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Abstract

This thesis examines how knowledge companies use collaboration platforms in their inter-

nal communication. The study compares collaboration platforms and how they relate to

companies’ digital communication tool landscape. Understanding is created for how em-

ployees choose communication channels and what are the outcomes for co-located compa-

nies and communication technologies.

The research is a multiple case study conducted in collaboration with Fingertip and four

customer companies. The participating companies were knowledge-work businesses based

in Finland. The data consisted of 17 open-ended interviews.

Co-located teams’ communication is similarly effective virtually as in-person. Collaboration

platforms are used to organize existing work, clarify roles and create repositories of tacit

knowledge available for everyone. I also collected a set of needs that contribute to choosing

a communication channel, and what are the related outcomes for communication.

The research found that collaboration platforms have high potential in meaningful collabo-

ration in knowledge-work. They improve information sharing and transparency but they are

often complicated for users. Their potential benefits are also often undone, when everyone

isn’t using them.
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Tiivistelmä

Tämä tutkielma käsittelee tietotyöorganisaatioiden käyttämiä kollaborointialustoja osana

sisäistä viestintää. Tutkimuksessa vertaillaan kollaborointialustoja muihin digitaalisen

viestinnän työkaluihin. Uutta tietoa luodaan viestintäkanavien valinnasta, sekä mitä vaiku-

tuksia viestintäteknologian valinnalla on viestinnän tuloksiin ja tehokkuuteen paikallisesti

toimivissa yrityksissä.

Tutkimus toteutettiin monitapaustutkimuksena yhteistyössä Fingertipin sekä neljän heidän

asiakasorganisaationsa kanssa. Osallistuneet yritykset ovat tietotyöhön keskittyviä yrityk-

siä, joiden pääkonttorit sijaitsevat Suomessa. Tutkimuksen empiirinen aineisto koostuu 17

avoimiin kysymyksiin perustuvasta haastattelusta.

Paikallisten yritysten viestintä on sunnilleen yhtä tehokasta digitaalisesti, kuin kasvokkain.

Kollaborointialustoja käytetään työn jäsentämiseen, roolien kirkastamiseen sekä saavutet-

tavan hiljaisen tiedon dokumentomiseen. Tutkimuksessa selvisi myös, mitkä tarpeet vai-

kuttavat viestintäkanavan valintaan, sekä miten eri kanavat vaikuttavat viestinnän tehok-

kuuteen.

Tutkimuksessa havaittiin, että kollaborointialustoilla on mahdollista lisätä merkityksellistä

kollaborointia tietotyössä. Ne parantavat tiedon jakamista sekä läpinäkyvyyttä, mutta ne

ovat usein monimutkaisia käyttää. Niiden hyödyt saattavat jäädä saavuttamatta myös, jos

kaikki työntekijät eivät ole alustalla mukana.

Avainsanat Collaboration platform, internal communication, computer-mediated com-
munication, communication technologies
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1 Introduction

Every company is a technology company. A saying emerged in recent times,

reflecting globalization and increased access to digital devices and the inter-

net (Reddi et al. 2018). Collaboration platforms are virtual workplaces for

negotiation and meetings offering text-, audio-, and video-based communi-

cation in teamwork (Hovde 2014, Bouwman et al. 2008). They facilitate or-

ganizations’ need to work together with shared responsibilities, but clear

roles.  They are in place to visualize strategy, make business decisions, organ-

ize tasks, and give focus to results. Essentially, they aim to fill the gaps in

leadership that emerge without constant physical contact and expand it with

a digital dimension.

Indeed, companies are relying more and more on digital tools as a saviour,

especially now, when the COVID-19 crisis is shaking up the world as we know

it. Now, even the fundamental co-worker interactions, like coffee rooms and

chit-chat have moved towards online platforms to avoid spreading the pan-

demic.

When companies digitize their communications, they first think of their ex-

ternal view. What does our website look like? Can we sell this in an online

store? What is often left unspoken, is how to efficiently use technology to the

benefit of our internal way of working.

Virtual teams have been studied extensively since the 1990s (Järvenpää et al.

1999). Grenier and Metes (1995, cited by Järvenpää et al. 1999) call project

teams whose primary interaction happens through electronic networks.

Communicating digitally expects a different set of technical capabilities and

leadership to work (Dulebohn & Hoch 2017, Ford et al. 2017, Fuller et al.

2007).

Virtual teams are similar in performance to their local counterparts (Hardin

et al. 2007), and their effectiveness relies heavily on their communication ef-

fectiveness (Powell et al. 2014).
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It is not only development studios and software conglomerates that should

address their internal processes in a digital mindset. Digital tools have more

benefits than just enabling chatting with someone on the other side of the

globe. Computer-models visualize concepts, presentations reinforce

knowledge sharing with enthralling visuals, and videos capture our uncon-

scious minds to catch their attention.

When more and more communication is also moving online, emails are get-

ting replaced with numerous tools designed to increase communication

speed, enable matrix organization communication in channels, and bring

more visibility to activities in real-time. Most of us are familiar with tools like

Slack or Microsoft Teams, which are some of the top-notch technologies en-

abling collaboration in organizations. These team or business communica-

tion platforms combine enterprise social media and instant messaging fea-

tures to business application (Anders, 2016). Enterprise Social Networks be-

ing message boards, intranets - technologies that companies use for internal

communication (DiMicco et al. 2009).

In this thesis, I aim to investigate internal communication in organizations.

My goal is to uncover how companies have approached their digital commu-

nication landscape, what tools they have made available for employees, how

they chose the tools, what benefits the different tools have, and where is the

development potential in digital communication.

I am especially looking at digital communication through the tools that are

in use, most specifically collaboration platforms. Collaboration platforms en-

able sharing more detailed knowledge than just messages and meetings

(Hovde 2014, Bouwman et al. 2008). They can structure entire project port-

folios into manageable entities, linking to singular work tasks, results, and

decisions.

I want to answer: “What is the role of collaboration platforms in internal

communication?” Which is my primary research question. My additional re-

search questions are “What communication tools companies use for internal
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communication and why?” and “What are the benefits of different types of

communication tools for internal communication?”

I begin with an extensive literature review into communication with a focus

on internal communication, continuing into themes around collaboration

platforms, virtual teams, computer-mediated communication, and enter-

prise social networks. We look at how earlier research has approached the

technology selection and individual differences in their use.

The bulk of earlier research has focused around internal communication in

virtual teams or multinational companies, that traditionally have to organize

most of their communication with digital means (Lipiäinen et al. 2013). Dur-

ing the pandemic, traditionally co-located teams that facilitate much of the

team communication in-person have moved to home offices, and their com-

munication is facing a crisis on its own alongside the virus.

There is a significant gap in the research for internal communication via dig-

ital tools for co-located companies. I’m contributing to our understanding of

how different platforms are used, and why people choose certain communi-

cation channels in different scenarios. This study also fills a gap in how col-

laboration platforms align in the whole internal communication landscape of

an organization.

This study is an interesting outlook to a few co-located companies: Under-

standing how they have adapted to the pandemic situation and how a co-lo-

cated team, in general, organizes their internal digital communication.

The study was organized in close collaboration with Fingertip and its custom-

ers. Fingertip is a Finnish software-as-a-service company focused on a plat-

form with the same name, enabling digital collaboration and leadership in a

highly social platform for decision making, planning, and execution. The so-

lution is universally applicable to different industries in the highly customi-

zable platform, that has a high focus on employee engagement and satisfac-

tion.
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The empirical data collection was made through video interviews with four

Finnish companies using digital communication tools in their day-to-day

work.

The data was then analysed, common themes were identified, and the find-

ings organized in a model that explains why a certain tool is selected and how

it affects internal communication efficiency and characteristics. I then go to

a more detailed look at what these might mean for the role of collaboration

platforms in the whole picture.

Afterwards, I compare the findings to existing research – what surprised me,

how did this study confirm existing hypotheses and what gaps of information

this thesis fills. I also present the limitations of this study.

In the end, I summarize the findings and conclude the thesis with my final

remarks. I also propose some further research into the topics of internal com-

munication.
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2 Literature review

Here I will paint an arc starting from the definitions of communication in

general before moving into organizational internal communication research.

I then focus on different ways people interact in digital communication via

different applications and networks, how these affect the emotions they face,

and their common struggles using digital communication tools.

Figure 1: Relations of the main terminology in this thesis, adapted from Laitinen (2020)

Figure 1 shows the relation of the theoretical terms I cover in this review.

Enterprise Social Networks and Collaboration platforms are one manifesta-

tion of internal communication and are also part of computer-mediated com-

munication. Internal communication is partially computer-mediated, par-

tially in-person; outside of communication technologies. Communication

technologies also facilitate computer-mediated communication as a whole.

2.1 Communication technologies

Communication is a word that is used quite differently in different contexts.

Thus, I feel it is important for me to clarify what I mean with communication
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in the context of this thesis. We also need to expand on the subset “organiza-

tional internal communication”, which is our focal point in this study.

Glare (1968) writes of the ancient Latin word “communicare”, meaning “to

share with,” “to share out,” “to make generally accessible” or “to discuss to-

gether”. In another book (Rosengren, 2000), communication is painted as

social, psychological, or cultural meaning creation. It encompasses how mes-

sages are understood and how ambiguity happens and gets resolved. The

meaning is created both by the communicator and the receiver of infor-

mation.

According to Losee (1999), communication has four required characteristics:

(1) It is transferring information in one way or another, (2) its processing

happens in communication systems, (3) sender and receiver are both part of

a communication system and (4) the quality of communication varies. Com-

munication system refers to a symbolic way of transmitting a message. Spo-

ken language, non-verbal cues and written messages are all ways to convey a

message. The quality, as defined by Motley (1990), is derived from how well

the interpretation matches the original goal of the sender.

