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7 The 2.0 Social Intranet Portal 

In 2010, the top management in a public administration or county authority (CA) – called the 
Lima Organization – took the initiative to implement a new intranet. This consisted of 
upgrading its older intranet and turning it into a social intranet by embedding a variety of 
technical features enabling information sharing, modeling it to be similar to an internal 
professional enterprise SNS. This was acquired through a public procurement and was 
organized as part of an internal project in the Lima Organization. The objective was to improve 
internal communications, simplify employees’ work surface, escape e-mail burden, and 
contribute to bridge gaps across internal organizational boundaries, as part of a goal to bring 
organizational change and development. Also central, however, was the promotion of an 
organizational discourse stressing the importance of sharing content on the new social intranet 
and legitimizing a sharing culture. This implied that employees needed to be encouraged to 
change communication and work practices, by transferring private work interaction from e-mail 
increasingly to share work and communicate on the social intranet. Although technical 
implementation went well, the top management later experienced that sharing was not occurring 
at an expected level, as a large part of the Lima Organization’s employees were reluctant to 
engage in it. 

To analyze a side of this situation, I track how the initiative is interpreted and what meaning 
sharing and sharing culture acquire, by using a top-down perspective. The case story attempts 
to show how embedded ideas about social media socially constitute and translate into an 
organizational context. This creates the dissertation’s fourth local model, the 2.0 Social Intranet 
Portal. This is shown by analyzing the user experiences of the dissertation’s fourth actor, a 
group of employees holding different positions in the Lima Organization. I pay attention to their 
different involvement in the implementation of the social intranet and how they negotiate 
boundaries and define their role performance. I pay attention to how the employees interpret 
the social intranet and the meaning of sharing and how they relate that to their use of the new 
social intranet. To show this argument, I cover it across the chapter’s four parts. The first part 
relates my model to theoretical concepts in organization studies used to understand how users 
interpret implementation of technologies in organizations and to anthropological research that 
has examined the meaning of boundaries. The second part seeks to contextualize how the 
initiative is part of tendencies seen in Norwegian organizations, showing how organizations 
look to the social media landscape for inspiration, when designing social intranets. I outline 
how this served as a premise behind the top management’s measure. The third part considers 
the user perspectives of the implementation, which is portrayed in personal user stories. Here, 
I explore the employees’ interpretation of the social intranet and their understanding of sharing 
and role performance. Each theme is also linked to a domain that characterizes the larger 
interpretations the informants made about the social intranet and the meaning of sharing. The 
last part summarizes the chapter.  

7.1 Part I: Orlikowski and Gash’s technological frames and Barth’s boundaries 

To frame the 2.0 Social Intranet Portal theoretically, I return to the early work of Orlikowski, 
which she completed in collaboration with Gash.19 In 1994, Orlikowski and Gash introduced 
“technological frames”, which is defined as  

                                                 
19 The model’s research perspective is outlined in Chapter 3. 



238 
 

that subset of members’ organizational frames that concern the assumptions, expectations, and knowledge 
they use to understand technology in organizations. This includes not only the nature and role of the 
technology itself, but the specific conditions, applications, and consequences of that technology in 
particular contexts. (1994:178).  

The term emerged as a response to focusing on the role of frames in the Information System 
research literature. This research stream had until then concentrated on values and perceptions, 
but overlooked how users interpret and made sense of technology to determine action. 
Orlikowski and Gash argued that there was a need to develop a perspective that studied users’ 
“taken-for-granted” notions, as one lacked analytical tools to understand “the interpretation that 
people develop around technology” (1994:175). 

The concept aimed at putting greater emphasis on what role interpretations play, when humans 
decide to use technologies. This focus could help researchers to understand how people develop 
particular assumptions, expectations, and knowledge of a new technology in an organizational 
setting. To develop it further, Orlikowski and Gash turned to the social cognitive research 
trajectory (Berger & Luckmann, 1967; Smircich & Stubbart, 1985; Weick, 1979b). This 
research theorized that individuals act and interpret the world around them and fill it with 
meaning and enact particular social realities, creating cognitive structures that can be shared 
with others, so-called “frames”, which are implicit guidelines that serve to organize and shape 
people’s interpretation of events and organizational phenomena and give these meaning (Moch 
& Bartunek, 1990; Weick, 1979a). Central to this argument is sensemaking, which involves 
how people interacting in organizations will interpret the great variety of tacit, explicit, and 
ambiguous impressions around them to structure and organize experience (Gioia, 1986). 
Orlikowski and Gash established that such frames can be shared, as certain groups of 
individuals will share a common belief and be part of a community (Porac, Thomas, & Baden-
Fuller, 1989). This can take different forms and create conflicts of interest (Van Maanen & 
Schein, 1979). Orlikowski and Gash established that the social cognitive research trajectory had 
not paid particular attention to the role technology plays in this regard. To counter it, they turned 
for inspiration to the sociological literature on collective cognition and social construction of 
technology (Bijker et al., 1987; Henderson, 1991; Sætnan, 1991). Here, Orlikowski and Gash 
argued that this literature saw technology frames as “the understanding that members of a social 
group come to have of particular technological artifacts, and they include not only knowledge 
about the particular technology but also local understanding of specific uses in a given setting” 
(1994:178). Technological frames are argued to be powerful, as they can influence how people 
choose to interact and adopt technology into a work process. Moreover, you can expect that 
different groups in an organization could develop different interpretations of a technology, 
implying that any researcher can find different expectations on intention and use of a 
technology.  

Orlikowski and Gash (1994) were interested in analyzing the meaning of incongruence in 
technological frames across social groups in an organization. They argued that various groups 
in organizations could have similar expectations around a technology, meaning congruence 
over specific things. Incongruence implied significant differences in expectation, assumption 
or knowledge about some key aspects around a technology. To illustrate this, they turned to the 
implementation of the groupware Notes in a consultant company. They interviewed the 
implementers of Notes and end users, whom they grouped into “technologists” and “users”. 
Technologists referred to technology staff, while users were the organization’s consultants. 
Interestingly, Orlikowski and Gash demonstrated large differences in expectations and actions, 
which they explained by the differences in technological frames. The technologists viewed 
Notes as an enabler for information sharing, electronic communication, document management 
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and online discussion, which they believed could contribute to collaboration. The users had a 
different interpretation, as they recognized Notes’s electronic e-mail features and saw it as a 
potential substitute for existing communication technologies, like fax and phone. This involved 
the technologists framing Notes as a collaborative technology, while the users saw and used it 
as a means for individual and personal communication. Orlikowski and Gash found other 
differences. The technologists and users had different interpretations of Notes’s potential 
impact factor on the organization. The technologists believed that Notes could transform the 
organization as a whole and bring organizational change, while the users thought it was part of 
a strategy to improve communications. Furthermore, the technologists viewed Notes to be “end-
user based”, assuming that the consultants would adopt, learn it quickly, and develop new work 
routines around it. The users saw it otherwise, as they had difficulty in understanding its features 
and lacked knowledge on how Notes “worked”.  

Although the theory of technological frames is an outstanding piece of academic work, I take 
interest in using and complementing it with other theoretical ideas, which have been addressed 
in social anthropological studies of ethnic groups and boundaries. I am interested in this 
because I wish to account for what role the meaning of ongoing negotiation of social boundaries 
play, when user groups construct and interpret assumptions, expectations and knowledge of a 
new technology in an organizational context. This can be argued to happen in social interaction 
and is linked to social situations. This is an aspect Barth (1969) theoretically outlined, although 
the role of technology is never considered in his classic work. In the 1960s, Barth challenged 
the notion that the social organizing of tribes and people was constituted by formal traits like 
customs, geographical factors and dressing patterns, but proposed instead that actors define 
their ethnic belonging by processes of self-ascription and ascription by others, foremost by 
using social boundaries to construct identity. This led Barth to conclude that ethnic distinction 
depended significantly on understanding the social boundaries manifesting in social interaction. 
My interest lies in relating this dimension to Orlikowski and Gash’s concept. I do this because 
we often observe this pattern, as technology users tend to negotiate social boundaries and define 
the performance of their roles in relation to it when they interpret a new technology in an 
organizational setting. This is an argument I will demonstrate in the following sections. This 
aspect appears to be important in my material too, and is especially relevant when actors draw 
on past user technology patterns, experiences and organizational affiliation, when they decide 
to adopt and engage in a professional SNS. The question of social boundaries is particularly at 
stake when actors consider the question of sharing an item in an online community, as it is often 
an individual question on crossing such boundaries or not. 

7.2 Part II: Organizations and social intranet  

From the intranet’s early inception in the 1990s, the term has implied an intimate institutional 
arrangement between organizations and Internet Protocol computer network technologies. The 
use of the term entails setting up institutional boundaries, foremost between “the internal” and 
“the external” side of an organization. This implies that to have access to the former requires 
organizational affiliation. Intranets are used to serve a variety of purposes. They are commonly 
used for an organization’s internal web site. Intranets have a long track record of being used to 
bring network technologies and organizational members closer together, like being a reservoir 
for storing organizational knowledge, as they have often served as knowledge management 
systems (Davenport, 1994). This can be knowledge repositories, group-decision support 
systems, expert systems, etc. This assigns them the possibility to enhance an organization’s 
operational capabilities, like increasing competitiveness or improving innovation. Recently, 
one has started viewing intranets as possessing conditions that are now associated to the logics 
of what McAfee (2009) calls Enterprise 2.0. Intranets are coupled with having the similar logics 
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and capabilities that social media platforms offer. They are put in the same category as SNS, 
bookmarking services, tagging systems, blogs, and wikis, meaning that intranet is now seen as 
a single network technology that can connect an organization’s members on a much more 
personal level. 

Since the 2000s, many Norwegian companies and public organizations have upgraded their 
intranets to become professional SNSs. Yara, DNB, the Norwegian Broadcasting Corporation, 
Norsk Tipping, Statens Pensjonskasse and the Norwegian Meteorological Institute have all 
replaced their intranets with what they call “social intranets”. It is common to give them a social 
identity, as organizations name them, like NRK’s Torget. The social intranets are implemented 
for various reasons. Top managers in organizations perceive their intranets as outdated and in 
need of modernization; there is a changing external context demanding internal organizational 
change and development. The trend is to simplify employees’ work surface and create internal 
transparency; enable and improve coordination and information flow to work in the digital area; 
improve employees’ competences; and to share knowledge. These reforms deal with internal 
organizational boundaries. This tendency is underpinned by a motivation of introducing new 
network communication models. One hears of visions to encourage workers to change their 
way of communication, abandoning the “one-to-one” to embrace the “many-to-many” way of 
communicating. While it has been common that a few employees in the communication 
department published internal news stories on an internal website, now it is desired to change 
this to a reality where all employees contribute to a breathing internal online community. To 
enable it, developers look to the social media sphere for inspiration for remodeling intranets to 
become SNSs, so that they can become platforms to build social networks and foster social 
relations among employees. Organizations create internal task forces for realizing this purpose. 
These are created as the direct result of a top-management initiative and organized as internal 
projects. They specialize in coming up with technical solutions on how intranets can be 
redesigned to include features commonly seen in SNSs. In many cases, these can act as 
blueprints for what organizations expect their new social intranet to look like. Organizational 
task forces are prone to explore user interface designs, which stress personal profile and embed 
functionalities that facilitate simple sharing of digital items and connections. This can include 
functionalities like news streams, lists of online connections, groups where digital items can be 
shared, embedding of widgets enabling linking with other internal computer services, search 
engines, tagging systems, chat functions and e-mail systems, all intended to create 
organizational conditions for better transparency, interactions, sharing, coordination, and 
cooperation. 

7.2.1 The Lima Organization or County Authority  

The Lima organization or county authority is a diversified and complex organization, covering 
the geographical territory of several municipalities. It has a population of approximately 
300,000 inhabitants; 60 to 70 percent of its population is estimated to live in a metropolitan 
area. The County Authority consists of defined formal organizational structures, political, 
administrative, and a body of welfare units that serves the citizens directly. The political 
structure is an elected body, consisting of the County Council, the County Executive Board, the 
County Principal Standing Committees, and the Chairman of the County Council. The County 
Council is an elected body. The County Council is directly elected for a four-year period and 
consists of 37 representatives. The County Council elects nine representatives to form the 
County Executive Board, which meets twice a month to make decisions and recommendations 
on important matters. There are four sub-committees and the members are elected into 
individual committees that work with education, economic development, transport, and 
environment and culture, athletics and community welfare. The political structure is also made 
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up by the Chairman of the County Council or the County Mayor, who is the chief political 
representative. The County Council is supported by an administrative body, the County 
Administration, which implements and administers policies. The County Administration is 
organized into eight administrative units, which supports the County Mayor and three Executive 
Directors. The County Mayor and the Executive Directors have an executive secretariat board 
which assists them practically on a daily basis related to political issues, the County Mayor 
Secretariat Board. Eight department has supportive functions, which include ICT, finance, law 
and acquisitions, accounting, HR, real estate, archives and communication. There are other 
welfare units which have a more proactive role toward the citizens and can be classified as 
service producers. These consist of six units, covering 22 high schools, the Unit for Secondary 
Training, the libraries, the Unit for Regional Development, dental services, and transportation. 
The County Authority has about 2800 employees and the County Administration is located in 
a large city. The organization chart of the Lima Organization is displayed in Figure 7.1.  

             Figure 7.1 Organization chart of the Lima Organization/County Authority. 

