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ABSTRACT 

Knowledge sharing is often addressed by way of knowledge as either codified or 

personalised and, thus, often relying on a transfer model in order for knowledge to be 

shared. In this paper, we tell a story of knowledge sharing by using a combination of 

pictures and texts to tease out the performance of rather than the intentionality of 

knowledge sharing. This highlights the tensions between the work practices of general 

management consultants in the sense that they often work alone and the organising of 

work that may or may not be supporting knowledge sharing. The contribution of our 

research speaks into the ideas of ‘bringing work back into organisation studies’ and to 

see organisations as ‘inhabited’.  
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INTRODUCTION 

The background for the paper you are about to read was a call from the CEO of a 

consultancy enterprise (‘XMC’)
2
 situated in Denmark. According to the CEO, XMC 

had problems with their general management consultants (GMC) not sharing knowledge 

even if they had made many attempts to make them do so in the real and virtual world. 

The management of XMC compared the problems of their management consultants 

with other consultants in XMC who for example delivered evaluations, numbers and 

reports to customers. Within this group of consultants, XMC had successfully created a 

whole range of aligned procedures for knowledge sharing that among other initiatives 

included a certifying modular training program. XMC’s CEO also compared the GMCs 

with another more recent acquired division of consultants directed towards HR and 

organisational development (here called ‘HROD’) that seemed to have a strong coherent 

culture between them, which XMC’s management ascribed to a joint and compelling 

aligned theoretical and methodological point of departure within this group.  

In XMC they named the problem as one of learning and competence development, 

hence their contact to us as ‘experts’ on learning and organisational learning. They 

worked from the terms that there is a difference between the knowledge that GMCs 

make use of, and the knowledge delivered for example through a well-established 

survey tool, which they understood as the difference between personalised knowledge 

(general management consultancy) and codified knowledge (for example knowledge 

about validity and reliability with regard to making surveys).  

After several meetings, we took upon us the task of looking into the knowledge sharing 

amongst the GMCs in light of the field of organisational learning and not only 

addressing learning as individual competence development but also learning as 

organisational in the sense that organisational learning involves both the work practices 

and the organising hereof. We agreed to the project on the conditions that we could test 

out a (to us) new method along with other more traditional methods like interviewing, 

doing a survey measuring the organisational learning capacity, reading documents, etc. 

The method is a combination of pictures and texts called ‘SnapLogs’, and we asked 

representatives from the group of GMCs in XMC to take respectively three photos with 

appertaining texts of what ‘facilitates and impedes your sharing of knowledge with 

other GMCs in your own and other countries?’ We employed this method to get away 

from interpreting individuals’ intentions (or not) to share knowledge and to work with a 

research method oriented towards interpreting performative aspects of knowledge 

sharing (Bramming, Hansen, Bojesen, & Olesen, 2012).  

This method was, together with the other employed methods, meant to answer our 

overall research question: ‘how does knowledge sharing unfold in the practices of 

general management consultancy in XMC?’ In this paper we contribute to the debate on 

knowledge sharing and organisational learning in the sense that our informants pointed 

to other issues than knowledge (personalised and codified), namely to issues of the 

work practices of GMCs and the organising hereof that may be helpful in pointing to the 

dilemma of whether knowledge sharing rests upon a fantasy of transfer in an ideal 

world that never has existed or whether it is possible to approach knowledge sharing in 

a less essentialised way than a dichotomy between personalised and codified 

knowledge. 
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In the following, we first elaborate on issues of knowledge sharing and organisational 

learning. Secondly, we briefly present the management consultancy firm in which we 

made our study including the method that we employ in this paper. Before we illustrate 

the method we elaborate on our main theoretical concept and ‘unit of analyses’, namely 

situations (or ‘moments’) of transactions as a way to understand the combination of 

photos and texts as performative rather than a result of intentionalities. Fourthly, we 

present the interpretations from the research study based on our interpretation of the 

pictures and texts in which management consultants were asked to illustrate the 

following question: ‘What facilitates and impedes your sharing of experiences and 

knowledge with other members of the [GMC team] in your own and other countries?’ 

In the final part of the paper, we discuss and conclude by highlighting the potential of 

taking the point of departure in performative situations as part of a process of 

knowledge sharing (‘movements of organisational learning’).  

