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Abstract 
 

Enterprise collaboration platforms integrating tra-
ditional collaboration tools and enterprise social soft-

ware are shaped and designed through use. To date, 

existing research has not studied in any depth how 

their outcomes and benefits change over time. In this 

paper, we develop the MoBeC framework for capturing 

and monitoring how outcomes and benefits of enter-

prise collaboration platforms are changing over time. 

The framework is applied in an empirical setting 

adopting a longitudinal case study design. The study 

findings contribute to the deeper understanding of the 

dynamic and evolving nature of such platforms. 

 

 

1. Introduction 

 
In recent years, enterprise collaboration platforms 

have emerged and changed everyday work in organiza-

tions [37]. Such internally-hosted platforms (e.g. IBM 

Connections, Jive) are large-scale and highly integrat-

ed, extending traditional collaboration tools (e.g. 

shared calendars, document libraries, shared workspac-

es) by the addition of enterprise social software (ESS) 

functionality (e.g. wikis, blogs, forums, collaborative 

tagging, social profiles, activity streams) [29, 71]. 

When they are introduced into an organization they 

start as empty shells, they offer a range of components 

and features but they are not filled with content [45]. 
Their ESS functionalities provide no in-built purpose 

of use [61] but afford interpretive flexibility [14], i.e. 

they are open to multiple, potentially coexisting ways 

of using the platform [21, 60]. Organizations have dif-

ferent expectations in terms of what they want to gain 

from the platform and the benefits they want to realize 

for the business, e.g. improved collaboration, improved 

communication across silos, faster search for infor-

mation, or increased productivity [13, 23, 39, 90]. 

However, once the platform has been introduced and 

employees start using it, they fill it with content, and 
experiment with and explore its possibilities to make it 

fit their needs [45, 58]. Meaning and value emerge 

over time as the platform is shaped and designed 

through use [44]. Not all of the expectations organiza-

tions have prior to the enterprise collaboration platform 

implementation actually manifest [4, 32, 78]. Expecta-

tions and what may be delivered changes [59:1120, 

95:132], and meeting certain expectations may become 

more/less important to the organization, as the platform 
is appropriated and used over time [21, 63, 77]. In this 

way, enterprise collaboration platforms are continuous-

ly evolving, and single workspaces within the platform 

and the platform itself are transforming. For example, 

an enterprise collaboration platform can evolve from 

starting out as a mere document-storing tool to a “So-

cial Intranet” to providing a fully integrated digital 

workplace [92]. Correspondingly, what organizations 

expect may move from improved global document 

management to making work faster and easier. The 

way enterprise collaboration platforms change “[…] is 

emergent, social, unbounded, and disruptive” [33:99]. 
There is a growing body of literature on the out-

comes of enterprise collaboration platforms and its ESS 

functionality, i.e. what organisations expect to gain 

from them (e.g. enabling of rapid exchanges between 

employees [23]), and their benefits, i.e. the contribu-

tions of the outcomes to the business (e.g. speeding up 

of innovation process [23, 82], or reduced costs of 

managing information [34, 89]). Extant studies provide 

valuable insights into the multiplicity of what may be 

realized with enterprise collaboration platforms and 

their ESS, however they are often cross-sectional in 
nature and conducted at a single point in time, i.e. lack-

ing a temporal view accounting for how outcomes and 

benefits actually evolve, e.g. [23, 24, 28, 34, 40, 78, 

89, 94]. In this study, we address this limitation; our 

aim is to investigate and understand how enterprise 

collaboration platform outcomes and benefits change 

over time. Research has shown that there are also nega-

tive outcomes and benefits (disbenefits), e.g. [6, 87, 

88], however, this study focuses on the positive out-

comes and benefits expected and actually realized. 

This study contributes to the broader understanding of 
how enterprise collaboration platforms are changing 
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and being shaped through use. It provides researchers 

and practitioners with a tool to monitor what expecta-

tions towards outcomes and benefits of enterprise col-

laboration platforms and their ESS could have been 

met to what degree and how the expectations change as 
the platform is designed through use. The paper is 

structured as follows: we begin with a review of the 

existing enterprise collaboration platform and related 

ESS literature to investigate how (if at all) outcomes 

and benefits change is addressed in prior research. We 

then introduce the research approach and develop an 

analytical framework for monitoring outcomes and 

benefits change. The framework is used to analyze 

enterprise collaboration systems outcomes and benefits 

change in a longitudinal case study. Finally, findings, 

conclusions and future work directions are presented. 

