Strategic Experimentation with [T' |

e role of IT is changing. According to Smith and McKeen (2006), it is bifurcating intg . ‘
separate roles: commodity service and competitive differentiation. Seemingly schizo- . § E
phrenic, these dual perspectives simply reflect the fact that organizations need to bal- : ‘
ance their bottom-line focus with their top-line focus—that is, they need to take the costs out of i d
the business while growing revenues through IT-enhanced products and services. AlthoughIt | E
is experienced at reducing internal costs, a top-line focus is new and different. It requifesa o
customercentric orientation. Developing systems for employees is not the same as for real - : o
customers who lack allegiance, skill, and /or patience. A top-line focus also requires experi- .} w
mentation with new products and services that are predominantly technology enabled. Such - : or
experimentation (e.g., trying new offerings) is well established in most organizations, butitis dﬁ
' new terrain for the IT function. It means new collaborations (e. g., marketing, business devel: fac
: | opment, research and development), and it entails new skills and roles (e.g., forecasting, mar- ha
- keting timing). The upshot is to put IT front and center. With services Web enabled and ab
products downloadable, most of what customers know and think about an organization is c 01'
now based on its Internet presence. As an anonymous CEO quipped to a group of IT execu-
tives, “Welcome to the world of consumer behavior.” ‘ 20C
This chapter explores how IT is being used for strategic IT experiments (e.g., where IT s is |
being used to drive a new business venture), as opposed to “experiments with new IT” (e.g. du
where promising new technologies are examined). It is clear that strategic IT experimentation unk
cannot be examined in isolation. In most firms, strategic experimentation occurs within a the
larger organizational framework of innovation—an organization’s need"to reinvent its prod- criti
ucts and services and occasionally itself—and, as a result, is best understood within this con- | disti
text. Therefore, in the next section we describe the nature of innovation and the role of strategic proc
experimentation. Following this, we present a typical innovation life cycle and show where offes
experimentation fits within this model. In the final section of this chapter, we offer advice for
- managing strategic IT experiments. ‘
strate

'McKeen, J. D., and H. A. Smith. “Strategic Experimentation with IT.” Communications of the Association for Infomiﬁﬁ?’i ‘
Systens 19, article 8 (January 2007): 132-41. Reproduced by permission of the Association for Information System;u >
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3%

- The need to innovate is wel] established as necessary for long-term organizational survival
' (Christensen and Raynor 2008; Hame] and Vélikangas 2003). According to Christensen
- (1997), there are two types of innovation: sustaining and disruptive, Sustaining innovation

cating infgg

change and disruptive innovation with punctu

iness deve - fact, Brown and Eisenhardt (1997) as well as
asting, m have Successfully reinvented themselv
:nabled : ‘b

4

ganization. Strategic e appenstance. Although

istinctions are sometimes fuzzy, many authors differentiate strategic experiments from

_Process and Product innovations that tend to be narrower and more focused on existing
L Offel‘jngs. Nicholls:Nixon et al. (2000) define strategic experimentation as:

& series of trial-and-error changes pursued along various dimensions of
strategy, over a relatively short period of time, in an effort to identify and
establish a viable basis for competing. :

- Govindarajan and Trimble (2004) further highlight the inherent risky nature of
+ Strategie eXperiments, which they characterize as:
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As such, strategic experiments represent a rather unique management cf,
According to Govindarajan and Trimble (2005), strategic experiments co
“highest-risk, highest-return category of innovation and require a unique
approach.” Where the goal is learning, results are vastly different from tho.
monitored and measured within organizations. Even expectations tak
meaning—sometimes heretical—where failure is tolerated and perhaps ev
There is also a strong element of trying to manage the unmanageable, Str
ments benefit from none of the controls easily imposed in a laborator
instance, control groups may not be available, results may be ambiguous,
possible to shield experiments from outside influences, experiments may
able and/or verifiable. Furthermore, attempts to manage these exp
destroy them. Management is a delicate balance where:
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successful multiple-product innovation blends limited structure around
responsibilities and priorities with extensive communication and design
freedom to create improvisation within current projects. This combination js
neither so structured that change cannot occur nor so unstructured that
chaos ensues. (Brown and Eisenhardt 1997)

Of interest for our purposes is the fact that IT often plays a key role in innovatioq
and change. In fact, many recent innovative products (e. g., Blackberries, iPods) and sery.
ices (e.g., eBay, VoIP) are clearly enabled by information technology. One pundit sug-
gests that innovation and transformation are becoming the new I and T in IT (Slofstra
2006). The term strategic IT experimentation focuses on the subset of strategic eXperiments
that are based on information technology similar to the above examples. Interestingly,
very little attention has been paid to strategic IT experimentation. Henderson et al. (2003
introduce the concept of “platforms” (e.g., technology platforms, capability platforms,
and business platforms) as enabling conditions offered by IT to support innovation.

Sambamurthy et al. (2003) suggest a role for IT as a “digital options generator.” Both of

these studies look at IT from the standpoint of its role as a facilitator and /or enabler of
innovation and agility. In this chapter we examine the management issues and chal-
lenges involved with actually conducting strategic IT experimentation. To do so, we first
describe the innovation life cycle as the context for strategic I'T experimentation.

Organizations typically do not assign responsibility for étrategic experiments to indi-
vidual departments. In fact, few organizations even use the term strategic experiment.
Instead, organizations commit resources (space, funds, and people), build infrastruc-
ture, articulate procedures, and provide incentives, all in an effort to instill a culture of
innovation. We refer to this collection of activities as the innovation process. Strategic IT
experiments exist within such a process and must be understood in this context. Two
examples of how companies incorporate strategic experimentation into their innova-
tion processes are as follows:’ S

¢  Oilco challenged its lines of business to use IT as a source of innovation. Because the
rate of change is so much faster with IT as compared to other forms of technology
Oilco realized that its traditional approaches for assessing and adopting new
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about forty to fifty ideas are approved for the next stage.

a service description for the new idea.

"®quirements, Many ideas are killed at this stage

Chapter 12 . Strategic Experimentation with IT

The whole process, from idea to adoption, happens within a year.
In this process strategic IT experi
of the experimental pilot and continues into the upscale pilot (as various features of
the innovation are tried). Often experiments involve Qilco’s partners. In essence,
Oilco “provides the business miliey within which its technology partners can hold
large-scale, real-life experiments” (Smith 2006). '
Telco has a somewhat different innovation process centered on the fact that all its
products and services involve technology. It consists of four stages:

» fdea. Ideas are'generated through informal processes (e.g., brainstorming ses-

well as formal processes (e.g., market research
the sources of ideas are varied (e.g., vendors,
customers, laboratories). Ideas must meet certain
requirements to pass to the next stage, including specific and targeted objectives
that address “pain points” or core business offerings, technical measurement,
and identification of business sponsors and champions. On an annual basis,

or industry trend analysis), and
peers, product and marketing,

7 #7. At this stage, teams are assigned to specific ideas in order to
conduct the proof of concept

focused and intentionally kept small. The entire proof-
over one to four weeks. Of the forty to fifty original ide
it Successfully through this stage. Requirements for P
include addressing issues of intellectual property protec

as, only five to ten make
assage to the next stage
tion as well as providing

This stage is described by the firm as “contained produc-
idea is exposed to the market in a limited and measured

4

“price points,” and the operational impacts. The trial/pilot occurs within a win-
dow of four to twelve weeks, but Occasionally it is extended. In addition to
favorable results (i.e., marketing, financial, and operational), requirements for
the next stage include complete product designs and business and system

- ¢ wiege. This stage is the “go to market” stage, and the idea now
?ntgr $ the full system development life cycle to ensure that the product or serv-
Ice js “industrial strength.” Many shortcuts (i.e., “duct tape” solutions), which
Served wel enough for the pilot, must now be engineered to meet production
Standards, It is interesting to note that IT has some unique opportunities and
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The Innovation Process
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2.1 Strategic Experimentation Is Part of the Innovation Process

dangers when transitioning from an experiment to a full-fledged offering. One
Telco manager suggested that “you can sometimes go too fast from concept to
the one you actually drive.”

In both these innovation processes, strategic experimentation begins after :m v
idea has been vetted and deemed relevant and before it is transitioned into a full com- . ¥
ponent of the business—whether product, service, new technology, or new process. - -
Thus, strategic IT experimentation begins at the proof-of-concept stage (corresponding :
with QOilco’s experimental pilot) and continues through the trial/pilot stage (corre-
sponding with Oilco’s upscale pilot). A feedback loop may be involved at the trial or
pilot stage (see Figure 12.1). '

|
|

Three conditions are necessary for strategic IT experimentation to be successful: (1)
motivation, (2) support, and (3) direction. As one manager stated, “Without motivation,
little will happen; without support, little can happen; and without direction, anything
can happen.” The focus group’s recommendations to others seeking to improve strate-
gic IT experimentation include the following: c '

1. Mindivafer Foetablish resnavds for strate

T exporin : Although many .
individuals are naturally drawn to experimentation, the demands of everyday
work often drive this interest and inclination into remission. Furthermore, experi- =
mentation is risky, and not all people are willing to risk their reputations. As a
result, experimentation and innovation do not flourish without intervention.
According to focus group members, the way to create an innovation-enabled organ- . -
ization is twofold: provide incentives and rewards to support experimentation an
risk taking, and make it everyone’s job. Good ideas are good ideas, and experiencé
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Chapter 12 o Strategic Experimentation with IT

shows that they are as apt to originate at the customer interface as they are within
the laboratory or the executive ranks.

