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ABSTRACT
Although groupware is a promising new category of technology, it does not seem to fulfill the expectations that are often associated with it. In this thesis, I conducted a field study in France to further examine people’s issues around these new technologies.

The results from the study led me to introduce a negotiation framework with which I look at group processes as an ongoing negotiation between group members. Using negotiation theory, I categorized these processes into integrative and distributive ones and explained how integrative processes are related to teamwork and distributive processes to internal competition and/or use of power. This led me to identify four situations characterized the desired changes around groupware: improvement of existing integrative or distributive processes, or organizational transformation introducing new integrative or distributive processes.

Using this framework to categorize cases from the field study and from documented studies in the USA, I suggested that looking at groupware from a negotiation perspective could help differentiate between situations which are fundamentally different. In each situation, similarities in comparable cases that I observed could be related to outcomes suggested by negotiation theory.

This led me to suggest that analyzing desired changes around groupware with the negotiation framework and interpreting outcomes from negotiation theory in each situation can highlight different critical success factors, challenges or evolutionary steps that an organization might experience as it introduces groupware.
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1. Introduction

Groupware is a promising new category of technology intended to support group communication and group work. Lotus Notes and Intranets are two examples of groupware platforms that are booming in the business community. Yet, these new technologies do not seem to fulfill the expectations that are often associated with them. Instead of introducing revolutionary change within companies, they seem to face many challenges, both technical and managerial.

Why are there so many difficulties leveraging groupware in a company? What are the expectations that a company should have for groupware? What strategy should a company follow to implement groupware technology? These are questions that many firms ask themselves. They will guide us along this work, as I attempt to make sense of three companies in France implementing groupware.

In the reminder of this chapter, after a quick reviews of known issues about groupware, I will explain the methodology of this work. The rest of the thesis is divided into four chapters: in the next chapter, I will introduce a negotiation framework that will help explain the expected changes from groupware and categorize the examples of the field study into four situations. The next two chapters will investigate each situation of the framework. I will analyze how groupware affects the organization, and suggest some important challenges. In the last chapter, I will summarize my findings, and suggests some other ways to look at the groupware strategy of a firm.

1.1. Questions about groupware

Groupware has emerged over the past few years as a promising new technology. Its objective is to support work within groups by interconnecting computers and enabling structured and unstructured electronic communication. However, the technology itself is quite new, and faces many challenges. The research community and the business press have reported two types of challenges. The first ones are related to the technology and the second ones to the people in the organization. I will briefly summarize each.

The technology

Groupware has been around for more than a decade. Yet, the first commercial success was the product Lotus Notes, which remains today the market leader in the domain. Since 1995, the development of intranets has brought a new type of competition, based on the open standards of the Internet. Today, intranets offer many different groupware solutions, which can be integrated into a Web architecture. In this work, I will not differentiate between a Lotus Notes architecture and a Web architecture. The focus will remain on the groupware applications running on either platform.

Groupware applications, as they are implemented today in companies, can be analyzed as a bundle of different types of tools. Those tools are integrated with each other to support a specific business application. To better understand these tools, we can use the experience of practitioners who implemented groupware within 56 large French organizations. Their experiences can be represented in the following diagram:



Figure 1 - Typology of Groupware tools (CIGREF, 1996, p. 26)

This diagram represents the intent of the most representative groupware tools: coordination of  dependent tasks, communication between people, sharing of information, and sharing of resources. The main point of this diagram is that each tool is designed to address a different type of problem. Their integration should provide a group with multiple types of support.

Another way to look at groupware is to understand what the technology enables that could not be accomplished without it. Grudin (1994) explains that groupware helps to overcome two types of barriers: spatial barriers and temporal barriers. He classified groupware applications according to where and when each group member can contribute, helping groups work at different times, and from different places.

Even though groupware looks simple, the technology faces many technical challenges. First, until recently, networking technologies remained expensive and complex. In the early  90’s only an architecture like Lotus Notes was available. While today a company can afford to interconnect all the PCs in a global robust intranet infrastructure, the technology still has many flaws, such as a lack of management or development tools or the difficulty to handle large volumes of data in security.

Yet, the most important groupware challenge is not linked with the technology, but with the difficulty designers and developers have in understanding the issues of groups. As Grudin explains,

“Computer support has focused on organizations and individuals. Groups are different. Repeated expensive groupware failure results from not meeting the challenges in design and evaluation that arise from these differences.” 
(Grudin, 1994, p. 93).

This work will not focus on these difficulties. While they existed in the companies that were studied, they were partly eclipsed by another set of issues: the people issues.

The people

Groupware is not only a technology. Often, it also embodies a philosophy of management. As Kling explains, the word groupware conveys three different meanings:

“a certain kind of technology, a certain type of users, and a worldview that emphasizes convivial work relations.”

And he adds that

“Certain distinctive slogans help to distinguish CSCW
 from other computer-based social movements: “cooperative work”, “shared minds”, “seamless systems”, “collaborative systems”, “intellectual teamwork” resonate with relentless positive social imagery.”
(Kling, 1991, p. 84).

As many corporations have experienced, a technology by itself is not able to overcome years of corporate culture. Many salient disappointments in face of the resistance to change have surfaced in the business press. Rifkin, for example, wrote the “Skeptic’s guide to groupware” (Rifkin, 1995) where he stresses the many unrealistic assumptions that underlie the worldview to which Kling referred.

In the research arena, Kling, Schrage, Davenport, Orlikowski, Yates and many others have appealed for a more realistic approach to people’s issues around groupware.  “Saving IT’s soul: human centered information management”  might be the best title to summarize their argument (Davenport, 1994).

This thesis will attempt to deepen our understanding of the people issues around groupware. I will follow the example of Orlikowski in “Learning from Notes: Organizational Issues in Groupware Implementation” (1992) and conduct a field study to gather concrete examples of the people issues associated with the introduction of groupware. I will develop a framework to help define the expectations management has of the technology, and then use this framework to suggest some implications for applying groupware in companies.

1.2. Methodology

I followed the approach of Orlikowski (1992, 1996, see also Orlikowski and Yates, 1995) to study the people issues around groupware: a field study followed by an analysis of the data to build a framework which would help explain the data. Finally I will discuss the implications that can be drawn from the framework.

The work is centered around a field study in a major French company. Complementary interviews were conducted in two other companies to provide some basis for comparison within France. In the US, I examined cases from four companies, Alpha (Orlikowski, 1992), Zeta (Orlikowski, 1996) , Sun Microsystems (Akagi, 1996) and Mox Corporation (Goodall, 1996). These cases will be used to provide some international comparison. All the names and dates of the work have been disguised to preserve the privacy of the companies and the interviewees. The facts are accurate.

Zeus, Pallas and Mercure are the three French companies that were studied. Zeus was the primary site, and I conducted 24 interviews at all levels of the organization. In Pallas, 5 interviews were conducted with functional managers only. In Mercure only one interview with the IT manager in charge of Groupware was conducted. For Mercure however, I also drew on the transcripts of a groupware study conducted by the Centre de Recherche en Gestion (CRG), a management research center of the Ecole Polytechnique in France.

The companies

Zeus, Pallas and Mercure are large, French industrial groups with strong engineering cultures. All three companies are extremely successful in their markets. Zeus’ market is national while Pallas and Mercure sell worldwide. In all three companies, the Information Technology (IT) function was the lead user of groupware. Most of the applications studied were used in the IT sub-organization. In Zeus and Pallas, the IT organization is a federal organization, i.e. neither decentralized nor centralized.

Zeus markets a commodity product within France. Currently regulated, Zeus’ market is undergoing a process of liberalization which is compelling the company to invest in innovation, flexibility and agility. To achieve these goals, Zeus decided to adopt Lotus Notes as a standardized groupware platform.

Pallas is an industrial multinational with a strong French identity. A leader in its market, Pallas is organized into multiple SBUs in somewhat unrelated industries. Pallas decided to introduce Lotus Notes in its corporate headquarters to increase teamwork and facilitate communication.

Mercure is a division of a French multinational company producing industrial goods. The company decided to invest in a standardized groupware platform to foster teamwork and cooperation. Mercure focused its effort on the IT function in the first stage. At the time when the data was collected, a few groupware applications had been up and running for several months.

The interviews

Altogether, 30 individual interviews  ranging from 1 hour 30 minutes to 3 hours in duration were conducted, 24 in Zeus and the remaining 6 in Pallas and Mercure. The interviewees were selected to include managers, users and developers. In Zeus, after a first round of interviews across the company, I conducted complementary interviews to provide me with multiple points of views on some databases that seemed interesting.

With a few exceptions, most interviews were structured in the same way: before the interview, a preliminary set of questions was sent to the interviewee. A translation of this interview protocol can be found in the Appendix. The interview was then structured in two parts: first, an open-ended discussion of the questions; second, a demonstration of all the groupware capabilities available on the personal computer of the interviewee. At that point, we discussed in more detail each application that was mentioned during the interview. We focused in particular on the reasons why those applications were or were not working as well as the previous ones.

Whenever possible, a printout of the top view of the most representative Lotus Notes database was collected. This top view shows the structure of the database, the headlines, the names of authors, and the date of contributions. Other internal documents, such as initial statement of purpose, progress reports and guidelines were also collected.

Analysis of the data

The analysis of the data proceeded in two steps. First, each individual groupware application was analyzed. As I will explain, this analysis suggested a second step, where I applied a framework to categorize the applications and compare them within the same category.

The analysis of each individual application involved analyzing the transcript of each recorded interview and examine associated documents and printouts whenever available. The top views of the database were analyzed to identify the rate of contribution over time, by topic and by author. In addition, the patterns of contribution and the style of the contribution were qualitatively analyzed. In particular, I examined the implicit discussion norms,  the type and style of the contributions, and the difference between the use of groupware by each group members. The data was then reorganized by applications, topics and roles. 

After the preliminary analysis, the heterogeneity of the observations compelled me to find a framework to categorize groupware applications. Many observations suggested that looking at the cases from the point of view of negotiation might prove valuable. At that point, I developed the framework, and categorized the application. Similarities among the data within each situation suggested that looking at groupware from a negotiation perspective could lead to interesting observations. I decided to examine whether the observation that I made during the preliminary analysis could be explained using concepts from negotiation theory.

In this work, I will explain how I looked at groupware from a negotiation perspective. I will introduce the negotiation framework in chapter 2. In chapters 3 and 4, I will show how I was able to observe many of the concepts of negotiation theory, and how they helped explain some people’s issues around the adoption of the technology. In the last chapter, I will attempt to use negotiation theory to fraw some more general conclusions from the  observations of the field study.

2. A negotiation framework for groupware

“In practice, many working relationships can be multivalent with and mix elements of cooperation, conflict, conviviality, competition, collaboration, commitment, caution, control, coercion, coordination and combat”
(Kling, 1991, p. 85).

This citation comes from an article where Kling discussed the challenges facing groupware. In this article, he points out the complexity of group dynamics. In fact, what he describes is very similar to a negotiation situation. As I will show in this section, a negotiation framework can be used to analyze the changes that are expected from groupware technology in an organization. I will first introduce a classic framework from negotiation theory, then explain how this framework can be applied to a group situation. Last, I will analyze the relationship between this framework and groupware. At the end of the section, I will summarize the negotiation framework that will be used to analyze the changes around groupware.

2.1. Negotiation within a group

The idea of negotiation within a company is not new. Yet very often negotiation goes unnoticed. This is due to our mental models, which picture negotiation as a haggle between a buyer and a seller. Negotiation does not only occur when someone wants to buy a used car and “negotiate” over the price of this car. Negotiation can take many forms, including group negotiation where the group members are jointly solving a problem. I will first look at some examples, then explain why group dynamics can be analyzed in terms of negotiation.

Two examples

The two examples that I will use come from my own experience as an engineer in an automobile manufacturer. The first example happened during my initial training, when I worked for four weeks as a blue collar worker on the assembly line. The second one comes from a project management meeting, where an engineering group worked on the overall planning of a large project.

During my initial training, I was assigned to a unit on the assembly line. A unit was a group of 20 people, including one foreman and one “specialist,” and 18 workers assigned to positions. The unit was to accomplish a set of operations on the body of the car to assemble parts. The engineering department had already specified the tasks in great detail, and assigned them to positions on the assembly line. One of the responsibilities of the foreman was to assign workers to each position at the beginning of each day and make sure that the work got done.

This view of the world however is too simplistic: as anyone who worked on an assembly line knows, there are always unexpected problems that arise. For example, a worker is ill and cannot work; another one must go to some training session, and will be away for a few hours; etc. At this point negotiation comes into play: Who will replace the missing worker? How do we reorganize the tasks so that we can accomplish them with fewer people than usual? Who would like to trade positions? During the four weeks that I spent in the group, I always saw some negotiation early in the morning. This negotiated distribution of tasks is one type of group negotiation that I will investigate later.

The second example took place when I was in the engineering department. We had to plan for the implementation of a new machine on the assembly line, and agree on a feasible solution. The project team was composed of engineers from the engineering, manufacturing and logistic departments. Each of us had constraints, interests and specialized knowledge. Finding a good solution required creativity, adjustment and effort from all of us to resolve conflicting constraints.

For example, the logistic department had to bypass some working procedures, and take some risks, to insure that the prototype could receive the parts on time in the desired packaging. The manufacturing department would help the logistic department handle the extra work, but would require the engineering department to come early in the morning to supervise the operations. The engineering department would prepare the plans, but the last minute adjustments would be of the responsibility of the manufacturing department, etc. This collective problem solving activity is another type of negotiation process that will be considered.

Group work as negotiation

Why are these examples negotiation? According to Lewicki et al. (1994, p. 4), negotiation occurs when we have to overcome conflicting objectives to find a common solution to a problem. They identified five characteristics that define a negotiation situation: the presence of two or more parties, a conflict of interest between some of them, the possibility to influence the parties, the preference of a settlement, and the expectations of cooperation. These five characteristics are also valid within the context of a group.

1. “There are two or more parties...” 

This seems obvious, but it is worth noticing that a negotiation assumes a group of people, and that this group can be very large. In my cases, the first group was composed of 20 parties, and the second was composed of a dozen parties, each of which represented larger groups.

2. “There is a conflict of interest between two or more parties (...) and the parties must search a way to resolve the conflict.”
Economic theory often assumes that group members have the same objective: to maximize the profit of the company. Yet, in practice this is seldom true. At least three reasons can lead to diverging interests: first, differences in interest between individual goals and organizational goals; second, contradictions and ambiguities among the organizational goals; third, differences in the understanding of goals and the strategies to reach them.

Differences of interest between the individual and the group objective are often a fact of life. Individualistic incentive systems, personal career, power within the organization are reasons for these differences. Individual constraints and commitments can also give rise to conflicts of interest: in many cases, individuals have to manage different tasks at the same time, and must make sure that they can fulfill all their commitments.

Contradiction and ambiguities among the formal goals are a second source of conflict: who has not faced the trade off among cost, quality and time? These contradictions can arise because challenging goals are necessary to remain competitive. They can also be built into the organizational design to maintain some degree of conflict within the group, so that innovative solutions are found. Contradictions can also come from internal competition such as promotion, benchmarking, formal incentives, control, etc.

Differences in the understanding of goals are predicted by the theory of limited rationality: no one knows everything, and no one has the time and the capabilities to explore all solutions. Therefore, each group member will have a biased perception of the objectives and an idea of the strategy to achieve that objective. This bias is often the primary reason for working in groups.

3. “The parties negotiate because they think they can use some form of influence (...) Negotiation is largely a voluntary process.”
Within the organization, the formal structure is the primary mechanism for negotiation and collaboration. The formal structure is composed of hierarchy, incentive systems, procedures, formal guidelines, etc. It enables many forms of influence among the employees of the organization. This organizational structure is one of the reasons why people in a company collaborate together. In other situations, such as electronic communities on the Internet, organizational structure does not exist, and the group dynamic is completely different. This highlights the importance of the context of the group, and the structure of the organization. It also highlights the limits of the power of influence within the company.

4. “The parties, at least for the moment, prefer to search for agreement rather than fight openly (...) or take their dispute to a higher authority to resolve it.”
Team work is often seen to be opposed to bureaucracy. In a bureaucracy, the individuals will refer to a rule, a procedure or a higher authority to make any decision. In a modern organization, empowered teams often prefer to solve their problems themselves. In addition, they have a common goal that provides them with an incentive to collaborate.

5. “Finally, when we negotiate, we expect give and take. We expect that both sides will modify or give in somewhat on their opening statements, requests or demands.”
This expectation is based on trust, common identity, implicit or explicit rules or norms, culture of the company, etc. From a negotiation point of view, this expectation is not trivial. For example, in a large bureaucracy, an employee might have a lot of difficulties negotiating anything. In such an environment, empowerment or teamwork will become almost impossible. This fifth element of the definition of negotiation brings into play critical cultural aspects and past history.

2.2. Groups, teams and negotiation theory

Groups within an organization are in a situation of negotiation. It is therefore possible to apply some frameworks from negotiation theory to analyzing these groups. One of the main concepts of negotiation is that of distributive and integrative negotiation processes. I will introduce this concept, and then apply it to groups in the organization. I will also look at the relationship between this framework and two others: the concept of team, and a political model of the firm.

Integrative and distributive negotiation

A group negotiation is a process during which multiple parties actively look for a settlement which will bring a satisfactory result. For example, the negotiation can start with a quick review of possible options, then an active discussion of each options and a settlement on a solution.

This process, in turn, can be analyzed according to its focus: whether it focuses more on the joint result of the group, or on how to share this result among the parties. The first type of negotiation process is called a distributive process, and the second an integrative one.

Let’s look at a concrete example: Bob and John have worked together and jointly earned $10. Now they have to share the profit. They can decide to split it. They can also look for new ways to reinvest the $10, and make more money. We will assume that with some creativity, they can find an opportunity to double this amount.

In this situation, there are two types of processes that are involved: Bob and John can argue for the shares of the $10, and discuss how they will share the fixed reward. This is a distributive process. They can also forget about the distribution of the profit for a while, and look for an opportunity to reinvest their capital to allow each to get the full $10. This is the integrative process.

These two types of negotiation processes are illustrated below. Each figure illustrates the gain for Bob and John, and different stages in the negotiation process. The thick gray line corresponds to all the possibilities that Bob and John have to split the current amount of money that they have. The arrows show the momentum of the negotiation process.



Figure 2 - Distributive and integrative negotiation process.

(Adapted from a lecture by Prof. McKersie, 1997)
Another example illustrating the difference between integrative and distributive bargaining is the following: Katy and Mary are two sisters. They have one orange for both of them, and need to negotiatie how they will share this orange between them. Each wants to have the full orange for herself. The first solution for Katy and Mary is to bargain with each other and decide to cut the orange in half, and give one half to each. This is a distributive type of negotiation. However, in this situation, none of them is completely satisfied.

The second solution is for Katy and Mary to discuss the reasons why they would like to have the full orange. In this case, they discover that Katy wants a full orange so that she can have the whole skin and to play with. Mary, on the other hand, would like to eat the pulp, and is not interested in the skin. After this exchange of information, Katy and Mary decide to peel the orange, give the skin to Katy and the pulp to Mary. Both are now satisfied. This second type of negotiation is integrative: Mary and Katy shared information about their interests and needs, and found a better solution for both of them.

Coming back to the theory, we can characterize more specifically the two types of negotiation processes that happen between multiple parties.

In the first type of negotiation, the distributive process, the parties do not seek any improvement of the joint outcome of the negotiation. They take the current group payoff as a given, and try to maximize their own share of the pie. It is a zero-sum game. The negotiation is competitive and any gain from one party comes at the expense of the other party. This is symbolized by the arrows showing attempts to move up or down the line of possible distribution of the pie. Negotiation over the price of a used car is a typical distributive negotiation process.

In the second type of negotiation, the integrative process, the parties seek to increase the group payoff and do not discuss the distribution of the payoff yet. This is symbolized by the arrow showing the attempt to move the line up to reach new levels of outcome. Joint problem solving in a company is a good example of integrative negotiation.

The strategies and tactics of the two negotiation processes are different and require different types of communication. According to Lewicki et al. (1994, pp. 48-108), the following strategies and tactics are used in both negotiations:


Distributive negotiation
Integrative negotiation

Strategies
· Discovering the other party’s resistance point

· Influencing the other party’s resistance point
· Creating a free flow of information

· Attempting to understand the other negotiator’s real needs and objectives

· Emphasizing the commonalities between the parties and minimizing the differences

· Searching for a solution that meets goals and objectives of both sides

Tactics
· Assess outcome values and the costs of termination

· Manage the other party’s impression

· Modify the other party’s perception

· Manipulate the actual costs of delay or termination
· Identify and define the problem

· Understand the problem fully

· Identify interests and needs

· Generate alternative solutions

· Evaluate and select of alternative

Figure 3 - Strategies and tactics for integrative and distributive negotiation
(Lewicki et al., 1994, pp. 48-108)
A negotiation process will often be a mix of both types of processes. For example, in a decision making activity, both collaboration and distribution will be important. In our trivial example, even if Bob and John agree on reinvesting the $10, they will discuss the distribution of the future profits later. They might also do both at the same time.

