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Foreword

The present document is a “light” version of my teashesis. Indeed, the original paper was
written during an internship | made in a Genevaellasnline marketing company. As a
consequence, it contains sensitive and confideimiafmation that | had to remove before |
could publish it on the Internet. Yet, this hadeaylimited impact on the present version of
my thesis in terms of understanding, as the whoéb\2.0 and Consumer Generated Media

analysis is still here.

Some sections (e.g. the conclusion) have beentlgligbwritten to take these cuts into
account, but only the wording has been modifiede Tiformation that is presented, the
examples | give and the conclusions stemming froenpaper are exactly the same as in the

original version.



Abstract (English)

The present paper was written during my internsttipC-Agency, a Geneva-based online
marketing company. The first section analyses riygact of what is called “Web 2.0” on the

way companies are doing business. After a genaralduction to the concept of Web 2.0 and
its characteristics, its implications in terms ks and opportunities are presented from a

corporate point of view.

The second section then presents and analyses #ie 200 main componentonsumer
generated mediaA definition of the concept and many concretenepi@s are provided,
alongside with their implications for companiese$h two first sections aim at answering my
research problem: how can Web 2.0 and consumerafedemedia be exploited and turned

into competitive advantages.

The last section contains my conclusions as wedl bsef presentation of what could be the

Internet’s next evolution, logically called Web 3.0

Abstract (French)

Le présent document a été écrit dans le cadre destage effectué au sein d’IC-Agency, une
société de marketing online située a Genéve. Laigre section analyse I'impact de ce que
I'on appelle « Web 2.0 » sur la facon dont les egmmises gérent leurs activités. Aprés une
introduction générale du concept de Web 2.0 etedecaractéristiques, ses implications en

termes de risques et d’opportunités sont présedtépesint de vue des entreprises.

La seconde section présente et analyse le principalposant du Web 2.0, nsumer
generated medidJne définition du concept et de hombreux exempterrets sont fournis,
ainsi que leurs implications pour les entrepri€ss deux premiéres sections ont pour objectif
de répondre a mon probleme de recherche : comraéMeb 2.0 et leonsumer generated

mediapeuvent-ils étre exploités et transformés en agmstaompétitifs.

La derniere section contient mes conclusions aipsiune bréve présentation de ce qui

pourrait étre la prochaine évolution d’Internegitpuement appelée Web 3.0



Table of contents

TabIE Of CONTENTS ... e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ee e 5
S i o To (U1 i o o B PP PP PP PPPPPPPPPPPI 6
1.1 ADOUL TC-AGENCY....coieii i e e e e et e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e as e e e aeaaaaaaanes 6
1.2 ReSearch problemS..........oo i 7
G T Yo o] o PP 8
1.4 ReSEArCN METNOUS .......uii ittt e e e 8
2. ANAIYSIS. ..ottt e e e e e e ee e aeaaeee 10
2.1 The WED 2.0 ... et 10
2 I A T F= L | PP PPT PP 10
2.1.2 CNArACTEIISTICS. . eeeettti e e e ettt e e ettt e e e e e e eee bt e e e e e eenenn e e eeeeeeene 13
2.1.3The Web 2.0 aS an iCEDEIQ ....... ..ot 16
2.1.4 Opportunities to seize iIN @ 2.0 WOrld ....ccceeovvniiiiiiiii e, 17
2.1.5Risks toface in @ 2.0 WOrld .........couuui i 27
2.2 Consumer generated MEMIA ...... ... e eemmmee e eeeiii et eeee e e e eeeeeees 39
2.2 L WAL TE IS, tttitii ittt ettt e e e e e e e e e bbb e e e as 39
2.2.2 The case of WIKIPEAIA..........uuiiieiiiieieiiei et e 42
2.2.3 The rise Of CONSUMET MEAIBL. .......uviieieiiieiiiiiiiiiii e 44
3. CONCIUSIONS . ..o ettt ettt ettt 50
Y o 01T Lo o7 SRR 57
4.1 WED 2.0 GIOSSAIY ....uniiiiiiiiiii et 57
4.2 Additional Web 3.0 CONJECIUIES .......cooieieieeiiiieiiee et 61
REIEIEINCES. ..ottt e e e e e a e 63



1. Introduction

1.1 About IC-Agency

Interactive Communication Agentyarl was founded in 2000 by David Sadigh and Blavi
Quarantd, who are still managing the company today. AfteuScessful years of activity in

Geneva, Flavio Quaranta left Switzerland and opensécond IC-Agency office in Bathurst,
New Brunswick (Canada), while David Sadigh remaiaethe head of the Geneva office. A
sales office was also recently opened in Torontbthare are now 30 people working for IC-

Agency, whose operating income reached 3 millioisSyrancs for the year 2006.

IC-Agency’s expertise applies mainly to four distinbusiness sectors: Automotive,
Consumer goods, Industry & Watches and B2B. IC-Ageprovides its customers with

tailor-made solutions covering four main fieldsativity:

- Competitive intelligence: competitor surveillanosline positioning perceptions and
brand infringement assessment providing actiondala.

- Customer insight: customer profiling, trends tragkiand dynamic reporting
increasing customer understanding.

- E-strategies: innovative customer acquisition, lyyauilding and creation of high
potential communities allowing for a personalizégo

- Reputation management: brand protection, image toximj and public opinion

governance resulting in a secure image.

The activities included in these four interconndcéeeas lead to the creation of a dozen of
products and their associated services, among wWaidPayPerClick (global management of
Adwords campaigns), IC-KeyWording (ranking optintiaa in search engines through
organic referencing), IC-DemandTracker (collecteomd analysis of all searches made by
consumers in search engines) and Brandsweepeecpioot of trademarks in search engines).
The ability of IC-Agency to create a real sixth semnline for its customers lead successful
and renown companies such as Nestlé Nespresso,matgk Philippe or eBay to use its
services and expertise in order to increase thelin® performance and overall business

efficiency.

! http://www.ic-agency.com
2 See their profiles in the Appendices section




1.2 Research problems

In the beginning of the 1970’s, the emergence efititernet created a tremendous revolution.
For the first time, it became possible to put mdifferent, independent networks in relation
through a bigger network. Thanks to a common lagguzalled TCP/IP (Transfer Control
Protocol/ Internet Protocol), computers were abl&edmmunicate easily with one another.
This technological breakthrough had a profound ichpan people’'s everyday life:
applications such aslectronic mail remote computer controllingr files’ transfer quickly

became pervasive and stood up as serious altezsdatvour traditional way of life.

The beginning of the 1990’s saw the appearancheofriternet’'s main application, the World
Wide Web. It was now possible to spread informatibnough awebsite, search for
information thanks to aveb directoryor asearch engineand even trade onlineHowever,
during the first years, a very clear separationaieed between the Internet®ntributors
and the Internet’'asers The Internet was an aggregation of static paggsted by technically
skilled people (usually working for companies), wdees the wide majority of the population

could only access and read those contents. Thagljggn is no longer true.

Although the term *“revolution” is highly controvéa something is definitely changing in
the way the Internet is used. Whether we call iteh\2.0”, “social web” or “participative
web”, the underlying idea is the same: today, wéale the possibility to be not only passive
users, but also active contributors of the Intésnebntent. Creating a website or spreading
information through the web is no longer the pegi of a small and skilled elite but is now
available to everyone. Companies are no longerotilg publishers of a web content that
consumers would only be able to read: these consu@am® now expressing themselves
online, influencing their peers’ mind and deeplypanting the way companies run their
business. These contributions are referred ttsas generated content consumer generated
media (CGM)

This new paradigm also has important social imglces as people talk, exchange and
collaborate online in a way that was unimaginablieva years ago. As an illustration, the
three fastest-growing online brands in the UK (Yob&, Flickr and MySpace) depend on

user-generated conténThis fact also illustrates the business oppotiemithat were created

8 Nielsen//NetRatings, September, 2006



along with this increased involvement of Internsénrs, as reflected by the 1.65 billion dollars

paid by Google to acquire YouTube.

This paper will then try to answer the followingearch question:

“To what extent do the Web 2.0 and consumer generadl media impact the way
companies are running their business, and how canompanies turn these rising

trends into competitive advantages? “

1.3 Scope

As we will see throughout this paper, the concdpiVeb 2.0 is very confusing for a lot of
people. There is currently a lot of buzz arounddut there is still no widely agreed on
definition. However, there are some characterigties are generally admitted as being part of
the Web 2.0 and allow defining a certain “2.0 petien”. The most important of these
characteristics was already mentioned and is catbedumer generated media, a term used to

describe the content that is created and publishetie Internet by consumers.

Yet, the Web 2.0 can’t be reduced to CGM only; eguently, this paper will first present a
broad analysis of the Web 2.0. | will try to defimhat it is, present the different points of
view involved and analyze its impact on companieterms of risks and opportunities. As we
are really dealing with a hot topic here, | will ladble to illustrate the different points
mentioned with a lot of examples and real situaitrat happen on a daily basis in the 2.0
sphere. | will then dedicate a specific sectiomdaasumer generated media before turning to
the conclusions.

1.4 Research methods

The Web 2.0 and consumer generated media are na¢ietopics. Although some of their

most representative websites such as Wikifediare created many years ago, their real
emergence as mass phenomenon is very recent. Ansequence, the existing scientific
literature regarding consumer generated media lamd\eb 2.0 is much more limited than it
would be for other topics.

4 www.wikipedia.org




Another consequence is that some of the most useftilacknowledged papers devoted to

these topics have to be looked for online and notraditional reviews. Indeed, the most

knowledgeable people about the web are often thadsework and live with it, those who

contributed to define it and use it extensively. réally understand the concept of Web 2.0

and everything that surrounds it, you need to bsecto it and experience it. This may explain

why most of the definitions or theories used anespnted in this paper come from Internet

scholars or opinion leaders rather than from acadeeople published in famous journals or

magazines.

For this paper, information was gathered as follows

Search for articles from traditional journals assesthrough different databases such
as perunil, in order to gather the already existimtgvant “scientific” literature
concerning Web 2.0 and CGM. As already mentionkédret was a very limited (in
fact, surprisingly limited) number of relevant réssudespite extensive searches using
acknowledged websites and databases (BusinesseSergmier, Science Direct, Web
of Science, IngentaConnect, JSTOR and dozens afeordviews accessed through
perunil), | wasn’t able to find really value-addisgentific content.

Extensive Internet browsing: this was a logicapsts Internet specialists should be
the most suited to discuss it. Through specializetisites (see Appendices), Google
alerts or random sites visiting, | was able todwllthe Web 2.0 and the CGM trends
very closely and enrich this paper on a daily basilk relevant, compelling examples

coming from real situations.



2. Analysis
2.1 The Web 2.0

2.1.1 What is it?

The term “Web 2.0” is said to have been used ferfifst time by Dale Dougherty in 2003
and was popularised in 2004 during the first WébQonference. While the question of what
it actually is may sound trivial, it is probablyetimost complicated to answer. The topic is still

highly controversial with two main points of viewminating the debate.

The first point of view states that the Web 2.@isvolution: for a lot of people, the Web 2.0
is a clear and radical separation from what theyichdly call “web 1.0”. Under this
perspective, the World Wide Web is currently migrgtfrom a collection of websites to a
computer platform delivering applications to iters Those who defend this point of view
think that the Web 2.0 services will progressivedplace the existing and traditional office
automation applications. Still, this revolutionnist perceived as being led by technology, but
rather by the notion of information sharing. Theell idea is that Web 1.0 was about

connecting computers, while Web 2.0 is about cotmg@eople

According to the second point of view, the Web i8.@marketing hype: people supporting
this point of view do not deny the underlying reabf the Web 2.0 concept, but rather the
terminology itself. In the field of technologie$fietterm “2.0” usually suggests some kind of
technological change — whether it is a sustainingisruptive innovation. As a consequence,
many people have raised concerns about the legijinod this term, among which Tim
Berners-Lee, director of the World Wide Web Corisontand regarded as the one who set
the conceptual basis for the development of theldafide Web. His opinion summarizes

perfectly the idea behind this second approachdadNeb 2.0:

"Web 1.0 was all about connecting people. It waséeractive space, and | think Web 2.0 is
of course a piece of jargon, nobody even knows whatans. If Web 2.0 for you is blogs and
wikis, then that is people to people. But that waat the Web was supposed to be all along.
And in fact, you know, this 'Web 2.0, it meansgishe standards which have been produced

by all these people working on Web 130."

® http://arstechnica.com/news.ars/post/20060901 - Hé&H0.
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As already mentioned, the criticism here doesratlyeconcernthe factsof the Web 2.0 but

its nature But, does this debate really matter after all?aWter the name we give it, the
concept remains the same and the trend it repsesanntot be underestimated. Whether it is a
revolution or a marketing hype, the Web 2.0 is nmweality gaining in importance and
visibility. Of course, there are some people wh®@ntesting its value and usefulness as well
as its name. However, confronted with facts sucksasgle spending 1.65 billion dollars to
acquire YouTube, it is no longer possible to simiggore the Web 2.0 and its potential

utilisations.

