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Foreword 

 

The present document is a “light” version of my master thesis. Indeed, the original paper was 

written during an internship I made in a Geneva based online marketing company. As a 

consequence, it contains sensitive and confidential information that I had to remove before I 

could publish it on the Internet. Yet, this had a very limited impact on the present version of 

my thesis in terms of understanding, as the whole Web 2.0 and Consumer Generated Media 

analysis is still here.  

 

Some sections (e.g. the conclusion) have been slightly rewritten to take these cuts into 

account, but only the wording has been modified. The information that is presented, the 

examples I give and the conclusions stemming from the paper are exactly the same as in the 

original version. 
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Abstract (English) 

The present paper was written during my internship at IC-Agency, a Geneva-based online 

marketing company. The first section analyses the impact of what is called “Web 2.0” on the 

way companies are doing business. After a general introduction to the concept of Web 2.0 and 

its characteristics, its implications in terms of risks and opportunities are presented from a 

corporate point of view. 

 

The second section then presents and analyses the Web 2.0 main component, consumer 

generated media. A definition of the concept and many concrete examples are provided, 

alongside with their implications for companies. These two first sections aim at answering my 

research problem: how can Web 2.0 and consumer generated media be exploited and turned 

into competitive advantages. 

 

The last section contains my conclusions as well as a brief 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 de mon stage effectué au sein d’IC-Agency, une 

société de marketing online située à Genève. La première section analyse l’impact de ce que 

l’on appelle « Web 2.0 » sur la façon dont les entreprises gèrent leurs activités. Après une 

introduction générale du concept de Web 2.0 et de ses caractéristiques, ses implications en 

termes de risques et d’opportunités sont présentées du point de vue des entreprises. 

 

La seconde section présente et analyse le principal composant du Web 2.0, le consumer 

generated media. Une définition du concept et de nombreux exemples concrets sont fournis, 

ainsi que leurs implications pour les entreprises. Ces deux premières sections ont pour objectif 

de répondre à mon problème de recherche : comment le Web 2.0 et le consumer generated 

media peuvent-ils être exploités et transformés en avantages compétitifs. 

 

La dernière section contient mes conclusions ainsi qu’une brève présentation de ce qui 

pourrait être la prochaine évolution d’Internet, logiquement appelée Web 3.0  
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1. Introduction   

1.1 About IC-Agency  

Interactive Communication Agency1 Sàrl was founded in 2000 by David Sadigh and Flavio 

Quaranta2, who are still managing the company today. After 5 successful years of activity in 

Geneva, Flavio Quaranta left Switzerland and opened a second IC-Agency office in Bathurst, 

New Brunswick (Canada), while David Sadigh remained at the head of the Geneva office. A 

sales office was also recently opened in Toronto and there are now 30 people working for IC-

Agency, whose operating income reached 3 million Swiss francs for the year 2006. 

 

IC-Agency’s expertise applies mainly to four distinct business sectors: Automotive, 

Consumer goods, Industry & Watches and B2B. IC-Agency provides its customers with 

tailor-made solutions covering four main fields of activity: 

 

- Competitive intelligence: competitor surveillance, online positioning perceptions and 

brand infringement assessment providing actionable data.  

- Customer insight: customer profiling, trends tracking and dynamic reporting 

increasing customer understanding. 

- E-strategies: innovative customer acquisition, loyalty building and creation of high 

potential communities allowing for a personalized offer. 

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

governance resulting in a secure image.  

 

The activities included in these four interconnected areas lead to the creation of a dozen of 

products and their associated services, among which IC-PayPerClick (global management of 

Adwords campaigns), IC-KeyWording (ranking optimization in search engines through 

organic referencing), IC-DemandTracker (collection and analysis of all searches made by 

consumers in search engines) and Brandsweeper (protection of trademarks in search engines). 

The ability of IC-Agency to create a real sixth sense online for its customers lead successful 

and renown companies such as Nestlé Nespresso, Omega, Patek Philippe or eBay to use its 

services and expertise in order to increase their online performance and overall business 

efficiency.   

                                                
1 http://www.ic-agency.com  
2 See their profiles in the Appendices section  
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1.2 Research problems  

In the beginning of the 1970’s, the emergence of the Internet created a tremendous revolution. 

For the first time, it became possible to put many different, independent networks in relation 

through a bigger network. Thanks to a common language called TCP/IP (Transfer Control 

Protocol/ Internet Protocol), computers were able to communicate easily with one another. 

This technological breakthrough had a profound impact on people’s everyday life: 

applications such as electronic mail, remote computer controlling or files’ transfer quickly 

became pervasive and stood up as serious alternatives to our traditional way of life. 

 

The beginning of the 1990’s saw the appearance of the Internet’s main application, the World 

Wide Web. It was now possible to spread information through a website, search for 

information thanks to a web directory or a search engine and even trade online.  However, 

during the first years, a very clear separation remained between the Internet’s contributors 

and the Internet’s users. The Internet was an aggregation of static pages created by technically 

skilled people (usually working for companies), whereas the wide majority of the population 

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

 

Although the term “revolution” is highly controversial, something is definitely changing in 

the way the Internet is used. Whether we call it “Web 2.0”, “social web” or “participative 

web”, the underlying idea is the same: today, we all have the possibility to be not only passive 

users, but also active contributors of the Internet’s content. Creating a website or spreading 

information through the web is no longer the privilege of a small and skilled elite but is now 

available to everyone. Companies are no longer the only publishers of a web content that 

consumers would only be able to read: these consumers are now expressing themselves 

online, influencing their peers’ mind and deeply impacting the way companies run their 

business. These contributions are referred to as user generated content or consumer generated 

media (CGM). 

 

This new paradigm also has important social implications as people talk, exchange and 

collaborate online in a way that was unimaginable a few years ago. As an illustration, the 

three fastest-growing online brands in the UK (YouTube, Flickr and MySpace) depend on 

user-generated content3. This fact also illustrates the business opportunities that were created 

                                                
3 Nielsen//NetRatings, September, 2006 
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along with this increased involvement of Internet users, as reflected by the 1.65 billion dollars 

paid by Google to acquire YouTube. 

 

This paper will then try to answer the following research question: 

 

“To what extent do the Web 2.0 and consumer generated media impact the way 

companies are running their business, and how can companies turn these rising 

trends into competitive advantages? “ 

 

1.3 Scope  

As we will see throughout this paper, the concept of Web 2.0 is very confusing for a lot of 

people. There is currently a lot of buzz around it but there is still no widely agreed on 

definition. However, there are some characteristics that are generally admitted as being part of 

the Web 2.0 and allow defining a certain “2.0 perimeter”. The most important of these 

characteristics was already mentioned and is called consumer generated media, a term used to 

describe the content that is created and published on the Internet by consumers.  

 

Yet, the Web 2.0 can’t be reduced to CGM only; consequently, this paper will first present a 

broad analysis of the Web 2.0. I will try to define what it is, present the different points of 

view involved and analyze its impact on companies in terms of risks and opportunities. As we 

are really dealing with a hot topic here, I will be able to illustrate the different points 

mentioned with a lot of examples and real situations that happen on a daily basis in the 2.0 

sphere. I will then dedicate a specific section to consumer generated media before turning to 

the conclusions. 

 

1.4 Research methods  

The Web 2.0 and consumer generated media are rather new topics. Although some of their 

most representative websites such as Wikipedia4 were created many years ago, their real 

emergence as mass phenomenon is very recent. As a consequence, the existing scientific 

literature regarding consumer generated media and the Web 2.0 is much more limited than it 

would be for other topics.  

                                                
4 www.wikipedia.org  
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Another consequence is that some of the most useful and acknowledged papers devoted to 

these topics have to be looked for online and not in traditional reviews. Indeed, the most 

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

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

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

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

scholars or opinion leaders rather than from academic people published in famous journals or 

magazines. 