Coming back to the automobile industry, when a problem occurs between a supplier and a company, the negotiation process that occurs often contains two very different parts: first, an integrative process, where the parties look for a solution to the problem; second, a distributive process where the parties discuss who will bear the costs of fixing the problem.

This last example stresses two critical ideas: first, that even though the whole negotiation is mixed, one can identify different processes within the negotiation. Second, the importance of the long term relationship among the parties is the critical difference between buying a used car from a dealer and discussing financial penalties between a company and a supplier. In the first case, strong arguments and open fights are fair play. In the second case, each party must remember that open conflict is not the best way to handle the situation. Yet, both examples are extremely distributive.

Negotiation and groups in organizations

How can we adapt the concept of integrative and distributive negotiation process to a group in an organization? I will first propose an interpretation of the negotiation framework for the analysis of group processes. I will  look at how this negotiation perspective relates to the notion of teams and to a political model of the firm.

Integrative and distributive group processes

I assume that a group in an organization has some mission or objective to accomplish. But I will not assume that the group members share the same exact objective. Instead, individual interests will often diverge, and conflicts may be possible. Another assumption is that the group as a whole has an interest in some cooperation. In other words, the group members have an incentive to negotiate and work together, even though they might disagree on what to do.

The group process can then be interpreted as a negotiation, where group members will discuss and then settle for some tasks and actions that the group should accomplish. The “payoff” of the negotiation for each individual can be interpreted as the reward that he will gain and the costs that he will bear. The rewards can be formal incentives, such as a bonus or a promotion, or informal incentives, such as consideration, experience, prestige, power, etc. The costs are multiple: the burden of the tasks to accomplish, the responsibility to bear certain outcomes, and the risk of failure.

In an integrative process, the group members will focus on finding the best possible outcome for the group as a whole. They will focus on the group objective, and will not discuss the individual interests. They will not argue on the distribution of tasks, responsibilities and rewards. They will jointly find a solution.

In a distributive process, the group members agree on an objective and distribute the tasks, responsibilities and rewards among the group members. In fact, the focus will be more on individual interests than on the improvement of the group outcome. Yet, I assume that the group agrees on achieving the outcome. In this sense, I will not consider the case where there is no negotiation, and the group refers to a higher authority to make a decision.

In my examples, the allocation of tasks every morning on the assembly line is a distributive process: the tasks are fixed, and the discussion focuses only on who will accomplish them. The planning of the project, on the other hand, refers more to an integrative process: even though tasks will eventually be allocated, the focus remains on finding the best possible planning.

As in a real negotiation, those two ideal types of processes are often mixed. One key element of good group dynamics is the management of this mix: achieving the best possible outcome, while taking personal interests into consideration. As I have previously explained, conflicts are not only a fact of life, but a necessity for efficiency. They should not, however, eclipse the integrative process within the group.

Teams and the negotiation perspective

Groupware is often associated to teams in an organization. As I will suggest, the concept of team is related to the concept of negotiation. In particular, the integrative processes are somewhat related to the notion of teamwork, and the distributive processes are linked to a more traditional notion of group. To illustrate this relationship, we will use the work of Katzenbach and Smith in “the wisdom of teams” (Katzenbach and Smith, 1993).

In “the wisdom of teams”, Katzenbach and Smith (1993) make a distinction between a team and a traditional group, which they call a “working group”. The definition that they give of the team and of the working group are similar to the definition of integrative and distributive processes:

“A team is a small number of people with complementary skills who are committed to a common purpose, performance goals, and approach for which they hold themselves mutually accountable.”
(p. 45)

“An effective workgroup, like a team, benefits from a clear purpose and common understanding of how performance will be evaluated. (...) Unlike teams, a working group uses its purpose solely to delineate individual roles, tasks, and responsibilities.”
(p. 89)

A team can be understood as a group where integrative negotiation processes are predominant. A work group, on the contrary, will often use a distributive type of process. This loose relationship between integrative and distributive processes suggests that some critical concepts of teamwork might be understood in terms of integrative negotiation processes. In this work, I will particularly look at the roles within a team, and at the rules and norms of the team.

Yet, we should be careful when we draw the analogy with teamwork: the negotiation processes that I am interested in are group processes, and should not be mistaken with the group typology. In particular, both types of processes exist in any group or team. Conflicts exist in a team, and are sometimes beneficial to the team. Joint problem solving appears in a working group, in particular when the solution is not obvious. Yet, Katzenbach and Smith (1993) suggest that the team will try to use an integrative approach whenever possible, and the working group will use a distributive approach whenever possible.

A political model of the organization

Kling (1991), Davenport (1994) and Rifkin (1995) highlighted the critical role of power within the organization. They suggested that groupware would threaten the distribution of power, and therefore face strong resistance from the employees and the managers. I will investigate how my negotiation model can be linked with a political model of the firm. In particular, I will follow the same model as the one used by Lacity and Hirschheim (1993, pp. 37-47) to analyze IT outsourcing. This model is based on Pfeffer’s work (1981) and presents an excellent summary of Pfeffer’s political model of the firm.

The political model of the firm dates back to the first political models of the firm. As Lacity and Hirschheim explain:

“The political theory of organizational behavior has its tools in the works of Marx  (1973, 1976) and Weber (1947, 1949). Salient concepts adopted from political philosophers include the relationship between power and structure, the recognition of opposing interests and the ubiquitous role of conflict (Burrel & Morgan, 1988)”
(p. 37)

In line with Marx and Weber, sociologists like Crozier and Friedberg (Crozier, 1963, Crozier and Friedberg, 1977) showed how one can look at the firms as composed of actors who strategically use their sources of power to achieve their own interests. However, such a “bureaucratic phenomenon” is often illegitimate, and brings more inefficiencies than it solves problems.

Because this perspective on the firm gives a rather negative interpretation of the firm, Lacity and Hirschheim decided to use another political model, called conflict functionalism, which allows a more positive analysis of the firm:

“Conflict functionalism assumes that organizations are inherently stable and that conflicts are played within the legitimate domain of organizational norms. Through such legitimate behaviors as the use of information, use of outside experts, use of a particular decision criterion, etc., stakeholders are able to promote their position in an unobtrusive manner.”


(Lacity and Hirschheim, 1993, p. 37)

The political perspective that they introduce is based on a major work of Pfeffer (1981) where power and politics are the main constructs. In this model,

“a priori predictions about decision outcomes cannot be made since the results emerge from dynamic political processes. Although one cannot predict the outcome, one can understand organizational decision-making processes by attending to power and politics.”


(Lacity and Hirschheim, 1993, p. 38)

The concept of power and influence is critical in a distributive negotiation. In the theory of negotiation, each party will mobilize its sources of power in a distributive process to influence the outcome of the group in their favor. According to Lewicki et al. (1994), the major sources of power and the influence tactics are as follows:

Sources of power
Influence tactics

· Information and expert power

· Resource control

· Legitimate power

· Location in an organizational structure

· Personal power
· Persuasion

· Exchange

· Legitimacy

· Friendliness and ingratation

· Praise

· Assertiveness

· Inspiration

· Inspirational appeal

· Consultation

· Pressure

· Coalitions

Figure 4 - Sources of power and influence tactics in a negotiation
(Lewicki et al., 1994, pp. 297-323)
These sources of power and influence tactics are similar to the ones that Pfeffer introduces in his political model. In fact, from a negotiation perspective, Pfeffer’s model legitimates the notion of distributive processes within the organization. In contrast with Crozier and Friedberg, Pfeffer’s model assumes collaboration in the firm and leaves some room for integrative processes as well as distributive bargaining. It does not assume that the use of power contradicts the legitimate objective of the group. Like in the previous example where Bob and John shared $10, investing the $10 to maximize the joint outcome does not mean that Bob will not use his sources of power to influence the future distribution of the $20.

2.3. Groupware and the negotiation process

“The activity of having or managing a conflict occurs through communication. More specifically, communication undergirds the setting and reframing of goals; the defining and narrowing of conflict issues; the developing of relationships between disputants and among constituents; the selecting and implementing of strategies and tactics; the generating, attacking, and defending of alternative solutions; and the reaching and confirming of agreements.”


(Putman and Poole, 1987, p. 550)

This citation illustrates the importance of communication within a negotiation process. Hence, it is not surprising that using a communication technology such as groupware will have an impact on the group processes. I will introduce the idea that some groupware tools may be more appropriate to facilitate either an integrative or a distributive negotiation process. Then, I will introduce a negotiation framework to analyze the changes that a company may expect when groupware is introduced. This will help categorize the different examples of the field study, and analyze each situation individually.

Facilitating integrative and distributive processes

In his lecture on negotiation at MIT, Professor McKersie summarizes the difference between distributive tactics and integrative tactics. One of his slides focuses more on the communication process itself:


Distributive tactics
Integrative tactics

Use of information
Information is power
Hold it close
Use selectively
Share information openly
Treat as data

Communication
process
Controlled:
Single spokesperson
Use of private caucuses to air
Internal differences and discuss responses
Open:
Multiple voices
Use of subcommittees

Interpersonal
style
Focused on own goals/interests 
Low trust
Problem solving
Concern for mutual goals 
High trust

Figure 5 - Selected tactical issues around communication
 (Prof. McKersie, 1997, lecture notes)

The difference in the communication tactics between the two types of processes suggests that the use of an appropriate communication tool can selectively facilitate either a distributive or an integrative behavior.

Electronic mail, for example, will more easily support a distributive negotiation process rather than an integrative one because it allows for a selective use of private information. Similarly. workflow tools support a distributive negotiation process rather than an integrative one.

This does not mean that electronic mail or workflow cannot be used for an integrative process. You can program electronic mail to share information openly. However, this requires some additional management of the information, and can quickly become cumbersome. Imagine for example a group of 30 people broadcasting mail back and forth to brainstorm on a problem.

Forums, shared databases and publishing tools are more flexible. As collaborative groupware tools, they are often designed to support an integrative type of process. On the Internet, bulletin boards, where for example kids collaborate to solve games and develop “cheat” pages, are a perfect example of integrative behavior in an electronic application.

However, those tools can also be programmed to restrict information and foster distributive behavior. In some electronic communities, members can move to a private electronic place, and exhibit distributive behaviors. The design of the tool, and the way the technology is introduced into the group, will influence the type of process that the technology will support.

Expectations around groupware: a negotiation framework

The impact that groupware can have on the communication patterns within a group suggests two types of change that a company can expect from the tool. First, an organization can attempt to incrementally improve an existing negotiation process. Second, the firm can attempt to transform these processes.

When the firm tries to improve an existing process, it will use a tool designed to support the type of communication needs of the group. The company will not try to change behaviors, but facilitate them. I will call this first type of change an incremental improvement.

When a firm wants to transform the group processes in the organization, it can leverage two capabilities of groupware: first, it can use the technology to facilitate a desired behavior, and influence the group behavior so that this desired behavior gets realized. It can also use the technology to create new processes that could not exist without groupware. For example, it can create global groups, or build relationships between group members that could not meet without the technology.

Four situations are defined by the two types of changes that a company can seek: improving a distributive or an integrative process, or transforming the company to introduce a new distributive or integrative process. These four situations have some similarities, but each of them differs in the type of challenges that the groupware project will face.

2.4. Analyzing groupware applications in a negotiation perspective

The negotiation framework will prove useful to categorize the groupware applications from the field study. It will highlight comparable applications, focusing on the same type of negotiation process and introducing the same type of change in the group. In addition, the interpretation of results from the theory of negotiation can provide a reference point to interpret the similarities between groups of application in each situation.

During my research, I was confronted with the heterogeneity of the results from the preliminary analysis of the data that I observed. The negotiation framework helped me categorize these applications, and identify similarities between groups of them. Building on this, I looked at these similarities to see whether I could interpret them in a negotiation perspective. As I will demonstrate in the next two chapters, the theory of negotiation can highlight some critical success factors and challenges for the introduction of groupware.

In the next two chapters, I will present the final analysis of the data from the field research. In each situation of the framework, I will explain how the observations that I made can be interpreted in a negotiation perspective. I will focus on known principles for negotiation, such as ways to improve a negotiation process, critical elements for  successful negotiation process, and challenges for the negotiation.

For each point that I will highlight, I will introduce briefly the result from negotiation theory that I am referring to, and how it helped me interpret the data from the field study. I will then briefly illustrate one or two representative examples from my observations. Thus, I will highlight potential challenges, recommendations or critical success factors in each situation. The last chapter will summarize and then discuss these points, and explain how negotiation theory can used to interpret the introduction of groupware in a company.

3. Incremental improvement

The first way a company might expect to change its organization is by improving existing process using groupware. As we have seen in the previous chapter, there are two different types of negotiation processes: integrative and distributive ones. According to the theory of negotiation, both negotiation processes are different in their objectives, strategies, tactics and challenges. In this chapter, I will describe my observations for each of the two situations and attempt to interpret these observations from a negotiation perspective.

The chapter will start with a representative case, where I will show both types of improvement within the same group. I will then describe the integrative and the distributive situation separately, compare the results and identify some similarities. The next chapter will build on this one and describe situations where groupware was used to introduce processes that did not exist before.

3.1. An example - The JBM Department (Zeus)

The JBM Department is in charge of coordinating the implementation of a software product within Zeus. In particular, the JBM department has to consolidate experiences with this software, and apply it throughout the company to support other implementations. The JBM department has to promote the use of the software in the central Information Technology (IT) department.

Zeus has a federal IT organization with groups of engineers scattered throughout the organization. A formal client-supplier relationship has been introduced between the IT groups and the business line in an attempt to implement quality insurance and cost control. Within the IT organization, a central department has been created. Among other missions, this department acts as an internal consulting company. It contains two areas: one area deals with the technical development of IT projects for internal customers, and the second area deals with IT consulting in the field of strategy, project management and vendor evaluation. The JBM department is one focus group within this central IT organization.

Every week, the JBM department organizes a meeting with the internal consultants to discuss issues around the software, and to define action plans to facilitate the implementation of the product. In 1996, the JBM department decided to implement a Lotus Notes database to improve the efficiency of the meeting. According to all participants of the meeting, the application is extremely successful.

We use a forum to prepare for the meeting... So, people place contributions in the forum for each agenda item that they would like to discuss. During the meeting, we discuss each topic based on the contributions... Then, the conclusions are posted in the forum. That’s when I personally understood for the first time the use of Lotus Notes.
On utilise un forum pour préparer la réunion... Donc les gens mettent des contributions pour passer à l’ordre du jour. En réunion, on traite les points à partir des contributions... les conclusions sont mises dans le forum... C’est à partir de là où moi, personnellement, j’ai enfin compris à quoi servait Lotus Notes.

Quote 1 - The JBM Department uses a forum to prepare for meetings (Leader, Zeus)

The groupware application supports the meeting in two ways: first, it improves the preparation for the meeting; second, it improves the management of the action plan.

The preparation for the meeting is a representative integrative negotiation process. It involves the cooperation of all the participants to improve the level of preparation of the group for meeting. The goal is to conduct more effective discussions and reduce the duration of the meetings. It also saves time by allowing each participant to decide whether they should attend a meeting or not. Previously, the group spent a long time at the beginning of the meeting to gather the agenda items and share background information. The discussion was often conducted with a low level of preparation and an uneven level of information. More importantly, most of the participants of the meeting were not contributing to the discussion. Enabling the group members to prepare for the meeting in a groupware forum fostered an integrative process which improved the meeting.

Week 97-05: 27/01/97



(...)

0 - News from management



1 - Proposed agenda items





(...)


((
Jan 24
To discuss: common message
(Jo)



(((
Jan 24
Status of the **** application
(Valérie)



((
Jan 27

- Reminder
(Chris)


(((
Jan 24

- Remarks on **** application
(Myriam)


((
Jan 24
Complement for the request ...
(Valérie)


(
Jan 22
For info: software ***
(Paul)



(
Jan 26

- I still have the bug (unless ...)
(Pierre)



(...)



2 - Terminated agenda items


3 - Status of previous decisions

4 - New decisions

5 - Immediate answers

6 - Terminated decisions

Figure 6 - Example showing how the JBM Department prepares for a meeting using a forum

The management of the action plan is an example of distributive negotiation process. The focus is no longer to prepare for the discussion but to carry out the solution that has been decided during the meeting. Groupware supports the group in the clear assignment of tasks to group members. It provides a tool to regularly check the status of the assignment, and eventually agree on a new distribution of tasks. In short, it facilitates the management of the decisions, and allows participants to review quickly the current status of the work and manage the distribution of the tasks.

Week 97-05: 27/01/97



0 - News from management



1 - Proposed agenda items



2 - Terminated agenda items





(...)


((
Jan 24
To discuss: common message
(Jo)



(((
Jan 24
Status of the **** application
(Valérie)



((
Jan 27

- Reminder
(Chris)


(((
Jan 24

- Remarks on **** application
(Myriam)


((
Jan 24
Complement for the request ...
(Valérie)


(
Jan 22
For info: software ***
(Paul)



(
Jan 26

- I still have the bug (unless ...)
(Pierre)



(...)


3 - Status of previous decisions



(...)


(
Jan 13
V., H.==>investigate pbs ****
(Hélène)


((
Jan 16

- Every **** must be declared
(Valérie)


((
Nov 25
E.==> negotiate contract **** for 1997
(Hélène)



(...)

4 - New decisions


((
Jan 27
P.==>BK2 for application ****
(Hélène)

5 - Immediate answers

6 - Terminated decisions


(
Jan 20
V.==>organize meeting for ****
(Hélène)

Figure 7 - Example showing how the JBM Department manages the tasks decided during meetings

This case shows how groupware has been applied to improve an existing process. In this example, the meeting process has been divided into sub-processes, and groupware was applied to two of them, the preparation of the meeting and the management of the action plan. One of them is an integrative process, and the other a distributive one. The theory of negotiation suggests that both situations will present very different characteristics. In the following two sections of this chapter, I will examine how the theory of negotiation can highlight different issues around groupware technology in these two situations.

3.2. Improving an integrative process

The example of the JBM department suggests that the use of collaborative groupware can improve an integrative negotiation process within a group. There seem to be opportunities to improve the organization within the company without changing the nature of the relationship within the group. I will use results from the theory of negotiation to highlight elements from the field study that could potentially explain successes or difficulties that companies faced in my cases.

I will first describe three types of application from the field study that correspond to improvements of an existing integrative process. Then, I will analyze the value that groupware brings in these cases from a negotiation perspective. I will interpret some recommendations for a successful negotiation and relate them to some of the observations that I made.

Examples of integrative processes

When I looked at the groupware examples from the field study, I identified three representative applications of the technology that improved integrative processes: preparing a discussion, improving the outcome of the group, and building a shared knowledge base.

Preparing a discussion

As we have seen in the case of the JBM department, the preparation of a discussion involves an integrative process: the group members will work together to improve the quality of a future discussion. They will not yet debate the options and alternatives but make sure that all group members are prepared enough to contribute effectively to the discussion. This preparation process usually involve integrative tasks such as the definition of the issues, brainstorming on these issues or the exploration of alternative solutions that will be discussed in group. The discussion will be focused on reaching a decision or making enough progress so that the group can move forward in the problem solving activity.

One manager in Zeus explains how forums are used to support this preparation process:

For the forums, the largest utilization was in work groups. Forums allowed to work outside of the meeting. The forum facilitator placed some items corresponding to the group objectives. Thus the process was structured. Based on these items, people expressed opinions and ideas. In the meeting, the group worked a synthesis of all ideas, with in general an additional group discussion for the conclusion.
Les forums, la grosse utilisation c’est autour des groupes de travail. Cela permet de bosser hors réunion. L’animateur du forum mettait un certain nombre d’items qui correspondaient aux objectifs du groupe de travail. Donc la réflexion était dejà structurée. Par rapport à ces items, les gens s’exprimaient. En réunion, il y avait une synthèse des réflexions, avec aussi un deuxième bouclage en général sur la conclusion.

Quote 2 - Forums can be used to prepare for a meeting (Group member, Zeus)

In addition to the example of the JBM department, I observed another very salient example: the Project managers forum in Zeus. In the IT organization, a group of project managers have the mission to work on an issue and propose some recommendations. The team decided to schedule three meetings and to leverage groupware to prepare for those meetings. In particular, for each topic that was to be discussed in the meeting, the forum was used to brainstorm in advance and explore as many possibilities as possible on-line. The meeting was focused on discussions and debates, and ended up at the point where the team reached some agreement and needed to brainstorm on the further development of the agreement.

