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Abstract

To provide software platforms that are highly adjustable to users’ needs, recent literature proposes
generativity, that is, platforms that may be supplemented in order to provide functionality that the
designers of the platform did not have in mind. The research stream on generative platforms features a
similar phenomenon as the research stream on shadow IT (SIT), because SIT also investigates
supplements to integrated software-based systems that the designers of the software initially did not
have in mind. Especially the domain of business intelligence (BI) is often flooded with SIT such as
additional data marts and spreadsheets. However, while a wide body of literature has emerged that
investigates SIT impacts, few, if any, studies examined generativity of platforms in general and BI
platforms specifically. In this paper we present a literature review on positive and negative SIT
impacts. Building on the results, we suggest a research agenda on generativity of BI platforms.
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1 Introduction

Organizations have made large investments into implementing standardized software products with
the expectations that the resulting enterprise systems integrate data and processes, allow control,
reduce costs and improve their organizational performances [16], [29], [51]. However, research
indicates that many software products do not achieve these goals due to numerous reasons such as
insufficient fit to users’ requirements, inflexibility to modifications and long implementation times
necessary to change or extend the standardized application systems [28], [43]. Consequently,
employees today supplement standardized enterprise systems provided by their IT departments with
additional information systems that highly fit their needs — ranging from out-of-the-box cloud-based
systems to self-developed macros and applications [35],[59]. These autonomously provisioned
supplementary systems are commonly referred to as supplementary IT or shadow IT (SIT). Especially
in the domain of business intelligence (BI) SITs are frequently created, e.g., BI platforms may be
supplemented by individually tinkered spreadsheets and customized data marts that report specific
financial indicators [41], [S8]. However, the effects of SIT are ambivalent. On the one hand, IT
professionals and many IS scholars view SIT as an undesirable phenomenon [9] for numerous reasons
such as replication of functionality [42]. On the other hand, recent literature acknowledges that SIT
“may be just what an organization needs” [17] (p. 124).

While the assumption persists that the concepts of software platforms and modularity were able to
resolve these paradoxical tensions between standardization and flexibility by providing a possibility to
add adjusted modules on top of an integrated core, recent literature demonstrates that modularity itself
does not yet make software products highly evolving [39]. Rather, recently published research agendas
determine generativity as the essential element [40], [39]. Generativity in the IS discipline refers to the
ability of an information system to create some new, initially unexpected outcome [36]. It tackles a
similar phenomenon as SIT, because SIT also emphasizes new developments and IS extensions that
the developers of the original IS did not have in mind. However, although much effort has been
devoted to identifying and explaining strengths and weaknesses of SIT and some scholars
acknowledged that SIT should be “encouraged within and avoided outside defined boundaries” [43]
(p- 9), only very few, if any, articles linked these findings to the currently emerging research stream of
generativity. We believe that linking the two research streams improves our understanding of both
streams. Hence, within this article, we focus on generativity of BI platforms, because (1) BI platforms
are especially often supplemented with end-user developed extensions and (2) many standardized BI
platforms try to stimulate end-user developed extensions (e.g., many reporting tools offer add-ins to
spreadsheet software such as Microsoft Excel). Our work addresses this gap by investigating the
following research questions:

1. What is the current state-of-the art in the literature regarding positive and negative impacts of SIT?

2. How can we exploit these impacts to balance standardization and individualization and what areas
may be tackled by further research to improve a Bl platform’s generativity?

The following section builds terminological foundations, section 3 introduces our chosen methodology
and section 4 reveals the findings of our SIT review. Finally, section 5 develops a research agenda
guided by SIT findings and section 6 closes with implications and limitations of our research.



Multikonferenz Wirtschaftsinformatik 2014 209

2 Terminological Foundations

2.1 Shadow IT

Shadow IT, also supplementary IT (SIT), refers to an IS that extends an existing IS but is maintained
significantly less by the IT department than the IS that it extends [43], [54]. Reasons for this smaller
degree of maintenance include, for instance, that the IS was bought or rented from another company,
that it was not approved by the IT department, that it possesses various threats to data security and
data integrity, that it does not work together with other IS, that the IT department lacks the resources
required to maintain it and/or that the IT department simply does not know about its existence
[17],[42],[43], [54],[61]. These reasons represent the needs of business departments for more
flexibility, which may not be surprising considering the fact that enterprise systems typically
emphasize integration and, thus, standardization. To resolve such flexibility issues, multiple studies
proposed software platforms and extension modules [34], [37]. However, most of the studies
highlighting the paradoxical tensions between flexibility and standardization focus on the degree to
which actions are controlled and enforced. Particularly, [57] built a theoretical framework of the
dynamics of change and control based on the Android and iOS platform, [47] developed strategic
actions for platform owners to control their platforms while distributing design capabilities, [44]
propose a model for balancing empowerment and control, [25] suggested a model for balancing
platform control and external contributions and [18] focuses on the triangular tensions between
opening platforms, granting access to platforms and controlling platforms. Conversely however, only
few studies exist that investigate technological conditions and drivers of flexible platforms and, thus,
design attributes fueling SIT. That is, [48] investigates Android to propose a framework for analyzing
success factors of platform strategies and [19] focuses on drivers of external platform developers to
create innovations.