 

SITUATING THE ISSUE OF KNOWLEDGE SHARING 

Knowledge management and organisational learning characterize two perspectives 

within organisation and management studies. Knowledge management has often been 

understood as a more technical and system based approach emphasizing the 

management part of the compound term (Argote & Miron-Spektor, 2011; Kane & 

Alavi, 2007), whilst scholars within organisational learning have emphasized the 

knowledge part and been more oriented towards knowledge sharing (Easterby-Smith & 

Lyles, 2011). It is the latter focus upon knowledge sharing that we deal with in this 

paper, which is not an equivocal concept reflecting knowledge as an ambiguous term. 

Thus, when reading the scholarly literature on knowledge sharing, we observe that a 

huge body of texts understand knowledge as an asset or commodity that is acquired, 

sustained, and manageable based on a coherent system and structure with a focus on 

individual incentives (Cabrera & Cabrera, 2005; Dyer & Nobeoka, 2000; Hansen, 2002; 

Haas & Hansen, 2007; Tsai, 2002). Knowledge is in this understanding either 

something explicit or codified or something tacit or un-codified echoing Gilbert Ryles 

famous distinction between know-that (explicit) and know-how (implicit).  

Another strand in the knowledge sharing literature argues for a distributed and situated 

understanding of knowledge with a focus upon social processes of organising. One of 

the arguments for this understanding departs from an understanding of organisations in 

contemporary societies as characterized by high complexity and interactions across 

different types of boundaries like geography, virtuality, intra- and inter organisational, 

physical, functional, professional, cultural, etc. within a plethora of work professions 

and practices. Knowledge sharing mirrors in this understanding that not only individuals 

share knowledge but also groups, teams, units, collectives, and organisations do so, and 

not only by means of humans but also of the participation of non-humans (Brown & 

Duguid, 1998, 2002; Cook & Yanow, 1993; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Nicolini, Mengis, & 

Swan, 2012; Wenger, 1998).  

Knowledge sharing takes place among and through other people and artefacts as 

relational practices that are also reflecting mixtures of rationalities, emotions, and 

aesthetics and not to forget power. This view changes the locus of knowledge sharing 

from minds of individuals to participation and interaction patterns of and across 

organisational members and matters of a particular practice (Brandi & Elkjaer, 2011; 

Østerlund & Carlile, 2005). Thus, reading through the literature on knowledge sharing 

we see a divergent understanding between knowledge as an entity that is acquired, 
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sustained and managed by systems and structures, and knowledge that emerges from the 

practices of organisational work and life.  

With regard to management consultancy in which the field of this paper is situated, 

knowledge sharing seems to be guided by the first mentioned understanding of the term, 

and as such directed at customers rather than towards the consultancy enterprise in 

which consultants themselves are doing knowledge sharing (Hicks, Nair, & Wilderom, 

2009; Kauppila, Rajala, & Jyrämä, 2011). With regard to facilitating and impeding 

aspects of knowledge sharing in this industry, the issue of knowledge sharing is treated 

as a ‘not-so-easy’ issue due to a lot of factors like lack of incentives, competitive 

tensions, time pressure, and fear of criticism to mention a few (Donnelly, 2008).  

The two strategies of codification and personalization is also highlighted in this 

literature, which is reflected in the strategies of standardized products (e.g. relying on 

specific methods and concepts) versus creating personal communities amongst 

management consultants as a way to share personalised knowledge (Ambos & 

Schlegelmilch, 2009). These two knowledge strategies represents different knowledge 

claims: personalization strategies is mainly tacit and tied to interpersonal relations and 

doings in the enterprise; codified knowledge strategies is tied to methods, tools and 

cases representing articulate and organisational knowledge that can be described, stored, 

managed, and shared for example in systems of management consultancy such as 

different ‘how-to-do’ best practices.  

We understand this dichotomy of understanding knowledge as reflected in a separation 

of the knower from the known, the person from the knowledge. This means an 

understanding of knowledge as something that can be isolated in for example 

management consultants’ ‘toolboxes of how-to-dos’ and independently applied by a 

person although maybe slightly adjusted to fit a particular context. This dichotomy is an 

understanding with long philosophical roots that deals with whether you can separate 

subjects from worlds in which the former can look into the latter as a spectator or 

whether a subject is always already in the world and only can act as an insider. It is also 

reflecting the issue of whether it is possible to separate thinking and action or whether 

thinking is also acting and vice versa (Dewey, 1938 [1986]).  