Improving the outcome of the group

The second type of improvement that I observed focused on the integrative process that takes place after the meeting, when the group finalizes the outcome of the discussion. Usually, all critical decisions have been made, and the group can forget about internal conflict and focus on improving the outcome. Some groups used groupware technology to do so.

For example, the technology group in Zeus uses groupware to publish the proposed official minutes of the weekly meeting. Each group member can comment and propose some minor modifications before the final document is distributed throughout Zeus. In the previous example of the project managers, the minutes of each meeting are discussed and used as the basis for further development.

... after the meeting, I will write the minutes. When the minutes are posted in the database, I will invite regularly group members to provide me with their comments. After a week, I will change the status of the minutes from draft to validated [and distribute them in Zeus].
... après la tenue de [la réunion], moi je vais faire un compte-rendu. A partir du moment où le compte-rendu est dans la base, je remets régulièrement lapression [sur les membres du groupe] pour qu’ils donnent leurs commentaires... Au bout d’une petite semaine, je bascule [le compte-rendu] d’un état en-cours à un état validé [et je le diffuse dans Zeus].

Quote 3 - The facilitator of a meeting in Zeus, explaining how a forum is used after the meeting

Leveraging an existing knowledge base

The accumulation of existing documents and knowledge in a common repository is another example of integrative process improvement that I observed. The technology enables the group to consolidate many documents in the same database, organize them in a logical manner, and update them regularly. Such a database of working documents, procedures, etc., then reflects part of the knowledge of the group.

In Mercure, for example, the IT staff decided to store all working documents in a common repository, accessible by anyone in the organization. Groupware enabled the IT department to distribute these documents and files more efficiently. It also enabled the department to use them as a knowledge repository, and update them regularly. When the field research was conducted, 24,000 documents were already stored in the file cabinet. Among these documents, the interviewees mentioned minutes of most internal meetings, project information, technical memos, quality assurance documentation, etc.

Improving the integrative processes

The theory of negotiation identifies many strategies and tactics that facilitate an integrative process. From my cases, it seems that some of the value of groupware came from the fact that the technology helped implement these strategies and tactics. I observed three of them: separating purely integrative processes from mixed ones, surfacing relevant information and interests, and improving collaborative communication.

Separating purely integrative processes from mixed ones

A major challenge for any collaboration is the confusion between conflicts and teamwork. In a negotiation framework, this means that most of the time both integrative and distributive processes coexist at the same time, and interfere with each other. As a result, during a meeting the group spends more time arguing instead of collaborating to explore the issues.

This phenomenon is well known in the theory of negotiation. In the chapter “Why integrative negotiation is difficult to achieve,” Lewicki et al. (1994, p. 107) explain:

“Purely integrative or purely distributive negotiation situations are rare. Most situations are mixed-motive, containing some elements that require distributive negotiation processes, and others that require integrative negotiation. (...) In summary, one of the most fundamental problems in integrative negotiation is that negotiation parties fail to recognize (or search for) the integrative potential in a negotiating problem.”

In some applications, integrative groupware elements seem to have helped separate some (almost) purely integrative processes, such as brainstorming or sharing of information, from mixed ones, like decision-making. In the case of the preparation of meetings, a large part of the initial integrative activity has been moved out of the meeting itself. The meeting can then focus on the debate followed by a decision.

[During the meeting], the group discusses only issues that were previously posted in the forum. For [such topic], I posted documents 15 days ago. There are 2 contributions in the forum, we will discuss them... If there is no contribution, people say: I do not take any decision without further information.
[Dans la réunion], on ne parle que des sujets qui ont fait l’objet d’une contribution... pour [tel sujet], j’ai distribué des documents il y a 15 jours. Il y a deux contributions dans le forum, on va en discuter... S’il n’y a pas de contribution, les gens disent : moi, je ne prends pas de décision sans info supplémentaire.

Quote 4 - A forum can isolate an initial brainstorming from the discussion (Manager,  Zeus)

For the JBM department and the technology group, the weekly meeting used to start with a quick review of relevant information and important agenda items. Then, the discussion would start, often without much preparation from the participants. The forum helped the group prepare off-line, and concentrate on discussing the items that were identified previously. For those items, each participant had the time to share relevant information with the group, distribute it, and reflect on the issues to be discussed.

Surfacing all relevant information and interests

Distributive negotiation is based on information secrecy, while integrative behavior is based on information openness. Fostering integrative behavior often faces three difficulties: first, some people never find the opportunity to share all their information and interests with the rest of the group; second, some information remains ignored because no active brainstorming helped to surface it; third, some people who could help the group with a topic do not participate.

The theory of negotiation suggests that an opening session for brainstorming can improve a collaborative decision-making, by helping relevant information to surface. In my cases, I observed many forums used to implement an opening session. This seemed to bring value to the group process. Here is what a group member explained to me:

... we analyzed how the group had been working until then, and we used the forum to make synthesis. We met face-to-face and identified some topics. We placed the topics in the forum. We asked everyone to comment, contribute, propose ideas around these topics (...) eventually, I was responsible to summarize these contributions.
... on faisait un bilan du fonctionnement [du groupe], et on a utilisé le forum pour faire des synthèses. On s’est rencontré physiquement pour identifier un certain nombre d’items, on a mis ces items dans le forum. On a demandé aux gens de commenter, contribuer, de proposer des chose autour des items (...) et puis après j’ai été chargé de faire une synthèse de ces contributions.

Quote 5 - With groupware, relevant information and interests surface in an integrative process

Surfacing the relevant information and interests, and making sure that the relevant people attend the meeting or at least share their expertise, is an important improvement that groupware brought to some groups. For example, in the JBM department, the participants share information before the meeting to make sure that all their concerns will be addressed. External documents or brief memos are published in the forum to inform the participants as best as possible. Comments from other participants complement previous memos and bring more information to the discussion.

Improving the collaborative communication

In a negotiation process, inefficiencies in the communication process often lead to distributive behavior. Examples of these inefficiencies are multiple: lack of common understanding of a problem; asymmetric information and formation of coalitions; low emphasis on the commonalities of the group and focus on the conflicts; etc.

When a negotiation becomes too distributive, one common strategy is to change the communication process. Integrative groupware can achieve the same result: it can move the focus of the conflict from the person back to the issue; it separates the parties physically, which helps relieve the accumulated stress; it facilitates reasoned communication instead of an impulsive argument; it can postpone an argument to an on-line forum, relieving the time pressure and allowing for a cool-off period.

The project management forum used groupware technologies to improve communication. To achieve the objective of the group, three meetings were planned. Before each meeting, a discussion area was used to brainstorm and surface issues. The meetings were run under tight time constraints, and the discussion was active. Then, the forum was used to cool-off and move forward. The minutes of the meeting were published, and each group member had almost a week to reflect on what was said, and bring new contributions before the next meeting.

Another example of the use of groupware to support the collaborative communication within the group was observed in Prométhée, a small French startup company that has just been bought by an American software firm. Facing the language barrier, one IT employee explained that the Web allowed him to take his time to formulate his question, translate it in English and send it. By telephone or by videoconference, this employee would have a hard time fostering a positive problem solving negotiation. The real-time  situation would hinder effective collaborative communication.

We speak English more than half of the time... Yet, English is not our first language (...) [with groupware] I have more time, I can write the message, and if I make some mistakes, I can correct them. I can edit a question if I notice that it is not well formulated... On telephone, it is much more interactive
On parle anglais plus de la moitié de notre temps ici... Il n’empêche, ce n’est pas notre première langue (...) [avec le groupware] on a plus de temps, on rédige son message, on peut le relire. Si on fait des fautes d’anglais, on va les corriger. On peut reformuler la question si on s’aperçoit qu’elle n’est pas bien formulée... au téléphone, c’est beaucoup plus interactif.

Quote 6 - Improvement in communication (Group Member, Prométhée)

Roles in the group

Studies in the field of teamwork point out different roles that emerge within any group. In the theory of negotiation, Lewicki et al. (1994) highlight the importance of some roles within the group to insure a successful process. In my cases, I observed four roles that seemed critical to the use of groupware: the leader, the facilitator, the plant and the teamworker.

The leader

The leader plays an important role in the cases that I observed. In particular, it seemed that the leader plays at least three functions that fostered integrative negotiation: first, he/she emphasizes the common objective for the group in the integrative process; second, he/she demonstrates the desired behavior, and becomes an example for the group; third, he/she enforces a collaborative process within the group. These three functions of the leader are not surprising. Katzenbach and Smith (1993, pp. 130-148) describe them in “The Wisdom of Teams.” However, they also correspond to the role of the chairman that Lewicki et al. (1994, pp. 284-290) advocate in a negotiation with multiple parties.

Here is how the leader of the RTX Unit explained his role to me:

I try to build a team. If you want the maximum from your people, you need values, you need to promote winning behaviors. Notes works well only when the ingredients of the team are there. The team must have shared values; The team needs to help people overcome their fears... I use maxims, I challenge people (...) I develop rules of the game... I propose an idea, and people discuss it.
Moi, je fais du teambuilding. Si vous voulez le ressort de l’homme, il faut des valeurs, il faut promouvoir des comportements gagnants. Notes ne marche bien qu’à partir du moment où les ingrédients de l’équipe sont là.  Il faut partager des valeurs communes; il faut aider les gens à s’orienter, à vaincre ses propres peurs... Je fonctionne au slogan, je relance les gens (...) je développe des règles du jeu... Je lance une idée et elle se discute...

Quote 7 - The leader of the RTX Unit describing his role (Zeus)

In the case of the JBM department, the manager in charge of leading the group repeatedly emphasized the common benefits that each group member would receive from the appropriate use of the forum. In particular, it happened sometimes that group members used electronic mail to propose an agenda item instead of the forum. Each time, the leader sent a friendly reminder of the value to the group that the forum provided, and invited the group member to use the forum the next time. In addition, the manager would place the document in the right place in the forum, thus demonstrating the desired behavior.

The leader of this group also used the forum frequently. He would not make an exception for his own agenda items but systematically fed the forum and sometimes commented on other’s agenda items. Last, the manager would not allow any agenda item to be discussed unless it had been proposed in the forum previously. The enforcement of this ground rule forced the group to prepare before hand.

The facilitator

Lewicki et al. (1994) suggests that for an integrative negotiation, a group process facilitator is useful to overcome breakdowns in the negotiation. In all the cases that I investigated, an official facilitator was appointed. This suggests that the need for a facilitator might be salient with groupware. In these examples, the facilitator had two roles: first, he played the role of a process facilitator, as in a traditional integrative negotiation or in a team; second, he played the role of a mediator between the group and the technology.

The term mediator is defined by Orlikowski, Yates, Okomura and Fujimoto (Orlikowski et al., 1995), and is different to the notion of a mediator in the context of negotiation. The negotiation mediator mediates the negotiation between the different parties in a distributive negotiation. I will discuss this role further in the context of distributive processes. Orlikowski et al. defined a mediator as a person who plays a role of mediation between the group and the technology. In the examples that I investigated, this person was called the facilitator. I will continue to use the facilitator term to avoid confusion.

Here is how a facilitator described her role to me:

The facilitator role is critical, because he/she does the housekeeping, he/she structures the database with the group members... He/she needs to understand how to facilitate discussions, how to keep documentation alive, how to perform housekeeping tasks... and it is necessary that group members find their way in the application easily. It is not an easy job. If the facilitator cannot devote enough time to his/her role, to maintain the databases alive, to do housekeeping, to foster discussions, to follow discussions, to foster teamwork, then [the database] dies quickly.
Le role de l’animateur est essentiel, parce que c’est lui qui fait le ménage, c’est lui qui structure la base avec les gens du groupe... il faut savoir faire vivre les débats, savoir faire vivre la documentation, savoir faire vivre des trucs liés à l’intendance  et il faut que chacun s’y retrouve très facilement. On se rend compte que ce n’est pas si évident que cela. (...) et si on n’est pas capable de dégager un minimum de temps pour faire vivre les bases, pour faire du ménage, pour relancer les débats, pour suivre les débats, pour créer une dynamique de groupe, ben on se rend compte que cela meurt très vite.

Quote 8 - A facilitator commenting on her role (Zeus)

From that quote and from what three other facilitators explained to me, it seems that the facilitators has at least six types of task to accomplish:

1. Shape the framework for the group negotiation; At the same time, propose a structure for the database and create the areas.

2. Seed topics and discussions at the formation of the group or whenever the discussion slows down.

3. Redirect the debate to the objective when the discussion goes off track.

4. Facilitate contribution, and ask for participation.

5. Regularly reorganize the databases and the discussions. In particular, “garden” the application: clean the old contributions, or summarize them; reorganize the groupware areas according to the evolution of the process; etc.

6. Facilitate the group process and help enforce the ground rules.

Figure 8 - Six tasks for a facilitator (Summary from four interviews in Zeus)

The plants and the teamworkers

The name of these two roles comes from a lecture by Prof. Shah of MIT (1997), when she commented on the roles within a group. The plant represents a team member that brings new ideas to the group. The teamworker is a team member who works on the team although he does not necessarily contribute the first idea.

In my cases, the same roles appeared: some group members began a lot of new topics, or proposed first drafts of documents to place in the knowledge base. Some others never made the first move, but actively complement the work of other team members. For example, in a forum, 3 group members never contributed the first idea, although they built on other’s ideas, and 3 group members only proposed ideas. The same pattern is true in most successful databases that I observed, although the distribution of roles is different.

Rules and norms

In a traditional negotiation, rules and norms play a critical role in fostering an integrative behavior. Lewicki et al. (1994) suggest two types of norms that can be used to foster integrative behavior: discussion norms and ground rules for the process. The groupware cases that I studied suggest that these two elements also play a critical role in the success of the groupware application.

Discussion norms

Lewicki et al. (1994) define discussion norms as norms about the pattern of contribution within the group:

“The parties must generate an exchange of ideas in a manner that permits full exploration and allows everyone to have some input, yet avoid some of the destructive conflicts and emotions that can creep in” 
(Lewicki et al., 1994, pp. 285-286).

In my cases, the top view of the forums clearly revealed two types of integrative patterns: a brainstorming pattern, and a exploration pattern. In the brainstorming pattern, many group members contributed without commenting on other’s contributions. The structure remained flat, with many entries juxtaposed near each other.

Year 2000


Jan 12
Current situation
(Florence)


Dec 18
Comments on the situation
(Pierre)


Nov 9
Tools for the team
(Jean)

Figure 9 - Brainstorming about year 2000 (Zeus, Forum of the RTX Unit)

In the exploration pattern, one group member started a thread, and other group members explore it. They commented on it or asked new questions or opened new issues.

Sept 24
Repository for all proposals on the server
(Jean)

Sept 25

Unfortunately, the id comes back to 0 at the...
(Paul)

Sept 26


New proposal
(Jean)

Sept 26



It’s a little long
(Valérie)

Sept 26



I agree with Valérie
(Florence)

Figure 10 - Exploring possibilities to solve a problem (Zeus, Forum of the RTX Unit)

These two examples were found in the same forum. They illustrate the observation that patterns of discussion seem to be tied to specific areas in the forums, and depend on the issue discussed.

Ground rules for the process

Ground rules for the process also help the integrative process. Lewicki et al. (1994) stress the role of the chairman to enforce ground rules. They also remark that ground rules will help foster an integrative behavior:

“A third way parties can establish commonalities is by mutual agreement about the rules by which negotiation will be conducted.” 
(p. 153)

In cases from the field study, I observed leaders define formal ground rules in an attempt to improve the group process. Here is an example showing some formal ground rules for a successful team in Zeus:

Ground rules for the titles
Use crisp and self-sufficient titles.

Example of wrong practice: answer to a document “What are your possibilities?” with a document entitled “Possibilities” where the possibilities are in the body of the document. The good practice is to answer directly using a title like “11/5 morning OK.”

Modification of documents
Any modification to a document (...) should be easy to identify. Use another color.

Figure 11 - examples of formal ground rules (Zeus)

I noticed that discussion norms and ground rules were always oriented towards the process of the integrative negotiation, not towards the outcome. They were formal or informal or sometimes even implicit.

Challenges

Until now, I have shown examples where successful groups implemented good practices from negotiation theory to support groupware technology. Examining difficulties that groups faced, I could identify four challenges described in negotiation theory that applied in some examples of integrative improvement: fostering more integrative behavior; balancing integrative and distributive processes; fostering the appropriate roles in the group; and facilitating the emergence of discussion norms and rules for the process.

Fostering more integrative behavior

I am not interested here in examples where groupware is expected to transform the organization. Here, the technology is used to foster more integrative behavior that already exists. Yet, Lewicki et al. (1994, pp. 105-107) suggest three difficulties that a group will face as it attempts to improve the integrative processes: the history of the relationship within the group, the belief that the process can only be distributive, and the mixed-motive nature of most negotiating situations. In the field study, I observed examples of each of them.

· “The history of the relationship between the parties”

The history of the relationship between the parties can lead to a mixed negotiation process, where some integrative elements coexist with distributive ones. Because of the history, it can become difficult to leverage groupware to support integrative behavior. Three factors in the past history can lead to such difficulties: limited collective experience of the group members; history of conflicts within the group; a company culture that does not lead to expectations of  integration.

In Zeus, one of the units in the IT organization was undergoing multiple changes. One of the groups in the unit had been recently reorganized, and many group members with different background were suddenly placed together. The limited experience of the group members together led to mixed behaviors: each group member was in fact observing the others to detect any positive or negative signals. The group had not built identity or trust at that time.

As another facilitator explained, past habits, or history of working together can hinder the development of integrative groupware: 

People are not ready to share information. People have complexes. I do not know whether it is best word, but I meet with people who say, ah yes, but when I write in the database, everyone will be able to read my comment. I don’t know whether people are complicated, or whether they are shy, or whether they are not used to it, used never to have been listened to, or heard.
Les gens ne sont pas prêts à partager l’info. Les gens complexent. Je ne sais pas si c’est le mot adapté, mais moi je rencontre des gens qui me disent, ah oui, mais quand je vais écrire dans une base, tout le monde va pouvoir me lire. Alors je ne sais pas si c’est complexe, timidité ou manwue d’habitude tout bête. D’habitude de ne jamais avoir été écouté ou entendu.

Quote 9 - Past history, culture and habit... Challenges for groupware (Facilitator, Zeus)

In another example, client-supplier relationships within the company had built a wall between the group members. The quality management process shaped the culture of the company in such a way that people who would otherwise cooperate could not do so. Instead of fostering integrative behavior, internal division and quality assurance forced distributive behaviors: they required a clear distribution of responsibilities and tasks and required the articulation of desired outcome right up front, leading to a positional negotiation situation, which was inherently distributive.

· “A belief that an issue can only be resolved distributely” 

According to Lewicki et al. (1994), there are situations where it could be possible to leverage groupware to improve an integrative process, but the group members do not realize that integration is possible. In some instance, they fail to recognize that the group dynamics contains some elements of integration. This failure can come from the company culture, or from a lack of systematic analysis of the case, or from the past experience of the group members in similar situations.

In my cases, I observed one example that seemed to correspond to that problem. One unit of the IT organization attempted to leverage groupware in their own group. They tried to improve two distributive processes and one integrative process. Unfortunately, they did not identify the weekly meeting as the best example of integrative process in their group. In fact, the culture of the group was extremely distributive, and the mental models of the weekly meeting, a distribution of tasks, prevented them from identifying the preparation of the agenda as an integrative process at the beginning of the meeting.

· “The mixed-motive nature of most negotiating situations”

In a few examples, a group did not acknowledge the fact that many processes are mixed. Instead of recognizing this and applying groupware selectively, they attempted to accomplish the whole negotiation with one type of groupware tool. In all the examples observed, the attempt failed.

For example, a group inside Zeus used groupware to support a regular meeting. Since the agenda of the meeting was very full, the group decided to attempt to make as many decisions as possible on-line, only discussing important issues during the meeting. Here is what the facilitator explained to me:

Overall, the database works well... Yet, there are a lot of difficulties not to discuss every issue again during the meeting... 3 or 4 times, I proposed to validate decisions that emerged in the database [without further discussion]. It did not work... There is a lot of difficulties to accept to discuss in an asynchronous way.
Globalement, la base vit... Cependant, on a beaucoup de mal à ne pas reprendre des discussions lors de la réunion... à 3 ou 4 occasions, j’ai proposé de façon unitaire de valider des décisions qui ont émergé dans la base [sans discuter de nouveau]. Cela a mal tourné... On a du mal à accepter de discuter en asynchrone.

Quote 10  - Difficulties to make decisions in a forum (Facilitator, Zeus) 

The same phenomenon occurred in the JBM department. The group decided to introduce a special area in the groupware tool where they would provide answers or decisions for issues that did not require meetings. In practice, this area was used only twice during the entire life of the database.