 

7.2.2 The backdrop for acquiring the social intranet 

The background for acquiring the social intranet lies in the challenges top managers have to 
deal with in organizations. Some are basic, like addressing the need for continuous 
organizational change and development. Others are more challenging to overcome. In the CA’s 
case, one is creating a sense of internal unity, so that its autonomous and decentralized units 
and employees feel they belong to a single organization. Sometimes it appears to be the other 
way around. Other internal factors can potentially contradict organizational unity. They can 
prevent intentions like improving collaboration, sharing of experiences, and enhanced 
organizational performance, etc. For example, teachers, a large profession, are assumed to 
identify with the schools where they work and with their professional identity, rather than 
identifying with and feeling they belong to the CA. Similar ideas of self-ascription and 
organizational belonging can manifest between departments in the CA too. It is not uncommon 
for employees to identify primarily with the department where they work. The CA has other 
management challenges. These are practical and deal with creating transparency and organizing 
practical arrangements, like having an overview of the competences and contact information of 
coworkers. Others deal with solving the big conundrum – which most communicating 
organizations struggle with today: escaping meetings culture, e-mail overload, and interaction 
in and across computer systems. In this regard, replacing the CA’s old intranet with a new one 
was viewed as one of several means that could create a simpler work surface for all the CA’s 
employees. 
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In 2010, the CA’s top management started the work of acquiring a social intranet. This was 
initiated as part of an internal strategic work process. It was legitimized by the renewing of the 
CA’s strategic ICT plan, which placed itself as one of several top management priorities. This 
was issued by one of the CA’s Executive Directors. The work was organized as a project leading 
to the creation of a small task force and a large steering committee. The task force worked with 
it full time and was organized as a project group, consisting of four employees from the IT and 
Communication Departments. The task force was headed by an internal project manager. The 
steering committee consisted of top and middle managers from different departments. The task 
force reported regularly to the steering committee on their progress. The project group presented 
various drafts on alternative interface designs and attempted to integrate wishes and specific 
requests from various departments. The result of this work would be finalized in the organizing 
of a public procurement. The CA would invite potential contractors to answer the call. 
Moreover, they wanted them to suggest proposals on how to accommodate the vision of a new 
social intranet.  

Before the announcement of the public procurement, however, the task force conducted a 
review of the old intranet. This identified shortcomings. Launched in 2006, the old intranet had 
been run as an internal website and administered after a Web 1.0 or “read-only” model. Content 
production and publishing were maintained by a group of intranet editors. A couple of 
colleagues from the Communication Department regularly wrote internal news stories. The task 
force found other shortcomings, which included: the user interface was outdated; it was hard to 
find the competence and contact details of their coworkers; one could not tag keywords; it was 
difficult to collaborate; it did not allow for Web 2.0 communication practices; it was organized 
around the principle of distributing information from one sender to many passive receivers; it 
did not take into account that the current way of communicating is based on sharing and a many-
to-many logic; it had too many news stories; it was difficult to publish content; one could not 
personalize an employee’s professional background; there was no possibility to add RSS feed 
and blog; it was not possible to define a target group, etc. The task force conducted an internal 
survey. More than 50 percent of the employees stated that they read news stories every day. 
The task force concluded that colleagues mainly used the old intranet to search and retrieve for 
information.  

This legitimized the need for a new social intranet. And with it, emerged new organizational 
visions. These stressed that the CA should have a good culture for information sharing, which 
could help to make the organization’s ambitions, goals, decisions, and activities known. This 
could be realized by embedding the CA’s organizational values, which emphasized “to make 
each other better” and “to be groundbreaking”. One envisioned that the new social intranet 
should be an important central point for information sharing and facilitate collaboration 
between colleagues, departments, and units. The social intranet should be the CA’s new 
“melting pot”. This meant crafting an internal organizational discourse of a good sharing 
culture, which stressed the wish to improve online interaction, transparency, and transaction of 
digital items. And when this was evaluated as absent and technically difficult to achieve by 
using the old intranet, the task force looked beyond its own turf to a place where this was 
assumed to breathe and grow – the social media landscape. Professional SNSs and 
organizational microblogging services had affordances the CA lacked. Professional SNSs were 
assumed to be symbols of successful platforms. Here, users interact and are part of an online 
community, as users publish, like, comment, and give feedback to peers. Users connect and 
maintain relationships with familiar and new ties, enabling communication across barriers. 
Moreover, users enact new communication practices that embody the sharing logics of the 
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social media world and the Web 2.0 “many-to-many” communication practice, not the outdated 
Web 1.0 “one-to-many” information communication practice. 

To move the CA into the professional SNS era and facilitate sharing, a new social intranet 
would mean ending the monopoly whereby a few editors controlled content production, to 
construct a technology structure where many editors could communicate and connect by online 
participation. Doing so involved laying down new technical requirements. The task group 
authored a draft of the public tender document, which would invite subcontractors to submit 
proposals for potential new designs of the social intranet. The public tender document served 
as a blueprint for what the new social intranet would look like. The CA’s ICT infrastructure 
was built on a variety of Microsoft solutions and similar computer systems, implying that the 
new social intranet had to be congruent with MS SharePoint. The most important technical 
requirement was simplifying employees’ work surface and reduce e-mail overload. To achieve 
that goal meant changing the ICT work surface; before the social internet was implemented, for 
example, an employee would work across several ICT tools, which had to be open individually, 
meaning that an employee had several ICT systems open and running and information stored 
in many different places, making it difficult to have an overview. Instead, the CA wished the 
social intranet to be the first and compulsory ICT tool that an employee opened in the morning, 
when he or she started their work session. Ideally, when an employee clicked on a web browser, 
he or she should be automatically led to a personalized “my page”, containing a variety of SNS 
features enabling sharing and links to the ICT tools the employee would use to carry out his or 
her work, like e-mail software and office suites. The “first” page was to be the social intranet 
and should include common SNS features, like a quick publishing button, a newsfeed, a 
comment and writing status update field, an activity calendar, a section containing professional 
competences, a RSS feed, the option to embed Facebook and Twitter accounts, tagging options, 
a function to “follow” coworkers, and a powerful search engine. A central SNS feature viewed 
as important to create conditions for information sharing was to have so-called “rooms” in the 
social intranet. These can best be described as Facebook or Yammer groups or knowledge 
repositories. The rooms were viewed as important online spaces for cooperation and interaction. 
Rooms could have members and be grouped according to department and across departmental 
borders. Users could download and upload documents, follow them and comment, in addition 
to receiving messages on recent room activities. The rooms were to be administrated by 
appointed super-users.  

During the spring of 2011, the public procurement was announced and a contract with a supplier 
was later signed. The implementation had a beta phase, where particular employees were 
invited as test subjects to have their say on the social intranet and its new embedded features. 
This phase was used to harvest user experiences and to correct for unforeseen technical flaws, 
which had to be reported back to the contractor. The task force organized training sessions. A 
name contest was organized and the new social intranet was named Jubel. 

7.3 Part III: The user experiences of the social intranet 

The next sections apply the concept of technological frames and emphasize what role 
negotiation of boundaries plays, when users play out their role performance in their use of the 
social intranet. To show different sides of that argument, I analyze three perspectives on how 
eight employees interpret sharing and relate that to their use of the new social intranet, Jubel. 
This is illustrated through what I call personal user stories, which are different individual 
perspectives on the implementation process. Based on them, each one has been given a theme, 
communicating how each user interprets sharing and Jubel, but also how each theme relates to 
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a larger domain that characterizes the informants’ interpretations.20 The first perspective 
accounts for a top-management experience. This is represented by Informant 1, who holds the 
position of Executive Director. Informant 1 is the initiator and manager of the internal process 
leading to the realization of Jubel. Her role has been classified as “the holistic viewer” and the 
domain is called “strategic motivator and facilitator”. The second perspective accounts for the 
practical implementer experience. This is portrayed through Informant 2, an Advisor working 
in the ICT Department. Informant 2 has been the chief person responsible for implementing 
Jubel and has been the project leader and headed the internal task force. His role has been 
classified as “between intents and practice” and the domain is called “practical technology 
project”. The third perspective centers on what I call “end-user stories”, which pinpoints how 
six employees have used Jubel since its implementation. These are represented by Informants 
3 to 8. None of the informants work in the same department and they hold positions as a middle 
manager, a consultant, and three advisors. Their ages range from 30 to 60. I have classified 
these informants according to the themes of their role performances as: “the multiple sharer”, 
“the contester”, “the content bounded sharer”, “the user interface challenger”, “the manual 
user”, and “the listener”. Together, these themes belong to the domain “information repository”. 
The informants’ backgrounds and role performance are presented in Table 7.1. 

Table 7.1 Users, gender, role, position, departments, user theme, and ICTs used. 
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1. F Ex. Director Exe. Dir. Initiator The holistic viewer Strategic motivator and facilitator  Email, Social Intranet, 
Phone, Facebook, Twitter, 

2. M Advisor ICT Implementer Between intents  
and practice Practical technology project 

Email, Phone, Social Intranet, 
Facebook, Yammer, 

LinkedIn, Google Docs 

3. F Advisor HR End-user 1 The multiple sharer 

Information repository 

Email, Phone, Social Intranet, 
 Facebook, LinkedIn,  

Office Suite, QuestBack 

4. F Middle 
Manager 

Secretary 
board End-user 2 The contester 

Email, Phone, Social Intranet, 
Facebook, Twitter,  

Instagram, LovData, Lync 

5. F Advisor Sec. train End-user 3 The content  
bounded sharer 

Email, Phone,  Lync 
Social Intranet, Facebook 

6. M Advisor Econ End-user 4 The user interface 
challenger 

Email, Phone, Social Intranet, 
Facebook, Corporater, Lync 

7. F Consultant Account End-user 5 The manual user Email, Phone, Social Intranet, Lync 

8. M Advisor Law End-user 6 The listener Email, Phone, Social Intranet,  
Facebook, Twitter, Google Docs 

The initiator and top-management story – the holistic viewer 

The initiator or top-management story shows a personal user experience interpreting the 
implementation of the social intranet from a top-down approach. The Executive Director is a 
“holistic viewer”, implying a user making evaluations and decisions in the context of having an 
“a bird’s-eye view” on the CA as a whole. This is conceptualized through projecting a view 
that the CA lacked strong organizational unity to perform its obligations, due to a variety of 
internal cultural, administrative, and technical barriers and social boundaries. These must be 
overcome by concrete top-management interventions.  

The Executive Director’s user story seems formed by her previous top-management positions 
from another organization. Before joining the CA, the Executive Director worked in an 
organization, which received public attention. This organization was seen as being dependent 

                                                 
20 The strategies I have used to code are outlined in sub-section 2.4 in Chapter 2. 
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on having good exchange of information flow in its internal communication channels. The 
Executive Director found the opposite when she joined the CA, which enabled her to make 
comparisons and a tentative analysis of the reasons for the difference. She made several 
observations. The CA was interpreted as being made up by various groups that did not 
adequately communicate and bond across departmental boundaries. Her colleagues 
communicated in private channels across overlapping ICT systems. Coworkers appeared not to 
be communicating either “horizontally” or “vertically”. She experienced that it was challenging 
to find information related to her role and responsibilities; she had little overview on what her 
colleagues worked with and their competences. Moreover, they used ICT software with poor 
user interface, which was technically challenging to operate: 

I-1:  It was a multifaceted need to address and create an intranet that took into account 
the fact that we worked with various work surfaces. It was difficult. You had to 
open each system one at a time at a time, just to approve an invoice. It was 
completely separate things.  

Another challenge was overcoming a conundrum that many communicating organizations 
struggle with today:  

I-1:  Our challenge was also to escape the “hell of e-mail”, which influences so many 
organizations. We were not good enough at handling all the demands put on us 
to process all the documentation that goes through us. 

These experiences needed to be addressed formally. This meant to start working on 
conceptualizing how to create a simpler work surface and work process for all employees, so 
that the CA as a whole could become more connected. This work had to be linked to her formal 
roles and areas of responsibilities. When the Executive Director took on her position, her work 
consisted of overseeing the current use and status of the CA’s ICT software, internal 
communication, and archival systems. Such matters are continuously addressed by top 
managers in public organizations and represent part of larger top-management issues on 
organizational change and development. The CA is legally obligated to ensure and adopt 
changes in legal framework issued by government agencies and embed that into its ICT 
infrastructure, as it has distinct rights and obligations towards the citizens it serves. The CA 
needs to manage its internal and external organizings too. Employees must have access to 
proper ICT software to perform their work. When new software is issued and updated, the CA 
is compelled to adjust to it. 

Therefore, the top management initiated an internal strategic process. This was linked to the 
CA’s strategic ICT plan from 2010, which later formed the basis for the public procurement. 
The top management created a task force and a steering committee. The task force was 
organized as an internal project group headed by a project manager, while the steering 
committee consisting of top and middle managers. This was legitimized in the CA’s the 
management structure. They could now address important organizational matters. The 
Executive Director headed this process and they met regularly:   

I-1:  We established a task force, with representatives from both the high schools and 
from the administration. We needed to have broad support in that work and have 
it established. The point is that we had the Secretary Board, which is the last 
chain that works with policy-making processes. We had a couple of Deputy Head 
Masters from the high schools, not the Head Masters themselves, but IT 
managers, possibly Assistant Directors. We had people from the administration, 
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the Unit for Secondary Training. I was in charge of that work and managed the 
project team. And when we did that work, we were concerned about legitimizing 
it in the management structure. This is a challenge. This is not just about 
digitalizing something. It’s about the processes behind it, the culture too. 

The top management concluded they wanted a single work surface and work process, which 
could be technically integrated and organized around the various ICT tools and computer 
systems their employees used every day. The social intranet would have a significant role in 
that part. It could be seen as the “highway”, which interconnected the other computer systems 
and the employee to ensure an agile workday.  

But another reality soon emerged. The use of the social intranet was not at the expected level. 
Employees appeared unwilling to engage and participate online, despite internal training 
sessions. The employees did not share at the expected level and made various counter-
arguments: 

I-1:  The tools. What I experienced when I came here, was that there was complaining 
and grumbling on the tools we used. And now we have done something with 
that. We are not good enough. We have removed the counter-arguments. Now it 
is not the tools which is the challenge, now it’s about each and every one of us, 
how we choose to interpret and deal with sharing our work.  