The reasons for not sharing knowledge seems to be mirroring this separation of knower-

known and pointing to methods to work ‘on’ persons to either be better at sharing 

knowledge from person to person or to acquire codified knowledge to be applied 

somewhere else as reflecting in transfer models of knowledge. In this paper, we inquire 

into the situations (or ‘moments’) of knowledge sharing to point to not only the mutual 

constituency but also to how the relation between knower-known hold a mutual 

dynamism, i.e. that one does not change without the other as in for example learning to 

bike, which both changes the learner into a bicyclist and the bike into a mean of 

transportation. With the help of the pragmatist philosopher John Dewey we name this 

relation a ‘transaction’ and it is these situations of transactions that we call forth when 

applying SnapLogs. More later, first and introduction to the case in which we did the 

research and the methods employed. 
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CASE SETTINGS AND METHOD 

Case Settings 

We have done our research in the management consultancy section (XMC) of a 

consultancy firm, which is a large Nordic based consultancy enterprise. The whole firm 

has about 9.000 employees in app. 200 offices in 20 countries (Tholstrup, 2011). XMC 

is one of a number of principal business units in the firm and has its own business 

responsibilities and about 475 permanent employees counted in full time employees 

situated in Denmark, Germany, Sweden, Norway and Finland. XMC is organised across 

country divisions in ‘learning environments’ (LEs) based upon the knowledge fields in 

which consultancy is done. These were at the time of our study IT, evaluation and more 

general management consultancy like for example ‘organizational implementation and 

change’. The idea is that it is within the LEs that training, certification and knowledge 

sharing takes place. The LE for evaluation has worked well, and there has been created 

a competence development program based upon well-defined steps, training and 

certification.  

The LE for the 120 members of the general management consultants has, however, 

never been working well in spite of many initiatives: 1) About five training session have 

been offered within the GMC LE each year but only three have been completed due to 

lack of attendees, and in 2010 all training sessions were cancelled due to lack of 

participants, even if some training session were held with fewer than the required 12 

attendees; 2) A certification program for management consultants launched in 2009 was 

later abandoned because there was no organizational support by way of an incentive 

system for getting certified; 3) In order to provide formalized structures for knowledge 

sharing, the idea for ’knowledge lunches’ was introduced, and one video lunch with 

participants from different divisions across countries was undertaken in 2009, but then 

they stopped again because of lack of demand. All in all, the management of XMC 

thought that something else should be done and called upon our expertise.  

 

Methodology 

In this paper we employ Snaplogs, which is a combination of photos and texts, as a tool 

to understand situations of knowledge sharing (Bramming et al., 2012). More 

specifically, 20 SnapLogs were filled out by selected GMC representatives from the LE 

after an instruction from the research team. Recently, Ray and Smith have provided an 

overview and pointed to several benefits such as capturing the organisational ‘level of 

analysis’ from using photos and pictures in organisation studies (Ray & Smith, 2012). 

Using photos in organisational research has also been highlighted because of the 

possibilities of bringing in issues of actions, emotions and aesthetics as well as 

innovation to organisational analysis (see also Harper, 2002; Petersen & Østergaard, 

2005; Vince & Warren, 2012).  

We want to point to the possibilities for focussing on situations of performance rather 

than seeking intentionality for informants as the unit of analysis in the research project. 

We have asked management consultants to illustrate situations in which knowledge 

sharing is either facilitated or impeded in their eyes (pictures) and ears (texts) through 

the use of SnapLogs. We understand these ‘photo-text’ illustrations as situations of 

transactions illustrating knowledge sharing.  
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The idea is to attend to the practices and the relations constituting and re-constituting 

them. Feldman and Orlikowski (2011: 1241) note that one of the founding principles of 

a practice-based approach to understand organisational phenomenon’s is the 

‘relationality of mutual constitution’, which we understand as the impossibility of 

isolating ‘entities’ (actors, materials, discourse, practices, etc.), because they are always 

embedded in and part of ‘something’. The principle of mutual constitution is of 

essential importance within this research paradigm if you want to understand e.g. 

knowledge sharing and organisational learning in an organisational setting.  