Balancing integrative and distributive processes

The last pitfall leads to the next challenge within a group: ensuring an appropriate balance between integrative and distributive processes. As the example of the JBM department illustrated, most negotiation processes have different parts, some purely integrative and some more mixed or even distributive. Balancing the two types of processes will be a key success factor for the group.

Distributive processes or conflicts are necessary in most situations. They are one form of collaboration within the group, where the group members agree to share tasks among them and discuss critical issues. Yet, these processes have a tendency to deteriorate the long term relations within the group. They make integrative behaviors more difficult to maintain, and shift the focus from the long term objective of the group to short term conflicts. They can escalate quite rapidly, and become very personal. Lewicki et al. (1994) indicate several tactics that can be used to manage the conflicts and maintain a balance between integrative and distributive processes. Among these tactics, three can be facilitated by groupware:

· Alternate meetings and brainstorming periods.

This will provide a cooling-off period after a heated discussion, allowing each party to reflect on the issues, analyze the different points of view and provide more specific arguments to support their ideas on-line. It also forces a start of integrative processes again, such as joint problem solving or brainstorming.

In the forum for the project managers, three meetings were scheduled. Their duration was fixed. Between each meeting, the parties brainstormed on the different issues that were open, commented on each other’s ideas, and summarized the progress of the project.

I kept a weekly meeting. People need to meet face-to-face... There are issues that cannot be discussed at distance.
J’ai gardé une réunion par semaine. Les gens ont besoin de se voir physiquement... Il y a des choses qui ne peuvent pas être discutées à distance.

Quote 11 - The need for face-to-face meetings to complement groupware (Team Leader, Zeus)

· Depersonalize the issues and divide them into sub-issues.

There are several ways to achieve this. In the JBM department, each issue was divided into individual tasks that would be followed up later. The whole agenda was divided into separate agenda items. The facilitator of the group often fought to depersonalize the issues. In some cases, the groupware database itself did not indicate the author of a contribution. Although this type of solution can lead to other problems such as communication difficulties or free riding, using it for some hot issues can be quite effective.

· Formally agree on ground rules and procedures, and enforce them.

In one group, the facilitator was never able to enforce the rule that no agenda item would be discussed unless it was previously entered in the database. In that group, the tool never achieved their expected result, as some group members never played the game. Whether this was a strategic use of a last-minute announcement or simply laziness, the consequence of this lack of cooperation led to inefficient meetings and the relative failure of the groupware tool.

Facilitating the emergence of discussion norms and rules for the process

Ground rules and discussion norms are important factors that foster the integrative process. They complement groupware technology by providing the context in which groupware will be used. Managing those rules and norms might sometimes be one of the focus of the group, as Lewicki et al. explain:

“Finally -- and perhaps this may be a radical step for some negotiators -- the parties may agree to set aside a short period of time during negotiation to critique how they are doing.”


(Lewicki et al., 1994, p. 154)

In the most effective integrative groups, this systematic review of the process itself plays an important role. In a very successful example of integrative process, the RTX Unit which will be one of the two main examples in the next chapter regularly discusses the structure of the application and the ground rules. In the JBM department, the evolution of the form of contributions suggests that the same type of discussion exists.

Even though rules and norms will often emerge naturally, there are examples of groups where this development never occurred. In one of these situations, the group never discussed the rules. Group members did not take the time to find a proper way to work together, they did not know when to use the tool, what would be appropriate and what would not, etc. They had a sense of confusion and chaos. As a consequence, they resisted using the tool and the success of the database remained limited.

Fostering the appropriate roles in the group

Roles are important to facilitate the integrative negotiation within the group. Developing those roles and fostering the right understanding of what those roles mean is a challenge. There are at least three types of cases that appeared in the examples studied, one attached to each role:

· A leader that only monitors the work of the group.

In one of the groups, the manager did not play the role of a leader, but remained in the position of a formal hierarchical manager. He introduced the technology, and then waited for the rest of the group to work with the tool, discuss issues, and then bring new information and ideas to him. He never demonstrated the desired behavior, but asked the rest of the group to publish information and discuss among themselves. He never identified a shared objective for the group to work as a team, but required information for himself. The use of groupware in this group remained very limited and the database was eventually shut down.

I face a cultural difficulty internally. There are people who accepted the application immediately, and there are people who said no, no... But there is the will, both my will and the one of the head of IT... and people felt somewhat forced, somewhat pushed...
Il y a une difficulté culturelle que je vis en interne.  Il y a des gens qui sont rentrés tout de suite dans l’application, et il y en a qui disent non, non... Mais il y a la volonté, à la fois la mienne et celle du patron informatique... et quelque part les gens se sont sentis un petit peu forcés, un petit peu violés...

Quote 12 - A manager explaining how he used power to force his group to use groupware
 in an integrative situation...     ...with difficulties (Zeus)

· A facilitator considered as a system administrator and not as a process facilitator.

As explained, some part of the role of the facilitator deals with technology. Yet, an important part of the work deals with the group process. In some groups, the facilitator role was confused with that of a system administrator. This had two consequences: first, the group lacked a recognized facilitator and the negotiation process suffered. Second, no one wanted to support the facilitator and become the next system administrator. A vicious circle was created within the group which prevented any improvement in teamwork.

Here is what a groupware developer explained to me:

The problem that I faced was that I was trapped in a vicious circle: I knew Notes, I developed the Notes application, then, it was natural for me to become facilitator. Since I knew the application... Yet, the business issues, I did not know them.
Le problème que j’ai eu moi, il y avait une espèce de suite logique qui s’est faite : j’avais une casquette Notes, j’ai monté une application Notes, mais de là, il est bien naturel que je devienne animateur. Puisque je connaissais bien le contenant... Mais la problématique, je ne la connaissais pas.

Quote 13 - An IT developer explaining why he could not be facilitator (Zeus)

· A group without anyone to plant ideas or be a teamworker.

There are two examples of forums where the lack of the necessary persons to play the role of the plants or of the teamworkers was a challenge for the use groupware.

In the first case, a lack of plants, the discussion in the forum opened with a few initial topics, and started in a promising way. However, the discussion quickly exhausted the topic, and no new ideas came up. Use of the database decreased slowly, following the natural evolution of the discussion around the few first topics.

In the second case, the lack of teamworkers transformed the forum into a dialog, where someone kept on proposing ideas which were commented on but never followed up.

Z1234 on the WWW
(JoAnn)

NO! This is a project database.
(Paul)


OK, right. What about...
(JoAnn)


Exactly; that’s the solution
(Paul)

Training catalog
(JoAnn)

Picture book
(JoAnn)

See directories, etc. 
(Paul)


Ok. Smith worked on that, I’ll ask her. 
(JoAnn)

Library

(JoAnn)

HUMMMMM ! 
(Paul)



Glurp ? Medialibrary and not library? 
(JoAnn)

Figure 12 - One “plant”, one manager... No teamworker.

3.3. Improving distributive negotiation

The distributive process has very different characteristics from the integrative one. It is not surprising that its improvement will require different capabilities. In this section, I examine some examples of improvement in distributive negotiation facilitated by the characteristics of groupware. Then, I will look at roles, rules and norms around the technology and end by discussing some challenges that were observed in practice.

Examples of distributive processes

From my case, I have identified three representative application of groupware technology that could improve distributive processes: publishing information, managing a flow of tasks, and administering requests and questions.

Publishing information

The publication of information is a classic use of groupware to improve internal communication. Instead of broadcasting paper documents, or electronic mail, companies set up a web page or a Lotus Notes database to publish internal information.

As one manager explained,

The return on investment... it is without any doubt a better cross-functional teamwork. Information more available, easier to find, and more up-to-date.
Le retour sur investissement... c’est incontes-tablement un meilleur fonctionnement transverse. De l’information disponible, plus facile à avoir, plus fraîche.

Quote 14 - Groupware technology helping accessing information (Manager, Zeus)

The negotiation process underlying publication is a very distributive one: the responsibility to publish the information is assigned to different person in the group, according to the topic. The group dynamic is not focused on improving the quality of the publication or the content, but on finding who will publish what, and who will have access right to this information. This process however remains a negotiation: if the group does not buy in, then the application will never work. Some salient examples of failure will be analyzed later.

Managing a flow of tasks

I have seen several examples where the management of a flow of tasks was facilitated using a workflow tool. The process underlying the management of a flow of tasks is a distributive negotiation process. Its main characteristics are twofold: first, it divides the work into sub-tasks, and distributes those sub-tasks among the group members; second, it allows the group members to influence the flow of the work, and either to pass the baton to a more appropriate group member, or to ask for some help from another person.

Even though some workflow application can seem very direct, there is always some sort of negotiation implied in the distribution of tasks: in Zeta, for example, all the group members had the power to forward the question to someone else in the group. In the JBM department, the group regularly discussed the current allocation of tasks, and decided whether it made sense or not. The distribution of tasks is an on-going negotiation: at any moment the group can decide to change it and use another strategy to achieve the goal.

This process can be considered to be distributive because it focuses on a fixed outcome without any attempt to improve it. For example, in Zeta, the workflow made sure that customer problems were considered and eventually resolved. The workflow itself did not focus on finding the best way to solve the problem.

Administering requests and questions

The last application of groupware to support a distributive process that I observed is the management of requests and questions, where the technology provided a unique interface between two groups. This interface would allow one group to asks questions or to request actions, and the second group to answer the questions or fulfill the requests. This control of the information should provide better quality communication, and better coordination within both groups. In addition, the technology can provide a way for the first group to check the status of its questions and requests.

Here is one of the most representative example in Zeus. This application focused on managing the administrative requests when an employee moves from one office to another.

There is one field that will be used for the internal directory, then there will be requests for the movers... Then, groupware handles computer issues, connection, and some internal administrative stuff... In addition, everyone, when he/she has done what was requested, must report on it [in the software]... So that the secretary who made the request knows what has been done... Because, organizing that for 700 people, the point is that it is not easy. [Previously], there was always something wrong: we got the boxes too early, or too late.
Il y a une fiche qui va servir pour l’annuaire, ensuite il y aura des besoins de déménageurs... puis cela traite des problèmes micro, connexion, et puis après des petits trucs internes...  Sans compter qu’en plus chacun, quand il a fait ce qu’on attendait de lui doit réagir dans l’application... Comme cela la secrétaire qui a donné l’ordre peut savoir où elle en est... Parce que, organiser cela sur 700 personnes, l’idée c’est que ce n’était pas évident. [Auparavant] Il y avait toujours un truc: on avait les cartons trop tôt, les cartons trop tard.

Quote 15 - Description of a workflow to manage requests (Developer, Zeus)

Another example that I found relevant in Zeus is  a question and answer database used by communication managers to answer in each plant questions about one specific event that happened in Zeus’ economic environment. This database provided the functional department in charge of the strategy with a controlled channel to gather the questions. The communication managers, on the other hand, could make sure that their questions were answered and coordinate their communication plan across all sites.

Improving the distributive processes

The theory of negotiation identifies many strategies and tactics that can be used to improved the management of distributive situations. In my cases, I could identify three ways in which groupware was used to support distributive processes: improving selective communication, clarifying power and responsibilities and automating and monitoring the administration of tasks.

Improving selective communication

A distributive process is based on controlled, asymmetric information. I observed three types of situations where specific communication channels were provided by the technology: the situation where a group needs to publish information to a specific set of employees, the situation where a group needs a private discussion to define a group position, and the situation where a flow of tasks or a request requires administrative information. All these three situations correspond to distributive communication needs, and can be supported by the technology. The technology will improve the reliability, the costs, the speed and the selectivity of the communication, and help to control the information flow.

In Pallas, workflow has been used to provide clear official answers to the questions that employees might have about a reorganization. In this situation, it was critical that no one saw the working draft of the answer which may have contained inappropriate or confidential information. In Zeta, a senior specialist could check the work of junior specialists, without them knowing if they were being observed or not.

Clarifying power and responsibilities

In some instances, groupware applications were used to clarify power and responsibilities. This  helped divide the distributive process into smaller decisions, and assign individual tasks to group members; the application also provided relevant information to support the decisions; it proposed a procedure for the distribution of the tasks, and clarified the power and responsibilities within the group.

In the JBM department, the distributive process within the group was divided into sub-elements. Groupware enforced the concept of an agenda item, and that of an elementary task assigned to one individual. During the meeting, the discussion focused on distributing the responsibility for each task among the participants. Only during the meeting could the group define those responsibilities.

In Zeta, the technology provided the intermediaries with the relevant information to make a better decision and provided a mechanism for them to distribute the workload. In the JBM department, groupware was used to report on the progress made by each task. Records of the group’s past decisions, and task reports in the forum helped the group settle for a distribution of work to achieve their objective.

Yet, groupware cannot completely change the existing balance of power: even in Zeta, the first level employees still maintained some power. They could boycott the system, or decrease the quality of their work, or send a large backlog of calls to the senior members.

Automating and monitoring the administration of tasks

The dynamic distribution of tasks often implies a large amount of administrative work to manage the necessary flow of information. In my cases, some groupware applications were aimed at supporting this process. Groupware achieved this goal in two ways: first, it can automate the necessary flow of information between the tasks and sometimes automate the task allocation; second, it can monitor the tasks and allow for a dynamic redistribution of tasks.

In any workflow, each individual step requires information about the outcome of the previous steps. For example, in Zeta, each customer representative needed to know the history of a problem, and its current status before she could do any work on that problem. In Pallas, when the answer to a question was drafted at each step, the manager needed to know the outcome of the previous steps.

At the same time, the technology can provide some group members with the necessary information to monitor the process. The group can regularly check the status of the work done, and decide whether a task redistribution is appropriate or not. In Zeta, this constant monitoring was particularly salient. In Pallas, a specific manager monitored the process and intervened if necessary to redirect the question.

Roles in the group

I observed four roles in my cases. These roles were all formal, reflecting official responsibilities and power. The organizational structure of the group supported these roles and provided them with the necessary power to accomplish their tasks.

The process owner

Similar to the leader in an integrative process, the process owner shapes the distributive process. However, I noticed three main differences between a process owner and the leader of an integrative negotiation process: first, the process owner is responsible for the outcome, while the leader is responsible for the process; second, he plays the role of monitoring and is therefore not part of the group, while the leader is; third, the process owner will delegate powers and responsibilities for specific tasks individually within the group, while the leader fosters shared responsibilities and goals within the group.

In Pallas, the manager in charge of corporate communication was responsible for the answers given to the questions of the employees. Even though he delegated these questions to other managers, he still retained some responsibility. In Zeta, the manager in charge of the customer service department was responsible for the answers provided to the customers. In PallasNet, the manager in charge of corporate communication was responsible for the official internal site.

The process owner plays a monitoring role. In Pallas, the manager in charge of communication could access any information in the two applications he owned. In Zeta, the managers could access any data in the database, or listen to any incoming call taken by the support specialists.

The process owner delegates some of his power to the group. For example, the arbitrator, introduced below, will be empowered by the process owner. In Zeta or in Pallas, most decisions on task distribution or task content were delegated to other group members. Yet, at any time, the process owner retains to right to step in and change those decisions.

The arbitrator

In an integrative negotiation, a facilitator will be used to support the integrative process. In a distributive negotiation, Lewicki et al. recommend the use of two different types of facilitator: a mediator
 and an arbitrator. The mediator will be introduced in the next chapter, when organizational transformation will enlarge the process. In the cases of distributive improvement, the arbitrator was the only role that seemed important. Most existing groups were quite small, and had been together for a long period of time, reducing the need for a formal mediator.

The arbitrator is a person or a team that is referred to whenever an agreement is not feasible in the distributive process. When the members of the group cannot agree on a distribution of tasks, responsibilities or roles, or when the group members do not see any solution to their problem, they will refer to the arbitrator. The arbitrator can also intervene whenever the distributive process is compromising the objective of the group.

In Zeta, for example, the intermediaries played the role of arbitrator in the group. They intervened to change the responsibilities and tasks: they could forward a call from a junior specialist to a senior one, and whenever a junior specialist could not solve a problem, it would be referred to the arbitrator who would redistribute the call. In Zeus, the group manager played the role of arbitrator in the case of the JBM department and the consulting home page.

[The intermediary] is more or less kind of protecting the front line people as a group -- not protecting, but overseeing so they’re not burdened. I think they would like to be able to handle the calls and sometimes they’re reluctant to give them up. So [the intermediary] will keep an eye on how long the call has been open, what kind of questions they have been asking, so that if it looks like they’ve come to a stop or they haven’t worked on it in x number of days, then she would take it and assign it.
(Quote from an employee of Zeta, Orlikowski, 1996)

Readers and publishers

Readers and publishers are the two extremes in a distributive situation: readers will benefit from the work of the publishers, and the publishers will not benefit from the process immediately. In specific situations, the publishers may benefit indirectly from some formal or informal incentives. In my cases, these indirect benefits seem critical.

In Sun Microsystems, for example, each employee has a strong incentive to publish information and spend time maintaining his/her web page, even though he/she will not benefit immediately from the work:

One manager said, “I had one candidate, I was interviewing him for a job [transfer], and he talked about how good he was (...) but when I saw his homepage, links were broken and stuff like that, so I asked him about it and he said, ‘Well I didn’t have much time and...’ He hasn’t got time to update and wanted to work for me which will be part of his job! And, well, so I gave him a pat on the shoulder...”
(Akagi, 1996, p. 39)

Rules and norms
In the improvement of integrative negotiation processes, rules and norms play an important role in the negotiation process. However, unlike in the integrative situation, the rules and norms do not apply to the process of the negotiation but to the content and the power and responsibilities.

Content norms

In a distributive process, the norms for content are important to allow parties with different information and different context to communicate without mistake. Orlikowski and Yates (1994), for example, analyzed the role of a genre repertoire in a large-scale electronic mail system. In my field study, I found several examples of communication difficulties. The most difficult ones occurred when the publishers and the readers were different or when there were several independent publishers.

In Pallas, the workflow used to propose answers to questions asked about the organizational change contained two steps used to translate the questions and the answers from one environment to the other. All incoming questions were reformulated to allow a top manager to understand them. All outgoing answers were reformulated by a communication specialist to remain understandable even out of context. In this case, the uniformity in style of the content was managed by a specific group of individuals.

In Zeus, a database had been introduced to maintain and publish a catalog of all existing applications. A manager comments on the need for content norms:

These databases crosscut [Zeus]... They work more or less, in the sense that not everyone inputs the data exactly in the same way... There need to be a minimum number of ground rules, of language norms, of rules, of what we want, so that we can understand each other, so that we can speak about the same thing. We did not manage to make the database uniform.
Ce sont des bases très transverses à l’ensemble de [Zeus]... cela marche plus ou moins bien, au sens où tout le monde ne remplit pas exactement de la même manière... il faut avoir un certain nombe de règles de travail en commun, de respect de langage, de conventions, de ce que l’on veut, qui font qu’on peut arriver à se comprendre, à parler de la même chose. On n’a pas réussi à harmoniser la base.

Quote 16 - The need for content norms in a distributive situation (Manager, Zeus)

Ground rules to identify powers and responsibilities

The rules and procedures around groupware are used to shape the negotiation process by providing sources of power and influence among the actors. The concept of power is key in a distributive negotiation situation. It refers to:

“the ability to bring about outcomes [people] desire” or “... the ability to get things done the way one wants them to be done”
(Salancik and Pfeffer, 1977, cited in Lewicki et al., 1994, p. 293).

The role of norms is to empower people to make decisions, or to influence decisions, while assigning them with clear responsibilities. For example, in Zeta, the rules explicitly gave power to the intermediaries to forward calls from the junior specialists to the senior ones. It also gave the power to the junior specialists to pass their calls to the senior specialists.

There are several roles: the editors, who process the questions... with the power and responsibility to collect the questions. They send them to experts... who answer the questions and send them to the “reviewers”.
Il y a plusieurs roles: les rédacteurs qui procèdent au traitement des questions... dûment mandatés pour récolter les questions... ils les expédient vers des experts, des répondeurs... qui formulent les réponses et les envoie vers les valideurs.

Quote 17 - Formal roles in a distributive groupware application

Challenges

As for the situation where groupware is used to improve an integrative process, there are many challenges that face groupware in a distributive situation. Building on the theory of negotiation, I was able to observe four challenges that caused difficulties in some groups: matching the incentives with the new process, empowering people according to their role, providing flexibility in the distributive process, and enforcing content norms and responsibilities.

Matching the incentives with the new process

The first challenge that groupware faces in a distributive situation is the misalignment of incentives and a desired process. As we have seen previously, use of the technology can modify the distribution of power and responsibilities in a process. This means that formal and informal incentives should be revised to match this new distribution.

In one of my cases, workflow was introduced to support an existing process. However, when the technology was introduced, the incentives for each actor of the process to use the technology were not discussed. In that particular example, some actors were loosing power and flexibility because of the tool: they had to document every action that they were taking instead of managing these on their own. Without additional incentive to balance this loss of power and flexibility, there was little chance that these group members would agree to use the technology.