During this research, I include everything that brings knowledge available to

another person or entity as communication. Any activity that deliberately

documents what has been done or will be done, or which is intended to coor-

dinate information sharing is communication. The communicator is an active

participant in all communication. The recipient might be active (direct email,

instant messaging) or passive (internal documentation, file sharing). When

this communicator creates shared knowledge, whether it was by phone, mes-

saging channel, email or writing a post-it on a wall, it counts as communica-

tion.

In a business context, communication facilitates the founding of new mar-

kets, supply chains and core competencies. With technology, organizational

assets can be globally used in a process called enterprise mobility. (Basole,

2008) Technology affects performance, effectiveness, satisfaction, and com-

mitment to technology-facilitated communication (Dulebohn & Hoch 2017).
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2.2 Internal communication

The existing theory in internal communication emerges from the research

fields in organization and management theory, organizational psychology,

organizational communication, human resources, and marketing, as summa-

rized in the study by Verčič et al. (2012). They concluded a study of their own

on internal communication from a public relations perspective. Their partic-

ipants defined internal communication as all communication within an or-

ganization. It should create value by motivating employees. Other tasks in-

clude aligning organizational and individual goals and building organiza-

tional culture.

In this study, I address internal communication as any sort of distribution of

information or information created to the knowledge of others within an or-

ganization. For the purpose of this research, an organization is a company,

including employees and owners. Alongside direct communication from one

part of the organization to another, this includes for example reports or news-

feeds made available in online portals, discussing summer vacation plans in

channels for informal discussion and communicating project or task statuses

through collaboration platforms.

Verčič et al. (2012) found the most agreement with a statement that internal

communication is the exchange or dissemination of information. Secondly,

it is in charge of the management of internal media, and the way it is pro-

duced. Thirdly, it aligns people with organizational purpose. An interesting

finding highlighted in the study is that the participants saw little effect of cul-

tural differences in internal communication.

Some scholars have broadly addressed internal communication as “Digital

communication environments”. For example, Sivunen and Laitinen (2020)

define these as “communication and collaboration platforms - - that enable

information transfer and social interaction between employees through text,

audio, video and graphics”. The primary role being information sharing, ed-

iting and storage and working from anywhere with any device.
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Friedl and Verčič (2011), while studying media preferences for digital natives

noted that employees are still in favour of emails, intranet and meetings in-

stead of social media for their organization’s internal communication. They

did note that when the communication was “from many to many”, the social

media was the best-perceived channel.

For digital communication tools to be an improvement in internal communi-

cation, they need to be used by the majority frequently (Riihimäki, 2017).

Well implemented tools facilitate collaboration, collective thinking, and im-

prove communication flow, but only when they are properly integrated into

the organization (Riihimäki 2017, Gustafsson et al. 2018).

Interactivity in digital tools improved communication flow the most, while

the lack thereof caused uncertainty (Gustafsson et al. 2018, Lipiäinen et al.

2013). Digital internal communication was often also only seen as comple-

menting in-person interaction (Gustafsson et al. 2018).

Lipiäinen et al. (2013) also noted the complementing role of digital commu-

nication, being a more formal part of daily communication. They also noted

that employees have seen the number of emails increasing and their signifi-

cance decreasing, already in 2013. Another weakness was observed in group

emails, where it often was not clear, whose responsibility it was to react.

Virtual teams are one prime example of digital communication and com-

puter-mediated communication users. That is why I wanted to look into their

common practices and study for their communication as well. Since they are

devout of physical contact altogether, their use of collaboration platforms can

be especially interesting.

Virtual teams are a curious example of global business. They have a whole

different set of needs in leadership to be effective (Dulebohn & Hoch 2017,

Ford et al. 2017). They are affected a lot by the technical capabilities of mem-

bers and leaders need to be extremely active in engaging team members
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(Fuller et al. 2007). Even though they are perceived usually with low effi-

ciency and performance, they are comparable to their co-located counter-

parts (Hardin et al. 2007).

Powell et al. (2014) cited success for virtual teams as a direct consequence of

virtual communication effectiveness. However, virtual communication is not

natural, and humans have an inherent bias against it, according to Purvanova

(2014). Establishing a team completely in a virtual setting does not “feel

right”.

Though virtual teams are usually exclusively digital, I found them useful in

this study, particularly as the pandemic-situation we are currently living in

forces many traditionally co-located to work together remotely as well.

2.3 Collaboration platforms

Collaboration platforms are less prominent in the research literature than

more direct communication channels. However, for example, Hovde (2014)

and Bouwman et al. (2008, cited by Laitinen, 2020) describe them as nego-

tiation platforms, shared virtual workplaces or online-based meeting sites,

which offer text-, audio- and video-based communication in teamwork.

Collective information sharing produced more productive and collaborative

work environments. In McAfee’s (2006) study, the way collaboration plat-

forms were introduced was key for their prominence. They needed to be

brought in a receptive culture that embraces new ways to work, they need to

facilitate communication in a single platform, and they should be informally

introduced, so people can start playing around before the official launch.

Also, managerial support for the transition process is vital.

Face-to-face meetings were also considered a good way not only for commu-

nication but building trust between team members (Hovde, 2014). Ford et al.

(2017) also highlight the importance of trust for virtual team leadership.

Their research also presents some concrete activities for companies to in-

crease their virtual teamwork efficiency: leaders should see their subordi-

nates face-to-face weekly (video is enough), success should also be celebrated
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virtually, and activities should constantly focus on inclusion of many people

in communication. Leaders also need training in technology use, cultural dif-

ferences, leadership, and collaboration practices.

One aspect more prominent in virtual teams than their co-located counter-

parts was also emergent leadership. People take turns to be in charge accord-

ing to their skill sets, and accountabilities are shared, increasing performance

in the process (Hoch and Dulebohn, 2017). Transformational leadership was

another way to increase virtual team dynamic and performance. (Sedrine et

al. 2020)

2.4 Enterprise Social Networks

Enterprise Social Networks comprise of message boards, intranets and other

technologies that companies use for internal communication. DiMicco et al.

(2009) studied these networks and how they work for information and

knowledge sharing. In the research, they found that putting the knowledge

and information in social contexts can be very useful.

Leonardi et al. (2013) defined three phenomena that occur in enterprise so-

cial networks. Firstly, they are a “leaky pipe”, where information and

knowledge are visible to more than those to whom it was directed. Secondly,

it is an “echo chamber” where like-minded individuals engage substantially

more together than with others, creating silos of knowledge. Thirdly, they act

as a social lubricant, enabling more efficient informal interactions through

small talk, lowering the threshold also to more formal discussion. In the

study by Hovde (2014), informal interaction created bonds between people

and increased quality of communication.

Treem and Leonardi (2013) defined four benefits of social media in organi-

zations: Visibility to make communication transparent and information eas-

ier to find, persistence where information is available in its original format to

refer to, editability where people can craft their message to perfection before

sharing, and association where the message connects to an individual and
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their social ties. They also note that instant messaging or video conferences

leave fewer records and hinge too much on individuals’ memory.

Edenius and Borgerson (2003) talked about intranets for knowledge man-

agement and how they are a part of strategic management as well. With good

practice, knowledge is in a more interesting format, which highlights the

main points, and reinforces learning. They are also a familiar and safe envi-

ronment, creating thus a feeling of belonging.

2.5 Computer-mediated communication

Gail Hulnick said in 2000: “If technology is the foundation, communication

is the cement.” Communication builds on top of the organization’s founding

principles, and going digital is a choice.

Computer-mediated communication (CMC), according to Carr (2020), is

“any human communication achieved through, or with the help of, computer

technology”. Any technologies that connect two people through text, image,

video or audio to change information through the use of a computer or mo-

bile device suffices for this definition. A lot of research has touched base with

CMC, mostly in the application of virtual teams. During the pandemic quar-

antines, even traditionally co-located teams have had to learn from virtual

team communications.

When looked at in an input-process-outcome (IPO) model, communication

systems are on the input side of virtual teams. Their effect is reflected in per-

formance, effectiveness, satisfaction, and commitment for workers, and can

be positive or negative depending on the implementation. (Dulebohn et al.

2017)

People’s perception also affects their performance in virtual teams. Fuller et

al. (2007) researched team members’ perception of their and their team’s ca-

pabilities. They noted that high personal self-efficacy in technology use and

high perceived team capabilities predicted a high team self-efficacy for vir-

tual collaboration – “the team’s ability to use communication technology to
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coordinate their activities across time and space”. A high self-efficacy in the

team’s virtual collaboration also predicted high objective performance.

Users also experience emotions in using CMC, which affect the way they use

them. Fuller et al. (2016) researched different levels of computer-mediated

communication anxiety and noted that it affects how they use technology to

communicate. The more anxiety participants experienced, the less produc-

tive and task-oriented their virtual team collaboration was. They were also

more likely than others to engage in social, informal communication instead

of work-related.

Sivunen and Laitinen (2020) also lamented the potential for digital commu-

nication environments, which alongside information sharing allow for ex-

pressing feelings and emotions and get to know one another, in a digital space

that is available on any device at any given moment.

Henttonen and Blomqvist (2005) have discussed trust in virtual teams. Their

research has shown that communication technology can help build

knowledge sharing relationships, and increase the amount of knowledge

sharing.

If CMC is used to facilitate traditional teamwork without utilizing its technol-

ogy-enabled features, teams will not gain extra benefits but may suffer from

the drawbacks, such as less communication, lack of commitment and lack of

trust. (Henttonen & Blomqvist, 2005) People’s attitudes are also a factor in

how they are comfortable in using new possibilities of technology (Rhoads,

2010)

Computer-mediated communication can be a double-edged sword. It offers

flexibility, autonomy, and empowerment as positives, but may cause work

intensification, increased stress, longer working hours and blurredness of

boundaries in work and private life. In some examples, traditionally em-

ployer responsibilities regarding healthcare and safety were put on employ-

ees themselves. (Mandl et al. 2017)
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Waizenegger (2015) studied the effects of constant connectivity – a normal

part of computer-mediated communication – and noticed that while it may

increase work satisfaction, it also increases work-life conflict. Flexibility is

increased, which is good, but too often it leads to “working everywhere all the

time”. They also noted an “absent while present” effect more often and men-

tal health issues were more common in constantly connected employees.

