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Abstract

There are several problems related to collaboratibndistance including coordination
breakdown, cultural differences and time-zones.diRig collaboration tools that suit in
certain scenarios and support globally distribugemlips remain to be a crucial success factor
and thus a research focus. In this study, we etalsacial software tools” suitability in
business processes of globally distributed orgéioiza. Our evaluation framework provides a
guideline to assess those tools. Applying the fraank to selected applications such as
Skype, TWiki and LinkedIn shows the tools' fithésthe global collaboration processes. The
framework is validated in a case study regardirf@aboration between Finland and Greece.

Keywords:Evaluation, social software, globally distributednk;, evaluation framework

1. I ntroduction

Collaborating over distance has become a majoareisdield during the last decades. One of
the main research domains concerns virtual teamsgMaker et al. 2009, 113). According to
Sivunen and Valo (2006, 57), a virtual team cardéined as a geographically distributed
and closely together working group of people usimgjtiple technologies (e-mail, shared

databases, videoconferencing etc.) as their primiatgraction. Virtual teams are often

connected to global software development and outstgiof organizations’ activities abroad

(Huang & Trauth 2007, 36). Conquering virtual teasfsllenges remains to be one of the
most crucial research topics. These challengesudecltime zone differences, cultural

differences, different working habits, loss of coomeation richness and complicated
technologies (Nunamaker et al. 2009 113-116).

To identify the problems related to global colladtarn it is necessary to have a look on
different research fields. CSCW (Computer-suppodedperative work) is a research field

exploring different aspects of cooperation in cotepiased work (Borghoff and Schlichter

2000, 92). The technologies used in collaborati@nadso widely researched. Social software
tools have become a possible alternative to hadiffierent organizational and collaborative

tasks (Cook 2008, 22-25). According to Koskinen O@0381-383), social software is

considered as an umbrella containing a mixture emhologies, internet services and
software. It also involves the user perspectivevels as group collaboration in a social way
by fulfilling the needs of an individual (Weverat 2007, 512-513).
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Problems related to distance and global collabamadtill exist. Even though a lot of research
exists on collaboration tools, there is still aklasf decision support for selecting the right
collaboration tools for a particular purpose andcpss. While the evaluation framework is
generic, we focus our study on identifying sociaftware tools that support business and
collaboration processes for Open Educational Ressu(OER) in globally distributed
settings. The research question is: “How to suppeoganizations or individuals in their
decision making and in the process to select tls¢ f@ting social software tools for their
work and collaboration tasks?”

In order to address the research question, an ai@uframework is provided based on a
literature review with a constructive approach ldase the problems and success factors of
global collaboration. The outcome of an evaluai®no provide information and decision-
support whether a tool fits a task and purpose.fidraework was modified and validated in
a confirmatory case study (Brecher & Harvey 2002, rélated to an international EU-project
on management education “OpenScout”.

2. Global collaboration

In this chapter, critical factors influencing glélwallaboration are explained. Research fields
related to global collaboration are introduced.|&mration has been defined in many ways
depending on the context it's introduced in. Acaogdto Dillenburg et al. (1996, 1-2)
collaboration can be defined as a coordinated teffbere the problem is solved together by
mutual engagement.

2.1 Challenges of Global collaboration

As stated before, collaborating globally can bellehging and it also sets certain
requirements in order to cooperate efficiently. éwling to Carmel and Agarwal (2001, 22-
29) there are various critical challenges relateddistance in organizational processes.
Distance negatively affects communication whicheturn affects the coordination of tasks in
organizational units. Cultural distance is onelsd greatest obstacles to struggle with when
working in the global environment. Possible bagitr global collaboration also include the
costs that occur of using and acquiring the sotwas well as language, interpersonal and
technical skills needed to use the software. Theenskills needed, more training has to be
offered to the users. The same technology and aoétshould be available to everyone who
has to collaborate over distance. Building effitigrusting teams with little or no face-to-
face communication is challenging and thereforediglg the proper collaboration software is
vital. (Duarte & Snyder 2001, 1-14)