Providing flexibility in the distributive process

The second challenge that groupware faces is the lack of flexibility. In the negotiation perspective, each distributive process is a negotiation and by definition calls for some flexibility in the outcome. Multiple conflicting interests and responsibilities can require the participants to change the distribution of tasks, to make concessions, and to accommodate the constraints of each group member. In addition, the initial plan for the work will often turn out not to work, and a  redistribution of the tasks will be required. Exception handling is a good example of the required flexibility in workflow.

In the case of the JBM department, the small workflow application supporting the group was extremely flexible. In particular, it allowed for a redistribution of the tasks whenever required. Although there are no example of large workflow failure in my research, the example of the introduction of workflow in Pallas to answer questions around a reorganization suggests the importance of flexibility. In this example, the first workflow was extremely rigid, and imposed a specific flow for the tasks.

Empowering people according to their role

Unlike the situation of an integrative process, the roles that people play in a distributive process using groupware require empowerment so as to allow the group members to request information or ask questions, and provide them with some confidence that the request or question will be addressed.

In Zeta, the intermediaries, the junior and the senior specialists could all decide to forward a call to a more experienced person. They did not need the formal approval of this person. In Pallas, when one communication manager sent a question to a vice president, he decided for the vice president whether he would be the most appropriate person to answer the question. In a sense, this was a form of power.

In Pallas, the management team in charge of answering questions realized that some group members did not have enough power in the process to be efficient. Here is what the manager explained about one of the roles in the application, the “editor”. “Editors” edit questions from the employees and forward them to experts who will propose an answer.

The editor can propose a draft for the answer... The write can monitor all questions. Before we decided to follow this format, there were many back-and-forth movements.
Le rédacteur peut faire une ébauche de réponse... Le rédacteur peut aller voir les questions. Avant de voir cette formule, il y avait beaucoup d’aller-retours.

Quote 18 - The new powers of the editors in Pallas’ Q&A application (Manager, Pallas)

 Enforcing content norms and responsibilities

There are at least two different sets of challenges related to groupware applications in a distributive situation: first, the group members do not necessarily share the same context and do not have the same experience with the technology; second, new group members need to understand and accept their responsibilities in the group.

In an example in Zeus, new group members were introduced to a new distributive groupware application. This application was developed to manage the distribution of tasks among the group members and to report on their accomplishments. Yet, the group members could not easily identify the format in which to provide information. They could also not identify the responsibilities for the different parts of the report . They did not understand their position within the overall system, and what it would be used for.

In the previous version, editors were also “reviewers.” Now, [The manager] is at both ends. We insisted on the fact that the “reviewer” is the manager.
Dans l’ancienne formule, les répondeurs étaient aussi les valideurs. Maintenant, [Le directeur] est aux deux bouts de la chaîne. On a tenu à ce que le valideur soit le directeur.

Quote 19 - Process owner 

3.4. Differences and similarities

Groupware can be used to improve existing group processes. Looking at those processes as an internal negotiation between the group members led me to distinguish two situations. In the first one, the focus of the change is an integrative process, where the group works together to find the best way to achieve the group objective. In the second one, the focus is a distributive process, where the group distributes the tasks, responsibilities and rewards among the group members.

The two situations are similar in their structure but very different in the details. In both cases, groupware focuses on a specific type of negotiation process and leverages appropriate capabilities of the technology. To support the technology, roles, rules and norms will emerge. However, beyond these apparent similarities, the nature of the underlying negotiation process will induce very different developments and challenges.

The adaptation of negotiation theory to the use of groupware, and the analysis of the cases suggest the following comparison between the two situations:


Integrative process
Distributive process

Negotiation process
· Preparing a discussion

· Improving the outcome of the group

· Leveraging an existing knowledge base

· Publishing information

· Managing a flow of tasks

· Administering requests and questions

Improvement brought  by groupware
· Separating purely integrative processes from mixed ones

· Surfacing all relevant information and interests

· Improving collaborative communication

· Improving selective communication

· Clarifying power and responsibilities

· Automating and monitoring the administration of tasks

Roles
· The leader

· The facilitator

· The plant 

· The teamworker

· The process owner

· The arbitrator

· The publisher 

· The reader

Rules and norms
· Discussion norms

· Ground rules for the process
· Content norms

· Ground rules to identify powers and responsibilities


Specific
challenges
· Fostering more integrative behavior

· Balancing integrative and distributive processes

· Facilitating the emergence of discussion norms and rules for the process

· Fostering the appropriate roles in the group
· Matching the incentives with the new process

· Providing flexibility in the distributive process

· Empowering people according to their role

· Enforcing content norms and responsibilities

Common
challenges
· Training and supporting the users to integrate the tool into their individual work

· Analyzing the existing group processes to design the tool

· Having clear objectives, plans, measures and feed-back

Despite the differences between the two situations, some common challenges can be identified. The last row of the table shows the three challenges that I identified: the problem of training, the design and technical support of the tool, and the planning and feed-back loop.

Training and supporting the users to integrate the tool into their individual work

Training is a critical part of any IT project: training on the tool, explaining how the tool will be used, etc. Yet, in addition to these issues, using groupware to improve an existing process requires another sort of training: training and supporting the users to integrate the tool into their individual work. In particular, groupware training should make sure that the users understand what the tool will replace, and how it fits in the mosaic of communication channels within the group.

In some cases, even though the tool was introduced into the group, the group members could not understand what it was supposed to support or replace. In particular, the old ways of communicating were still alive, and no one bothered explaining that they should be replaced or supplemented. One of the major reasons was that no one made clear what the tool was improving, and how.

Companies should also take the time to make sure that the tool is appropriately integrated in the daily work of the individuals. In one example, no one trained the users to understand how the tool could fit into the mosaic of media available: what is the difference between e-mail and Lotus Notes? what are the constraints of each, etc. In many instances, groupware was very poorly integrated with the desktop applications. In addition, no one took the time to integrate the many groupware elements to which a person had access.

In Zeus, the need for someone dedicated to provide support to the group members was salient. Here is how a manager explains the role of this person:

Another aspect is the importance of some local trainer. This role is played by someone who is preferably discrete, because he/she should not disclose the difficulties that the boss has, or that anyone else has. So, someone who is discrete, able to receptive, to come regularly and check with all actors to make sure everything is all right... to watch people work and explain... here, you made 10 moves, whereas in that way you could achieve the same thing in 3 moves.
Un autre des aspects, c’est l’importance de l’assistance de proximité. C’est quelqu’un qui est de préférence discret, parce qu’il ne s’agit pas de faire état des difficultés de fonctionnement du chef ou de n’importe quelle autre personne. Donc quelqu’un de discret qui est capable d’être à l’écoute, de passer régulièrement derrière tous les acteurs pour voir si tout va bien... pour regarder les gens travailler et dire... là, il te faut 10 manoeuvres alors que comme cela en trois coups tu fais la même chose.

Quote 20 - The need for a local trainer to support group members (Manager, Zeus)

Analyzing the existing group processes to design the tool

The design of the tool and the required technical support is another challenge for a company. Not only is the technology new, but very often neither the developers nor the managers know how a group process really works. In many of the cases I studied, a careful analysis of the existing processes would have saved a lot of effort and difficulty. In particular, analyzing the individual needs of each group, and then of each individual in the group might have avoided many difficulties.

For example, in Zeus, the use of standardized templates with very little customization led to the situation where every group members saw all the information in the same way, by date. The lack of analysis of the requirements of the individual group members led one interviewee to have to regularly access more than 20 databases to find what was of interest to him.

Having clear objectives, planning, measuring and providing feed-back

Introducing and managing the change around groupware, like in any project, needs rigorous planning and feed-back mechanisms. Like a continuous improvement process, clear objectives and a clear measurement system should be in place. In particular, in a situation of improvement, such project management would help users focus on the valuable aspects of groupware and avoid confusion. Unfortunately, the limited size of the groupware investment often fosters a lack of discipline, and the loss of good habits.

For example, in Zeus, managers have a lot of difficulties knowing whether groupware is successful or not. This led to many difficulties in the management of change. For example, when I conducted my study, few people knew exactly how many databases there were in the different departments that I studied. No one knew which database was still being used or not. Here is what a manager told me:

Since your are not from the company, maybe you will manage to know which experiment is a success and which ones is not. For me, knowing success stories, it is ok. Knowing failures? There are people who consider some experiments as successful, whereas they seem strange to me.
Peut-être qu’en tant qu’extérieur, vous réussirez à avoir des notions d’expérience réussies et ratées que moi je n’arrive pas à avoir. Alors [pour moi, les expériences] réussies cela va. Les ratées? Il y a des gens qui considèrent des expériences réussies alors qu’elles me semblent un peu curieuses.

Quote 21 - Difficulties to measure the results of groupware (Manager, Zeus)

This chapter presented cases where groupware technology was used to improve an existing process. The observation suggested that there are fundamental difference between an integrative and a distributive situation. The next chapter will investigate the situation where groupware is used to transform the organization and introduce a new negotiation process.

4. Organizational transformation

Improving the existing processes throughout a company is valuable. Yet, being able to transform the organization to radically improve its efficiency and effectiveness is often what the company actually expects. In this chapter, I examine cases of local organizational transformation, focusing on the specific challenges of these transformations. In particular, I look at situations where pre-groupware a negotiation process between the parties either did not exist or was of a different type.

As in the previous chapter, I will start with some examples, then look at the integrative and distributive situations. In each situation, I will describe my observations, and explain how they relate to known results from negotiation theory. One or two examples will be used to illustrate the observation. I will conclude by comparing these two situations and highlighting some common challenges. The next chapter will summarize the insights that can be gained using a negotiation framework in these situations, and discuss some organizational implications.

4.1. Two examples

Instead of drawing on a single case like in the previous chapter, I will introduce two separate cases here. The example of the RTX Unit corresponds to the introduction of a new integrative process. The example of new reorganization questions & answers (Q&A) in Pallas corresponds to the introduction of a new distributive process.

The RTX Unit (Zeus)

The RTX Unit had been recently created within the central IT organization of Zeus to introduce a new customer-focus among the IT engineers. As previously mentioned for the JBM department, the central IT organization plays the role of an internal IT consulting entity. With a very strong engineering culture, the IT organization did not have a strong customer orientation. For example, it was very difficult for the managers to have a view of the projects consolidated by internal customers. The mission of the RTX Unit was to consolidate project information by customers and facilitates better marketing of IT services internally.

Before the RTX Unit was formed, the management of the client relationship was distributed among 50 IT engineers who had the responsibility to manage client contracts. This was not their primary responsibility, and the coordination among them was minimum. The RTX Unit was introduced to replace this previous organization with a team of 6 dedicated engineers and one manager. At the time of the study, the RTX Unit had been operating for half a year.

Right from the beginning, the RTX manager decided to leverage groupware to foster teamwork in his group. He had some past experience in negotiating and working at a distance using electronic media such as videoconferencing, fax, e-mail and telephone. He had no previous experience in groupware but leveraged his previous experience to imagine potential uses for the technology.

The RTX Unit used groupware in two ways: first, it used a forum to focus on the mission of the group, prepare the weekly meetings where common topics were discussed, and build a shared space where the engineers could brainstorm. As the manager explained, each engineer spent more time with internal customers than in the team. Fostering a common identity and being able to exchange ideas off-line was thus a key issue for the group.

Second, the team used the forum as a knowledge base, where all the working documents, all the templates, all the available information and memos where stored and updated regularly. This helped the group develop expertise quickly and ensured consistency.

Answers to questions about reorganization (Pallas)

Pallas recently decided to reorganize one of its entities. The reorganization raised a lot of concerns among the employees, and the social transition became a key challenge for top management. Pallas’ management team decided to apply groupware to complement the traditional channels used to communicate with the employees.

During the reorganization, there were two series of questions. The first ones, the hot ones, were answered during conferences or negotiations with the representatives of the employees. After the first series of questions were answered, there were a lot of other questions which arose over a long period of time. Providing a means to answer all questions was the objective of the groupware application.

The groupware application was built on top of the internal web of Pallas. It was divided into two parts: first, publication of all communication material about the reorganization; second, a questions and answers forum, where any employee could ask an anonymous question and receive an answer within two weeks. In addition to this channel, the management decided to allow questions to be asked through the Minitel -- a universally available terminal connected to on-line services -- through fax or through the local communication department.

The questions and answers part was linked with an internal workflow where a team of managers drafts the answer, validated it, and published it. The questions were grouped together, and edited by specific managers, playing the role of “editors”. The edited question was then forwarded to top management experts who drafted an answer. This answer went to a “reviewer” who edited the answer again, validated it and posted both the answer and the question on the Internal Web.

Groupware enabled the top management team to answer the second batch of questions in a systematic way, establishing a direct channel between them and the employees. The team was in the process of evaluating this application when my research was conducted. Top management considered it as a success: within the few months that the application had been running, on average 1 question per day was asked; after aggregation and reformulating, roughly 90 questions-answers have been published; more than 50% of the employees who had access to the web used the site.

These two examples in Zeus and Pallas demonstrate how groupware can be applied to introduce a new negotiation process in a company. I will now examine the situations where a new integrative or distributive process is introduced, focusing on the specific issues of each situation. Finally, I will compare the two situations and identify common challenges.

4.2. Introducing an integrative process

One way to transform an organization is to leverage groupware by introducing a new integrative process. I am not concerned here with a company-wide change in the organization. There seem to be very few examples of such company-wide transformations in the business world, and most of them are located in small companies. There were no such example in the companies that I studied. Instead, I will investigate local transformations within large companies. 

I will first describe three opportunities for integrative transformation that I observed, then I will explain critical success factors that were common among the applications which were described as successful by the interviewees. In these cases, I will highlight several observations on how the companies leveraged groupware. I will then explain some of the challenges that group members explained to me in situations where the organizational transformation face difficulties. I will relate all my finding to some known results from the theory of negotiation.

Opportunities

At least three opportunities for integrative transformation appeared in my cases: creating a new internal focus group; organizing a group around a project; exploiting the experience of the firm to expand its knowledge. All these examples can be interpreted as the creation of a new negotiation situation. I found no example of a process which was transformed from a distributive to an integrative one. I will revisit this point in the challenges section.

Creating a new internal focus group

I observed some very successful examples of creation of a new focus group to improve such or some aspects of the firm, in which the team leveraged groupware from the beginning. The creation of a new focus group was in each case facilitated by the integrative use of groupware. Group leaders explained that the communication capabilities of groupware allows people to work together even though they are distant, or have very tight schedule constraints. In addition, I noticed that the technology supported the group in the same way as mentioned previously: it fostered integrative behavior and led to effective teams, that seemed more concerned with the mission of the group, rather than with internal distributive behaviors.

The RTX Unit is one example of such a focus group. The mission of the group was to improve the customer orientation of the IT organization. The leader of the group leveraged groupware right from the creation of the team to foster integrative behavior, allowing team members to cooperate although they rarely meet face to face.

The example of the technology frameworks is another example of a focus group. This group had been created to focus on building the necessary knowledge base and reference documents to support the IT architecture of the company. Group members were scattered all around France. The technology allowed them to prepare their monthly meeting off-line, leverage their experience and propose solutions or ideas before the actual discussion. Here also, groupware technology was introduced when the group started to work together.

Organizing a group around a project

In the field study, there are several examples of groups that were created and organized around a project, and that leveraged groupware technology to facilitate the new process. The principle here is the same as for the focus group: a group that could not easily follow an integrative process because of time or distance constraints can now cooperate on-line and focus meetings on discussions and decisions. There are significant differences however: whereas the focus group has an indefinite duration, the project has a limited life time and goes through a life cycle.

The most salient example of such an innovation is the example of the Quality Team in Mox corporation (Goodall, 1996), which used Team Room, a Lotus Notes integrative groupware software similar to the forums used in Zeus.

The second team studied was the Quality team, a group brought together to introduce a quality initiative in Mox’s Information Systems division. During much of 1994, Mox’s IS division had been trying out a variety of approaches to introducing quality. In 1995 a full time quality team was put together to spearhead this initiative. The Quality team was led by an experienced IS staff member, Ed, who had been involved in Mox’s beta testing of Team Room.
(p. 35)

In Zeus, there were many example of project groups that were introduced with the help of groupware technology. The most famous success story was the construction of a plant where the project was managed using Lotus Notes. To explain the benefit of the technology in this situation, I would like to quote a manager, discussing successful groupware applications, and mentioning one of the project groups that I analyzed:

The categories that worked well are projects that dealt with new ideas... The first project like that, where groupware worked well, is the preparation of the conference [on a specific event]. We were under time pressure, since we had two months to prepare the conference, and we needed to foster a broad brainstorming on the subject, without having the time to proceed as usual... [The conference] was the deadline. The actors were motivated... The database was shut down when the conference was over.
Les catégories qui ont bien fonctionné sont les projets qui ont traité de sujets un petit peu nouveaux... Le premier projet pour lequel cela a bien marché est la préparation de la réunion [spécifique à un événement donné]. On avait un temps qui était réduit, puisqu’on avait deux mois pour préparer cette réunion, et bon il fallait faire en sorte de générer un brainsotrming généralisé sur ce sujet sans avoir matériellement le temps de faire comme on le faisait traditionnellement... [La réunion] c’était la cible dans le temps. Les acteurs étaient très motivés... La base s’est arrêtée de vivre à la réunion.

Quote 22 - Introducing a project group using groupware (Manager, Zeus)

Exploiting the experience of the firm to expand its knowledge

The third improvement that I observed is when groupware is used to introduce a group of people in charge of learning and building a knowledge base to exploit the experience of the firm. The integrative process in this case focuses on improving the knowledge base as much as possible.

The example of the technical frameworks shows how the focus group used groupware to maintain an up-to-date knowledge base. The team focused on learning from the experience of all the team members to expand the knowledge base and publish that knowledge within the company. In Zeta, the senior specialists learned from the customer calls, and consolidated this learning within the incident database.

Having established a large, rich, and growing knowledge base in the form of the ITSS [Incidents Tracking Support System] database, the CSD [Customer Service Department] began to use that knowledge to create benefits beyond those of specialist’s problem solving. In particular, two opportunistic innovations where enacted by the technologists and specialists -- a training mechanism for new hires, and electronic channels for disseminating and publishing technical knowledge outside of the CSD.
(Orlikowski, 1995, p. 15)

In Zeus, a similar application was introduced in the central IT organization, where specialists support internal customers using a hot-line. Here is how an IT specialist described the change that was introduced using groupware:

For example, we organized a hot line [...], and the questions asked and the related answers that we provided are stored in this forum. For example, I can say, hey I gave this advice and one of my colleagues could explain to me, but you could have answered the question in this other way... You see, we enrich, we capitalize like that, over time.
Par exemple, on organise un SVP [...], et les questions et réponses d’accompagnement sont mises dans ce forum. Par exemple, je peux dire, tiens j’ai préconisé telle solution à quelqu’un que j’avais en ligne et un de mes collègues aurait pu me dire, mais tu aurais aussi pu faire comme cela... voyez, on enrichit, on capitalise comme cela au fur et à mesure.

Quote 23 - Exploiting experience to expand knowledge (IT Specialist, Zeus)

The conditions for an integrative situation

Even though the opportunity to introduce a new integrative process can be large, building an integrative situation presents many challenges. Lewicki et al. (1994) identify six conditions for an integrative process. I have adapted this framework to interpret three conditions that seemed to make a difference in the success of groupware in my cases: a commitment to a common objective, a commitment to work together, and trust in the team.

Commitment to a common objective

In the theory of negotiation, an integrative situation requires the commitment of the parties to a common objective. Both the common objective and the commitment are critical.

The meaning of common objective must be understood in a broad sense. Lewicki et al. (1994, p. 101) differentiate three types of common objectives:

· “A common goal by which all parties share the result equally, each one benefiting in a way that would not be possible if they did not work together.”

· “A shared goal, by which the parties work toward a common end, but benefit differently.”

· “A joint goal by which individuals with different personal goals agree to combine them in a collective effort.”

Arguably, the engineers of the RTX Unit and the senior specialists of Zeta shared a common goal: high quality performance of the group. The IT engineers and managers who participated in the Strategic Planning exercise were committed to a shared goal: the strategic plan. The engineers of the technical frameworks focus group, while they had different functional goals -- maintenance of existing application, definition of the future architecture, IT consulting, etc. -- they had a joint goal: building a knowledge base.

The commitment of the group members to the objective is difficult to measure. However, in Zeta, the managers formally changed the incentive system to increase the commitment of the senior specialists; in Zeus, I observed that the introduction of an integrative application was more successful when the group had a challenge to face, and when the reputation of the group members was tied to this challenge. In the technology group and the RTX unit the group faced the challenge to prove to the organization that they could be successful and have an impact in the company.

Commitment to work together

The commitment to work together is different from the commitment to a common objective. In particular, it assumes the mutual understanding that working as a team will be more efficient than distributing the work and assigning responsibilities within the group.