  

For this paper, information was gathered as follows: 

- Search for articles from traditional journals accessed through different databases such 

as perunil, in order to gather the already existing relevant “scientific” literature 

concerning Web 2.0 and CGM. As already mentioned, there was a very limited (in 

fact, surprisingly limited) number of relevant results: despite extensive searches using 

acknowledged websites and databases (Business Source Premier, Science Direct, Web 

of Science, IngentaConnect, JSTOR and dozens of online reviews accessed through 

perunil), I wasn’t able to find really value-adding scientific content.   

- Extensive Internet browsing: this was a logical step, as Internet specialists should be 

the most suited to discuss it. Through specialized websites (see Appendices), Google 

alerts or random sites visiting, I was able to follow the Web 2.0 and the CGM trends 

very closely and enrich this paper on a daily basis with relevant, compelling examples 

coming from real situations. 
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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 for the first time by Dale Dougherty in 2003 

and was popularised in 2004 during the first Web 2.0 Conference. While the question of what 

it actually is may sound trivial, it is probably the most complicated to answer. The topic is still 

highly controversial with two main points of view dominating the debate. 

 

The first point of view states that the Web 2.0 is a revolution: for a lot of people, the Web 2.0 

is a clear and radical separation from what they logically call “web 1.0”. Under this 

perspective, the World Wide Web is currently migrating from a collection of websites to a 

computer platform delivering applications to its users. Those who defend this point of view 

think that the Web 2.0 services will progressively replace the existing and traditional office 

automation applications. Still, this revolution is not perceived as being led by technology, but 

rather by the notion of information sharing. The overall idea is that Web 1.0 was about 

connecting computers, while Web 2.0 is about connecting people 

  

According to the second point of view, the Web 2.0 is a marketing hype: people supporting 

this point of view do not deny the underlying reality of the Web 2.0 concept, but rather the 

terminology itself. In the field of technologies, the term “2.0” usually suggests some kind of 

technological change – whether it is a sustaining or disruptive innovation. As a consequence, 

many people have raised concerns about the legitimacy of this term, among which Tim 

Berners-Lee, director of the World Wide Web Consortium and regarded as the one who set 

the conceptual basis for the development of the World Wide Web. His opinion summarizes 

perfectly the idea behind this second approach to the Web 2.0: 

 

"Web 1.0 was all about connecting people. It was an interactive space, and I think Web 2.0 is 

of course a piece of jargon, nobody even knows what it means. If Web 2.0 for you is blogs and 

wikis, then that is people to people. But that was what the Web was supposed to be all along. 

And in fact, you know, this 'Web 2.0,' it means using the standards which have been produced 

by all these people working on Web 1.0." 5 

                                                
5 http://arstechnica.com/news.ars/post/20060901-7650.html  
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As already mentioned, the criticism here doesn’t really concern the facts of the Web 2.0 but 

its nature. But, does this debate really matter after all? Whatever the name we give it, the 

concept remains the same and the trend it represents cannot be underestimated. Whether it is a 

revolution or a marketing hype, the Web 2.0 is now a reality gaining in importance and 

visibility. Of course, there are some people who are contesting its value and usefulness as well 

as its name. However, confronted with facts such as Google spending 1.65 billion dollars to 

acquire YouTube, it is no longer possible to simply ignore the Web 2.0 and its potential 

utilisations.  

 

Visually, some interesting attempts were made to represent the Web 2.0. The first one comes 

from a Japanese design agency called Information Architects6 and presents the Web 2.0 as a 

subway map: 
 

The Web 2.0 according to Information Architects 
 

 
Source: http://www.informationarchitects.jp/ia-trendmap-2007v2  

Link to the PDF document (allows zooming): 

http://www.informationarchitects.jp/slash/iA_WebTrends_2007_2.pdf  

 

This map offers an excellent overview of the different Web 2.0 sites, their main purpose 

(information sharing, money maker, news, communities…), the way they connect to each 

other and a forecast regarding their future performance. The authors of this map also included 

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

                                                
6 http://www.informationarchitects.jp/  
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is seen as belonging to the “Web 2.5” whereas Amazon or Skype as considered “Web 1.5”. 

The map also lists some websites that are definitely 1.0 (Microsoft, PayPal, Dell) but generate 

a lot of traffic. The PDF view is highly recommended if one wants to look at this map in more 

details. 

 

The second visual representation is much less professional, probably because its purpose is 

different. Here, the author illustrates his representation of how the Web 1.0 and the Web 2.0 

are different from each other. Although the drawing is pretty simple, it still includes the main 

points of difference in an extremely clear way and helps shedding some light on what the 

Web 2.0 is all about: 
 

A simple representation of the Web 2.0 

 
Source: http://blog.aysoon.com/post/Le-Web20-illustre-en-une-seule-image  

 

An interesting point here concerns the RSS7 box and the direction of the arrows. It could be 

objected that the RSS feeds go from a website to Internet users; therefore, the arrows should 

go the opposite way. However, the idea of the author is that the movement is initiated by the 

user: he or she will decide to subscribe to an RSS feed or use an aggregator, but the websites 

don’t push the information towards the users spontaneously.  

 
 

 

                                                
7 See the Glossary in the Appendices section 
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2.1.2 Characteristics  

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

acknowledged as being common to Web 2.0 sites: 

 

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

entirely through a browser: 

 

The Web as a platform 

 
 

Source: http://www.oreillynet.com/pub/a/oreilly/tim/news/2005/09/30/what-is-web-20.html  

 

2. Users own the data on a site and exercise control over this data (at least to some 

extent; for instance, videos can be removed from YouTube by an administrator in case 

of illegal content). 

3. The architecture is one of participation allowing for network effects (the service 

improves with the number of users). Thus, the Web 2.0 benefits from the “Long Tail” 

effect that was first coined by Chris Anderson8 to describe certain business models 

such as Amazon.com. The Long Tail theory states that products with little demand or 

a low sales volume can collectively represent an equal or bigger market share than the 

best-sellers, assuming the distribution channels can offer a wide enough choice.  

                                                
8 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chris_Anderson_%28writer%29  
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The long tail 

 
Source: http://media-tech.blogspot.com/2006/09/revue-de-livre-long-tail-la-longue.html  

 

When we think of it, it appears that the most successful Internet companies are all 

working on the Long Tail principle, one way or another. Google makes most of its 

operating income thanks to small announcers. The same goes for eBay and its niche or 

unique products. The interesting thing is that the Internet is the one thing that made the 

Long Tail principle possible. Indeed, when our world was only “physical”, there was a 

huge limitation to the application of this principle: the need to find a local clientele for 

one’s products. For example, a bookstore has to choose carefully which books it wants 

to propose as there are physical storage limitations. This is an obstacle Amazon 

doesn’t have to bother with (an Amazon employee described the Long Tail as follows: 

"We sold more books today that didn't sell at all yesterday than we sold today of all 

the books that did sell yesterday").  

The Long Tail principle can potentially have a very strong effect on established 

businesses: before the Long Tail effect happens, only the most popular products are 

generally offered. When inventory and distribution costs decrease, a wide range of 

products become available. This can, in turn, reduce demand for the most popular 

products. For example, Web content businesses with broad coverage like Yahoo! or 

CNET may be threatened by the rise of smaller Web sites that focus on niches of 

content, and cover that content better than the larger sites. Yet, the competitive threat 

from these niche sites is reduced by the cost of establishing and maintaining them and 

the bother required for readers to track multiple small Web sites (although the 

generalization of RSS feeds made this tracking easier).  
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4. The site offers a rich, interactive and user-friendly interface, based on Ajax or other 

similar web development techniques. 