Taking this a step further, one company has made innovation a component
of everyone’s annual performance measurement. In addition, it also offers five
specific types of formal rewards for innovation ranging from patentable ideas to
emerging business opportunities. Not all rewards need be formal. One firm uses a
system of frequent informal rewards (e.g., books, tickets, cards, recognition days,
and executive citations) to recognize innovative IT ideas and encourage and

According to the manager involved, this activity is funded by “skunkworks” and
“beg and grovel.” :

i D et im

i straciire o support experisentation, Offering rewards for

experimentation sends employees the signal that experimentation and innovation
are encouraged and will be recognized. This provides the motivation for individu-
als to experiment, but organizations need to provide support for such experimenta-
tion if they want it to happen. Over time, the combination of recognition and
support builds a culture of innovation.

However, notwithstanding this, many firms believe it is also necessary to
build some infrastructure around IT innovation and experimentation. One com-
pany, for instance, created the position of “chief scientist” and provided that office
with a budget and resources. This was the organization’s “way to signal to every-
one that the lifeblood of the organization is discovery . . . not just innovation,” said
the manager involved. At this company, “innovation is a given” and expected in all
parts of the business. “Discovery,” however, conveys a sense of urgency as well as
the notion that the company needs to continually reinvent itself to survive in the
marketplace.

Many companies have formal centers (or laboratories) to support innovation
and experimentation, Depending on the firm, the roles of these centers vary from
"’new product introduction” to “new technology introduction” to “business ventur-
Ng” to “incubation centers.” Where IT is considered a key business driver, they
usually focus almost exclusively on strategic IT experimentation. The critical aspect
of their creation is the provision of support and infrastructure to enable idea review
nd experimentation. Most centers are formally entrenched within the organization
With ongoing funding, permanent staffing, and well-developed procedures and
PTocesses to encourage, guide, and support innovation. According to one manager,
the key element is “to link sponsorship to innovation,” reflecting the fact that “good
1deas don’t make it on their own.”

Companies in the group reached consensus on the mandate for innovation cen-
ters, but they disagreed about their governance. Two distinct strategies surfaced:

) This strategy creates innovation centers as places where “all lines of
an come together to address common problems.” According to propo-
key benefit of this approach is the ability to foster synergies across the

Usiness in the belief that innovation is best “nurtured away from the main-
Stream businegs. ”

business c
nients, the
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Lad

. considered to be effective for soliciting, vetting, and sharing ideas and /or opporty.

* i ze. Those following this strategy place their innovation centers vy
specific lines of business (LOBs). Proponents suggested that forcing inpq,

to be housed within a single LOB leads to IT experimentation focused oy
problems and opportunities and committed local ownership.

ithip
ation
real”

The innovation infrastructure that was common to virtually all Organization,
in the group was the maintenance of an intranet for launching ideas. Thege Sites are

nities. According to one manager, an intranet’s chief value is that “anyone can input
and everyone gets access” to build on ideas. In firms with innovation centers
intranets are effective “feeder” systems. In organizations lacking the formg] SUD.
port of an innovation center, ideas identified on the intranet require a sponsoy t
marshal support to turn them into realizable products and /or services. ,

A common form of financial support is the establishment of interna] ventye 4 me
funds. In about half of the participating organizations, funding mechanismg had  § © but,
been set up to support IT experimentation. Typically, such funds are made available . § ket
on a competitive basis with an oversight committee in place to award resourcesan <~
to monitor progress and completion. 3

PEALGTATI0N shrale

H " e neede A
F¥rpots My

LHEER

#fy.  One manager pointed out that “exper- %
mentation never fails as long as there has been learning.” Strictly speaking, the ~ *
focus group agreed but felt that “any such learning would have to be strategically .}
important for the organization” for it to be considered successful. According to the* .
group, learning for the sake of learning was “an activity enjoyed by academics”—
much to our chagrin! They suggested that providing motivation and support for °
individuals to experiment freely would be a recipe for disaster. Organizations must
provide direction for these activities. Strategic IT experimentation does not occur by
happenstance. Some participant suggestions for directing IT experimentation in i
order to ensure that it was strategically relevant include the following: , ; i (

o nt

poir s {nnrpation to cusioner pabe, A simple yet effective e e
way to accomplish this is to focus on emerging pain points. At one company all
new ideas had to articulate the specific customer pain point (CPP) that would be
addressed. This requirement, in and of itself, produced results. As the manager
involved related, “The identification and surfacing of CPPs stimulated consider-
able and sometimes heated discussion. Mary people were surprised to learn of i
CPPs, and many potential solutions emerged. It was a case of “if onlyIThad 4 -7
known.”” Unfortunately, failure to articulate business value to the customer is a R
common phenomenon. B

b Link experimontaticn fo core business p ;5. The opposite approach B
focuses IT experimentation internally on core business functions. One partici- P
pant, whose organization is “currently reluctant to experiment in the mar- .~ § F
ket,” focuses all its experiments on core business activities. “Our belief is that 7 J,H : i
IT experimentation is strategic only if it produces significant efficiencies for "
internal operations in a way that can be captured on the bottom line,”
she said.
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funding for IT experimentation is a form of support (see above), the governance =
of such funds can be instrumental in achieving strategic alignment. Venturé . o
funds are typically given for initiatives that do the following: e a
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; within’ Make greater use of innovation resources
\ovation g Focus on new business models

n “real” Explore new/ disruptive technologies
Focus on penetrating new markets
Leverage cross-organizational capabilities
Streamline decision making

Focus on opportunities that can be scaled.

~izations
: sites are’

1 centers,
rmal sup-
ponsor to- . Focus group members shared examples of both successful and unsuccessful IT experi-
# ments. Of the three dramatic failures mentioned, all involved not the experiment itself

but, rather, the transition from successful experiment to broader practice or to the mar-

nisms had -~ ketplace. Since the goal of a successful experiment is to ultimately become an innovation-
e available : _ from which the business derives value, navigating the transition from experiment to
ources an;l - innovation is especially important. Although three is a small sample on which to draw

G . conclusions, these failures had several elements that were common. From these experi-
\at “expen- .. ~ ences, the group reached consensus about how to approach this critical transition point:

eaking, the - -
&trategi@u - Focus on acltiveable targets,  Strategic IT experiments should be manageable
rding to the, . and targeted but, at the same time, built so they can scale up easily. According to
: one manager, “It is far easier to ramp up a proven venture than to plan, build,
and deliver a winner.” At one company an experiment involved a “proof of con-
cept” for a new technology involving six sites. Management then rapidly
decided to expand the experiment to three hundred sites! This action literally
ended experimentation, and the task immediately became one of a large-scale
implementation.

sations must
not occur by
nentatjon il

s yet effective 't yusi tv omarket.  Positive results from an experiment should be viewed as
. company justification for further experimentation, not as a “license to launch.” At one com-
hat would b8 ~ pany, a decision to go to market based on very favorable results from a strategic IT
, the manag . experiment quickly ran into difficulty. The customers involved in the experiment
sted consider: . turned out to be unrepresentative of the overall customer base, and the uptake in
sed to leam & the market plummeted as the rollout broadened its base.
‘if only EER AR ¢ “vool” feclinpiogy.  Because IT experimentation deals with tech-
» customer 15 : nology, it is sometimes easy to be misled by cool technology. The buying public
s, Mmay not understand what the technology does (e.g., it's an Internet pen), may have
5] , Mo need for the things that the technology does (e.g., it tracks unvisited sites),
15. One parts . and/or may not find the technology appealing (e.g., it’s a mouse with arms and
nt in the'"m hands). On the other hand, this same technology may become the item that every
ur belief 15 25 _ teenager on the planet must have! Therefore, exercise caution.
efficiencied: Hedrs by design. The goal of an experiment is to learn. The group provided sev-

of experiments where nothing was learned. In these cases insufficient

- controls were designed into the experiment to enable the organization to ascertain

5lishing Ve P after the fact what had happened. Was failure due to product features or due to

.the gove - functioning? A lack of effective marketing? The price point? Thus, the first step ina

nment. V& Strategic IT experiment should be to identify the critical questions that need to be
answered, then to design these into the experiment.
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Stressing top-line growth brings IT into the
mainstream of product and service innova-
tion, which, in turn, means that the IT func-
tion must become more customercentric,
assimilate new skills, and work collabora-
tively with the business development arm of
the organization. It also leads a company
into the realm of strategic IT experimenta-
tion. This reflects the ubiquitous nature of
information technology and represents a
new and exciting role for IT. This chapter has
outlined some of the issues and challenges IT
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‘Enabling Collaboration with [T

ur increasing connectedness is driving new ways of working together to deliver busi-
ness value. Globalizing organizations, outsourcing, mobile work, innovation, interor-
~ ganizational teams, innovation, and reaching out to suppliers and customers are
driving today’s need to improve collaboration within firms. And, of course, IT is at the center
of these trends. A study on what makes widely dispersed virtual teams effective found that,
contrary to expectations, technology was a significant factor in facilitating their success
(Majchrzak et al. 2004). However, literally hundreds of software packages are being promoted
for improving collaboration. These technologies, such as virtual worlds, Web 2.0 applications,
social networking, content management, and new ways of communicating (e.g., blogs, wikis,
instant messages, tweets) appear almost daily and are being adopted and adapted rapidly in
the wider society. They are challenging many of the traditional conventions of how work is
done and the role of IT functions themselves.

As the menu of available technologies widens, becomes virtually free, and employees

N 3

. clamor to use them anywhere, anyplace, and anytime, IT managers are asking many questions
including these:
* What is the business value of these technologies?
What is the best way to assess them and make decisions about their use?

How can these technologies best be managed and adapted for organizational purposes?