Mandl et al. (2017) observed less information sharing and informal commu-

nication in organizations without uniform times or places at work. They also

highlighted the importance of integration activities for new mobile workers

in virtual teams and organizations.

Virtual team success has been linked to virtual communication by Powell et

al. (2014). Virtual teams are heavily reliant on communication technologies,

and they face difficulties in information sharing effectiveness.

Media richness – using multiple different media to convey a message in-per-

son or through technology – can be more effective than a single medium

(Rhoads, 2010). Sedrine et al. (2020) have documented a positive impact on

virtual team efficiency from increased media richness. Sivunen and Nord-

bäck (2015) studied social presence in virtual teams and noted that media

richness is not the best explanation for higher social presence in them (Social

presence means for example ability to convey expressions and gesturing).

The way the message is structured can be more important: For example, long

monologues in 3d environments prompted little to no interaction in other

participants in a virtual meeting. In another study by Van der Kleij et al.

(2009), video conferences made discussion regulation more difficult and less

satisfactory but did not make a difference in productivity.

Sivunen and Valo (2006) researched in-depth about how virtual teams ap-

proach technology choice. There were two main theories: Rational technol-

ogy choice, where rational criteria were put to place to compare platforms

and choose the most suitable one. Some criteria assessed were media rich-

ness, social presence, and accessibility (least effort to users).
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The other theory was a Social interaction theories approach. Individuals’ per-

ception of tools is affected by other people’s values and attitudes towards

technologies. Social influence model explains how co-workers influence how

effective we think different media are and what we see best in different situ-

ations. Another part of this is Symbolic interactionism: the importance of or-

ganizational culture, practices, and shared meanings, which also influence

the choice of CMC. Some scholars have also supported a theory of adaptive

structuration. One cannot study technologies without also looking at organi-

zational culture, since the two impact each other. (Sivunen & Valo, 2006)

Barbour et al. (2018) also noted these factors in organizational communica-

tion design. They discussed organizational communication design as the pro-

cess of groups, organizations and communities deciding how to communi-

cate. They write that individuals’ communication design affects the individ-

ual communication design of others, and that collective design is goal-ori-

ented, meaning the basis for choosing communication practice is determined

by the objectives.
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3 Methodology

This section defines the approach to data collection and analysis. I talk about

the open-ended interview approach that I chose for collecting the data, how

the actual process was organized and how the data was formatted for analy-

sis.

3.1 Multiple case study

The main method of empirical data collection is a multiple case study involv-

ing four companies. Multiple case study provides detailed information about

targeted topics and answers well to qualitative “how” or “why” questions.

Case studies are a widely accepted research method for complex social phe-

nomena, such as the internal communication of companies. While case stud-

ies themselves are not particularly generalizable, multiple cases offer a

chance for more reliable analysis. (Yin, 2009)

Having multiple informants from the organizations interviewed and having

multiple organizations, in general, is also beneficial to reduce bias (Golden,

1992), and a unique set of companies from different industries enables a

more profound and generalizable theory building (Harris & Sutton 1986, Yin

1984, Schwenk 1985).

The analysis was based on the cross-case analysis technique (Eisenhardt,

1989) to find common patterns and themes. These were elaborated from or-

ganizational patterns in single cases to a more general model in a cross-case

setting.

3.2 Sample and setting

The sample consisted of companies that had a range of communication tech-

nologies in use, permitted working from home, and who had to adapt to the

situation presented in 2020 by the COVID-19 pandemic. This allowed to es-

pecially study teams that were adept in technology but were suddenly forced

to migrate most of their communication online.
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In this thesis, I interviewed a total of 17 people in 4 different organizations. I

interviewed five people in organizations A and D, four people in organization

B, and three people in organization C. The first interviews took place in April

of 2020, and the last ones in August of 2020.

The companies in question specialized in software development and testing

(A and C), medical equipment (B), and healthcare (D). Two of the companies

would be classified as small- or medium-sized businesses (A and C), while

two of them are larger (B and D).

All of them used Fingertip, but none had it enabled for all employees. It was

either a tool in the management team or for a product development team.

They were also frequent users of email and business communication plat-

forms, as well as instant messaging in business contexts. I summarized the

companies’ basic information in Table 1.

Company Industry Size No. of interviews

A Software Medium 5

B Medical equipment Large 4

C Software Medium 3

D Healthcare Large 5

Table 1: Basic information of the sample companies.

To choose the interviewees, we contacted the responsible decider who

brought in Fingertip, who contacted potential interviewees or were inter-

viewed themselves. I then scheduled the interviews with each of them. Be-

forehand, I sent them a short synopsis of the research topic to familiarize the

topic.

3.3 Open-ended interview approach

For gathering data, I used open-ended interviews, which are 1-on-1 inter-

views, where the interviewee is expected to be speaking most of the time,
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bringing to the table their thoughts on a specific theme freely. Follow-up

questions can still build upon answers to deepen understanding of interest-

ing information that comes up. (Vuori, 2017)

I am opting for open-ended interviews, as the context of internal communi-

cation varies across different companies. As this is a qualitative study, the

strict comparability of the data for quantifiable results is not necessary, back-

ing the decision to opt for open-ended interviews (Vuori, 2017).

Because the tools and guidelines for internal communication are unique to

companies, I want to make sure not to point the interviewees into one direc-

tion or another deliberately. Open-ended interviews give them more space to

articulate their thoughts in their own words. It helps them touch on poten-

tially sensitive issues, feeling safe while doing so. (Vuori, 2017)

Interviews allow me to emphasize better with the interviewees, identifying

perhaps unwritten and unrecognized behaviour models, giving an overall

broader understanding. When talking face-to-face (or in this instance,

webcam-to-webcam), the situation creates for an open atmosphere and pos-

sibilities to go far beyond a questionnaire-type method. (Vuori, 2017)

Another benefit is being able to tailor the interviews to the specific organiza-

tional context, making it possible to broaden our potential findings in the big

picture of communication. It helps us focus on company- or individual-spe-

cific experiences and allows for a deeper understanding of the differences in

people’s personal thinking processes within communications. (Vuori, 2017)

While the open-ended interview can provide novel and useful insights and

data, we must also acknowledge the weaknesses and the preconditions for

successful data collection. Interviewees can be very self-conscious in these

interviews. If we want them to give us information that is unfavourable to

them or which they might wish to hide, a sufficient amount of psychological

safety and trust needs to be instilled. This is done via the interview setting

and my professionalism as the interviewer (Vuori, 2017). I also promised
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confidentiality in the writing process to further increase trust and peace of

mind to motivate giving more accurate data (Huber and Power, 1985).

The interviewees need space and context to be able to give their best answers.

Sometimes it takes time to find relevant experiences from memory, so pa-

tience is key. With the context, the interviewee can deduce what information

is useful for the study and understand how it can benefit them as well. Being

able to relate new information in the interview to existing theories and con-

text builds trust and makes the interview more useful to the interviewee as

well. (Vuori, 2017)

3.4 Data collection

The interviews were structured around 12 open-ended questions (Attach-

ment?) about changes in digital communication practices in the organiza-

tion, communication during Covid-19, and the interviewees’ communication

habits and preferences.

I conducted all but one of the interviews in Finnish, the first language for me

and the interviewee for most cases. Also, transcriptions from these interviews

were made in Finnish, and the applicable quotes were translated when

needed.

Because the situation with COVID-19 was active during the whole interview

period, all interviews were organized using Microsoft Teams video calls. Most

of the interviewees were able to join with a camera, making the interviews

more relaxed than by mere voice.

The governmental recommendations regarding the pandemic situation were

also a bit more relaxed towards the end of the summer. In the later inter-

views, some people had returned to their working places also physically, at

least to some extent. In the Spring interviews, people were still spending all

working hours at home.

The shortest interview took 36 minutes, while the longest was 85 minutes.

On average, the interviews took 56 minutes.
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3.5 Data analysis

To begin the data analysis phase, I listened and transcribed word-for-word

12 of the interviews I had conducted. I imported them to a qualitative analysis

software called Atlas.ti for analysis, looking for common themes and key

findings.

Using the twelve transcribed interview and with the help of my supervisor, I

developed a model regarding communicating reasons concerning the se-

lected communication tool. I further established the implications for

strengths and weaknesses of the select communication tools for the effective-

ness of communication.

Data analysis and model building was based on coding the transcribed inter-

views. I looked for recurring themes and observations, which I used to create

codes during the (Strauss & Corbin 1998). I then merged some of the codes

that represented similar findings, like regarding particular communication

media, a specific need or guideline. In total, the coding ended up with almost

700 unique codes.

Codes allowed me to analyse the data systematically, building a model from

the emerging main themes. Going through the interviews multiple times,

while referring to older interviews helped identify feelings towards tools and

finding similar patterns in individual interviews. (Mantere & Ketokivi, 2013)

Afterwards, I used the five remaining interviews to find supporting material

for the model, or material to contradict the earlier findings. These interviews

were not transcribed apart from the applicable quotes.

With the model built and the related quotes collected, I also came up with

conclusions and further needed research for the discussed themes. We espe-

cially looked into implications regarding the role of collaboration tools as a

means of communication, as was determined in research questions of his the-

sis.
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4 Findings

4.1 Theoretical model

Figure 2: Needs and outcomes of Internal Communication

Figure 2 shows the model used to analyse and structure the findings of this

thesis. I studied internal communication by (1) the characteristic needs of

selecting a medium and (2) the positive and negative outcomes of the me-

dium selected.