5. It proposes some social networking aspects. This is an extremely important point as 

sites like Wikipedia, blogs or wikis, which definitely belong to the Web 2.0, generally 

don’t use a lot of its technologies. 

 

These characteristics were first suggested by Time O’Reilly and John Battelle in a broader 

context during the first Web 2.0 Conference, during which they presented what they 

considered as the key principles of Web 2.0 applications. They were then formalized in a 5 

pages essay9 that is now regarded as one of the Web 2.0 central pillars. In addition to the 

elements listed above, they also mentioned: 

- The need to consider web users as the co-developers of the applications, therefore 

moving from a “product” logic to a “service” one. 

- The richness is in the data: all important web applications are linked to a specialized 

database (such as Google and its Google Maps service). 

- The harnessing of collective intelligence; for O’Reilly, “ involving users in the network 

is the key factor to market supremacy”.  

 

However, it should be reminded that these last three points concern the Web 2.0 applications, 

not the websites. Although they have common characteristics, the three last ones do not apply 

to most Web 2.0 sites (the best example being the harnessing of collective intelligence, which 

only concerns a few sites such as Wikipedia). 

 

One characteristic that was not mentioned is the fact that the Web 2.0 is accessible to all the 

relatively recent navigators in use today. As such, it is limited by the nature and abilities of 

these navigators and must then rely on technologies that we can reasonably call “mature” 

(HTML or XHTML, CSS, JavaScript, XML, Atom/RSS or HTTP protocols), even if some 

new ones emerged recently and are now at the heart of Web 2.0 applications (this is the case 

of Ajax; to be precise, Ajax isn’t a technology in itself but rather a joint utilization of different 

technologies, XML and Javascript).  

 

                                                
9 What is Web 2.0 http://www.oreillynet.com/pub/a/oreilly/tim/news/2005/09/30/what-is-web-20.html 
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This appears to support those who contest the legitimacy of the “2.0” terminology. Indeed, 

under this regard, the Web 2.0 is the appropriation by web developers of five to ten years old 

technologies in order to bring different ergonomics to the web users. If it is a revolution, it 

does look more like a revolution in the utilization of the 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 really apprehend the nature of the Web 2.0 

Considering that no real agreement has been found so far regarding the definition of the 

concept, it must be even more confusing for those who don’t “live” the Web 2.0 but rather 

follow it from the outside. In addition, the buzz generated by the biggest actors such as 

YouTube or Flickr may hinder the real size of the phenomenon, thus making it look like an 

iceberg: the emerging part would be made of the few big players while the immersed part 

would include all the others. Yet, as everyone knows, the immersed part of an iceberg usually 

represents 90% of its total size. and this seems to be true for the Web 2.0 as well. 

 

Fortunately, they are some sites that can help people navigate in the Web 2.0 ocean. This is 

the case of the Web 2.0 Trends site10, which offers “a comprehensive list of Web 2.0 Sites, 

Trends, Companies, Services and more”. This list was created in March 2007 and at that time 

it was already including hundreds of names, which should give a good idea of how big the 

Web 2.0 is becoming. However, this list doesn’t take the quality of the sites or services into 

account. 

 

Another very useful site to find one’s way in the Web 2.0 jungle is SEOmoz’s Web 2.0 

Awards webpage11. Here, the focus is on websites only. More than 200 of them have been 

listed and organized into 41 different categories. For each category, the three best sites are 

selected according to five criteria (usability, usefulness, social aspects, interface and design, 

content quality) and a link to the site is displayed. This a very convenient way to discover the 

Web 2.0 by browsing some of these sites and trying to see what makes them successful and 

“2.0”.   

 

                                                
10 http://web2trends.blogspot.com/search/label/Web%202.0%20Directory  
11 http://www.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 business opportunities for companies to seize. 

These opportunities aren’t necessarily completely different from what companies are already 

doing: in many cases, it is just a new and alternative way of doing existing activities. 

However, some companies were clearly created for and thanks to the Web 2.0, even if some 

of them existed before the concept of Web 2.0 officially appeared!  

It is striking to see that the Web 2.0 had an impact on almost every aspect of a company’s 

business, from basic activities to the whole business model. We will now take a look at the 

different opportunities that came along with the Web 2.0 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 from scratch to surf on the 2.0 wave are not 

“physical” companies selling product in stores but rather websites that can either sell products 

directly or provide services to their users. eBay12 is one of the most famous examples and a 

very successful one. 

 

Founded in 1995 (almost 10 years before the first mention of “Web 2.0”) by Pierre Omidyar, 

eBay is today among the world biggest marketplaces online. As already mentioned, eBay was 

really ahead of its time, as reflected by the following elements: 

- The very core concept of eBay is based on what is now a central feature of the Web 

2.0: the company manages exchanges of goods and money but doesn’t offer any 

content, thus relying on User Generated Content.  

- The system of comments, which is also omnipresent under the Web 2.0 paradigm, was 

created long before the emergence of blogs. 

- There is a social network dimension, as links can be created between buyers and 

vendors through a grading system reflecting the seriousness of the eBay user. The 

whole system then works on a reputation basis, which is extremely important when it 

comes to numerical identity.    

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

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

                                                
12 http://www.ebay.com  
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business model), eBay came up with something simple and amazingly profitable: a 

commission is taken on every sale that happens through the website. In addition, the vendor 

has to pay a certain fee for every item he/she wants to place on the site, but these fees are 

pretty low (2.50€ is the maximum). The commissions system works as follows13 (in the EU at 

least; the rates may be different in other countries): 

 

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 33 countries and recently reported record 

consolidated Q2-07 net revenues of $1.83 billion, representing a growth rate of 30% year over 

year14
. The company bought the online payment platform PayPal for USD 1.5 billion in 2002 

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

in the future success of eBay. 

 

2.1.4.2 Advertising  

As we will see during the discussion about risks, advertising is a double-edged sword in the 

world of the Web 2.0; however, in terms of opportunities, advertising may be the most 

obvious example in terms of revenues generation.  

 

On the one hand, the Web 2.0 allows for a more effective approach of traditional advertising. 

As mentioned earlier, the Web 2.0 Awards were given to sites belonging to 41 different 

categories: communication, games, music, photo and digital images, travel… All these sites 

appeal to a very specific range of the population that is interested in the topic under 

consideration. The consequence is straightforward: all these specialized sites are a perfect 

opportunity to display ads according to a very precise segmentation, with a good probability 

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

                                                
13 http://pages.ebay.fr/help/sell/fees.html  
14 eBay Inc. Announces Second Quarter 2007 Financial Results 
http://biz.yahoo.com/bw/070718/20070718005930.html  
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advertising. In other cases, a site may be so popular that the target audience becomes virtually 

unlimited; thus, even if a very limited percentage of those visitors will eventually click on an 

ad, it still represents a very important number of people. This is the case of sites such as 

YouTube15: with 100 million visitors per day, any ad displayed on this site can potentially 

reach an amazingly huge audience. 

 

On the other hand, the Web 2.0 also led to the creation of new forms of advertising. A very 

interesting example comes from Imagiin16. The original idea was formulated in the United 

States in 1997: watching television in the USA is really something different than watching it 

elsewhere in the world, as US programs are interrupted approximately every 5 minutes to 

advertising ends. Thus, the idea came up to desynchronize advertising messages and 

television programs: this would allow people to watch advertising whenever they want to in 

exchange for some kind of “credits” that they could then spend in advertising-free TV 

programs. However, this is not something that was not possible at the time due to the inherent 

characteristics of television. 

 

The services Imagiin provides are precisely based on this idea: people who subscribe to this 

site have to create their profile by giving some information about themselves, their activity 

and their interests. Then, ads are placed on their profile for them to watch whenever they want 

to. Once an ad is watched, the watcher has to answer three short questions about what he just 

saw in order to obtain credits than can then be exchanged against different items: musical 

downloads, books, video on demand, digital photos printing or coupons to use on the web or 

in real stores.  