2.2 Finding solutions to support global collaboration

As shown in the introduction, global collaboratisrstudied widely in order to find different
possibilities to support distributed teamwork. Aglpart of research is related to global
software development. Much research has also beee th educational settings. There are
several drivers requiring virtual teams in orgatiaal collaboration. The most crucial
factors include globalization, outsourcing of firmaperations and strategic alliances between



the organizations (Huang & Trauth 2007, 36). Thiesel to competition growth, need for
more efficient decision taking and shorter projesining times. The importance and growth
of technology and the internet as a part of everydark plays a vital role in virtual teams’
creation (Nunamaker et al. 2009, 113-116). Evenghan the CSCW provide solutions for
teamwork, it focuses more on how people use this mosystems, whereas the research field
of virtual teams focuses on problems of interacfammed by the teams. (Huysman et al. 2003,
411-412).

In this paper, we develop an evaluation framewaged on the aforementioned challenges
and relevant functionalities of available collaliama technologies. The framework is used to
find the most suitable collaboration tools thatci#rtain global collaboration processes. We
have selected social software tools for the evalndiecause they offer a promising informal

way to collaborate in organizational settings. Tdilowing chapter introduces social software

and its application to organizational collaboration

3. Social software

The purpose of this chapter is to show possilslittd new web technologies and social
software in solving challenges that arise in dstied teamwork. We describe social
software’s current state and implementation in atlanal and organizational collaboration
settings. Finally, selected social software tooésiatroduced.

Institutions and instructors have started to mawgatrds a direction where social software
tools are considered a possible method of orgaaormt collaboration. In order to
successfully integrate social software tools agssible way of collaboration, organizational
cultures, structures and hierarchies have to changeadapt to different working methods.
Organizations should be able to identify which wogkprocesses should be changed and
which tools could support them. In addition, every's involvement in integration process of
the new tools should be well defined. This enables ways to work with the help of the
social software. (Koch 2008, 422-423)

3.1 Social softwaretools

Cook (2008, 36-72) has classified essential seatilvare tools into four different categories:
connection, collaboration, communication, and coafpen (“4C model”). The classification
is quite straight forward based on functionalitieBwever, many tools overlap between
different categories:

» Connectionincludes technologies that enable connections detweople, content or
both. For example, social networking of people @mok, LinkedIn etc.) and
mashups that aggregate access to different ordsmurces in one page.

» Collaboration includes software that enables people to work weilch other on a
shared problems or tasks. Examples are wiki-tdwd$ allow users to create content
for a website collaboratively.

* Communicatiorincludes software that allows people to commueiwéth each other
either synchronously or asynchronously with texidia or video or all together.
Examples are blogging tools to create online dsarfer personal and for
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organizational use and instant messaging toolsusers to communicate with each
other.

» Cooperationincludes software for sharing contents like audideo and images as
well as bookmarks of internet resources.

This chapter discussed social software and itsiegifn to organizational collaboration. In
the following chapter, we will apply and extend ®sodC-model. We explain the functional
characteristics of certain tools in order to eveduae functions' suitability to support global
business collaboration processes and finally progicsupport for decision-making when
choosing a tool for a specific scenario.

4. An evaluation framework for social software

As presented in the previous chapters, global lootition and virtual teams lead to several
challenges that need to be identified and overc@dme. of the most crucial factors is finding
the best suiting collaboration tools for specifisks. In order to overcome the challenge of
finding the right tools, an evaluation frameworksaauilt. The purpose of an evaluation is
usually to provide support in assessing certawmasitns or for decision making. The results
of an evaluation in our context have to provideinfation regarding the suitability of a tool
to its purpose and can an organization affordkitchenham 1997, 14). The suitability of a
tool for the case study is evaluated with a quilitafeature analysis method (Kitchenham
1997, 13-15) where the framework consists of tawicfionality aspects as well as on the
challenges and critical factors of global collaliora Each part of the framework is measured
with descriptive or a scoring model. Decision suppse achieved by the comparison of
selected tools and their fitness to the scenario.