The model was developed after data analysis. I found that there are various

needs for choosing a communication channel, being the need to get answered

in a timely manner, the need to illustrate a point, the number of recipients

and how they are best reached, avoiding interrupting co-workers, delicate

personal topics, distributing tasks, company or team policies, and personal

or team preferences.

More importantly, I found the different outcomes relating to these different

channels. From a positive standpoint, the channel choices improved commu-
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nication speed and agility, made sharing tasks easy, improved personal rela-

tionships and trust, allowed simultaneous teamwork, increased transparency

and documentation, gave insight into company status, clarified roles and en-

gagement, and formalized informal data. The negative outcomes related to

information stuffing channels, information getting lost in channels, badly

formatted documentation, undersharing due to too much transparency, un-

necessary communication, unclear accountability, frustration when waiting

for immediate answers, complicated tools, and decreased benefits when

some people didn’t have access or were not fluent in using the tools.

This section elaborates on the different parts of the model to explain what

they mean, how they came up in the interview with quotes and what the re-

ported outcomes according to the interviewees were. I have used a letter and

a number to distinguish the informants. The letter represents the company

and the number which interviewee in that company gave the quote. For ex-

ample, A1 was the first person interviewed in company A.

4.2 Common internal communication tools

4.2.1 Instant Messaging applications
Instant messaging applications are tools that are usually available on mobile

platforms, as well as some simple desktop interface. In these applications,

you can send direct messages to other individual users, or create groups up

to thousands of people. The messaging style is informal and has a low thresh-

old. Instant messaging applications commonly send notifications for new

messages instantly unless muted.

Instant Messengers have been around for a long time (IRC 1988, AOL mes-

senger 1997, MSN Messenger 1999), and enjoyed widespread popularity

throughout the years. Since the beginning, professional uses were common

alongside the leisure-time use. During the smartphone era, Instant Messag-

ing moved to people’s phones with apps like WhatsApp and WeChat cur-

rently having more than 3 billion combined users.
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The participants of this study found that a lot of email- or phone communi-

cation has moved to instant messengers:

“It’s quite rare for my phone to ring. Usually, I get messages

through Whatsapp or another messaging channel” A5

“We’ve reduced the use of email, more likely it goes through in-

stant messengers or applications” A2

Because people use them daily in their personal lives, it’s natural that they

are so popular in professional contexts as well. The interface is intuitive with

limited functions to share messages and images, which is often sufficient in

work scenarios. All messages are equal in a timeline, and the most complex

interactions might be replies to earlier comments.

In this research, the commonly used Instant Messaging applications were

WhatsApp and WeChat.

4.2.2 Direct contact through a phone call, video call or in-person
One channel I wanted to highlight for this study is direct contacts, meaning

real-time discussion whether it was in the flesh or using technology such as a

phone or computer. All participants are actively engaged in the discussion.

The context might be, for example, a meeting, a sales call, or an interview.

Sometimes there is a deliberate agenda, but they can also be so-called water-

cooler chats, where information transfer is spontaneous.

While they often go off-topic, the personal aspects are also well received:

“Personally, I respect face-to-face communications more than

others” B3

“Discussion often goes off-topic in-person” B4

The defining feature for direct contacts is that the goals of the communica-

tion and information transfer are achieved instantaneously. You can be con-

fident the other participants receive the message instantly, understand it or

can ask for clarification and may answer or react to contribute to the infor-

mation sharing:
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“Face-to-face you can ask and ensure the message was under-

stood” A3

Another key feature is non-verbal cues. You can use expressions and gestures

to explain a point further, and you see other people’s expressions and reac-

tions to information they receive, making it a rich medium for information

sharing. Phone calls only share the instantaneous feature, and video calls are

somewhat limited in the expressions and reactions. Depending on the appli-

cation, you are rarely able to communicate with gestures effectively, and ex-

pressions must be perceived from potentially webcam images on-screen.

People might not be required to have the video on, and they might have a bad

connection or low resolution, making the reactions less visible as well.

Sensitive topics were another time when face-to-face was the preferred me-

dium:

“Face-to-face is great for addressing any troubles or feedback”

B1

4.2.3 Business communication platforms
With business communication platforms, I mean platforms that use work

context themed channels to facilitate information sharing. The typical exam-

ple of this type is Skype for Business, which is being replaced often with Mi-

crosoft Teams or Slack. In these platforms, you create teams in a matrix or-

ganization, meaning people are part of a unique combination of teams.

All teams have access to a defined set of channels, intended for discussing a

pre-determined topic. The intention is to have related discussion in a singu-

lar channel to make information sharing structured, limit the messages a sin-

gle user receives to the ones relevant to their work and allow for contextual

discussion. Usually, they enable some sort of 1-on-1 communication as well.

Due to the simplicity and media richness, people had mostly positive impres-

sions of using them for internal communication:

“Most of our discussion happens in Teams or Slack” A5
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“Teams and Slack are good for business use, you can put more

different things in there than in Whatsapp.” A2

One of the main purposes for channels is that unlike in email, you do not

need to remember all individuals belonging to certain projects to reach all of

them. Instead, they all see the messages in the channel. Often notifying needs

to be deliberate as well. You tag people to your post if you want them to get

an instant notification, usually when they are expected to react.

4.2.4 Email
Email has been around for about 50 years. The name derives from electronic

mail, which rather accurately describes what emails are: mail delivered in

digital, electronic format. They used to be the standard for business commu-

nication, as they are usually formal, able to address multiple people at a time,

contain attachments and enable replying to facilitate contextual discussion.

Email lists are a way of creating channel-like communications also in emails.

Naturally, the use cases reflect this, being often non-reactive and more doc-

umentation-oriented:

“I like announcement styled messages in the traditional email.”

A2

“We use emails for example to share memos or other notes from

meetings” B4

Nowadays, emails are as much a marketing channel as they are used for pro-

fessional discussion. Companies form extensive email distribution lists for

spreading “no-reply” emails to increase brand awareness and sales, which

makes inbox management a bit more tedious, as fewer emails are important

to reply to.

Even still, companies use emails as their number one medium:

“I would say email is still our most used communication me-

dium” C3

Emails are also asynchronous, meaning the discussion does not expect par-

ticipants to be online or have their email inbox open at the same time. The



32

expected answer time is thus a lot longer than with instant messaging. Some

other productivity features provided by some email servers are auto-replies

(for example responding when you can reply if out of office), scheduled mes-

sages, flagging important messages for follow-up and folders to categorize

different message types and contexts.

4.2.5 Collaboration platforms
Collaboration platforms are digital communication environments which fa-

cilitate information sharing, editing and storage, as well as social interaction

using text, video, audio, and graphical components. They are reachable asyn-

chronously with multiple devices, and can be used to document previous

work:

“Many discussions are held outside of the [collaboration] plat-

form, and later documented there.” A2

“Fingertip is used in later stages of many processes, a lot has to

happen before something ends up on the platform.” A1

Since work has moved more and more online, a bunch of applications for

work communication have emerged to structure work packages and to make

communicating actual work being done more efficiently. Some are more soft-

ware development-oriented (e.g. Jira), some are used for organizing tasks

(e.g. Asana) and some try to facilitate strategy processes as well (e.g. Finger-

tip):

“We brought in Fingertip as a tool for task management.” B1

“Two uses for Fingertip we have are quarterly planning and de-

cision making.” C1

Communication platforms are less focused on personal communications.

The users behind the work might be in a secondary focus, the main being the

work, decision, plan, or task. They are asynchronous like email, and networks

are formed between tasks, plans and individuals to create connections to ex-

isting work packages as well.
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Main points in collaboration platforms are the visibility and transparency

into work being done and taking individual responsibility to work. People are

expected to be more independent in getting their work done, and reporting

is done with flagging objects and tasks in the systems. People are tagged when

they are expected for input, whether asked to join discussions or answer

questions or when expected to deliver a piece of work:

“Until last year we were using Fingertip for any discussions,

communication, - - for the meeting. It was working excellent

when everything was there. The agenda, we had all the report

stored there and such.” B2

4.3 Factors influencing the selection of a channel

Most often, knowledge workers use a multitude of these channels every day.

During the interviews, I encountered multiple factors that contributed to the

selection of a channel. The factors were related to the nature of communica-

tion, its content, or personal or organizational preferences or policy.

The factors discovered were:

 Need to get answered in a timely manner

 Need to illustrate some point during the communication

 The number of recipients and how distinct groups are best reached

 Avoiding interrupting someone’s focus

 A delicate or personal issue to be handled

 Distribution of tasks and their documentation

 Policy and preferences

4.3.1 The need to get answered in a timely manner
Timely information sharing is important for companies to avoid losing cli-

ents, doing simultaneous extra work and more. People often need to reach
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their co-workers fast and get input or answers from them as well, so infor-

mation flow does not cause bottlenecks.

One of the interviewees explained how their organization used instant mes-

saging tools to be able to distribute information in different groups:

“We use different instant messaging channels. For management,

technical side, the employees in Helsinki. Different groups to

reach people fast.” A1

Interviewees preferred several chat applications for instant messaging pur-

poses - getting a fast response, also noting that email would be their go-to

method if urgency were not in play.

“If I need an answer fast, I’ll use Skype. Otherwise, I will send an

email” C3

“Nowadays. We have the Microsoft Teams, so we chat there. If

there's anything just you know, quicker to address.” B2

“We have active chats on WhatsApp for quick messaging” A2

Interviewees also agreed that at the office, if they wanted a response fast, they

would just walk up to the person and have a quick chat. For example:

“…at the office when there are other people you can have a quick

chat when you have something to say or ask.” D1

Instant messaging and chat tools, as well as in-person communication, in-

cluding phone calls, were the methods people chose if they were attempting

to get quick answers.