We, however, want to be instrumental by employing the concept of ‘situations of 

transactions’ through photos and text to open the notion of mutual constituency to 

include mutual change across the different aspects of a situation. The unit of analysis, 

‘situations of transaction’, is used to indicate the dynamic, co-constitutive relationship 

of organisms and their environments. Looking at ‘situations as transactions’ as unit of 

analysis is founded on the work of John Dewey. Dewey defined in ‘Experience and 

Nature’ this methodology as founded on “events rather than substances, it is 

characterized by histories, that is, by continuity of change proceeding from beginnings 

to endings” (Dewey, 1925 [1981]: 6).  

The boundaries that delimit individual entities are thus permeable, not fixed, which 

means that organisms and their various environments – social, cultural, and political as 

well as physical – are constituted by their mutual influence and impact on each other. 

The relation between organism and environment is dynamic and on-going, both 

organism and environments are continually being remade by means of shifts and 

changes in the other. Thus, transaction designates a process of mutual constitution that 

entails mutual transformation, including the possibility of significant change (Sullivan, 

2001: 1). It is this understanding of the connectedness between working with 

something, knowledge ‘stuff’, and persons doing it in an institutionalised environment 

such as an organisation that took us into SnapLogs and performative situations and 

away from intentionality. 

Looking at SnapLogs through the lens of transaction installs ‘dynamism’ in the mutual 

constituency, which alert us to also look for the tensions of knowledge sharing. When 

interpreting the SnapLogs, we see them in light of the practices of management 

consultancy, i.e. the work of the field that we are researching, including the organising 

of the work. The work of GMCs is for example often out in the field working with 

clients often impeding knowledge sharing with the ‘home’ colleagues, and yet a sense 

of openness amongst management consultants to share knowledge may point towards 

facilitation of knowledge sharing.  

We have interpreted the SnapLogs in an exploratory way, which means that we have 

employed an abductive-phenomenological inspired way to do so (Corbin & Strauss, 

1990; Giorgi, 1975; Hycner, 1985). This means that we followed an analytical structure, 

which is progressing from more open ended analysis where data is being bracket, 

reduced, and delineated into meaning units to a more thematic analysis characterized by 

clustering meaning units resulting in the creation of overall themes and linking those 

themes to theoretically informed analysis. The theories that inform our analysis are 

concepts from research on organisational learning particularly the pragmatist version in 

which learning derives from tensions (Brandi & Elkjaer, 2013, Forthcoming).  
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KNOWLEDGE SHARING IN MANAGEMENT CONSULTANCY 

We made our interpretations of the SnapLogs through several successive ‘readings’. At 

first we read the texts as answers to the questions of what facilitates and what impedes 

knowledge sharing to get an overview of the texts. This gave us a list of facilitating and 

impeding ‘factors’ but doing so meant that we had difficulties in including the pictures 

taken to accompany the texts. This meant that the visual part of the method disappeared 

and became removed from the texts. The situations of transactions we were after 

became a list of texts.  

Also, knowledge sharing became a random mixture of the work carried out as more or 

less givens, which prevented knowledge sharing. For example ‘too much work with 

clients’ and ‘working with creative tools means common understandings’. We then 

went back to the concept of situations of transaction and looked again at the pictures 

and texts together bearing in mind wholes as well as tensions between the affordances 

of the work practice (it is difficult for management consultants to not be with customers 

and outside the office a lot) and the potentialities indicating the indecisive and tentative 

of the practices of organising the work (it is possible to implement and apply knowledge 

sharing technologies in ways that hold potentials for knowledge sharing).  

These tensions between the work practice and the organising of work made us revisit 

the SnapLogs again bearing the relation between the two in mind. The first results 

hereof will be illustrated below. The SnapLog interpretations indicated that there 

seemed to be tensions between knowledge sharing in the home office of XMC versus 

the remote placements of GMCs solving tasks at the clients’ location. The continuous 

interplay between ‘being together with colleagues from the consultancy firm’ based on 

an atmosphere of openness versus ‘being alone or together with colleagues from the 

clients firm’ posits fundamental criterion creating tensions for doing GMC practices 

with a focus on knowledge sharing. The first photo is a bit special because it is used to 

both illustrate facilitation and impediments of knowledge sharing and also to show our 

method. The following examples have only the answers, not the questions cited.  
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Facilitation of knowledge sharing: 

 

What does the photo show? 