These experiences appeared to trigger the need to craft a clearer management discourse, which 
stressed that sharing of work and having a good sharing culture is a collective organizational 
responsibility all employees should adapt to. This aspect seems to have shaped the Executive 
Director’s role performance too, as she repeatedly emphasized the importance of legitimizing 
the need for a sharing culture in the management structure. This meant to socially institute an 
understanding and organizational standard into the CA, moreover, that it is part of an 
organizational culture. She encouraged her managers to lead by example as good practitioners, 
as “sharers”, and to motivate their staff to do the same. The Executive Director argues that Jubel 
has been main subject in many meetings since the onset: 

 I-1: My responsibility has been to legitimize sharing in the management structure. 
My responsibility in the implementation process has been to follow and push it 
in the management structure. I address it with all my managers. To that extent, 
we have seminars, I address Jubel as a tool so that everybody hears it. Basically, 
it’s just that, the legitimizing point with management, to understand it. They 
must address it with their employees. The management must go in front and 
share, start posting, there is certainly room for significant improvement, to set 
some standards.  

There can be good reasons for “pushing Jubel down in the management structure”. This is a 
relevant aspect, for example, when the CA interacts with actors and institutions outside its own 
turf where it is required to meet roles, expectations, and obligations. This reflects how the 
Executive Director relates sharing and sharing culture to a larger perspective:  

I-1:  How do you put the CA on the agenda, in relation to its surroundings? We have to 
defend what we do. Where is the CA in all this? If you don’t have a relationship with 
the municipalities that gives you legitimacy, you can feel free to do something with 
internal actors here. We are located in a county with a good municipality, they’re strong. 
How should the CA show their task portfolio, in terms of good communication? To do 
so, requires a common understanding of our organization. 
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External conditions can challenge the need for possessing well-functioning internal 
communication channels characterized by flows and interactivity. But the Executive Director’s 
technological framing appears not to have been motivated by interpreting the social intranet 
and sharing culture as a technology project per se, which could be used “effectively” and 
“rationally” to reduce internal barriers. There is another element at hand – the need to work 
with organizational culture across many levels: 

I-1: It was acknowledged that we needed something that could better enable us to 
work with the culture across, knowledge of each other’s work. Knowledge of 
what most of us do. That kind of thing is a learning process, in relation to the 
organization and people’s attitudes. Sharing culture is basically about your 
attitudes to show your cards to others, posting, and maybe say that it has an 
impact on someone else, and perhaps you can get something in return. You have 
to give something, in order to get something in return.  

The Executive Director’s point is that the embedded norms and values in technologies need to 
be similarly approached and instituted in social interaction embedded in situations. To a certain 
extent, while many online ties can enable large quantities of social capital, which can be used 
to bond and bridge between people to facilitate cooperation, the same has to be done in every 
organizational context. Online conditions need to be equal in the offline world, but they are 
unbalanced. This means that one has to “produce” social capital, which can be used to bring 
down internal barriers. In the Executive Director’s case, this is about communicating that a 
good sharing culture is part of a larger organizational identity project, where employees feel 
belonging and connected to the CA as an organization, not primarily the department where they 
work:   

I-1: For me, it is about identity. What is the CA? Organizationally speaking, it was, 
“we are regional development”, “we are the unit for secondary training”. The 
construction of strong “we” recognition – it is not easily done. 

This accentuates that top-down technology initiatives often have a social side, in addition to the 
technical. This has to be given weight, if the implementation of a technology is to become a 
success. Top managers are required to promote norms and values and embed them into larger 
contexts and objectives:  

I-1: In parallel to that, we made several attempts to raise the discussion about 
organizational culture and work processes internally, because they are closely 
related to each other. Should we establish a greater sharing culture, in the sense 
that people, can easily participate and reinforce each other’s work, or take part 
in reports, or take part in other kinds of things, take part in the knowledge we 
have. It requires a culture where [people] actively share and participate. Still, 
there is a long way to go. We’ve probably not reached our goals, but we are on 
our way. It is easy to publish reports, post minutes, in the different rooms. But it 
is also an ambition. Technology often goes hand in hand with the culture and 
some processes behind it all. 

But the Executive Director is contradicted by her user habits. She follows about 10 rooms on 
Jubel. She is passive in some of these rooms, active in two to four. She publishes reports and 
minutes and admits that her own sharing practices could improve. Sharing appears to be an 
extra task she has to do at the end of her workday, a type of “must-do” obligation:  
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R: How often do you share?  
I-1:  Too seldom. It’s because I hardly sit at an office desk at all. One must remember 

to do it in the afternoon.  
R:  Is this a “duty task” that you put on yourself at the end of the day?  
I-1: If I’m back at the main office, sometimes. If I have a report that there is a point 

to do something with, then I do it. If you’re out travelling, there is no time. I’m 
working more and more on the Ipad when I’m out, not from my PC. It has limits 
and is difficult. You can’t access Jubel from the Ipad. It’s a limitation. 

The implementer story – between intentions and practices 

The implementer story revolves around the personalized user experience of a male Advisor 
working in the ICT Department. He is the internal Project Manager (PM) and chief overseer for 
the implementation of Jubel, a project he started in 2010. He headed the task force, a project 
team consisting of four coworkers, split between two departments, the ICT and Communication 
Departments. He has supervised several aspects of the implementation process, allowing him 
to see nuances and evaluate the organizational realities between intent and practice. He is 
locked cased “between and betwixt” top management intentions and the practical realities that 
employees face in their day-to-day activities. This has permitted him to observe and learn from 
the challenges in adopting the social intranet, how one promotes the meaning of a sharing 
culture, how to distinguish organizational boundaries, and track what it takes to produce the 
conditions for online interaction and collaboration across internal boundaries. This has granted 
him the possibility to grasp the “real” conundrums in dealing with matters connected to 
organizational change and development, which he sees from a first-hand position. His role 
performance is shaped and augmented by these conditions.  

The PM brings a substantial nuance to how the implementation process unfolded. This can be 
divided into the periods before and after the organizing of the public procurement of the social 
intranet. At the beginning, we learn that the PM viewed the implementation process as 
consisting of an extended project planning phase. This period comprised several overlapping 
and ongoing ICT initiatives, aimed at improving organizational structures and priorities related 
to organizational change and development. These appear clustered under a larger “ICT 
umbrella”. They were organized by managing several ongoing and overlapping ICT projects, 
which had their own steering committees and were headed by several internal Project Managers. 
As part of that, we learn that the top management wished to integrate all the CA’s ICT systems 
into a single user-friendly work surface. Other goals included implementing a new archival and 
administration system and a quality system, and embedding the Lync instant messaging system. 
This work also needed to conform to the CA’s organizational values. But in order to meet the 
complexities of these combined needs, it was linked to understandable concepts, which could 
help in pointing the direction all of this led to. The main theme emerging from these goals 
appears to have been to build a better organization culture and to change work processes, which 
was intended to be realized by digital interaction and collaboration. 

Due to reorganizing project staff on parallel ongoing ICT projects, however, the emphasis on 
changing organizational culture and work processes appeared to diminish in the early stages of 
the planning phase. Consequently, the work with upgrading the intranet came to the forefront. 
Project work entered a design and technical stage. The members of the task force addressed 
how to visualize the new intranet as a site for digital interaction. The task force worked with 
user interface design questions and outlined the requirements that the future supplier of the new 
intranet had to meet. These were accounted for in the public tender documents, which formed 
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the foundation for the public procurement. After completing that and selecting the supplier, the 
focus changed, as it had a strong technology framing:   

I-2:  Jubel became a bit technical, after we had selected the supplier. In the pre-project 
from 2010, we wrote the public tender document. The call from the other ICT 
projects, the call from the top management, was to get a platform for sharing. 
This was reflected in the requirement specification we wrote. But eventually, it 
became a very technical SharePoint project instead. 

The PM’s user experience is formed by working with Jubel on a daily base over an extensive 
period. This is defined by his position, work, assignments, role, responsibilities, etc., as being 
a member of the task force and by interpreting an overall project plan, where the latter is referred 
to as the “mandate”. This means that the implementation has been organized by use of project 
management methodologies. The mandate has played a significant part in that regard, foremost 
as the leading steering document legitimizing and giving direction to the task force’s role in the 
implementation process. The mandate is distinguished as a top-management “purchase”, which 
the task force is expected to return with a deliverable, the realization of a work process leading 
to the fulfillment of a functional and living social intranet. The mandate defined different legs 
and fulfillment of goals and milestones, but has also been subject to interpretation to gain 
clarification on how to organize work. The mandate described different roles between the task 
force’s members too. Two members supervised the organizational culture aspects, while the 
remaining two worked with technicalities. The task force first had ongoing and regular meetings 
with the steering committee, where user design questions were continuously up for review. The 
first part of the project planning phase centered on locating the assumed needs in the CA. They 
attempted to find out what certain professions needed, like teachers, and adjust the user design 
according to that, to uncover ways that employees would be motivated to use the social intranet:  

I-2: There were many design issues. It was not so much the overall organizational 
issues that dominated. The steering committee was more like, “How to design 
and construct the intranet?”, “What is important for the teacher?”, “What are 
they going to it use for?”, “What is important to people?” We made user profiles 
and asked, “What are your needs when you are a teacher?”, “What are the needs 
of an Executive Officer”, “What do you need if you work in accounting?” We 
tried to bring up the needs of the user. This was discussed in the meeting with 
the steering committee. Our focus was on what is important, what should be on 
the cover, how the intranet should be developed. We in the project group were 
making suggestions with the supplier and it was important for us to get it 
certified and discussed in the steering committee. 

Later, the project work entered a test and training phase, where the task force had to overcome 
unforeseen and defined challenges. The choice of SharePoint set them in a contradictory 
position. The social intranet is a “self-help solution”, meaning that the CA had to assume control 
over all operating responsibilities by itself. There was no support helpdesk staff could call to 
solve technical difficulties after a test period was over. Employees in the IT department had to 
acquire technical skills to operate the social intranet on their own. This was part of the contract 
they signed with the supplier, meaning that it was important to test out SharePoint in a 
controlled environment to find “bugs” and correct them. They had to learn and know 
SharePoint. This work took a refined shape as the task force recruited a group of coworkers as 
“super-users”. They were part of a beta testing phase, which involved problem solving of 
different assignments. The intention was to ascertain to what extent the users mastered 
SharePoint and to acquire data on potential changes. The testing showed positive results. The 



250 
 

task group later organized internal training sessions in the fall of 2013, which aimed at 
educating colleagues. They created learning materials such as user manuals and videos. The 
target group was employees at the high schools and departments, who had ICT as part of their 
responsibilities, implying connecting with peers. They were ascribed the role as local “super-
users”, who would be given the responsibility to be local experts and motivators, to ensure that 
employees adopted Jubel and shared. This could be seen as a means to secure sustainable online 
participation on Jubel. About 150 to 200 people completed the training courses. 

The implementation period was a phase for self-study and learning. The task force looked 
outside their own turf to other organizations for inspiration and experiences. They were 
interested in learning how others had implemented social intranets, which could help them to 
know more about the potential challenges they faced. This was crucial, as it could teach them 
how others had legitimized the concept of sharing and sharing culture, in addition to 
understanding technicalities and challenges they had not accounted for. The task force was 
interested in identifying how far their peers in other organizations had come, but also knowing 
how they had designed their social intranets. The task force looked to large companies and 
public agencies, like the Norwegian Broadcasting Corporation, Telenor, the Norwegian State 
Railways, Lyse Energi, the Office of the Auditor General of Norway, the Norwegian Public 
Roads, and Norsk Hydro. The task force learned that the Norwegian Broadcasting Corporation 
had worked with “rooms” and found that interesting. They concluded that their peers faced the 
same technical difficulties as themselves. Some found that early versions of SharePoint did not 
match up to their standards for creating condition to share, but this later changed: 

I-2: We saw that the first version of SharePoint was pretty bad, to work as a social 
community. It had flaws. The examples I told you about is an illustration of that, 
but now our users managed to add digital items into the social stream in a much 
better way. That has become much more central. They have managed to achieve 
more sharing there. It is easy to share documents, pictures, and comments, as it 
is on Facebook, for example.  

The PM has experienced the challenges of legitimizing a sharing culture into the CA. And often 
it is about getting access. The PM has given many presentations and has often found his work 
to be in “competition” with other ongoing management priorities, implying that it can be 
difficult to get attention, even from top and middle managers. Others deal with relating sharing 
to abstract goals and concepts like “to change work processes”, “organizational culture”, and 
“enhancing cooperation and interaction”. This sounds novel, but when faced with practice, 
another reality sets in:  

R:  The idea of sharing has a positive footprint, doesn’t it? 
I-2:  Yes. It sounds very good. It has a great positivity to it, when it’s presented, but 

not so great when you try it out in practice. At an early stage, there was a positive 
feel. You didn’t know exactly what it was. One had this belief that one should 
change a work culture. One thought it was much easier than it really is.  

R:  It’s a very demanding goal, isn’t it?  
I-2:  Yes, it is. I have always said that if we are going to succeed, it would require a 

lot from us, to get Jubel working. It’s a good question if we will ever arrive there. 
To change is something we must do it every day. It demands a lot from top, 
middle managers, and employees. 
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The PM has also reflected upon what the ideal practice of sharing could possibly constitute. 
This is best epitomized in that users extensively interact online by commenting, liking, sending 
URL links, writing status updates, forming the “social media stream” where colleagues talk to 
each other and bond across departmental borders. But in the organizational context, it is about 
making a colleague’s work accessible on an early stage, reflecting commitment to transparency 
and inclusion in a work process:  

R:  What does it mean in practice?  
I-2:  This means that when working on a document, for example, a plan, a case 

presentation, an important note, you write it on a platform so that others can 
access it pretty early, so they can share. 