4.3.2 The need to illustrate the point
Occasionally, workers need to be able to illustrate an idea they are trying to

convey. When messages by themselves are not able to tell the details, or one

needs to be assured the recipient understands their message, they require a

higher media richness factor.

Here we have an interviewee who preferred video calls for the richness they

bring to communication:
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“With video, you get so much more from the communication

than just voice” A2

A second interviewee was an active user of charts, calling them a good way to

elaborate and make concepts more understandable. They preferred video

calls with screen sharing and also used so-called digital whiteboards, like

Miro:

“In projects, we draw a lot more and use charts than we speak.

It’s easier to understand through the visuality” A5

Video chats were a sufficient alternative, using a digital or analogue white-

board alongside. Video calls, in general, allowed for more gesturing and ex-

pressions to emphasize points and enabled screen sharing for illustrating the

points. The preferred in-person chats had been replaced with video calls dur-

ing the pandemic and companies used tools like Miro for online whiteboards.

4.3.3 The number of recipients and how distinct groups are reached
Our communication styles are different when we communicate with different

sizes of groups. Direct messages are more personal than messages in chan-

nels, and company-wide announcements see an even more neutral tone. Se-

lecting a medium which best captures the audience where attention is re-

quired was one influencing factor in selecting appropriate channels. Espe-

cially company-wide announcements were problematic, as there was rarely a

medium which 100% caught the attention of all employees.

An interviewee questioned how realistic it would be to have everyone simul-

taneously joining into an announcement session, suggesting a video or email

instead:

“A large number of people is hard to get physically in one place

at the same time. Information about the company status could

be more readily available … maybe announcements would be

good as an email or video message since not everyone can at-

tend” A2
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Another interviewee wanted to highlight company-wide announcement ses-

sions for their social aspects as well and how that increases information

transfer as well:

“The info sessions are good for transparency. It creates a sense

of togetherness as well when people are talking with each other.”

B4

Overall, a positive attitude was observable towards company-wide announce-

ment sessions. Workers sometimes felt they did not receive enough infor-

mation on what is going on from the management, and they filled that need

nicely. Seeing co-workers was also a motivating factor for many.

4.3.4 Avoiding interrupting a co-worker
Knowledge workers often need to focus on tasks at hand to complete them

efficiently. Setting all devices on do-not-disturb mode would allow us to si-

lence potential interruptions, but we also consider our co-workers who might

not remember that. People told that if their issues were not urgent, they

might avoid push notification sending applications, not to interrupt a co-

worker in a call or focused activity.

Email was perceived as a channel which would not disturb focus or other ac-

tivities:

“If the topic is not that acute, or maybe there are many people to

contact, I would use email.” C3

During the first wave of working from home during the coronavirus crisis, an

interviewee noted that people were hesitant at first to call their co-workers:

“At first there was a high threshold to call others in the middle

of the day for a fear of interrupting what they are doing.” C3

Transparency in working hours was one way for managers to see how much

their subordinates were working without a direct need for contact:
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“Rather than disturbing my team members by asking what they

are doing and when they are working, I’ve checked the hours

they have listed in the worktime application.” D1

Some were also feeling guilt when having to interrupt others with their mes-

sages:

“Sometimes, when I have some things I need to talk, but every-

one is at home, I have to interrupt with chat messages. It’s una-

voidable.” D4

4.3.5 Delicate/personal issue at hand
When discussing personal topics, the standard way was to have 1-on-1 super-

visor-subordinate discussions. Preferably these were held in-person, but the

situation sometimes dictated them to be organized virtually. Nevertheless,

these were topics that were not discussed in written texts.

One manager highlighted situations, where things that should be handled 1-

on-1 leaked to public channels or emails:

“Sometimes things have gone too personal in email or Slack, so

things that should be handled in-person get a bit too much audi-

ence.” C1

Others also discussed their company’s policy to have all personal discussions

in-person:

“The important personal issues we go through 1-on-1 in-person.”

A1

“During this one to one video meeting, they can talk about per-

sonal things like they want to take some annually or sick leave,

or these more personal topics.” B2

4.3.6 Handing out tasks as a goal
A communication task, which earlier may have been done in coordination

and resourcing meetings, is handing out tasks and deciding who takes the

responsibility of which tasks. For this, collaboration platforms were brought
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up as an example which had taken the process furthest, while emails and ex-

cel sheets were others that suited the job at least somewhat.

One person noted that when some people were missing from the platform, it

made task management on it harder:

“…personally, I was using it (Fingertip) for this task kind of man-

agement, so pulling from the meeting, but also whatever else

from my team. Of course, a little challenge was that no one else

on my team had any like license or access to the Fingertip. So

then it's like difficult to really follow through like the use because

of course, I have one task from one project, but then every single

other task on that project is not in the Fingertip because it's

someone else in my team” B2

Another was dissatisfied with their current process of using spreadsheets,

hoping for a better alternative:

“I see potential in task management, we don’t have a tool, but we

have tested some, though we haven’t yet found anything suiting

us. Just having it in Excel in a shared folder is bad so we would

like a tool” B4

An interviewee discussed their habit of using email for simple tasks and then

organizing meetings for anything more complex:

“I like to keep messages simple, sending tasks as bullet points in

email or something. And when there are many things, I want to

organize a 30-minute meeting to discuss and resolve.” A5

One company was using their collaboration platforms more actively also in

task management:

“We use CRM to create tasks and organize who does what.” C2
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Most often people did report, that the tasks would mainly be managed as to-

do lists or flagged emails, so transparency to other people’s tasks was mini-

mal. Consequently, a log for made decisions or completed tasks was not avail-

able for managers, increasing need for coordination meetings and reporting.

4.3.7 Policy and Preference
In most communication situations, the choice of medium was not limited to

a single choice of platform; rather, a few choices applied to the matter at

hand. In those cases, the selection fell to personal or team preference, and

occasionally company policy.

Companies had rarely defined the tools strictly and were often open to em-

ployees using their preferred applications. Some had named the official chan-

nels but allowed the use of others as well. Intranet was an official channel for

announcements in three companies.

Here are a couple of comments on company policy on channels:

“For company information and general announcements, we use

the intranet” B4

“We have email and Teams as our official channels, but we also

use Slack unofficially for more instant messaging.” C2

“The only written rule I can think of is that if something needs to

reach everyone, it needs to be communicated at least via email”

C1

Intranet, though official channel, was not used to its full capacity, as is evi-

dent in these two comments:

 “Intranet is the official channel for all organization-wide com-

munication, yet I meet people almost every week who say they

have never even logged in it.” D3

“Officially we have everything in the intranet, or so I was told,

but nobody really updates it.” C2
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Company policy sometimes advised showing faces at the beginning of video

calls, the goal of which was to increase the mood of people when seeing their

co-workers. Company policy might also be in place to how people signal their

co-workers that they are active:

“We have video on at least at the beginning of meetings to see

everyone. Just to keep people feeling good” C1

“We’re supposed to keep a green marker on Teams and Skype

when we are on the computer and available for chat.” D1

Phone calls were seen as something that is used mostly by older people and

something more of a personal preference:

“Also, I think that older people tend to call more you know they

actually do phone calls like to the actual mobile phone.” B2

“I don’t understand why people are scared of calling. It’s the

most common way for me.” A3

Often the choice, rather than being company-wide, was that of a single team.

The company offered multiple choices, and teams preferred one over the

other:

 “I know Sales has their own WhatsApp group that they use for

their team communication daily” C2

 “While the organization officially uses Teams for meetings, I use

Skype with my team. We prefer it because not all of us have had

the time to familiarize enough with Teams.” D1

“We use Skype or Teams, depending on how our teams organize

themselves, as well as instant messaging tools like Flowdock or

Slack, also according to teams’ preferences” D2

One interviewee commented of people reverting to older platforms due to

bad experience on a new platform:
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 “I guess after a previous failed CRM implementation, some peo-

ple are still a bit allergic to the letter combination. They might

rather start a discussion by email even when it would be better

suited for CRM.” D5

In general, having the choice to be made by the team was perceived as good.

The consequent effect of information being scattered and less transparent

was seen as a drawback. In the typical case, people would choose the channel

and platform according to what was the norm in the group the participants

were together a part of. If the experience and knowledge of a platform were

not sufficient, people would go to older platforms even from the official plat-

forms as well.

4.4 The chosen channels and their outcomes for internal
communication

The interviews also touched on the perceived effectiveness of the varying

tools that the participants used. Here I have highlighted what separates the

different tools from each other as their pros and cons for communication ef-

fectiveness.