Although the commitment to work together is difficult to assess, in my cases, all the interviewees recognized the value of working as a team, and integrating the points of view instead of assigning topics to each participant. Most importantly, in all my cases, the leader of the group tried to articulate the reasons for the group to commit to work together.

Here is what the leader of the RTX Unit explained to me:

I asked to myself: what game are we playing? If I want to build a team, what do we have to accomplish together?... How will collaboration bring anything? In this profession, many engineers are alone, facing the customer. I tried to emphasize collaboration for everything else, the sharing of documents, the possibility to capitalize on our experience.
Je me suis demandé : quelle partie joue-t-on ? Si je cherche à créer une équipe, qu’a-t-on à faire ensemble ?... En quoi le collectif va-t-il apporter quelque chose? Dans le métier que l’on fait, beaucoup d’ingénieurs sont dans la solitude face au client. J’ai donc cherché à mettre en avant le collectivisme face à tout le reste, la mise à disposition de documents, la possibilité de capitaliser l’expérience.

Quote 24 - Building commitment to work together... The view of a team leader (Zeus)

Trust

Trust is an important factor in facilitating integrative negotiation. I use the term trust in a very broad sense: trust in others, trust in one’s own capabilities, trust in the efficiency of an integrative process, etc. In short, trust encompasses everything that the group member has to believe before he/she will agree to work in a team.

In my cases, most groups maintained a very close relationship among the group members. They met regularly as a group. They also met with each other often on other occasions. This suggests that some trust among the group members was building up within the group.

In all examples, at least two group members had had a positive experience working with groupware in an integrative situation. This previous experience usually came from another part of the organization, where groupware had been used successfully to improve an integrative situation. The group members tried to apply their experience to the new situation. This suggests that at least some participants were trusting the technology and its capabilities.

In the RTX Unit, group members had no past history together as a group when their group was formed, and they managed to be successful quickly. The group was new and groupware was utilized right from the beginning. This suggests that in this case there was less cause for distrust in the capability of the group to work together as a team than in an existing group.

Conditions for the adoption of the technology

In the integrative examples identified, I made three observations, which suggested three key conditions for the adoption of the technology, all three related to a negotiation perspective of groupware: starting flexibly and defining the tool as the group uses it; using synthesizers in large scale applications; understanding what groupware means for the integrative process.

Starting flexibly and defining the tool as the group uses it

As the leader of the RTX Unit explained, the advantage of forums is that it is a “protean” technology: it is flexible enough to be shaped and changed while the group works with it. This flexible approach was common in my four examples. The group did not know how to structure the tool in advance, and structured it while working with it. As a result, the initial design of the groupware application was very rough and it was changed several times to introduce new topics as needed by the group.

A possible reason for this approach was the need for a shared context within the group. As the group formed, the commonalities between the members were minimal, and their shared understanding of the common goal was limited. In fact, it seems that the tool reflected the shared context within the group. It became more and more precise as the group had more and more history working together.

Using synthesizers in large scale applications

In all the examples of large scale integrative application, a special role appeared within the group: that of synthesizer.

In negotiation theory, the role of the synthesizer is to help manage an integrative process that becomes larger than usual. Because the integrative process is larger, more information are surfaced, more solutions are explored and more ideas are generated. The need for somebody to aggregate those ideas and propose a synthesis is high.

In Zeus, the IT organization decided to introduce a new process for the preparation of the long term strategic plan. They organized a team around the project, and completely changed the negotiation process to integrate as many views and opinions as possible. Instead of having 50 managers working on the plan, the team was extended to all managers. Altogether, 200 people participated in the plan. Here is what a manager explained to me:

In the forum, we had 200 people bring contributions. Since there was more people contributing, there was more aggregation work needed than in the traditional process. Since people expressed their ideas more spontaneously, there was more intellectual work to do, more synthesis... Thus, the people responsible for aggregation had much more work to do.
Avec le forum, on a fait contribué 200 personnes. Comme il y avait plus de monde qui contribuaient, il y avait un travail de synthèse à faire plus grand que dans la méthode classique. Comme l’expression était plus spontannée, il y avait aussi plus de travail de décantation, de synthèse... Et du coup pour les gens qui ensuite sont chargés de faire des synthèses, cela génère du travail supplémentaire...

Quote 25 - Synthesizers in a large scale integrative application (Manager, Zeus)

In Zeta all the senior specialists played this role. The aggregated synthesis was then added to the knowledge base, thus improving its content. In Sun Microsystems, Akagi (1996, p. 37) describes two types of synthesizers: the Gatekeepers and the WebMaster

“
- Gatekeepers -
People who oversee the information of Content Providers and integrate it usually on a “team homepage”


- WebMaster -
[Person] who oversees the Gatekeepers, and is responsible for the overall integration of SunWeb.”

Understanding what groupware means for an integrative process

In “Learning from Notes: Organizational Issues in Groupware Implementation”, Orlikowski (1992) highlighted two critical elements for the adoption of groupware in a company: the need for structural changes, and the need to provide the group with new mental models to foster new processes. As Orlikowski explains,

“in the absence of mental models that appreciate the collaborative nature of groupware, such technologies will be interpreted in terms of more familiar personal and stand-alone technologies, such as spreadsheet.”
(p. 237)

The new collaborative technology, which a company implements to foster integrative behavior, cannot support the integrative process unless a shared understanding of its use develops within the group. Yet, most group members may never have experienced groupware in a collaborative mode. And most of the communication tools that are used in practice are distributive ones: mail, memos, telephone, etc. This means that someone must help these participants build an appropriate mental model of how to use groupware.

The need to help build a shared mental model of the technology among the group members thus becomes very salient. This role can be filled by a person in the group, the leader or the facilitator for example, or a person external to the group. This training however must be focused on helping users understand the collaborative aspects of groupware, not the distributive ones like publishing, electronic mail or workflow.

In my cases, I observed that the leader and the facilitator of the groups played a big role in translating the technology, explaining it in familiar terms to group members. In most cases, they had experience with the technology and were able to reframe the notion of groupware and show examples of its use. In most cases, they avoided comparing the technology with existing means of communication and focused on generating collaborative metaphors like forum, white board or repository. Here are some examples of metaphors that they used to describe the technology:

The [electronic] file cabinet, it is extremely concrete. It can be shared: a personal cabinet shared with the community, a safe open to all, may be a public library. In the example of cross-functional projects: everyone who participates in the project place his/her contributions in this file cabinet: at the same time, everyone has the same information.
L ‘armoire [électronique] c’est très concret. C’est partageable : un rangement personnel et au titre de la communauté, un coffre-fort accessible à tous, peut-être une bibliothèque publique. Par exemple, pour les projets transversaux : toutes les personnes qui y contribuent mettent leurs contributions dans cette armoire : au même moment tout le monde a la même information.

Quote 26 - How a team leader uses collaborative metaphors to describe groupware (Mercure)

Challenges

Building a shared objective

I observed several groups that did not have a clear objective, but tried to leverage groupware to introduce new integrative processes. In all cases, the application did not achieve what was expected, and when the field research was conducted, most of the databases had been closed. In a negotiation perspective, the lack of shared objective and therefore of shared reward cannot (and does not) foster integrative negotiation.

In Zeus, one application tried to build a community of employees with a similar activity across all departments. The purpose was to foster the sharing of experience among them.  However, instead of using a forum to brainstorm on concrete issues that group members were facing in their activity, the purpose of this database was to identify ways to use the technology without any specific detail. Questions like “What can we do to improve the communication [with the group]?” or “What can we propose for this database...” were the only headlines in the forum. After a few months, only a few techno-savvy employees remained active in the database.

In another example where the technology did not achieve the expected transformation, the facilitator made the following comment with bitterness:

In my opinion, the most important is that the group forms a “natural” work group [i.e. not artificial]. I mean that the group knows why it was formed, what the role of each member is within the group, what is expected from him/her, and what is expected from the group.
A mon avis, ce qui est le plus important, c’est que quelque soit le groupe d’acteurs, ou le cercle choisi, il y ait le groupe naturel de travail [(non artificiel)]. C’est à dire que le groupe en question sache pourquoi il est là, quel est le rôle de chaque personne au sein du groupe, ce qu’on attend de lui et ce qu’on attend du groupe.

Quote 27 - The need for a clear objective (Facilitator, Zeus)

Breaking with the past

The influence of the past history of the group is very strong, particularly when a company wants to introduce a new integrative negotiation process in a group without previous experience of such integrative process. There is a high probability here that a mixed situation will arise. Lack of trust, or little willingness to change work habits, may hinder the development and use of groupware.

The best example is the case of the technology frameworks in Zeus. I previously mentioned that Zeus introduced a new cross-functional entity, the technology frameworks group, to leverage the experience of the IT organization and define the reference documents to build a coherent IT architecture. Two focus groups were in fact created, with the same leader and the same facilitator. One was cross-functional, and the other was composed of IT people from the same unit. The cross-functional group is the one introduced earlier.

The second IT group was in charge of the technical definition of the reference documents. It had a past history as a group, within a unit that appeared to be quite distributive. Task allocation was the standard way of working in this group, and the managers decided what the group should do. In this second group, the collaborative technology was never used. The group was not able to break with its past, and continued to follow the same work habits it had used previously.

In Zeus again, integrative groupware was introduced in a group used to “political fights” and strategic use of power. The whole approach to groupware was loaded with mistrust, tactics and strategies, anticipated by the project manager. The success of groupware in this environment remained limited, and most databases were no longer active when the field study took place. Here is how the project manager described the past history and culture in the group.

I believed I could introduce the forum in this place with silos everywhere, infinitely political, with a population used to secrecy (...) In fact, I was clashing head-on with culture and the techno-structure.
Cela m’a paru assez jouable de mettre en place un forum dans un lieu cloisonné, infiniment politique, sur une population de gens habitués au secret... En fait, je prenais de plein fouet le système, la technostructure.

Quote 28 - The past history of the group might hinder groupware (Groupware project leader, Zeus)

Forcing the commitment of the group

Forcing the commitment of the group means having the group members commit to a common goal, and decide to work together as a team. Changing the incentives, building a shared identity, or placing the team in front of a challenging problem are ways to force commitment. Without commitment, the group will not attempt to negotiate in an integrative situation. Instead, the group will either boycott groupware or work as usual, distributing tasks to “do the job.”

In one of my cases, for example, the commitment of the group to work together was minimal. Out of 83 contributions in the database, 5 only came from the leader, 6 from three other group members, and 72 came from the facilitator trying desperately to start a discussion. During my interview with the leader of this database, his lack of commitment was obvious.

We created a database so that people can work around the *** software product. I belong to this group... This database is representative of a complete failure... We were 20 group members... Was it because of the facilitator? Was it because we did not find any fit within the group? Was it because we did not need to exchange any information about [the software], the database today is dead... It’s just a fact of life that some databases die and some live.
On a créé une base pour que les gens travaillent autour du logiciel ***, et j’en fait partie... Cela, c’est le type de base qui s’est planté complètement. .. On était une vingtaine de personnes... Est-ce à cause de l’animation, est-ce à cause du fait que le groupe n’avait pas d’atomes crochus ou que le groupe n’avait pas besoin de communiquer autour [du logiciel], n’empêche que cette base a un encéphalogramme plat... Cela fait partie de la vie qu’il y ait des bases qui vivent et qui meurrent.

Quote 29 - Lack of commitment in a group (Leader, Zeus)

Helping the group members build a shared context around the tool

There is one case, in Zeus, where the group members did not give the same meaning to the collaborative technology. In this example, the manager decided to introduce a forum to help the group construct a knowledge base. But, this forum never worked very well because of the difficulty in building a shared understanding of what the tool means.

For one of the group members, the forum was nothing more than a shared directory, which he already had. For another group member, the forum was another Lotus Notes database, and they all looked the same. He did not know what to publish in this one.

Each group member tried to compare the technology with what they were already  accustomed to. Unfortunately, most of the analogies that they found were not appropriate. What the manager wanted to build was a place where common topics and documents could be organized and comments added so that a knowledge base could be built. The lack of common understanding of what the application should be led three dissatisfied group members to boycott the tool.

The most salient example can be found in Alpha, a company studied by Orlikowski (1992, p. 247):

Because people act toward technology on the basis of their understanding of it, people’s technological frames often need to be changed to accommodate new technology... At the time I conducted my study, many of the participants in the office did not have a good perception of what Notes was and how they could use it. Their technological frames around Notes were weakly developed and relied heavily on their knowledge and experience of other individually used technologies. Given such cognition, it is not surprising that in their early use of the technology, these participants had not generated new patterns of social interaction, nor had they developed fundamentally different work practices around Notes. Instead, they had either chosen not to use Notes, or had subsumed it within prior technological frames and were using it primarily to enhance personal productivity through electronic mail, file transfer, or accessing news services.

4.3. Introducing a distributive process

Introducing a distributive process can in some instances improve the functioning of the organization. I have already pointed out that distributive negotiation is unavoidable, and is sometimes desirable. In this section I will show examples from my cases where a company introduced some distributive processes using groupware technology. I will describe some observations that I made when I studied successful applications, and propose an interpretation of these observations in a negotiation perspective. Then, I will explain some of the difficulties that groupware technology faced when the organization tried to introduce a distributive process, and relate these to the theory of negotiation.

Opportunities

From my observation, there seem to be three major business reasons for using groupware to introduce distributive processes: providing direct access to sources of information or for handling requests; empowering employees; introducing automated procedures and supporting decision-making.

Providing direct access to sources of information or for handling requests

The most prominent use of groupware that I observed in a distributive mode is the publication of information within the company. In this type of application, groupware is used to provide new information on-line, and new publishing tasks are spread out through the group. The two net gains observed are the availability of information or knowledge that was difficult to access previously and the possibility of asking questions or making requests directly to the right person. The vision underlying this transformation is the disintermediation within the company.

In this Questions & Answers database, we placed all the questions that people had... then, we tried to categorize them by topics to show areas of concern... and finally, how we could ease the situation and bring answers to people. [Compared to a previous similar situation where groupware wasn’t used], the time horizon was completely different, since [previously] we had a full year to achieve the same objective.
Dans cette base, qui s’appelait la base questions-réponses, on a injecté toutes les questions qui se posaient... et puis on a essayé de les cerner par domaines pour montrer les grands questionnements... et finalement [pour montrer] comment on pouvait calmer un peu le débat et apporter les réponses aux gens. [Par rapport une opération similaire conduite auparavant sans groupware], l’horizon de temps était complètement différent, puisqu’en gros [auparavant] on disposait d’un an pour faire un petit peu le même travail.

Quote 30 - Direct access to questions and answers (Manager, Zeus)

In Zeus, for example, groupware enabled the IT managers to ask their employees to document a directory of all existing applications, called the application legacy. In this database, each application was documented with its associated technical and administrative information. This publication was extremely useful to many maintenance engineers in the company, as well as the engineers in charge of defining the IT architecture. It was seen as a burden for the IT developers and maintenance technicians to document this information, but they agreed to do so.

In Pallas, the application for the questions and answers about the reorganization was a good example of a new direct relationship between the parties in this distributive situation. Previously, questions had to go through local management, then the local communication department, until finally they arrived at top management. Now, the relationship is direct. Moreover, the publication of the questions and answers allows many employees to access this information database directly.

Providing support for decision, empowering employees

The second use of groupware that I observed is to provide some support for decision, thus empowering employees down the hierarchy to make decisions that they could not have taken otherwise. Groupware may only provide the employees with the necessary information to accomplish their tasks. It may ask the employee to provide some input to decide the next step.

Zeus implemented an application to answer questions of the employees about a specific event that was very similar to the one of Pallas. The only difference was that Zeus did not implement workflow to answer the questions. As the application was adopted by the organization, an unintended change appeared: the communication managers in each plant were now able to use the published information to make more decisions on their own. Here is how a manager from the central functions explains the change:

An important consequence was that all the answers of the Q&A database were systematically transmitted to the communication manager in the plants. Now, these managers have gathered these answers in a database, which means that the need for the centralized database has disappeared. The communication managers can now face all the questions that arise in their units on their own. They no longer need to forward them to us. We do not need to provide guidelines and harmonize the answers that are given to the employees.
Un point important, c’est que toutes les réponses de la base questions-réponses étaient systématiquement transférées au communiquant des unités. Maintenant les communiquants d’unité se sont constitué une base de données contenant un certain nombre de réponses, ce qui faitque le besoin est passé. C’est à dire que d’eux-mêmes, ils arrivent à faire face au scope des questions qui arrivent au sein de leurs unités. Ils n’ont plus besoin de les faire remonter. On n’a plus besoin de cadrer et d’harmoniser les réponses que l’on peut faire.

Quote 31 - Consequence of groupware: empowerment of local managers (Manager, Zeus)

Empowerment, as any other distributive activity, often goes with clear responsibilities: the employee (or team of employees) now personally bears the responsibility of the decision. He has all the necessary information, and can request other group members to perform a task. He may also be monitored by someone else, such as the group monitor or the arbitrator.

If you look at the Compass system, which manages providing discretionary (one-shot) bonuses, you can tell how much autonomy is given to the manager. You just fill in a form with some reason and if two senior managers (...) certify it, it will automatically be in the delivery process. (...) The manager can also check how far certification has gone (and could write an e-mail to push the process).
(Akagi, 1996, p. 54)

Introducing automated procedures, supporting integration

The last use of groupware that I observed in my cases is the introduction of automated procedures and the integration of different work processes across the organization. In a negotiation perspective, groupware changes the nature of the interdependencies between the group members, and integrate different distributive processes together.

In Sun Microsystems, the human resource department introduced such an automated workflow:

In the human resource department, [the VP] formed a team called the Business Simplification Group to look over the administrative process, which is often paper intensive, and leads to more personnel to handle it. They investigated those processes and put them all inside the software, even the process of providing discretionary bonuses.
(Akagi, 1996, p. 53)

In Zeta, groupware enabled a better integration of processes across the company. 

The implementation of these bug tracking systems with the links to ITSS enabled specialists to directly transfer bugs they had found into the appropriate bug tracking systems, and to query the status of various bugs simply by accessing and searching the different bugs systems. This eased the task of reporting bugs and gave specialists more information on the status of bugs, and allowed them to change the priority of various bugs if customer calls indicated that such an escalation was needed. Specialists found this change in their coordination with other departments particularly useful.
(Orlikowski, 1995)

It further created a technology platform from which a number of organizational innovations were developed. One such innovation had been the integration of the department with overseas support offices and related departments more locally. (...) the possibility for closer integration of work processes was now possible, at least technologically.
(Orlikowski, 1995)

The conditions for a distributive situation

In my cases, I was able to identify three similarities between successful examples the introduction of distributive processes. Adapting some of the tactics and strategies for a successful distributive situation (Lewicki et al., 1994, pp. 152-159), I interpreted these observations as three important conditions to achieve a positive distributive situation: a superordinate goal, a shared reward and a “yesable” proposal.

A superordinate goal

A distributive situation can quickly become conflictual, and lead to disastrous situations. Crozier (1967),  for example, denounced the perverse effects of the bureaucracy. He illustrated how the strive for personal power can lead to inefficiencies in the company. Looking at conflicts, and at different ways to manage them successfully, Lewicki et al. (1994, p. 153) suggest referring to a superordinate goal between parties to establish commonalities. They define superordinate goals as follows:

“Superordinate goals are common goals; both parties desire them, and both parties must cooperate to achieve them. In a corporation, for example, people do different jobs (e.g., marketing, manufacturing) that have different objectives, yet they must work together (e.g. to get the product to the customer) or the corporation will not survive”

The superordinate goal is a way to bring some commonalities between the parties into the distributive process, and to avoid destructive conflicts among the group members. It explains why negotiation is possible, even though some parties have little personal interest in buying in.

In Pallas, all the team members, and also the employees, shared the same superordinate goal: to make a successful reorganization and to make sure that all the social issues considered seriously. In Zeta, customer satisfaction was one of the possible superordinate goals. In the example of the application legacy, the IT specialists know that the IT architecture was important and needed to be managed.

A shared reward

Sharing the reward is a critical success factor for a distributive process. No distributive negotiation can succeed if there is nothing to distribute but costs. In addition, all the members of the organization have some power, and will use it to ask for some reward.

In all the successful cases, some reward had been shared among the group members. Yet, sometimes, this reward was not obvious: in the example of the application legacy or of a publication on the internal Web, the reward to the publishers was not always clear. There are three types of situations here: some where there is an obvious shared reward, some where a “negotiation mix” is used to create a shared reward, and some where the long term relationship brings an implicit future reward.

In Pallas, there was a clear shared reward for the forum to answer questions of the employees: less administrative tasks, and better satisfaction of the employees. In addition, the top managers got a sense of the concerns of the employees and the temperature of the situation. 