Visually, some interesting attempts were made poasent the Web 2.0. The first one comes
from a Japanese design agency called Informatiahifect§ and presents the Web 2.0 as a

subway map:

The Web 2.0 according to Information Architects

Sourcehttp://www.informationarchitects.jp/ia-trendmap-20@Q

Link to the PDF document (allows zooming):
http://www.informationarchitects.jp/slash/iA_WebTids 2007 2.pdf

This map offers an excellent overview of the diéfer Web 2.0 sites, their main purpose
(information sharing, money maker, news, commusiti¢, the way they connect to each
other and a forecast regarding their future peréoroe. The authors of this map also included

their opinion about the “web generation” to whitlese sites belong: for instance, Wikipedia

6 http://www.informationarchitects.jp/
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is seen as belonging to the “Web 2.5” whereas AmawoSkype as considered “Web 1.5".
The map also lists some websites that are defynit€l (Microsoft, PayPal, Dell) but generate
a lot of traffic. The PDF view is highly recommendéone wants to look at this map in more

details.

The second visual representation is much less gsimfieal, probably because its purpose is
different. Here, the author illustrates his représon of how the Web 1.0 and the Web 2.0
are different from each other. Although the drawismgretty simple, it still includes the main
points of difference in an extremely clear way dradps shedding some light on what the
Web 2.0 is all about:

A simple representation of the Web 2.0

Sourcehttp://blog.aysoon.com/post/Le-Web20-illustre-emseule-image

An interesting point here concerns the R86x and the direction of the arrows. It could be
objected that the RSS feeds fgom a websiteto Internet users; therefore, the arrows should
go the opposite way. However, the idea of the auththat the movement is initiated by the
user: he or she will decide to subscribe to an R88 or use an aggregator, but the websites

don’t push the information towards the users spueaasly.

" See the Glossary in the Appendices section
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2.1.2 Characteristics

Despite the high controversy mentioned above, tleee a few characteristics that are

acknowledged as being common to Web 2.0 sites:

1. The web is used as a platform to deliver applicetithat Internet users can use

entirely through a browser:

The Web as a platform

Sourcehttp://www.oreillynet.com/pub/a/oreilly/tim/news/@8/09/30/what-is-web-20.html

2. Users own the data on a site and exercise conu@l this data (at least to some
extent; for instance, videos can be removed fromTe by an administrator in case
of illegal content).

3. The architecture is one of participation allowingr fnetwork effects (the service
improves with the number of users). Thus, the Wébb2nefits from the “Long Tail”
effect that was first coined by Chris AnderSaa describe certain business models
such as Amazon.com. The Long Tail theory statelspgiaducts with little demand or
a low sales volume can collectively represent arakqr bigger market share than the

best-sellers, assuming the distribution channeisoffer a wide enough choice.

8 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chris_Anderson_%28weri629
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The long tail

Sourcehttp://media-tech.blogspot.com/2006/09/revue-deeliong-tail-la-longue.html

When we think of it, it appears that the most sasfid Internet companies are all
working on the Long Tail principle, one way or dmat Google makes most of its
operating income thanks to small announcers. Theggoes for eBay and its niche or
unique products. The interesting thing is thatlttternet is the one thing that made the
Long Tail principle possible. Indeed, when our wlosas only “physical”, there was a
huge limitation to the application of this prina@pithe need to find a local clientele for
one’s products. For example, a bookstore has tosghoarefully which books it wants
to propose as there are physical storage limitatidrhis is an obstacle Amazon
doesn’t have to bother with (an Amazon employeerniesd the Long Tail as follows:
"We sold more books today that didn't sell at abtgrday than we sold today of all
the books that did sell yesterday").

The Long Tail principle can potentially have a vestyong effect on established
businesses: before the Long Tail effect happenly, tte most popular products are
generally offered. When inventory and distributiosts decrease, a wide range of
products become available. This can, in turn, reddemand for the most popular
products. For example, Web content businesses lwithd coverage like Yahoo! or
CNET may be threatened by the rise of smaller Weds shat focus on niches of
content, and cover that content better than thgetagites. Yet, the competitive threat
from these niche sites is reduced by the costtabéshing and maintaining them and
the bother required for readers to track multipteab Web sites (although the

generalization of RSS feeds made this trackingeegsi
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4. The site offers a rich, interactive and user-frigridterface, based on Ajax or other
similar web development techniques.

5. It proposes some social networking aspects. Thaigxtremely important point as
sites like Wikipedia, blogs or wikis, which defigiy belong to the Web 2.0, generally

don’t use a lot of its technologies.

These characteristics were first suggested by ToiReilly and John Battelle in a broader
context during the first Web 2.0 Conference, durinbich they presented what they
considered as the key principles of Web 2.0 apiptina. They were then formalized in a 5
pages essdythat is now regarded as one of the Web 2.0 ceptliars. In addition to the
elements listed above, they also mentioned:
- The need to consider web users as the co-develabette applications, therefore
moving from a “product” logic to a “service” one.
- The richness is in the data: all important web @pgibns are linked to a specialized
database (such as Google and its Google Maps sgrvic
- The harnessing of collective intelligence; for OilBe “ involving users in the network

is the key factor to market supremacy”

However, it should be reminded that these lasetp@nts concern the Web 2afiplications
not the websites. Although they have common charistics, the three last ones do not apply
to most Web 2.0 sites (the best example being d@neelssing of collective intelligence, which

only concerns a few sites such as Wikipedia).

One characteristic that was not mentioned is thetfat the Web 2.0 is accessible to all the
relatively recent navigators in use today. As siicks limited by the nature and abilities of
these navigators and must then rely on technoldfjas we can reasonably call “mature”
(HTML or XHTML, CSS, JavaScript, XML, Atom/RSS orTHP protocols), even if some
new ones emerged recently and are now at the be¥veb 2.0 applications (this is the case
of Ajax; to be precise, Ajax isn’t a technologyitiself but rather a joint utilization of different

technologies, XML and Javascript).

® What is Web 2.0ittp://www.oreillynet.com/pub/a/oreilly/tim/news/@6/09/30/what-is-web-20.html
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This appears to support those who contest theifegiy of the “2.0” terminology. Indeed,
under this regard, the Web 2.0 is the appropridbypmeb developers of five to ten years old
technologies in order to bring different ergonomicshe web users. If it is a revolution, it
does look more like a revolution in the utilizatiohthe technologies than in the technologies

themselves.

2.1.3 The Web 2.0 as an iceberg

At this point, it may still be difficult to reallyapprehend the nature of the Web 2.0
Considering that no real agreement has been foanfhrsregarding the definition of the
concept, it must be even more confusing for thoke don’t “live” the Web 2.0 but rather
follow it from the outside. In addition, the buzergrated by the biggest actors such as
YouTube or Flickr may hinder the real size of tlieepomenon, thus making it look like an
iceberg: the emerging part would be made of the ligyvplayers while the immersed part
would include all the others. Yet, as everyone ksailve immersed part of an iceberg usually

represents 90% of its total size. and this seerbs toue for the Web 2.0 as well.

Fortunately, they are some sites that can helplpamigate in the Web 2.0 ocean. This is
the case of the Web 2.0 Trends ¥jtevhich offers “a comprehensive list of Web 2.0eSijt

Trends, Companies, Services and more”. This lis evaated in March 2007 and at that time
it was already including hundreds of names, whichusd give a good idea of how big the
Web 2.0 is becoming. However, this list doesn’tetdlke quality of the sites or services into

account.

Another very useful site to find one’s way in theeWV2.0 jungle is SEOmoz’'s Web 2.0
Awards webpag®e. Here, the focus is on websites only. More tha@ @0them have been
listed and organized into 41 different categorfes: each category, the three best sites are
selected according to five criteria (usability, fuseess, social aspects, interface and design,
content quality) and a link to the site is displdy&his a very convenient way to discover the
Web 2.0 by browsing some of these sites and triongee what makes them successful and
“2.0".

10 hitp:/iweb2trends.blogspot.com/search/label/Web%®%20Directory
1 http://wvww.seomoz.org/web2.0/
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2.1.4 Opportunities to seize in a 2.0 world

With the rise of the Web 2.0 came a lot of busingggortunities for companies to seize.
These opportunities aren’t necessarily completdfer@nt from what companies are already
doing: in many cases, it is just a new and altéraatvay of doing existing activities.
However, some companies were clearly created fdrtlanks to the Web 2.0, even if some
of them existed before the concept of Web 2.0 iatfic appeared!

It is striking to see that the Web 2.0 had an immacalmost every aspect of a company’s
business, from basic activities to the whole bussnemodel. We will now take a look at the
different opportunities that came along with the BA®0 and the way they were exploited,

sometimes in a surprising way.

2.1.4.1 New businesses

In most cases, the companies that were created dovatch to surf on the 2.0 wave are not
“physical” companies selling product in stores tather websites that can either sell products
directly or provide services to their usee®ay* is one of the most famous examples and a

very successful one.

Founded in 1995 (almost 10 years before the fiesiton of “Web 2.0”) by Pierre Omidyarr,
eBay is today among the world biggest marketplacdise. As already mentioned, eBay was
really ahead of its time, as reflected by the follay elements:

- The very core concept of eBay is based on whaove & central feature of the Web
2.0: the company manages exchanges of goods anéyniart doesn’t offer any
content, thus relying on User Generated Content.

- The system of comments, which is also omnipresedéuthe Web 2.0 paradigm, was
created long before the emergence of blogs.

- There is a social network dimension, as links canckeated between buyers and
vendors through a grading system reflecting théogsness of the eBay user. The
whole system then works on a reputation basis, wisiextremely important when it

comes to numerical identity.

A very interesting thing regarding eBay is its Imesis model. Whereas a wide majority of the

recently launched 2.0 websites suffer from the spnoblem (they lack a solid and clear

12 hitp:/iwww.ebay.com
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business model), eBay came up with something singsid amazingly profitable: a
commission is taken on every sale that happensighr¢the website. In addition, the vendor
has to pay a certain fee for every item he/she svamplace on the site, but these fees are
pretty low (2.50€ is the maximum). The commissisystem works as follow$(in the EU at

least; the rates may be different in other cousirie

eBay commission system

Commission on the final price

Final price Commission on the final price

Unsold item Free

0 EUR - 50 EUR 5.25% of the final price

50,01 EUR — 1000,00 EUR 3.5% x (final price — 50 EUR) + 2,63 EUR
Above 1000,01 EUR 1.5% x (final price — 1000 EUR) + 35,88 EUR

Today, eBay employs more than 10’000 people in @htries and recently reported record
consolidated Q2-07 net revenues of $1.83 billiepresenting a growth rate of 30% year over
year®. The company bought the online payment platformPRajor USD 1.5 billion in 2002

and Skype for USD 4.1 billion in 2005, which clgashows the confidence the owners have

in the future success of eBay.

2.1.4.2 Advertising
As we will see during the discussion about riskkjeatising is a double-edged sword in the
world of the Web 2.0; however, in terms of oppoities, advertising may be the most

obvious example in terms of revenues generation.

On the one hand, the Web 2.0 allows for a morece¥ie approach of traditional advertising.
As mentioned earlier, the Web 2.0 Awards were gitersites belonging to 41 different
categories: communication, games, music, photodigithl images, travel... All these sites
appeal to a very specific range of the populatibat tis interested in the topic under
consideration. The consequence is straightforwalldthese specialized sites are a perfect
opportunity to display ads according to a very g@segmentation, with a good probability

that the people visiting a site dedicated to musiit be more sensitive to music related

13 http://pages.ebay.fr/help/sell/fees.html
4 eBay Inc. Announces Second Quarter 2007 FinaReialilts
http://biz.yahoo.com/bw/070718/20070718005930.html
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advertising. In other cases, a site may be so popioét the target audience becomes virtually
unlimited; thus, even if a very limited percentagehose visitors will eventually click on an

ad, it still represents a very important numbermebple. This is the case of sites such as
YouTubé®: with 100 million visitors peday, any ad displayed on this site can potentially

reach an amazingly huge audience.

On the other hand, the Web 2.0 also led to thetioreaf new forms of advertising. A very
interesting example comes from ImadfinThe original idea was formulated in the United
States in 1997: watching television in the USAeally something different than watching it
elsewhere in the world, as US programs are integdujgpproximately every 5 minutes to
advertising ends. Thus, the idea came up to desynide advertising messages and
television programs: this would allow people to etatidvertising whenever they want to in
exchange for some kind of “credits” that they codiegn spend in advertising-free TV
programs. However, this is not something that watgpnssible at the time due to the inherent

characteristics of television.