 

Although this doesn’t solve the problem of intrusiveness on every other site, this approach to 

advertising still has some advantages for the advertisers: as people watch the ads when they 

decide to, they may be in a better mood and recall the ad much better. In addition, as people 

are proposed ads that are in line with the interests, they are more likely to be sensitive to the 

messages that are delivered in the ad. In any case, Internet users welcomed this concept 

favourably, as the site already had 80’000 members 6 weeks after it was launched. 

 

                                                
15 http://www.youtube.com  
16 http://www.imagiin.com  
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The second example is Blogbang17 and illustrates a trend that is slowly gaining ground: the 

involvement of bloggers in the advertising loop.  

The concept is very simple: companies can go to the site and put a brief online about an 

advertising campaign. The brief has to describe the product or service to be advertised for and 

the general guidelines that have to be respected. Then, web users can create ads based on the 

brief and propose them to the concerned company. If the ad is accepted, its creator will get 

paid. Then, bloggers can decide to put some of the accepted ads on their blog and will also get 

remuneration for this. The strength of this approach to advertising is that all the parties 

involved can benefit from it: companies have access to cheaper ads and bloggers finally have 

a way to make some money with their blog, although we are talking about usually very small 

amounts. The only ones that may be disappointed are the creators who may spend a lot of 

time creating an ad and having it refused… 

 

It is interesting to see that the Web 2.0 opened the door (at least a bit) for advertising models 

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

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

 

2.1.4.3 Human resources  

In a business context, the Web 2.0 is also gaining in importance regarding job searches and 

recruitment practices. Whether they are used by companies, employees or potential 

employees, the Web 2.0 tools now have a real role to play: 

- Dedicated forums: often centred on a specific job, these forums can be used by both 

companies and individuals to discuss about a profession or to ask for/propose jobs or 

internships. However, these forums are not widely used by companies because they 

require a permanent follow-up. 

- Blogs: from a candidate’s point of view, a “job blog” can be a very good opportunity 

to show his/her knowledge of the field he/she wants to work in. For recruiters, it is a 

good way to learn more about the candidate, his/her mastery of the professional 

environment, and also a bit about his/her personality through the more personal notes 

published. The tone, style and quality of the messages as well as the frequency of 

publication may also give some valuable indications. 

                                                
17 http://www.blogbang.com  
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- Social networks: one of the most famous professional social networks is LinkedIn18. If 

used properly, this kind of network allows meeting or getting introduced to people 

who may be potential employers or employees. The system of recommendations 

(people can recommend other people they consider particularly competent) also helps 

companies finding the most skilled people.  

 

Example of research on LinkedIn  
 

 

 

- Dedicated HR sections on corporate websites: for some companies, these sections 

generated more than 60% of the whole traffic. The trend is to go towards ever more 

interactive websites in order to attract people and develop a true relationship with 

them. The following features are often present on these HR sections: 

 

o Live chat with representatives from the company, during which all aspects 

related to the company can be discussed: wages, integration processes or 

                                                
18 http://www.linkedin.com  
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expectations towards the candidates are a few examples. For instance, L’Oréal 

organizes 6 job-oriented live chats per year. 

o Events or contests: these contests often take the form of competition between 

teams of students in order to detect promising potential employees. For 

example, the French company Carrefour recently launched an online contest 

called “Hyper Challenge19” based on real management cases from the 

company. 

o Diffusion or announces or information to candidates through RSS feeds. This 

allows companies to keep in touch with those candidates without them having 

to go on the company’s recruiting section. 

o HR blogs: communication through a blog offers many advantages: perfect 

adaptation to the intended audience, easy content publication, excellent search 

engine optimization, articles diffusion through RSS feeds and a definitely more 

“human” contact.  

 

Finally, this “recruitment 2.0” overview needs to include the Second Life20 phenomenon. The 

website describes Second Life as “a 3-D virtual world entirely built and owned by its 

Residents. Since opening to the public in 2003, it has grown explosively and today is 

inhabited by a total of 8,637,830 Residents from around the globe.” This phenomenon has 

taken such a tremendous importance that many companies are now present in this virtual 

world (for example, IBM created shops in which people can go, chose a PC, pay for it in the 

Second Life and receive it at home in the real world). Other companies such as Toyota, Dior 

or Adidas are also present in this virtual world. Although companies may have many different 

motivations to enter Second Life (product testing before the launch, marketing, public 

relations), the possibility to meet people and discuss potential career opportunities is certainly 

a very appealing one. Proof is that in June 2007, some big companies (among which L’Oréal, 

Alstom or Accenture) organized more than 700 virtual interviews with candidates in the 

Second Life universe. For now, the story doesn’t tell how 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 customers or other stakeholders, the blog 

solution has become very popular. In 2006, it was estimated that approximately 10% of the 

Fortune 500 were blogging21, among which huge multinationals such as Dell, General Motors, 

Google, Microsoft, HP, Intel, Nokia or Wal-Mart. Generally speaking, corporate blogs belong 

to one out of two categories: internal or external blogs (the examples mentioned above 

concern external blogs; however, it doesn’t imply that these companies don’t have internal 

blogs as well; in fact, they often do22). 

Internal blogs are usually accessed through the company’s Intranet, and any employee can 

read it or even write messages freely. This informal communication channel has many 

advantages: 

o It increases employees’ participation 

o It allows free discussion of important issues 

o It harnesses collective intelligence 

o It allows for direct communication between different hierarchical levels within 

the company 

o It creates a sense of community between employees 

 

Internal blogs may also be very useful if people who need to interact with each other are in 

different locations or have different schedules. They are also a convenient tool to spread 

information within the company, whether it concerns events organization or important 

decisions taken by the top management. 

 

External blogs obey to a different logic. These blogs are publicly available and are generally 

used to announce new products launches, explain or clarify policies or react to certain issues 

related to the company (rumours, ethical problem…). Although they are considered less 

formal than traditional press releases, external corporate blogs are still biased and remain a 

public relations tool. This doesn’t prevent some of these blogs from having an amazing 

number of subscribers: the official Google Blog is currently one of the 50 most read blogs in 

the world. Finally, external blogs can be a powerful way to meet brands’ spokesmen or 

influencers. They can then be given a special treatment, asked for feedback on exclusive 

previews, product testing or marketing plan.  

                                                
21 Fortune 500 Business Blogging Wiki http://www.eu.socialtext.net/bizblogs/index.cgi  
22 Corporate Blogs List http://www.thenewpr.com/wiki/pmwiki.php?pagename=Resources.CorporateBlogsList  
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However, blogs are not to be treated lightly: whereas a transparent initiative usually gives 

credibility to a company, those who try to exploit the system expose themselves to dramatic 

brand damages. Sony experienced it in 2006. 

 

In order to promote its portable gaming console, the PSP, Sony asked a company named 

Zipatoni23 to create a blog under the name alliwantforxmasisapsp.com/blog (“all I want for 

Christmas is a PSP”). This blog was supposedly written by two teenagers, one having a PSP 

and the other trying to convince his mother that a PSP would be a great Christmas gift. The 

blog was nurtured with fake comments such as “this is the best site ever” and the writing style 

was willingly “young”. There was even a strange rap video involving a “kid” who looked 

more like a thirty years old man, and this video is what ruined the whole operation: the 

registered domain where this video was posted was owned by Zipatoni, and people quickly 

figured out that this company had been hired by Sony (the video used to be available on 

YouTube but was quickly removed…). Here is Sony’s final world on this story: 

“Busted. Nailed. Snagged. As many of you have figured out (maybe our speech was a little too 

funky fresh???), Peter isn’t a real hip-hop maven and this site was actually developed by 

Sony. Guess we were trying to be just a little too clever. From this point forward, we will just 

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

Yet, the alliwantforxmasisapsp.com/blog address now results in a 404 error. In the end, this 

story was a violent hit to Sony’s credibility and perfectly illustrates the damages a company 

can suffer when trying to lure the blogging community.  