Instead, the PM has experienced that creating a living, breathing online community where 
sharing happens, is reduced to basic and simple posting. Online participation on Jubel involves 
performing simple tasks and it forms an information channel. Coworkers are skillful in fulfilling 
certain activities that do not require much commitment, like posting a profile picture, writing 
status updates, tag competence and keywords, and they upload completed documents or reports, 
etc. But beyond that, there is not much evidence that colleagues wish to participate and engage 
in online activities requiring performance of reciprocal actions. Another challenge has been to 
work against the misconceptions that Jubel is a “Facebook at work”, a site where colleagues 
socialize and discuss leisure activities. This misconception can work against sharing. The PM 
has repeatedly opposed that technological framing and argued that Jubel is a site for 
collaboration, where coworkers can learn from each other:  

I-2:  The message from the top management was that Jubel was to be a system that 
made each other better, better in the sense that a school, for example, could learn 
from another school, but it’s so watertight between them.  

R:  Was that something you foresaw or was it something you discovered?  
I-2:  This was something I predicted, but I learned that this was much more difficult 

in this project, than I had thought – that you have an anxiety about sharing. 

The PM has experienced that sharing practices differ throughout the CA. Some departments do 
it willingly, while others are passive. A recurring trait, for example, is how sharing is still 
associated with old publishing habits. Colleagues are accustomed to the “article format”, 
meaning that many postings often have an “internal news story” label attached to them. There 
is still an internal news editor writing “news stories” and posting them on the social intranet 
under the assumption it is an internal web site. This practice can discourage cooperation, 
however, causing the social intranet to be an instrument for internal promotion or successful 
organizational branding. But in most cases, the PM has been met with some recurring counter-
arguments, where coworkers refrain from publishing. Much of this is about their concern that 
publishing “unfinished work” to a large, anonymous audience bears risks and can be 
misinterpreted. Public feedback on their “work-in-progress” can do more harm than good. 
Employees know this and shield themselves behind arguments of exception, serving as a 
selection mechanism on what type of content can be published. Confidential and personalized 
information cannot be shared. Certain types of public documents contain information about 
individuals and is protected by other rules and regulations. Colleagues argue that there is no 
leverage for making exceptions, hence sharing consists of approved camera-ready documents 
and information or non-harmful reminders:  
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I-2: The departments are focused on [the principle] that they should not post stuff 
like that on Jubel. Things like that are regulated by laws, confidential 
disclosures. There has never been any danger that the intention was that such 
stuff should come out there. We think that the problem is rather that people are 
reluctant to post things, which usually is the case long before you address such 
issue. One is afraid to share strategies. One is perhaps afraid to share a PP 
presentation. One might fear that others will have access to one’s expertise. 
Competence and knowledge can be power.  

But there are unexpected successes. The identity of the intranet, “Jubel”, is commonly used and 
accepted among employees. During the onset, the task force had discussions on what to call the 
social intranet and carefully decided which names to use:  

I-2:  We wouldn’t call it “on the inside”. We wanted a better name. We were afraid 
that the name could be used against us. In retrospect, it was a good name. Now 
people use it. “Can you post it on Jubel?” I don’t regret the choice. We called it 
that, so that we shouldn’t put so much meaning in to it. We did not want it to be 
misinterpreted. We wanted an easy name.  

R: Names have a lot to say.  
I-2:  It’s hard to find a good name. Just the name “the intranet” or “on the inside”. 

The latter sounds like a prison!  

Another unexpected success is that coworkers have shared information, involving accumulation 
of large amounts of digital content:  

I-2:  Ninety percent of the info posted on Jubel is not something that we’ve published. 
It’s made by the organization. There are a lot of documents. It has become a 
place where items are shared. It’s divided between heavy and light documents. 
People share when documents are finished. You don’t see many examples where 
people collaborate on a document, which is part of a work process. Some have 
acknowledged that it’s better to have documents there, than in a file structure. 
There is more sharing like that, more documents. We haven’t gone any further 
in changing work culture and the ways we work. That’s where we struggle. 

This trait has involved the need to develop specific role performance strategies. To create 
increased interactivity so that sharing can potentially generate a social media stream, certain 
coworkers have been ascribed an online community role as “sharers”, which implies being a 
generator of publishing activities. The PM has attempted to practice this role himself, but it can 
prove to be challenging to maintain it:  

I-2: I try to set an example. When I create a document, I publish it right away. It says 
it’s a document in progress, which we’re working on. Otherwise, I try to post 
my status. If not every day, at least a couple of times each week. I tell what I’m 
doing. I can also see that even among those who [just] post their status, I find 
much useful information, which relates to me. I know where my boss is, I know 
the processes in the organization. In the social stream, I see a lot of potential for 
sharing. 

Although coworkers are not online contributors on the expected level, the PM sees many 
potentialities in the social streams and using a SNS:  
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I-2:  You don’t think of a SNS as part of your work. You relate to formal structures, 
as you are more psychologically there. We have a flat structure, but we are after 
all still part of our units. We have our duties, working there, and have our 
responsibilities. You are responsible for your stuff, but you don’t see yourself as 
part of an interdisciplinary network. To launch a social intranet, it’s not enough 
to say that people should start interacting on a professional SNS. People are very 
attached to their unit, the department, and the tasks they carry out there.  

A contradictory user pattern, however, is how the PM has used social media to perform 
assignments as part of his work, reflecting how employees take the initiative by starting to use 
“unlicensed” ICT tools as part of their work practice. For example, as it is not uncommon that 
employees create Facebook groups and Twitter accounts to discuss and retrieve information or 
co-write Google Docs, an opportunity the PM has used himself:  

I-2:  We’re currently working on a web site that deals with drug use. There, we have 
internal and external partners. We are seven or eight persons. And we said, we’re 
going to use Google Docs. And it was okay. 

End-user 1 – The multiple sharer 

End-user 1 is a user story about a female employee working in the HR Department. She holds 
the position of Advisor. Her main responsibilities are collecting and systematization of 
information to prevent unwanted events, actions, and practices, defined as potential risks to 
organizational life. Internal training is part of her work too.  

The theme “the multiple sharer” indicates the role performance of a user who faithfully 
undertook her responsibility to be a “good sharer”. This is reflected in her attempts to create 
online engagement and draw attention to one of the rooms she administers on Jubel. Formally, 
she is a super-user, an online community administrator with rights to publish on a site intended 
for online collaboration, which is similar to a Facebook group or knowledge repository. But 
this performance is experienced as contradictory. She often finds herself sharing information 
across many communication channels, foremost in the e-email domain where most of her 
colleagues interact. Here, she tries to motivate coworkers to visit her rooms. She has adopted a 
user pattern to maintain the goal of being a good sharer, turning into an active “pusher of 
information” on the room’s members. This results in an unintended sharing practice consisting 
of sending many e-mail reminders to colleagues, containing the message that she has uploaded 
new documents on her rooms. This is performed repeatedly. We learn that this seldom results 
in increased interactivity, but merely that new documents are recently published and can be 
accessed. Her preferred site for online interaction is on private chat channels and e-mail. She 
practices strict criteria on what type of content can be published on the social intranet, implying 
personal negotiations of social boundaries across several trajectories. 

Personal boundaries are however formed based on how she has previously engaged on various 
social media platforms. This has taught her to set clear and rigid distinctions between what is 
external from internal use in the CA, from what is defined as work and non-work related uses. 
This is reflected in how she has engaged in two SNSs, Facebook and LinkedIn. Facebook is 
seen as belonging to the private sphere and is an “off-limits” site for work. She describes herself 
as a “light and self-controlled” user on Facebook. She has been registered on it since 2008, but 
restricts her engagement to positive sharing, liking and watching of pictures. She administers a 
couple of private Facebook groups. She has a few colleagues from the CA as Facebook friends 
and only adds people she knows from the off-line world. LinkedIn is seen as a suitable SNS to 
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fulfill the parts seen as work-related. She is member of a couple of groups, but does not publish 
anything there. She follows discussions related to her field. LinkedIn is used so that professional 
connections can contact each other. This user behavior is related to previous work assignments. 
For a period, she was representative in one of the CA’s worker unions and interacted with 
similar representatives from other CAs. As part of it, they created a Facebook group, so they 
could stay in contact. It was used to share documents and had no online discussions: 

R:  Do you use social media at work? 
I-3:  No, I don’t, but I’ve done it. It was part of a different role, which was part of a 

task I had here in the CA. I had contact with others with the same role in other 
CAs. We used social media to share information that was more or less of the 
same nature. It was a way to share knowledge. 

R: What did you share? 
I-3:  It related to issues on health and safety at work. 

This experience seems to have set a personal standard and decision for how she shares, as she 
now makes distinctions on how she shares, in what context, and for which audience:  

I-3:  It has been a very conscious choice, that I don’t mix the two. 
R:  When did you make up that reflection? 
I-3:  I had a representative role. And then it didn’t feel natural. There is something to 

be Facebook friends with the people you meet on the other side of table. It was 
more of a conscious decision I had in relation to that position, compared to the 
work that I do now. 

She uses ICTs and communication channels to perform her work and to stay in contact with 
coworkers, such as e-mail, phone and Lync. Other tools are used to retrieve and share info: 

I-3:  I use XL, Word, and PowerPoint for presentations, YouTube too. I use a system 
called QuestBack, which is used for conducting surveys. In QuestBack, one asks, 
“What you think about that?”, “What do you think about this?”, but it can also 
be used to collect reports, as we discovered. We use the social intranet to give 
information. I also use internal systems, like Agresso, which is a salary and 
appointment system. I’m not a big consumer of it. You register your hours and 
enter travel expenses. If I’m travelling, I use a system to book trips.  

The Advisor used the old intranet, which she saw as a bulletin board. She sometimes published 
on it, but it was largely used for information retrieving. It was difficult to use too. The user 
interface had poor quality, meaning that the publishing process itself made little sense. It had 
many technical limitations. For example, she experienced difficulties in locating where she 
actually had posted her items. This had consequences for how she interacted and what strategies 
she developed for searching and retrieving information. Oddly, she had to rely more on her 
personal memory to perform strategic searches:  

I-3: You had to remember where you could find things and it had to be recently 
posted. Not everything was logically constructed. Gradually it became 
confusing. You make menus, then you had to add a new element and then 
something could be stored in one place and something elsewhere. And then, 
things didn’t connect. And so it was a bit like “that document, I have saved under 
that menu and that document I had seen under that menu”. And then you spend 
a lot of time searching your ways around to find what you’ve stored. 
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On the social intranet, she describes herself as an average user. She has attempted adopting and 
adjusting to the new features in Jubel. She is super-user and has the right to publish and upload 
documents on rooms she administers. Running them is challenging: 

I-3:  There are some rooms, but nothing happens there. We call them rooms, but it’s 
a web page. They have followers. If something happens, it shows up in my news 
feed.  

The main challenge is lack of online interactivity. This has involved the development of a role 
performance to create conditions for better sharing practices and online dialogue in her rooms. 
She has pursued the role as a type of “online gardener” and attempts to encourage her coworkers 
to engage. Her approach to solve that has been to take on the role as a “sharer and pusher of 
information”, which appears to consist of sending friendly e-mail reminders that she has 
uploaded new documents. But she finds herself caught in two separate domains of 
communication practices, meaning that she often shares information across multiple channels 
that expand beyond the room itself, creating dilemmas:  

I-3:  I send an e-mail to everyone who has an interest in the room’s activities, to the 
relevant contact persons. And then I share information with them that it’s posted 
on Jubel. And then I invite them to follow the room, because there is information 
there that is relevant to them. And, then I say that the information will only be 
posted there. That I’ve done for about a year. 

R:  You’ve done that for a whole year, you say? 
I-3:  Yes, I’ve done it since they implemented the social intranet. And I think, it’s 

about time that we need to address what we can learn from it.  
R:  And what happened then? It appears that you’ve been very consistent on 

informing in the same way. Did something happen? 
I-3:  I don’t know. I can’t see if there are many who follow them. And I’ve indeed 

called for that, that you should have the possibility to see who follows the rooms. 
What I plan now is to add relevant people. We can add people automatically, 
and they get the information the same way. Those who are not members must 
follow it themselves.  

This constitutes a dilemma. She is uncertain about a room’s potential audience, implying that 
she has little way of knowing how much her informing practice influences the receivers to 
engage. The rooms operate with two embedded features in SharePoint, followers and members. 
Members are visible with names and have to be manually included by an administrator, while 
the name of a follower is not so visible, implying that a social intranet user can follow several 
rooms without his or her name appearing. This means there are overlapping and invisible 
audiences for those who administer the rooms. Instead, sharing turns into an unconventional 
practice. The Advisor shares information on Jubel and on e-mail about the same matter, 
involving multiple ways of communicating the same new information. Sharing turns into a 
practice of double communication, which appears coordinated on a personal and habitual level. 
She tries to uphold the goal of being a “good sharer”, but communicating many-to-many meets 
with little response. Multiple informing enables her messages to get through, but she is 
uncertain if it is the sharing on e-mail or on Jubel that made the difference: 

I-3:  It’s not easy to say, since I send out e-mail too. For example, when we have 
courses, all the participants receive e-mail about it. Then we will also have to do 
it the same way that we send out an e-mail and notify about it. And I don’t know 
whether it was the social intranet or e-mail that did trick. 
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The absence of an online dialogue means that sharing turns into an informing practice, which 
generates expectations about information that is on its way. Besides that, using Jubel 
represented a learning curve. She has self-tested it and not all the SharePoint features are 
evident. They cause misunderstandings, even on as essential a feature as publishing items:  

I-3:  I think it has flaws, if you compare with Facebook. For example, when you are 
to publish something, you have to click three different places for it to be 
published. It can quickly be that one forgets that. And if you’re a bit sloppy, you 
have the risk that it will not be published at all. It’s also difficult to type 
information that is supposed to go into a defined space, there is no room. I am 
missing an entire field. You can adapt to it, but I think it has flaws. It’s supposed 
to suit many needs. The social intranet has a standard which can’t be shaped to 
certain needs. One must adapt to it. 