The services Imagiin provides are precisely basethis idea: people who subscribe to this
site have to create their profile by giving som@imation about themselves, their activity
and their interests. Then, ads are placed on pheiile for them to watch whenever they want
to. Once an ad is watched, the watcher has to artbwee short questions about what he just
saw in order to obtain credits than can then béhaxged against different items: musical
downloads, books, video on demand, digital phota®ipg or coupons to use on the web or

in real stores.

Although this doesn't solve the problem of intresiess on every other site, this approach to
advertising still has some advantages for the dgidees: as people watch the ads when they
decide to, they may be in a better mood and rélealbkd much better. In addition, as people
are proposed ads that are in line with the intereékey are more likely to be sensitive to the
messages that are delivered in the ad. In any das®net users welcomed this concept

favourably, as the site already had 80’000 meméeaveeks after it was launched.

15 http:/iwvww.youtube.com
18 http:/iwvww.imagiin.com
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The second example is Blogbahgnd illustrates a trend that is slowly gainingugrd: the
involvement of bloggers in the advertising loop.

The concept is very simple: companies can go tostteeand put a brief online about an
advertising campaign. The brief has to describeptheuct or service to be advertised for and
the general guidelines that have to be respecteeh,Tweb users can create ads based on the
brief and propose them to the concerned compartyelfad is accepted, its creator will get
paid. Then, bloggers can decide to put some ohtleepted ads on their blog and will also get
remuneration for this. The strength of this apphoé@ advertising is that all the parties
involved can benefit from it: companies have actessheaper ads and bloggers finally have
a way to make some money with their blog, althowghare talking about usually very small
amounts. The only ones that may be disappointedh&rereators who may spend a lot of

time creating an ad and having it refused...
It is interesting to see that the Web 2.0 openedithor (at least a bit) for advertising models

that do not belong to (or depend upon) Google. Haneas we will see later, advertising in

the world of Web 2.0 doesn’t open the door to opputies only.

2.1.4.3 Human resources

In a business context, the Web 2.0 is also gaimingportance regarding job searches and
recruitment practices. Whether they are used Dby peomes, employees or potential
employees, the Web 2.0 tools now have a real cofety:

- Dedicated forums: often centred on a specific jbese forums can be used by both
companies and individuals to discuss about a psaie<r to ask for/propose jobs or
internships. However, these forums are not widelgduby companies because they
require a permanent follow-up.

- Blogs: from a candidate’s point of view, a “job §'acan be a very good opportunity
to show his/her knowledge of the field he/she waota/ork in. For recruiters, it is a
good way to learn more about the candidate, hisfhastery of the professional
environment, and also a bit about his/her persgntiirough the more personal notes
published. The tone, style and quality of the mgssaas well as the frequency of

publication may also give some valuable indications

7 http:/iwww.blogbang.com
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- Social networks: one of the most famous professisoeial networks is Linkedffi. If
used properly, this kind of network allows meetimggetting introduced to people
who may be potential employers or employees. Thetesy of recommendations
(people can recommend other people they considécyarly competent) also helps

companies finding the most skilled people.

Example of research on LinkedIn

- Dedicated HR sections on corporate websites: fonesgcompanies, these sections
generated more than 60% of the whole traffic. Tleed is to go towards ever more
interactive websites in order to attract people dertelop a true relationship with

them. The following features are often presenth@sé HR sections:

o Live chat with representatives from the companysirduwhich all aspects

related to the company can be discussed: wagesgraiion processes or

18 hitp://www.linkedin.com
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expectations towards the candidates are a few dranipor instance, L'Oréal
organizes 6 job-oriented live chats per year.

0 Events or contests: these contests often takeotine &f competition between
teams of students in order to detect promising mi@te employees. For
example, the French company Carrefour recentlydaed an online contest
called “Hyper Challend® based on real management cases from the
company.

o Diffusion or announces or information to candidate®ugh RSS feeds. This
allows companies to keep in touch with those caatd&l without them having
to go on the company’s recruiting section.

o HR blogs: communication through a blog offers madyvantages: perfect
adaptation to the intended audience, easy contdalicption, excellent search
engine optimization, articles diffusion through Rf&8ds and a definitely more

“human” contact.

Finally, this “recruitment 2.0” overview needs twiude the Second Lﬁ%phenomenon. The
website describes Second Life as 3-D virtual world entirely built and owned by its
Residents. Since opening to the public in 200%as grown explosively and today is
inhabited by a total of 8,637,830 Residents fromuad the globé This phenomenon has
taken such a tremendous importance that many cdegane now present in this virtual
world (for example, IBM created shops in which peogan go, chose a PC, pay for it in the
Second Life and receive it at home in the real é)oOther companies such as Toyota, Dior
or Adidas are also present in this virtual worldthAugh companies may have many different
motivations to enter Second Life (product testingfobe the launch, marketing, public
relations), the possibility to meet people and wiscpotential career opportunities is certainly
a very appealing one. Proof is that in June 200mMesbig companies (among which L'Oréal,
Alstom or Accenture) organized more than 700 virtinderviews with candidates in the
Second Life universe. For now, the story doesrltliew many of these candidates were

given a job in the real world.

19 http://www.int-edu.eu/challenge-carrefour/index.php
20 http://www.secondlife.com/
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2.1.4.4 Communication

For companies willing to communicate with their tusers or other stakeholders, the blog
solution has become very popular. In 2006, it wstsmated that approximately 10% of the
Fortune 500 were bloggify among which huge multinationals such as Dell, &aMotors,
Google, Microsoft, HP, Intel, Nokia or Wal-Mart. @erally speaking, corporate blogs belong
to one out of two categories: internal or exterbklgs (the examples mentioned above
concern external blogs; however, it doesn’t imgigttthese companies don’t have internal
blogs as well; in fact, they often %ﬂ)
Internal blogs are usually accessed through thepeosis Intranet, and any employee can
read it or even write messages freely. This inféore@mmunication channel has many
advantages:

o0 Itincreases employees’ participation

o It allows free discussion of important issues

o It harnesses collective intelligence

o It allows for direct communication between differémerarchical levels within

the company

o0 It creates a sense of community between employees

Internal blogs may also be very useful if peopleowteed to interact with each other are in
different locations or have different scheduleseytare also a convenient tool to spread
information within the company, whether it conceregents organization or important

decisions taken by the top management.

External blogs obey to a different logic. Thesegblare publicly available and are generally
used to announce new products launches, explattaofy policies or react to certain issues
related to the company (rumours, ethical problemAljhough they are considered less
formal than traditional press releases, externgbarate blogs are still biased and remain a
public relations tool. This doesn’'t prevent sometloése blogs from having an amazing
number of subscribers: the official Google Blogisrently one of the 50 most read blogs in
the world. Finally, external blogs can be a powerflay to meet brands’ spokesmen or
influencers. They can then be given a special rireat, asked for feedback on exclusive

previews, product testing or marketing plan.

%1 Fortune 500 Business Blogging WHhitp://www.eu.socialtext.net/bizblogs/index.cgi
22 Corporate Blogs Lishttp://www.thenewpr.com/wiki/pmwiki.php?pagenamesBerces.CorporateBlogsList
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However, blogs are not to be treated lightly: whsra transparent initiative usually gives
credibility to a company, those who try to expliie system expose themselves to dramatic

brand damages. Sony experienced it in 2006.

In order to promote its portable gaming console, BSP, Sony asked a company named
Zipatonf® to create a blog under the name alliwantforxmasisaom/blog (“all | want for
Christmas is a PSP”). This blog was supposediytavriby two teenagers, one having a PSP
and the other trying to convince his mother th&SP would be a great Christmas gift. The
blog was nurtured with fake comments such as fthibe best site ever” and the writing style
was willingly “young”. There was even a strange kageo involving a “kid” who looked
more like a thirty years old man, and this videomsat ruined the whole operation: the
registered domain where this video was posted wawed by Zipatoni, and people quickly
figured out that this company had been hired byyS@he video used to be available on

YouTube but was quickly removed...). Here is Soninisifworld on this story:

“Busted. Nailed. Snagged. As many of you havedidut (maybe our speech was a little too
funky fresh???), Peter isn’t a real hip-hop maverd dhis site was actually developed by
Sony. Guess we were trying to be just a littlediever. From this point forward, we will just

stick to making cool products, and use this sitgite you nothing but the facts on the PSP.”

Yet, the alliwantforxmasisapsp.com/blog address nesults in a 404 error. In the end, this
story was a violent hit to Sony’s credibility andrfectly illustrates the damages a company

can suffer when trying to lure the blogging comntyni

A last thing to mention is Dell’s recent launchtoé Dell Idea StorAf. This is not a blog but

another very smart way of interacting with custosnén fact, it goes even further than mere
communication as it allows customers to participditectly to the company’s activities. On

this site, people can propose ideas related to'Dploducts, and these ideas are then
submitted to the vote of the community. The ideasdp the most voted for are then studied
by Dell in order to decide whether or not they dtidae applied. Soon after the creation of the
site, the idea to have Dell's PCs with Linux préatied (instead of Windows) had come up
many times and thousands of people had voted fdewAmonths later, Dell announced that

some of its PCs would now be equipped with LinukRisTmove from Dell created a strong

2 http://www.zipatoni.com
24 hitp:/iwww.ideastorm.com/
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proximity feeling between the company and its comts and certainly had a positive impact

on Dell's brand image.

2.1.4.5 Enriched offering

Some companies are using the Web 2.0 to divers#y activities and propose an enriched
experience to their customers. This is the cag@rahge, which has been actively pursuing a
Web 2.0 strategy for the last few morfthd\fter the launch of Pikeo (online photos sharing
application) and Mazonevideo (similar to YouTube Dailymotion), Orange recently

launched a customizable web portal called Bubble®@op inspired by companies like

Netvibes (see section 2.2.5). With this strategwn@e shows its will to be not only an access
provider but also a content provider, thus divgmg its offering and increasing its presence

on the Internet.

Similarly, Nokia recently entered the world of WalD by buying Twandg®, an American
website for photos, videos and audio files sharklthough the site is still running as it used
to (Nokia will announce its planned strategy foingsTwango in 2008), it looks like a logical
step in the services strategy of Nokia, which @klng for new revenues sources outside its
mobile phones manufacturing activities. Accordio@h executive VP at NokiatHe Twango
acquisition is a concrete step towards our consuinégrnet services vision of providing
seamless access to information, entertainment,sasdl networks — at any time, anywhere,

from any connected device, in any way that you s#66

2.1.4.6 Other uses

To conclude this overview of the Web 2.0 opporiesittwo unusual cases are worth looking

at in order to have a broader idea of what is piessn the 2.0 era.

The first case concerns the candidates to the WHolese for the 2008 elections. While the
candidates’ websites in 2000 and 2004 were redteeadportraits gallery and a collection of

speeches, the current campaign definitely embréoe@®.0 wave. The candidates expect the

%5 Orange s'attaque vraiment au Web 2.0
http://www.ariase.com/fr/news/orange-pikeo-bublkpesoticle-1155.html
26 hitp://www.twango.com

27 http://www.twango.com/pressreleases#nokia
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competition to be tough, and Internet is seen aseap and effective way to gain voices and

encourage proponents to participate to the campaign

For example, the democrat candidate Barack Obamabsité® strongly reminds of
MySpace and offers many different features to tked wsers: they can create their profile,
interact with other proponents or even write th@im blog. The site also displays links to
Obama’s pictures on Flickr, to his videos on Youd@mnd to his Facebook’s page! Although
this may look surprising, the initiative seems venccessful: at the beginning of the year,
Obama had more than 46’000 “friends” on his owniaoegetwork; 4’000 blogs had been
created, 3'000 people had organized funds collec®d00 supporting groups were relaying
his campaign. Another democrat candidate, John Eikyaés present in more than 15 social
networks. His videos are available on YouTube arfievaother videos sharing sites, and he

even created campaign’s headquarters in Second Life

It is still too early to tell whether these endeargoon the Internet will pay back; some
analysts think that the Internet impacts a tooawarsegment of the population to make a real
difference in the final results. However, thesefedént initiatives remain interesting and

clearly show that the Web 2.0 is making its wayhi® highest spheres of our society.

The second “unusual use” is a photos-based techynalalled Photosynth and comes from
Microsoft's Live Labd®. The technology itself is pretty complex, but thebsite describes it
with a wonderful simplicity: Our software takes a large collection of photos @lace or an
object, analyzes them for similarities, and thesptiiys the photos in a reconstructiee-
dimensional spaceshowing you how each one relates to the nexdutrcollections, you can
accessgigabytesof photos in seconds, view a scene from neanly angle find similar
photos with a single click, and zoom in to makestimallest detailas big as your monittr

Demonstrations are available on YouTtsnd the results are nothing less than breathtaking

The link between this amazing technology and thé\2/6 may not be extremely clear at first
sight, but in fact Photosynth may not have beersiptes without it (at least it would have
required much more efforts). Indeed, the softwamka by gathering a huge number of

photos that were takeim a same placeand puts them in relation. How is this possible?