 

2. Enterprise collaboration platform out-

comes and benefits research 

 
The literature review is an “essential first step and 

foundation when undertaking a research project” 

[3:219]. It provides a basis for our study and examines 

existing research limitations in the context of under-

standing benefits change over time. We adopted a criti-

cal literature review approach [51, 80] to provide a 

critical reflection on whether and how change of enter-

prise collaboration platforms and their enterprise social 

software (ESS) is being addressed. Keyword search 

was used applying the search terms (‘enterprise 2.0’ 

OR ‘enterprise social software’ OR ‘ESS’ OR ‘enter-

prise social network’ OR ‘ESN’ OR ‘enterprise social 
media’ OR ‘social business’ OR ‘collaboration system’ 

OR ‘enterprise collaboration platform’ OR ‘social col-

laboration platform’) AND (‘benefits’ OR ‘benefits 

change’ OR ‘outcomes’ OR ‘outcomes change’). The 

primary databases used to identify relevant academic 

literature were Google Scholar, Springerlink, ACM 

Digital Library, JSTOR, IEEE Explore, Wiley Online 

Library. The search process was extended by backward 

and forward snowball sampling [93] to identify further 

potentially relevant literature. The complete search 

process yielded 65 papers that were published between 
2008 and 2019 and addressed outcomes and benefits of 

single social software features (e.g. microblogs, wikis) 

or integrated platforms comprising a set of social soft-

ware features. Each literature item was added to a liter-

ature spreadsheet and critically assessed with the fol-

lowing criteria: metadata (e.g. data source, literature 

type, publication year, authors), focus topic, research 

aim and method, timing of data collection, use of ter-

minology for outcomes/benefits, addressing of out-

comes/benefits change, conceptualization/theorization 

of outcomes/benefits. The analysis of the literature 

allowed us to identify different streams of research and 

related strengths and limitations as summarized below. 

Associations of outcomes and benefits. A range of 

empirical studies propose and test structural models 

with outcomes and benefits measures and their associ-
ations (antecedents and impacts). The models often 

build on and extend existing and widely used IS bene-

fits models and theories, such as the updated DeLone 

and McLean information success model [12], e.g. [34, 

54], the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) [10] or 

the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Tech-

nology (UTAUT) [83], e.g. [19, 20, 82, 86]. Outcomes 

and benefits may be specific to one type (e.g. decision 

making performance [29], employee innovation [31]) 

or consolidated into one item (e.g. relative advantage 

[32], net benefits [34], value [8, 39]), thus ‘black box-

ing’ the multifacetedness of outcomes and benefits. 

Such research is typically based on large sample sizes 

and aims to offer generalizations for enterprise collabo-

ration platform projects. While this research stream 

provides important insights into general success fac-

tors and use intentions of enterprise collaboration plat-

forms, the models and corresponding constructs are 

prescriptive and typically defined before the survey-

based data collection, i.e. the outcomes and benefits 

and their measurement are specified a priori. In this 
way, outcomes and benefits change cannot be account-

ed for appropriately [61, 64]. 

Identification and classification of outcomes and 

benefits. There is a growing body of literature focusing 

on the identification and classification of outcomes and 

benefits, e.g. [2, 24, 38, 78, 89, 96]. Often, using case 

studies as either primary or secondary data. For exam-

ple, Wehner et al. [89] review 37 case study articles to 

identify 99 distinct benefits and classify them into the 

traditional IT capabilities as presented by Davenport 

and Short [9]. Archer-Brown and Kietzmann [2] ana-
lyze 39 case studies, including market reports and cas-

es published by software vendors, to identify outcomes 

and benefits and group them according to intellectual 

capital dimensions. Other studies employ cross-case 

snapshot analyses to identify and compare perceived or 

realized outcomes and benefits of a small set of ESS 

and enterprise collaboration platform projects, e.g. [78, 

94]. Only a few studies aim to classify outcomes and 

benefits to different times. For instance, Dittes and 

Smolnik [13] assign outcomes to three different impact 

levels (process, employee, organizational) that are gen-

erally achieved over time, e.g. if knowledge sharing 
behavior (employee level outcome) is adopted and 

leveraged by an increasing number of employees then 

it may have productivity impacts on the whole of the 

organization (organizational level outcome). In con-

trast, Herzog and Steinhüser [23] map outcomes and 
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benefits onto different stages of the ESS-enabled inno-

vation process. 