Table 2 has collected the different benefits and drawbacks of the different

chosen channels. All positive and negative aspects will be elaborated in the

following chapters.
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Channel Positive Negative

Instant

Messaging

 Low effort for not directly work-related commu-

nication

 Sharing simple tasks or results with small

groups efficiently

 Information can get lost, as the number of mes-

sages escalates fast

Direct con-

tact

 Reinforce relationships between employees

 Illustrative, instant response for questions

 Both parties need to be available at the same

time

 Information is often not documented very well

Business

Communi-

cation Plat-

forms

 Transparent, documented

 Applications and extensions increase possibili-

ties in collaboration

 Easy way to send reminders and raise awareness

 Too many channels make finding information

difficult

 Transparency can discourage people from shar-

ing

Email  Documented records available

 Most people are fluent in using

 Inboxes are filled with unnecessary mail, hiding

the relevant ones

 Unclear accountability, too many people in Car-

bon Copy (Cc)

 People assume that emails are prioritized, and

the important information is received

Collabora-

tion Plat-

forms

 Give a good overall insight, improve process ef-

ficiency

 Task management and progress follow-up easy

 Transparency and openness to increase trust

and decrease the need for extra communication

 People are easily involved without risk of them

not receiving the message

 Formalizing unformal, organizational memory

 Complicated and underused

 Selection is large, without clear differentiation

 Everybody needs to be in to get the full benefit

Table 2: Outcomes of different channels for internal communication
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4.4.1 Instant Messaging applications
4.4.1.1 Positive: Low effort for not directly work-related communication
The vast majority enjoyed the agility of instant messaging. You could reach

your co-workers rather instantly and efficiently. It was especially useful for

cases where the content was not work-related but to when, where and how

work should be done:

 “We have WhatsApp for daily communication. Not actual work

but ‘are you at work or where?’, people might not be around com-

puters in production, so they are only available on mobile” B4

4.4.1.2 Positive: Sharing simple tasks or results with small groups efficiently
Instant messaging was also an efficient channel for sharing news, updates, or

positive feedback to small teams efficiently:

“I use Skype-chat to ask my team for news and updates. I find it

is the easiest way to reach them.” D1

4.4.1.3 Negative: Information can get lost, as the number of messages escalates
fast

Some interviewees worried, that when information is shared through instant

messaging apps, it does not end up in permanent documentation or storage,

and is eventually forgotten:

“It’s better to write something down in CRM rather than

WhatsApp. In WhatsApp, it only gets lost and we don’t remem-

ber it at all soon.” A3

Sometimes when instant messaging platforms were used to share work-re-

lated information, people assumed the information was received and did not

communicate it elsewhere:

“People think using instant messengers is nice and easy, and

think that when they send it there, everybody got the message. I

disagree with this. If everybody saw and internalized all mes-

sages in instant messaging apps, we wouldn’t be talking about

challenges in communication.” A3
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People often have misconceptions also how often and how carefully other

people read the messages in instant messengers:

“Instant messengers are handy, but you need to be careful be-

cause the message won’t reach people enough in the organiza-

tion. The expectation of how often and carefully people read

them is too high.” A3

4.4.2 Direct contact through a phone call, video call or in-person
4.4.2.1 Positive: Reinforce relationships between employees
With direct connections to their co-workers, people felt more connected to

their work as well. Especially during the pandemic isolation, this was brought

up by many as a lifeline for motivation. While they are good for information

sharing, another important role was seen as reinforcing the relationships be-

tween employees:

 “All interaction in coffee table or lunch are important, as they

reinforce the relationships between employees and increase in-

formation sharing.”  C2

Seeing others via video cameras is possible in many new business communi-

cation platforms. It is very sought for because people are missing the social

aspect of a common workplace:

“During corona, we have started a practice to show our faces –

at least in the beginning – of all Teams meetings. It’s an im-

portant habit for coming closer to each other.” C1

4.4.2.2 Positive: Illustrative, instant response for questions
The simultaneous interaction in real-time calls was positive for many be-

cause visualisation and gesturing increased media richness. Interviewees

also raised the point of asking for clarification in uncertainty, which clears

the point and ensures correct delivery and understanding:

“Face-to-face you get the message through better and can illus-

trate and ask” A1
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They are also regarded as fast ways to convince that a longer discussion

should be beneficial for them, and organizing meeting times:

“Let’s say the sales call takes about a minute or two, and then you

have a meeting on the calendar. So, no time is wasted in the plan-

ning. With phone calls, you might get additional questions and

thus better discussion” A3

4.4.2.3 Negative: Both parties need to be available at the same time
Some of the teams interviewed were working in two locations, Finland and

China, and simultaneous communication has a limited time frame, as differ-

ent locations are working at different points in the day:

“We only have limited hours with my team in China every day,

so much of the discussion has to go through email.” B2

4.4.2.4 Negative: Information is often not documented very well
When you discuss face-to-face, you are hardly thinking about documenting

communication. We think it would be rude to focus on writing while someone

is speaking to us, so smiling and nodding is the more appropriate response.

Of course, in meetings, you might assign someone to take notes, but in wa-

tercooler encounters and other shorter interactions, we trust in ourselves to

remember what was talked without writing it down, generating issues in au-

ditability and miscommunication:

“Face to face discussion is quite different. You might not docu-

ment at all, just discuss how the plan has progressed.” A5

4.4.3 Business communication platforms in communication platforms
(Skype, Slack, Teams, etc.)

4.4.3.1 Positive: Transparent, documented
The main positive aspect of channels was that information was shared to en-

tire teams easily, with documentation so you can easily refer to it:

“We use a lot of Microsoft Teams for communication. It has

notes and status updates readily available.” A5
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4.4.3.2 Positive: Applications and extensions increase possibilities in collaboration
One area that was raised especially in the context of Microsoft Teams was the

application market. There is an active community of third parties developing

extensions into varying use cases, making customization simple and raising

productivity:

“…but actually, Teams has much more capabilities by these apps

and things like that, and that's the part that we didn't get intro-

duced to. So is the part that we see potential there, and it looks

really interesting that OK, how can we do more with this? B2

4.4.3.3 Positive: Easy way to send reminders and raise awareness
Business communication platforms often feature teams that are working on

a project together in a project channel. This way, when the team is having a

meeting, or there is a new development around it, it is an easy way to reach

every member quickly:

“I use Slack to remind users of upcoming meetings and ask to

review materials. I also send it through the mail. Then they have

themselves to blame if they haven’t familiarized themselves with

the material” A5

4.4.3.4 Negative: Too many channels make finding information difficult
One thing that bugged a few interviewees with the channels was the fact, that

they had not put appropriate thought into the channel composition. Too

many channels made them unable to be certain whom they were addressing

in which channel, and where to find information later if needed:

“When the ‘channel jungle’ is complicated enough, you are not

sure who sees the message in which channel” A5

When the information structure was not clear enough, openness made no

difference, as people were forced to ask where to find the information:

“When we have a large number of channels where the discussion

could be documented, you just can’t find that information easily

and anyway need to ask someone by email where it is.” D5
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4.4.3.5 Negative: Transparency can discourage people from sharing
Another negative narrative for business communication platforms is some

people’s personal tendency to undershare. Some people might be put off by

the fact that their message has a larger audience and choose to keep their

thoughts to themselves because they want to avoid the attention:

“People may not feel that natural to speak up in open channels

with a lot of people.” D2

4.4.4 Email
4.4.4.1 Positive: Documented records available
Emails are stored in the inboxes of the sender and the receiver, meaning

there are two digital footprints of an email documented, which in turn moti-

vates people to pay more attention to the style of communication:

“But also, you think emails have you know there is a record,

maybe that can be staying there forever or who knows. So of

course, you think maybe more careful with that type of commu-

nication” B2

4.4.4.2 Positive: Most people are fluent in using
Overarching praise for emails is that it has been around for so long that you

can trust everyone can use it. Since at least 1995 it has been a staple tool for

knowledge workers, meaning the technology is mature as well. It’s relatively

simple, with an easy concept to grasp, so it functions for most communica-

tion needs:

“We use email, which has its ups and downs. Everybody uses it,

which is nice.” C2

Even when we think email is old-fashioned, it is still often the number one

chosen tool with its reliability and familiarity:

“Email is what we use most. It’s where people normally com-

municate.” C3

4.4.4.3 Negative: Inboxes are filled with unnecessary mail, hiding the relevant ones
The interviewees were frustrated with the fact that their email inbox often

filled with unnecessary email. People reply to all participants with one-word
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answers, which contributes to the already large amount of marketing email

in the mix. The relevant emails might easily get lost in the mix:

“…like for example if you send a mass email to a lot of people.

That you want them to know that if there's need for a discussion,

let's discuss with this team. But if there's no discussion, if people

just agree with something, they can just reply to you that, OK, I

have no issue with your proposal. Then I think it becomes like a

great number of emails. So, like if ten people are replying to ten

people that OK. It's a lot of extra emails.” B2

“We send way too many unnecessary emails” B4

Unnecessary emails are also confusing because people might miss important

emails. They are not able to make distinctions between the important and the

irrelevant emails:

“People get overwhelmed by the number of emails they don't re-

ply to them. So that is one thing that we need to get rid of: the

unnecessary emails. And then be able to process the important

ones.” B2

4.4.4.4 Negative: Unclear accountability, too many people in Carbon Copy (Cc)
Emails are often used to reach groups of people, so when questions are asked,

or tasks are being distributed, the accountability might become fogged. More

people are added in order not to forget anyone, but it is harder to address the

main recipients. Sometimes, the people who were supposed to be included as

a “need-to-know” basis start answering and filling inboxes, or no answer is

received at all because nobody is called out as responsible:

“You sometimes notice that people include huge lists of people

in Cc, so sharing whatever to everyone without thinking if it’s

relevant” B4

“People might start giving instructions and replies when they re-

ceive it as cc. So either the sender or receiver does not under-

stand their role.” D1
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4.4.4.5 Negative: People assume that emails are prioritized, and the important in-
formation is received

People also reflected on having a falsely positive sense of other people’s active

use of emails. When one sends an email, they are sure that the communica-

tion would be received and understood. The assumption that emails get

through to the receiver can be false and cause unnecessary delays in commu-

nication:

“It’s assumed that if you have received the email, you have re-

ceived the information” C1

Sometimes the problem is not that people would not wish to receive the in-

formation, their inboxes might already be full, so new information is hard to

get through. You also grow increasingly suspicious that a co-worker does not

go through their inbox if you see them with hundreds of unread emails in it:

“The challenge of these that people reading their emails, for ex-

ample, the certain we know only certain people, don't ever an-

swer to the emails an if you ever see their inbox, they have thou-

sands of unread emails, so they will never answer to you because

it's a pile of a mess there.” B2

4.4.5 Collaboration platforms
4.4.5.1 Positive: Give a good overall insight, improve process efficiency
With collaboration platforms, data from different sources could be brought

together for a summary view, making orientation to subjects easy. It enabled

interviewees to understand processes as a whole and make work more effi-

cient:

“The best thing is linking everything together. It’s a bit of work,

but it gives a great summary of the big picture then” A2

They also improve preparation for meetings and information sharing, when

one can inform other participants of upcoming meetings or ask questions:

“Fingertip brought nice process and people aspect. You asked

questions before meetings and knew people were on the same

page, making meetings more efficient” B1
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4.4.5.2 Positive: Task management and progress follow-up easy
Collaboration platforms were also complimented on task management pro-

cesses, being able to create and distribute new tasks, as well as check what is

the discussion and context behind them:

“I like when management decides something, we can immedi-

ately create tasks to get the ball rolling and can refer to the dis-

cussion to see what and why is expected of us.” D4

4.4.5.3 Positive: Transparency and openness to increase trust and decrease the
need for extra communication

Many interviewees reflected that they wished for more insight and transpar-

ency to managerial and strategic processes, as well as participate in decision

making and discussion around them. This would increase trust and reduce

the amount of speculation and rumours going around. Collaboration plat-

forms could have enabled that without excessive communication filling chan-

nels, and the information would be available for those who seek it:

“It could support transparency. When people don’t know what is

being worked on, they might feel nothing is being done. If every-

one were to be on one platform to see all development projects,

it would make the communication easier.” D3

Employees do not want to be pieces in the machine, but rather contribute to

the strategic processes taking place:

“People are not content with one-sided organizational commu-

nication anymore. They want to make it interactive and partici-

pate.” D3

Lack of organizational information sharing also causes rumours to start

spreading and overall dissatisfaction:

“Communication is a real issue. I’ve discussed it with others as

well, and we don’t think we receive enough information from the

management. … When we don’t get information, people start

speculating and rumours start spreading around.” D1



51

4.4.5.4 Positive: People are easily involved without risk of them not receiving the
message

Similarly to business communication platform communication, collabora-

tion platforms ensure no relevant people are out of the loop. Everyone in-

volved will get the available information automatically:

“With email, when just one forgets to press reply all and just re-

ply, the whole chain is broken. With a Fingertip-like system that

is not the case. Everyone automatically gets messages and can’t

be left out as easily.” D5

4.4.5.5 Positive: Formalizing unformal, organizational memory
One of the highest value functions in collaboration tools was the way they

formalized multimedia information. Different data formats could be con-

nected to create a complete picture of different entities. This also created a

network of organizational documentation, a memory or brain of sorts, that

contained the collective experiences and knowledge of an organization,

which anyone could navigate by their own need and access:

“My experience so far with Fingertip and such programs is that

they are very valuable in quantifying, sharing, finding, and or-

ganizing scattered and vague information. The more spread out

and agile companies are, the more important these tools be-

come. Formalizing the informal.” C1

Collaboration platforms were also excellent storages for internal knowledge,

making available the understanding of the people that have already left the

organization:

“You understand the benefit of documentation. - - After people

leave the company, it would be a huge benefit if the tacit

knowledge they had would have arrived in digital documents, so

we could still use it afterwards.” C2

The long-term benefit is also not making the same mistakes twice and being

able to replicate successful processes:
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“Perhaps it brings some clarity and transparency. The point of it

(Fingertip) is that when we use it for a longer time, history helps

us make better decisions in the future, so improving leadership

and data-driven management.” A1

4.4.5.6 Negative: Complicated and underused
Being able to include data in many sources has one major challenge – how to

keep the platform simple? Most interviewees reflected the use of Fingertip or

similar collaboration platforms as being overly complicated, paralyzing them

in use. This creates a vicious cycle when people do not use the platform be-

cause it is hard, and they never learn it:

“One challenge is that there are so many new concepts to digest,

so it’s very complicated.” C1

Training would also improve the usage, as people do not feel they know how

to use the platform without having any guidelines in place:

“There are a lot of challenges in usability: there are plenty of

terms that are not clear, and many places for tasks or messages.

Requires a lot of documentation and discipline.” A5

Frequency in use was another factor contributing to the perception of useful-

ness:

“I feel the transparency is great, but it needs people to use it and

more importantly know how to use it. That’s not easy when it’s

so complex.” D1

According to another interviewee, the infrequency resulted in a lack of skill

to make the most of the platform:

“Another problem is that you don’t use it often enough to truly

learn it.” C1

Overall, the transition to collaboration was seen as a huge obstacle, even if

there was trust in the benefits:
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“You need a very disciplined organization to get true benefit

from it, moving all dialogue there. I would be intrigued to see

that. And I get what we try to achieve with that, but we are not

there on that scale yet.” A2

4.4.5.7 Negative: Selection is large, without clear differentiation
Another challenge for companies is choosing from the available collaboration

platforms. When they never used one before, they all seem alike, and while

skilled workers could get the job done on any one of them, they spend exces-

sive time experimenting and assessing to find a perfect one, sometimes un-

successfully. This in turn increases the investment cost and time before the

platform comes into use:

“I like to think that a worker can take any tool and get the job

done. We spend way too much time to try and find the best tool

when the differences are small, and we should have started al-

ready.” A3

4.4.5.8 Negative: Everybody needs to be in to get the full benefit
What was also brought up was the fact that implementations often started in

smaller teams, meaning not many people were on the platforms. Conse-

quently, even the people on them would only have their work partly there,

since, in matrix organizations, they were still spending a lot of time working

with people outside of the platform. This made communication less efficient

with more channels, and people did not adequately learn the collaboration

platforms for using them so little:

“So that is there was a little bit of a challenge like for a short time

I think like for a proof of concept or something it's OK to have

just a small team, but once we start to kind of use it, not having

everyone that we need there then that does not allow us to get

the most out of it. Like we still have to send the separate emails

and these things that could be done in Fingertip. So that was

maybe the main thing and then other.” B2
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When working in many teams, some of which cannot use a particular plat-

form, some people need to use different tools for the same task simultane-

ously:

“In one team we have tried Fingertip in task management … in

my team, we don’t have licenses for any task management appli-

cation, so we do it face-to-face, in emails or in a shared spread-

sheet, where the communication is not that good.” B4

4.5 Implications for collaboration tools

Collaboration tools were regarded by the interviewees as a great tool for task

management and transparency, essentially for more passive communication.

They did not excel as a direct 1-on-1 communication channel but provided

good insight into company-wide project status and what projects and deci-

sions are in progress.

Many interviewees referred to company announcements, which were com-

monly shared through intranet or email. In some situations, these announce-

ments were made also live at in-person events or in a company-wide confer-

ence call. A common complaint was that not enough information about what

is going on in the big picture was not available. Transparency was seen as a

sign of trust, bringing people closer to company values.

These announcements could be dispersed to everyone in the company in an

interactive platform, while information about starting, ongoing and finished

projects would be available for those who look for them. Added transparency

without the urgency would contribute to more available information about

the company for its employees, without causing additional information over-

load.

Collaboration tools, as in their name, were mostly attributed to enabling

companies to work on projects together, with more real-time information.

The social aspect, however, was less appealing. When the content is based on

tasks, decisions, plans and objectives, the people behind them are left behind

the curtain. The interaction is not as natural as in-person, because, with the
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tools, you mostly interact with a neutral user interface. The platforms also

rely on third-party applications for the actual work to be done on, making

them more a sharing platform for completed work than a place to complete

it.

One of the recurring themes in the companies were that not so many people

were using it. When used by a team, they would only use it for work that was

related to all of them. Work that relates to people outside of the platform

rarely made its way on it. Consequently, people spent less time on the plat-

form, also contributing to the observation that the platforms are complex and

hard to use.

The pricing models do not exactly encourage bringing more people in either.

The price is usually license-based, per user per month (exhibits 1 2 3), making

a larger implementation very expensive. It should not be a surprise then, that

most companies decided to implement them only in a smaller part of the or-

ganization, while they attested to being able to extract more value if they had

more people joining. This begs the question; would a more fixed pricing

model offer better value for companies?

One of the most positive aspects was the ability of collaboration tools to for-

malize informal work habits and processes, as well as structuring complex,

multimedia information. Being able to relate different work packages to one

project makes them seem more of a group effort and understand the context

and entirety of the project and its goals. Structuring the data in this manner

should also ensure less time is spent looking for information and suppress

irrelevant information in multiple other channels.

There is also a trade-off between complexity and configurability. Having less

defined use cases and space for customization makes sure more processes

can be applied to the platforms. Following this, the collaboration tools are

often overwhelming for new users, scaring them away from using the tools.

Adequate adoption of the platforms is a hurdle to be overcome by the service-

providers to ensure buy-in for the tools when they are taken into use. Other-

wise, their use would soon end at the customer end. Taking a service design,
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user-centric approach for development could make the platforms more ap-

pealing to many companies.

4.6 Internal communication

Essentially, communication in the interviewed companies is rather unfor-

malized. The participating companies did not have a guideline for internal

communication. They had focused on the external relations more, but never

formally approached how their employees communicated with each other,

which is an interesting finding when it is very common for companies to have

a detailed guideline for external communication. Guidelines for internal

communication is a field still relatively unexplored in existing research as

well.

Mostly, people have a lot of freedom to select their preferred channels for

communication. These preferences were usually formed together with the

close team members, and these teams would have most of their communica-

tion in these few select channels. These vary a lot between different teams in

the company. In small teams, faster and more personal tools for instant mes-

saging, like WhatsApp, usually ended up on the top of this list.

As the number of channels goes up, so goes the difficulty of finding the rele-

vant information that people need. All communication channels feature

some sort of search functionality, but their performance is not perceived very

good. With more channels, looking for a specific message can take a while

also when you cannot remember where it is. This unstructured information

is one core potential for collaboration tools, as one of their focuses is in mak-

ing information easier to find, as it is related to the original work. In this

study, people were less than thrilled that people were allowed to use a plat-

form before the official launch, citing there were multiple identical structures

which made the channel structure complicated.