Furthermore, as new technologies appear, businesses are experimenting with different

; _‘ - types of collaboration, such as those listed above, and IT functions are often expected to make

> Cllaboration happen through the implementation of technology, even though technologies
- e only one piece of any collaboration initiative. Certainly IT functions provide the “heavy
fting, " such as connectivity and information integrity, without which most collaboration
#horts would not be effective, and a well-designed IT architecture is a key enabler of collabo-
flion (Johansen 2007). And, at the most basic level, IT also protects the privacy and security of

‘Mormation ang users. But how new applications are implemented is often as important as the

lﬁmthl l:[ A ttnn s snnsesooessarine

Systens: ) and J. D. McKeen. “Enabling Collaboration with IT.” Communications of the Association for Information
smemks 8, article 16 (March 2011): 243-254. Reproduced by permission of the Association for Information
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technology itself in delivering business value. As one IT manager stated, “We some-
times jump directly to the tool without thinking through the strategy and tactics
involved.” As a result, IT managers can sometimes feel that the deployment of collabo-
ration is less than optimal. :

This chapter explores IT’s role in enabling collaboration in organizations, and i
at the same time what IT’s role should not be (ie., what responsibilities and account-
abilities should properly be the function of the business). It accomplishes this by identi-
fying the principal forms of collaboration used and the primary business drivers
involved in them, how business value is measured, and the roles of IT and the business
in enabling collaboration. The chapter first looks at some of the reasons why collabora-
tion is becoming so important in organizations and the business value it enables. Next it
examines some of the different characteristics of collaboration in various organizations.
Focus then switches to the key components of a collaboration program, how these influ-
ence its effectiveness, and IT’s role in promoting collaboration. The chapter concludes
with a series of recommendations for IT managers to use as a guide for how they can ;
best facilitate collaboration in their organizations.

There is no doubt that information and communications technologies are enabling differ-
ent ways of working—within organizations and between them. Who could imagine life
without e-mail? Without Google? Without cell phones? These technologies and others
have changed forever how we interact with others both personally and professionally,
how we share information, and where work gets done. Thus, it should be no surprise that
there’s strong interest in collaboration among business practitioners and academics alike.
A simple Internet search on this topic yields literally thousands of articles. And it is no
secret that what we are seeing now is just the tip of the technology iceberg. Whether we j
do or do not yet actually use the next generation of collaboration/social networking tech- :
nologies in our work, everyone has heard about them, including instant messaging,
Twitter, Facebook, webcams, and others, and no one is a stranger to speculation about
how these technologies are going to change the fage of organizations yet again.

Almost any business or IT journal these days contains speculative “think pieces”
or case studies about how essential it will be to collaborate (in various ways) in the
future and how failing to do this will result in the organization becoming a dinosaur
(Amabile and Khaire 2008; Lynch 2007; Romano et al. 2007). And it is certainly without
question that hundreds of new technologies—including hardware, software, applica:
tions, and services—are currently being promoted to businesses as enabling collabora-

: " tion and all of the benefits it will bring. Yet business and IT managers are struggling 10

. cut through the hype to get at the real value collaboration will bring. They have seen
this before in both the “Internet bubble” and the knowledge management fad and knoW
from bitter experience with previous generations of groupware, knowledge manag®
ment, and collaboration investments that achieving positive results is not as easy 8
plugging in a piece of technology (Tandoli 2009a). Many have a long history of deploy-
ing collaboration technology and seeing it gather dust (McAfee 2006). .

It is therefore no surprise that the focus group reported a great deal of COﬂﬂ{d“E
feelings in their organizations about collaboration, from wildly enthusiastic t0 high ;‘ =
skeptical. One company has invested substantial amounts of time and moﬂ??_’ _—

collaboration technologies and in adapting its organizational culture and behaV®”
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ffectipeness.  There is wide recognition that collaboration technology, used Prop-
erly, can make group work more effective. This is particularly true for virtua] teams
For example, one focus group company uses social networking technologieS' )
(behind its firewall) to enable team members from around the world to learn abOut; ‘
each other, have fun events, and understand each others’ customs and culture
“This has been really useful for us in building strong global teams,” said the Hlan:
ager involved. Collaboration technology, particularly unified communications, is
: especially useful in integrating remote and mobile workers seamlessly into team o, .
P project activities. It enables them to “touch down” in an office and plug into the
' applications and information they need, wherever they are in the worlg
Increasingly, too, for many professionals, whose work consists of participation in g -
number of ad hoc projects, collaboration technology enables them to more effec.
tively juggle a variety of commitments. One firm uses it extensively for its multidis.

{
;3 - .. ciplinary projects, such as pandemic planning. Finally, online education is a big z
application of this technology, allowing employees to participate from a variety of t
locations, have virtual and real-time discussions, and incorporate learning into the b
demands of their workday. ‘ v !
& A i Eit «i:fz. A key feature of collaboration and its associated technol- v 1; ’
ogy is that it provides a company with access to a much broader range of skills, n
capabilities, resources and services than have been traditionally available. e
Collaboration technology significantly expands the number of potential partners- W
and expertise available to a company (Pisano and Verganti 2008), and in recent se
. years different types of interorganizational alliances—from supply chain integra- t
£ tion to design coordination to innovative partnerships—have become common- oF
1 place (Attaran 2007). However, it is the ability to access internal expertise that is -
1 g currently of most interest to the focus group companies. Only one firm had stccess: ,
e fully implemented a comprehensive enterprise directory, including phone book, Cha ’
I expertise location anywhere in the organization, reporting structures, and connec- L Althot
o tion with social networking information. Yet even this firm recognized how difficult itin o
. building such a capability can be. “Over the years, it has been a huge stumbling As one
| block for us,” one focus group member said. Other members were envious. “We're ration
‘ trying to build this facility,” said one, “because right now it’s really hard for us to stan dill
find people in our organization.” Ideally, this type of accessibility also enables the Which
development of communities of interest within the organization—either worl Loware, a |

focused or built around personal interests. In our virtual, networked world that is 2009). 1
rapidly losing the “human touch” and is characterized by “ephemeral relation- ‘
ships,” these communities can help build staff morale and create a sense of belong-
ing (Tebbutt 2009; Thomas and Bostrom 2008). :
. B, Accossi 1 of inforration, One of the biggest benefits of collaboration and m
associated technology is that it makes information much more accessible than t
the past. Information repositories, such as the intranet, enable the managemen
and sharing of digital content on an as needed basis (Chin et al. 2008). Oth?r f_ ; Wi
nologies, such as wikis, support the creation of new content and its pubhcabm\ T %  Jjoint

kaO be cl
“itis bejp
-port coj,

Fs

These tools enable information and knowledge sharing across time and spac® ¥ terri
ways that were unheard of a mere decade ago (Fink 2007). Many focus Sm‘; to ac
members believe that portal and content management applications will be ™ rativ
biggest value of collaboration. But they also feel it will take a lot of work 10 88 form
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»gy, used pro there. “Our intranet is just a garbage scow of information,” sighed

r virtual teams}§ - “The same document can exist in literally hundreds of places.” Another noted,
g technologies:§ “While our corporate level content is well managed, it gets

1 to learn abo the lower down in the organization you go. We need much more information
1s and culture management and filtering to make our Intranet really useful.” Finally, although
" said the man - everyone agrees that collaboration will only be successful if more information is

“

one manager.

The world is becoming increasingly volatile, uncertain, complex, and
articipation in

and this is creating a highly dynamic business environment for many
1 to more effec2® . llaborative structures
for its multidigz¥ - i i
ucation is a
‘om a variety g
earning into

range of ski
rally availablgg

y chain integ ture, some recogni

. change substantially.
expertise tha
irm had succe

ng phone bo

res, and connsg@ - Although there is much talk about the benefits of collaboration and the need for more of
red how diffid - tin organizations, clarity is significantly lacking about what collaboration actually is.
huge stumbl] AS one focus group member putit, “If you asked a hundred people to describe collabo-
envious. ” [ ration, you would get a hundred different answers. There’s a huge disparity in under-
ly hard for. Standing about this topic.” There is also significant confusion about collaboration,
also enables] Which is a human activit » and collaboration technology, which is the hardware, soft-
m—either Ware, and applications that enable the work of collaboration (Camarinha-Matos et al.

ed world 1 2009), Finally, the group noted that collaboration is often used interch

angeably with
emeral rela £, Such terms g networking,

social networking, and cooperation. It is therefore important
sense of be fo be clear about the range and scope of collaboration in organizations these days,
o mSIUdiIIg who is involved in collaboration, what type of work is being done, and where
iboration i ,itls being done since these have a direct bearing on how the IT function can best sup-
ccessible thEHE Port collaboration with technology (see Figure 13.1).
he mana
008). Oth
{ its publ
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Who is What are they Where are How are they
collaborating? collaborating they collaborating?
on? collaborating?