Sharing also appears to be about learning to perform a self-invented publishing strategy, to 
produce pointers to information and to redirect and get the attention of her coworkers. This has 
to be performed repeatedly. And there is flipside to share information across multiple 
communication channels. It seems to come as a routine from trying to adapt to Jubel, but reflects 
re-publishing of information that is already available elsewhere on other ICT platforms:  

I-3:  I have tried to adapt to social intranet, by arranging what I have, so that it will 
be okay. I publish news while I add new documents, for example. This is done 
so that people know that the document is there. You can’t publish all at one 
site… The stuff I have posted recently was on occupational health, for example, 
which should provide info on what a person should do before going to order an 
appointment, what one should consider when you want an ergonomic workplace, 
information I posted on the room on occupational health. I notify, I publish 
documents, and then I notify about it on the general Health and Safety site. I 
could also have published on CA’s web page for company health. 

She uses the social intranet in the same way as she used the old intranet, to search and retrieve 
for information. This is done every day. And if she searches for something, she finds it. She can 
get many hits, but has created her own filters to narrow down the information she is looking 
for. Often she looks for specific coworkers to find her “way through the organization”. The lack 
of online dialogue means that she has not started to interact with new colleagues from other 
departments. She mainly interacts with coworkers from her own department, which is often 
locked to closed channels. This is where she collaborates and coordinates her work: 

I-3:  It’s on e-mail and Lync, and telephone. My impression is that what I've seen of 
dialogue going on the social intranet, it about social things and commenting. For 
example, someone created a ski or a cycling group, something like that. Then 
people will come out, then there is some dialogue. There is little that I have seen 
that is job related. In the other programs, you have the opportunity to have 
private dialogue. You don’t get that on the social intranet.  

The Advisor points out that sharing on Jubel is about off-work issues. Coworkers address their 
social life at work. This is ascribed a “Facebook value” in the sense that it does not belong on 
a professional SNS. This information sharing can discourage the intended professional 
interaction and collaboration.  
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This raises the question, however, of what type of information can be, should be, and is 
acceptable for her to publish. What can be shared and how willingly is she to open her work 
process to others in an early stage? The Advisor argues that sharing is beneficial and that she 
would encourage colleagues to give feedback, but her own criteria is that online items should 
never be “unfinished work”, but of a camera-ready quality:  

I-3: You should publish things that you stand for. It should be a finished product. It’s 
aimed at many. It is important that it is thoroughly worked out.  

There is a threshold and self-censorship. Another factor contradicting sharing, nevertheless, is 
the argument that potentially documents ready for publishing should be evaluated and approved 
by a top or middle manager affiliated to the management structure. This means that merely 
digital items of a neutral value or information approved by an organizational authority can be 
published. Besides that, the Advisor argues that she only shares information intended to 
improve work life conditions:  

I-3: I don’t publish that many documents.  They are mostly related to work life 
conditions. They often contain the message, “these are the things you must do 
and remember how to do it”. 

End-user 2 – The contester 

End-user 2 is a female employee working in County Mayor Secretary Board. She holds a 
middle-manager position. The Secretary Board operates between the CA’s political structure 
and the administrative body and serves as a practical liaison between them. The Secretary Board 
carries out practical arrangements and prepares and organizes the political process. Her 
responsibilities relate to organizing and facilitating policies being practically implemented and 
transferred to the correct and responsible units in the CA.  

The theme “the contester” indicates the role performance of a user who interprets Jubel and 
sharing differently than the previous user story. Much of this deals with pinpointing challenges 
and contradictions with sharing, in addition to questioning the intention behind the 
implementation. She recognizes that it has not fulfilled its expectations and goals. This relates 
to her experience as a user, which illustrates how a super-user discontinues administering her 
rooms, as she sees that certain practical consequences outweigh the benefits of sharing. The 
reasons cited are that sharing can lead to information overload; that published content is not 
used; and the need to design new personal search strategies, causing disengagement. Instead, 
the Middle Manager prefers the old intranet and notes that the upgrade did not lead to changes 
in her own use or ways of working. She continues interacting on closed channels, preferably on 
e-mail and phone. She also practices strict criteria on sharing, which implies personal 
negotiations of social boundaries across several trajectories. 

This is related to previous user experience of social media platforms. Here, we find an example 
of a user who adjusts her use according to three SNSs: Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter. They 
are used differently and ascribed various labels. Facebook and Instagram are for private and 
social uses. She has been a Facebook user since 2007. She is a passive user there, shares little, 
and only adds close ties to her online network. She does not want to be accessible and sets up 
boundaries to protect privacy. Twitter is used for work, but her approach to that was more 
random. She has a read-only approach to tweeting and describes it as a listening post, to monitor 
what is going on and to stay up-to-date on current events:  
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I-4:  I use Twitter because it gives me something related to my work and because I 
follow public debates. That applies to work and my private sphere. It was my 
work use that was the door-opener so that I started paying attention to what was 
going on Twitter. In our department, we follow public debates. It’s fun and 
useful to follow them. Some of our politicians are active on Twitter. It’s more a 
work thing, combined with general community engagement.  

For several years, she has developed a critical approach to sharing. She does not tweet and has 
clear perceptions that any online content needs to have certain quality before it can be shared, 
being interesting, relevant and novel. Sharing personal status updates is omitted:  

I-4:  I don’t share information about what “I’ve eaten for dinner”, what I do during 
my evenings. I share if it is appropriate and relevant, not just one of those private 
things. I can share information about kinds of things I think may be relevant to 
others. Sometimes I post pictures of a mountain summit. But I have pretty high 
threshold that the summit should be a little more interesting for others to see. I 
am critical about what I publish and what others share. 

Her work surface paints another reality, as it consists of e-mail, phone, an administrative 
processing system, and Jubel. She spends the work day in the administrative processing system, 
which acts as a gateway to other Internet resources. Searching, retrieving, and ordering of 
information from the Internet is essential to her working day:  

I-4:  The systems we use are based on the Internet. We can’t enter the administrative 
processing system if we’re not online. That’s the first priority and the first thing 
we do in the morning. And we’re there most of the day. I use it to find 
information. I use a system called Lovdata, the government’s web pages, very 
much about information gathering. And that’s where I am most of the day. 

She explains what the administrative processing system “is” and how she uses it:  

I-4: It consists of everything that the CA receives and sends out through mail 
inquiries, all the cases that either will be processed administratively or 
politically, is in that system, everything which has an archival value, which one 
way or the other is in that alley. I use it to receive inquiries and identify essential 
information needed to find answers to calls, writing cases that are up for political 
review, write cases and facilitate them for political processing and make sure to 
provide the right processes in relation to that, to get them to the right committees, 
and facilitate the work for the committees. And approve political meetings, 
through designing meeting requests and meeting protocols, which we again send 
out and publish online. 

The Middle Manager is a super-user and administers two rooms. Both rooms have middle 
managers as target group. The first is for political meetings and committees, while the second 
is for managers. She is most active in the latter room. Contact information, case documents, 
minutes, and reports, are regularly uploaded. She has invited colleagues to follow and become 
members, but experiences that interaction in them still remains unfulfilling:   

 



259 
 

I-4: I note that there are not many who follow the rooms, after many invitations and 
reminders to others who I think might have an interest in it. And then my 
thoughts come. Do we spend unnecessary time on posting information that 
people do not read anyway?  

This raises the question whether members read the published material and use the rooms as 
intended. For example, after uploading, coworkers have also requested if the same documents 
can be sent by e-mail:  

I-4:  I often get the question, if I also can send them an e-mail, when there is 
something new, because they claim they will be updated. We have made a 
conscious decision on that, no, we don’t send an extra e-mail. We put it out there 
and then people must seek it out themselves. I feel that people don’t pay attention 
to all that is posted there. They would have paid attention, if we sent it in an e-
mail. But we have made a conscious choice on that. I think that people read it if 
they get an e-mail, because it’s a direct message aimed at them, rather that they 
must search the information themselves.  

The Middle Manager worked in the CA when the old intranet was up and running, meaning 
that she has experienced the implementation from two sides. And Jubel appears not to have 
made a difference or lived up to her expectations: 

I-4: We use it the same way. And that applies for myself, although I share the same 
ideas and the intention behind Jubel, in relation to sharing and to doing 
information searches about each other’s work areas. It’s still an intention that 
employees are to publish information on core competencies. I’m uncertain on 
how they are carried out, how many people who do it. I note that I don’t use it. I 
don’t use the information that others publish on themselves, as much as I thought 
I was going to do. I realize that I’m not any good at complying with that 
intention, although I think that I and my department are active users, compared 
to other parts of the organization. I miss the structure of the old intranet. And 
that was a conscious decision, that we’re to abandon the old structure and to be 
based on searches in the structure we have now. But I miss the old structure. I 
find it harder to find what I’m looking for on the new social intranet.  

The Middle Manager’s experience shows a gradual disengagement from sharing, as it vanishes 
and is overtaken by completing other assignments seen as more important. At the onset, she 
and her coworkers supported the use and intention behind Jubel, but sustaining an established 
sharing practice over time diminishes:  

I-4:  We have two rooms. And I post a lot of information there. I try to ensure that 
new information is posted too. I think, I need to fulfill that. But I do not use the 
opportunity to follow other rooms, for example, as I had hoped that I thought I 
would. It disappears into my daily work life. When I need information, I don’t 
find it, with the search mechanisms that we have today as we had with the old 
intranet, although there is more information out there now. I believe that it does, 
although that I haven’t done any research on it, but overall, I believe it is. But 
now I think it is harder to find information. 
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Long-term sharing has produced an unforeseen information overload issue. Sharing leads to a 
complex work surface containing a large amount of information distributed across new areas 
on the social intranet. Her coworkers’ sharing practices have led to replacing of information. 
While there has been a practice that information is regulated and stored locally on a hardware 
or local folder or server by providing access by user rights, for example, implying that users are 
accustomed to knowing where the information is stored, this is now turned upside down. 
Making information available to create transparency leads to other implications:  

I-4:  The intention with the social intranet was that we should move away from local 
storage of information on our own local folder structures. Everything was to be 
stored on the social intranet. I’m skeptical of that, because it is such a vast 
amount of information that it makes it difficult to identify what is relevant. We 
end up with huge hits when we search and we spend a lot of time on finding out 
what is relevant. And when we do not have the rigid old structure, which we had 
under the old intranet, we spend time looking among all the hits we get. I think 
we could have wanted it to be a little stricter on what should be stored. Things 
should be deleted, if it is considered [ir]relevant. I’m also skeptical that we use 
this as a primary storage source for everything. I’m also concerned, because we 
could forget the formal filing and procedural rules that we would have to deal 
with. When we publish on Jubel, we think we preserve it forever. And that’s not 
right. There are some formal things that make me skeptical. The most concerning 
thing, however, is that it has become such a huge volume of documentation. And 
when it comes to relevant and non-relevant information on individual 
characteristics, I am a bit skeptical of that Facebook style of writing status 
updates. I think it’s nice to have colleagues, but it’s more interesting knowing 
how we are professionally connected. We are a large organization. If all of us 
post information that we were sick, and that they are looking forward to the 
weekend, there is a limit to how much of that information I want to see. I think 
it takes another turn and we’re moving towards that side. That part of Jubel I’m 
not thrilled over. I’m one of those who think that when I’m at work, I’m at work. 
People can tell me interesting things that are useful or fun for me to learn at 
work. I don’t want a lot of private information, which I’m not related to.  

The Middle Manager’s theory on Jubel’s status relates to the fact that users who follow the 
intended use experience vast quantities of information which makes it difficult for them to 
perform crucial tasks. Colleagues spend much of their working day searching for information. 
Being additionally bombarded with information on top of that, makes it even more difficult to 
perform strategic searches. This creates confusion on where to start their searches:  

I-4:  That’s what I feel that we don’t have in the current social intranet. When I used 
the old version to find information about any person or anything, I knew where 
I could start. And I could start searching downwards. I would find an answer. 
Now, when I enter the title or name of a document, I get 150 hits. I start looking. 
And then I find documents that expired three years ago. Or there may be 
irrelevant information, which is really about other things, but has it as topic or 
keyword. So I’m getting so large hits that I think, no, this I do not bother to look 
through. I’ll call and ask instead. 
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This experience involves questioning the point behind sharing, as it can grow beyond the limits 
of how much one person can manage. Sharing grows to become too complex. Her suggestion 
to solve that is to develop more refined and effective search strategies and for sharing to be 
benchmarked with formal guidelines:  

I-4:  I think we must have a system that tells us quite clearly what we will share. I’m 
skeptical that we should just push out information. I believe that many do not 
choose to do a review, but just shove on. The intention is only to push out 
everything. I think that we end up with a large amount of information, and we 
are not sharing, because many will just resign. We just give up and this works 
against the intention behind Jubel. 

The Middle Manager stresses that she is not against Jubel, but merely pinpoints an 
organizational compliance issue, the reality between the intention behind the implementation 
and the experience of sharing in practice. These need to be amalgamated, so that sharing does 
not result in pushing out information for the sake of fulfilling a goal, causing information 
overload on coworkers. An effect in that regard is that the potential positive value of a social 
stream can be evaluated as irrelevant. Coworkers can feel that and choose to disengage. This 
implies that one can find that colleagues will deem it more efficient to remain in private and 
closed communication channels and interact and collaborate there. The Middle Manager 
appears not to be an exception in that case and seldom sees any online dialogue:  

I-4:  Definitely not on the social Intranet. Sometimes I see that people have posted a 
question or commented on stuff, with an expectation of feedback. Neither I nor 
others respond to it. Some of my dialogue goes on e-mail. It’s often things that 
are not suitable to post on Jubel, because it concerns a minority. I have quite 
long email threads that go back and forth. It’s often things that can’t be shared 
with others, perhaps necessary to keep within a group, because it’s on a 
clarification phase and it’s inappropriate things that shouldn’t be published. 