 
A last thing to mention is Dell’s recent launch of the Dell Idea Storm24. This is not a blog but 

another very smart way of interacting with customers. In fact, it goes even further than mere 

communication as it allows customers to participate directly to the company’s activities. On 

this site, people can propose ideas related to Dell’s products, and these ideas are then 

submitted to the vote of the community. The ideas being the most voted for are then studied 

by Dell in order to decide whether or not they should be applied. Soon after the creation of the 

site, the idea to have Dell’s PCs with Linux preinstalled (instead of Windows) had come up 

many times and thousands of people had voted for. A few months later, Dell announced that 

some of its PCs would now be equipped with Linux. This move from Dell created a strong 

                                                
23 http://www.zipatoni.com  
24 http://www.ideastorm.com/  
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proximity feeling between the company and its customers 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 diversify their activities and propose an enriched 

experience to their customers. This is the case of Orange, which has been actively pursuing a 

Web 2.0 strategy for the last few months25. After the launch of Pikeo (online photos sharing 

application) and Mazonevideo (similar to YouTube or Dailymotion), Orange recently 

launched a customizable web portal called BubbleTop and inspired by companies like 

Netvibes (see section 2.2.5). With this strategy, Orange shows its will to be not only an access 

provider but also a content provider, thus diversifying its offering and increasing its presence 

on the Internet. 

 

Similarly, Nokia recently entered the world of Web 2.0 by buying Twango26, an American 

website for photos, videos and audio files sharing. Although the site is still running as it used 

to (Nokia will announce its planned strategy for using Twango in 2008), it looks like a logical 

step in the services strategy of Nokia, which is looking for new revenues sources outside its 

mobile phones manufacturing activities. According to an executive VP at Nokia, “the Twango 

acquisition is a concrete step towards our consumer Internet services vision of providing 

seamless access to information, entertainment, and social networks – at any time, anywhere, 

from any connected device, in any way that you choose” 27.  

 

2.1.4.6 Other uses   

To conclude this overview of the Web 2.0 opportunities, two unusual cases are worth looking 

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

 

The first case concerns the candidates to the White House for the 2008 elections. While the 

candidates’ websites in 2000 and 2004 were reduced to a portraits gallery and a collection of 

speeches, the current campaign definitely embraced the 2.0 wave. The candidates expect the 

                                                
25 Orange s’attaque vraiment au Web 2.0  
http://www.ariase.com/fr/news/orange-pikeo-bubbletop-article-1155.html  
26 http://www.twango.com  
27 http://www.twango.com/pressreleases#nokia  
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competition to be tough, and Internet is seen as a cheap and effective way to gain voices and 

encourage proponents to participate to the campaigns. 

 

For example, the democrat candidate Barack Obama’s website28 strongly reminds of 

MySpace and offers many different features to the web users: they can create their profile, 

interact with other proponents or even write their own blog. The site also displays links to 

Obama’s pictures on Flickr, to his videos on YouTube and to his Facebook’s page! Although 

this may look surprising, the initiative seems very successful: at the beginning of the year, 

Obama had more than 46’000 “friends” on his own social network; 4’000 blogs had been 

created, 3’000 people had organized funds collection 3’400 supporting groups were relaying 

his campaign. Another democrat candidate, John Edwards, is present in more than 15 social 

networks. His videos are available on YouTube and a few other videos sharing sites, and he 

even created campaign’s headquarters in Second Life.  

 

It is still too early to tell whether these endeavours on the Internet will pay back; some 

analysts think that the Internet impacts a too narrow segment of the population to make a real 

difference in the final results. However, these different initiatives remain interesting and 

clearly show that the Web 2.0 is making its way to the highest spheres of our society. 

 

 

The second “unusual use” is a photos-based technology called Photosynth and comes from 

Microsoft’s Live Labs29. The technology itself is pretty complex, but the website describes it 

with a wonderful simplicity: “Our software takes a large collection of photos of a place or an 

object, analyzes them for similarities, and then displays the photos in a reconstructed three-

dimensional space, showing you how each one relates to the next. In our collections, you can 

access gigabytes of photos in seconds, view a scene from nearly any angle, find similar 

photos with a single click, and zoom in to make the smallest detail as big as your monitor”. 

Demonstrations are available on YouTube30 and the results are nothing less than breathtaking.  

 

The link between this amazing technology and the Web 2.0 may not be extremely clear at first 

sight, but in fact Photosynth may not have been possible without it (at least it would have 

required much more efforts). Indeed, the software works by gathering a huge number of 

photos that were taken in a same place and puts them in relation. How is this possible? 

                                                
28 http://my.barackobama.com  
29 http://labs.live.com/photosynth/  
30 Microsoft Photosynth http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=p16frKJLVi0  
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Thanks to the tagging system that is widely spread in the world of Web 2.0. When users 

upload photos on Flickr for instance, they can tag (i.e. give a name to) their photos to describe 

what they are about. Thus, when the Photosynth software is looking for similar photos, this 

tagging system allows it to retrieve massive amounts of photos sharing the same tags. The 

other features Photosynth offers (such as 3D tours within this digital environments or almost 

infinite zooming possibilities) contribute to enrich further the user experience. The website 

describes more in details how this technology works. In any case, this is certainly one of the 

most amazing Web 2.0 related applications I have seen so far. 

 

To sum up, there is a huge number of opportunities that came along with the rise of the Web, 

and these opportunities can be found in almost every aspect of a company’s business. In 

addition, the still growing popularity of the Web 2.0 will probably lead to the creation of new 

applications, technologies or business models in the near future.  

 

However, as we will see in the following section, embracing the Web 2.0 trend doesn’t go 

without risks, especially for big, established companies that are already engaged in long 

lasting routines and have to adapt to a changing environment. This is the case of Microsoft 

which is currently facing the following dilemma:  

- If Microsoft announces its Web 2.0 solutions too early, it will give it a lot of 

credibility among Microsoft’s loyal customers and cannibalize its main products, 

Office and Windows, that both generate a USD 10 billion margin per year. 

- If Microsoft takes too much time to act, it will leave its competitors with time to 

phagocyte its markets, which is unacceptable for a leading 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 attractive opportunities, companies willing to 

embrace it must be prepared to face some tough situations as well. Some of the risks they will 

have to deal with are related to the nature of the Web 2.0 itself, while some others are of a 

more “business” (or industry-specific) nature. Yet, it is important to keep in mind that the 

Web 2.0 is still in its early days; therefore, it is very likely that new developments will 

flourish in the coming years, and with them will come other risks calling for other responses. 

As a consequence, the following list is not meant to be exhaustive (this goes for the 
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opportunities section as well) but rather to give an overview of the current main threats 

companies are confronted to in the Web 2.0 era. 

To avoid confusions, I will first present the risks associated to the Web 2.0’s nature before 

giving two examples of industry-specific dangerous situations. 

 

2.1.5.1 General risks  

2.1.5.1.1 Towards another speculative bubble?  

It is tempting to draw a parallel between the Web 2.0 trend and the “dot com” frenzy that led 

to the huge crash of 2000. An amazing number of start-ups have been created recently to surf 

the 2.0 wave, and some of them have managed to obtain substantial funding. The recent 

buying of YouTube by Google for more than USD 1, 65 billion clearly highlighted the 

business opportunities offered by the Web 2.0 and a lot of these new start-ups are launched 

with the hope that a major player of the industry will buy them in the near future. This 

phenomenon, along with the lack of business models from which many of these companies 

suffer (see below), led some people to see the Web 2.0 as a new speculative bubble that will 

sooner or later result in the same crash as the one that occurred a few years ago. There is one 

case in particular that nurtures this speculative bubble fear: Netvibes31.  

