suffers most from the poor knowledge management of the levels 0 and 1.  

5.2. Contributions to knowledge management literature 

In this subsection, the contributions to the knowledge management literature are 

explained and elaborated.  

5.2.1. Nature of knowledge during onboarding 

During the onboarding process, the knowledge shared is mostly explicit. The tacit 

knowledge is usually related to the tasks and duties of the newcomer, not to the 

formal onboarding process. The formal onboarding process is highly concentrated on 

sharing explicit knowledge in the organization. The newcomers and the managers 

also found that the most important knowledge they needed was explicit. The 

problems related to knowledge were usually results of poor knowledge sharing 

considering explicit knowledge. This gives insights about the importance of different 

knowledge types during the onboarding process. Explicit knowledge has a major role 

in the onboarding and can be considered more important than tacit knowledge. 

Usually, tacit knowledge is thought to be a major strategic resource (Szulanski, Ringov, 

and Jensen, 2016) but in onboarding, it has a smaller role. The explicit knowledge can 

be considered valuable to the newcomer especially in the early phases of the 

onboarding. 

The uncertainty reduction theory also supports the importance of explicit knowledge. 

To understand the organization and to reduce uncertainty the newcomer must create 

a context about the organization (Saks and Gruman, 2018). This is created mainly 

with explicit knowledge. In other words, the newcomer must acquire mostly explicit 

knowledge to make sense of the organization. However, tacit knowledge also has a 

role in making sense of the organization.  
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The study supports the statements of Ipe, (2003). They claimed: “However, just 

because explicit knowledge is easily transferred across individuals and settings, it 

should not be assumed that it is easily shared in organizations”. In the research issues 

with knowledge management are highly related to the sharing of explicit knowledge. 

Explicit knowledge is not shared among the organization. Furthermore, knowledge 

was coded and transformed into a document and it was available for individuals as 

explained in section 4.3.2.2. Still, the individuals were unable to receive the 

knowledge.  

However, the study did not highlight the factors about the perceived value of the 

knowledge regarding knowledge sharing which Ipe, (2003) considered as an 

important factor for knowledge sharing.  

5.2.2. Factors that influence knowledge management during onboarding 

I found three factors that have a major impact on knowledge management. These 

factors are motivation to share, opportunities to share knowledge and busyness, of 

people. 

5.2.2.1. Motivation  

The motivation to share knowledge is a factor that impacts the knowledge sharing 

(Stenmark, 2001). This is highlighted in the study by the busyness of the People team 

and its consequences. The People team was busy, and they prioritized other duties 

over onboarding practices. The reason for this is that the People team is more 

motivated to do other tasks and they prioritized them more.  

The findings support the framework developed by Ipe, (2003) regarding the effect of 

opportunities to share knowledge. The opportunities to share knowledge have a 

major role in knowledge sharing during onboarding. The formal opportunities were 

found especially important for knowledge sharing. The managers and the People 

team do not have enough formal opportunities to share knowledge so knowledge 

sharing was limited.   
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5.2.2.2. Informal opportunities and busyness 

The stakeholders’ communication and knowledge sharing happen informally as they 

do not have formal communication channels. According to Truran, (1998) knowledge 

is shared more through informal knowledge sharing channels than formal channels. 

However, in this thesis, the used informal channels do not work efficiently. The 

knowledge is transferred in a way that the recipient does not possess it after the 

transfer. In other words, the type of transfer method does not always fit the type of 

knowledge. This supports the findings of (Szulanski, Ringov, and Jensen, 2016) which 

suggest that different types of knowledge should be transferred in different methods. 

One of the reasons for the lack of knowledge sharing is the busyness of the other 

stakeholder. According to Connelly et al., (2014) “Perceived time pressure is 

negatively related to knowledge sharing”. This study supports this. The effect of 

busyness is highlighted when knowledge sharing happens voluntarily, not in a formal 

manner. The persons might not want to allocate their time to knowledge sharing as 

the knowledge sharing is not facilitated or allocated to one’s schedule.  In this sense, 

it can be stated that informal channels are worse than formal channels when the 

shared knowledge is explicit and the persons sharing knowledge are busy. 