Individuals Transactions Electronic g
On-site communication
Internal Teams Routine Activities . Electronic
Virtal conferencing
- K= )
Communities Ad hoc, n
of Interest unstructured . Electronic
initiatives NMobile management
Organizations Innovation
Electronic
Global content creation
Customers Dynamic, real-time & management .
and others strategies #

The Range and Scope of Collaboration

Collaboration can also occur beyond a firm’s boundaries, including betweenan - - ¢
organization and its customers, between one or more organizations (as in a supply ‘ﬂ S f
chain or an innovative partnership), and, as we are beginning to see, with the world - 3h "
at large (also known as “mass collaboration”). As organizations have become more. - 4 "
comfortable with collaborative work, they are extending it in new ways and to - i SN p :
| more and more types of participants. Most focus group organizations still focus on . 1 ar
i internal collaboration, yet there was general agreement that the trend is toward . ele
: opening up collaboration beyond organizational boundaries. At present, most. . § - - fey
organizations are fairly “locked down” but have practices in place to enablekey 3 - g
suppliers and trusted third parties to access internal company data and towork col: . an
laboratively with internal participants. ; col
o What ave they collaborat 7 Collaboration can take many forms. The f?ﬂfl?' ’ mu
wins in organizations, according to the focus group, were simple transactions: infe |
These included e-mails, conferencing, extranets with partners, and basic wor k ring

flow. Next came collaboration around routine activities, such as access to inform#”

) tion and its reuse, ease of information creation and publishing;
experts to solve common problems and to reduce the work involve
tasks, such as coordination and planning (Cross et al. 2005; Edmonstor\. et
Fedorwicz et al. 2008). Most organizations in the focus group have substantial
tiatives in this area, although they believe there’s more work to be done, eSP*_‘C"n’, :
in such matters as improving content management and creating enterprise direct
ries. A third type of collaboration is more unstructured in nature and m4udﬁ

development of communities for various purposes, creating collaborative W

environments where innovation can occur, and collaboration for issue and I

coordination 0‘
d in mundant
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mation management. Most focus group members had only just begun to under-
stand how best to leverage this type of collaboration, and their efforts in this area
are still mainly experimental. However, one firm has created a new technology
adoption environment, where any technology innovation can be shared and where
others can use and provide feedback about its utility and effectiveness. The most
challenging form of collaboration is probably best epitomized at present by the
online gaming community. Here, various participants work together in real time to
achieve structured goals under rapidly changing conditions. Dynamic collabora-
tion is characterized by speed of decision making with incomplete information,
the ability to modify decisions in response to changing conditions, trial and error,
the continual need to address and deal with risk, hyper-transparency of informa-
tion, and situational leadership (Reeves et al. 2008). None of the organizations in
the focus group had achieved this type of collaboration, but all recognized that this
is increasingly the way members of the younger generation expect to work and
also felt that, as business challenges become more complex, organizations will
have to find better ways of collaborating in this way.
Whore are Hey col 7 Increasingly, collaboration needs to take place on
an anywhere, anytime basis. Inside organizations, members noted the need for
more meeting spaces and meeting rooms as well as “touch down” areas where con-
tractors and outside staff can temporarily set up office. Almost all focus group
organizations already support virtual and mobile work, at least to some extent.
Several members of the focus group also routinely utilize international or global
teams where collaboration takes place across time zones, national boundaries, cul-
tures, and language groups. Some were also beginning to experiment with different
forms of collaboration with individuals and enterprises beyond their organiza-
tional boundaries, which requires deéling with different organizational cultures,
processes, systems, and data. R

00 :rafiizg? Collaborative technology comprises the tools that

ork of collaboration. These fall into four main categories:
electronic communication (such as e-mail, instant messaging, blogs), electronic con-
ferencing (e.g., video conferencing, meeting software), electronic management (e.g.,
file sharing, activity-assignment, task management), and electronic content creation
and management (e.g., publishing tools, enterprise directories). However, newer
collaborative technologies, such as social networking applications, tend to fall into
multiple categories depending on how they are used (e.g., for communication or
U}formation creation). As a result, the boundaries between the categories are blur-
g with the rapid evolution of this technology.

181

g what collaboration and its potential benefits are is important to achiev-
AN awareness of how collaboration can be effectively used in an organization, but
1gh failure of collaboration projects suggests that successful collaboration requires
:rmg how to implement and manage it (Schuh et al. 2008). The key challenges for
tivger (both business and IT) are to create a supportive working environment and

Yational conditions and to develop the skills and organizational arrangements

1 hi . . .
N which collaboration can flourish (Fedorwicz et al. 2008; Thomas et al. 2007).
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Four components of collaboration must work together t0 ensure successful collabora-
tion of any fyPe€ (MacCormack and Forbath 2008):

2
H

G

Peopic. Collaborative work requires different skills than more traditional forms
of work. In particular, strong copmunication skills are essential. This is especially-

" true the more work i8 mediated through technology: virtual, and across organiza- :

tional and cultural pboundaries (Romano et al. 2007). Cultural differences around
social expectations, the need for more openness, flexibility, and interdependence m
work assignments; the need to develop trustinan “opaque” environment (i.e., one
that lacks many traditional social in organizational practices '
alladduptoa requirement for managers i 1e will work together :
in this new WO 4 Wolf 2005; Fiore et al. 2008). Tnexperienced -
s, lack of mana and different expectations of pal‘tners are
some of the major rea : -+ jnitiatives can fail (Schuh et al. 2008)..
Thus when implementing collaboration, managers should be aware that it is not
“Husiness as usual” and should pay more attention to the social and behavioral
changes that will be necessary (Edmonston 2008; Thomas and Bostrom 2008). One
focus group manager noted, “You cannot overemphasize the importance of cul-
ture. It will make of preak you.ff Finally, as the complexity of the tasks involving
coordination increases, SO does the need for management attention to coordination
(Schuh et al. 2008) In short, creating the working environment within which
collaboration occurs becomes the primary role of the manager, rather than monis
toring individual productivity or performance: Signs that these efforts have been
successful are € 4, satisfied, and committed staff who fully participate in-
collaborative pro etal. 2008). Conversely, s who cultivate
fear of failure OF who do not protect their staff from what is often 2 larger, hostile
corporate environment, are likely to se€ collaborative initiatives fail (Amabile;
Khaire 2008)- :

. Collaboration 1€ oherent program to create and capE:
ture value, not 2 series of stand- 5 (9008). It is highly unlikely
that collaboration initiatives will achieve an Of i 5 unless the)
managed holistically (MacCormacl( and Forbath 2008). F it 1
that managers understand the strategic £fs involved
make conscious decisions about how to struc overn if.
true when external partners are involved (Pisan i
tant, organizations need to understand comprehensively how
edge and information assets. Focus group members stressed th

. the foundation for any type of <ollaboration &%
resource 1€ i ant investment 0 develop and maintai '
many companie imarily on content management 5t
tion, high-leve to be made about how to develop new cOLBYT
capabilities, Jetermine what types of collaboration the org ks ¢
in, what policies are needed, and how to create i
collaboration can thrive. Two key principles of any
gence (i€ the recognition that we don't atways know who W
contribution to 2 problem in advance) and planne i
working environment where underexplored relati
and applications can become visible) (Majchrzak 2009).
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% Precesszs. Within a strategic and holistic approach to collaboration, it is important
to develop processes that support or help manage this type of work. Since collabora-
tion is a2 moving target in the modern enterprise, managers need ways to rapidly
learn what is working and what isn’t and to make changes as the work unfolds
(Edmonston 2008). Managers also need a process to take advantage of successful
innovations and a way of recognizing failures and killing them off quickly {Amabile
and Khaire 2008). Effective processes are also required to support collaborative teams
and partnerships, to help them know what they know and coordinate their thinking
(Johansen 2007). Specific processes that the focus group identified as being support-
ive of collaboration include administrative practices that recognize the convergence
of many different types of communication (the management of which is often sepa-
rated), content management processes, the ability to identify a “single source of
truth” (i.e., the official documents pertaining to any topic), and the creation of param-
eters to help staff understand how and under what conditions they can collaborate.
Conversely, a siloed focus and an emphasis on process efficiency above all else will
likely stifle collaboration (Kleinbaum and Tushman 2008).

. Platforms. These are the tools, technologies, and standards that enable people to
share data and to work together seamlessly from a variety of locations: The advent of
cheap connectivity has been the driving force behind many new ways of collaborating
in recent years (Smith and McKeen 2008), yet efforts to promote collaboration have
focused largely on connectivity with little recognition of the other factors that make it
effective (Cross et al. 2005). Technology is a key resource in enabling collaboration, but
it must be designed to achieve the organization’s goals and fit with its culture and prac-
tices. As with the other components of collaboration, the objective of a platform is to
create an environment within which collaboration can take place, rather than the tradi-
tional systems approach of hardwiring specific information and work processes
(Iandoli 2009b). An effective technology platform should support plug-and-play com-
munications, provide access to information, and enable the transformation of informa-
tion into knowledge. It should also provide tools for the rapid creation of communities,
teams, and networks, be based on open standards, and be flexible and adaptive
(Camarinha-Matos et al. 2009; Tandoli 2009b). However, most focus group organiza-
tions are nowhere near creating such a platform. Most are still questioning whether
they should invest in collaborative technologies rather than look for ways to coherently
manage a set of business tools for collaborative work (Drakos et al. 2009).

Clearly, the IT function alone cannot make collaboration happen, even if it provides
Tobust collaboration technology. The business plays a critical role in determining its

Strategy and creating processes and a working environment that make it possible to col-

1

aborate for business value. That said, there is still no answer to where an organization’s

“collaboration strategy “belongs.” In most, IT still owns it and, as a result, the whole field

of collaboration is an opportunity for IT managers to demonstrate real business leader-
ship (Lynch 2007; Mann 2008). CIOs can work with business executives to identify and
Orchestrate collaborative capabilities, coordinate enterprise services, and educate lead-

- #1s about opportunities and possibilities.