2.2 Platform generativity

While research on software platforms focuses primarily on how platforms can be extended,
generativity focuses on the ability to create new output [39]. Hence, in the case of software platforms,
generativity refers to (1) the ability of the platform to be changed or extended to create new output and
(2) the ability of the platform to be integrated into another system to create new output. In other words,
generativity encompasses what it is that makes platforms supportive to innovations based on them and
why it makes them supportive to innovations.

Generativity has also been identified by multiple, recently published research agendas in the IS
literature. For instance, [39] explains that modularity itself does not yet make software products highly
evolving. Rather, the crucial element is generativity, which refers to “the ability of any self-contained
system to create, generate, or produce a new output, structure or behavior without any input from the
originator of the system” [36] (p. 750). An illustrative and easily understandable example would be a
potato peeler and a knife. While a potato peeler can only be used on particular food, knives have
greater versatility to tasks besides peeling as well as greater adaptability for uses outside cooking and
thus have a higher degree of generativity [3]. Regarding digital products, (a) the internet [3] and (b)
Google Maps [39] are two popular examples for highly generative products, because (a) the internet
allows almost unlimited creation of new products and (b) Google Maps is able to be embedded into
numerous systems although initially designed to provide users with satellite pictures of the earth — thus
creating new types of navigation systems and weather maps.
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In this article, we feature platform generativity defined as the degree to which a software platform
fosters emergence of new supplementary modules, organizational structures, and work practices that
the originator of the software platform did not have in mind. Multiple IS scholars recently called for
greater investigation of this phenomenon. For instance, [36] argue that researchers need to “investigate
social and technical elements that influence generativity” (p. 754) and [39] calls for “a more precise
and nuanced understanding of the nature of digital technology that enables and constrains activities
that produce generative innovations” (p. 231). To dive into this emerging research stream on platform
generativity, the following subsection positions generative platforms and explains the connection to
other software platforms as well as the connection to SIT.

2.3 Balancing standardization and individualization

An important boundary for our definition of platform generativity is its emphasis on IS that are
designed as composites of one or more platforms and, optionally, multiple modules. Typically this
refers to BI platforms which users may extend, e.g., through adding data marts, designing dashboards
and developing queries. Based on this assumption, two abilities of generative platforms may be
differentiated. First, platform generativity encompasses the ability of a platform to be extended
through adding, changing and deleting supplementary modules. For example, the internet was initially
developed to exchange electronic messages but then was extended to provide real-time news, view
videos, provide access to servers worldwide and much more. Second, platform generativity
encompasses the ability of a platform to be used as a supplementary module by another platform. An
example for this would be YouTube, because YouTube was initially developed as a video platform
and then became widely embedded into numerous webpages thus creating new animated webpages. In
contrast to less generative platforms, highly generative platforms may additionally be extended by
modules which provide capabilities that the originator of the platform did not have in mind when
designing the platform. For instance, although the designers of Microsoft Excel focused on an
application which supports data representation in spreadsheets and mathematical computations, Excel
additionally turned out to be supplemented by modules that provide very different capabilities, e.g.,
generation of heat maps [60].

However, even highly generative platforms do not subsume all potential innovations and additional
technologies, because they always require a connection between modules and platforms. Hence, stand-
alone systems are not within the scope of generative platforms. An example for such a stand-alone
system would be a database that is only used within a certain department and all data is entered
manually. Such a system would be considered SIT, but not generative. On the other side, a
standardized core could be considered as a part of a generative platform, but not as SIT.