28 http://my.barackobama.com
29 http://labs.live.com/photosynth/
%0 Microsoft Photosyntfmttp://www.youtube.com/watch?v=p16frKJLVi0
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Thanks to the tagging system that is widely sprisathe world of Web 2.0. When users
upload photos on Flickr for instance, they tam(i.e. give a name to) their photos to describe
what they are about. Thus, when the Photosynthwaddt is looking for similar photos, this
tagging system allows it to retrieve massive am®witphotos sharing the same tags. The
other features Photosynth offers (such as 3D tattfsn this digital environments or almost
infinite zooming possibilities) contribute to enridurther the user experience. The website
describes more in details how this technology wohksany case, this is certainly one of the

most amazing Web 2.0 related applications | haea se far.

To sum up, there is a huge number of opportunitiat came along with the rise of the Web,
and these opportunities can be found in almostyeaspect of a company’s business. In
addition, the still growing popularity of the WelD2will probably lead to the creation of new

applications, technologies or business modelsemtar future.

However, as we will see in the following sectiomlacing the Web 2.0 trend doesn’t go
without risks, especially for big, established camies that are already engaged in long
lasting routines and have to adapt to a changimya@ment. This is the case of Microsoft
which is currently facing the following dilemma:

- If Microsoft announces its Web 2.0 solutions toalyeait will give it a lot of
credibility among Microsoft’'s loyal customers andnaibalize its main products,
Office and Windows, that both generate a USD ldhiimargin per year.

- If Microsoft takes too much time to act, it willdee its competitors with time to
phagocyte its markets, which is unacceptable foteading company such as
Microsoft.

2.1.5 Risks to face in a 2.0 world

Although the Web 2.0 opens the door to many attraapportunities, companies willing to
embrace it must be prepared to face some toughtisins as well. Some of the risks they will
have to deal with are related to the nature of\iteb 2.0 itself, while some others are of a
more “business” (or industry-specific) nature. Yietis important to keep in mind that the
Web 2.0 is still in its early days; therefore, st very likely that new developments will
flourish in the coming years, and with them wilhoe other risks calling for other responses.

As a consequence, the following list is not meantbe exhaustive (this goes for the
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opportunities section as well) but rather to give averview of the current main threats
companies are confronted to in the Web 2.0 era.
To avoid confusions, | will first present the riskssociated to the Web 2.0’s nature before

giving two examples of industry-specific dangersitsations.

2.1.5.1 General risks

2.1.5.1.1 Towards another speculative bubble?

It is tempting to draw a parallel between the WebtBnd and the “dot com” frenzy that led
to the huge crash of 2000. An amazing number of-8f#s have been created recently to surf
the 2.0 wave, and some of them have managed tonostshstantial funding. The recent
buying of YouTube by Google for more than USD 1, l@iion clearly highlighted the
business opportunities offered by the Web 2.0 aiat af these new start-ups are launched
with the hope that a major player of the industiyl Wuy them in the near future. This
phenomenon, along with the lack of business mofilela which many of these companies
suffer (see below), led some people to see the 2@las a new speculative bubble that will
sooner or later result in the same crash as théhanevccurred a few years ago. There is one

case in particular that nurtures this speculativiebte fearNetvibes™.

Netvibes is a French web portal launched in 200%dyg Krim and Florent Frémont. Simply
put, it is an aggregator (or feed aggregator) aligwsers to receive different contents (news
headlines, blogs articles, weather forecasts, msicdrom many different sites into one
single, centralized page. This page can be perngedalat will, combined with other
applications such as webmail and then shared witaraisers via the Netvibes Ecosystem.
According to the Wikipedia definitidh “The Netvibes Ecosystem is a collection of user
submitted modules, feeds, podcasts, events, tathSuaiverses”. A "universe" is essentially a

publicly viewable customized page of another ehtity

When first presented, this portal generated afl@nthusiasm and its founders were able to
gather USD 13 million. Two years later, most ofsthéunds have already been spent, and a
great part of these 13 million was used to orgahizge, very expensive promotional events.

However, it is still not clear how the founderseind to make money with this portal (business

31 http:/iwvww.netvibes.com
32 hitp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Netvibes
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model issue, once more). In addition, while TarignkKclaimed Netvibes had many million
users, a recent study by comScdestimated that there are actually a bit more 8&6i000
users (although these results are logically comtieby Netvibes). Now, it is very likely that
the often unwise use of the money and the apparemich lower than expected number of

users is starting to bother those who financedléwelopment of Netvibes.

The problem is that Netvibes is one of the emblen@mpanies of the Web 2.0. If it fails to

find a compelling business model, and if the nundfarsers is confirmed, venture capitalists
may be reluctant to invest further in Netvibesthis portal was to close, this would be a
terrible signal sent throughout the entire indysérysignal meaning that after all, these Web
2.0 companies may not be worth all the efforts,zbaizd money. This could potentially lead

to a massive shortage of money and a wave of distment, thus creating a favorable
climate for another crash. However, there are tvainndifferences between today’s situation

and the one that prevailed in 2000 right before‘tloe com” disaster:

- First, there has been absolutely no IPO among teb ¥M0 companies. Even the giant
Facebool, (who already refused a 1 billion dollars offeorfr Yahoo!), doesn't
expect to sell its shares before 2009. Then, elvéreiWeb 2.0 was to collapse, the
financial impact on companies and investors woutdniothing compared to what
happened in 1999 before the crash (during this, yeare than 200 companies backed
by VCs became public, a great part of them beirgj tm” companies).

- Second, although VCs’ investments in Web 2.0 congzahave been doubling every
year since 2002, it only accounted for USD 850 iomllin 2006. Compared to the

USD 32 billion invested in the entire industry,sihémains pretty low.

To sum up, the risk of seeing another major crasted to the Internet is limited. However,
the 2000 crash is still present in people’s mensorighile the NASDAQ companies had
enjoyed around USD 145 billion in profits betwed&®3 and 2000, the losses between 2000
and 2001 only amounted to USD 148 billion. With lswas painful experience in mind,

investors may be quicker to get scared if the Wédrld was to experience difficulties.

33 http://www.comscore.com/metrix/
34 http:/iwww.facebook.com
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Example of a Netvibes page

My Netvibes personal page: the boxes on the rigteive content from different websites (via RSSI&eand
the list on the left is the content managementiaol

2.1.5.1.2 The (too) heavy advertising dependency &  the lack of business models

As already mentioned a few times, a general repreadressed to the Web 2.0 companies is
their lack of clear business model. Even amongribst popular ones, this issue has not been
solved yet. To keep the Netvibes example, Pierr@ppaz (founder of the price comparisons
site Kelkod® and the news search engine WiRjaecently decided to leave the direction of
Netvibes due to a disagreement with Tarig Krim rday the monetization of Netvibes and
its business model. It seems that Tariq Krim’'s icees to create an advertising-free portal
and then sell it to a big company, whereas PiernapPfaz was willing to monetize it
immediately through advertising or a Cost per Clatkategy. Whatever the reason, the

Netvibes business model is still unknown.

35 http:/ivww.kelkoo.com
36 http:/vww.wikio.fr
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The consequence of this generalized absence ohdmssimodels is that advertising has
become the only source of revenues for most oi¥ed 2.0 sites. While it is a tremendous
business for advertising companies, the realityoisipletely different for those who rely on
them. Indeed, it appears that making money outwésdising in the 2.0 era is no easy thing.
For example, the click-through rdfeof ads displayed on Facebook is as small as 0.04%.
addition, some companies are not willing to seer thds displayed anywhere on the site:
recently, Vodafone removed all its ads from Facé&hboecause one of them appeared on the
British National Party group profile, and Vodafosgiolicies regarding political affiliation or
support are very clear: there must be HanEhe case is even more sensitive here, as the BNP
defends ideas such as the end of foreign aidestenation of capital punishment and the end

of immigration.

This heavy dependency upon advertising is reallyicathreat for the Web 2.0 survival:
having a good idea and creating a beautiful, Wekc@mpliant site is not enough. Companies
have to find new, relevant ways of making money afutheir ideas or they won't last. For
now, advertising is the main (and often the onlye)osource of revenues for a lot of
companies, and the viability of this system in theg term is highly questionable. The
surprising thing is that, although the absence udiiess models is considered as a major
problem, a company like Facebook still enjoys a UBEb 6 billion market capitalization
(based on estimations, as Facebook doesn’t diséimaecial figures¥. Still, to live up to
these expectations, it is very likely that a busmenodel involving something else than

advertising will be needed soon.

2.1.5.1.3 The death of “local” problems

While the Web 2.0 represents a wonderful opponuniterms of communication, it may also
work to a company’s detriment. With million of pdegonnected on the Internet, information
is spread extremely fast and the smallest pieceewk may enjoy a worldwide visibility in no

time. In addition, the blogging community alone becoming so huge and influent that

popular stories or hot topics on the Internet oftad up being discussed in traditional media

37 From Wikipedia: a CTR is obtained by dividing thember of users who clicked on an ad on a web pgge
the number of times the ad was delivered (impres$io

% Facebook ads pulled in BNP row
http://media.qguardian.co.uk/site/story/0,,214040htnl?gusrc=rss&feed=networkfront

39 http://bits.blogs.nytimes.com/2007/08/02/should g@dry-again-for-facebook/
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such as newspaper. Thus, a company facing a sengitoblem will have to react quicker

than ever as the problem will certainly be widelycdssed on the net within a few days.

The most famous example of this “informational gitibation” is the one of Kryptonif& a
company manufacturing and selling different typdslarks, for bicycles mainly. On
September 12, 2004, a complaint was posted ontamegt discussion forum about a model of
Kryptonite’s locks that could be open with a simpn. Demonstration videtiavere quickly
uploaded on the Internet, and this story becameeely popular as shown on the graph
below:

How blogs can cost your company USD 10 million

KRYPTONITE'S BLOGSTORM

How ten days of Internet chatter crippled a company's reputation.

1,800,000
8 1,700,000
Complaint posted to bikeforums.net g
that a Bic pen can open a Kryptonite lock,

Videos showing how to
pick a lock are posted.

Company assures public Company

that its locks are effective. announces
free product

= MNew York Times and exchange.
500,000 AP report the story. Estimated cost:
& $10 million,

700,000
[ ]
550,000 520,000
&
1andmn 375,000

11,000 e e 38,000

Sept. ——&
12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22

http://www.stephanspencer.com/images/kryptonité1.gi

It is interesting to see that in this case, blogd #&aditional media both contributed to
maintain the buzz around this story; the New Yorknds probably reported it due to the
importance it was had taken on the web, and wheva# published in this newspaper the
number of blog readers started rising tremendoaghin. In the end, it cost Kryptonite 10

million dollars and certainly had a big impact de tompany’s brand image.

“0 http://www.kryptonitelock.com/
“1 Kryptonitehttp://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WI1gsW3KcBU
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This story is a perfect example of a new realitynpanies have to deal with: it is no longer
possible to hide problems or distort facts (suckasy’s fake blog mentioned earlier). There
will always be at least one person to know thesfactd make it public; once the information
has been released on the Internet, it is no longder anyone’s control. This “transparency
tyranny” may be a harsh reality for companies, fooin a consumer point of view this is

clearly a positive and fundamental change in tharic® of powers.

2.1.5.1.4 The participation of Internet users

This last point may be presented a bit early asaiin focus is on consumer generated media
(CGM), which is next section’s topic. However, aSIa is the essence of some 2.0 websites
such as YouTube or Wikipedia, it seems appropt@tgiscuss this participation issue in the

“risks” section. Indeed, recent studies show thatfercentage of Internet users who are real

contributors (and not just passive watchers) ishmaraller than what was once thought.

According to a recent study from Hitwféeless than 1% of the visits on websites depending
upon CGM are attributable to participation, white remaining 99% are passive visits. For
example, for sites such as YouTube, Google Vided-lawrkr, the percentages of users
uploading content are 0.2, 0.05 and 0.16, respagtithe remaining ones being kind of
“social freeloaders”. The only exception seemseadMikipedia with approximately 4.6% of
visitors contributing to the encyclopaedia. Thisr&her surprising considering the non
intuitiveness of wikis’ interface: although it walube excessive to say that advanced coding
skills are needed, writing a wiki entry still reges some understanding of coding principles.
As long as you remain at the “text level”, thinge aretty easy, but if you want to include a
simple table in a wiki page, it already gets trickiere is an example of a part of a wiki entry

regarding a basic table:

“2 http:/iwww.hitwise.com/Unfortunately the study is not available in theiess section.

33



As a comparison, the Forrester research instturecently proposed a graphical
representation of American web users’ participatiorthe “whole” Internet (i.e. not only
websites depending upon consumer generated méddia)difference between these results

and those of the Hitwise study are self-speaking:

The Forrester participation ladder

Source: Forrester Research, Inc.