In addition, IT leaders have some very specific technology responsibilities that
Must be put in place to enable collaborative work to occur. At present, four major tech-
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nology areas must be addressed iteratively and concurrently. These are merer the fyn.
damentals, however. Since this field is evolving rapidly, IT leaders must be Prepared

continually reassess all aspects of collaboration technology, its governance, and pol;g to
and to rebalance these as necessary (Smith et al. 2007). ' h‘_

if aticsi. A significant and growing area of collaborative technology i -
enabling a wide spectrum of communications options, from voice mail to videg Z_l: :
everything in between. “Users increasingly see communications and collaboratigy
not as separate activities but as a smooth continuum of modalities where the diffor.
ence between talking on the phone and posting on a wiki becomes a matter of chojg
and preference” (Mann and Elliot 2007). As such unified communications become :
technological reality, IT leaders will need to develop an architecture that supponsr
them as a single technology spectrum rather than as separate components. Gartner
Group predicts that phone directories, e-mail, voicemail, instant messaging, presence
awareness, computet telephony, and conferencing technologies will increasingly con.
verge over the next five years, leading to serious organizational challenges in how
these services are managed (Mann and Elliot 2007). However, other types of commuy. . - '
nication and collaboration software, such as voice, call centers, mobile, team work- - -
spaces, and social software will not be part of this convergence and will have tobe.
appropriately managed as they too evolve. Ultimately, communications technology
will be embedded in all business applications and will need to be ubiquitous, reliable, - **
secure, and integrated (Andriole 2006). :
Href afion and Banagemeni. Developing an improved information pro-"
cessing capability, including accurate and visible information, manipulability,
exchangeability, and ease of information transfer is a primary goal for all IT func-
tions in supporting collaboration. One focus group member explained his mandate: E
as follows: “We want to make it easy for anyone to share information via the.”
intranet, to support collaboration with information, and to link people to documents

and vice versa.” To accomplish this goal, it is important for organizations to reduce = T

the number of databases and data management platforms they maintain and to
develop the intranet into a robust information sharing platform. Typically, organiza-

tions also need a document management system with proper versioning and access i

controls, although these systems are notoriously difficult to integrate with other -
information management tools. We're finding it really hard to upload and share doc” 4
uments,” said one manager. “It’s a big headache for us.” Content management, par

ticularly at the business unit and team levels is also challenging as the use of many e

separate tools tends to replicate information in a relatively unmanaged fashion. At

present in most companies, attention needs to be paid to integrating fragmented . § -

information resources, improving information visibility, filtering and navigation,
and establishing principles for information access (Cain 2008; Thomas et al. 2007)- - &4
Several focus group companies commented that perception is still widesprea
in their organizations that if information is made more widely available “bad thing$.
will happen.” “We instinctively don’t want to share,” said one manager. Managing.
fhe tension between the need for information availability to facilitate collaboration
and protecting the organization from the associated risks is an area where IT man
agers should be working proactively to ensure they deliver the optimal value .
(Gordon et al. 2008; Smith et al. 2007). o
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fun- i s <. Itis a primary responsibility of the IT function to protect the
ed to integrity of its systems and data. This is becoming increasingly more challenging as
licies both internal and external organizational boundaries break down and new forms of
‘ collaboration are introduced (Smith et al 2007). IT managers recognize that remov-
ing the traditional layers of separation between departments and enterprises makes
gy is the organization more vulnerable and their job more difficult. Therefore, IT depart-
o and ments can often be viewed as obstacles to collaboration (Gordon et al 2008). There is
'ration No easy answer to this dilemma, Companies need safe and secure communications,
differ- but it is no longer possible to use “stovepipe” Security to ensure this. Instead, IT
choice functions must improve security architectures and infrastructures and continually
omea | assess the balance between the openness required by collaboration and the risks
' ports involved. Focus group members noted that security must become more granular
%)armer and principles based. “We are beginning to develop a policy for how we as a com-
resence pany use social networking tools,” said one manager. “The broader the team, the
fly con- greater the risks involved.” Another added, “We need better authentication tools,
" how and we must be clearer about the types of information that can be shared.” Others
I noted that security must be rommensurate with the risks involved. “We must use
ommu . J . 17 .
o work- the most appropriate tools for the particular task at hand.” Finally, they pointed out
ve to be - that this task is about to get much more difficult as companies begin to open them-
hnology selves up to collaboration with their end customers. “This is a huge challenge that
reliable, we have not yet faced up to,” said one.

LA ‘wst. The more IT can achieve integration of data, applications,
ton pro- ‘ hardware, and software, the easier it will be to provide the information and tools
ulability, needed to facilitate collaboration. Thus, focus group members recommended the

IT fune } massive simplification and rationalization of applications, databases, and software
mandate  } 45 a precursor to any significant collaboration initiative. The drive to collaboration is
o via the also behind the increasing interest in industry neutral and global IT standards of all
scuments - ‘ " types (Chituc et al. 2009). ”Technology should be a facilitator of collaboration, not an
to reduce : obstacle,” said one manager. “Our users want to plug and play in this area, and we
in and 10 can only achijeve this through standardization.” Some organizations in the focus
organizx § 8foup provide “canned” collaboration tools, such as blogs, personal Web sites, team
ind access E sites, and wikis that allow the rapid formation of ad hoc teams and ease of social net-
vith othef | Wworking. These can then be tailored to particular needs requiring just enough infor-
share o ] Mation so they can be effectively managed and decommissioned in the longer term
ment, Par
se of manf ¥ ~In addition, centralized and integrated structures within IT for developing enter-
fashioﬂ"'“ & Prisewid
ragm@ .
~avigatioh. Cus group organizations varied widely in
et al. AW g g role in delivering collaboration technology, and oth-
widespr®® are lmPlementing it on a more piecemeal bas

; is. All agreed, however, that without cen-
®d support for this technology, it is unlikely to deliver enterprise-level valye,

oy 58 four collaborative technology building blocks are the most critical elements v
: thh IT should pay attention at
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- Mansgté
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ing tools, simulation engines, visualization tools, data reduction and summa;
applications, and intelligence gathering tools. In short, IT managers are going to
remain aware in this very rapidly changing market and be willing to adapt qu

changing conditions. Paying attention to these four fundamental building blocks Now - ?‘; :
will enable them to do this more easily and effectively in the future. W

Given the multifaceted nature of collaboration and its many potential but 5
unproven benefits, IT managers could understandably adopt a wait-and see approach, 1
In fact, this is what many members of the focus group are doing: talking about strate
and planning small pilots to test the waters. However, amid all the confusion, they also
had some practical ideas for ways that organizations could begin to approach this com-
plex and dynamic new way of working and using technology.

i

_idly,” said one. It is therefore essential that organizations develop processes for

- tidisciplinary and responsive to change.

. Skayd oueith

iZation -
have tg -
iCkly to

S yet o

Bevelop w ool f wision.  Effective collaboration requires a multidisciplinar
approach and a shared business-IT vision (Lynch 2007). It is essential that such 3
vision begin with understanding the organization’s values, legal requirements, and
core intellectual property. From this, a strategic perspective can be developed aboy;
what the business wants to accomplish with collaboration and what types of tech-
nology would best support it. Focus group members suggested that developing a
vision for collaboration must be carefully approached because “the judgment line is
shifting rapidly” and our static paradigms of work are rapidly becoming much
more dynamic. These factors will change business models and strategies and affect
how companies will need to manage the complex business environment of the near
future. Ideally, a vision for collaboration should include a unified strategy and busi-
ness models, tools, and experiments to help the organization gain further insights,
The vision’s ultimate goal should be to nurture an internal working environment
(and in the longer term a broader business ecosystem) that will enable productive
collaboration to emerge. At this early stage, both business and IT leaders should
play a key role in articulating a collaboration vision and in connecting it to the right
people who can make it happen.: ' B

Plan for o 7. If there’s one aspect of collaboration about which everyone
agrees, it’s that collaboration is evolving and complex and will require significant
and ongoing management attention (Schuh et al. 2008). Organizations, and particu-
larly IT functions, therefore need to develop the “flexing skills” needed to cope - §
with the rapid development of collaboration and its associated technologies -~ §- ~
(Iandoli 2009b). Focus group members noted that their organizations are already - 7 o
becoming flatter and more complex as collaboration and networks emerge. - §
“Business is speeding up, and we will need new skills for coping and adapting rap- - - {

learning what is working with collaboration and what isn’t and mechanisms for 1
sharing these lessons. Above all, the management of collaboration needs to be mul-

o,

sutsis.  Facilitating effective collaboration will take
time—both to build a strategy and to get the technology fundamentals in place
Many organizations have specific “pain points” that could be worthwhile places to

I A F
grifie Fuspelas
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start putting energy into collaboration. In the focus group, these were clearly
around information management and access. “Our Intranet is unmanaged and not
relevant,” complained one manager. Another noted that it was very hard finding
people in his organization. “We’d love to have a ‘blue pages’ to enable us to start
internal social networking,” he said, referring to one firm’s internal company direc-
tory. In addition, several participants noted that their office space doesn’t support
collaboration. “We need to have many more collaborative workspaces,” she noted.
A simple assessment of these gaps and some management attention to them could

. f'b 5 lead to a great improvement in how people are able to collaborate.
it as yet " :

d iples of bebarior.  Asnoted above, much of the
pproact e | oration is based on principles, ra
ﬂs\trateli)é“ ' parency, not only of information
ey als0:. -

this com- - §

2 ¥

ciplmcilzz‘g fears is to eliminate online anonymity. ults in bad behavior,” said one
at su i ¥ manager. “With a clear online identity, negativity is quickly found out and is usually
Ler(;fs’bacﬂit; S self-policed by others in the community.” Another noted, “In a business environment
sed a ;

b B unlikely.” As social networking takes hold in
e , izati ways they can use it to connect with their cus-
tomers, they are realizing that establishing riles of etiquette for how to do this is
important. “We have a hard and fast rule that if you are using social networking to do
business, you must state your company affiliation,” said a manager.

Cultural and behavioral practices are changing as a result of collaboration,
and agreement is widespread that these will require serious management attention,

For example, as staff become empowered to innovate and make real-time decisions,
organizations will need to

ing theijr privacy (Mann 2008).