The components that belong to software platforms, generative platforms and SIT vary in their degree
of standardization — or, inverted, individualization — and may be classified along a respective
continuum [20], [44]. Specifically, (traditional) software platforms foster standardization, while
generative platforms enable a greater degree of individualization and SIT provides unlimited
possibilities to personalize an IS. Figure 1 visualizes this continuum.
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Figure 1: Software platforms, generative platforms and SIT

3 Methodology

Our literature review followed the guidelines provided by [38]. It first required (1) the development of
criteria for the types of studies to be included in our analysis, (2) a literature search strategy, and (3) an
analysis scheme [30]. First, we chose to limit our initial sample of articles to those which explicitly
dealt with SIT or concepts which are synonymously used such as feral systems, workaround systems
and rogue systems [54]. We also included literature that emphasized the similar phenomenon of end-
user development (also known as end-user computing) [S5]. We did not limit the results to the BI
literature, because, although SIT is very common in the domain of BIL it is not unique to BI.
Supplements may also be developed for other platforms such as customer relationship management
platforms. We developed a search string for our database search as follows:

(feral OR workaround OR shadow OR rogue OR supplementary) AND (system OR platform OR "IT")
AND (technology) OR (end-user development) OR (end-user computing)

Second, we applied multiple methods to search for appropriate literature. We searched titles, abstracts
and keywords using our search string on two electronic databases, i.e., Business Source Premier (BSP)
and AIS FElectronic Library (AISeL). To receive search results of high quality, we limited the results
from the BSP search to scholarly (peer reviewed) journals. Similarly, the AISeL search results were
limited to journals and conferences sponsored by the Association for Information Systems. The BSP
search yielded 422 results and the AISeL yielded 124 results published in journals and 92 results
published on conferences. Next, we scanned the titles of the search results and narrowed the results
down to 43 distinct articles that seemed to be relevant for our review. After that we scanned the
abstracts and, if we considered them to be relevant, also the full paper. Thereby we focused on articles
that highlighted identification of benefits and downsides of supplementary systems. For instance, [43]
studied antecedents of such systems and how risks can be mitigated and [49] examined the rise and
fall of such systems. That reduced our search results to 21 papers. After that, we read through the
identified articles and added related articles to our list (backward search). Our initial review was
conducted during the spring 2013 and it was not constrained to a certain time frame or a certain set of
publication outlets. Eventually, our search yielded 26 articles.

Third, our method for analysis of the identified studies was to first look for impacts of SIT that had
been examined by the authors. After that, the resulting impacts were grouped into categories. The
following section allocates the identified articles and SIT impacts to the derived categories.
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4 State-of-the-Art: Positive and Negative Impacts of SITs

Our review revealed desirable and undesirable impacts of SIT. We clustered those and distinguished
two categories of SIT benefits and five categories of SIT downsides. This section first discusses the
benefits of SIT and subsequently its downsides. Desirable effects of SIT are (1) improved IS
utilization and (2) a greater amount of innovations. First, SIT improves utilization of ISs due to higher
alignment between the IS’ capabilities and users’ hedonic and utilitarian needs [14],[23],[26] and thus
may enhance users’ operational as well as decisional activities [12],[52], and eventually increase
overall satisfaction with the IS [5],[10]. Furthermore, SIT may enable IS infusion [11],[22], i.e., deep
and comprehensive embedding of the IS within an individual’s or organization’s work system [51].
Prior literature also found improvements regarding more efficient and effective IT usage
[24],[43],[50],[51].

Second, SIT supports introduction and implementation of innovations into organizations. The
possibility of supplementing IS creates flexible IS environments that guarantee the ability to adapt in
an increasingly uncertain and competitive environment [17],[18],[45],[50], because systems may be
changed faster [5],[43]. If users who possess real-time awareness of changes in the respective business
domains participate in the development of SIT, then the underlying IS are likely to anticipate future
requirements. Similarly, from a technological perspective, SIT allows to easily implement new
technology, keep up with technological changes [17],[31], and evaluate the impacts of new IS through
prototyping [4],[10],[43]. Besides, SIT is also characterized by low initial costs and thus appreciated
as a cost effective opportunity to update existing IS and data [43],[50]. Table 1 summarizes the

benefits.

Category SIT benefit Sources
IS ﬁts better tg users practices and enhances users’ operational and [5].[161.[431.[54]
decisional activities

Utilization Usability of the IS and user satisfaction with the IS are higher [5],010]
Deeper system usage (IS infusion) and more development activities [13],[18],[51].[56]
Improved efficiency and effectiveness regarding IT usage [241,[43]1,[50],[51]
ISis more flexible anq guarantees ability to adapt in an increasingly [171.[181.[451,(50]
uncertain and competitive environment
IS may be changed faster; especially if users who possess real-time [5].[43]
awareness of changes in respective domains change the IS

Innovation Ability to implement new technology and keep up with technological | [17],[31]
changes
Ability to evaluate the impact of new IS through prototyping [4],[10],[43]
Low initial costs of new IS and cost effective update of existing IS [431],[50]
and its data