5.2.3. Knowledge flows 

I found that there are two flows of knowledge in the onboarding process. These flows 

happen towards the newcomer from both vertical and horizontal directions. The 

newcomers are thought new skills from their managers and their peers. Ipe, (2003) 

states that knowledge tends to flow vertically up and horizontally but not vertically 

down. In contrast, my study shows that this is only partly true as the knowledge flows 

from all the directions to the newcomer. The knowledge flows towards the 

newcomer as the organization has a need to share as much knowledge as possible to 

the newcomer. This is caused by the inner motivation of the managers and peers. If 

they share knowledge with the newcomer, the newcomer will become faster 

beneficial for the team. This will reduce the amount of work the other members have. 
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In other words, the managers and peers share knowledge as they want to have less 

work themselves.  

5.2.4. Culture 

Ipe, (2003) suggests that the culture of an organization determines how people share 

knowledge in it. The possibilities for informal knowledge sharing are important for 

organizations (Mueller, 2015). However, in this study, informal knowledge sharing 

was highly encouraged but still, the information and knowledge did not flow to all of 

the persons needed. The organization supports knowledge sharing and there are no 

social barriers in the organization. Still, the organization does not succeed with its 

knowledge sharing. This study suggests that opportunities to share are not enough 

to transfer knowledge rather the motivation has an important role. This supports the 

findings of Ipe, (2003) as all the factors affecting knowledge sharing needs to be 

considered.  

From the perspective of the newcomer, culture has an important role in knowledge 

sharing. The newcomers feel like they can get knowledge if they ask for help from 

anyone in the organization.  

5.3. Limitations of the study 

The study gives a new perspective on knowledge management. However, there are 

limitations that need to be addressed.  

First, the findings and the implication based on them, are studied only in a case study. 

A qualitative case study is an effective way to create new theories and knowledge but 

the generalisability of the study is limited (Yin, 2009). To create a comprehensive 

understanding of knowledge management during the onboarding process different 

types of organizations need to be studied. This is especially important in this case as 

knowledge sharing is dependent on the culture and the knowledge that needs to be 

shared for the newcomer. The study was conducted in an organization with only 

experts. This has a huge effect on the results of the study.  
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Second, the situation of the company influenced the results. In the study, only recent 

newcomers were interviewed as they would remember better how knowledge was 

managed during their onboarding process. This caused the persons interviewed did 

not give a balanced picture of the organization. For example, no one from the 

management team was interviewed as a newcomer. 

Third, the researcher was a member of the organization during the study period. This 

means that they were exposed to opinions and perspectives outside the interviews. 

This could create a bias in the analysis of the data.  

5.4. Theoretical implications and further research avenues 
 

It can be stated that onboarding is a relatively different practice considering 

knowledge sharing than usual interaction in organizations. The stakeholders of the 

onboarding have the motivation to share knowledge with the newcomer regardless 

of their position in the organization. They have a need to transform the newcomer 

from an outsider to a productive part of the organization. In this sense the perceived 

value of the knowledge is irrelevant. Explicit knowledge has a major role in the 

onboarding. The most important factors were the communication between the 

stakeholders, if the stakeholders had not communicated their roles the newcomer 

suffers from it. Consequently, bad knowledge sharing in the first stages of onboarding 

results in a bad onboarding experience for the newcomer. 

This study gives a first glance to knowledge management during the onboarding 

process. As the study is just a single case study the topic needs to be studied further. 

To truly understand the knowledge management in the onboarding other types of 

organizations should be studied. The studies should be made with organizations with 

different sizes, different industries, and different cultures. This way it could be 

possible to determine what aspects and issues are mutual for onboarding and which 

aspects are dependent on the organization’s features. Future studies could also focus 

on the impact of the different factors influencing knowledge sharing and their 

relation to each other. Some factors might have a greater impact on knowledge 
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sharing. Another aspect to study could be the position of the newcomer. In the study, 

the newcomers with a higher organization level had different needs and wishes about 

the onboarding. However, the generalizability of the previous statement is limited as 

their sample size was relatively small. 

5.5. Managerial implications 

Onboarding is an important action in companies, and it should be developed in 

organizations. Well done onboarding saves money by increasing the commitment of 

employees and turning the newcomers into valuable and productive employees 

faster. This study highlights the importance of knowledge sharing during the 

onboarding process. To create a well-structured and effective onboarding the 

knowledge management must work.  