4.1 Constructing the framework

When constructing the framework, certain aspectsinnie be taken into consideration. In this
study the following criteria were considered to @34 the majority of challenges in global
collaboration. We have divided these challenge® is¢veral distinct parts which are
presented in the following chapters. It should be&d that the following criteria are a base
framework. They are extensible and subject to bangbd for different scenarios and
purposes.

4.1.1 Culture

The effect of culture to social software usage ur gcenario is evaluated based on
Henderson's Multiple cultures theoretical model (terson & Cook 2007) and Hofstede's
cultural dimensions (Hofstede & Hofstede 2005).

Hofstede divides culture into five distinct dimemss, represented as indexes. The dimensions
are power distance index (PDI), individualism ind@¥D), masculinity index (MAS),
uncertainty avoidance index (UAI) and long-ternmeatation index (LTO).

Power distance index (PDI) indicates how peopleepc@and expect unequally distributed
power. Individualism index (IVD) indicates the degrof individual’s integration into groups.
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Masculinity index (MAS) divides culture into eithenasculine or feminine, based on the
distribution of hard and soft values. Uncertaintypidance index (UAI) indicates society's
tolerance to cope in uncertain or unknown situaidrong-term orientation index (LTO) or
Confucian dynamism determines whether the cultaréomg term or short term oriented.
(Hofstede & Hofstede 2005)

As our model is applied to an educational settauglitional aspects specific for education are
taken into account using the model by HendersonGuouak (2007). The following categories
are considered: E-learning instructional desigmpglied because further developing open
educational materials and life long learning artecial aspects in the case study. The aspect of
E-learning instructional design explores how indianal design is influenced by certain
cultural group's selective traditions. These wedelea to our framework consisting of
instructors' own views, academic culture which ¢ewbe procedures and learning materials
executed in certain university or faculty, socetgominant culture views, gender of the
instructor, class, ideologies and values (Hende&ddook 2007). These factors might not
have a straight effect on the use of certain soswdiware tool, but these factors might
influence collaboration of partners in distributedmwork and by that might have an effect
on the use of a tool. Analyzing the effect of thésetors requires further comprehensive
studies and for the purpose of this study theseifaare not analyzed in detail.

Social software can support collaboration acroskui@s. However, certain adaptation
possibilities must be given to take culture-speaieeds into account.

4.1.2 Required user skills

The Level of user skills required to use tools @srirom person to person. Therefore it is
important to determine the level of required udelfssto use certain software effectively in a
given environment. Spoken language is an imporsaictess factor for offshore IT work

(Carmel and Agarwal 2001, 22-29). Writing, speakargl reading skills are also crucial

factors. Some software might need more technidl$ €lad training (Duarte & Snyder 2001,

1-14). In this paper, our focus is on social relaships. Therefore, the level of interpersonal
skills required to use certain social softwareniduded in addition to required written, verbal,
reading and technical skills. These factors arduat@d with a ranking system on a numerical
value from 1 to 5 (1 means low skill requirementd & means highest skill requirements).

4.1.3 Cost

The cost of a tool is a crucial factor when a neal ts acquired. The cost of running software
in a company is varying depending on the initialestment and the amount of maintenance
cost required spending during the usage (Duarte r&d& 2001, 1-14). Installation,
maintenance and license costs are included irréanesfvork.