This research stream sheds light on the variety and 

range of outcomes and benefits of different kinds, and 

in part increases awareness that outcomes and benefits 
may be realized at different times of the project. How-

ever, this stream does not yet account for how the en-

terprise collaboration platform outcomes and benefits 

themselves actually change, where their importance 

may change and also where and how unanticipated and 

intended outcomes and benefits may emerge [69].  

Measurement of outcomes and benefits. Enter-

prise collaboration platforms offer many different op-

portunities to organizations [50], but there is often un-

certainty in terms of whether expected outcomes and 

benefits are achieved. Based on the organizations’ need 

to justify Information Technology (IT) investments, 
researchers have started to develop and use outcomes 

and benefits metrics to provide evidence for the enter-

prise collaboration platform project successes. Differ-

ent measurement approaches are used, including logfile 

analysis, process analysis, social network analysis, 

content analysis, sentiment analysis or user interviews 

and surveys [27, 57]. Typically, different uses of the 

platform (e.g. consumptive use, contributive use, he-

donic use, social use) [30], usage frequency of differ-

ent activities (e.g. visiting, contributing, creating, fol-

lowing), e.g. [22, 41, 75, 76], and related user types 
(e.g. creator, contributor, lurker) [72] are measured. 

Muller et al. [42] propose the return on contribution 

(ROC) construct, a ratio between production and con-

sumption, and costs and benefits, respectively. While 

they use ROC to show how the ROC value changes 

over time, the measurement approach is rather simplis-

tic in that it does not acknowledge the richness of ben-

efits. Other measures are more targeted at revealing the 

value of platform usage and are largely result-oriented, 

e.g. reduced time worked with documents [57], number 

of ideas [27, 57], reduction of emails [27]. 

Use cases as outcomes. This stream of research 
identifies, catalogues and describes resulting use cases 

as outcomes of and basis for value from ESS and en-

terprise collaboration platforms, such as information 

sharing, work coordination, event management, or 

team organization, e.g. [18, 59, 65, 66]. Glitsch and 

Schubert [18:867] describe use cases as “descriptions 

of business activities on a high level that support colla-

borative tasks”. This stream does not focus on how use 

cases change but focuses on the enterprise collabora-

tion platforms’ interpretive flexibility in that they offer 

diverse possibilities for usage. Often, use cases are 
identified from ESS and enterprise collaboration plat-

form cases via content analyses and related coding. 

Technology affordances and resulting outcomes. 

A small set of the analyzed literature deals with out-

comes of affordances of ESS and enterprise collabora-

tion platforms, e.g. [25, 35, 81]. According to a tech-

nology affordance perspective technology is perceived 

as affording different possibilities for action and ways 

of using it [36, 84]. Research in this stream typically 
uses or builds on case study research and illustrates 

that enterprise collaboration platform outcomes are not 

just there and the same for all organizational members 

and groups. For example, Leidner et al. [35] conduct a 

single case study to investigate first-order affordances, 

e.g. interacting with peers, and second-order af-

fordances, e.g. building relationships with peers, and 

their outcomes, e.g. productivity enhancement. In their 

study, the concept of generative mechanisms is used to 

explain how affordances lead to outcomes. Building on 

eight years of data collection, the findings suggest the 

intertwining of affordances, actors and outcomes and 
that they may create new affordances and outcomes for 

new actors. Similarly, adopting a relational approach, 

Treem and Leonardi [81] assume that technological 

affordances can alter across different contexts. Howev-

er, the identified studies of this stream do not yet ad-

dress how outcomes and benefits change over time. 