Table 1: Benefits of SIT

However, SIT does not only create benefits for organizations. Actually, its overall impact can vary
tremendously which makes it so important to understand its advantages and disadvantages in order to
eventually benefit from SIT. We categorized the downsides into five categories, i.e., (1)
intransparency, (2) loss of security, (3) loss of synergies, (4) focus on minority groups, and (5) limited
sustainability. As indicated by its name, shadow IS create intransparency within organizations. Typical
examples include IS that are not (properly) approved by the IT department because they were
developed by employees from the business departments or purchased from external companies [54].
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Sometimes IT departments even do not know about the existence of SIT within their organizations at
all [61]. Similarly, it is extremely difficult for managers to evaluate the value of such systems [33].
Although that may also apply to IS in general, it applies particularly to SIT, because users and use
cases of SIT may be unknown. Hence, it is very difficult to coordinate and control actions,
communication and costs [18], [55].

In addition, loss of security is a major downside of SIT, too. Since IS are no longer officially
maintained by corporate IT departments they may not only expose important information to
unauthorized users, but also lead to data loss, vulnerability to malware and non-compliance with laws
[43],[61]. For instance, if an employee from the purchasing department saves important data in a local
spreadsheet, employees from the accounting department may not be able to create correct quarterly
reports, thus reducing the organization’s compliance with external laws.

Furthermore, SIT creates a heterogeneous, decentralized IS environment [1],[15],[43]. This may lead
to redundant and erroneous data, because data gets extracted from (integrated) data storages and then
may be modified without updating the original source [42][41]. Heterogeneous IS environments may
also destroy various types of synergies that would be essential to the organization, such as synergies
from infrastructure, synergies from reuse of applications and synergies from expertise [21],[43]. First,
SIT reduces synergies from infrastructure, because assets are likely to be purchased multiple times
(e.g., hardware, software licenses). Second, SIT reduces synergies from reuse of applications, because
even if applications were able to support several user groups (e.g., accountants from plant A and
accountants from plant B), a central unit would be missing that could deliver the SIT developed by
plant A to plant B. Third, SIT reduces synergies from expertise, because employees from multiple
groups (plant A, plant B etc.) would spend time learning how to develop SIT — ranging from learning
how to use complex Excel functions to learning how to write SQL statements and develop distributed
software applications. Similarly, SIT also reduces expertise that may be gained from using new
technology. For instance, if a particular SIT enables a change in a certain business process and thus
significantly improves the process’ efficiency, other departments cannot adopt the improved process
because it remains unknown for them. Besides, SIT often focuses on minority groups. Since
employees within an organization have different skill sets with regards to IT and are driven differently
by their (intrinsic and extrinsic) motivations and preferences, the degree to which employees
participate in the development of SIT varies strongly [6][10]. Hence, the capabilities provided by SIT
primarily support the minority who actively participated in the development. We acknowledge that
this issue applies to IS in general, because it is very difficult, if not impossible, to actually gather all
user requirements equivalently. However, we believe that it particularly applies to SIT, because SIT is
developed by single users or small groups who are not trained in gathering requirements from their
fellow colleagues and, thus, intentionally or unintentionally, ignore their requirements.

Finally, SIT may be characterized by limited sustainability, because developers of SIT usually have an
IS in mind which supports their work practices right away. They focus on the short and medium term
and may not adequately consider long-term effects [5] — although this would be required to develop a
durable software asset for the organization. For instance, lack of code reuse and insufficient
documentation [17] complicate maintenance and lead to an inability of the corporate IT departments to
guarantee support [43],[61]. Furthermore, if additional users intend to use a particular SIT, it may
reach its boundaries quickly since scalability has been ignored during the development and design
phases [5]. Similarly, scalability may also limit the system’s sustainability as soon as users continue to
access and extract more and more data from connected IS. Eventually, sustainability of SIT is also
limited because of its strong dependence on key individuals [17]. If these individuals leave the
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organization or are not able to maintain the SIT anymore, the SIT may quickly become valueless to the
organization. Table 2 summarizes the downsides of SIT which our literature review revealed.

Category SIT downside Sources

No (proper) IT approval; IT sometimes even does not know

about the existence of SIT at all [54].[61]

Extremely difficult to assess the value of SIT because users and
use cases may be unknown to managers

A lack of transparency hinders control of costs and actions [17],[18],[42],[45],[51]

Intransparency [33]

Ineffective communication; difficult to coordinate activities [55]

Loss of Huge, intransparent risks, such as exposure to unauthorized

security users, data loss, non-compliance with laws (e.g., SOX) [431.[61]

Heterogeneous, decentralized IS environment [11,[15].[43]

Loss of Loss of synergies with regards to infrastructure, reuse, expertise,

synergies and “best-practices” [21],[43]

Redundant and erroneous data [42]

SIT does not support all employees’ work practices equally
well, because it strongly focuses on practices of people who
Focus on were actively involved in the development. Thus it only [6],[10]
minority supports a minority and may neglect general requirements of
groups entire groups.