This photo shows the office of [XMC] X-town 

at 18.30 

 

Why did you take the particular photo? 

I took the photo at the evening in Hamburg. It 

shows the open office with many places to see 

each other and to meet. 

 

How does the photo illustrate the facilitation 

of sharing experiences and knowledge with 

other members of the [GMC LE]? 

For me this is not only an office with much 

space. It shows the openness of colleagues and 

that everybody is happy to have himself little 

space and share the bigger part. This openness 

and feeling of no knowledge walls is also the 

way I experience the knowledge sharing in X-

country.  

Impeding knowledge sharing: 

 

What does the photo show? 

This photo shows the office of [XMC] X-town 

at 18.30 

 

Why did you take the particular photo? 

I took this photo because it shows that there is 

nobody left to share knowledge when I was 

searching for exchange. 

 

How does the photo illustrate the impediment 

of sharing experiences and knowledge with 

other members of the [GMC LE]? 

In our job everybody is frequently away on 

long journeys and working days. If the 

colleagues are in X-town, nobody wants to 

stay longer as needed in the office, because 

many of us are having families and friends. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

The photo shows a suitcase in a train 

station, which symbolizes travel time that 

means often less time in the office and in 

contact with other colleagues.  

A lot of travel time and thereby little time to 

be in the office to meet colleagues in formal 

and informal meetings often leads to less 

sharing of experience and less reflection 

about it with others.  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
The photo shows an empty office with a 

consultant at the coffee machine. I think the 

picture illustrates that you from time to time 

are alone working as a consultant. The 

photo illustrates that knowledge sharing is 

difficult, when consultants work on client 

projects at the premises of the client. In a lot 

of project our consultants are working with 

the client at his premises all week long. That 

calls for new ways of sharing knowledge. 

 

What does the pictures show and what does the text tell us, when we interpret them 

together? We are told that the first photo is taken 18.30 in the X-country office of the 
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enterprise, and we can see that it is empty of people although a jacket is hanging over a 

chair indicating that there is at least one person present. We are informed that the photo 

shows the open office with many places to see each other and to meet, although nobody 

is left to share knowledge, when the photographer was searching for exchange. For the 

photographer the vast space indicates an openness of colleagues and that everybody is 

happy to have himself little office space and share the bigger part of this. The second 

photos illustrate the lonely suitcase in the station symbolizing travel time and the third 

pictures underscore the fact that GMCs are often away working at the client facility, and 

the ones that are left only have the coffee machine to talk to. 

The photos, on the one hand, illustrate the openness and feeling that there are no 

‘knowledge walls’ that may act as barriers for knowledge sharing in this part of the 

enterprise. The first photo indicates that the physical architecture of the enterprise 

invites GMCs to share knowledge. The open office is in the perspective of the 

informants intended to facilitate inter-personal connections to flourish amongst the 

GMCs in the office based on the idea that seeing, hearing, smelling and sensing other 

GMC colleagues naturally infer sharing of knowledge.   

On the other hand, the photos also describes the work practices of a GMC as an 

impediment for knowledge sharing because s/he is frequently away on long journeys 

and work long hours. This means that if colleagues are actually in this office in X-town, 

nobody wants to stay longer than needed, because many have families and friends they 

also want to be with. So what we interpret from these SnapLogs with regard to 

knowledge sharing is that the work practice of GMCs are impeding knowledge sharing 

while the organising hereof hold potentials for knowledge sharing due to open space 

and openness to share knowledge. 

The main theme of the first situation of transaction based on the three examples from 

the SnapLogs is addressing space as a significant analytical topic for understanding 

knowledge sharing since the GMC work rhythm is to move back and forth between 

different work spaces. The physical architecture is on the one side a space intended for 

creating strong knowledge sharing connection points. However, on the other side the 

real-time used space by the GMC is often the mobile space that is travel to and from the 

client facilities or the working space of the client, which is understood by the informants 

as a space not suited for knowledge sharing amongst GMC but a working space where 

the GMC is often left alone. If any knowledge sharing is enacted at the client space it is 

knowledge sharing with and for the client, not knowledge sharing with and for the 

development of GMC at XMC.  