 

The literature analysis reveals different research 

streams and shows a growing interest in outcomes and 

benefits. Over time, the unit of analysis shifted from 

single social software tools (e.g. wikis, social net-
works, microblogs), e.g. [42, 65, 77, 78, 95], to more 

integrated platforms, e.g. [24, 27, 31, 41, 50]. In the 

studies, we found a lack of clarity in the terminology of 

outcomes and benefits. In most cases, both terms are 

not clearly defined, and they are used interchangeably 

with the terms impacts, success, opportunities, or ad-

vantages to describe what organizations can get out of 

ESS and enterprise collaboration platforms. In order to 

study how enterprise collaboration platform outcomes 

and benefits change, there is a need to establish a 

common understanding of what outcomes and benefits 

mean. The current literature points to the importance of 
studying the evolution of ESS / enterprise collaboration 

platforms, e.g. [4, 32, 77, 78], but has to date, not in-

corporated this evolutionary perspective in any depth. 

In this paper we address this limitation and the call for 

more longitudinal studies of enterprise collaboration 

platforms and change [13, 40, 77]. 

Specifically, our research objectives are i) to devel-

op a framework and method for capturing and moni-

toring enterprise collaboration platform outcomes and 

benefits change, and ii) to apply the derived framework 

in an empirical setting to examine the evolving nature 
of enterprise collaboration platforms and identify how 

their outcomes and benefits change over time. 

Page 2611



3. Method 

 
In this study, we follow a qualitative approach [85] 

to develop a framework for capturing and monitoring 

how outcomes and benefits of enterprise collaboration 

platforms change. We then apply the framework to 

examine how outcomes and benefits are changing in a 
case organization [49]. The research is structured into 

two research phases. Phase 1: Development of the 

framework: The goal of this phase is to examine exist-

ing IS benefits frameworks and methods and their sup-

port for capturing and monitoring outcomes and bene-

fits change, and if necessary, extend them to meet the 

evolutionary nature of enterprise collaboration plat-

forms. This phase consists of three research steps. In 

the first step we examined studies in the wider IS bene-

fits literature (IS/IT investment studies [e.g. 7, 26, 55], 

IS success measurement [e.g. 11, 53, 73], IS benefits 

classification and measurement [e.g. 44, 47, 74], bene-
fits realization management (BRM) [e.g. 16, 52, 56]) to 

identify whether and how the aspect of time is being 

addressed in the study of outcomes and benefits. Of 

this work BRM addresses the time aspect, having its 

origin in the study of IS-enabled change and the man-

agement of the realization of benefits over time. There-

fore, in the second step, we focused specifically on 

BRM methods and frameworks to examine the degree 

to which they incorporate outcomes and benefits 

change. We identified two frameworks appropriate to 

study outcomes and benefits change of enterprise col-
laboration platforms as they encompass a temporal 

flow of outcomes and benefits and their relation to 

organizational changes and required capabilities to 

deliver change. The two selected frameworks are the 

Office of Government Commerce (OGC)’s benefits 

realization framework [48], and the benefits dependen-

cy network (BDN) [52, 87]. In the third step we inves-

tigated the suitability of the two frameworks by using 

them to analyse three case studies of enterprise collab-

oration platform implementation projects. The studies, 

conducted in three different organizations are part of 
our wider university-industry research program [91]. 

Developed using the eXperience method [68, 70] the 

cases have a uniform structure, where the second sec-

tion includes data captured about the reasons for the 

project and project expectations including expected 

outcomes and benefits. Through an iterative, qualita-

tive analysis [17], we used the two frameworks to 

structure and visualize the outcomes and benefits pre-

sented in the case studies. In doing so we integrate the 

theoretical and practical findings about outcomes and 

benefits, and use them to derive the Monitoring Bene-

fits Change (MoBeC) framework applied in Phase 2 to 
examine outcomes and benefits change in greater 

depth. Phase 2: Application of the framework: The 

goal of phase 2 is to use the MoBeC framework to ex-

amine one specific enterprise collaboration platform 

project in depth. The objective is to investigate the 

expected and realized outcomes and benefits at two 

different points in time to provide an over-time com-
parison within one case (a “diachronic” study [79]) to 

show change over time. The case was selected for two 

reasons: first, the enterprise collaboration platform 

project was just beginning, enabling us to study it from 

the start, and, second, the platform was being intro-

duced bottom-up, which is typical for enterprise col-

laboration platforms [61, 62]. Data was collected, us-

ing the developed framework as an interview guide-

line, through two seven-hour semi-structured face to 

face interviews with key informants with responsibility 

for the platform (first interview: 06/2016, second inter-

view: 11/2018). The data collected about outcomes and 
benefits were then visualized employing the developed 

framework. 