In Sun Microsystems also, both publishers and readers share some reward from publishing knowledge and providing a direct access this information on the intranet:

In terms of knowledge-sharing, there are many employees who provide their latest white papers on the Web. A major incentive for sharing information is to lower the number of queries. The content provider can put FAQ [Frequently Asked Questions] information and so on. Another incentive for sharing information is to get public or corporate notices.
(Akagi, 1996, p. 38)

The negotiation mix is a technique that seems to be used in Intranets. In Prométhée, a small French IT company, recently acquired by a large American software company, the engineers published web pages because they expected others to do the same. This is a trade-off, a pattern of concession making. If you publish things, then I will publish them also. The trick is to make sure that there will be no free-riding. The negotiation mix technique will bundle issues and show the net benefit for the group members if everyone agrees on the final distribution of tasks.

A “Yesable” solution

Each group member has some personal constraints, interests and some points of resistance. Resistance points can come from the physical impossibility of doing something -- for example I can only do so many tasks during a day -- from other responsibilities, or from a loss of power or prestige. The superordinate goal underlying the distributive process will also influence the resistance point of the group members. Reframing the situation in terms of this goal, and showing what the corporation as a whole can gain can lower the resistance point. On the other hand, if the superordinate gain is limited, then the resistance will be high.

I noticed that in many successful distributive situations, the group made sure that the proposed distributive situation is actually feasible (“yesable”) for all the group members. The group was ready to make enough concessions to achieve an agreement.

For example, in the case of the application legacy, given the additional burden to input data in the application, IT managers allowed some concession and were not too demanding. Yet, as one manager explained to me, the organization relies on the fact that the IT specialists will eventually change their perspective, focus more on the superordinate goal to improve the application over time:

We realize that the quality is not uniform... You must understand that for some applications, we are happy that they even agreed to input something, so if in addition we get mad at them and tell them that they are doing a bad job... Our hope is that slowly they will realize that the actual benefit provided by collaborative tools is that we all speak the same language, because otherwise, we lose a lot of the benefit.
On se rend bien compte que ce n’est pas d’une qualité homogène... Il faut bien voir qu’il y a un certain nombre d’applications, on est bien heureux qu’ils aient bien daigné nous entrer quelque chose, alors si en plus dès qu’ils nous rentrent quelque chose on les engueule en leur disant qu’ils n’ont rien compris... Alors leur espoir c’est qu’effectivement, petit à petit les gens comprennent que le véritable attrait des outils de partage, c’est qu’on parle bien le même langage, parce que sinon, on perd beaucoup du bénéfice.

Quote 32 - Making concessions to find a “yesable” solution (Manager, Zeus)

Conditions for the adoption  of the technology

I noticed three conditions that seems to facilitate adoption of the technology in the distributive situation: starting specifically and making adjustments; introducing mediators in large scale applications; understanding individual responsibilities and what each person can do.

Starting specifically and making adjustments

A classic opening in a distributive situation starts with a first position. Then, a pattern of concession making happens, and the group over time settles on a solution. In my examples, it seems that each distributive groupware application followed the same dynamic: each started with a very specific proposal, and that over time these constraints were relaxed. The use of a first proposal and then concessions on that proposal also helps to surface problems and resistance within the group. It allows the negotiation to mix strategies so as to help group members buy into the solution, even though they have to make concessions.

For example, in Pallas, the workflow was initially designed in great details, and started without much flexibility built. Very quickly, it turned out that the group members would not agree to work with so little flexibility. Their power to influence the flow was too limited, and some concessions were necessary.

The tool evolved a little... At the beginning, group members could only move forward in the workflow... We quickly discovered that it was interesting to be able to move backwards... Now, the editor is allowed to draft an answer... He/she can also check the questions and the status of the answer... Before we decided to follow this procedure, which is good, there were many iterations.
L’outil a un peu évolué... Au départ, chacun ne pouvait qu’avancer dans la procédure... On s’est aperçu que c’était intéressant d’avoir la possibilité de revenir en arrière... Maintenant, le rédacteur peut faire une ébauche de réponse... Il peut aller voir les questions et l’avancement de la réponse... Avant de voir cette formule qui est bien, il y avait beucoup d’aller-retours.

Quote 33 - Evolution of a distributive application over time (Manager, Pallas)

Introducing mediators in a large scale application

In a distributive process, and in particular in the case of an internal Web, the amount of information and the fact that there is very little shared context, suggests the use of mediators to serve as a go-between among the group members. These mediators can serve many roles: one is to guide the employees through the available information; another is to help employees redirect a request to the right person; a third role can be to identify a need for information and ask for some publication of that information.

In the example of Pallas, I only saw one large scale distributive process, and here two different roles appeared. In PallasNet, the communication department took the role of pointer, of guide, for the new comers on the internal web. They categorized and sorted the home pages, and introduced the web users to some of these pages according to their needs or the “flavor of the day.” They also organized introductory courses, and scavenger hunts through the growing web.

In Pallas again, the application to answer the questions of the employees had two types of mediators. The main page in PallasNet helped the employees find the application and learn to use groupware. A few communication specialists accomplished another sort of mediation: they filtered all the questions that were asked, and reformulated them. They made sure that the vice president who would answer them understood the point of the question. They also oversaw the whole process and sometimes worked with the vice presidents to formulate the answer so that the employees could understand it.

The questions are edited. They are sometimes not clear enough, or inappropriate... When the questions are posted on the Web, they are edited again... The experts send the answer [to a question] to the “reviewers.” I read the question, then I try to look at the question and the answer from the perspective of any employee... Is this Q&A appropriate? I also check the coherence of the whole system.
Les questions sont reformulées. Elles sont parfois mal posées, impertinentes... Quand la question est remise sur le Web, elle est reformulée... Les répondeurs envoient la réponse [à une question] vers les valideurs. Je lis la question, je cherche à me mettre à la place du lambda, qui lit la question et la réponse... Est-ce que c’est bon à passer. Je vérifie aussi la cohérence du système globalement.

Quote 34 -  The role of a mediator in an integrative large scale application (Mediator, Pallas)

Understanding individual responsibilities and what each person can do

For an integrative situation, one critical factor is shared understanding of use of the technology within the group. In a distributive situation, I observed that mastering the tool might be the critical issue: understanding how the tool works, who does what, what are the possibilities and the requests that can be made, and how to keep some control over the requests to achieve a particular task. In fact, the power to use the groupware application to do what one is empowered to do, is critical. It requires a good understanding of the procedures, the roles and responsibilities.

In Pallas, for example, in the workflow every group member could see the whole process, and understand where he fits into it. The tool was intuitive to use, and provided an immediate feed-back to the user. In addition, the communication specialists who were responsible for the overall process could control the status of the answer and know who was currently handling it. They had control over the technology.

Challenges

The analysis of the distributive situation suggests some challenges that a company might face when it leverages groupware to introduce a new distributive process. In my cases, there were actually examples where the challenges hindered the success of groupware. The four challenges that I identified are the following: demonstrating the usefulness of the distributive process; finding incentives for the group members to buy in; overcoming resistance; helping the group master the technology.

Demonstrating the usefulness of the distributive process

Demonstrating the usefulness of the technology will serve several goals: first, it will highlight a superordinate objective; second, it will lower the resistance of the group members to the technology; third, it will highlight the reward that can be expected from the tool.

In one case, a manager asked his subordinate to document and then publish reporting information on all projects that they were following. An interview with one of the subordinates revealed that the information within the tool was inaccurate and often missing. No one understood the point of documenting the information. In fact, the only accurate field in the database was the only one that was actually needed by another party. In this instance, it appears that the group members never agreed on the new distributive process that was more or less imposed to them.

This highlights the risk of a distributive process:  if the group does not buy-in, then the group members may use their power to boycott the application. In this case, they did not document the fields accurately.

I do not know what the initial expectations were. I did not create this application. In principle, the idea is to have a place  where we can find the information... For this application, I am not the most disciplined in the input of data. Frankly, [the database] is useless to me. Most of the information is the last thing that I care about.
Je ne connais pas les objectifs initiaux. Ce n’est pas moi qui ai concu l’application. En principe, l’idée c’est déjà d’avoir un endroit qui permette de trouver l’info... Au niveau de [cette application], je ne fais pas partie des plus rigoureux en ce qui concerne la saisie des informations. Honêtement, [l’application] ne me sert à rien. La majorité des infos, c’est généralement la dernière des choses auxquelles je pense.

Quote 35 - A groupware database perceived as useless (Group member, Zeus)

Finding incentives for the group members to buy-in

Even if there is a clear benefit from the new distributive process, there should be a way to provide incentives to the group members to buy into the process. In my analysis, I pointed out at some possible incentives: sharing the rewards, changing the formal or informal incentive system, or maintaining a long term relationship.

One organization within Zeus decided to introduce a workflow to manage the administrative work of moving from one office to another. This groupware application started several months before my study, but it never achieved the desired change. A closer look at this application shows that publishers, people who had to document their work in the application, had no clear incentive to buy-in. No change in the formal or informal incentive structure gave any motivation for the “publishers” to buy-in.

As the Notes specialist in charge of the project explains, the project manager, who had the authority to provide incentive to the group members, left the project in its early stage:

Then we were left alone... Simply because at the top also they move. The manager and his assistant were replaced, and we were left with the secretary as liaison. So we decided to continue anyway, and now we are wondering if this was a right decision... We don’t have anyone responsible for the application. You see, our problems are not going to be addressed soon.
Et on s’est retrouvé un peu seuls... tout simplement parce que là haut aussi, ils bougent, le chef est parti et son adjoint aussi. On n’avait plus que sa secrétaire comme interlocuteur. Donc on a dit, tant pis on continue, et maintenant on se demande si on a bien fait... Cela va continuer de tourner sans responsable. Vous voyez, nos problèmes ne risquent pas de se résoudre.

Quote 36 - Lack of incentive to adopt groupware technology (IT Specialist, Zeus)

Overcoming resistance

This leads to the next challenge: overcoming resistance. As in a distributive negotiation, understanding the group member’s reasons for not accepting, or evaluating resistance points, should be one of the first tasks to have a successful distributive process. In many examples, the group members did not buy into the groupware application because they could not or because they considered that it was not worthwhile.

One department of the IT organization in Zeus, the members of a group did not use a distributive groupware that could bring benefit to all the group members. During the interview, one group member highlighted the burden of copying documents back and forth into all the applications. The game was not worth it, and the new application was not used. Examining the reasons that this group member gives for his resistance to change, I noticed that some of them are legitimate reasons that management could have addressed.

Everything that they request me to store [in the database], I already place it in another document. It’s just duplicating information somewhere else. Sharing files, [Notes] v3 and Word, it crashes. So I am not going to play, I write it with Word. We have procedures that imply that we do not need Notes... Every document is sent to the secretary, then if we need the document back, we just have to tell him/her the reference number...
Ce qu’on nous demande d’enregistrer [dans la base], on le met déjà dans un autre document avant. C’est simplement dupliquer de l’information quelque part ailleurs. Partage de fichier, [Notes] v3 plus Word, cela plante. Donc on va pas s’amuser, on le fait sous Word. Chez nous on a des procédures qui sont telles qu’on en a pas besoin de Notes... Tout document est envoyé à la secrétaire, donc si on veut récupérer le document, on a qu’a lui dire le numéro de chrono...

Quote 37 - Strong resistance to groupware... (IT specialist, Zeus)

Helping the group members master the technology

Helping the group master the technology is another challenge that faces the distributive situation. As in the integrative situation, the group members have no experience in the new process. However, unlike the integrative situation, they do not need to have a shared understanding of the technology: they need to be able to use it to achieve their objectives. They need to be empowered with the technology; they need to master it.

For a group member, mastering the technology can mean many different things: understanding how the black box works, understanding the resources available and the responsibilities, understanding the payoff or the superordinate goal, being able to actually use the system to carry out his responsibility, etc.

In one instance in Zeus, an interviewee explained to me all his distress in face of the tool: where to find what, what to do, why do we do that, etc. He did not receive any formal training in the tool, and no one guided him through the use of the tool.

I have no information, I do not know who is responsible for the database... I have the feeling that nothing is organized. I have a lot of databases, and I don’t know which one I should consult. Typically, this morning, I received an e-mail explaining that I could find minutes from a meeting in Notes, ok, but I did not find it. In fact, I realized that I was looking on Los Angeles, and that the file was on the other server, Chicago.
Je n’ai aucune information, je ne sais pas qui est animateur de la base... J’ai l’impression que c’est pas du tout organisé. J’ai plein de bases, je ne sais plus quelle base je dois consulter. Typiquement, ce matin, j’ai eu un message me disant que je peux aller consulter le compte-rendu sur Notes, bon ben je ne l’ai pas trouvé. Et en fait, je me suis rendu compte que moi je regardais sur Los Angeles, et c’était sur l’autre serveur, Chicago.

Quote 38 - Distress in face of groupware technology... (Group member, Zeus)

4.4. Conclusion

In this chapter, I have looked at the situation where instead of improving an existing negotiation process, a company attempts to leverage the technology to introduce a new type of the negotiation process. Looking at the two situations where an integrative or a distributive process is introduced in the group, I identified many elements that were specific to each situation. The following table summarizes them.


Integrative processes
Distributive processes

Opportunities
· Creating  a new internal focus group

· Organizing a group around a project

· Exploiting the experience of the firm to expand its knowledge
· Providing a direct access to sources of information or for requests

· Providing support for decisions, 
empowering employees

· Introducing automated procedures,
supporting integration


Conditions for a negotiation
· Commitment to a common objective

· Commitment to work together

· Trust
· Superordinate goal

· Shared reward

· “Yesable” solution


Conditions for the adoption
of the
technology
· Starting flexibly and defining the tool as the group uses it

· Using synthesizers in large scale
applications

· Understanding what groupware means for the integrative process

· Starting specifically and making adjustments

· Introducing mediators in large scale applications

· Understanding individual responsibilities and what each person can do.

Specific
Challenges
· Building a shared objective

· Breaking with the past

· Forcing the commitment of the group

· Helping the group members build a shared context around the tool
· Demonstrating the usefulness of the distributive process

· Finding incentives for the group members to buy-in

· Overcoming resistance

· Helping the group members master the application

Common 
challenges
· Following transformation with an improvement process

· Getting enough experience to know how to transform the process

· Supporting the necessary evolution of the application within the group

As the last row indicates, I observed three challenges that are common to each situation: following a transformation with an improvement process, getting enough experience to know how to transform the process, and supporting the necessary evolution of the application within the group.

Following a transformation with an improvement process

Not only must the group find a way to work differently using the technology, but it must also adopt the technology and learn how to use it in the new situation. In short, he must manage an improvement process after the new situation becomes clearer. Orlikowski and Hofman (1996) pointed out the necessity, in Zeta, to alternate planned changes with emergent changes.

The same results are valid in my examples. In the successful examples, changes in the group was discontinuous. Between each change in the database, the group learned how to use the tool, and to improve what they were currently doing. This means that the observations from the previous chapter are still valid in the situation where the group introduces new negotiation processes. This obviously includes the related challenges.

...we have offered an improvisational change model as a different way of thinking about managing the introduction and ongoing use of information technologies to support the more flexible, complex, and integrated structures and processes demanded by organizations today. In contrast to traditional models of technological change, this improvisational model recognizes that change is typically an ongoing process made up of opportunities and challenges which are not necessarily predictable at the start. It defines a process which iterates among three types of change -- anticipated, emergent and opportunity-based -- and which allows the organization to experiment and learn as it uses the technology over time.
(Orlikowski and Hofman, 1996)

Getting enough experience to know how to transform the process

Introducing a new way of working is difficult unless the group has some experience with the technology. Since groupware is brand new, and still difficult to introduce, the challenge of acquiring the experience to innovate around it is large. Orlikowski (1996) noted this difficulty in Zeta.

Without any exception, in all the successful examples of transformation that I observed in Zeus, the leader of the group had experience using groupware in another group. This previous experience with groupware seemed to play an important role to provide the group with experience. Here is what a group member explained to me:

We are extremely lucky: the director is leading us in the use of groupware... because during one mission in the institute of management, he has worked across functions in team with top management. He achieved his mission using Notes, very easily because there was a tremendous facilitator.
On a une chance particulière, c’est que le directeur est moteur... parce qu’au travers d’un travail d’une des mission qu’il a dans l’institut du management... il a fait un travail très transverse avec la haute direction. Il a fait cela sous une base Notes comme une lettre à la poste parce qu’il y avait un accompagnement du tonerre.

Quote 39 - Many successful change agents had previous experience with groupware (Manager, Zeus)

Supporting the necessary evolution of the application within the group

I pointed out that groups use two strategies to build their application: in an integrative situation, most groups decided to start with a very flexible groupware and structure it over time together; in a distributive situation, most groups started with a very specific application and relaxed it over time to get the buy-in of the group. In both cases, a number of iterations were necessary at the beginning of the life of the application, which needed to be facilitated by strong support from IT and by periodic reviews of the tool.

The role of the facilitator is usually crucial to do the mediation between the group and the technology. Okamura, Orlikowski, Fujimoto and Yates (1994) noted this when they identified the role of the mediator in a large scale integrative application use by a Japanese R&D company.

...These mediators adapt a new collaborative technology to a context, modify the context as appropriate to accommodate use of the technology, and support ongoing changes to the technology and context over time.
(p.2)

This chapter and the previous one presented observations that I made during the field study and in documented cases from the USA. The analysis of the data suggested that looking at groupware from a negotiation perspective might be valuable. Indeed, as I have demonstrated, similarities in each situation can sometimes be interpreted in terms of negotiation. Looking at each situation of the negotiation framework individually, I presented ideas, potential recommendations, or challenges to interpret the result from my preliminary analysis of the data. The next chapter will summarize these ideas, and explain how a negotiation framework could be used to analyze better people’s issues in groupware.

5. Conclusions

Although groupware seems to be a promising technology, the actual achievements of the technology in practice are quite disappointing. Companies often realize that management’s expectations of transformation often face strong resistance internally. However, at the same time use of groupware may grows very rapidly throughout the organization. This rapid adoption of groupware technology, which I observed in the study, suggests that employees find some value in groupware, even though this value can be different from management’s expectations. How can we reconcile the fact that companies adopt the technology rapidly, with the fact that the technology does not bring expected changes in the organization?

The need to clarify what organizations can expect from groupware technology led me to introduce a framework based in part on negotiation theory. This framework defines four situations corresponding to four expectations held by the management of a firm. With the help of this framework, I analyzed the results of some case studies in France and compared them to documented cases in the USA. In each one of the four situations, I looked at some conditions for success, and suggested some specific challenges. I also identified common issues concerning the management of large-scale groupware introduction.

This last chapter summarizes and discusses these findings. First, I will briefly reintroduce the negotiation framework, then discuss the insights that I found when I applied this framework to companies trying to leverage groupware internally. I will conclude by highlighting potential ideas for further studies.

5.1. A negotiation framework for groupware

“It shouldn’t surprise anyone that human nature, good or bad, can throw a wrench into the best-laid IT plans, yet technocrats are constantly caught off guard by the ‘irrational’ behavior of ‘end users’.” 
(Davenport, 1994, p. 119)

As Davenport (1994), Kling (1991), Rifkin (1995), Grudin (1994) and many other researchers have pointed out, the rational model of the firm does not help explain the disruptions that groupware introduces in companies. The notions of shared organizational goals, the use of information solely to reduce uncertainty, and rational decision processes are so simplistic that acting on them leads to major failures in the design and implementation of groupware technology. They ignore the internal competition and the unavoidable ambiguities within the firms. They also omit culture and the weight of history.

In order to get a better understanding of the ambiguous nature of organizations, this work has looked at group dynamics surrounding the implementation and use of groupware from the perspective of a negotiation process. I assumed that the group is stable and prefers to agree on an action plan to achieve its organizational objective rather than defer the decision to a higher authority. However, I also assumed that the interests of each individual differ. In the group negotiation process, each participant can legitimately use sources of power to influence the decisions of the group within the boundaries of organizational norms.

In this perspective, the group can be analyzed as different parties who have some common objective, but not necessarily common interests. The group members will negotiate a distribution of the costs and benefits of working in the group among themselves: they will agree on tasks, responsibilities and rewards to achieve their objective; they will take decisions together, as a group. They will make sure that everyone is on board, and recognize that no one in an organization can force others to do something they do not agree to.

Even though the group will collaborate, conflicts and competition are still part of the dynamic. Instead of assuming perfect collaboration, looking at the group from a negotiation perspective allows us to differentiate between two types of processes: the integrative (or cooperative) ones, and the distributive (or competitive) ones.

In an integrative process, the group is focused on a shared objective and attempts to integrate the ideas and capabilities of all group members to improve the outcome for the group. The group does not focus on the distribution of individual roles, responsibilities or assignments. Like in teamwork, each group member feels responsible for the common goal and focuses on improving the joint outcome. They share information openly, and use problem-solving techniques to achieve and exceed their organizational goal. The problem solving activity to plan an engineering project is a good example of an integrative process.