Thus, knowledge sharing processes amongst GMC is an issue that is highly intersected 

by different types of spaces that opens up or closes knowledge sharing activities 

characterized by the single GMC often working as a lonely wolf. These conditions 

create a specific context and challenges for the sharing of knowledge and experiences 

because management consultants in XMC is affected by commitments, resources, and 

ideologies from XMC and the client organisation at the same time. The intersecting of 

different spaces creates in our interpretations uncertainties as to define and locate the 

‘belonging’ for the individual management consultant. 

A second result from our interpretation shows that a vast array of SnapLog photos 

illustrate a distinct discrepancy between organisational affordances focusing on high 

rates of productivity and billing hours in projects versus the organisational demand for 

management consultants to be innovative, and to facilitate a learning culture as well as 
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to be able to share knowledge at a fast pace optimizing the management consultancy 

business.  

 

The photo shows a calendar with very little 

room for new meetings and activities. It’s an 

easy understandable physical illustration of 

“being busy”. Quite often a consultant has a 

very busy schedule and there is little room 

for re-thinking, formal learning activities 

(courses, conferences), social meetings 

(informal sharing of knowledge) etc. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

The photo shows a clock to symbolize what 

I miss most about each working day: Time! 

The Rolling Stones was singing “time is on 

my side, yes it is” - already in the year 

1964. Is time on our side? Do we really 

have enough time to share our experiences 

and knowledge with other members of the 

GMC LE? It is hard enough with XMC Y-

country colleagues. 
 

 

In the first picture we see a fully booked Outlook calendar, while the second picture 

illustrates a wall clock. Both pictures reach out to a recurrent analytical theme 

throughout the SnapLogs, which addressed the topic of time and how time is organised 

in XMC. Numerous of the SnapLogs illustrate a fully booked calendar and we also see 

several photos with a clock hereby emphasizing that time is an important feature dealing 

with knowledge sharing. But time can be understood in many different ways in XMC.  

The symbols in the pictures and texts that refers to time touch upon a well-known 

analytical distinction within organisation and management studies, which is the 

difference between organisational processes that is oriented at exploiting existing 

resources making processes more effective hereby minimizing time spend on solving 

tasks without losing quality versus organisational processes that is oriented at exploring 

possible new ways of coordinating work and creation of new knowledge, experiences 

and products generating a competitive advantage.   

Thus, on the one side, XMC wants (like any other enterprise) for the management 

consultants to be able to return their wages many fold to the company due to high levels 

of productivity and many projects with clients. This means spending time with clients 

solving problems hereby minimizing the time spend on e.g. sharing knowledge with 

colleagues. One the other side, XMC also communicates the importance of generating a 

GMC learning culture where XMC employees can create, share and use new knowledge 

amongst consultants across national boundaries and hence sustain and develop 
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organisational learning possibilities in XMC. However, it is clear that management 

consultants in XMC have limited time and space to share and explore new knowledge 

and that learning is limited due to the high workload in remote locations. The recurrent 

theme ‘time’ is hence an important organisational aspect in XMC when it comes to 

sustaining and developing patterns of knowledge sharing.    

Finally, a third illustration of situations of transaction is the distinction between the 

emphasis on tangible codified knowledge and management tools to be applied by the 

GMC versus intangible knowledge (or knowing) that are enacted from doing project 

work together, i.e. situated and transient knowledge versus codified and ‘packaged’ 

knowledge. There are some interesting hints to knowledge, which the next two photos 

and texts will show. 

 

 
 

 

 

The photo shows tons of paper with 

knowledge that no one uses. Having tools and 

methods only described on templates and 

papers and not getting into dialogue impedes 

knowledge sharing.  

 

 

 

 

The photo shows an empty office with a  

computer. I was just taking pictures from  

our new domicile – and afterwards I thought  

was a good illustration. I don’t think we  

are good enough at exploiting our  

IT systems (“XMC-Link”). We need more  

discipline to update our systems with  

references, curriculum vitas and so forth. 

 

 

The two pictures illustrate a litter bin filled with paper standing on the floor under an 

office desk and a lonely switched-on computer. The two pictures illustrate what the 

essence of knowledge is in XMC that further reflects the general standard understanding 

of ‘what is knowledge in the eyes of GMC’. Knowledge is to be identified with texts 

and symbols on paper in the first picture and in the other picture with the computer. 