 

4. MoBeC framework and instantiation 

 
The OGC’s benefits realization framework [48:79] 

provides the basis for our Monitoring Benefits Change 

(MoBeC) framework (Figure 1). In terms of benefits 
realization it considers both organizational competence 

and the IS/IT implementation itself. In the OGC’s ben-

efits realization framework [48:79], outcomes are “new 

desired operational states”, such as “fulfilling and 

charging for web-based orders”, which deliver bene-

fits. Benefits are described as “the measurable im-

provement resulting from an outcome perceived as an 

advantage by one or more stakeholders”, for example 

“increased sales revenues” [48:79]. Following this def-

inition, benefits capture what an organization may gain 

from achieving outcomes. In the attempt to define 

paths to the realization of outcomes and benefits, the 
OGC [48] additionally introduces the concepts of out-

puts and capabilities that need to be in place before 

outcomes can even be achieved. Specifically, capabili-

ties “enable the new operating state” [48:79] by utiliz-

ing and transforming outputs being developed from 

planned activities and often these are technical or func-

tional deliverables (e.g. specific social software com-

ponents). In this way, the OGC suggests a temporal 

flow from outputs to benefits. This flow is adopted by 

MoBeC. As previous research, e.g. [43], and our case 

analyses reveal, not all resulting benefits are measura-
ble and tangible. Therefore, MoBeC extends the OGC 

framework by making the distinction between the ben-

efit description, and the benefit measure. All benefits 

must have a benefit description that provides an expla-

nation of an observable change and may have a benefit 

measure, a specific metric or evidence for that change.
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Figure 1: MoBeC framework (elements & instantiation template) 

The MoBeC framework also draws from the bene-

fits dependency networks (BDN) proposed by Ward, 

Peppard and colleagues [52, 87], in two ways. First, we 

incorporate the concept of objectives, and, second, we 

visualize dependencies in MoBeC’s instantiation tem-

plate. Peppard et al. [52] distinguish between a) means 

(IS/IT enablers, similar to the OGC’s outputs), b) ways 

(enabling changes as one-off changes, similar to the 

OGC’s capabilities, and business changes as permanent 
changes, similar to the OGC’s outcomes), and c) ends 

(benefits and investment objectives).  

From the three case studies on the enterprise col-

laboration platform implementation projects we identi-

fied that global more enduring corporate objectives 

(e.g. process improvement, productivity improvement, 

innovative products and services) may have an impact 

on the benefits (e.g. improved cross-site collaboration 

or enhanced decision making) organizations want to 

achieve with the collaboration platform. Such objec-

tives do not specifically relate to the introduction of the 

platform but may impact the benefits organizations 
expect to achieve with the platform. To model this re-

lation, they are positioned on the right side of MoBeC 

close to the benefits. However, the case study analysis 

also revealed that there are project specific drivers (re-

ferred to as investment objectives by Ward and Daniel 

[87:130] and Peppard et al. [52:12]) that may be oppor-

tunity-driven (e.g. keeping up with the times and de-

signing the digital workplace) or problem-driven (e.g. 

aging knowledge carriers (staff)). Because such drivers 

steer the platform implementation and path from relat-

ed outputs to expected outcomes and benefits, they are 

positioned on the left side of MoBeC.  
In contrast to the OGC’s benefits realization 

framework and BDN, the MoBeC framework and re-

lated instantiation template does not only capture the 

outcomes and benefits that are expected but also to 

what degree they are achieved if a corresponding 

measure is present. In line with Ward and Daniel 

[87:129–130], we view subjective measures related to 

perceptions of the achievement level acceptable, as 

there is seldom objective evidence for it in enterprise 

collaboration platform projects [22]. In order to gather 

the progress of achievement, employees with project 

responsibility must rate their achievement on a scale 
from 1 (not achieved/addressed) to 4 (achieved / high 

success) and provide objective evidence if available 

(e.g. employees from different departments are mem-
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bers of the same community where they interact with 

each other as visible in the event database for the plat-

form [71]). Since enterprise collaboration platforms are 

emerging over time, it is necessary to collect outputs, 

capabilities, outcomes and benefits at regular points in 
time. The gathered outputs, outcomes, and benefits etc. 

can be assigned to different dimensions (e.g. manageri-

al, operational, strategic) following our case examina-

tion and existing benefits classifications [67, 68, 74]. 