Huge differences in end-users knowledge, motivation, and
preferences lead to only a minority who actively develops SIT.

[6],[10]

No durable software asset for the organization; focus is on short
and medium term

(5]
Inability of the IT department to guarantee (long-term) support [43],[61]

[71.[8]

o Often bad software quality regarding performance, code,
Limited reusability

sustainability

Limited scalability and limited support for growing number of
users

(3]

Insufficient documentation [17]

Strong dependence on key individuals [17]

Table 2: Downsides of SIT

5 A Research Agenda for BI Platform Generativity

At the core of our definition of platform generativity (see section 2.2) is a strong link to the
Supplementary IT research stream and the software platforms and modularity research stream. While
recent literature explains that generativity is supported through modularity, there are only few, if any,
articles examining the links between SIT and generativity. However, drawing lessons from SIT
provides important knowledge, because, as our review revealed, in order to assure desirable overall
effects of SIT, awareness about its benefits and downsides needs to be established across IS users and
developers.

Due to the overlap between generative platforms and SIT (see section 2.3), we believe that the
discovered benefits and downsides of SIT are almost equally likely to apply to highly generative BI
platforms, because platforms, in contrast to embedded and integrated systems, provide a certain
amount of flexibility and thus may similarly be aligned to fit to users’ needs. However, effects of SIT
are slightly less pronounced within the context of software platforms, because platforms draw
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boundaries around their core capabilities. Even highly generative BI platforms which attempt to
support development of further, unlimited IS based on them, slightly limit such development, because
they require developers to learn how to work with the specific platform.

Category Relevant research questions

How can we assure ease-of-use of new statistical tools that enable real-time data analyses
Utilization based on IMDB?

What are design criteria for user-friendly, powerful data analysis tools?

How can we use data marts and supplementary modules of individual departments as
innovative prototypes for further departments and locations?

Innovation How should a BI platform be designed that supports efficiently low response times to
change requests while assuring reliability and robustness and, thus, also a high innovation
capacity in the long run?

How can we create transparency over supplementary modules across departments/locations?
How does real-time visibility and analyzes of processes affect the execution and

Transparency performance of these processes?
How should governing units such as BICCs control and monitor agility in BI platforms?
S i In which use-cases, if any, and how may real-time analyzes reduce security risks?
ecuri . o . . .
Y Which additional security threats, if any, arise from cloud-based BI?
How should governing units such as BICCs integrate and promote supplements to realize
. synergies across departments without reducing their alignment to users’ tasks?
Synergies

How may synergies across teams/departments be gained if users are provided with dedicated
BI sandboxes for performing exploratory analyses?

How can employees be motivated to exploit possibilities for self-service reporting and
User develop their own data marts and tinker their own reports within pre-defined boundaries?
participation How should employees with little IT skills be taught in the use of self-service reporting
options? What are the most effective training methods?

Which design principles lead to durable, highly generative BI platforms?
How may organizations tackle the tensions between standardization and individualization?

Sustainability | How can organizations simultaneously manage the tensions within the software application
(i.e., standardization vs. individualization) and the tensions within user enablement (i.e.,
control vs. empowerment)?

Table 3: Research agenda for BI platform generativity

Thus, we propose that the seven impacts of SIT should also be examined within the context of highly
generative BI platforms. Therefore we suggest potential research questions for each category (Table
3). For instance, since the emergence of in-memory databases (IMDB) provides significantly faster
data analyzes, users are not limited to descriptive analytics anymore (e.g., alerts, drill downs, ad-hoc
reports, standard reports) but may also perform a wide range of predictive analytics (e.g., optimization,
modeling, forecasting, extrapolation) [1]. However, such powerful analytics tools tend to require
strong statistical skills and a long usage experience. Hence, we suggest that further research develops
design criteria highlighting the ease-of-use of these tools. Without considering usability of these
complex, real-time statistical tools, organizations will not be able to realize the full potentials of
IMDB.

Some of the potential research questions would also improve our understanding of BI agility, because
by “lowering response times to change requests” [41] (p. 1) agile BI also aims at frequent innovations
and, thus, aims at fostering the BI platform’s generativity. We believe that an improved understanding
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of generativity would particularly strengthen our understanding of the appropriateness of agile process
methods within the context of Agile BI [53], because it targets a platform that balances complex,
standardized processes in which individuals are controlled on the one hand and lean, agile processes in
which individuals are empowered (e.g., provided with dedicated BI sandboxes [58] or self-service
possibilities [27],[32]) on the other hand.