4.1.4 Customizability

Customizability of social software is an importéattor which affects the usage of a tool in a
global scale when many geographically dispersedrorgtions are involved. For example for
the design of the user interface, there are sevachbrs that affect the usage in a global
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setting. These are, for example, the possibilitghange the language and the appearance.
Customization of access rights to different resesiraf social software tools is also important
in order to prevent unauthorized access (Kirdak&emet al. 2002 513-518). The possibility
to integrate social software with other applicatmogramming interfaces (API's) (Fox, Wu
et al. 2003, 1-8) and to have customizable dathange options with other data sources in
order to exchange data (Bafoutsou and Mentzas 20{), Hence, support for multiple
languages, user interface customization optionsesac control, API's and data exchange
possibilities have been included in our evaluatramework.

Additionally, notification mechanisms play a majofte to keep all the team members up to
date with information when working in geographigalispersed locations where face-to-face
communication is rare (Bafoutsou and Mentzas 2Q0€3). In order to prevent unnecessary
notifications, it is important to have options tastomize these services. This option is also
included in our framework. Evaluation is done wéthnumerical scale from 1 to 5 (1 means
poor customizability and 5 means excellent custatiliy).

4.1.5 Usability between distributed teams

Distributed teams face many challenges when worlkiogh remotely dispersed locations.
One of them is time zone differences which prewembmunication with colleagues regularly
and in a synchronized manner (Carmel & Agarwal 20P2-29). Some countries and
organizations have restricted the use of certaitwace by means of national laws and
organizational policies (Delmonte and McCarthy 20038). Knowledge identification,
creation and sharing by using IT tools is increglsiroecoming important to manage the
knowledge across organization and geographicadigetsed locations (Hedlund 1994, 73-90;
de Souza, Hildenbrand et al. 2007, 1-10). Therdiare and law issues as well as support for
knowledge management are included to our framework.

4.1.6 Infrastructure

Equal access to technology is vital for successfaimunication and collaboration (Duarte &
Snyder 2001, 1-14). Social software requires acbadrastructure in order to operate in
global scale. This is the reason why we have ireduthe options of available networks,
internet servers and administrators into the fraoréw

4.1.7 Privacy and legal issues

Privacy describes who controls what kind of infotima as well as the applications and
systems that construct and disseminate that infaomarherefore privacy of social software
tools is a really important issue when it comethto global usage. Considering this we have
included available user privacy possibilities am&gry options with in specific group to the
evaluation framework. Use and copying of unauttemtizoftware is generally considered as
theft and not acceptable in organizations (Weck®&@7, 1-8). Intellectual property rights
address the copyrights and patent rights of a péseftware and therefore we have included
that into our framework (Gambardella, Harhoff et2008, 1-42). As an example software’s
with creative common licenses is provided the pmkiyi to give legal rights from the creator
in a way that others can share, remix, use comalbrcor any combination of the software
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legally (Seneviratne, Kagal et al. 2009, 1-8). &iv and legal issues are included and
evaluated using a values ranging from 1 to 5 (1n®gaoor privacy options and 5 means
excellent privacy options).

4.1.8 Required level of monitoring

There are various security and data validity tlweadsociated with distributed computer
systems (Georgiev & Georgiev, 2001, 178-186). Toichthese, companies are required to
implement a monitoring system depending on theassoiftware tools used by its employees.
Taking this into account we have included the regglilevel of monitoring data validity, data

security and individual user monitoring into tharfrework. Evaluation is done with a ranking
system on a numerical scale from 1 to 5 (1 meams pwnitoring options and 5 means

excellent monitoring options).

4.1.9 Functionality

Team leaders' choice of technology for everydaykwovirtual teams is crucial (Sivunen &
Valo 2006, 57-58). In order to find the best fittitools for global business collaboration
aspects it is necessary to identify relevant fuumatiities of social software tools and study the
fitness of separate functions to a single prodéssthe framework, the 4C classification by
Cook (2008, 36-72) was taken as a base functignaéssification. We wanted to address the
issue of separating possible functionality to ddfe classes in a way that relevant
collaboration functionalities would be covered ese classes. We have made a functional
classification identifying relevant TEL-technologi@nd their functionality as a part of a
background research. Our research identified fanatity of collaboration technologies in the
level of abstraction we felt them usable in tharfeavork. That is the reason why Cook's
categories were extended to awareness of conteqisople, communication, collaboration,
collaborators and sharing.