Netvibes is a French web portal launched in 2005 by Tariq Krim and Florent Frémont. Simply 

put, it is an aggregator (or feed aggregator) allowing users to receive different contents (news 

headlines, blogs articles, weather forecasts, podcasts) from many different sites into one 

single, centralized page. This page can be personalized at will, combined with other 

applications such as webmail and then shared with other users via the Netvibes Ecosystem. 

According to the Wikipedia definition32, “The Netvibes Ecosystem is a collection of user 

submitted modules, feeds, podcasts, events, tabs, and "universes". A "universe" is essentially a 

publicly viewable customized page of another entity”.  

When first presented, this portal generated a lot of enthusiasm and its founders were able to 

gather USD 13 million. Two years later, most of these funds have already been spent, and a 

great part of these 13 million was used to organize huge, very expensive promotional events. 

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

                                                
31 http://www.netvibes.com  
32 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Netvibes  
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model issue, once more). In addition, while Tariq Krim claimed Netvibes had many million 

users, a recent study by comScore33 estimated that there are actually a bit more than 300’000 

users (although these results are logically contested by Netvibes). Now, it is very likely that 

the often unwise use of the money and the apparently much lower than expected number of 

users is starting to bother those who financed the development of Netvibes.  

The problem is that Netvibes is one of the emblematic companies of the Web 2.0. If it fails to 

find a compelling business model, and if the number of users is confirmed, venture capitalists 

may be reluctant to invest further in Netvibes. If this portal was to close, this would be a 

terrible signal sent throughout the entire industry, a signal meaning that after all, these Web 

2.0 companies may not be worth all the efforts, buzz and money. This could potentially lead 

to a massive shortage of money and a wave of disinvestment, thus creating a favorable 

climate for another crash. However, there are two main differences between today’s situation 

and the one that prevailed in 2000 right before the “dot com” disaster: 

 

- First, there has been absolutely no IPO among the Web 2.0 companies. Even the giant 

Facebook34, (who already refused a 1 billion dollars offer from Yahoo!), doesn’t 

expect to sell its shares before 2009. Then, even if the Web 2.0 was to collapse, the 

financial impact on companies and investors would be nothing compared to what 

happened in 1999 before the crash (during this year, more than 200 companies backed 

by VCs became public, a great part of them being “dot com” companies). 

- Second, although VCs’ investments in Web 2.0 companies have been doubling every 

year since 2002, it only accounted for USD 850 million in 2006. Compared to the 

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

 

To sum up, the risk of seeing another major crash linked to the Internet is limited. However, 

the 2000 crash is still present in people’s memories: while the NASDAQ companies had 

enjoyed around USD 145 billion in profits between 1995 and 2000, the losses between 2000 

and 2001 only amounted to USD 148 billion. With such as painful experience in mind, 

investors may be quicker to get scared if the Web 2.0 world was to experience difficulties. 

 

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

 

My Netvibes personal page: the boxes on the right receive content from different websites (via RSS feeds) and 

the list on the left is the content management toolbar  

 

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

As already mentioned a few times, a general reproach addressed to the Web 2.0 companies is 

their lack of clear business model. Even among the most popular ones, this issue has not been 

solved yet. To keep the Netvibes example, Pierre Chappaz (founder of the price comparisons 

site Kelkoo35 and the news search engine Wikio36) recently decided to leave the direction of 

Netvibes due to a disagreement with Tariq Krim regarding the monetization of Netvibes and 

its business model. It seems that Tariq Krim’s idea was to create an advertising-free portal 

and then sell it to a big company, whereas Pierre Chappaz was willing to monetize it 

immediately through advertising or a Cost per Click strategy. Whatever the reason, the 

Netvibes business model is still unknown. 

                                                
35 http://www.kelkoo.com  
36 http://www.wikio.fr  
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The consequence of this generalized absence of business models is that advertising has 

become the only source of revenues for most of the Web 2.0 sites. While it is a tremendous 

business for advertising companies, the reality is completely different for those who rely on 

them. Indeed, it appears that making money out of advertising in the 2.0 era is no easy thing. 

For example, the click-through rate37 of ads displayed on Facebook is as small as 0.04%. In 

addition, some companies are not willing to see their ads displayed anywhere on the site: 

recently, Vodafone removed all its ads from Facebook because one of them appeared on the 

British National Party group profile, and Vodafone’s policies regarding political affiliation or 

support are very clear: there must be none38. The case is even more sensitive here, as the BNP 

defends ideas such as the end of foreign aid, the restoration of capital punishment and the end 

of immigration. 

This heavy dependency upon advertising is really a big threat for the Web 2.0 survival: 

having a good idea and creating a beautiful, Web 2.0 compliant site is not enough. Companies 

have to find new, relevant ways of making money out of their ideas or they won’t last. For 

now, advertising is the main (and often the only one) source of revenues for a lot of 

companies, and the viability of this system in the long term is highly questionable. The 

surprising thing is that, although the absence of business models is considered as a major 

problem, a company like Facebook still enjoys a USD 5 to 6 billion market capitalization 

(based on estimations, as Facebook doesn’t disclose financial figures)39. Still, to live up to 

these expectations, it is very likely that a business model 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 opportunity in terms of communication, it may also 

work to a company’s detriment. With million of people connected on the Internet, information 

is spread extremely fast and the smallest piece of news may enjoy a worldwide visibility in no 

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

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

                                                
37 From Wikipedia: a CTR is obtained by dividing the number of users who clicked on an ad on a web page by 
the number of times the ad was delivered (impressions).  
38 Facebook ads pulled  in BNP row 
http://media.guardian.co.uk/site/story/0,,2140407,00.html?gusrc=rss&feed=networkfront  
39 http://bits.blogs.nytimes.com/2007/08/02/should-yahoo-try-again-for-facebook/  
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such as newspaper. Thus, a company facing a sensitive problem will have to react quicker 

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

 

The most famous example of this “informational globalization” is the one of Kryptonite40, a 

company manufacturing and selling different types of locks, for bicycles mainly. On 

September 12, 2004, a complaint was posted on an Internet discussion forum about a model of 

Kryptonite’s locks that could be open with a simple pen. Demonstration videos41 were quickly 

uploaded on the Internet, and this story became extremely popular as shown on the graph 

below: 

How blogs can cost your company USD 10 million  

 

http://www.stephanspencer.com/images/kryptonite1.gif  

It is interesting to see that in this case, blogs and traditional media both contributed to 

maintain the buzz around this story; the New York Times probably reported it due to the 

importance it was had taken on the web, and when it was published in this newspaper the 

number of blog readers started rising tremendously again. In the end, it cost Kryptonite 10 

million dollars and certainly had a big impact on the company’s brand image.  

                                                
40 http://www.kryptonitelock.com/  
41 Kryptonite http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Wl1gsW3KcBU  
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This story is a perfect example of a new reality companies have to deal with: it is no longer 

possible to hide problems or distort facts (such as Sony’s fake blog mentioned earlier). There 

will always be at least one person to know the facts and make it public; once the information 

has been released on the Internet, it is no longer under anyone’s control. This “transparency 

tyranny” may be a harsh reality for companies, but from a consumer point of view this is 

clearly a positive and fundamental change in the balance of powers. 

 

2.1.5.1.4 The participation of Internet users  

This last point may be presented a bit early as it main focus is on consumer generated media 

(CGM), which is next section’s topic. However, as CGM is the essence of some 2.0 websites 

such as YouTube or Wikipedia, it seems appropriate to discuss this participation issue in the 

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

contributors (and not just passive watchers) is much smaller than what was once thought. 