The paradoxical tensions within software applications (i.e., standardization vs. individualization) are a
highlighted research area of the generativity research stream. They complement prior literature which
primarily focused on paradoxical tensions within user enablement (i.e., control vs. empowerment) as
indicated in section 2.1. Similarly, a consideration of both paradoxes simultancously would also
improve our knowledge of BI platform generativity and support our understanding of BI governance,
i.e., steering and controlling BI platforms and the role of a Business Intelligence Center of
Competence (BICC) [41].

Table 3 assigns potential research questions regarding BI platform generativity to each area that was
influenced by SIT. Due to the illustrated overlap between generativity and SIT, we believe that studies
on how BI platforms could improve these areas would also improve the BI platform’s generativity. For
instance, in order to increase the benefits from user-developed supplements, a central organizational
unit (e.g., corporate IT, BICC) may promote reuse of supplements and provide them as prototypes to
additional teams and/or departments. By doing so, the organization could achieve scale effects because
different teams would not need to develop the same supplements anymore. Besides, more teams and
departments would access a certain supplement and, thus, be able to advance and refine it and develop
new innovations based on it. Therefore, two potential research questions are: How can we use data
marts and supplementary modules of individual departments as innovative prototypes for further
departments and locations? How may synergies across teams/departments be gained if users are
provided with dedicated BI sandboxes for performing exploratory analyses? Summary

This paper set forth to review the current state-of-the-art on SIT literature and derive a research agenda
for BI platform generativity. First, our review revealed two categories of desirable SIT impacts and
five categories of undesirable SIT impacts for organizations. Specifically, while utilization of IS is
likely to be improved and the amount of innovations is likely to be increased, SIT may also lead to
intransparency across the organization, loss of security, loss of synergies and a focus on minority
groups. In addition, SIT pursues short-term objectives and thus has limited sustainability in terms of
creating a durable software asset. Besides, we defined and distinguished SIT and platform
generativity, discussed whether findings from the SIT literature stream could similarly be found when
investigating highly generative BI platforms, and proposed a research agenda for highly generative BI
platforms.

Our research is limited in that this review is based on a restricted number of electronic databases as
publication sources. Although major contributions are likely to be found in one of these sources or to
be referenced by them, potentially important publications may have been omitted. Similarly,
publications that do not include any of the search terms may also have been omitted. Thus, future
research may address these gaps by using additional databases, adding additional search terms to the
search string or manually scanning the tables of content of suitable journals and conference
proceedings. In addition, further research may examine the questions raised by our proposed research
agenda.



Multikonferenz Wirtschaftsinformatik 2014 217

6 References
Books

[1] Davenport, TH; Harris, JG (2007): Competing on analytics. The new science of winning. Harvard
Business School Press, Boston.

[2] Gawer, A; Cusumano M (2002): Platform leadership: how Intel, Microsoft and Cisco drive
industry innovation. Harvard Business School Press, Boston.

[3] Zittrain, JL (2008): The future of the internet and how to stop it. Yale University Press, New
Haven.

Handbook articles

[4] Blackwell, A (2011): Commentary on: Burnett, MM; Scaffidi, C (2013): End-user development.
In: Soegaard, M; Dam, RF (eds.), The Encyclopedia of Human-Computer Interaction, 2nd Ed.".
The Interaction Design Foundation, Aarhus.

[5] Burnett, MM; Scaffidi, C (2013): End-user development. In: Soegaard, M; Dam, RF (eds.), The
Encyclopedia of Human-Computer Interaction, 2nd Ed.". The Interaction Design Foundation.

[6] Carroll, JIM; Rosson, MB (1987): The paradox of the active user. In: Carroll, JM (ed.), Interfacing
thought: cognitive aspects of human-computer interaction. MIT Press, Cambridge.

[7] Costabile, MF; Fogli, D; Mussio, P; Piccinno, A (2006): End-user development: the software
shaping workshop approach. In: Lieberman, H; Paterno, F; Wulf, V. (eds.), End User
Development (Human-Computer Interaction Series)”. Springer: 183-205.

[8] Fisher, G; Giaccardi, E (2006): A framework for the future of end-user development. In:
Lieberman, H; Paterno, F; Wulf, V. (eds.), End User Development (Human-Computer Interaction
Series)”. Springer: 427-457.

[9] Oliver, D; Romm, C (2002): ERP systems in universities: rationale advanced for their adoption.
In: Hossain, L; Rashid, M; Patrick, JD (eds.), Resources Planning: Global Opportunities and
Challenges. 1dea Group Publishing.