Awareness of contents includes search mechanisaggjng of contents and RSS-feeds.
Awareness of people includes social networking amdro blogging. Communications

includes blogging, instant messaging, E-mail, carfeing possibilities, forum and possible
mobile device extensions. Collaboration include ladmrative writing and annotation

possibilities, time management, to-do-lists, whitetaling, group decision support in the form
of surveying, mindmapping, polling, rating and witslv possibilities. Sharing includes

document sharing, videos, audio, images and bodignain the evaluation phase, certain
tools’ functionalities are identified and the figseof the functionality is matched to different
phases of global business collaboration.

4.1.10 Business collaboration

A crucial factor of the framework is to evaluates tbuitability of social software tools for
global business collaboration processes. The psesesere identified and modified to serve
the case study from ICT-supported unified processlehof offshore outsourcing (Yalaho
2006, 47). The identified processes include difiesteps of business collaboration in global
projects from establishment until the end of coapen and experience exchange. These
added steps into the framework include analyzingjrimss processes, building awareness of

7



the partners and the objectives of the cooperafianning collaboration procedures with
partners, planning budgets and time usage, exectii@ collaboration and finally sharing
experiences.

In the following framework (Figure 1), we demongtrow global business processes can be
matched with functions of a social software tool.nmfatrix to identify the relations of the

functions and processes will be constructed. Traioas are evaluated in the case study and
are shown as simple plusses and minuses in thexmatr

Social software evaluation framework

Social software Short Dascription of the toal
Culture HofstedecsDimensions Henderson E-learning instructional design Extension
Required user Required written, verbal and Interpersanal
skills reading skills Technical Skills | Skills Extension
Cost of
Cost Installation cost Maintenance License cost Extension
Interfaces to
Appearance external data Integration with  |Notification
Cu izability |Language {GUI) Access control  |Updates sourcas APl's services Extension
Knowledge
Usarbility with Organizational  |Manag t
distributed teams | National laws Time difference |Practices support Extension
Infrastructura Network Local / Global Intarmet Severs Extension
Intellsctual
Privacy and lagal | With Pear to peer, with in a group proparty rights
issues and with the public User Privacy (IPR) Extension
Laval of
manitoring Individual user
requirad For data validity Security issues  |monitoring Extansion
Collaboration:
Collab writing |
Communication: | Time
Awarenaess of Blogging | Forum | managemant | Sharing: Audio |
people: Social | IM | E-mail | brainstorming | |Collaborators:  |Video | Images |
Awaraness of contents: RSS | networking | Conferencing |  [Annotation | P2P | Group | Documents |
Functionality Search | tagging micro-blogging  |Mobile axt GDSS | Workflow | Public Bookmarks E
The fitness of
tooles
functionality to
global
Business Awareness of Awarenass of
processes contents people Communication | Collaboration Collaborators Sharing Extension
Cooperation
establishment
BP analysis and
modeling
Awareness
Building
Collaboration
planning
Time and budgat
planning
Cellaboration
Experience
Exchange

Figure 1. Social software evaluation framework

The figure shows which aspects of social softwamkl be considered in an evaluation. The
framework is extensible and modifiable to suit eliéint purposes. For the purpose of this
study, the framework was modified to suit the catedy in the domain of technology-

enhanced learning (TEL).



5. Case Study: Social Softwarein Global Educational Settings

As presented in the introduction, the framework wabdated and improved using a case
study related to the EU-proje©penScoutThe project deals with open educational resources
re-use of learning materials and community buildmgdifferent stakeholders in the domains
of Higher education, Business Schools and SMEs [(Smd medium-sized enterprises). Our
purpose is to evaluate specific aspects of soativare tools and their fithess to global
collaboration processes. These processes presHatedi stages of a partnership and
cooperation of businesses when they for exampkr emew project Settings.