While it is still unclear why the participation estin CGM-based websites are so low, gender
and age seem to be two determinant variables otiskees’ behaviour: whereas Wikipedia
visitors are equally split between men and wom@@p 6f edits are made by men and 82% of
edits come from people over 35 years old. For Ydé&luhere is also no difference between
visitors but 60% of the content is uploaded by men.

Although these low participation rates don’t prev®vikipedia from having more than 5

million entries or YouTube from hosting million efdeos, these may be non representative
cases. Indeed, considering the size and poputariiesites like those, even a very small
percentage of contributors represents a big nurabeeople. Yet, considering the fact that

the Web 2.0 is sometimes callpdrticipative or collaborativeweb, it is troublesome to see

43 hitp://www.forrester.com

34



that participation and collaboration are not se&agdr This would mean that the Web 2.0 is not
as different from its predecessor as expected:ewthié Web 1.0 was mainly divided into
content publishing companies on one side and coméadling individuals on the other, the
Web 2.0 could end up being divided into contentlighing individuals and other, content
reading individuals. The only difference would thee the “disappearance” or significant
reduction of companies from the equation, but thebWould still be an elitist place whose
content depend on a minority, except that this tilme passive majority wouldhooseto
remain passive and not be forced to. In the lommtet could be a serious threat to the
viability of the Web 2.0 model and to the very numss start-ups and companies that are now

depending on it.

2.1.5.1.5 Security risks

The security issue is definitely no new topic oa thternet; however, while one could have
expected the Web 2.0 to learn from the past, soxperes think that the same mistakes are
being made again: people are jumping into the & and coming up with new ideas for

web applications but they neglect the associatedrdg risks they expose their users to.
These risks don’t only come from the nature of VZdbsites but also from the fact that their
usually huge number of users makes them partiguittactive to malevolent people. For

example, the virus called Yamanfferecently attacked Yahoo!’s mail platform and the

worms Sam$’ and Spacefladhtargeted the very popular MySpace.

The specific problem of the Web 2.0 comes fromdhaeeralization of the Ajax technology.
While it makes websites much more interactive, I$bagives hackers more possibilities.
According to Billy Hoffman, chief engineer at SPymamics, ‘a traditional website is like a
one-door house without windows. An Ajax-based uelisilike a house with a multitude of
windows and a sliding door. Even if you put enorslmeks on the door, someone will always
be able to enter by the windwAs a consequence, risks associated to thesaewwiologies
(Ajax mainly) have a bigger “attacking surface”their disposal as the website will have
more interactions with the web browser. Ajax alsoréases the risk of X$S(Cross Site

Scripting) failures induced by mistakes in a wedisitode; these vulnerabilities can be used

* http://www.Symantec.com/security_response/writesg®¢ocid=2006-061211-4111-99

5 Samy opens new front in worm whitp://news.zdnet.com/2100-1009-5897099.htm

6 Worm lurks behind MySpace profiléstp://news.zdnet.com/2100-1009_22-6095533.html

" From Wikipedia Cross-site scripting(XS9) is a type of computer security vulnerability tygily found in
web applications which allow code injection by roidiis web users into the web pages viewed by aibers.
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to hack users’ accounts, launch phishing attackdowrnload malevolent code directly into
the users’ computer. Even if Internet users caneptdhemselves to some extent by using
antivirus software, it is the developers’ respoitijbto insure users and servers security as

much as possible if the Web 2.0 is to survive mlting term.

While the risks presented above are, from a purehporate point of view, rather internal,

there are also some external risks to face regariformation leakages. While we saw
earlier that blogs can be a great communicatiod foo companies, they can also be
extremely damageable if not handled correctly. Tigloa blog, corporate secrets can be
revealed or unhappy employees gathered togethéactncontrolling intellectual property or

proprietary content is very difficult in a 2.0 wdyland information leakage can come from
many different sources: blogs, instant messagioliplworation tools or even online calendars.
Similarly any content served by a Web 2.0 applaratcan be re-formed, reused and
redistributed by third parties, making it practigaimpossible to control this content. This

type of security risks must also be closely moweitbif companies don’t want to lose the Web

2.0 benefits to the detriment of its exploitabledwhes.

2.1.5.2 Specific risks

2.1.5.2.1 The problem of authors’ rights

While the risks mentioned above concern the eMieb 2.0, there are also some that are
exclusively linked to some specific sites. The peab of authors’ rights and copyrights
infringement is one of them and is particularlyosg for video sharing websites such as
YouTube or Dailymotion (those are not the only ores by far the biggest and more
popular). Recently, both of them have experiencdot @f legal trouble due to companies
suing them after some copyrighted material was doon their platform. Indeed, their
members can upload virtually everything regardlekshe video’s nature: whether it is a
personal holiday movie or a scene from a Hollywbtmtkbuster doesn’t matter. Yet, things
are starting to change under the combined pressurelevision companies, the movie

industry and even some individuals.

For now, the only way for companies to have copgyed material removed from these sites

is to request it. As soon as illegal content isnthuthe company owning the rights for this
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specific content can write to the site’s administrsswho will remove the video immediately.
However, some companies have already engaged ah pegcedures against these platforms
to obtain not only their removal but also substdrithancial compensations. For instance, the
media group Viacom is asking for USD 1 billion ajnepensation after 160000 protected
videos were found on YouTube

To address this critical issue, YouTube and Dailgamoare currently trying to develop filters
that would be capable of detecting copyrighted netand prevent it from being uploaded
on the website. Although it is still not cleat hdhese filters are going to work, it will
probably be extremely difficult to develop a systémat will be really performing considering
the number of videos whose upload will have todsbifiden. In addition, Internet users often
find ways to overcome technical barriers: for ins&® while YouTube doesn’t allow
uploading videos bigger than 100MB or longer th@&hninutes, some people just used a

program to split movies into 10 minutes parts drahtuploaded them all.

This is really a serious problem; before the apgeee of those platforms, majors from the
music or movie industry already had tremendousiadifies to remain in control of their
material that is exchanged for free and illegally the peer-to-peer networks. Countries such
as France or Belgium are currently consideringoseractions to eradicate this phenomenon.
With video sharing platforms, it is a whole newhiimg field that was created and will call
for new responses from companies and governmeets i€the removal of movies and other
popular contents could lead to a decrease inrsitictand advertising revenues. Yet, it would
also be in YouTube and similar companies’ bestrasteto solve this problem quickly as they
can't afford to publicly propose a “potential pirag solution” for much longer, not to
mention the huge amounts of money they could hagvie away if judiciary decisions turn
to their disadvantage.

2.1.5.2.2 The dominance of traditional applications on the razor's edge

As already briefly mentioned earlier in this papéte Web 2.0 can be seen as the
appropriation by web developers of five to ten geald technologies in order to bring
different ergonomics to the web users. But canetlad technologies really replace the old
office applications? Can we imagine MS Office beneglaced by a Javascript application
executable through a web browser? For equivalerttionalities, this seems rather unlikely;

but do office applications users really need alfiimctionalities that are available today?
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If we look at the famous Pareto principle (the 80/&ile), 80% of an application’s
functionalities should consume 20% of the develapnresources, and a « reasonable »
application should prioritize these 80% of functbties. Regarding office applications, the
80/20 rule can also be applied differently: it sedhrat 80% of users use less than 20% of the
available functionalities. As a consequence, a \&/@bapplication that would use this second
rule and target a population or a specific utii@atwould be very serious competition for
traditional office applications. We can also addHis the appeal of data storage applications
such as Gmail or Flickr: these applications allosens to get rid of their data’s technical

administration and make a remote access possdite dny workstation in the world.

In other words, what is seen today as a determexdwdntage for managing e-mails, pictures,
bookmarks or addresses books could also be seardaterminant advantage for managing
office documents in a near future. In this casenaty very well condemn the utilization of
office applications as we know them today, whichuldocertainly be a terrific new for
companies such as Microsoft (whose Office suiteegged around USD 10 billion margin

per year).

To sum up, the Web 2.0 offers many exciting opputies for companies to seize, but it also
brings some risks to the marketplace, both fortexjscompanies or business models and for
companies that are created to embrace this movetgnare launched without enough
careful thinking. While it is still too early toltef, overall, those who engage in the Web 2.0
will benefit or suffer from it, it is almost certaithat the enthusiasm and the business
innovations linked to the Web 2.0 will continueftourish in the coming years. While it is
reasonably sure that Google will play an importani¢ in the world of Web 2.0 (given its
size, market dominance and Internet experience)ilitbe interesting to see if other big
companies whose success used to depend on softwarther physical products (mainly
Microsoft) will be able to adapt themselves to thesv business environment. Indeed, if they
don'’t, they could very well see some of their mainirces of revenues vanish or be seriously
threatened, which could ultimately affect their Wéhmarket position and deeply modify the

competitive landscape.
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2.2 Consumer generated media

Now that the concept of Web 2.0 has been clar#ied the associated risks and opportunities
analysed, | will present more in details this calicomponent of the Web 2.0 that has already

been mentioned a few times: consumer generatedamedi

2.2.1 Whatitis

While the definition of Web 2.0 is still being debd, consumer generated media is a much
clearer concept and was already known many yeassuader the nameser generated
content According to Wikipedia, Consumer generated medi@CGM) originated as a
reference to posts made by consumers within om@mes such as internet forums, blogs,
wikis, discussion lists etc., on products that thaye purchased. The term has evolved to
include video, audio and multimedia posts creatgdcbnsumers in support (or negative
parody/in-protest) of products, brands and corperatstitutions™®. The term is said to have
been coined by Pete Blackshaw from Nielsen Buzdostétrand has now been widely

adopted, especially with the appearance of webldite¥ ouTube that rely 100% upon CGM.

While the possibility left to consumers to expréssmselves on the Internet is not new, the
scale at which this process is now taking placeeixagrienced a tremendous growth over the
past few years:
- Internet use worldwide has grown from 200% betw2@®0 and 2007 and there are
now more than one billion Internet users worldwide
- In August 2007, Technorati(a search engine specialized in blogs) was indexin
more than 90 million of blogs, which are one of tomsumer generated media’s main
components.
- The number of online content creators is expeateceach 238 million in 2011, up
from 137 million in 2007~

Although we saw that the participation of web usassctive content creatoysot passive
users is weaker than it may looks at first sight, itsill enough to have allowed for the

creation of entirely “CGM-dependant” websites. Véhdlites such as YouTube or Flickr are

8 hitp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consumer_generated iaed

4 http://www.nielsenbuzzmetrics.com

*0 |nternet World Stats 200Htp://www.internetworldstats.com

5 hitp://www.technorati.com

52 UGC Users Outnumbers Content Creators
http://www.emarketer.com/Article.aspx?id=1005081&=article _head_sitesearch
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often being talked about as they are among the faosbus ones, there are some others that
do generate a lot of enthusiasm and are worth hgpki. One of them is DigYy a website

involved with consumer generated articles and mégron.

Digg is a community-based website relying on consunesretpated media. At first, users
could only submit articles, and there was a strengphasis on technology and science
articles. Now, the range of possibilities has begpanded and Digg users can also submit
videos or podcasts (audio files) in six differeategories: Technology, Science, World &
Business, Sports, Entertainment and Gaming. In Wt the Web 2.0 principles, it is a
combination of social bookmarking, blogging anddigation. Editorial control is democratic
and non hierarchic, as articles or other forms afitent are promoted to the front page
through a users-based ranking system: the mores \atearticle receives, the more visible it
will be. While the original design was free of adisement, the popularity of Digg soon led
to the appearance of Google AdSefsn the site. All content is accessible for free bu
registration (free as well) is required to subnaihtent, promoting (or “digging”) stories and

commenting on them.

The specificity of Digg is that its consumer medaratherproposedthan generated: the
articles, videos or podcasts one can find on tteeagtually come from other websites and
were submitted by users finding them interestintgusl when a visitor clicks on a link, he or
she will be automatically redirected to the websitewhich the clicked content originated.
Now that Digg has become popular enough, it sonetinoreates what people have come to
call the “Digg effect”: a sudden increase in traffd the “dugg” website. However, there are
many cases in which different social bookmarkirtgssiink to the same story so it becomes

impossible to isolate and assess the magnitudeedDigg effect.

Yet, Digg is not exempt from criticism. There seeimbe a rising number of sensitive issues
spreading on Digg, some of which could ultimatelgd users to give up on Digg:
- Earlier, we talked about Sony’s fake blog faileatpt. It seems that some companies
are also trying to exploit Digg to their own bemneliy paying Digg users to promote

specific products or servicgs

%3 http://www.digg.com
* AdSense is an ad serving program run by Google
%5 Digg continues to battle phony stories
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- Certain Digg users have been accused of operasirgg“Bury Brigade” on the sité
while people can votéor or againsta story, they also have the possibility to tag a
story as being a spam. This “Bury Brigade” is aecusf tagging as spam all articles it
doesn’t agree with, which usually concerns polibcgorporate articles. This is a way
to “burry” these articles (i.e. having them senttlve depths of the ranking) and is
much more powerful that simply voting against them.