[10] Rosson, MB (2011): Commentary on: Burnett, MM; Scaffidi, C (2013): End-user development.
In: Soegaard, M; Dam, RF (eds.), The Encyclopedia of Human-Computer Interaction, 2nd Ed.".
The Interaction Design Foundation, Aarhus.

[11] Saga, V; Zmud, R (1994): The nature and detemrinants of IT acceptance, routinization and
infusion. In: Levine, L (ed.), Diffusion, Transfer, and Implementation of Information Technology.

[12] Sehgal, R; Stewart, G (2006): Using qualitative analysis for deriving evidence based construct
definition: a case narrative of ‘user empowerment’. In: Ruth, A (ed.), Quality and Impact of
Qualitative Research. Brisbane: 116-128.

[13] West, J (2007): The economic realities of open standards: Black, white and many shades of gray.
In: Greenstein, S; Stango, V (eds.), Standards and Public Policy. Cambridge University Press.

Journal articles

[14] Agarwal, R; Karahanna, E (2000): Time flies when you’re having fun: cognitive absorption and
beliefs about information technology usage. MIS Quarterly 24(4): 665-694.



218 Martin Kretzer, Alexander Maedche

[15] Almirall, ER; Casadesus-Masanell (2010): Open vs. integrated innovation: a model of discovery
and divergence. Academic Management Review 35(1): 27-47.

[16] Bandyopydhay, K; Barnes, C (2012): An analysis of factors affecting user acceptance of ERP
systems in the United States. Internat. Journal of Human Capital & IT Professionals 3(1): 1-14.

[17] Behrens, S (2009): Shadow systems: the good, the bad, and the ugly. Communications of the
ACM. 52(2): 124-129.

[18] Boudreau, K (2010): Open platform strategies and innovation: granting access vs. devolving
control. Management Science 56(10): 1849-1872.

[19] Boudreau, KJ (2012): Let a thousand flowers bloom? An early look at large numbers of software
app developers and patterns of innovation. Organization Science 23(5): 1409-1427.

[20] Brensted, J; Hansen, KM; Ingstrup, M (2010): Service composition issues in pervasive
computing. IEEE Pervasive Computing: 1536-1268.

[21] Brown, CV; Magill, SL (1994): Alignment of the IS functions with the enterprise: toward a
model of antecedents. MIS Quarterly 18(4): 371-403.

[22] Cooper, R.; Zmud, R (1990): Information technology implementation research: a technology
diffusion approach. Management Science 36(2): 123-139.

[23] Deng, L; Turner, DE; Gehling, R; Prince, B (2010): User experience, satisfaction, and continual
usage intention of IT. European Journal of Information Systems 19: 60-75.

[24] Elmes, M; Strong, D; Volkoff, O (2005): Panoptic empowerment and reflective conformity in
enterprise systems-enabled organizations. Information and Organization 15(1): 1-37.

[25] Ghazawneh, A; Henfridsson, O (2013): Balancing platform control and external contribution in
third-party development: the boundary resources model. Information Systems Journal 23: 173-
192.

[26] Heijden, H (2004): User acceptance of hedonic information systems. MIS Quarterly 28(4): 695-
704.

[27] Horwitt, E. (2011): Self-service BI catches on. Computerworld January 24th: 30-32.

[28] Hsieh, J; Wang, W (2007): Explaining employees’ extended use of complex information systems.
European Journal of Information Systems 16: 216-227.

[29] Karimi, J; Sommers, TM; Bhattacherjee, A (2007): The impact of ERP implementation on
business process outcomes: a factor-based study. Journal of Management Information Systems
24(1): 101-134.

[30] Leidner, DE; Kayworth, T (2006): Review: A review of culture in information systems research:
toward a theory of information technology culture conflict. MIS Quarterly 30(2): 357-399.

[31] Li, X; Feng, L; Zhou, L; Shi, Y (2009): Learning in an ambient intelligent world. IEEE
Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engineering 21(6): 910-924.

[32] Myron, W (2013): Keys to Sustainable Self-Service Business Intelligence. BI Journal 18(1): 18-
24.

[33] Richter, A; Riemer, K (2013): Nutzungsoffene Anwendungssoftware. Wirtschaftsinformatik:
193-196.



Multikonferenz Wirtschaftsinformatik 2014 219

[34] Schilling, MA (2000): Toward a general modular systems theory and its application to interfirm
product modularity. The Academy of Management Review 25(2): 312-334.

[35] Strong, DM; Volkoff, O (2004): Understanding Organization-Enterprise System Fit: A Path to
Theorizing the Information Technology Artifact. MIS Quarterly 34(4): 731-756.

[36] Tilson, D; Lyytinen, K; Serensen, C (2010): Research commentary. Digital infrastructures: the
missing IS research agenda. Information Systems Research 21(4): 748-759.