The Middle Manager explains that sharing on Jubel has not led to her connecting to new people. 
She still communicates with close professional ties and those she sees as being part of her field. 
Expanding beyond her departmental borders occurs rarely. This means that we learn that 
sharing takes place, but that she has clear perception on what can be shared. There is a high 
degree of threshold, forming normative views. Sharing for the sake of sharing is seldom 
acceptable. Published work should have some sense of quality to it, meaning the exercising of 
quality editorial control:  

I-4:  One thing is that some us find it a bit uncomfortable to share things that are not 
finished, because then we get criticized. It becomes uncomfortable when it’s not 
completed. We are a big organization. If things are just published and not 
finished, it can cause more harm, because it creates sanctions on something that 
it was not intended to be. We have specific discussion within our work areas, 
documents concerning management side and on the political aspects, which we 
publish. It is that when things are at a certain stage, a working document, it is 
not intended that everybody should see it. If there are many who use it, they can 
abuse it in a number of contexts. We are an organization with many employees 
and we don’t know much about each other’s work. I’m a bit critical [of the 
principle] that we should share everything, which is not finished, but some things 
that are not completely finished can be shared. 
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End-user 3 – The content bounded sharer 

This end-user story is about a female employee holding the position of Advisor. End-user 3 
works in the Unit for Secondary Training. This carries out educational policies and serves the 
CA’s 22 high schools. She works with planning and organizing needs for students requiring 
special assistance on issues like admission and apprenticeship training. She works especially 
with students who have ascribed legal rights on special training. This means that she deals with 
and communicates much confidential information, which is directly connected to students’ 
rights and the CA’s responsibilities towards them. Her position requires daily and extensive 
contact with peers working in the high schools, which often involves facilitating how such 
students are to be integrated in their future education.  

The theme “the content bounded sharer” shows a role performance of a user who disengaged 
from the social intranet, meaning that we see the same pattern as in the previous user story. She 
was at first an enthusiastic sharer, but stopped performing that role. This change is not because 
she is reluctant to share, but because she realized that it could not be done, as it was not 
compatible with the realities of her responsibilities and daily interactions. Some information 
cannot be shared and is bounded by its nature and confidentiality. And when that is a truth, this 
has involved returning to communicate on e-mail, phone and on chat channels. This trait also 
reflects negotiations of social boundaries across several trajectories. 

Addressing the boundaries more accurately, these relate to previous user experience of social 
media. End-user 3 uses only Facebook, but opened a Twitter account, which she has never used. 
Facebook is used in two ways, in private and at work. In the private sphere, she regularly shares 
and interacts with close ties. But her position has also involved the creation and administration 
of an official CA Facebook page as part of the responsibilities she carries out in her department. 
In 2011, her unit was contacted by the Communication Department, which asked if they wanted 
to be part of a pilot project. This aimed at using Facebook as an information and interaction 
site, which future students could use when they apply for admission to the high schools. The 
project was not part of a top-management initiative, but came from “within the organization”. 
She and her coworkers were positive about it. They created the Facebook page on the 
assumption that students would contact them there. And as students are in the social media 
landscape, they concluded that they also needed to be present there in a similar way. But before 
opening the Facebook page, they designed principles and strategies for how to manage it. This 
included defining their use, roles and responsibilities. They wrote official guidelines, 
illustrating that the official Facebook page was appropriated with their own organizational 
logics and under some degree of editorial control:  

I-5:  There were two of us from our department, who work with admission to high 
schools. We had a long process with two coworkers from the Communication 
Department. We worked on getting the technical and visual aspect right. And we 
worked on how to communicate on a Facebook page. And we wrote guidelines.  

Today, she and two colleagues manage it. After two years of use, it has roughly 300 “likers”, 
but their expectations have not turned into a reality. They do not get many requests from 
students. It has turned into more of a public bulletin board where they post information:  
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I-5:  It runs every day. We don’t get many requests. We publish when we have 
specific information. We were unsure whether it would be an active user 
channel. I think it’s going to become that in the long-run. We intend to continue 
to use it and improve its uses. And even get more users. We still believe that it 
has a potential, which we haven’t not realized yet.  

Her work surface consists of a variety of communication channels, like e-mail, phone, Lync, a 
case management system, and an administrative processing system. The Advisor used the old 
intranet, but framed it from a “read-only” approach. She was more a “reader” of news stories 
and published information on activities related to her department. This means that she mainly 
saw it as a bulletin board and used it for information retrieving. The old intranet was not seen 
as a platform designed to be suitable for sharing. The implementation could change that to a 
collaborative interaction, something that allowed her to experience two sides. During the onset, 
the Advisor was enthusiastic. There were many possibilities. She took on the role as super-user 
at her department. She administered rooms and followed others. She added coworkers and up-
loaded documents to the rooms like creating a user profile that showed her personal 
competence. She tagged her user profile with keywords and made herself known to the rest of 
the staff. She attended the training courses. In that way, she carried out and fulfilled the goals 
set by the top management. Over time, her user pattern painted another reality: 

I-5:  In the start, when it was brand new, I made an attempt to make use of any 
opportunity, which was not in the old intranet. We have the possibilities to create 
rooms. I did that and invited people. I joined other rooms. But afterwards, I failed 
to follow up all that. In neither the rooms I administer did I manage to develop 
anything. I’m rarely there and check the rooms that I am a member of. I thought 
I was going to do that. When it comes to searching for information, people have 
been good at posting what they work with. It has instead become a tool for 
searching for information. You can easily search names and themes and get 
results. So it has become easy to find the things I’m looking for.  

The Advisor saw the rooms as an opportunity to create better conditions for interaction with the 
high schools. Much of her daily contact with the high schools consists of sending general 
information. Instead of sending all of that on e-mail, this could be transferred to the rooms, a 
rearrangement that could save a lot of work: 

I-5:  A lot of our communication is on e-mail. We hoped that the rooms could improve 
our communication with the high schools. I created and filled out the information 
on my profile. I posted many keywords on what topics I work with, so I can be 
easily searchable. I did that early on. I created a room, which could be used to 
have dialogues with the schools, both with the Educational Psychological 
Service and the staff at the high schools who work with that type of students I 
work with. I saw that it was a lot of general information on procedures, forms, 
and maybe some subjects that are on some general themes.  

In reality, the things which are published there are just general guidelines with forms and some 
procedures. But, then it has only been left there, dead. She commented and wrote updates in the 
beginning. She has shared mostly approved and finished documents, which she assumed had 
value for the people she worked with. But afterwards she stopped doing that. She had personal 
plans to learn and develop Jubel’s features, especially those embedded in the rooms. This could 
improve her ability to interact and collaborate. But her disengagement has been attributed to 
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various reasons: lack of time and that other responsibilities needed prioritizing. This had an 
effect on her performing the role of super-user and administering her rooms: 

I-5:  I haven’t had time to prioritize them. It comes far down on my priority list. My 
workday is so packed with “to-do tasks”. To sit down to try to develop or utilize 
the possibilities and communicate in the rooms, for example, has instead led to 
that I don’t do that. 

This has been replaced by going back to using her former work surface: 

I-5:  We have to go through Jubel when we log on. Now, I don’t bother checking 
notifications from the rooms I administer or follow or what my colleagues have 
written in their status updates. I skip that very fast and I go directly to check my 
e-mails. 

This change from an enthusiastic end-user to a disengaged one seemed to happen early on. 
When Jubel came, it was a “vibe”, described as a positive energy running through the Lima 
Organization. But she realized that sharing became challenging as it contradicted the realities 
of her responsibilities. She works with sensitive data, which connects to specific individuals. 
This information requires strong confidentiality management and cannot be shared on an open 
platform:  

I-5:  We can’t publish information related to individuals on Jubel. I can’t escape that 
part of my job. The challenge is to find out what is general information, which 
can be published, information that can’t be linked to named individuals. 

This means that the Advisor continued using e-mail and interacts in private communication 
channels with her colleagues at the high schools: 

I-5: It’s hard to escape e-mail. There’s a lot of communication on the life situation 
on individuals. We can’t take that on Jubel. I will never escape that one-to-one 
communication. I had hoped that I could use Jubel for more general 
communication. I’ve posted a lot of key words. If people are looking for those 
things, they will get a hit on me. But I think I’ve never received a single call 
from anyone in the CA, who said that they contacted me because they found a 
hit on Jubel linked to my background and what I do. Those who know that, they 
contact me on the premise of that. 

These experiences involve a clearer focus on what can be shared and indicate some 
contradictions. She notes that her organization tends to have several ICT systems containing an 
abundance of general information that “circles around”, but is stored in various places, like on 
local field structures. There is room to economize in that aspect. One can reduce its volume, so 
that the same information is not republished every day and cause information overload:  

I-5:  We use multiple channels to publish the same information, the Internet, the 
social intranet, this ESQ system. We send things on e-mail as attachments. I 
don’t think we have come to terms with or are aware of what can be posted on 
the social intranet, or what we fill up our inbox with. 

The Advisor believes the flipside to sharing and a sharing culture is a sensitive matter that has 
caused colleagues to be more aware on what they publish:  
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I-5:  We have collective file structures where we stored things, like minutes, different 
information. Everything. The most extreme ones wanted to just shut [them] 
down and delete the content on these collective file structures and post 
everything on Jubel, just to close that opportunity to use them at all. The aim has 
been to clear them out and make us publish only on Jubel. Then the discussion 
gets going, should everything be opened out to everyone, like making all the 
meetings available? Do we want that the minutes from a group meeting could be 
read by everyone in the CA? That runs deep, I think. The idea of transparency is 
good, but we must have a discussion on that one. Not everybody feels 
comfortable with posting material ready to be read by everyone. 

The Advisor has beliefs on what content that can be published. Although she draws a distinction 
between individual and general information, which requires exemptions, she can publish 
content that is not “finished”, in order to get feedback: 

I-5: I don’t have any problem with posting something that is not one hundred percent 
complete. I would have made it very clear that this is “work-in-progress”, which 
I want feedback on. Is this a completed document or it is in a process? I would 
have been very clear on that. I would not have had any problems with posting 
something that is unfinished and is part of a process. 

End-user 4 – The user interface challenger 
This end-user story is about a male employee holding the position of Advisor. End-user 4 works 
in the Financial Department. His responsibilities consist of reporting, analyzing, and providing 
indicators on how well the CA is fulfilling its organizational goals within distinct areas it 
administers. His workday consists of receiving and retrieving information on the performance 
of the departments belonging to the CA’s administrative body. He makes that available and 
understandable in internal reports and strategy documents. These are read by politicians, middle 
managers and directors, and are used as foundation to determine future directions in policy-
making processes.  

The user story “the user interface challenger” displays a theme about the role performance of 
another disengaged user. We learn about a user who sets strict criteria for sharing. Information 
should not only be “finished”, but also be approved by a higher organizational authority in the 
CA’s management structure, before it is published. In theory, this means that information 
should first be reviewed by managers and use the CA’s internal quality safety systems as a 
safeguard to avoid risks and misunderstandings. The Advisor questions the social intranet’s 
user interface, where the latter is challenged for its non-user friendly design. It is considered 
demanding to use and not always conceivable. This means that the Advisor negotiates and 
draws up personal social boundaries across several trajectories. 

These are traceable in how he uses various social media platforms. The advisor makes a clear 
distinction between private and work related uses. He has tried two SNSs, Facebook and 
Twitter, and concluded that both belong to the private sphere and are off-limits at work. He 
started using Facebook rather late and checks his profile occasionally. He has adopted a self-
censoring approach and rarely shares:  

I-6:  I got Facebook on my phone and check it during lunch breaks. I arrived late on 
the Facebook hype and have never been a good user.  

R:  Are you skeptical to Facebook?  
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I-6:  In the beginning, yes, but I realized that I fell “outside” if I didn’t have a profile, 
which was updated with something once in a while, with an entry. I’m never 
super private. I never post images of children. You could say that I’m a “lurker”. 
I’m on Facebook to read what others are doing. 

He briefly tested Snapchat, but concluded that he is too old and does not see himself to be part 
of the photo messaging application’s user group. He tried Twitter and determined that it was 
not the right thing for him either:  

I-6: Twitter, I’m sure it’s great for those who have much to tell, but for the average 
Norwegian or citizen of the world, I don’t think it’s interesting to read messages. 
Besides, Twitter has evolved to become a medium where one only sends URL-
links to news stories or maybe its commenting areas. And you often end up 
where you started. 

R:  So you’ve been on Twitter and looked at it? 
I-6:  Yes, I’ve been there and peaked. When you read news stories and get to the 

bottom of the page, there is often a commenting field. There, people link to 
Twitter, as I later realized. And I just discovered that you very often get URL 
links to the same news story you’ve just read.  

R:  Did you register yourself on Twitter? 
I-6:  Yes, I think I did that once, but I can’t remember my password or username. 
R:  So, you have a reserved relationship to social media? 
I-6:  Yes, it’s necessary. You encounter things in your everyday life. Social media is 

certainly nice to have, but I’m not a compulsive user of it.  

This user experience reflects a view that sharing and being a contributor to creating news feeds 
are not evaluated as meaningful practices. Instead, commenting and sending URL links are 
perceived with skepticism and is extra work, leading to be exposed to unnecessary information. 
This has to be filtered, especially when one is exposed to intimate details about a person’s life 
in a public domain. Too much social grooming also leads to classifying the information sharing 
as “uninteresting”. This has led to this informant having a strict relationship on how to engage 
on social media:  

I-6: When you’re on Facebook or an equivalent to that, or I can’t use Facebook as an 
option here, there are those who write a lot of strange things. And that shows. 
You’ve got over 100 Facebook friends, but they have to be called acquaintances. 
You press “yes” to many friend requests to people that you in reality can’t call 
“friends”. But you’re curious. There are some people who write things that 
shouldn’t be shouted out loud. One gets the impression that, “I’m sad today”, 
“I’ve just had dinner”. It’s a form of uninteresting communication. 