§ 9Fe o
3 i

None of the focus group companies was
ion beyond their firewalls, unless in very
tightly controlled circumstances (e.g., with vendors or third-party service
Providers). Major concerns about risk, privacy, and corporate liability remain.
i managed so that the power of collaboration

m'’s privacy officer is now involved in deter-

Mining what information can and cannot be shared. Some initial external target
8roups will include retirees, clients, and business partners. “We are gradually

~Working through our concerns because of the unbelievable power of these tools,”
Ne manager said. :
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Collaboration is a complex concept with
uncertain benefits and requires major organi-
sational change. The drive fo adopt collabora-
tion is being accelerated by the possibilities
enabled by information technology, which
support real-time, global communication and
anytime, anywhere access to information. In
addition, companies are feeling considerable
pressure to adopt collaboration technology
because of their increasingly widespread use
among individuals, many of whom are
becoming their employees. There is no ques-
tion that collaboration will play amajor rolein
how we work and live in the future. However,
as we move into this new era, companies are
taking their time t0 determine how best 0
take advantage of what collaborative technol-
ogy has to offer. This chapter has identified
the major ways companies might want to col-
laborate and the benefits that are anticipated

from each. It has also explored some of the

major characteristics and components of

Amabile, T., and M. Khaire. “Creativity and the

Role of the Leader.” Harvard Business Review 86,
no. 10 (October 2008). _
Andriole, S. “The Collaborate/Integrate Business

Technology Strategy.” Communications of the
ACM 49, no. 5 May 2006). :
Attaran, M. «Collaborative Computing: A New
Management Strategy  for Increasing
Productivity and Building a Better Business.”
Business Strategy Series 8, no. 6 (2007): 387-93.
Cain, M. “Key Issues for Unified Communications
and Collaboration, 2008.” Gartner Inc., D
Number: G0015672, April 10, 2008.
Camarinha-Matos, L., H. Afsarmanesh, N. Galeano,
and A. Molina. #Collaborative Networked
Organizations——Concepts and Practice in
Manufacturing Enterprises.”
Industrial Engineering 57,no. 1: 46-60 (2009).
Chin, X, D. Gootzit, and J. Mann. “Key Issues for
Portals, Content Management and
Collaboration Best Practices Projects.” Gartner
Inc., ID Number: 00155820, April 24, 2008.

Computers and

Section 111 Inf_ormation—Enabled Innovation

collaboration in order to clarify concepts and '
to distinguish between the work of collabora-
tion, which is a human activity, and collabora-
tion technology, which facilitates it. It has
shown that effective collaboration will not
result from simply implementing more collab-
oration software. Instead, it will require a
proactive and holistic strategy that integrates
business goals and technology potential. At
present, all aspects of collaboration and col-

laboration technology are in their infancy,soit 4
is understandable that many companies are X

proceeding cautiously into this new world.
Nevertheless, the speed with which both tech-
nology and practice are moving suggests
strongly that it is time for managers to put ..
some collaborative fundamentals in place.
Furthermore, IT managers have an opportu-
nity to provide business leadership around
~collaboration if they can clearly articulate its

business potential and benefits, rather than 1

focusing on the technology itselt.
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Social Computing: How Should
't Be Managed?'

or the past several decades, large organizations have been in the forefront of deploying
new technologies, but in recent years some IT managers have noticed that they are no
. longer on the leading edge of technology usage. With the mutual maturation of the per-
sonal computer and the Internet, the “bleeding edge” has been taken over by individuals who
are persistently finding new and different ways to use technology for their personal benefit.
At first, it was just a few “geeks” sharing files with each other, but when Napster burst .
into public consciousness in the late 1990s, the music industry and others were shocked by the,
rapidity with which a simple innovation was able to undermine an established commercial
business model. Although the industry fought back and Napster is no more, it is clear that peer-
to-peer computing (P2P) is a force to be reckoned with (Smith and Konsynski 2004). Today, for "
example, all branches of the entertainment industry are trying to figure out how to deal with’
this major threat, which few of them saw coming. And most observers believe that this is just
the tip of a huge change that is going to hit many different industries {Hinchcliffe 2006). '
The power of P2P file sharing to disrupt the traditional business-to-customer relation-

ship is just one of several changes we are now beginning to see in organizations. IT managers- .

are recognizing that the interpersonal computing applications enabled by P2P and the Internet -

facilitate new ways of working, learning, and collaborating that are foreign to more conven- .

tional practices and that these have considerable strategic potential if they can be effectively

managed. Evolving from the relatively anonymous sharing of music files, today’s P2P applica- -
tions have become richer and more interactive to enable sharing of photos, videos, bookmarks, :

opinions, and profiles and to connect friends. Collectively known as social computing, the

early buzz has led to prognostications that this technology will fundamentally rewrite the .

rules of how many industries work (Mayfield 2008). Yet currently, organizations in general do
not appreciate the value and strategic potential of social computing, possibly because they are
dominated by a kind of tunnel vision that is fixated on technology and information (Brown
and Duguid 2000). As a result, organizations often overlook the other resources available to
them, especially those on the social periphery. In fact, many see social computing as an enor-
mous time waster (Lombardi 2008).

1Smith, H. A., and J. D. McKeen. “Social Computing: How Should It Be Managed?” Communications of the Assodﬂf?’” ;

for Information Systems 23, article 23 (October 2008): 409-18. Reproduced by permission of the Association
Information Systems. .
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Chapter 14 ¢ Social Computing: How Should It Be Managed?

“Is social computing simply a social phenomenon trying to justify its existence? Or
~will it become the basis of future employee interfaces, new types of relationships with
customers and suppliers, new ways of working and learning, and new sources of value
- and knowledge? To address these questions, this chapter examines our current under-
- standing of social computing in organizations and attempts to describe this somewhat
fuzzy concept and to provide a brief introduction to the different types of computing
+that can be referred to by this label. Next, it looks at some of the factors that are driving
~ the considerable hype that is building around it. The next section describes aview of the =
~ future organization in which social computing plays a key role and contrasts it with the .
reality of how organizations are currently using it. Then it presents the challenges fac-
ing I'T'managers who need to balance two opposing views of how organizations should
work, and finally it looks at some ways that IT organizations can prepare for a nebulous
future in which social computing is at least part of IT functionality.

Social computing is the relatively new and broad term being used to denote the hard-
ware, software, and applications that support any sort of social behavior, It is designed
to create or re-create “social conventions and social contexts” (Wikipedia 2008) and

iduals whe
nal benefit;

\pster burst o enable people to use computing devices to interact with one another or communicate
cked by-the through them (as opposed to with the computer) (Bray and Konsynski 2007; Roush Sy
commercial - 2005). This definition covers a lot of ground, however. Current estimates are that 48 mil- -
ar that peers . . lion different social computing sites are available, connecting millions of people in a |
). Today, for- - wide variety of ways (Knights 2006). ]
0 deal with Clearly, the rapidly evolving nature of social computing prohibits a comprehen- :
t this is just sive classification of its types and functionality. Nevertheless, given the sheer scope of ;
006). S this phenomenon, it is essential to attempt to understand this phenomenon and how it
\er relation- is affecting both individuals and organizations. i
T managers = - - Given that any description of social computing is - - : |
the Internet therefore bound to be incomplete and out of date as Some Web 2.0 Applications
Ore conver-: - - soon as it is written, it is hoped that this discussion . e Wikis B
e effeCﬁV_eW : will elucidate the concepts associated with this new . e Blogs B
P2P applica- dimension of computing and highlight some waysin : o Virtual worlds ; |
bookmaﬂfsz i which it could affect organizations over the next two | 3D user interface/visualization |
aputing, the - to five years. : * Presence awareness
‘rewrite the Broadly speaking social computing is the result "o Ingtant messaging ‘
n general do. - . of the interaction of four elements: * Social networking communities
wse they are . * Reputation systems ‘ |
tion (Brown i : evices,  The ability to con- 1 e Collective intelligence systems f
available 0 nect to the Internet through a variety of relatively | o Authoring .
3 as an enor inexpensive and mobile devices (e-g., cellphones, * RSS feeds |
Blackberries, game consoles, iPods, and laptops) o Podcasts
has made anywhere/ anytime connectivity a real- | o Massive Multiplayer Online
B ity (Roush 2005; Wikipedia 2008). Role-Playing Games

of the Assgaahflz; PP commmnicativn,  Direct connectivity | e Mash-ups

Association 1. between two or more users, without the
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mediation of an organizational “middleman,” has led to an explosion of file anq

information sharing (e.g., music, porn, videos, VoIP’) and created a layer of disinter-

mediated communication that previously existed only through the telephone or by

letter (Smith and Konsynski 2004).

Wl 2.8 A ~fivazs. Not a technology per se, Web 2.0 is a trend in Web design ang

application development that is specifically focused on how to exploit the connectivi
and communication that are available today to facilitate social relationships and sharing
among users (Wikipedia 2008). In contrast to Web 1.0 design, which emphasizes trans.
actions and access to information, Web 2.0 design stresses interaction and mass partici-
pation (Raskino 2007). Using the Web as the foundation and modular design techniques
(representing a subset of SOA), Web 2.0 applications are outward-facing platforms that
provide the basis for collaboration, sharing, and conversation (Smith 2006). Thus for
example, a wiki enables multiple people to co-author a document in a very easy-to-use
fashion, but by itself it does nothing. Similarly, social networking sites, such as MySpace
or Facebook, facilitate interpersonal connections but do not create them. A key charac-
teristic of these applications is that ‘they enable emergent structures and try not to
impose preconceived ideas about how they should be used (McAfee 2005).

. Copngndiug | 7, If there’s one thing that everyone agrees on, it’s that to take

advantage of these new technical capabilities, our computing behavior will haveto .

change. “I expect to see a big thematic change in the way people use technology,”
states Erik Brynjolfsson, director of the MIT Center for Digital Business
(Brynjolfsson and McAfee 2007). Forrester Research Group concurs:

“Web 2.0 is about specific technologies . . . that are relatively easy to
adopt and master. Social computing is about the new relationships and
power structures that will result. . . . Web 2.0 is the building of the
interstate highway system in the 1950s; social computing is about
everything that resulted next.” (quoted in Hinchcliffe 2006)

Focus group members have already noticed differences in the behavior of the “mil-

lennials” (i.e., those born after 1982) now beginning to arrive in the workplace. As
one manager observed, “Millennials blend work and their personal lives more
seamlessly.” “They find it frustrating to be slowed down by a corporate working
environment. They want to work wherever and whenever they want.”