Capabilities cannot be easily assigned to a single cate-

gory as they are more complex, requiring learning and 

reflection entangled in the specifics of the organisa-

tional context [1, 15]. 

 

5. Enterprise collaboration platform case 

 
5.1 Case background 

 
The case company pseudonymized as Chemical 

Products Manufacturer 03 (CPM03) manufactures and 

supplies construction chemical products and industrial 

sealants and adhesives to businesses. Based in Germa-

ny and with 1,100 employees it is one of the largest 

subsidiaries of its globally active Swiss parent compa-

ny. The introduction of IBM Connections as part of the 

company’s new global social intranet was decided bot-

tom-up in the parent company of CPM03. It should be 

operated as a cloud solution (IBM SmartCloud) and be 

accessible company wide. In 2014, the global roll out 
began, i.e. the platform was introduced successively in 

all subsidiaries of the parent company. At CPM03, the 

communication and advertising area was tasked with 

the introduction of the platform. However, due to per-

sonnel shortage in this area, CPM03 was the last sub-

sidiary to officially introduce IBM Connections. In 

June 2016, a project team from the communication and 

advertising area plus staff from the Information Tech-

nology (IT) department began actively promoting the 

enterprise collaboration platform and supporting its 

introduction on a voluntary use basis. Like all other 

subsidiaries, CMP03 is free to decide on specific pro-
ject and change management measures and activities, 

the goals they want to achieve with the collaboration 

platform and how they design platform communities 

(workspaces) for their own purposes. 

 
5.2 Application of the MoBeC framework 

 
In 2016, CMP03 placed special emphasis on static 

uses of the collaboration platform, i.e. provision and 

consumption of data and information was seen as key. 

While a variety of different outcomes and benefits 
were expected, the collaboration platform was specifi-

cally envisioned as a means for presenting different 

people, departments and areas of the company (provid-

ing an overview of them, their workflows & products) 

through open platform communities (workspaces). 

This was expected to raise awareness about the differ-
ent people, departments and areas and increase their 

reputation within the company. Also, it was expected 

that departments and areas could use their communities 

to provide people/department/area related information 

and business forms (e.g. work contract form provided 

by the human resources area) to reduce their search 

time. Previously information and forms were largely 

reached via network drive directories, e-mail, tele-

phone or personal contact. Often, the search process 

was laborious and not always successful. In terms of 

the interaction between different people from different 

areas it was also hoped that the collaboration platform 
supports communication and collaboration across busi-

ness areas particularly within Germany. Two years 

later, in 2018, the collaboration platform is described 

as successfully integrated into the digital workplace, 

has become background [5], “[The collaboration plat-

form] is now everyday life among many, many depart-

ments” (Project Manager, Communication and Market-

ing, 22/11/2018). The different departments and areas 

have successfully built their own communities, howev-

er a new central outcome emerged. Now the organiza-

tion of meetings and events and project work via the 
collaboration platform have become a priority. Here, 

people from different areas are involved and rely on 

their joint more dynamic and interactive work, “I and 

my colleagues are so used to it that if, after two or 

three weeks, the meeting minutes are not in there 

somewhere, someone is saying ‘you’ve forgotten some-

thing’; [It] is really used as a work tool as well” (Head 

of IT, 22/11/2018). However, the organization of meet-

ings/events and project work are mainly considered 

valuable when people from different sites of CMP03, 

the Swiss parent company and its different subsidiaries 

come together, i.e. communication and collaboration 
across areas happens largely organization-wide and 

less within the German case company.  

Figure 2 shows the MoBeC framework capturing 

the enterprise collaboration platform project status 

from 2016 (top) and from 2018 (bottom) for CMP03. 

In the following, the changes in enterprise collabora-

tion platform outcomes and benefits are elaborated on 

in more detail. Because of the special situation of the 

studied case, where the platform introduction was initi-

ated by the parent company, the drivers were split into 

main drivers (particularly of the global roll-out) and 
supporting drivers (present in the case company itself) 

of the enterprise collaboration platform project.
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2016

2018

 
Figure 2: Monitoring outcomes & benefits change at CMP03 

Since 2016 there have been significant changes. 