In the study business collaboration between Finmisth Greek partners were observed in
order to find the best suiting tools for the diéfet stages of the cooperation life cycle. In
order to demonstrate the use of the evaluation éveork, three social software tools were
evaluated: Twiki, Skype and LinkedIn. In the follo chapter, we demonstrate how the
framework can be applied. The evaluation was done#ch part of the framework but only
the aspects of social software description, custamiity, functionality and application to
business collaboration processes are demonstratéuisi paper. In addition, we point out
cultural aspects that might affect the usage oba t

5.1 Evaluating the social softwaretools

In this chapter, we demonstrate how the evaluafi@mework can be applied. We
demonstrate different parts of the framework fa #pplications Skype, Twiki and LinkedIn.
The evaluation part is divided into three sectioiie. provide an overview, and focus then on
cultural aspects. Thirdly, we emphasize on fundiibyy, incorporating the awareness of
people and awareness of contents. For the funditip@g@plication to business processes, we
only present an aggregated version after evaluaieagther factors of each tool. In chapter
5.2, we compare the results and give out recomntiemdawhich tools fit the different phases
of business collaboration phases of the case shpeynScout.

5.1.1 Evaluating Skype

Skype can be considered as multipurpose communitatftware. It makes possible voice
and video calls and SMS (text messages) over tieenket as well as instant messaging and
much other functionality. (Skype 2009)

Some minor cultural issues may occur when usingp8&kyndividualism index is higher in
Finland which means Finns are more loosely (contpai¢gh Greeks) tied to groups and that
may lead to lesser information sharing. Also highewer distance index in Greece may
affect in communication richness. However, we gifpn recommend Skype to
communication purposes.

Skype provides customizability options to change thnguage according to the user
preference. If the preferred language is not alvkalat provides an option to add a language
by using a language file. Skype is not providingnsngossibilities to change the user
interface and the appearance. Users are allowetsdoall the content of the applications.
Therefore users can add contacts out side of thmorate network and there is no option to
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restrict this behavior using the customization @i Nevertheless, Skype has attractive set
of options to customize the user privacy and ra#tfons. For example, Skype users can
configure to play a sound when other users sigit is.also possible to integrate Skype with
web pages. However, there are fewer options tayiate with other API's as Skype uses
proprietary communications protocol. (Skype 2009)

Skype does not have social networking functionaliifcro-blogging to one's contacts is

possible through the status field, but integratran Twitter or other micro-blogging services,

requires extensions that have to be manually foopdeach user which makes it quite

inconvenient. Awareness of contents is not consilebut the communication possibilities

are good. Skype's main functions are instant masgand conferencing. It also includes

extensions for mobile devices for mobile userslgalration aspects are not part of Skype. In
the communication user can decide to communicatie sungle users or groups. Skype also
can be used to transfer files to your contacts.

5.1.2 Evaluating Twiki

Twiki is a highly customizable open source collatmn platform which is based on the wiki
technology. It is designed for private, enterpasewell as educational use. The main features
are document management, knowledge base, intramét gaoupware tool. Additional
functionalities can be added via several availphlgins. Twiki allows efficient and seamless
cooperation between distributed teams. (Twiki 2009)

Twiki is a flexible tool with many customizabilitgnd localization capabilities. It supports

different languages and easily adjustable userfatde by means of skins. Twiki also provide

comprehensive add-on and plug-in support to cugerthe features according to the user
preference and to create interfaces to other datecas and API's. Access control, security
and admin tools plug-ins are offering variety ofiops to manage the access control in Twiki
pages. Furthermore Twiki is also capable of praxgdiustomizable notifications by means of
feeds and emails. (Twiki 2009)