- It appears that some Digg users are extremely wrgihnized and exercise lot of
control on the site, making it much less repredengtaf people’s opinions that it was
meant to be. Indeed, it has been repdfttwht the top 100 Digg users controlled 56%
of Digg's front page content, and that a niche grotijust twenty individuals had
submitted 25% of this front page content.

- Finally, some censorship instances have been egbtately, according to which users
would have been banned for criticizing Digg’s spmss The most amazing thing is

that the Digg article pointing to this issue islanger accessibi.

To sum up, Digg offers great possibilities to shaesvs and other forms of contents and is
truly a consumer generated media website. Howeiers also subject to disputable
utilizations and behaviours, and we will see latat this is a big threat to CGM-based

websites.

| voluntarily chose the example of Digg to pressmine aspects of consumer generated media
because it highlights a possible flaw in the cotisegefinition: on Digg, the content is
proposed by the site users but it often comes fstmar specialized or professional websites.
Thus, as | briefly mentioned above, | think thiadiof content cannot be said to be consumer
generatedbut rather consumegaroposed Similarly, the content that is proposed, shaned a
exchanged on video sharing sites is often uplodaetdnot created by the sites users.
Consequently, kind of content would be more acelyatlescribed by the term consumer
oriented media. Overall, this leads me to think the term CGM, as simple as it is, is still

unnecessarily complicated. Indeed, whether thisiBpaype of content is created, uploaded,

http://news.com.com/Digg+continues+to+battle+pha®tgties/2100-1025 3-6144652.html

% Watching Digg's « bury brigade »
http://blogs.quardian.co.uk/technology/archives/20@/28/watching_diggs_bury brigade.html

*"Top 100 Digg Users Control 56% of Digg's HomeP@gatenthttp://www.seomoz.org/blog/top-100-digg-
users-control-56-of-diggs-homepage-content

%8 Digg Censors Stories That Offend Sponsors
http://digg.com/tech_news/Digg_Censors_Stories_ThHend_ Sponsors
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shared, used, commented or exchanged, in the dadlt about consumers. Even if some
sites such as LinkedIn are heavily used by probesds, the interactions still happen from
people to people, often outside of a corporateecdniAs a consequence, | think the term of
consumer generated media is too restrictive andsrdog¢ake the whole richness of the
Internet users’ contributions into account. Accogdio me, using the simpler tegonsumer

mediawould be more accurate and closer to the realitgais.

2.2.2 The case of Wikipedia

As reflected by the number of times it is citedtins paper, Wikipedia is really a very

particular case in the world of Web 2.0 and, speadif/, the world of consumer generated
media. This specific status has already been priificusses regarding the participation of
web users, where we saw that Wikipedia's particgmatrate is way above those of other
CGM-based sites. However, the points that make peikia a unique case don’t stop here.
Indeed, the nature of Wikipedia's content is algeaduniqueness factor. By launching an
online, collaborative encyclopaedia that woulditep, and harness, Internet users’ collective
intelligence was very risky. When it comes to edweaor “scientific’ knowledge, who

would rely on an open source of knowledge anybay modify at will? It appears that the

answer is “a huge number of people”.

While Wikipedia was often criticized for its poouajity and above all its lack of credibility,
it appears that the number of contributors has ipecbig enough to insure a quality level far
beyond what people tend to think. With more thafD@® active contributors, Wikipedia
benefits from a huge knowledge base made of pempteng from all over the world (there
are currently more than 5 million articles in méinan a hundred languages); all these people
have complementary expertise and knowledge, angdbsibility to modify articles at will
allows one individual to fill the holes left by aher one. The result is a collaborative work
whose quality almost matches those of some bigbkshed actors in this field: Wikipedia
was found to be almost as reliable as the famouydpaedia Britannicd This is why it is
often cited throughout this paper. However, Wikipeid still looking for ways to improve its
quality and credibility: recently, two professorfsumiversity proposed Wikipedia co-founders

innovative ways to increase this content quiflity

%9 Wikipedia presque aussi fiable que Britannica
http://www.zdnet.fr/actualites/internet/0,39020738296098,00.htm
% La réputation de Wikipedia en jeu
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Steve Fuller (professor of sociology at Warwick nsity) proposed to make participation to
Wikipedia mandatory for SLand 29 cycle students all over the world, as well as tfarse
preparing a Master degree. According to Fulléijs’ would not only improve the already
amazing knowledge base of Wikipedia but also lthet elitist claimsof searchersn the
world knowledge system”

The second professor is called Luca de Alfaro aatksvin a Californian university. His first
idea is to work directly on the contents’ relevabgerating the contributors according to the
reliability and quality of their articles. He algwroposed a system in which any new
information would appear in red colour and wouldydorn to black after a certain amount of
time elapsed without any correction being madsettms this second suggestion caught co-
founder Jimmy Wales’' attention and will be evaldatior a possible integration into
Wikipedia.

Yet, Wikipedia’'s efforts to improve its image angedibility are constantly undermined by
people trying to exploit the system. Recently, staries illustrating this fact have been given
a lot visibility in traditional media and on theténnet. The first story happened shortly before
the French presidential election. The two candiaicolas Sarkozy and Ségoléne Royal,
were having a national television debate duringcihihey were going to discuss some
sensitive issues such as unemployment, taxes @l gudicies. During the debate, while the
candidates were talking about nuclear issues, Béc@arkozy wrongly called the EPR
(European Pressurized Reactoriageneration reactorwhich is in fact a3 generation
reactor. The problem is that right after this mistake Wikipedia article dedicated to nuclear
reactors was modified to make it match with wask&ay had saitf. The content was then
modified many times until the article was “half-groted”, meaning that it could only be
modified by users registered since at least 4 degsvever, this incident highlighted the

vulnerability of systems like Wikipedia.

The second story is much more recent but may operdoor to huge controversies in the

coming week¥. Virgil Griffith, a student from Sante Fe Instiéin New Mexico, developed

http://www.infos-du-net.com/actualite/11421-Wikigadjualite-pertinence.html

®1 Des internautes ont manipulé Wikipédia pendadéleat Royal-Sarkozy
http://www.01net.com/article/347980.html

%2 Quand la neutralité de Wikipédia prend un coupsdaile

http://www.ratiatum.com/news5509 Quand la_neugatie Wikipedia prend un_coup dans_|_aile.html
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a program called WikiScanriérthanks to which users who edited articles on Wlip
during the last five years can be tracked. Thigaéad some surprising stories: among the
users who modified content they judged detrimeritad, WikiScanner found some famous
organisms or corporations:

- The FBI, removed pictures from its Guantanamo base

- Al-Jazeerawrote that the foundation of Israel was sometl@sdpad as the Holocaust

- The CIA modified more than 300 articles about topics raggirom the Iranian

president Mahmoud Ahmadinejad to the Chinese nuelesnal.
- Nintendo censored problems linked to its GameCube console
- Disneydeleted entire paragraphs related to Digital Rigdiltnagement (DRM)

- Sonydeleted critics about its Blu-Ray technology

All the modifications found by the WikiScanner tteae worth some interest can be found at

http://wired.reddit.com/wikidgame/In the end, it seems that Wikipedia works beftar

subjects that are not subject to intense contr@&ror those specific ones, it seems that
Wikipedia still has to improve if it really wants éstablish its quality and credibility once and
for all. Otherwise, it could very well be turnedtana propaganda tool whose lack of

independence would prevent Internet users fromgusin

2.2.3 The rise of consumer media

We saw earlier that consumer generated media wiggan volume, especially regarding the
blogosphere. However, CGM is about much more tHagsh it can take a lot of different
appearances, from discussion forums to customevgws or entirely dedicated websites. As
it is often the case with deep societal evolutiaigs increased consumers’ involvement
online is a source of new business opportunitiecémpanies, although it also bring some
delicate challenges to deal with. But this timegréhis also a new parameter to take into
account: this evolution is not only impacting thaywcompanies run their business but is also
clearly empowering consumers to a level that waseeneeached before. As we will see,
companies may not be the ones to benefit the nrost the rise of consumer generated

media.

%3 List anonymous Wikipedia edits from interestingamizationshttp://wikiscanner.virgil.gr/
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2.2.3.1. Opportunities and challenges for companies

The fact that consumers talk more and more onliagchlly highlights to main business
opportunities for companies: e-research and e-niatkéWhile the specific benefits that are
to be enjoyed will be presented in section 3, incWwh describe the product | worked on
during my internship, | will briefly introduce hethese two types of opportunities related to
consumer generated media.

From ane-researchperspective, online discussions are valuable seuntejualitative and
guantitative information for companies wishing tederstand how their brands and products
are being perceived, or for organizations wantiogdécipher how people are reacting to
specific socio-economical issues. Monitoring onlesmsumer media provides a new way to
perform market studies, allowing for cheap, fastl aemotely-conducted international e-
research activities. Based on spontaneous and ymasibnymous opinions, consumer
generated media analysis does not suffer fromitseb that are inherent to traditional market
research, such as “socially acceptable answerstiented questions. It therefore constitutes
an excellent complement to traditional market redeand can be used in many different

contexts, not only marketing but also public r@as and brand or reputation management.

From ane-marketing perspective, marketers and advertisers are shoamgncreased
interest for consumer generated media. Accordindufuter Research (March 2007), almost
50% of brand marketers will target social netwogksites this year. EMarketer estimates that
US consumer generated media sites will earn US#i8n in ad revenues in 2011, up from
USD 1 billion in 2007*. Analysing consumer generated media enables neasktd identify
influencers and leverage on their online populatityconduct e-marketing or e-advertising

activities, such as buzz marketing, to promotertbginds and products.

Yet, exploiting consumer generated media is no Istask and there are a lot of obstacles to
overcome for companies willing to surf the CGM wave
- Information overload: with one billion Internet users throughout therldpwhere do
companies have to search information and how aaylik exhaustive?
- The “World Live Web” : information published on the Internet flows orglabal
scale. Quick detection, analysis and appropricgpaeses are needed to address risks

related to butterfly and snowball effects (rememntherKryptonite case).

64 User-Generated Content: Will Web 2.0 Pay Its Way?
http://www.emarketer.com/Report.aspx?code=emark2€£0421
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- Actionable data and strategic insights generation gathering information and
consumers’ talks is useless if this doesn’t leadperational decisions. Companies
have to carefully analyze what their customersisayrder to fine-tune their offering
or develop new products based on their customeris and wishes.

- Relevance/trust among the thousands of messages posted dailgeomternet, not
all of them will be relevant and useful for the quany analyzing them. Identifying
influent and trustworthy authors is then a crusia&p to select only the value-adding
information.

- International scope companies active in many different countries waititentially
have more information available; while this may de advantage, gathering and
deciphering messages from tens of different coesin different languages requires a

lot of time and resources.

2.2.3.2 The power to consumers: towards a web gover nance?

While consumer generated media offers companie® sot@resting business opportunities, it
also gives consumers considerable power. Indeedyl @Gnot only about contributing to
entertaining sites such as YouTube; it is also alsbaring experiences about products or
services, reviewing them and ultimately helping eotltonsumers make better purchase
decisions. In this context, companies no longer dh@r communication or marketing
activities: they share it with their customers. We now moving towards a transparent, fully
informed marketplace, where companies have no extafts to underperform and have to
comply with this “transparency tyranny”. In additictopics that are heavily discussed on the
Internet often end up being published in traditiomeedia as well. This happened with
Swisscom’s recent launch of Bluewin¥ while Swisscom was mentioning very few
problems encountered by users, discussion forundshbdogs were frequently filled with
complaints by BluewinTV users reporting synchrotiaa problems, permanent breakdowns
or sound troubles. A few weeks later, these problemare mentioned in an article from La

Tribune de Genéve and were then given an even higsibility.

One of the most powerful forms of consumer gendratedia is customers’ reviews, i.e.
customers talking about a product or service theyetused and giving their opinion about it.

Amazon was among the first ones to integrate aousts’ reviews system on its website and

% http://wvww.bluewintv.ch
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is now being used as a reference by many other @oieg However, customers’ reviews are
now being taken a step further with the appearasicerebsites exclusively dedicated to
gathering these reviews in a single place. Onéhefrmost famous is TripAdvistr a free
travel guide and research site that offers opinmngen by travellers to help others plan
holidays. With more than 20 million visitors eaclmth, 5 million registered users and over 7
million reviews and opinions covering 23,000 citesd 180,000 hotels, TripAdvisor has
become an amazingly huge pool of information coresmsncan use before they decide which
city they will go to or which specific hotel theyillwstay at. Indeed, it is in consumers’ best
interest to rely on these websites: assuming tltenhtmber of reviews is big enough, it will
not only provide a representative opinion of a plaquality but also unmask, outnumber and
thus neutralize fake reviews posted by desperatedsrtrying to piggyback on the power of

the transparency trend.