R:  Should it be of quality? 
I-6:  It doesn’t have to be that, but doesn’t need to be a public appeal either. 
R:  What do you mean? 
I-6:  If anyone has had a nice trip, which is worth writing about, then you can do it, 

by all means. It’s easy to explain it, but when you see it, it gets difficult to say it 
with words. There are some things that are just a bit “intimate”. It’s too personal, 
one might say. Very personal stuff. It doesn’t belong on social media, because it 
doesn’t concern everybody. Are there things there, I would have said to a random 
person I passed on the street? Yes, no? 
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He has never used any social media software as part of his work. This has never been deemed 
as relevant. He explains that many of his colleagues are not used to or do not see the value of 
social media. With many of his colleagues not online, this influences him and he adjusts to that. 
They are more loyal to the e-mail communication practice “copy to all” than engaging in a 
social media stream. His work surface consists of using several ICTs, like Jubel, Corporater, 
Agresso, external web sites, and e-mail. He uses Lync, which he sees as a new version of the 
old “MSN Messenger”. He prefers communicating by e-mail, as it gives order and allows that 
all his interaction and communication is stored in one place. Regarding his use of the social 
intranet, he describes himself as somewhat disengaged:  

R:  How would you describe your use?  
I-6:  An occasional user.  
R:  What does that mean?  
I-6: You enter it every day, but I wouldn’t call it regular use. You’re forced on it, and 

then you’re on it. Sometimes, I read the news stories. But there are too many 
sub-pages to obtain a complete overview on what is done everywhere, on a daily 
or weekly basis. If there’s specific information I need from a unit or department, 
then I search for it the search field. You don’t need to do that often. You have a 
lot of that already, on your e-mail, often in advance. 

The Advisor administers a couple of rooms. One is called “BMS”, while the other is connected 
to one of the programs he uses, Corporater. He has added members to the rooms, including 
managers from various departments. The rooms have about 60 members. Relevant information 
has been uploaded to them, including news stories, manuals, and videos on how to use different 
software. The Advisor experiences that creating interactivity has been challenging. It is 
hampered because it is difficult to ascertain whether the rooms are used by others, due to Jubel’s 
embedded features lacking a function that would enable the administrator of a room to ascertain 
usage. There is no panel that can show numbers of visitors to his rooms. Nor has he seized the 
opportunity to follow other rooms. But his engagement has caused him to pinpoint a number of 
limitations, which concerns Jubel’s user interface and contradictory intentions on sharing. For 
example, the information shared in the rooms is already available and ready-made in other 
digital spaces. And in many cases, coworkers will tend to have it stored in their e-mail inbox. 
But there are other topics, which draw his attention, like his experience that the user interface 
and its embedded features are too complex and demanding to make sense of. He has some 
concerns about the rooms themselves:  

I-6: The challenge with Jubel is that there are too many rooms. It’s almost like we 
have a room for each employee. You have to click a link to get to somewhere. 
And then you have to go back again and click on a new link again, so it will be 
many rounds, just to get hold of the information you’re looking for. You don’t 
get the latest news from the Accounting Department by entering the Financial 
Department. It’s clear that it’s difficult to gather everything in one place to suit 
the needs of everyone. 

This means that online navigating poses just one challenge, but another is a lack of motivation 
to engage in an online dialogue. The Advisor has rarely written status updates, something that 
he attributes to the absence of a high quality social stream: 

I-6: It’s related to [the fact] that I haven’t read anything worth commenting on. And, 
I haven’t read much stuff there either. I’m just an occasional user. You have the 
news feed and if you add something it disappears down the screen.  
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Sharing is discouraged when employees create a news stream that is incompatible with the 
expectation of a professional SNS, when the information is not evaluated as “relevant” to one’s 
work activities. Instead, users create a perception and an imagined community filled with 
activities associated with the private sphere, which this informant does not identify with: 

I-6: That the ski booth is open, a new employee at a high school, are stuff that do not 
concern me very much.  

R: It’s so that the information published on Jubel, doesn’t concern your work?  
I-6:  Yes. Part of what is published there is not relevant at all.  
R:  What is “not relevant at all”? Can you give some examples?  
I-6:  I don’t remember quite right, but once it was a ski wax discussion going on over 

a longer period. 

There are other aspects of the user interface he puts his finger on. He finds it challenging to 
understand certain terms. He has often asked himself if the shared information is only readable 
for him or for everyone. The user interface has too many options, which he tends to forget, as 
he does not use the social intranet that often. When he eventually uses it again, these have to be 
“relearned” each time. 

The Advisor points to limitations in the social intranet’s search functionalities. On the one hand, 
he has filled out his profile and competences and tagged them with keywords, while on the 
other hand, he has used Jubel to search and retrieve information about his colleagues. But the 
thorniest challenge is that the implementation has produced difficulties in performing strategic 
searches or retrieving information. He has experienced that he gets many outdated hits when he 
searches. His theory is that no one adequately accounted for updating the old database with new 
ones, when they carried out the implementation:  

I-6:  The biggest problem with the old intranet was that it had links to the information, 
which had not been “cleaned up”. When you clicked “annual reports”, you got 
hits to reports that were six to seven years old. Not the newest one. There were 
many “dead links”, which have not updated for a while. 

The Advisor tells about an absence of an established sharing culture at his department. His 
department has published all the information they can share, but is in reality hampered by the 
fact that they do not have much to share. Instead, their work processes happen in closed spaces, 
where few professional ties have access to the working documents. The annual report is a 
product of such a process: 

I-6: Until now, when we work with the annual report, for example, it is a document 
from the Finance Department, it is worked on in the folder structure, not on the 
social intranet. We write what we need to write, and then sew it together into a 
document, and then we share it on Jubel, after it is approved. Based on my 
experience, we have few unfinished works available on Jubel. We only share 
finished and approved documents. 

In sum, the Advisor has a high threshold for publishing digital items. In principle, they should 
first be “approved” and overviewed by a higher organizational authority and make their way 
through the CA’s internal quality management system before they are shared. The CA’s 
management structure needs somehow to be included in the sharing practice. To share 
“unfinished work” has certain risk and can cause misunderstandings:  
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I-6: Things that are unfinished and not approved can create panic, when it is a 
different figure from what you think is going to be on paper. If we begin to 
rewrite the CA’s economy and everyone can read that, there will be something 
new to most people. Many people absorb it, even when it is wrong. It creates a 
lot of “storm” in your organization, if it is not correct. Not everyone grasps that, 
that it should not be done, but it is work in progress. I can take an example from 
the corporate governance program, which has an indicator called “financial 
statements and budgets”, which shows how much of a deficit / surplus we have 
to date. It is an indicator that gets its numbers straight from our accounting 
system. And when we updated the financial system, however, the indicator 
“froze” itself in Corporater and showed figures from November 2013. This is a 
completely wrong figure. We have notified about that and it is published on 
Jubel, but still I keep getting phone calls, that the figures are wrong.  

End-user 5 – The manual user 

This end-user story is about a female employee working in the Accounting Department. End-
user 5 holds the position of Consultant. Her main responsibilities are collecting and issuing of 
invoices to citizens using the CA’s welfare services. This work requires ongoing contact with 
various debt collection companies, as on an everyday basis she processes confidential economic 
information on citizens that have used the CA’s dental services.  

The user story “the manual user” displays a theme about the role performance of an engaged 
user, meaning that we learn about a different pattern than seen in the previous user stories. 
While the previous user stories hinted that super-users had little knowledge on how room 
members use uploaded information, we now gain insight on this. The Consultant is an active 
room user. She interacts in them on a daily bases, foremost by retrieving and finding 
information, a use that she claims has reduced her e-mail communication. In a sense, she is an 
example of a partial success, illustrating a user who has adopted arenas designed for online 
interaction and collaboration. But in reality, this shows a change in her online interaction with 
another source destination, which is a replacement for where she normally searches and 
retrieves information from. While she earlier entered search key words in a search toolbar on 
the old intranet, she now browses and reads uploaded documents in the rooms she follows on 
the social intranet to find the information she is looking for. Such a practice means that the 
Consultant interprets and classifies the rooms and the social intranet as a type of “manual”, 
which she can open and browse to perform her work. Jubel is here embedded and sincerely 
used and part of her work surface. But she does not share digital items. This means that we find 
another employee who also draws up personal boundaries. 

The Consultant is not registered with any personal user profile on any social media platform. 
She has disconnected herself from that domain entirely. She does not use it, in private or at 
work. This is a conscious choice. She is skeptical and explains that she rarely “stands first in 
line” to adopt the latest technology. But her closest social ties are on Facebook, something that 
has tempted her to register on a SNS. She sees that sharing and online social interaction can be 
useful. But she has resisted and only communicates with her family and friends by a single 
Google e-mail (gmail) account: 

I-7:   I sit in front of a PC all day. When I get home, it’s rare that I do something that 
has to do with a PC. A computer is used only as a necessary tool. I have a 
husband. We both share the same view on that. We’re not on any social media. 
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Her work surface consists of different computer systems. These include Jubel, e-mail, an 
accounting database, a student database, and an electronic case management system. These are 
mainly used to search and retrieve information. Lync is also included in her work surface, but 
she uses that to stay in contact with close colleagues. The Consultant used the old intranet, but 
approached Jubel with skepticism, because it gave her the sensation of a social media platform. 
She interpreted and classified Jubel as “Facebook at work”, implying it would be an SNS where 
coworkers could socialize and discuss their hobbies, rather than a site where they address 
professional issues related to their work. But that changed, as it has now started playing a 
positive role in her work practice. She now sees benefits. She frequently uses Jubel, but her use 
has not changed, because she uses it the same way as she used the old intranet. Jubel is foremost 
categorized as a “manual”, which is used to search and retrieve information:  

I-7: I used the old intranet in the same way I use the social intranet today, like a 
manual, and by need, I extract the information I need from other places. Earlier 
there was a separate accounting program you had to log onto. That was a 
difference. You retrieved some old forms you needed there. 

The integration of several computer systems to one work surface has been constructive. She 
now appears to be working more in the social intranet and handles her strategies for searching 
and retrieving published information in the six or seven rooms she follows, which she uses 
every day. Most of them deal with issues within accounting. Many are administered by her 
closest manager, who has the role of super-user. The Consultant is not a super-user of the rooms 
she follows. The rooms are useful in a number of ways. They have rearranged and economized 
her work. This means that the sharing practices of others have streamlined, facilitated, and 
formed information she uses directly to complete her work. While a person who shares a lot 
might not see the instant benefit of his or her online engagement, because of the absence of an 
expected reciprocal action, for example, she sees it differently. Although never in direct online 
contact with peers, she finds the information published in the rooms has personal value. The 
rooms appear to be turning into small online communities, containing information she needs 
and is constantly looking for. They fill vital “knowledge gaps”: 

I-7: For example, I’m working in the accounting system and I find out that I need to 
get hold of a manual or retrieve information on an account. I go on Jubel. There, 
I locate documents or things that are written about the case I’m working on. I’m 
a member of all the rooms that have something to do with accounting, a factor 
allowing me to know what we’ve posted and what others ask about. 

The rooms are beneficial in other ways. They are valuable information depositories, where she 
can find quick answers, as they narrow down where she needs to start searching. Alternatively, 
she would have to search for the same information in larger web-based databases:  

I-7:  Since they exist, they are easy available. They are part of a knowledge you can 
easily use. They are there if you need to be reminded about something. 

R: Can you specify this with an example, the kind of information that you consider 
to be useful in the work that you do?  

I-7:  In accounting, there are clear definitions, clear rules for use, there’s a clear date 
of notice, for certain things. Things that are not so relevant one day, I often get 
information about in advance. But then I get questions from colleagues working 
in other departments, who ask about a deadline. What date is set as deadline for 
the final reporting? Now, I know where I can quickly get and give an answer 
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back on that. It’s not necessarily that I have that knowledge in my head, but now 
I have good knowledge of where the answer is located. 

The rooms help her in having an overview, but she has experienced that professional 
discussions in the rooms have served the same purpose. Colleagues have commented and 
responded to status updates. But she appears to be interacting in rooms related to her own field 
and using information shared by her peers in the department where she works, implying little 
interaction beyond her regular professional network. On the other hand, there has been a 
learning curve. And she has experienced it as a barrier, as she perceives herself not to be the 
one that adopts new technology first. But she completed the internal training courses and her 
learning curve has been part of a trial-and-error phase, combined with support from peers. She 
briefly attempted to perform the role as sharer and engaged on the social intranet. This is seen 
as challenging and associated with great personal risk.  

She does not publish or share any content, but attempted commenting once:  

I-7:  I’ve commented on a case. It was just to try it. It was right after we had Jubel as 
a topic at a department meeting. It was a bit scary. And then I met someone in 
the corridor, who said, “Really, you’ve been active?”  

This gave her unwanted attention, but it soon passed. After that, she has never commented, as 
it was not her “thing”. But she reads status updates in her stream. There is a personal 
ambivalence towards that too, especially certain commenting practices. This can potentially 
have the opposite outcome on coworkers, as they can become disengaged:  

I-7:  When Jubel came, many commented. Then it was just too much like Facebook, 
on my part. If, for example, someone posted a photo of 10 to 15 people, then 
came all the comments about shoes, hairstyle, make-up, etc. It seems that I do 
not belong to that kind of medium, considering the type of organization we work 
in. I just faded out. I thought that this was just too much teen and Facebook. I’m 
a bit afraid to be part of that category.  