Twiki is extremely versatile software when the gdanow what they want to and can do with
it and thus have related skills. A big part of tuectionality comes with downloadable
extensions. Awareness of people in the form of aacetworking is possible only in the
enterprise version that is available but not fagefr Microblogging is not possible yet.
Awareness of contents is possible by tagging castand RSS feeds. Search is possible for
wiki contents only. For communication aspects TwaKers extensions for blogging, forum
and e-mail notification. Mobile extensions, instamtssaging and online conferencing aren't
possible. Twiki has good collaboration possibiitiecCollaborative writing, project time
management, workflow possibilities, brainstormingdagroup decision support are all
possible. The administrator can choose which usanscollaborate and access certain pages.
Twiki can be used to share and upload documents$lastuvideo. (Twiki 2009)

5.1.3 Evaluating LinkedIn

LinkedIn is a social networking site. Its targeti@nce is considered to be professionals of all
fields around the world. The main idea is to exge@and share contact details (contact
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network) which enable certain level of collaboratidt can be used in job searches, problem
solving, group discussions and most of all, expagdndividual's professional network.
These assets separate LinkedIn from other soctalonking tools, for example, Facebook.
(LinkedIn 2009)

LinkedIn is supporting only four languages in therent version. LinkedIn home page is
rather fixed and not providing options to modife tlayout of the webpage other than options
to edit the content of the page. It is also prawydihe options to integrate the users' Twitter
account, integration to job databases over the ddik homepage. LinkedIn provides

customizable integration options to integrate withited amount of widgets and APIs.

Customizable access control features and the caiibin features are also available with
LinkedIn. (LinkedIn 2009)

LinkedIn is a social networking service. Awarenespeople with social networking with
business partners and micro-blogging in LinkedIrstoaight to Twitter is possible. Content
awareness is possible through RSS feeds and mativice-mails. Communication aspects are
not well covered, though blogging, forums and mebéxtensions are possible, instant
messaging and conferencing are not possible. Gwhdbn possibilities for businesses are
only available as a buyable project managementymtodhere additional functionality costs.
Group administrator can decide which information vissible for everyone. Sharing
possibilities are not well covered in LinkedIn ybyt bookmarking profiles and groups is
possible. (Linkedin 2009)

5.1.4 Tools’ suitability in global business process

After identifying the functionality of Skype, Twikand LinkedIn, we can see how these
functions fit to different phases of the case stadiaboration phases (Table 1.). The added
values of the functions to processes are markdd plitses or minuses by our own reasoning.
The criteria are as follows: (--) no usage in thacpss, (-) not relevant, (+) recommended and
(++) highly recommended.
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Awareness

Awareness

Communication | Collaboration | Collaborators | Sharing
of people of contents
. Skype -- Skype -- Skype ++ Skype -- Skype + Skype +
cooperation | Twiki - Twiki - Twiki - Twiki + Twiki - Twiki +
LinkedIn++ |LinkedIn+ |LinkedIn - LinkedIn - LinkedIn + LinkedIn-
Business
process Skype -- Skype -- Skype + Skype -- Skype + Skype +
analysis Twiki - Twiki - Twiki - Twiki + Twiki - Twiki +
and LinkedIn-- |LinkedIn+ |LinkedIn - LinkedIn - LinkedIn - LinkedIn-
modeling
Skype - Skype -- Skype ++ Skype -- Skype + Skype +
e Twiki - Twiki - Twiki - Twiki + Twiki - Twiki +
g LinkedIn++ [LinkedIn++ |LinkedIn + LinkedIn - LinkedIn + LinkedIn-
. Skype -- Skype -- Skype + Skype -- Skype + Skype +
Cglrfr:?ratmn Twiki - Twiki - Twiki - Twiki + Twiki - Twiki +
P g Linkedin-  |LinkedIn- |LinkedIn + LinkedIn -  |LinkedIn + |LinkedIn-
Time and Skype -- Skype -- Skype + Skype -- Skype + Skype +
budget Twiki - Twiki - Twiki - Twiki + Twiki - Twiki +
planning LinkedIn- LinkedIn-- |LinkedIn - LinkedIn - LinkedIn - LinkedIn-
Skype - Skype -- Skype ++ Skype -- Skype + Skype +
Collaboration | Twiki - Twiki ++ Twiki + Twiki ++ Twiki + Twiki +
LinkedIn++ [LinkedIn++ |LinkedIn + LinkedIn - LinkedIn + LinkedIn-
. Skype -- Skype -- Skype ++ Skype -- Skype + Skype +
exchange | TWKi - Twiki ++ | Twiki + Twiki ++ [ Twiki + Twiki +
9 LinkedIn++ [LinkedIn+ |LinkedIn + LinkedIn - LinkedIn + LinkedIn-