Firstly, the managers should not only focus on the knowledge related to work. The 

newcomer tries to make sense of the organization. Part of sense-making is to 

understand what is happening during the onboarding and what knowledge is relevant. 

The newcomers have the need to know what their onboarding includes. Therefore, 

managers should focus also on the knowledge sharing of the process itself. It will 

reduce the stress of the newcomer as they know what is coming and makes it possible 

for the newcomer to plan their onboarding. 

Secondly, the communication between the managers and HR should be valued highly 

before the onboarding starts. Well designed and prepared onboarding also means 

that managers and HR understand their roles and responsibilities. The issues with the 

knowledge sharing in the first level will affect the newcomers. 

Thirdly, the managers should also consider the organization’s structure and ways of 

working when designing an onboarding process. If the organization has different 

structures and the type of work differs a lot, the onboarding process and its 

knowledge flows should be designed individually. This way it is ensured that the 

knowledge transfer during onboarding supports the team’s needs.   
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Appendices 
 
Appendix 1. First-round questions for the newcomers 
 

1. Describe your on-boarding process  

2. How did you feel during different stages? Why?  

3. What was particularly good?  

4. Which parts were the most important to you?  

5. How was the process communicated?  

6. What would you change in the process?  

7. Would you add something?  

8. Which aspects supported your learning?  

a. regarding your own duties  

b. regarding the ways of working at Sievo  

9. Is there something else about the process that we did not go through that 

you would like to mention?  

Appendix 2. First-round questions for the managers 
 

1. Describe our on-boarding process  

2. What do you think about the current process?  

3. How does taking a newcomer through the process make you feel? Why?  

4. Are there any factors that hamper/improve your ability to be a good 

manager for the newcomer?  

5. What would you change in the process?  

6. What is particularly good in the process?  

7. How the process is communicated currently?  

8. Was there something unclear to you during the process?  

9. Is there something else about the process that we did not go through that 

you would like to mention?  

Appendix 3. First-round questions for the People team 
 

1. What do you think about the process?  

2. What are the goals of onboarding?  
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3. How much the process is altered for different needs?  

4. Which parts are the most important in the process?  

5. What is particularly good in the process?  

6. What are the pain points for the people team in the process?  

7. Are there tasks that the people team does that are not in the process picture 

regarding the onboarding? Which?  

8. How different responsibilities of the process are divided among the 

organization?  

9. Is there something else about the process that we did not go through that 

you would like to mention? 

Appendix 4. Second round questions for the newcomers 
 

1. Describe your own onboarding process. 

2. What was especially good about it? 

3. How would you improve it? 

4. What communication tools does your team use? 

a. during the onboarding 

b. normally 

5. How was the onboarding process communicated to you 

6. What kind of communication would you have preferred about 

onboarding? 

7. How did you find knowledge about the issues you were wondering? 

8. What knowledge was hard to find 

9. What was the most useful knowledge for you to be able to start 

working? 

10. How did you communicate your progress in the process? 

11. How did you experience the schedule of the introductions? 

a. which parts could have been earlier? 

b. which parts could have been later? 

12. How your personal preferences were taken into account? 
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13. If they were not taken to account, how would you have hoped that they 

would have been taken into account? 

14. Explain the practicalities that facilitate knowledge sharing in your team. 

15. Is there something else about the process that we did not go through 

that you would like to mention? 

 
Appendix 5. Second-round questions for the managers 
 

1. How is your team build? 

2. Tell about your experiences with onboarding 

3. Describe the onboarding process in your team 

4. Do you use a buddy? 

5. What is good about the process? 

6. What needs to be improved in the process? 

7. How your team’s training sessions go together with the company trainings? 

8. Is there something unclear in the process? 

9. What communication tools your team uses? 

a. during the onboarding? 

b. usually? 

10. How do you communicate with the People team during the recruiting? 

a. After it? 

11. What knowledge have you received from the People team considering 

onboarding? 

12. How important is that information? 

13. How to process and responsibilities are communicated 

a. with the People team? 

b. with your own team? 

14. How do you prepare when a newcomer joins your team? 

15. What triggers that you start planning the onboarding? 

16. What does the onboarding plan include? 

17. How you divide the responsibilities regarding onboarding? 
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18. Is there something else about the process that we did not go through that 

you would like to mention? 