Commenting on the social intranet is expected to have quality, in order to have value. She has 
experienced that in one of her rooms, which has had a personal learning value.  

I-7:   In one of the rooms I’m a member of, I followed a little discussion in an 
economic network. This is aimed at people who work with fiscal matters at the 
high schools. It turned into a discussion forum, questions were asked, many 
commented, it was interesting to see how the conversation developed, which was 
almost like sitting in a meeting and talking. Some bickering, a little bit repetition. 
You discover a topic that several are working on. But I must say that my use 
limits itself to retrieving information. It’s our super-user in our department who 
ensures that our information is published.  

This informant values privacy in private channels. She reports that she sends fewer e-mails and 
uses Lync to stay in contact with coworkers. It seems that she interacts with people who work 
in her own department or in the same field as herself. She collaborates with colleagues who 
have accounting responsibilities in the CA’s welfare units, but she appears not to have 
connected with other coworkers beyond that turf. But there is much communication within that 
domain. This means that her interaction on the social intranet seems not to have led to 
expanding her professional network internally in the CA. Despite this, the Consultant has 
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certain criteria on what could be shared, although she has never been an active sharer. She has 
a definite reluctance’ to publish “unfinished work” and believes that it should be approved by 
her closest manager before it is made available to others:   

I-7: I’m not so keen to publish “work in progress”. If something is to be published, 
it should be correct, completed.  

R: Why?  
I-7: Say that it’s the way I am. 
R: Is that to avoid misunderstandings?  
I-7: Yes. I think it’s like that. If I am to work on a case, I want to have the final 

answer before I publish it. I can give you an example, which applies to CA’s 
dental clinics. When they want to send over a thing, in the process, things that 
go to debt collection arrive on my desk. I have not posted anything during the 
process, because I wanted my manager to look at the draft, along with other 
managers too. It’s the way that I work, the way I think, the routine should be 
completed, before any dentist gets access. Considering that you want to have a 
unified management involved, they have to see the final result first. Then time 
passes, and we have a routine, we end up with draft C and D, until we finally 
land on something. It’s my way of thinking. 

And there are good reasons for so doing. For example, she experienced once that documents 
they published were adjusted, suggesting that sharing raises dilemmas:  

I-7: We hoped that we could have a few private rooms, so that only we in the 
department could use them. But after a while, we realized that others can go in 
and read and see what is said. They can also go in to comment, say something 
else. We have a thought, that forms, which were prepared in the Accounting 
Department, are correct when they are posted Jubel. And that it’s important 
everyone should use that form. But then we discovered that one unit had taken a 
form, worked on it a bit, and adapted it to fit their unit, and published a new 
version on Jubel. That was an accounting manual, which should be quite 
absolute, as it is important to achieve a uniform way of reporting, so others will 
follow it. Then it’s wrong when 22 units enter and modify some of the 
instructions, to customize their own use. You lose the original. We were quite 
surprised and unhappy when we discovered that. 

End-user 6 – The listener 

This end-user story is about a male Legal Advisor who works in Law and Acquisition 
Department. He is a trained lawyer by profession. His main responsibilities are legal 
interpretation and advising. He supports the CA’s various units on such matters. His work day 
consists of organizing and finalizing public procurements, especially considering potential legal 
implications for contracts the CA signs with suppliers. Public procurements are routinely 
administered as project groups and are made up of coworkers from different departments, where 
he works and is part of larger task forces. Sometimes these are organized with colleagues from 
neighboring municipalities, involving collaboration between public organizations across 
institutional structures. He has outward contact with his peers.  

The user story “the listener” reflects a theme about an employee’s role performance, which is 
related to his professional background. Due to his legal training, he is regularly contacted by 
colleagues who have many questions on judicial matters. He often sits down with them and 
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listen to their case. He is a sparring partner. This listening performance starts with colleagues 
randomly stopping by his office to talk with him – “drop-ins”:  

I-8:  People come walking by. It’s very much that. They say, “I have a problem”, 
“Can I have a chat?” That generates a lot of work later on.  

R: You have a lot of drop-ins? 
I-8:  Yes, very much. Those we support or serve, work here at the CA. They first need 

a chat. They don’t know where to start. I think this is a bit special for us legal 
advisors. We’re involved when they are uncertain or when there are many 
challenges in their work. 

The Advisor shares similar user experiences, as we have seen in the previous user stories. He 
draws up social boundaries across several trajectories, which are traceable to how he uses and 
interprets various social media platforms. He does not publicly engage on any social media 
platform and essentially sees them as belonging to the private sphere: 

I-8: I don’t use them at work. I’m a civil servant. I can’t promote political views. I 
think that’s incompatible with my role as a civil servant, who works with 
politically-driven activities. 

But he is present and is registered with user profiles on three SNSs, Facebook, LinkedIn and 
Twitter. He uses them differently and has developed his own user patterns suited to their 
specific intentions and needs. He conceives himself as a passive user or “reader”, occasionally 
sending links to digital items to online contacts. He registered on Facebook as early as 2006, a 
year prior to its public boom. He frames his Facebook online interaction as “scrolling after fun 
stuff and setting likes”, implying that it belongs to the private sphere. LinkedIn is seen as a “CV 
database” and has a clearer professional work value, but he does not post entries and seldom 
engages. He has a positive perception of Twitter, where he only reads the online news feed. 
Twitter is used as a “listening post” and is seen as useful, as public Twitter conversations can 
be informative and addresses public debates, which interests him and is relevant to his work: 

I-8:  I got the impression that people who had something to say, interact on that arena. 
People who say something interesting, who contribute. It’s not particularly 
interesting to read the comments field below the newspaper articles. The people 
who are on Twitter are often more reflective. One gets the impression of that.  

He has used other social media platforms, a file hosting service and a web-based word processor 
or an online office suite solution. He has been part of initiatives that used Dropbox and Google 
Drive. These were used because of a lack of a joint ICT infrastructure with the municipalities 
located in the same county as the CA, a factor that prevented efficient collaboration. This has 
surfaced as an issue, because they needed to organize and coordinate public procurements 
practically, which his department does very often with neighboring municipalities. As part of 
this effort, the CA has taken on the lead role as the “public buyer” and lead organizer, meaning 
that the CA acts on behalf of many municipalities, in order to achieve greater discounts and 
benefits for all. This work requires collaboration with peers in other public organizations. In 
that regard, one can expect that colleagues in municipalities can have different needs and 
competences, hence many persons voice different opinions and needs. This will ultimately 
involve long e-mail exchanges and many attached documents, which can lead to losing 
overview. Instead of sending many e-mails with attached large documents back and forth, they 
used Dropbox or Google Drive to make a work process more efficient and economical for 
everybody: 
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I-8:  We work with the municipalities. We created a Dropbox account, because we 
don’t have the same e-mail system or share the same case management system.  

R:  Have you tested that? 
I-8:  Yes. I’ve used it. It’s challenging. You don’t get Dropbox solutions on the PCs 

here. The IT Department thinks it’s unsecure, [lacking] information security. We 
need tools to do our job, so we ended up by defying that a bit. And we 
downloaded the software to our PCs. Sometimes it happens that we use Google 
Drive, when working with external partners.  

R:  You have used that solution?  
I-8:  Yes, I have used it, to share documents more efficiently than by e-mail, before 

they get too large.  

His work surface consists of various ICT systems, Jubel, e-mail, El-ark and Agresso. And he 
briefly used the old intranet, which he used to get an overview and familiarize himself with the 
CA. He conceived of the old intranet as a “manual”, foremost used to retrieve and search for 
information, but he interprets that it is not so different from the current social intranet:  

I-8: It was a collecting base, in the same way that Jubel is now. Jubel is organized in 
more or less the same way, allowing more user interaction. There are 
opportunities, almost a bit democratic, with embedded opportunities to 
comment. Visually, you can feel it looks like a social media.  

The Advisor has completed the Jubel assignments suggested by the top management. He 
created and filled out his profile and tagged his competence with relevant keywords. And 
because of his legal professional background and contact with peers outside his department, 
this is reflected in his engagement with rooms, as he follows approximately 10 of them. These 
include, among others, transportation, law, acquisitions, information safety, and privacy. These 
are used for acquiring detailed knowledge on what happens internally in the CA, implying that 
room membership can be a source of information:  

I-8:  We lawyers work across several areas in the CA. Suddenly we have to work with 
an unknown field. We try to stay updated on what happens. 

His reading approach to social media may also resurface in how he uses Jubel. He reads status 
updates, when a news item surfaces in his news feed and also consults the rooms, when new 
information is shared by others. But he explains that he is not a systematic reader and clicks 
when he regards something as “interesting”: 

I-8:  I don’t use it systematically. If there is news, that’s what brings me there. Also 
if there has been a recent activity in the room, like a seminar or if someone has 
posted a presentation. When such things have been shared, it gets into my feed 
and I enter to have a look. 

R:  Do you read it? 
I-8:  I often consider if it is interesting. If it’s that, I read it. I don’t have any 

standardized routine to check what has recently happen in my rooms.  

The listener performance is reflected in his commenting practices, which are sparse. He has 
attempted commenting, but reckons there have been few professional debates. He also registers 
that certain departments publish more information than others: 
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I-8:  It’s rare that you see professional debates. You can also see that some 
departments publish their minutes, discussing them. They publish minutes as a 
comment. They practice transparency.  

The Advisor explains an absence in online engagement resulting in little sharing. He explains 
this as due to the fact that the social intranet has yet to be shaped and become institutionalized: 

I-8: I haven’t been good at sharing, perhaps for technical reasons, but also due to [the 
fact] that the channels have not established themselves.  

Instead, we find the case where sharing appears to have been formalized as a regular 
assignment. It has been ascribed and delegated as a defined responsibility to be carried out by 
a super-user or coworker in his department. Such a factor can imply discouragement or relief 
from sharing: 

R:  So is it that you are the one that shares a lot of information? 
I-8:  No. In our department, for that which should be shared, or anyone who felt to 

share, there has been a super-user. It’s not that old, Jubel. We learned a lot in the 
beginning, this new, about how to use it as a tool. And then it diminished and 
one became a bit more passive. I think we have used it for less than a year. 

R:  Jubel has been ascribed to one person?  
I-8:  Yes. And perhaps the competence on using it too. We haven’t been good enough 

to share. Perhaps it has not been developed well enough either. It’s not that hard. 
It’s organized with a user interface, so that the Facebook generation can use it, 
more or less. I have understood it that has been a bit difficult, for those on the 
other side of the table. I’ve just noticed that we don’t use Jubel very much, but 
we that we return to using the old network, to convey news and stuff. This means 
e-mail. 

This means that much of his online interaction still remains in the e-mail domain. The intention 
behind Jubel was discussed in his department. Several themes emerged. They interpreted that 
it dealt with changing the way they worked, foremost by building and sharing their knowledge 
across internal organizational structures. The Advisor sees clear benefits here, as it can be used 
to create internal networks around a professional interest:  

I-8:  It might be that you create a professional network, which can be used to bridge 
over established organizational structures. You can gather people who work with 
acquisition. We have employees in the municipalities and within the CA, who 
work in their department, which has overall responsibility for public 
procurement, responsibility for the implementation of smaller tenders. They 
know that we exist. But it is very much about traditions and personal beliefs on 
whether one wishes to collaborate. Jubel can help with that, if one creates a 
professional room, which you can get support, for example, when you call people 
to take a course, you can create a network and a community between those who 
are interested in the same area. 

Another theme was connected to what types of challenges a social intranet might pose in their 
workday, which foremost involved making sense of how to rearrange their strategies for 
searching and retrieving information:  
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I-8: We thought, “How are we going to find our way through it?”, as the old intranet 
was based on searches by using keywords. That was the first objection. Before, 
we used the file structure. Now we should go over to use rooms, where everyone 
would be members and pay attention to what happened there. When we are 
searching for something, then we are supposed to go to the search field. We 
should not go to the file structure and search there. That was the one we talked 
about, that this is now different. 

The most daring challenge has been interpreting and adopting sharing as a practice. The Legal 
Advisor interacts and shares in professional networks. Other advisors with law training work 
in the CA. They meet face-to-face and share their experience online, but this happens on e-mail. 
Performing that in public domain is something different, however. Sharing appears to be 
associated with a degree of risk. The Advisor argues that there are different strategies that 
should be considered when sharing information on the social intranet. In principle, one should 
consider the nature of the information and make assessment from that. Some could, for 
example, be reviewed by one or several managers. Other times one can use other criteria, like 
making information generalized or anonymous. 

7.4 Summary 

The intention behind this chapter has been to contextualize the fourth local model, the 2.0 Social 
Intranet Portal. The experience of the dissertation’s fourth actor has been examined, a sample 
of employees working in a CA called the Lima Organization. I explored a case story illustrating 
how embedded ideas in social media were constituted and translated into an organizational 
context. This was completed by analyzing the user experiences of a top-management initiative, 
which dealt with implementing a social intranet that embedded a variety of technical features 
enabling information sharing, which was called Jubel. The objective behind the implementation 
was to improve internal communication, simplify employees’ work surface, and reduce internal 
organizational boundaries, as part of a goal to bring organizational change and development. I 
tracked how various employees interpreted the initiative and the meaning of sharing and related 
that to their use of Jubel. I paid attention to their different involvement in the implementation 
and how they negotiated boundaries and defined their role performance, which were portrayed 
in personal user stories. This argument was covered over the chapter’s four parts. The first part 
linked my model to theoretical concepts used in organization studies and social anthropology 
to understand how people interpret technologies and how boundaries are constituted by 
negotiation. The second part outlined the tendency for organizations to implement social 
intranets. I described how this was also a factor in the Lima Organization. The third part 
explained the user experiences of the implementation of Jubel. The concrete findings from my 
analysis are discussed in the next chapter.  

 

 
 