Dissatisfaction was also expressed of the way a company’s situation and fi-

nancial status was informed to the employees. Yearly or quarterly look into

company numbers was not adequate for communicating what is going on.
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People were asking for more available information transparently, fearing that

otherwise, rumours start circling. Many also felt that a way to voice out opin-

ions on the important strategic projects would make them feel that they are

listened to, even if they would not necessarily answer to those themselves.

Another observation was that at least in the participating companies the pan-

demic did not hit productivity severely. The transition to working at home

was relatively smooth, as all companies had policies for remote work in place.

For people with less experience of remote work, starting and ending working

days proved most difficult, but they got used to it in time. At early phases,

new projects were not started, as companies were careful in new investment,

but towards the end of Summer, this had also normalized. This is a hopeful

outlook for companies still dreading digital transformation, as at least in this

study, the leap was deemed successful, as long as the tools were in place al-

ready.
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5 Discussion

This study has contributed to our knowledge of co-located teams’ internal

communication. The comparison to virtual teams shows that for the most

part, co-located teams think of their digital communication to being as effec-

tive as in-person, as is often said about virtual teams as well.

We also expand the available research in collaboration platforms and how

they are used in knowledge work, by comparing them to other communica-

tion channels and finding their strengths, weaknesses, and why they are se-

lected.

This section focuses on the main findings of this study and elaborates the

findings for any potential generalization. As with the study, the focus is on

collaboration tools, but internal digital communication is also a topic worth

talking about here. We also point out the gaps this research particularly ad-

heres to and look into the limitations.

Internal communication has focused much on virtual teams and multina-

tional companies (e.g. Verčič 2012, Järvenpää et al. 1999). This research

shows that similar capabilities for fully digital internal communication could

be implemented in co-located teams as well. The companies involved were

no beginners in using communication technologies, but the extent had never

been tested this far. For managers, this should imply a bit less anxiety when

considering the ability of people to work remotely. We also expand our un-

derstanding of internal communication to cover collaboration platforms as a

channel.

In Verčič’s (2012) study, participants thought cultural differences affected in-

ternal communication minimally. My research is somewhat against this find-

ing, as multiple people thought that cultural differences are observable in

multinational internal communication. Differences were also reported ac-

cording to users’ age and technological capabilities.

Friedl and Verčič noted in their 2011 study, that employees favoured emails,

intranet and meetings instead of social media for business communication.



59

Emails were still popular and prominent, but intranet was a cumbersome and

badly managed platform. The way of using internal communication channels

resembles more social media now as well, and people prefer announcements

in video formats to intranet posts.

The literature observations that emails are less relevant, and group emails do

not have clear responsibilities (Lipiäinen et al. 2013) were also replicated in

this study. People still consider email their number one communication tool,

after all these years.

Earlier research had shown a preference for emails and intranet for an-

nouncements. While the studies suggest intranet as a good way to disperse

information (Friedl et al. 2011, DiMicco et al. 2009), employees nowadays

might expect more direct approach with live video or something else more

personal and interactive.

Virtual teams are as effective as co-located teams, according to Hardin et al.

(2007). When asked from the interviewees, everyone was adamant that their

performance and effectiveness had not declined when they transitioned to

working from home, implying they experienced them similarly effective.

Purvanova’s (2014) findings that people do not find virtual communication

natural and people have an inherent bias against it were partly supported.

Most people preferred face-to-face communication to virtual when possible,

but sometimes digital channels were still better in their view. Some people

would also refrain from sharing on channels because they were uncomforta-

ble with transparency.

My findings also supported McAfee’s (2006) observation, that collective in-

formation sharing produces more productive and collaborative work envi-

ronments. People complimented collaboration platforms’ way to clarify peo-

ple’s roles and responsibilities, which made task management and collabora-

tion more enjoyable and effective.

According to research, a key characteristic that improves virtual team effec-

tiveness is trust (Hovde 2014, Ford et al. 2017, Henttonen and Blomqvist
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2005). One trust-building method was face-to-face meetings, at least weekly,

where video connection is enough (Ford et al. 2017). The interviewees con-

firmed this, noting that they saw video calls a great way to improve trust and

relationships. They also enjoyed company-wide announcements and celebra-

tions, which were organized in somewhat relaxed company-wide meetings.

These situations reinforced culture and were enjoyable occasions. This is in

support of similar findings by Ford et al. (2017). Henttonen and Blomqvist

(2005) showed that communication technology helps build relationships and

increase knowledge sharing, which this research confirmed. Though people

felt most comfortable face-to-face, informal communication via video calls

was able to reinforce relationships between employees.

In earlier research being able to select the channel by personal preference

(Rhoads 2010, Sivunen et al. 2006) has implied high satisfaction but often

information to be hard to find, which was also confirmed by this study.

Social interactions theory from Sivunen and Valo (2006) says that other peo-

ple’s attitudes affect our perceptions of different tools. This was shown also

in this study, where teams’ preferences were observed an influencing factor

for media choice.

Another way to choose a communication medium in Sivunen and Valo’s

(2006) research was rational technology choice, where the most suitable me-

dium is selected. While in my research people thought that they did select

channels according to best suitability, they also said that many tools are so

similar, that too much time is used for selecting an appropriate channel, even

if multiple do the job “well enough”, which slows down information sharing.

Openness, in general, was more beneficial also in collaboration platform con-

texts, as implied by Lombardi (2013). Higher trust was also experienced,

when people were openly communicated about company-related matters, so

the transparency worked both ways also in this research.

Internal communication tools were said to improve communication only

when they are interactive and used by a majority (Riihimäki 2017, Gustafsson
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et al. 2018). We found that the requirement for most people was also notice-

able for collaboration tools. People felt limited in the teams where some peo-

ple did not have access to the platform. They did enjoy the interactive aspect

of the platforms, even though it was not simultaneous, in the teams that the

participants all were on the collaboration platform. It was, in fact, a request

that collaboration platforms should employ more simultaneous editing pos-

sibilities.

One finding contradicting existing research was against McAfee’s (2006) rec-

ommendation that digital tools should be introduced so that people have a

chance to try them before official introduction or training. This had had a

profoundly negative impact in fragmenting the channels of a company that

had tried this approach.

Computer-mediated communication anxiety has been shown to make com-

munication less productive and task-oriented, and people with anxiety would

communicate in social and informal ways (Fuller et al. 2016). I found at least

that some people communicated less with more transparency, and that peo-

ple often prefer more social and informal channels, which partly support this

sentiment.

Mandl (2017) found, that computer-mediated communication offers flexibil-

ity, autonomy, and empowerment. The interviewees of this study enjoyed the

flexibility and productivity offered by the tools but felt that their organiza-

tions were still lacking in access to gain the most benefits. People were easily

left in the dark and felt that transparency was not achieved as advertised.

Mandl’s study also noted drawbacks, like work intensification, stress, longer

hours and blurred boundaries of work and leisure time. These were also no-

ticed in this study, as many people felt that their workdays do not end and

that they are “always at work”.

Without uniform times or places of work, information sharing and informal

communication declines (Mandl 2017). This study found that informal com-
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munication has reduced, though efforts had been made to facilitate it digi-

tally. Also, no indication was found of less information sharing. People in-

stead thought that they communicate more now.

5.1 Limitations

The main limitation of this study is the small sample, giving very little ground

to make any generalization. Most of the suggestions and findings can easily

be anomalies, meaning further research should be made before accepting and

implementing them.

The companies interviewed were also exceptionally skilled in digital tools and

had remote work already in wide use, which needs to be considered when

looking at these results.

As the methodological approach was based on open-ended interviews, the

reliability needs to be taken with a grain of salt. There are multiple points of

potential miscommunication: How the subject can change the meanings to

be more in their favour, how they can communicate their intentions in the

interview situation, how it is heard by the interviewee and how the inter-

viewee interprets these messages in the analysis.

Furthermore, the companies had varying use cases of Fingertip, so the gen-

eralizability of the collaboration platform findings is even less than that of

internal communication. All the participating companies were also based in

Finland and ranging from tens to hundreds of employees.
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6 Conclusions

This thesis researched communication in companies to understand the po-

tential role of collaboration platforms for the communication tool portfolio.

We wanted to see which aspects of digital communication can best be facili-

tated on these platforms and how they settle in with the rest of communica-

tion as well.

The data showed some high potential for the collaboration tools to structure

and formalize informal data. Highly regarded areas were company-wide in-

formation sharing, overall transparency in communication, and customiza-

tion for varying use cases and processes. The challenges related to the anti-

social experience and being hard to use. The pricing models did not encour-

age having everyone on the platforms, reducing the overall usefulness as well.

For internal communication, the main finding was that the companies inter-

viewed did not have internal communications formally in place, prompting

the question: Is this the norm in most companies?

Earlier research was supported by this one regarding people’s satisfaction

levels being high when they had a lot of autonomy to choose channels, at the

expense of information being easily locatable afterwards. The companies

could also improve in the transparency and interaction regarding company-

related information sharing when people’s preferences have shifted from

emails and intranet posts to video conferencing, which the technology finally

enables.

6.1 Further research

While this thesis does give us implications about digital communication in

companies, research should also be conducted within a larger variety of in-

dustries, potentially with more multinational companies. Digital collabora-

tion tools are still rather new, so more user-centric approach to how people

interact with them in practice would help design them better.
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Vaster research to the effects of having a large number of communication

channels could help us understand communication better: How people find

information, how much time they spend looking for information and what

are the switching costs, are just some areas that could use more research.

Another area of digital collaboration synchronous vs asynchronous collabo-

ration could also imply more of the role of collaboration platforms. How

much more people use planning, communication, and collaboration features

when they can see people working there in real-time? Would they use these

platforms more and thus be more fluent in using them as well?

More study into the practice of training and guidelines into internal commu-

nication would also be an interesting read. Do companies reason internal

communication selection, and is the training formal or word of mouth, caus-

ing subjective preferences, opinions, and potentially wrong assumptions to

have a larger than intended impact.
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