The generalization of sites like TripAdvisor hastmain consequences for companies. First,
consumers’ reviews have a big impact on some oitedsskey performance indicators;
although the graph below only concerns the UK sitigation is probably not very different in

other markets (assuming there are enough Intesegs)

Impact of customers’ reviews on a website’s KPIs

Source http://lwww.emarketer.com/Article.aspx?id=1005226&sarticlel newsltr

% http://www.tripadvisor.com
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Second, consumers’ reviews and ratings are incrgigsperceived as being much more
trustworthy than information emanating from comeaniln 2006, Edelm&h (the world’s
largest independent public relations firm) releagieel Edelman Trust Baromet&rwhose
purpose was to measure the degree of trust consunae in different kinds of people.
While the traditional approach to corporate comroations envisages a controlled process of
scripted messages delivered by the chief execuingt,to investors, then to other opinion-
formers, and only later to the mass audiences @i@mes and consumers, the results of this
barometer show that companies would be well indpite rethink this communication
process. Indeed, the current trend is one of hot&ppeer-to-peer communication between
multiple stakeholders where companies’ CEOs aren s&® less and less trustworthy.
Consumers are getting more influent and this faictforces the already strong influefitef

Internet content on online and offline buying preses.

The most profound finding of the 2006 Edelman Trmatometer is that in six of the 11
countries surveyed, the "person like yourself ourypeer" is seen as the most credible
spokesperson about a company and among the top fpekespeople in every country
surveyed. This has advanced steadily over the theest years. In the US, for example, the
"person like yourself or your peer" was only trastey 22% of respondents back in 2003,
while 68% of the 2006 Barometer’'s respondents #Hagy trusted a peer. This is in sharp
contrast with perceptions of the CEO, who rankth@a bottom half of credible sources in all
countries, at 28% trust in the US, near the levelawyers and legislators. In China, the
"person like yourself or your peer" is trusted 2% of respondents, compared to the next
highest spokesperson, a doctor, at 43%. Meanwtiiends and family" and "colleagues"
rank as two of the three most credible sourcesnformation about a company, just behind
articles in business magazines. Again, in the U8,"tolleagues" number has jumped from
38% in 2003 to 56% in 2006.

For companies, this complete reversal of the estadad hierarchy means they are no longer in
control of their communication and has importansibess consequences. As stated in the
Edelman Barometer]i most markets, more than 80% say they would eefoiduy goods or

services from a company they do not trust, and rttwae 70% will “criticize them to people

87 http://www.edelman.com

%8 http://vww.edelman.com/news/ShowOne.asp?ID=102

% Report shows influence of internet on offline sale
http://www.e-consultancy.com/news-blog/361981/réstiows-influence-of-internet-on-offline-sales.html
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they know,” with one-third sharing their opinionacexperiences of a distrusted company on
the Web. Whatever companies say today, it is likely ttiay won't be really trusted unless
their customers’ speech goes the same directiothey want to embrace this future of
empowered stakeholders, they will have to take @ppate measures: telling their employees
and customers what is happening so the messagbecapread, revealing what they know
when they know it, sharing control of their message encourage rich dialogues, and
recognizing the importance of messages’ repetitiordifferent venues, as people won't
believe something they hear or see for the finsteti In any casetransparency is the
keyword here, and attempts such as Sony’s fake d#digitely won’t lead consumers to trust

companies more than they already do.

To sum up, consumer generated media goes far beyploading pictures or videos on a
website. With an ever increasing number of peoplaected, the voice of consumers is now
roaring louder than ever. People get together theganformation, compare prices, exchange
experiences and advices, find the best productseovices available and even attack
companies for stupid, unlawful, unclean, greedthical or despicable behavidlrAfter all

the attention that was (and still is) given to aogie governance, we may very well be

moving towards aveb governancethanks to which a permanent corporate monitoringld/

be performed by millions of consumers willing tmii the power of companies and establish
fairer rules of the game. Companies would then havether choice than acting in a fully
responsible way and accepting the fact that inytsdaorld, they are no longer the only ones

to determine what to do, how to do it, and moredntgntly what to say about it.

0 hitp://wvww.exxposeexxon.com/
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3. Conclusions

At the beginning of this paper, we saw that no rcéinition of Web 2.0 is currently agreed
on: whether it is a revolution or a marketing teésnstill open to debate. However, the reality
of the phenomenon and its numerous impacts on coepaand individuals is hardly
disputable. When Google bought YouTube for USD 1b8kon, it publicly acknowledged
the potential of Web 2.0 (and one of its core congmb, consumer generated media); as a
leading Internet company, every action Google uadtes sends strong signals throughout the
entire industry and must be closely monitored heoplayers. Then, Google investing in the
Web 2.0 gave this trend a lot of credit. In addifithe amounts of money invested by venture
capitalists in 2.0 start-ups also contributed tokenthe Web 2.0 a hard business reality.
Consequently, the important point is not really @biinding out whether the Web 2.0 exists

or not but rather which consequences it has.

The research question of this paper Wbs what extent do the Web 2.0 and consumer
generated media impact the way companies are runngntheir business, and how can
companies turn these rising trends into competitiveadvantages?”While it may be a bit
early to talk about real, proven competitive adaget (it will take some time to figure out
whether the smartest moves will result in long itestadvantages or just temporarily
favourable conditions), the extent of the impacnisch easier to assess: we saw that the Web
2.0 has an impact (at least a potential one) onyeagpect of a company’s life and also has a

lot of consequences from a business point of view.

Regarding companies’ life, it should be clear byrtbat the Web 2.0 can be used in almost
every corporate activityCommunication, both inside and outside the company, can be
enhanced and made more transparent by using bBlagsnally, it may have positive effects
on employees such as increased motivation or agsgtommunity feeling; externally, it may
give a more honest and credible imafeused correctly(remember the Sony example).
Human resourcespractices may be modified through Web 2.0, whethir through blogs,
virtual environments such as Second Life or profesd networks such as Linkedin.
However, this perfectly illustrates the difficulty assess whether the Web 2.0 tools will allow
for competitive advantages or not: LinkedIn is athg a commodity that any company can

use. As such, any use a company can made outahipotentially be replicated quickly by

50



competitorsMarketing activities can also be impacted by Web 2.0 and woes generated
media: Internet users can be involved in ads deveémt to achieve better acceptance, and
viral marketing* campaigns may be very efficient if used propewider audiences can be
reached at lower costs (therefore allowing fordreteturn on investment) and a lot of buzz
and brand awareness can be quickly generated.i\Ficaimpanies can use the Web 2.0 to

diversification ends and propose emriched offering to their customers.

Regarding companies’ business, the potential usdseffects of Web 2.0 and consumer
generated media may be less varied for now but atd promising. The most striking
example iseBay, which is definitely one of the Web 2.0 precursdyg understanding and
exploiting early on the potential of what was netm called Web 2.0 at the time, eBay
enjoyed a first mover advantage in the online ancbusiness that allowed the company to
build a huge customers’ base, benefit from netwaHects and set up extremely strong
barriers to entry. This is one of the few clearesagy which a company used the Web 2.0
principles to develop and maintain a strong contipetiadvantageMicrosoft and its new
product Photosynth are an amazing example of how consumer generasdian{tagged
pictures in this precise case) can be used. Whéebtisiness applications of this innovation
are not really clear so far, it still plays an imjamt role in terms of innovating and technically
skilled image. Advertising is a domain that was deeply impacted by the Web 2.0
development, as ads can be more precisely targbtedgh social networks or specialized
websites. For advertising companies and esped@iltoogle and its AdSense program, it is
a considerable source of additional revenues (veettalso is one for the companies paying
for those ads is a different question, as advadisin social networks as shown very

disappointing results so far).

In fact, in some cases, advertising is a field mol both “real world” and 2.0 companies are
winning, andJoost’? is a wonderful example of this fact. Joost is @ergly launched system

for distributing TV shows and other forms of videwer the Web using peer-to-peer TV
technology, created by Niklas Zennstrom and Jamies Kfounders of Skype and Kazaa).

While most of the recently created similar websdes struggling with legal issues regarding

" From Wikipedia : Viral marketing and viral advsitig refer tomarketingtechniques that use pre-existing
social networkgo produce increases brandawareness, through self-replicativigal processes, analogous to
the spread opathologicalandcomputer virusedt can beword-of-mouthdelivered or enhanced by the network
effects of the Internet.

"2 http://www.joost.com
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the content they propose, Joost is fighting acogrdo a completely different strategy: its
founders were able to sign agreements with compasueh as Viacom, Warner Music and
Sony Pictures Television. According to these agesen) the aforementioned companies
agree to have their contents broadcasted on Joe@stchange for the sharing of advertising
revenues. As Joost doesn't allow Internet usengptoad content, there is no risk of illegal
content diffusion. This specific business model egthe initiative very appealing and a lot
of big companies have already signed contractdt@réise on Joost, among which Coca-
Cola, HP, Intel or Nike. This is a great examplela mutually beneficial arrangements, or
win-win situations, | mentioned earlier: these camps have a new way to display ads
targeted at a very specific audieffceand Joost can finance its development through
advertising revenues only.

| think this brings an interesting question on thble: what if the 2.0 companies were the
exploiting the “real world” companies to get compe¢ advantages? Although the present
case it beneficial for both parties, Joost is n@edming one of the strongest actors in the
online television market thanks to the money irgddby big corporation! In addition, | think
the Joost initiative also gives precious hints e tecording industry regarding the fight
against illegal use of copyrighted material: indtedengaging in endless wars against online
TV or music companies, the big majors of the musid movie industries would make a

better use of their time if they were trying totpar with some of their new rivals.

Indeed, the multiplication of YouTube-like websit{es similar, music related initiatives, such
as Deezé€f that was launched not two weeks ago and is alrbaihyg attacked by Universal)
will sooner or later make impossible to fight eamhthem individually. A well thought
partnership in which big companies would exchangetent against advertising revenues
would put illegal websites under an even greatesgure and could ultimately lead legal sites
such as Joost to become the standard. Anotheydagdior the industry majors would be to
launch their own competitive products: | just foumd a few minutes ago that NBC Universal
and News Corporation are about to launch their platform called Hul(?, whose objective

is to counter to YouTube. With an initial financglpport of USD 1 billion, its founders want

3 Thanks to the information given by users when thapscribe and the possibility to track the actiwf
different IP addresses, companies have the pdsgitalsimultaneously deliver different ads to pkowatching
the same program.

" http://lwww.deezer.com

" http://www.hulu.com
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this video sharing to become the biggest of therhrdt with a benefice of USD 4.3 billion in
2011; without surprise, the site will be mainlydirced through advertising. It will broadcast
content from different TV channels and film studipepular emissions such as The Simpsons
and a wide choice of movie trailers and TV showsadldition (and this may be the killer
feature), Internet users will still be able to wgdovideos on the site: as such, it will offer legal
copyrighted material and user generated videos Gdritainly is a very promising idea.

Yet, it must be reminded that the impacts of thebVZeD are not necessarily positive. The
problem ofauthors’ rights is a serious issue and was discussed just ab@veeV¥er, most of
the risks or negative impacts that were discussedughout this paper only concern
companies which are directly involved in Web 2.0\dties: the potential speculative bubble,
the lack of relevant and thoughtful business mqdbkés low participation rates or the security
risks associated to Ajax only concern a specifit pathe world business sphere. This is not
the case of one particularly sensitive issue rdlatethe Web 2.0 and consumer generated
media: the reputation management. The Kryptonise geerfectly illustrates this situation, in
which a company that was in no way related to ttterhet lost USD 10 million because of
some active Internet users and the blogospher&epd he “transparency tyranny” also goes
beyond the Internet frontiers: companies can't dgtlsing the want anymore. Consumers are
getting more powerful, more informed and more cated; information spreads fast and only

a few hours are necessary for a small local proltgetarn into a worldwide issue.

Overall, it can be said that timpact of Web 2.0 and CGM on companies’ life and business
is really obvious and still gaining in magnitudestywhether companies will be able to use
these trends to devel@ompetitive advantagess still a question to be answered. A lot of
smart moves were already observed and companiededirdtely thinking of appropriate
ways to surf this wave, their efficiency and, monportantly, their sustainability still have to
be assessed. For now, it is likely that a lot @fatives are taken quickly to benefit as much as
much possible from the current enthusiasm surraunttie Web 2.0. However, there will be a
day (that may come soon) where “being 2.0” will betenough per se anymore. Companies
will have to come up with compelling, thoughtfuldamalue adding products or services if
they want to distinguish themselves from the mésat is, if they want to move from the

immergedpart of the iceberg, to tleamergedne.
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To conclude this paper, | think it is worthwhilerteention the following fact: the Web 2.0 life
cycle could be much shorter than expected. Inds&te people are already talking about the
Web 3.Q Considering the current confusion regarding Weh Bow is it possible that the
Web’s next generation is already being discussetiatWiould be this Web 3.0 and which
changes would it bring compared to the current o@sfhsidering that the definition of Web
2.0 is still being debated, it would be unrealisticexpect a clear definition of Web 3.0. The
term is very recent (it looks like the first prorairt use of the term appeared in 2006 in a blog
article from Jeffrey Zeldmdf) and for now, the people who are already talkihgua Web
3.0 can’t do much more than offering their own iptetation of what it will look like.