In a distributive process, the group also benefits from a clear purpose and a common goal. However, each individual group member does not focus on the objective of the group, but on his or her individual interests. The group decides on a strategy to achieve its goal, and delineates individual roles, tasks and responsibilities. It will not focus on improving the joint outcome as long as the objective is achieved. Although the group members collaborate, the use of power and politics plays an important role in influencing the decisions, and then the distribution of work and reward. Each individual member will attempt to maximize his interests without compromising the group objective. Assigning people to positions on an assembly line is a good example of a distributive process.

Group negotiation is often an on-going mixed process, with some integrative and some distributive aspects to it. In any task, whether it is a planning activity or the assignment of positions on an assembly line, the need to make decisions continuously is salient: unexpected events occur; conflicts arise; difficulties are discovered; overload and personal interests must be managed.

The importance of information and communication in group negotiation suggests that a company can leverage groupware to facilitate some of these processes. However, the firm might expect to leverage the technology differently according to the desired change. I proposed in this study to consider two types of organizational change: incremental improvement or transformation.

Incremental improvement focuses on an existing negotiation processes, and attempts to improve them by use of technology. Incremental improvement aims at a continuous improvement of existing processes without radical redesign. Transformation on the other hand brings a different expectation: in this situation, management expects to create or introduce new types of negotiation processes to replace or complement existing processes. Transformation will introduce organizational discontinuity. Reengineering is a radical example of organizational transformation 

The framework that I introduced and used in this study is composed of four situations, corresponding to the two dimensions introduced previously: incremental improvement or organizational transformation, focusing on either integrative or distributive processes.

In this research, I used this framework to categorize cases in France and in the USA, and compare groups of similar groupware applications. In the two previous chapter, I examined groups of comparable cases in each of the four situations of the framework and highlighted some observations about people issues around groupware. In the next section, I will summarize these findings, and compare and contrast the different situations of the framework.

5.2. Leveraging groupware inside the organization

“Computer networks make the ‘virtual corporation’ possible. But making the idea work in practice can take a lot more than just the nuts and bolts of technology”

(Wall Street Journal, Nov. 18, 1996, p. R22)
Creating a virtual organization is one way to leverage groupware in the organization. As I explained previously, there are many other possibilities for using the technology. Suprisingly enough, few corporations acknowledge this fact, and few corporation actually articulate what their expectations for groupware technology are. This leads to difficulties in understanding the specific challenges that they will face. These challenges are often not technical. They are related to people issues, and they vary across the four situations of the negotiation framework.

In the companies studied, the groupware strategy was often reduced to the decision of introducing the tool to “improve the way we work together.” This strategy induced a misconception of groupware as a technical tool to be applied to transform the organization into a more cooperative one. Yet, during my case study, I identified very different expectations depending on the application being studied. The following table summarizes some examples of applications that I identified in the study. As is evident, I observed all four sorts of expectations.


Integrative process
Distributive process

Incremental improvement
· Preparing a discussion

· Improving the outcome of the group

· Leveraging an existing knowledge base
· Publishing information

· Managing a flow of tasks

· Administering requests and questions

Transformation
· Creating  a new internal focus group

· Organizing a group around a project

· Exploiting the experience of the firm to expand its knowledge
· Providing a direct access to sources of information or responses to requests ($$$)

· Providing support for decisions, empowering employees

· Introducing automated procedures, supporting integration

Figure 13 - Groupware applications to meet different expectations, as observed in the study

As the citation in the Wall Street Journal points out, introducing groupware technology will require more than the nuts and bolts of technology. In fact, my study suggests that even though the technology looks the same in each situation, the way it will be applied, the challenges that it will face, and the way the change will be managed depends on the expectations of management.

Four different expectations, four types of benefits.

Groupware conveys the idea of organizational transformation and friendly cooperation. Yet, the realized benefits of the technology are often very different. Although detailed analysis of the benefit from groupware technology was not the focus of the study, I would like to describe qualitatively the motivations behind adoption of groupware, as implied in my interviews.

The following table shows the benefits that I believe motivated the groups that I observed to adopt groupware technologies. In the situation of incremental improvement, I describe three sorts of improvements that interviewees suggested as motivation for groupware. In the situation of organizational transformation, I tried to capture the intent of management, and interpreted it in terms of a vision that guided the introduction of the technology.


Integrative process
Distributive process

Benefits from Incremental
Improvement
· Improved teamwork

· More effective decision making

· Better sharing of expertise
· Lower costs of communication

· Lower administrative costs

· More efficient administrative work

Vision that
Guided the
Transformation
· Networked corporation

· Virtual organization

· Learning organization
· Disintermediation

· Empowerment

· Automation and integration

Figure 14 - Personal interpretation of the motivations behind the use of groupware in my cases

These benefits are not specific to the cases I discussed. Browsing through the business press, I identified each of them. For example, “Here comes the Intranet” (Business Week, Feb. 26, 1996, pp. 76-84), contains illustrative examples of each situation:

· Using an Intranet to improve distributive processes, Visa International reaped benefits from low costs of communication, low administrative costs and faster administrative work. In particular, it helped the company “put all sorts of information on the internal Web site: employee directory, newsletter, even cafeteria menu.”
· In Eli Lilly, groupware has been used to support an existing integrative situation, the planning of new drug testing. It supports better preparation for meetings and leverages the existing knowledge bases. “That way, [the planning team] can tell in minutes whether the preparation time for a given market will meet management’s schedule.”
· In Visa International, improving distributive processes was not enough. They introduced new distributive processes to transform the organization, providing a direct automated access to information and empowering employees. “Visa will not only be able to speed things up, it will also be able to offer more services, and let banks tap directly into its databases - to check the status of a transaction electronically, a process done manually today.”
· Finally, Cap Gemini introduced a new transformative integrative process: a learning process by which the company capitalizes on and expands its knowledge. “As a virtual storehouse for software objects, (...) [the Intranet] has helped the company avoid reinventing the wheel for each project. ‘We now reuse objects like Legos’...”
There are four different types of situations and four different ways to apply groupware. Yet, there is one technology, groupware, and one superordinate goal, improving the way the group works. This explains why in my cases, management seemed confused in front of the diversity of results from the adoption of groupware and faced unexpected challenges in many cases.

From my study, I identified three lessons which suggest that understanding the expectations for groupware technology is a critical success factor: 

· The difference between supporting an integrative and a distributive process

· The additional challenges of transformation

· The need for formal project management.

The difference between supporting an integrative and a distributive process.

Integrative and distributive processes are different. This is the first reason why a groupware project manager should understand the nature of the process that he will focus on. Not only will the technology support the two types of processes differently, but the processes involve different types of roles, rules and norms within the group. Thus, the challenges that the technology faces will be different.

Whether an integrative or distributive situation, my study suggests that the technology deals with a set of parallel issues: the improvement of communication, the clarification of some sort of information and the separation between different types of processes. Yet, the details of the two situation are quite different.

In an integrative situation, the emphasis is on open communication, sharing of information and minimization of the conflicts (distributive processes). In a distributive situation, the focus will be on selective communication, information about power and responsibilities and minimization of the administrative tasks.

The following table summarizes these findings, which were described in chapters three and four.


Integrative process
Distributive process

How groupware supports each type of process
· Improving collaborative communication

· Surfacing all relevant information and interests

· Separating purely integrative processes from mixed ones
· Improving selective communication

· Clarifying power and
responsibilities

· Automating and monitoring the administration of tasks

Figure 15 - How groupware supports different types of processes, as observed in my cases

Roles, rules and norms are fundamental elements in any negotiation. They support the process and help minimize escalation of conflicts. For groupware, the study suggests that these elements play an even more important role. Given the technological constraints  and the changes that groupware enables, these elements help the group adopt the technology. In addition, new roles, rules and norms will have to develop around the new technology. However, in each type of process, the roles, rules and norms will be fundamentally different.

In an integrative situation, supporting teamwork means that the rules and norms will focus on the collaborative process, and the way people work together. A leader will play the role of chair, enforcing the ground rules for the process. He will also embody the shared objective of the group and demonstrate the appropriate behavior. One group member will often be appointed as facilitator. His focus will be on helping the group understand the technology, and facilitating the process. Plants -- team members that seed innovative ideas within the group -- and teamworkers will also emerge in the group. Plants will bring ideas and innovation, while teamworkers will build on these ideas. These two roles require a very different set of skills and personalities. The balance of these skills among group members will be important.

In a distributive situation, efficient decision making and quality output will advocate for rules and norms that focus on roles, responsibilities, and clear objectives. The process owner will replace the leader. Instead of creating a shared objective, he will own the process. He will monitor it and delegate some of his or her power to the group. An arbitrator will help resolve conflicts or difficulties. Roles of publisher and readers will be assigned in the group. One benefits from the work of the other, and the balance of incentives will be critical to compensate for the asymmetry in the reward that each role gets from groupware technology.

The following table summarizes the difference between the two situations.


Integrative process
Distributive process

Roles
· The leader

· The facilitator

· The plant 

· The teamworker
· The process owner

· The arbitrator

· The publisher 

· The reader

Rules and norms about use of technology and negotiation process
· Discussion norms

· Ground rules for the process
· Content norms

· Ground rules to identify powers and responsibilities

Figure 16 - Some necessary roles and rules for the appropriate use of groupware suggested by the study

Different situations, different roles, different benefits from groupware, all these differences suggest that challenges will differ when the technology is used to support an integrative or a distributive process. My study suggests that three broad issues need to be addressed: 

· The evolution of the process towards a more integrative or distributive one;

· The need for balance and flexibility;

· The facilitation of roles, rules and norms.

For each issue, the detail differs depending on the type of process.

In an integrative situation, fostering integrative behavior will require a common objective, good open communication and a shared understanding of how the technology will be used. Even though the group will cooperate, the study suggests that it will sometimes need to discuss and take decisions in a distributive or mixed-mode. Introducing groupware technology should not attempt to prevent any conflict or distributive negotiation. Meetings, for example, will often be necessary to discuss the issues and resolve the conflicts.

In a distributive situation, the change in the distributive process will require a change in the incentives of the group members: the group members must find reasons to use the technology. In addition, the study suggests that building too much inflexibility in the process can go against the idea of an on-going distribution of tasks among the group. Flexibility will be key to allow dynamic negotiation about task distribution among the group members.

The following table summarizes these findings. The three common challenges will be discussed later as domains where formal project management may be valuable.


Integrative process
Distributive process

Incremental improvement
· Fostering more integrative behavior


· Balancing integrative and 
distributive processes

· Facilitating the emergence of discussion norms and rules for the process

· Fostering the appropriate roles 
in the group
· Matching incentives with 
the new process

· Providing flexibility in the 
distributive process

· Enforcing content norms and 
responsibilities

· Empowering people according 
to their roles

Common
challenges
· Training and supporting users to integrate the tool into their individual work

· Analyzing the existing group processes to design the tool

· Having clear objectives, planning, measuring and providing feed-back

Figure 17 - Some challenges facing the use of groupware, as observed in my cases

The additional challenges of transformation.

Transforming processes is more difficult than improving them. This seems common sense. In fact, the study suggests that conditions for success and challenges associated with transformation include those associated with improvement. In addition, new conditions for success and new challenges appear in transformation attempts that do not exist in improvement.

From my cases, I observed two conditions for success associated with transformation:

· First, building a viable negotiation process;

· Second, finding the right way to introduce the technology with the new process.

The first condition for success observed in my cases is to get the buy-in of the group. As previously mentioned, there are few examples of technology that was introduced without the agreement of the group using it. During the study, I observed the necessity to accept the fact that each group member needs to agree on the proposed software solution, and recognize that there are multiple ways for any group member to boycott new groupware applications. Building a viable negotiation process will be the first challenge.

As previously mentioned, although there is a parallel between the integrative and the distributive situation, the details of the challenges will differ. For an integrative process, the feasibility of the change will be influenced by the culture of the group, the trust among the group members, and their commitment to achieve a common objective. For a distributive process, each group member should find some reward in the process. Resistance to change and personal interests will be the major issues.

The second condition for success that I observed is to find the proper way to introduce the technology and the new process at the same time. The study suggests that depending on the type of negotiation process involved, a different strategy should be followed to define the tool. In an integrative situation, the group should define the tool together as it builds a shared understanding of the processes. The design of the tool should be generic and flexible at the beginning, and become more and more specific over time. In a distributive situation, the study suggests that the opposite strategy should be followed. In the beginning, the process owner should establish a specific proposal for the design, an “opening position” should be established. Then use of the tool will reveal inflexibility or conflicts. Adjustments to the tool will be made as the group learns to use the technology in a distributive situation.

In both situations, group members will also need to develop an understanding of groupware technology. Yet, there will be fundamental differences between integrative and distributive situations. In an integrative situation, group members will need to develop a shared understanding of what the tool represents for the integrative process. In a distributive situation, the focus will be on the exact roles and responsibilities of individuals inside the group.

The use of synthesizers or mediators will help manage the information overload in large scale applications. The synthesizer will help integrate multiple points of view in the integrative situation, while the mediator will serve as a go-between among the individuals in the distributive environment.

The following table summarizes the conditions for transformation, as identified in the study.


Integrative process
Distributive process

Conditions for negotiation
· Commitment to a common objective

· Commitment to work together

· Trust
· Superordinate goal

· Shared reward

· “Yesable” solution

Conditions for
adoption of
groupware
technology
· Starting flexibly and defining the tool as the group uses it

· Using synthesizers
in large scale applications

· Understanding what groupware means for the integrative process
· Starting specifically and making adjustments


· Introducing mediators
in large scale applications

· Understanding individual  responsibilities
and what each person can do.

Figure 18 - Some necessary conditions to introduce a new process through use of groupware, from my cases

As in the situation where groupware is used to improve existing processes, the transformation of the organization will face many challenges. My study suggests four issues that need to be addressed in organizational transformation:

· Motivate group members to accept the change

· Build support for the new group process

· Introduce discontinuity in the group

· Help group members make sense of groupware technology

However, the study suggests some fundamental differences between integrative and distributive situations. In the integrative situation, group members should be motivated by a shared objective; achieving commitment to work together as a team using groupware technology will bring the necessary support for the new group process; introducing discontinuity means that the group will break with the past history within companies, often create a new team in the organizational structure, and develop new norms, rules and roles; this in particular means that each group member should be able to understand the collaborative aspects of groupware technology, and what it represents for the team as a whole.

In the distributive situation, motivation will come from the demonstration of the value that the new process will bring to the organization; commitment of group members will come from individual incentives, and the major obstacle to the change will be resistance to introduce any discontinuity in the group structure or in individual daily work; last, group members will need to understand not only how to use the technology, but most importantly how to master it and be able to achieve his or her individual goals.

The following table summarizes these elements, as they have been observed in my cases. The last three challenges represent common challenges that we will discuss later.


Integrative process
Distributive process

Challenges 
facing 
transformation
· Building a shared objective


· Forcing the commitment of the group


· Breaking with the past

· Helping the group members build a shared context around the tool
· Demonstrating the usefulness of the 
distributive process

· Finding incentives for the group members to buy-in

· Overcoming resistance

· Helping the group members master the
application

Common
challenges
· Following transformation with an improvement process

· Getting enough experience to know how to transform the process

· Supporting the necessary evolution of the application within the group

Figure 19 - Some specific challenges raised by using groupware to transform the organization

Three challenges are common to both types of negotiation processes. In fact, these three common challenges are related to the three that we had identified previously. This lead us to the third lesson from the study: the need for formal project management for groupware.

The need for formal project management for groupware.

How many companies care about how groupware is implemented? Although total investment in groupware platform can be large, each incremental investment for single groupware application is usually relatively small. Moreover, groupware technology seems easy to use, and the consequences of a mistake are usually not dramatic. Most companies follow this reasoning when they implement groupware. They allow a very decentralized process, and do not enforce any formal project management structure. However, if we look at the multiple challenges that a groupware projects face, it appears that such projects require at least as much professionalism as any other IT project.

The common challenges identified previously suggest three issues that companies should address:

· Planning and managing the change

· Training and learning

· Technical design and support.

When the technology is used to support an existing process, the focus of project management should be on continuous improvement of what exists. As in any continuous improvement project, some formal steps might prove very valuable:  a systematic analysis of the existing situation, definition of objectives, planning of the implementation, training of the group members, measurement of the results, and corrective action to achieve the goal.

The design of the tool and the training should focus on the integration of the tool within the work environment of the individual. The study suggests that both training and design should take into account the specificity of the group processes, and not assume a standardized group “toolkit.” The study also suggest that local trainers might prove helpful to provide technical support and on-the-job training to groups in the organization.

When the technology is used to transform the organization, a different problem appears. The lack of experience of the organization with the objective, the lack of experience of the group about with new process, the lack of experience of the supporting staff in managing this type of change suggests what Orlikowski and Yates (1994) called an adaptive strategy for change. Periods of changes will alternate with periods of improvements. During the change, flexibility and innovation will be important. After the change, continuous improvement will help the group understand the new process, gain experience with the tool and build necessary rules, roles and norms.

This means that the design of the groupware application will be interactive, with multiple versions of the tool evolving with the group over time. Training also will focus on providing the group with ideas and experience from other groupware applications. Yet, external support or local trainers might have difficulties to provide groups with the type of knowledge and experience necessary for radical innovation. In my study, companies not only relied on external support, but often introduced experienced people into the groups.

The following table summarizes the challenges.


Improvement
Transformation

· Managing the change 
· Training and learning
· Design and Support
· Having clear objectives, planning, measuring and providing feed-back

· Training and supporting users to integrate the tool to their individual work

· Analyzing the existing group processes to design the tool
· Getting enough experience to know how to transform the process

· Following transformation with an improvement process

· Supporting the necessary evolution of the application within the group

Figure 20 - Three elements of formal groupware project management, as observed in the study

5.3. Conclusion - More questions

· What does the organization expect when it introduces groupware?

· What type of change does groupware use imply for the negotiation process in the group?

· What challenges will the group face in achieving these changes?

· How can a company start to gain experience in groupware so that it can successfully transform its processes?

These are the questions that this study has tried to answer. This work tried to demonstrate how the analysis of expectations that companies have for groupware technology can help identify different set of challenges and issues. Knowing where the company comes from, the existing processes in the groups, and understanding where the company expects to go, are critical success factors for any groupware implementation.

This study has advocated the use of a negotiation framework to identify four situations: the improvement or the transformation of either an integrative or a distributive process. In each situation, specific challenges may be the source of problems if the organization confuses them with generic sets of issues.

At the end of this study, many questions are still open. I will conclude by listing four of them.

· What other ways are there to analyze different expectations of groupware from a business or organizational perspective? What are their implications for a groupware project.

· What can we infer from this negotiation framework for other areas, such as the use of Extranets or the Internet? How can we validate and modify the findings of this work based on other field studies?

· What strategy or methodology should a company use to take into consideration the challenges that were identified? How should the technology be designed to address those challenges?

· What else can we invent to support new types of processes, or to design new sorts of tools? In particular, how can we identify leverage points in the organization where groupware will bring value? How can we design tools for negotiation processes not yet supported, such as mixed-mode decision making?

Future studies should address these questions, and investigate more in depth the implications of a negotiation perspective to analyze people issues when companies introduce groupware technologies.
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7. Appendix- Interview Protocol

The following questions were asked during each interview. The original protocol was in French and provided some context about the study. Most interviewees received the questions in advance.

1. Groupware strategy to introduce the technology

· What are the objectives for groupware, and what is the strategy of the company?

· Who uses groupware in the company, and how advanced is the adoption of the technology?

· What are the applications that you personally used or developed?

· Among these applications, which ones do you consider successful and which ones do you find disappointing? Why?

2. History of each individual groupware projects

· What was the initial objective of each project?

· How did each project evolve?

· How is each groupware application used currently? What changes did each application introduce? What benefits did each application bring?

· What lessons did you learn from each project? How do you expect each application to evolve in the future?

3. Lessons learned for the future

· What are the real benefits of groupware?

· What are the pitfalls?

· How do you think groupware strategy will evolve within the company?

� Computer Supported Cooperative Work, one of the many names of groupware.


� The symbols in the view should be read as follows: the top view shows only the subject title for each contribution. the number of dots “(” on the left side of the title indicate the length of the text of the contribution. The “(” symbol represents an attached document. The date represents the creation date of the contribution. The name on the right of the contribution indicates the author. Stars, such as “***”, are used to disguise confidential data.


� “X. ==> Y” indicates that Mr./Ms. X is responsible for the task Y. Initials are used instead of full name.


� As mentionned previously, the term mediator here refers to its use in negotiation. Orlikowski et al. (1994) use the word mediator with a different meaning, closer to the facilitator of the integrative situation.
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