[37] Tiwana, A; Konsynski, B; Bush, AA (2010): Coevolution of a platform architecture, governance,
and environmental dynamics. Information Systems Research 21(4): 675-687.

[38] Webster, J; Watson, RT (2002): Analyzing the past to prepare for the future: writing a literature
review. MIS Quarterly 26(2): xiii-xxiii.

[39] Yoo, Y (2013): The tables have turned: How can the information systems field contribute to
technology and innovation management research? Journal of the AIS 14: 227-236.

[40] Yoo, Y; Henfridsson, O; Lyytinen, K (2010): The new organizing logic of digital innovation: an
agenda for information systems research. Information Systems Research 21(4): 724-735.

Conference articles

[41] Baars, H; Zimmer, M. (2013): A Classification for Business Intelligence Agility Indicators. ECIS
2013 Proceedings, Paper 163.

[42] Behrens, S; Sedera, W (2004): Why do shadow systems exist after and ERP implementation?
Lessons from a case study. PACIS 2004 Proceedings, Paper 136.

[43] Gyory, A; Cleven, A; Uebernickel, F; Brenner, W (2012): Exploring the shadows: IT governance
approaches to user-driven innovation. ECIS 2012 Proceedings, Paper 222.

[44] Duane, A; Finnegan, P (2000): Managing intranet technology in an organizational context:
toward a ‘“stages of growth” model for balancing empowerment and control. /CIS 2000
Proceedings.

[45] Elaluf-Calderwood, SM; Eaton, BD; Serensen, C; Yoo, Y (2011): Control as a strategy for the
development of generativity in business models for mobile platforms. International Workshop on
Business Models for Mobile Platforms: 271-276.

[46] Gaskin, J; Thummandi, BV; Lyytinen, K; Yoo, Y (2011): Digital technology and the variation in
design routines: a sequence analysis of four design processes. ICIS 2011 Proceedings.

[47] Ghazawneh, A; Henfridsson, O (2011): Micro-strategizing in platform ecosystems: a multiple
case study. ICIS 2011 Proceedings.

[48] Jayaraman, K (2013): Factors influencing the success of platform centric ecosystem strategies: a
case study of Google Android. The International Conference on E-Technologies and Business on
the WEB: 212-217.

[49] Jones, D; Behrens, S; Jamieson, K; Tansley, E (2004): The rise and fall of a shadow system:
lessons for enterprise system implementation. ACIS 2004 Proceedings, Paper 96.

[50] Lundberg, J; Gustavsson, R (2011): Challenges and opportunities of sensor based user
empowerment. /ICNSC Proceedings 2011: 463-468.



220 Martin Kretzer, Alexander Maedche

[51] Maas, JB; Fenema, PC; Soeters, J (2012): Information system infusion: the role of control and
empowerment. /CIS 2012 Proceedings.

[52] Ng, EH; Kim, HW (2009): Investigating information systems infusion and the moderating role of
habit: a user empowerment perspective. I/CIS 2009 Proceedings.

[53] Olbrich, S.; Knabke, T. (2013): Agile Behavior of Business Intelligence Systems: An Empirical
Study on the Impact of In-Memory Technology. ECIS Proceedings, Paper 19.

[54] Rentrop, C; Zimmermann, S (2012): Shadow IT evaluation model. Proceedings of the Federated
Conference on Computer Science and Information Systems: 1023-1027.

[55] Shang, S; Seddon, P (2000): A comprehensive framework for classifying the benefits of ERP
systems. ACIS 2000 Proceedings.

[56] Tennnant, V; Mills, A; Chin, W (2011): Investigating information system infusion at the
individual level: re-conceptualisation and operationalization. PACIS 2011 Proceedings.

[57] Tilson, D; Serensen, C; Lyytinen, K (2012): Change and control paradoxes in mobile
infrastructure innovation. Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences: 1324-1333.

[58] Zimmer, M; Baars, H.; Kemper, H.-G. (2012): The Impact of Agility Requirements on Business
Intelligence Architectures. HICSS Proceedings: 4189-4198.

Online articles

[59] Gartner (2011): Gartner reveals top predictions for IT organizations and users for 2012 and
beyond. http://www.gartner.com/newsroom/id/1862714. Accessed on 21 August 2013.

[60] Microsoft (2013). Office.  Geographic Heat Map. http://office.microsoft.com/en-
us/store/geographic-heat-map-WA103304320.aspx. Accessed on 11 September 2013.

[61] Nasuni (2013): Shadow IT in the enterprise. http://www.nasuni.com/resources/104-
white paper shadow it in_the enterprise. Accessed on 25 July 2013.