Table 1. Comparison between selected social scétveanls

5.2 Comparing social softwaretools

In the previous section the use of the evaluatraméwork was demonstrated with three
different social software tools. The last part, laggion to business processes showed how
different software fit different tasks. The evaloat showed the strengths of Skype in
communication through the whole business cooperdifie cycle. It is an efficient tool when

it comes to one-on-one discussions as well asnvghall groups, when a partner needs a fast
reply or a quick instant messaging or phone cath wideo feed discussion with the partner

abroad.

The evaluation showed how Twiki was the best tobltlee three when it comes to
customizability and how the use of wiki softwarem®st crucial in the actual collaboration
phase where multiple organizations work intensivetether. It is usable in the earlier phases
for internal planning of an organization as wellfas collaborative planning of the desired
project outcomes and methods to accomplish this ibus most crucial in the actual
collaboration phase where the project is cut dawdifferent work packages and the work of
each partner has to be very organized to accomghlestasks assigned to them. Twiki cannot
be suggested as an awareness tool or a communidatdb when people want to discuss
project related issues efficiently. It is at bedten relationships have already been made

between the partners and each partner knows wlyatikeevorking with.
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LinkedIn provides most value when new relationshaps built and in awareness building,
collaboration and experience exchange phase wieeq@gshare relevant news through feeds
or profile updates about project related itemsldBog a project related group and using it as
a form of dissemination is a cost efficient wayshbwing project results to the outside world.
The evaluation showed that LinkedIn cannot compatie Skype or Twiki when it comes to
communication and collaboration between the prgeactners.

6. Conclusions

Advancing technologies as well as social softwagsplieations and sites are mature for
enterprise use, in particular in global settingsllgboration across national borders happens
every day in global organizations, but the widegeof software and the differing quality
among them makes it hard to find the best fittiafjvgare for companies’ use. The purpose of
our work was to find out which of the selected absbftware tool fit best in a given scenario.
Our scenario related to project cooperation of @e&mand Finnish organization.

For our study we selected three social softwardiagimns for an in-depth evaluation. The
selected tools were the social networking servig&kedIn, the instant messaging service
Skype and the wiki platform Twiki. Based on thers#o, possible problems and barriers for
global collaboration and functional aspects fitnésscase study related global business
processes we proposed a framework for the evaluaifothe selected tools. With our
framework, it is possible to see which tool wilt fiest different stages of the business
cooperation. As there are various problems anddsardepending on different contexts, the
evaluation framework is extensible and modifiaklempanies can extend the framework and
modify it to suit their own situations and purpases

In our work, we came to the conclusion that thdstselected for the evaluation suit different
processes. LinkedIn is best in the awareness orgatihen people want learn who they are
working with and seeing what interests they havweyp® was the most suitable tool for
communication while Twiki is highly recommended tine collaboration phase between
organizations when relationships have already beénh

Finding the best tools for the right use is a aldor an efficient company. The study
conducted showed the value of the framework in dthaluation phase and as a decision
support instrument. Further and more compreherstivdies are needed to find out which are
the best tools for which processes and which ailltaspects effect the usage of a tool. It is
important to notice that good functionality andnéss to a certain process doesn't mean
successful use in itself. The usability of a to®lanother thing and has to be studied in
addition to suitable functionality to find out whet users are able to use the tool.
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