Knowledge is texts and symbols stored in different files. The pictures indicate that even 

if knowledge is actually present on a piece of paper, it is not really useful when 

knowledge in this highly tangible form is not connected and intertwined to GMC work 

practices. So, knowledge can actually be identified with ease by the informants but the 

tangible knowledge are disconnected from practice and therefore of no use, which the 

litter bin symbolize. The following pictures show what might be occasions for 

knowledge sharing but only if there are incentives to do so.  
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The photo shows one of the kicker tables in X-

country. This is the one in the X-town office. I 

spent many hours in my work time at this 

table and met colleagues from other 

departments and new interns. Many times we 

also talked about the projects and problems 

and discussed them. Knowledge sharing is 

also about bringing the right people together. 

It matters to have fun. And it happens when 

you do not expect it to happen.  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
The photo shows XMC Company day 2011 in 

Copenhagen. Since it was the only way of 

sharing experiences between the countries 

that I have been involved so far. Events are 

one way to facilitate sharing experiences, 

however much more is needed to create true 

collaboration. Tools of collaboration should 

be linked on day-to-day-work in order to 

create true, systematic collaboration. 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

Working together in joint projects, using joint 

knowledge is a good way of building bridges 

between the national corporations. This 

bridge is especially important in terms of 

creating a common understanding and a 

common meaning of the language that is used 

for methods and concepts (e.g. performance 

management might describe different concept 

in the different national corporations). 

Working together in joint projects would 

foster the building of such a bridge. 

 

 

Pictures show a kicker table but with no people but still with a good feeling of 

knowledge sharing, it shows a group of people singing and a man building a bridge 

together with some children. These pictures indicate that knowledge sharing is 

facilitated and connected to GMC practices by the organising of work with other 

organisational members. It is important to note, that in almost all pictures representing 

the knowledge sharing facilitating aspects, informants take pictures that illustrate people 

that are connected with other people around different types of artefacts. These are 

situation of work practice and of organising around work practice that may afford 

knowledge sharing.  
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In the interpretation, we have approached the issue of knowledge sharing from a 

performative approach with a point of departure in situations of transactions. The 

SnapLog interpretations shows three fundamental recurrent themes of importance for 

understanding knowledge sharing in XMC: 1) Space and the sense of belonging to a 

certain space and not another, the continuous interplay between ‘being together with 

colleagues from the consultancy firm’ and ‘being alone or together with colleagues from 

the clients firm’ posits fundamental criterion creating tensions for doing general 

management consultancy; 2) Time, the second situation of importance of understanding 

knowledge sharing in XMC is that we observed a distinct incongruity between 

organisational affordances focusing on high rates of productivity and billing hours in 

projects versus the organisational demand for management consultants to be innovative, 

facilitate a learning culture, and be able to share knowledge at a fast pace optimizing the 

management consultancy business; 3) Connections, another situation is the distinction 

between the emphasis on codified knowledge and management tools to be applied by 

the management consultants versus knowledge (or knowing) that are enacted from 

doing project work together, i.e. situated and transient knowledge versus codified and 

‘packaged’ knowledge. 

 

DISCUSSION 

In this paper, we have employed SnapLogs to understand the organisational 

phenomenon of knowledge sharing and organisational learning in a management 

consultant enterprise. We have argued that the research method of photo elicitation is a 

method that is proficient in capturing what we have termed ‘situations of transactions’ 

compared to other more traditional research methods (e.g qualitative interviews, 

documents). When we subscribe to a transactional understanding of the relation between 

knower and known, it means that the unit of analysis is the situation in which subjects 

act and think ‘with’ the institutional order, and not just ‘in’ it.  

The term transaction came late to Dewey, and he was at pains trying to differentiate 

between interactions (causal actions between identifiable entities), and transactions 

(actions across changing/emerging non-fixed entities) (Dewey & Bentley, 1949 [1991]: 

112-115). In ‘Knowing and the Known’ the conception of self-action, interaction, and 

transaction is described as three successive and progressive scientific modes of viewing 

the world (Dewey & Bentley, 1949 [1991]). Self-action is the classical mode of viewing 

things as self-caused by their own essences; interaction is the mode of explanation 

beginning with mechanistic physics, viewing isolatable units in causal interconnection 

with other units; the transactional mode views human behaviour without attribution of 

particular actions to independent self-actors, or to independently inter-acting elements 

or relations.  