The promise of social computing is that technology will fit more naturally into our
lives because it will adapt more readily to our locations, preferences, and schedules

(Roush 2005). The challenge for organizations is to understand how to use social com- . | :‘ pE
puting effectively—separating hype from reality and using it to deliver business value -7

through opening up their traditional boundaries to the network and to new ways of
working and sharing.

It’s easy for jaded IT managers to dismiss social computing as “just another technology
fad.” Most companies are approaching social computing very cautiously “becaus¢
they have been fooled in the past by promises of collaboration tools” (Fontana 2007).
As Harvard Business School’s Andrew McAfee notes, ”[\T]here is a long history of
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Chapter 14 « Social Computmg: How Should It Be Managed?

deploying collaboration and having it gather dust”

group member cynically called it “the second coming of knowledge management
(KM).” Although social computing certainly shares some common themes with
KM-—collaboration, information sharing, social networking—some significant drivers

of this new trend differentiate it and need to be understood by organizations making
decisions about what to do with it.

A number of factors contribute
changes that are happening now; othe

(Fontana 2007). One focus

to the buzz around social computing. Some are
1s are only hints of changes to come:

¥5 meality. As noted above, three of the pieces that comprise social comput-

iil{g—c eap devices, anywhere/ anytime connectivity, and Web 2.0 applications—

are already here and spreading rapidly. Because of its viral nature and network

effects (i.e., the more people who are connected, the more effective the result), social

computing is leaking daily into organizations in a variety of forms and is already
causing huge headaches for IT managers (Fontana 2007). “Managing social com-
puting applications is like playing ‘whack a mole,”” said an IT manager in the focus
group, referring to the carnival game. “They just keep popping up; you can’t kill
them. It’s a tidal wave.”

These three components have alrea

dy had and are continuing to make signif-
icant impacts in many industries. For e

xample, trends toward globalization and
for collaboration in global, virtual teams,
more complex sourcing connections, and a deeper appreciation for the value of
doing business through a network of relationships (Friedman 2005).

Similarly, a mobile, customer-facing workforce supported by all the technol-
0ogy of a virtual office is increasingly a reality. This is leading to a need to redefine
what work is and where it is done, and it is forcing organizations to make informa-
tion and applications available wherever they are needed. A natural result is an
overlap or blurring of our work and personal worlds. Increasingly, work is done
where it is needed. E-mail on the golf course, order entry from a car, or a business
document prepared at the cottage are all features of life in the new invisible “infor- .
mation field” in which many people now spend their lives (Roush 2005). "

Finally, there is mounting evidence that changes in computing behavior are

€quacies

haunt many companies (Knights 2006).
Iovepprgy

0 potentinl, What is still unclear i how new
the capabilities enabled by new technolo
onsumer behavior. The demand for soc
© their eage of use, flexibility, low cost,
are better than our expensive

computing behaviors and
gy will affect the nature of work and shape
ial computing tools is already here, thanks
and portability. “In many cases, these tools
and elaborate work platforms,” said one manager.
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Another noted, “We just implemented a simple texting mechanism to schedule our
teenaged employees for work. It was junk technically, but it was very successful
because it functioned the way they want to interact and not how we wanted them
to communicate” (i-e., through corporate e-mail). '

However, companies with a youthful workforce and those with a retail pres- -
ence may already see the possibilities of social computing, but most are still watch- -
ing developments from the sidelines (Raskino 2007). “We see limited scope for -
social computing applications sO far,” said a focus group manager. “The business -
cases for these applications are extremely hard to make,” another pointed out. -
Despite a growing recognition that social computing represents some sort of “next
step” in computing (Brynjolfsson and McAfee 2007), there is no real understanding ‘
of what this might mean for the majority of organizations.

There is documented interest in using social computing as a way to engage
employees, customers, and suppliers, which may lead to new ways of innovating, -
IBM is strongly promoting its collaboration tools as an effective way to generate -
ideas from a wide variety of sources (see www.collaborationjam.com). Fli Lilly uses
it to solve problems by tapping into resource talent pools from around the world
(see www.innocentive.com). Cambrian House uses social computing technologies
to partially outsource both idea generation and product creation for new software

roducts, while acting as middleman and coordinating activities (Brynjolfsson and
McAfee 2007). S

Finally, there is significant, though nascent, interest in the use of virtual
worlds for business purposes. These worlds (e.g., Second Life), which are still miles
from having practical business uses, are attracting interest from companies as var-
ied as Adidas, Sun Microsystems, Reuters, and Toyota (Kharif 2006). Potential uses
for this technology include to gain early experience of products and services, to cre-
ate effective distance learning environments, and to make work more £
(O'Driscoll 2007; Smith 2006). _ ' S

In short, although social computing is a reality—even in organizations ‘ ‘

- today—we are still in the early stages of its evolution. As a result, it is a challeng
for most companies to visualize social computing’s potential, let alone recognize
potential impact on how they will be doing business in the future. : o

Much more than in the past, we can see that today’s technology innovations & 5

engendering a set of complementary innovations in how we work and liveg

(Brynjolffson and McAfee 2007). Convergence of technology s

tions can be seamlessly moved from device to device was the first step,

managers have at least some understanding about how this is making work

nology more portable and accessible, enabling virtual work, virtual teams,

home, and mobile working. What the next changes will be are less obvio

‘Predictions rely on the experiences of technology and media companies tha

smaller and have been the early adopters of social computing for business, extrd

tion from what is going on with social computing and individuals, and of cours

ever-present media and vendor “hype.” .
Bearing these caveats in mind, we can realistically expect to see several chang®

organizations over the next two to five years. These will be more apparent It 5
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firms than in others and will likely affect some aspects of work more than others (Young
and Gomolski 2007):

ste eganizations! bebavior,  Most social computing applications share
the following characteristics: j '

J

Participation through contribution and feedback
Openness in a variety of ways, such as voting, feedback, sharing information,
and comments
"‘Conversation

* Community building by enabling those with a common interest to connect and
communicate effectively (Mayfield 2008).

As these behaviors become embedded in organizations, business cultures
will increasingly adapt to the expectations of 360-degree feedback and sharing
across hierarchical, business unit, and organizational boundaries (Austin et al.
2006).

SIER AR Y figftel comiant,  There is no doubt that the amount of digital
content available is growing geometrically in both sheer numbers and type (Smith
and McKeen 2007). Social computing applications offer new ways of searching,
managing, and effectively utilizing this deluge. For example, 3D visual interfaces
enable users to comprehend up to 85 times more information than the 2D text base
search systems (e.g., Google) in use at present (Smith and McKeen 2007). A variety
of social computing applications are designed for improved information manage-
ment. RSS feeds, improved search tools, tagging, blogs, personal home pages, and
virtual worlds are just some of the tools that will give information context and
make it easier to find and use in the future (Bray and Konsynski 2007; Hinchcliffe
2006; Trebutt 2006).

: byles of ; . As noted above, this change is already apparent in
many working lives. The focus group noted that, although in the past organizations
have forbidden the personal use of such technologies as telephones and the Internet
“and, now, social computing, the trend is toward an environment where we are
always available to both our work and personal lives. This will necessitate a change
of management style and metrics. As one manager explained, “[W]e need to focus
more on people’s outputs. We don’t live in a clocking-in environment anymore. We
should care about what people deliver and their accountabilities.” This suggests
that employers will have to trust their staff in situations where they are unsuper-
vised and that employees will have to inculcate organizational values and expecta-
tions and be expected to apply them appropriately wherever they are (Smith et al.,
2004; Trebutt 2006). The focus group also felt that more attention will also be paid to
improving work/life balance.
sdaptive ove { s - The effect of the above changes will mean a
shift in how organizations function. No one suggests that traditional command and
control hierarchies will be completely eliminated, yet as organizations become
Mmore open and flexible, it will be natural that many traditional organizational
- boundaries will be broken down and that there will be less structure and greater
agility in a variety of areas. These will include the roles people play, which will tend
to be situational, rather than fixed; flatter structures with fewer layers of control
and more reliance on other forms of control (e.g., deliverables, accountabilities,
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ethics, and audits); and the breaking down of traditional internal boundaries
between business units (Brynjolffson and McAfee 2007; Raskino 2007; Smith and
McKeen 2007b). Similarly, participants pointed out a blurring of organizational
boundaries as they do more collaborative projects with partners, suppliers, and
clients. For some businesses, or some parts of businesses, this new openness will
lead to new and continuously evolving business models and sources of value.
Learning how to. take advantage of the network for business value is still in its
infancy, but for those who can adapt to “business in the wild,” learn to use collec-
tive intelligence and bottom up innovation, and adopt new and less protective
approaches to the management of intellectual property, social computing will be a

great enabler (Young and Gomolski 2007).
1t is likely that new organizational designs will combine the best of traditional

management and value generation
ample, social computing tools will enable -

local and centralized

approaches to
and decision-making mechanisms. For ex
new and different types of decision-making trade-offs between
bodies. At Zara Clothes, local store managers
want to wear, and the company makes them (Brynjolfsson and McAfee 2007). The US.

military is using the same type of networked techniology to ensure that relevant deci-

sions are made by local personnel (Smith and Konsynski 2004). Finally, organizations:
that want to combine innovation with technology will need to develop a macro-level .
innovation process that balances formal and informal structures to facilitate learning

and information exchange while also ensuring projects an

(Rizova 2006).
Most of the focus group companies currently have no policies governing the

acceptable use of social computing and simply deny their employees access t0 these
tools—a trend corroborated by a recent survey (Lombardi 2008). Also, policies are only

the first step as organizations will have to develop social governance and etiquette
around how such tools are used (e.g., around gossip, “flaming,

shared, etc.).
Forrester Research suggest
see three powerful changes taking p

s that, as a result of social computing,
lace in organizations:

e TInnovation will move froma top-down to a bottom-up model.

e Value will move from ownership to experiences.
e Power will shift from institutions to communities (cited in Hinchcliffe 2006).