 

According to a recent study from Hitwise42, less than 1% of the visits on websites depending 

upon CGM are attributable to participation, while the remaining 99% are passive visits. For 

example, for sites such as YouTube, Google Video or Flickr, the percentages of users 

uploading content are 0.2, 0.05 and 0.16, respectively, the remaining ones being kind of 

“social freeloaders”. The only exception seems to be Wikipedia with approximately 4.6% of 

visitors contributing to the encyclopaedia. This is rather surprising considering the non 

intuitiveness of wikis’ interface: although it would be excessive to say that advanced coding 

skills are needed, writing a wiki entry still requires some understanding of coding principles. 

As long as you remain at the “text level”, things are pretty easy, but if you want to include a 

simple table in a wiki page, it already gets tricky. Here is an example of a part of a wiki entry 

regarding a basic table:  

 

 

 

 

                                                
42 http://www.hitwise.com/. Unfortunately the study is not available in their press section.  



 34 

As a comparison, the Forrester research institute43 recently proposed a graphical 

representation of American web users’ participation in the “whole” Internet (i.e. not only 

websites depending upon consumer generated media). The 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 rates in CGM-based websites are so low, gender 

and age seem to be two determinant variables of the users’ behaviour: whereas Wikipedia 

visitors are equally split between men and women, 60% of edits are made by men and 82% of 

edits come from people over 35 years old. For YouTube, there is also no difference between 

visitors but 60% of the content is uploaded by men.  

 

Although these low participation rates don’t prevent Wikipedia from having more than 5 

million entries or YouTube from hosting million of videos, these may be non representative 

cases. Indeed, considering the size and popularities of sites like those, even a very small 

percentage of contributors represents a big number of people. Yet, considering the fact that 

the Web 2.0 is sometimes called participative or collaborative web, it is troublesome to see 

                                                
43 http://www.forrester.com  
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that participation and collaboration are not so spread. This would mean that the Web 2.0 is not 

as different from its predecessor as expected: while the Web 1.0 was mainly divided into 

content publishing companies on one side and content reading individuals on the other, the 

Web 2.0 could end up being divided into content publishing individuals and other, content 

reading individuals. The only difference would then be the “disappearance” or significant 

reduction of companies from the equation, but the Web would still be an elitist place whose 

content depend on a minority, except that this time the passive majority would choose to 

remain passive and not be forced to. In the long term, it could be a serious threat to the 

viability of the Web 2.0 model and to the very numerous 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 on the Internet; however, while one could have 

expected the Web 2.0 to learn from the past, some experts think that the same mistakes are 

being made again: people are jumping into the 2.0 train and coming up with new ideas for 

web applications but they neglect the associated security risks they expose their users to. 

These risks don’t only come from the nature of Web 2.0 sites but also from the fact that their 

usually huge number of users makes them particularly attractive to malevolent people.  For 

example, the virus called Yamanner44 recently attacked Yahoo!’s mail platform and the 

worms Samy45 and Spaceflash46 targeted the very popular MySpace.  

 

The specific problem of the Web 2.0 comes from the generalization of the Ajax technology. 

While it makes websites much more interactive, it also gives hackers more possibilities. 

According to Billy Hoffman, chief engineer at SPI Dynamics, “a traditional website is like a 

one-door house without windows. An Ajax-based website is like a house with a multitude of 

windows and a sliding door. Even if you put enormous locks on the door, someone will always 

be able to enter by the window”. As a consequence, risks associated to these new technologies 

(Ajax mainly) have a bigger “attacking surface” at their disposal as the website will have 

more interactions with the web browser. Ajax also increases the risk of XSS47 (Cross Site 

Scripting) failures induced by mistakes in a website’s code; these vulnerabilities can be used 

                                                
44 http://www.symantec.com/security_response/writeup.jsp?docid=2006-061211-4111-99  
45 Samy opens new front in worm war http://news.zdnet.com/2100-1009-5897099.html  
46 Worm lurks behind MySpace profiles http://news.zdnet.com/2100-1009_22-6095533.html  
47 From Wikipedia : Cross-site scripting (XSS) is a type of computer security vulnerability typically found in 
web applications which allow code injection by malicious web users into the web pages viewed by other users. 
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to hack users’ accounts, launch phishing attacks or download malevolent code directly into 

the users’ computer. Even if Internet users can protect themselves to some extent by using 

antivirus software, it is the developers’ responsibility to insure users and servers security as 

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

 

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

there are also some external risks to face regarding information leakages. While we saw 

earlier that blogs can be a great communication tool for companies, they can also be 

extremely damageable if not handled correctly. Through a blog, corporate secrets can be 

revealed or unhappy employees gathered together. In fact, controlling intellectual property or 

proprietary content is very difficult in a 2.0 world, and information leakage can come from 

many different sources: blogs, instant messaging, collaboration tools or even online calendars. 

Similarly any content served by a Web 2.0 application can be re-formed, reused and 

redistributed by third parties, making it practically impossible to control this content. This 

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

2.0 benefits to the detriment of its exploitable breaches. 

 

2.1.5.2 Specific risks   

2.1.5.2.1 The problem of authors’ rights   

While the risks mentioned above concern the entire Web 2.0, there are also some that are 

exclusively linked to some specific sites. The problem of authors’ rights and copyrights 

infringement is one of them and is particularly strong for video sharing websites such as 

YouTube or Dailymotion (those are not the only ones but by far the biggest and more 

popular). Recently, both of them have experienced a lot of legal trouble due to companies 

suing them after some copyrighted material was found on their platform. Indeed, their 

members can upload virtually everything regardless of the video’s nature: whether it is a 

personal holiday movie or a scene from a Hollywood blockbuster doesn’t matter. Yet, things 

are starting to change under the combined pressure of television companies, the movie 

industry and even some individuals.  

 

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

is to request it. As soon as illegal content is found, the company owning the rights for this 
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specific content can write to the site’s administrators who will remove the video immediately. 

However, some companies have already engaged in legal procedures against these platforms 

to obtain not only their removal but also substantial financial compensations. For instance, the 

media group Viacom is asking for USD 1 billion of compensation after 160’000 protected 

videos were found on YouTube 

To address this critical issue, YouTube and Dailymotion are currently trying to develop filters 

that would be capable of detecting copyrighted material and prevent it from being uploaded 

on the website. Although it is still not cleat how these filters are going to work, it will 

probably be extremely difficult to develop a system that will be really performing considering 

the number of videos whose upload will have to be forbidden. In addition, Internet users often 

find ways to overcome technical barriers: for instance, while YouTube doesn’t allow 

uploading videos bigger than 100MB or longer than 10 minutes, some people just used a 

program to split movies into 10 minutes parts and then uploaded them all.  

 

This is really a serious problem; before the appearance of those platforms, majors from the 

music or movie industry already had tremendous difficulties to remain in control of their 

material that is exchanged for free and illegally via the peer-to-peer networks. Countries such 

as France or Belgium are currently considering serious actions to eradicate this phenomenon. 

With video sharing platforms, it is a whole new fighting field that was created and will call 

for new responses from companies and governments even if the removal of movies and other 

popular contents could lead to a decrease in site traffic and advertising revenues. Yet, it would 

also be in YouTube and similar companies’ best interest to solve this problem quickly as they 

can’t afford to publicly propose a “potential pirating solution” for much longer, not to 

mention the huge amounts of money they could have to give 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 paper, the Web 2.0 can be seen as the 

appropriation by web developers of five to ten years old technologies in order to bring 

different ergonomics to the web users. But can these old technologies really replace the old 

office applications? Can we imagine MS Office being replaced by a Javascript application 

executable through a web browser? For equivalent functionalities, this seems rather unlikely; 

but do office applications users really need all the functionalities that are available today? 
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If we look at the famous Pareto principle (the 80/20 rule), 80% of an application’s 

functionalities should consume 20% of the development resources, and a « reasonable » 

application should prioritize these 80% of functionalities. Regarding office applications, the 

80/20 rule can also be applied differently: it seems that 80% of users use less than 20% of the 

available functionalities. As a consequence, a Web 2.0 application that would use this second 

rule and target a population or a specific utilization would be very serious competition for 

traditional office applications. We can also add to this the appeal of data storage applications 

such as Gmail or Flickr: these applications allow users to get rid of their data’s technical 

administration and make a remote access possible from any workstation in the world. 