One of the most famous one comes from Google’s &&EO Schmidt. During the Seoul
Digital Forum in May 2007, a journalist asked hinhat he thought the Web 3.0 would be
like. He answeréd:

“My prediction would be that Web 3.0 would ultimigtdoe seen as applications that are
pieced together [and that share] a number of chéggstics: the applications are relatively

small; the data is in the cloud; the applicatiorsaun on any device - PC or mobile phone;
the applications are very fast and they're venjteamszable; and furthermore the applications
are distributed essentially virally, literally bysial networks, by email. You won't go to the
store and purchase them. ... That's a very difteapplication model than we've ever seen in
computing ... and likely to be very, very largeeiéhare low barriers to entry. The new
generation of tools being announced today by Goagtkother companies make it relatively

easy to do. [It] solves a lot of problems, and drlss everywhere.”

As interesting as it is, this prediction may be tooach “Googlized”: Google is actively
fighting everything that is proprietary becauseselbwebsites and applications are conflicting
with its three main, more or less admitted, go€l3:to get people to live as much of their
lives online as possible, (2) to be able to trdtkrine activity as closely as possible, and (3)
to deliver advertising connected to as much ondingvity as possible. In other words, all

software and data are complementary to Googles lmasiness (which lies in delivering ads)

78 hitp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jeffrey Zeldman

"7 His answer is also available on YouTube :
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=T0QJmmdw3b0&eurlpbtBA%2F% 2 Fwww%2Ereadwriteweb%2Ecom%
2Farchives%2Feric%5Fschmidt%5Fdefines%5Fweb%5F3 @2 En the video, we can see that Schmidt
reduces the Web 2.0 to the use of Ajax, which étprsurprising.

54



and it is in Google's interest to destroy all baxgj regardless of their nature, to all software

and data. We could say that for Google, the evaitubif the Web is the following:

Web 1.0: web as extension of PC hard drive
Web 2.0: web as application platform complemenB@operating system and hard drive

Web 3.0: web as universal computing grid replaéi@operating system and hard drive

This is in contradiction with one of the main iqgeetations of what the Web 3.0 will be,
which is called the Semantic Welari evolving extension of the World Wide Web in whic
web content can be expressed not only in naturajdage, but also in a format that can be
read and used by software agents, thus permittimgmt to find, share and integrate
information more easily’®. According to the Semantic Web definition, Web B@&ll about

creating a richer, more meaningful language for pot®rs to use in communicating with
other computers over the Net. It's about gettinghitees to do a lot of the interpretive
functions that currently have to be done by peaplech would ultimately take automation to

a whole new level. The evolution of the Internetndothen be:
Web 1.0: web as people talking to machines

Web 2.0: web as people talking to people (througlchimes)
Web 3.0: web as machines talking to machines

Web 4.0: web as artificial intelligence complemegthuman race

Web 5.0: web as artificial intelligence supplantingman rac€

This Semantic Web is also part of the Wikipediairdgbn of Web 3.0: Web 3.0 is a term

that has been coined with different meanings tariles the evolution of Web usage and
interaction among several separate paths. Theséudectransforming the Web into a
database, a move towards making content accessyblaultiple non-browser applications,

the leveraging of artificial intelligence technoleg, the Semantic web, the Geospatial Web,

"8 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Semantic_web
" This section is heavily relying on Nicholas Catstilliant post:
http://www.roughtype.com/archives/2007/08/what_isbw30.php
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or the 3D weh However, the technological complexity of this-Eddorado” makes its

appearance highly unlikely before a long time.

While it may be inappropriate to talk about Web @&Kile the Web 2.0 is still in its early
days, companies should keep an eye on the stomy. tNat the term is out (and is already
receiving the same kind of criticism as its predsoe) and given the pace of technological
change, the Web 3.0 could become a reality quittiear expected. If what Eric Schmidt said
is true (“[...] the new generation of tools being announced todayGbogle and other
companies make it relatively easy to do. [If] sslva lot of problems, and it works

everywher®, the next generations of the Web are alreadyoroow’s reality.

A few additional points of view about Web 3.0 aregented in the Appendices.
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4. Appendices

4.1 Web 2.0 glossary

Aggregator: also callechews aggregatoor feed readeran aggregator is a software or online
service that uses a Web feed to retrieve syndidAted content such as Weblogs or podcast,
and mainstream mass media Websites, or in theafassearch aggregator, a customized set
of search results. Feed readers keep checking Welisi see if they have been updated. In
that case they display the title and a link tawith an excerpt (or the whole contents) of the

new information.

API (Application Programming Interface): a language and message format used by an
application program to communicate with the opagatiystem or some other control program
such as a database management system (DBMS) or wagations protocol. APIs are
implemented by writing function calls in the prograwhich provide the linkage to the
required subroutine for execution. Thus, an API liesp that some program module is
available in the computer to perform the operatiothat it must be linked into the existing

program to perform the tasks.

Asynchronous JavaScript and extensible markup langage (AJAX): type of programming
that uses a combination of markup and scriptinguages to create interactive applications in
which only certain pieces of the content on eacltb\p@ge have to be refreshed, making the

Web faster and more responsive.

Blog: abbreviated version of Weblog, which is a term usedescribe Websites that maintain
an ongoing chronicle of information. A blog is aeduently updated, personal Website
featuring diary-type commentary and links to aetscbr other Websites. Blogs range from the
personal to the political and can focus on oneavasubject or a whole range of subjects.
Blogs often provide commentary or news on a padicsubject, such as food, politics, or
local news; some function as more personal onliaeied. A typical blog combines text,
images, and links to other blogs, Web pages, aner shedia related to its topic. The ability
for readers to leave comments in an interactiven&iris an important part of most early
blogs. Most blogs are primarily textual althoughmsofocus on photographs (photoblog),

videos (vlog), or audio (podcasting), and are ph# wider network of social media.
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Crowdsourcing: although not strictly a Web 2.0 term, crowdsonigais gaining currency as a
way of describing the potential of thousands ofvitials to come together through the Web
to provide solutions to problems that in the pastehonly been able to be addressed, if at all,

by much smaller groups of professionals.

Folksonomy. folksonomy is a way of tagging content that isated by the user community
itself rather than being imposed from the outside aa set standardThe process of
folksonomic tagging is intended to make a bodyndbimation increasingly easier to search,
discover, and navigate over time. A well-develogelksonomy is ideally accessible as a
shared vocabulary that is both originated by, adilfar to, its primary users. Two widely

cited examples of Websites using folksonomic taggire Flickr and del.icio.f%

Mashup: Mashup: a mashup is a Web application whose content tesiibm the
combination of different information sources. Todayore and more content editors are
offering APIs for free to encourage the developemhmunity to create mashups by using
their content. An example of mashup is the possibib locate eBay auctions on Google
Map$™.

Podcast a podcast is an audio file that a user can listean a Website or download for
playing later on a computer or a device such adéABpmputer’s iPod, other MP3 players or,
increasingly, cell phones. Though podcasts Websitay also offer direct download or
streaming of their content, a podcast is distingedsfrom other digital audio formats by its
ability to be downloaded automatically, using saiter capable of reading feed formats such
as RSS or Atom.

Really Simple Syndication (RSS)RSS is a way of marking content on a Website sosuse
can receive an alert every time it is updated. Newtent is collected by and presented in

RSS readers, or aggregators, so users don't hausitdVebsites to retrieve the information.

Service-oriented architecture service-oriented architecture is the concept ithihe way

applications can be delivered via the Web as abkseervices that exist within the Internet

8 http://del.icio.us/

81 http://maps.google.com
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rather than on specific computers or servers. Alginonot strictly a Web 2.0 term, it is the

core platform by which Web 2.0 services are acakasd distributed.

Social bookmarks:social bookmarking is a Web-based service to simeenet bookmarks.
The social bookmarking sites are a popular wayttoes classify, share and search links
through the practice of folksonomy techniques. &itkbe classification and ranking of
resources is a continuously evolving process, nsmayal bookmarking services allow users
to subscribe to Web feeds based on tags, or actioleof tag terms. This allows subscribers
to become aware of new resources for a given t@gi¢hey are noted, tagged and classified

by other users.

Social networking this term is borrowed from the social scienced aslates to formal
structures that show how relationships develop eetwindividuals in a network. Applied to
the Web, it refers to the driving force behind ssgeich as MySpace and Facebook.

Tags a tag is a (relevant) keyword or term assigned peeeae of information (like a picture,
article, Website, or video clip), thus describihg ftem so Web browsers’ search engines can
identify and display them.. Typically, an item wlilhve more than one tag associated with it.
Tags are chosen informally and personally by thtbaicreator or the consumer of the item -

i.e. not as part of some formally defined clasatiien scheme.

Web syndication: Web syndication is a form of syndication where Viidxds make a portion

of a Website available to other sites or individgabscribers. This could be simply by
licensing the content so that other people canitug®wever, in general, Web syndication
refers to making Web feeds available from a siteider to provide other people with a
summary of the Website's recently added content di@ample, the latest news or forum
posts). Although the format could be anything tpmged over HTTP, such as HTML or
JavaScript, it is more commonly XML. The two maanfilies of Web syndication formats
are RSS and Atom.

Webcast: Webcasting is sending audio and/or video live othex Internet. In essence,

Webcasting can be thought of as broadcasting dweirternet. A Webcast uses streaming
media technology, technology that is used to diiste non-streaming media like radio and
television over telecommunications networks, tetaksingle content source and distribute it
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to many simultaneous listeners/viewers. The abitily Webcast using cheap/accessible

technology has allowed independent media to flburis

Wiki : a wiki is a Website that allows visitors to adeinove, edit and change content. It also
allows for linking among any number of pages. Tase of interaction and operation makes a
wiki an effective tool for mass collaborative autihg. The term wiki also can refer to the

collaborative software itself (wiki engine) thatii#tates the operation of such a site, or to

certain specific wiki sites, like encyclopaediastsas Wikipedia.

Widget: a (web) widget is a portable chunk of code tlzat be installed and executed within
any separate HTML-based web page by an end usleowtitequiring additional compilation.
They are derived from the idea of reusable code hha existed for years. Nowadays other
terms are used to describe a web widget includjagget, badge, module, capsule, snippet,
mini and flake. Web widgets often but not alwayse uAdobe Flash or JavaScript

programming languages.
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4.2 Additional Web 3.0 conjectures

Steve Spalding, on his blodttp://howtosplitanatom.com

Web 1.0 lacked context, Web 2.0 lacked interopétabWeb 3.0 will be a web where
websites become web services and access to anynation you desire is no more difficult
than installing a widget onto your website. (St&palding wrote an amazing article about his

Web 3.0 prediction; the sentence above is a vamngise summary of this brilliant writing).
Phil Wainewright, ZDNet

API services form the foundation layer. These heeraw hosted services that have powered
Web 2.0 and will become the engines of Web 3.0 —edB¥s search and AdWords APIs,
Amazon’s affiliate APIs, a seemingly infinite oceahRSS feeds, a multitude of functional
services, such as those included in the Strikelab Services Marketplace, and many other
examples. Some of the providers, like Google andiZon, are important players, but there is
a huge long tail of smaller providers. One of thestrsignificant characteristics of this layer is
that it is a commodity layer. As Web 3.0 maturesalmost perfect market will emerge and
squeeze out virtually all of the profit margin frothe highest-volume services — and

sometimes squeeze them into loss-leading or worse.
AndroidTech

| feel that Web 3.0 will be characterized and feelby the successful marriage of artificial
intelligence and the web. Artificial Intelligencésh’t that the kool-aid that the Semantic Web
community is drinking? Yes and no. The technologiessidered pivotal in the Semantic
Web are indeed considered by many to have theienpnthings in artificial intelligence. But,

most of the Semantic Web projects I've seen areded squarely on the creation of, and
communication between, intelligent agents thatta@ortatural language and topical matching

work in a transparent manner, behind the scendéisoutirequiring human intervention.

Alex Iskold, ReadWriteWeb

Today’s Web has terabytes of information availdblaumans, but hidden from computers. It
is a paradox that information is stuck inside HThHlges, formatted in esoteric ways that are

difficult for machines to process. The so calledb/8e0, which is likely to be a pre-cursor of

61



the real semantic web, is going to change this. \Wileamean by ‘Web 3.0s that major web
sites are going to be transformed into web servicesmd will effectively expose their

information to the world.
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