The first shift is entirely likely given the ability of social computing to tap into co
lective intelligence (Brynjolfsson and McAfee 2007); the second two shifts will proba.bIY
be much longer in coming, if at all. What is more likely in the near term is-that organz®
tions will develop hybrid designs that will take advantage of both the industr

strength processes and structures created in the past two decades and newer, MOre fex:
ible forms of organizational action. The focus group agreed with many researchers thaly
although radical change will remain an option for some, it is much more likely tha
social computing will first be used in more targeted ways that complement, MO
they disrupt, tried and true organizational designs (Young and Gomolski 2007

Brynjolfsson and McAfee 2007).

with new control, accountability, -

now tell the company what items people -

we can expect t0 :

d companies are successful ~73

# what can and cannot be: i

As
da

ne:
50(
da
pu
inf
doi
pui




daries .7
“th and :
ational =
TS, and

2SS will
fvalue. -
il inits o
o collec- - 1
otective;’?‘ f
willbea

aditional
ntablht)’/ ;
{11 enable; -
mtralized
ns people

. TheUS
vant deck -
anizafions®
wacro-level
e 1earniﬂ8 :
successful. -

erning the "
155 to these 7
ies are ondy-

d etiquette
d cal'mot‘bem '

an expect to

2006)-
5 tap into ook
will prob
that org

he indusk
ver, mOIe
searches B
ore h]geh’
ent, mOfe
omolsk

, Collective intelligence: bottom-up innovation

AnV"Vhere/anytime connectivity

w Scalable applications

As is so often the case with new technologies, IT managers feel torn between their every-
day reality and the glamorous and dynamic vision of the future as painted by the propo-

ants were not so much skeptical of the capabilities of

mesh with their every-
day responsibilities of managing an efficient and effective IT organization. “Social com-

puting is a challenge in our locked down environment,” said one. Another noted, “Our

uting. There are some things we

" Table 14.1 summarizes the vision of social com-
puting and contrasts it with the challenges it poses to IT management.

Social computing is often seen as “dangerous but seductive” (Trebutt 2006), and
the focus group managers agreed. “We're being pulled in two directions. We need to
change,” said one, “but we also need to protect our corporate assets. We really need to
be developing policies for how to do this.” They saw their biggest challenge as security
and protecting the reliability of the infrastructure they have built up. “If the security

issue was addressed, we'd see social computing as much more acceptable,” said
another manager.

Some other challenges include the following: '

As has often been the case in the past, business leaders
horizon in their thinking than IT and are often not pre-
ore new technologies and their implications. Then, when
awareness, they want it yesterday! “We have no active

pared to anticipate or expl
the technology hits public

TABLE 14.1 The Challeng

é;,°f Soc1alComputmg from an 'lT ‘Maﬁ'agévrv'svPérs‘p'e'ctive. :
The Vision '

The IT Manager's Challenge
Firewalls

Intellectual property and privacy protection

Maintaining transactional applications and
operational integrity

Authentication and authorization
Creating a permanent record

Supports social behavior Supports business behavior

Innovation and creativity Efficient use of resources

Viral Secure ‘

Backup

Regulatory accountabilities

Organizational governance and policy

Top-down business strategy

Defined business value based on a business case
Controlled communication

Blurred boundaries
Collaboration and sharing
Situational applications

Mass participation and accessibility
Transient information

Dynamic
S|tuationa| roles

Social governance and etiquette
Emergent value

ho
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support for social computing,” said one manager. “It’s very hard for the business to

see its value as yet.” Yet, in some cases,
because of security and regulatory considerations. “We need to work together with

the business to identify the risks associated with social computing and protect our

operational processes,” said another. “And we need to make sure the decision mak-
ers understand what's involved in becoming more open.”

Zosourcrs,  Social computing is touted as an effective collaboration and innova-
tion tool, but using it for this purpose requires support and facilitation. “Our staff is
maxed out at present,” said a manager. “If we go down this road, we need to com-
mit resources to doing it properly.” Even in those companies that are actively pro-
moting social computing applications, this is a challenge. “When we're stressed, we
revert to our old behaviors,” explained a participant. :

.. TT managers recognize that organizational behavior must

if the value of social computing is tobe realized. However, changing embed-

cf\ange
ly difficult. Even where there is a strong

ded cultural practices is often extreme
emphasis on making information and people
needs a champion to make sure “we don’t slip
behaving,” agreed the focus group- Some organizati

tion is equally steep. This isc
which effectively killed this function in most organizations. The question for many
(and which remains unanswered) is whether new social computing tools (or “KM.
lite”) will be able to drive the behavioral and cultural changes needed to make the

technology effective (Spanbauer 2006).

Although most large org
Group expects it will soon start to exploit the principles on which it is based by adapting

them to a corporate contex
corporate-grade social computing tools to the market (Raskino 2007). Asa result, organiza-
tions can expect to see the hype growing, and IT functions can expect to see their role a8
protector of the corporate IT asset challenged (Trebutt 2006). Also, as might be anticipated,
there will be a range of appropriate 1esponses from “we should have nothing to do with
this technology” to-fully embracing it (Young and Gomolski 2007). o
Literally no one is claiming to understand how social computing will change:
organizations. “The fallout is not yet clear,” says Forrester Research (cited in HinchdiffF
2006). “There are no best practices as yet,” stated another researcher (Konsynski 2007).
“The biggest challenge is to make [these] tools useful for business,” explained a
researcher (Knights 2006)- Nevertheless, the focus group agreed that this is a phenomé"
non that is not going away and with which companies must come to terms. Thus,
were taking one or more steps to prepare for what social computing might mean for.

their organizations, such as the following:

scale SOfm

Geveral companies in the focus group had small- .
understa!ﬁ\

coinputing experiments ongoing in order to gain experience and better ‘ '
their implications. These experiments ranged from internal wikis and blogs 0.8
g Probably 8

corporate presence in Second Life to support for instant messagin

business users see IT as holding them back -

more accessible, social computing *:
back into our comfortable ways of
ons have tried wikis and blogs -

but have found that the adoption rate is initially high, but the drop off in participa- - - 1
onsistent with the challenges KM managers faced, ;

anizations are not yet ready to embrace social computing, Gartner

t (Raskino 2007). And already key vendors have plans to offer -
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most widely known strategic experiments are IBM’s Innovation Jams. The first, lim-
ited to its 50,000 employees over a 72-hour period, created a massive blogging envi-
ronment and used a combination of software and facilitation to develop a new set
of corporate values. “The results were very well received by staff,” said a company
executive, “because they are truly meaningful to them.” This success led to two
larger Jams, expanded to include IBM's partners, customers, and suppliers. Again, -
the results were impressive, according to the executive. “We were shocked at the
innovative outcomes. There was a real sense of the power of collaboration” (Smith
and McKeen 2007a). )
Practice evol - Asnoted above, very few companies have developed any poli-
cies around how and where social computing should be used, with the exception of
forbidding it completely (Lombardi 2008). Many focus group managers felt that one
goal of social computing experiments should be to help evolve practices and eventu-
ally corporate policies for its use. “We need to do this on a case by case basis,” said a
manager. “This is the only way we’ll figure out how we need to manage it effec-
tively. However, we have to build a box afound these applications so that we can
protect our other assets.” Several firms had already established codes of conduct for
Internet usage and felt that these could be adapted to social computing. Adherence
to good privacy and security practices were also felt to be foundational components
for successful social computing. .
Vision, Most of all, it is important to work toward a common vision for social
computing in a particular organization. Some of the factors that will affect this
vision include the demographics of the workforce and the company’s customers;
geographic location and mobility of the workforce, company partners, suppliers,
and customers; the degree to which the industry is regulated; the importance of cre-
ativity and innovation in the business; the organization’s capability for change; and
management’s willingness to champion, source, and support new ways of working
(Eradley 2007; Brynjolfsson and McAfee 2007; Knights 2006; Raskino 2007). “To
understand how social computing will deliver value, we need to help people do
what makes sense for them, without being prescriptive,” said a participant. A key
component of the vision for social computing will be the role IT will play. Will it
simply provide a secure computing platform, tools, backups, and hardware and
then get out of the way (Trebutt 2006)? Or will the organization expect social com-
puting to be integrated into its current processes and applications in a more
thoughtful way (Spanbauer 2006)? Or will social computing simply be just another
Set of tools in IT’s kit (Brynjolfsson and McAfee 2007)? Each of these approaches
will have “regenerative, innovative and destructive potential for today’s IT”
(Young and Gomolski 2007). A focus group manager pointed out that this is a nor-
- mal position for IT to be in. “IT is constantly changing. Most IT jobs in our organi-
- Zations didn’t exist a decade ago,” he stated. “Right now, we need to get a better
handle on how social computing will change IT and what skills and capabilities we
- Will need to support it, and this requires some thoughtful visioning.”

.. The three key questions companies are asking about social computing are these:
What is the value of these tools? How can we pick the right ones? What is the manage-
Nt playbook for using them effectively? (Fontana 2007) At present, there are no right
€IS, 50 organizations are going to have to find out for themselves through experi-
tation, practice, and visioning.
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Social computing may be “inevitable”
according to the focus group, but its use in
organizations and its impact on how technol-
ogy is used to deliver value is still far from
clear. The predominant sentiment is proba-
bly one of “watchful confusion” as both busi-
ness and IT managers try to grasp how to
adopt and utilize technologies that continue
to mutate rapidly and are integral to how a
growing segment of our society wants to live
and work. Social computing is definitely a
powerful set of technologies, tools, and
behaviors, but whether or not that power
will eventually be perceived as a “good”
thing is yet to be seen. What we do know is
that, more than ever before, the impact of
social computing will result from the deep
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