CMP03 made progress in terms of the achievement and 

addressing of different drivers (e.g., there has been 

good progress in addressing the laborious search for 

data, information and expert), outputs (e.g., communi-

ties belonging to people/departments/areas have suc-

cessfully been built), capabilities (e.g., the translation 

of relevant platform content is complete), outcomes 

(e.g. the majority of the platform users have acquired 
the ability to easily search for subject related infor-

mation), and benefits (e.g., communication and collab-

oration across areas could be achieved to some degree). 

Furthermore, new outputs, capabilities, outcomes and 

benefits emerged, some of these have not been 

achieved/ addressed yet (e.g. the output of a business 

area management community) and others are already 

considered as highly successful (e.g., the outcome of 

the ability to work in projects and organization of 

meetings/events). In contrast, other outputs, capabili-

ties and benefits disappeared, they are no longer of 

relevance. We identified that (a) whole paths from out-

put to benefit may disappear, (b) benefits may stay the 

same but be achieved through different than previously 

anticipated paths of outputs, capabilities and out-

comes, and (c) outputs may stay the same but lead to 
unanticipated outcomes and benefits, as shown below. 

(a) The path from a community for the exchange 

with externals (output) to a revised collaboration pro-

cess with externals (capability) to a new procedure for 

exchanging information with externals (outcome) to 

improved collaboration with external partners (benefit 

description) dissolved. Due to privacy regulations ex-
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change with external partners via the enterprise collab-

oration platform would require building and maintain-

ing an enterprise collaboration platform community for 

each partner (e.g. a printing company) CMP03 is work-

ing with. Instead, the case company has established the 
usage of an alternative cloud file sharing software solu-

tion to exchange files with external partners. 

(b) A benefit that stayed the same but is now, in 

2018, expected to be achieved via a different path of 

outputs, capabilities and outcomes is improved com-

munication and collaboration across areas. As a key 

contributing outcome to this benefit the ability to work 

in projects and the organization of meetings/events 

emerged. Project work and the organization of meet-

ings/events is implemented through communities with 

members from different company sites (output) and 

based on the enterprise collaboration platform users’ 
experiences with such communities (capability). 

(c) Some of the outcomes and benefits are not of 

importance anymore. For example, while CMP03 ini-

tially wanted to build a bulletin board (output) on the 

platform to search for and offer diverse products, ser-

vices and free time activities (outcome) to foster im-

proved communication and collaboration across areas 

(benefit description), meanwhile the bulletin board is 

used occasionally to offer lifts on business trips (new 

unanticipated outcome). 

The MoBeC framework has enabled us to success-
fully capture, analyze and visualize how these out-

comes and benefits change over time. 

 

6. Conclusion and Outlook 

 
In this paper, we develop the MoBeC framework 

for capturing and monitoring enterprise collaboration 

platform outcomes and benefits change. We apply the 

framework in an empirical setting adopting a longitu-
dinal study design. Enterprise collaboration platforms 

differ from transactional information systems, e.g. En-

terprise Resource Planning systems, as they offer in-

terpretive flexibility and are shaped and designed 

through use. Expected and realized outcomes and ben-

efits of enterprise collaboration platforms change over 

time. As organizations use their collaboration platform, 

they collect experiences and recalibrate what they want 

to gain from the platform. Our empirical in-depth case 

analyzed using MoBeC shows that organizations de-

velop capabilities that cannot be easily visualized as 
connectors between specific outputs and outcomes, as 

they are complex and relational. Work is now under 

way to draw attention to the building of digital trans-

formation competencies and capabilities [46]. This 

includes the study of how organizations deal with chal-

lenges in terms of unanticipated negative outcomes and 

benefits enabling or constraining the delivery of de-

sired outcomes and benefits. The findings from our 

ongoing research are expected to serve as key input for 

the refinement of the MoBeC framework and related 

theorizations about outcomes and benefits and contrib-
ute to the further understanding of how enterprise col-

laboration platforms transform. Part of our current re-

search is the development and testing of an interactive 

data visualization that presents the change pathways 

and animates the evolution of change over time. 
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