We have indicated that the concept of situations of transactions is a way to address the 

separation of the knower-known, the learner-content, which is often seen in literature on 

knowledge sharing and organisational learning. Practice-based organisational learning is 

a way to coin an ontology that include both the doings and the institutionalisation but 

fails short to address change, and as said earlier we find Dewey’s theory of transaction 

as an elaboration of the relational mutual constitution in practice-based organisational 

learning (see also Miettinen, Paavola, & Pohjola, 2012).  

A practice-based understanding of organisational learning addresses learning as 

movements in practice but the situations of learning appears to be black boxed. We have 

in this paper proposed to work with learning as situations of transactions in order to get 
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away from individual intentions or social organising and to capture organisational 

learning as performative, as the unfolding of situations through the use of SnapLogs. In 

other words, we propose to look at situations of transactions in which there is agency, 

symbols and event: 

“A situation cut across the dualism of subject and object, mental and 

physical. More precisely, these distinctions are instituted within an 

inclusive context or situation. Mental and physical, subject and object 

are not independent realms; they are functional distinctions instituted 

within situations for specific purposes” (Bernstein, 1961: 6).  

This means that we are not first and foremost interested in intentionality (what was 

meant by …) but in performativity (how is knowledge sharing shown by …). Dewey 

and Bentley’s coining of the term transaction arises out of an interest in knowledge that 

is the process as well as the result, the relation between the knower and the known and 

the process in-between, so to speak (Dewey & Bentley, 1949 [1991]). For Dewey there 

is no way of segmenting the activities of the organism, and taking that into the 

organisation of work and the work practices of for example management consultancy, 

this should be understood as not only part of XMC but also of the wider field of 

management consultancy. “Behaviour is serial, not mere succession. It can be resolved 

– it must be – into discrete acts, but no act can be understood apart from the series to 

which it belongs” (Dewey, 1930 [1984]; here from Pronko & Herman, 1982: 235). 

Dewey insisted on recognising the sequential continuity of behaviour.  

In our interpretation of the SnapLogs, we have attempted to view knowledge sharing 

practices amongst GMC as a dynamic, ongoing continuity in which knowledge is 

enacted based on the organising of that activity instead of a succession of independent 

stimulus-response as e.g. ‘X increase knowledge sharing in a certain degree’. Any event 

as sharing of knowledge amongst GMC is always complex happenings that are enacted 

extensionally-durationally (space-time) through everyday practices, with past and future 

dimensions, and manifesting additional phases or aspects of inquiry, i.e. knowledge 

production and potential knowledge sharing.  

In a transactional understanding of the relation between knower and known, the unit of 

analysis is not either one or the other but aspects of a situation - or ‘moments in the 

movement’. The situation is contextual and unfolds over time, and it is a unity of 

intertwined and complex phenomena whose parts are mutually penetrating and 

inseparable, which our interpretation of the SnapLogs indicates. One cannot first tear a 

situation apart and then study its elements to understand the whole, because a social 

whole cannot be reduced to the sum of its parts. In contrast to a systemic understanding 

of this relation between knower and knowns, the transactional understanding of this 

relation allows for the study of unique situations without necessarily referring to them 

as part of larger pre-defined elements of a system. This, however, does not mean that 

one cannot find a pattern or order, only that the point of departure for (de-) constructing 

the whole is the situation, not the other way around.  

 

 

CONCLUSION  

We conclude that knowledge sharing is not a matter of transfer of a commodity called 

knowledge whether it is personalised or codified, which can be transferred from person 
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to person or from knowledge to person. Rather, knowledge sharing is connected to 

social and material processes of organising related to space, time and connections 

between knowledge and organisational configurations of employees, technologies, 

knowledge, emotions, and aesthetics. The overall picture that we get from reading the 

photo-texts is that knowledge sharing is impeded by the work practice; they all deal 

with the lack of sharing time and being in different and remote spaces, and problems of 

knowledge not-in-use- or stored somewhere ‘impossible-to-find’ on computers. But also 

that knowledge sharing may be facilitated by the organising of work. This underlies the 

idea of ‘bringing work back into the organisation’ (Barley & Kunda, 2001) and to see 

organisations as ‘inhabited’ (Bechky, 2011).  
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