 

In other words, what is seen today as a determinant advantage for managing e-mails, pictures, 

bookmarks or addresses books could also be seen as a determinant advantage for managing 

office documents in a near future. In this case, it may very well condemn the utilization of 

office applications as we know them today, which would certainly be a terrific new for 

companies such as Microsoft (whose Office suite generated around USD 10 billion margin 

per year). 

 

 

To sum up, the Web 2.0 offers many exciting opportunities for companies to seize, but it also 

brings some risks to the marketplace, both for existing companies or business models and for 

companies that are created to embrace this movement but are launched without enough 

careful thinking. While it is still too early to tell if, overall, those who engage in the Web 2.0 

will benefit or suffer from it, it is almost certain that the enthusiasm and the business 

innovations linked to the Web 2.0 will continue to flourish in the coming years. While it is 

reasonably sure that Google will play an important role in the world of Web 2.0 (given its 

size, market dominance and Internet experience), it will be interesting to see if other big 

companies whose success used to depend on software or other physical products (mainly 

Microsoft) will be able to adapt themselves to this new business environment. Indeed, if they 

don’t, they could very well see some of their main sources of revenues vanish or be seriously 

threatened, which could ultimately affect their whole market 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 clarified and the associated risks and opportunities 

analysed, I will present more in details this crucial component of the Web 2.0 that has already 

been mentioned a few times: consumer generated media.  

2.2.1 What it is  

While the definition of Web 2.0 is still being debated, consumer generated media is a much 

clearer concept and was already known many years ago under the name user generated 

content. According to Wikipedia, “Consumer generated media (CGM) originated as a 

reference to posts made by consumers within online venues such as internet forums, blogs, 

wikis, discussion lists etc., on products that they have purchased. The term has evolved to 

include video, audio and multimedia posts created by consumers in support (or negative 

parody/in-protest) of products, brands and corporate institutions”48. The term is said to have 

been coined by Pete Blackshaw from Nielsen Buzzmetrics49 and has now been widely 

adopted, especially with the appearance of websites like YouTube that rely 100% upon CGM.  

 

While the possibility left to consumers to express themselves on the Internet is not new, the 

scale at which this process is now taking place has experienced a tremendous growth over the 

past few years: 

- Internet use worldwide has grown from 200% between 2000 and 2007 and there are 

now more than one billion Internet users worldwide50. 

-  In August 2007, Technorati51 (a search engine specialized in blogs) was indexing 

more than 90 million of blogs, which are one of the consumer generated media’s main 

components.    

- The number of online content creators is expected to reach 238 million in 2011, up 

from 137 million in 200752. 

 

Although we saw that the participation of web users as active content creators, not passive 

users, is weaker than it may looks at first sight, it is still enough to have allowed for the 

creation of entirely “CGM-dependant” websites. While sites such as YouTube or Flickr are 
                                                
48 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Consumer_generated_media  
49 http://www.nielsenbuzzmetrics.com  
50 Internet World Stats 2007, http://www.internetworldstats.com  
51 http://www.technorati.com  
52 UGC Users Outnumbers Content Creators 
http://www.emarketer.com/Article.aspx?id=1005081&src=article_head_sitesearch 
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often being talked about as they are among the most famous ones, there are some others that 

do generate a lot of enthusiasm and are worth looking at. One of them is Digg53, a website 

involved with consumer generated articles and information. 

 

Digg is a community-based website relying on consumer generated media. At first, users 

could only submit articles, and there was a strong emphasis on technology and science 

articles. Now, the range of possibilities has been expanded and Digg users can also submit 

videos or podcasts (audio files) in six different categories: Technology, Science, World & 

Business, Sports, Entertainment and Gaming. In line with the Web 2.0 principles, it is a 

combination of social bookmarking, blogging and syndication. Editorial control is democratic 

and non hierarchic, as articles or other forms of content are promoted to the front page 

through a users-based ranking system: the more votes an article receives, the more visible it 

will be. While the original design was free of advertisement, the popularity of Digg soon led 

to the appearance of Google AdSense54 on the site. All content is accessible for free but 

registration (free as well) is required to submit content, promoting (or “digging”) stories and 

commenting on them. 

 

The specificity of Digg is that its consumer media is rather proposed than generated: the 

articles, videos or podcasts one can find on the site actually come from other websites and 

were submitted by users finding them interesting. Thus, when a visitor clicks on a link, he or 

she will be automatically redirected to the website fro which the clicked content originated. 

Now that Digg has become popular enough, it sometimes creates what people have come to 

call the “Digg effect”: a sudden increase in traffic to the “dugg” website. However, there are 

many cases in which different social bookmarking sites link to the same story so it becomes 

impossible to isolate and assess the magnitude of the Digg effect.  

 

Yet, Digg is not exempt from criticism. There seems to be a rising number of sensitive issues 

spreading on Digg, some of which could ultimately lead users to give up on Digg: 

- Earlier, we talked about Sony’s fake blog failed attempt. It seems that some companies 

are also trying to exploit Digg to their own benefit, by paying Digg users to promote 

specific products or services55. 

                                                
53 http://www.digg.com  
54 AdSense is an ad serving program run by Google 
55 Digg continues to battle phony stories 
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- Certain Digg users have been accused of operating as a “Bury Brigade” on the site56: 

while people can vote for or against a story, they also have the possibility to tag a 

story as being a spam. This “Bury Brigade” is accused of tagging as spam all articles it 

doesn’t agree with, which usually concerns politics or corporate articles. This is a way 

to “burry” these articles (i.e. having them sent in the depths of the ranking) and is 

much more powerful that simply voting against them.   

- It appears that some Digg users are extremely well organized and exercise lot of 

control on the site, making it much less representative of people’s opinions that it was 

meant to be. Indeed, it has been reported57 that the top 100 Digg users controlled 56% 

of Digg's front page content, and that a niche group of just twenty individuals had 

submitted 25% of this front page content.  

- Finally, some censorship instances have been reported lately, according to which users 

would have been banned for criticizing Digg’s sponsors. The most amazing thing is 

that the Digg article pointing to this issue is no longer accessible58 . 

 

To sum up, Digg offers great possibilities to share news and other forms of contents and is 

truly a consumer generated media website. However, it is also subject to disputable 

utilizations and behaviours, and we will see later that this is a big threat to CGM-based 

websites.  

 

I voluntarily chose the example of Digg to present some aspects of consumer generated media 

because it highlights a possible flaw in the concept’s definition: on Digg, the content is 

proposed by the site users but it often comes from other specialized or professional websites. 

Thus, as I briefly mentioned above, I think this kind of content cannot be said to be consumer 

generated, but rather consumer proposed. Similarly, the content that is proposed, shared and 

exchanged on video sharing sites is often uploaded but not created by the sites users. 

Consequently, kind of content would be more accurately described by the term consumer 

oriented media. Overall, this leads me to think that the term CGM, as simple as it is, is still 

unnecessarily complicated. Indeed, whether this specific type of content is created, uploaded, 

                                                                                                                                                   
 http://news.com.com/Digg+continues+to+battle+phony+stories/2100-1025_3-6144652.html  
56 Watching Digg’s « bury brigade » 
http://blogs.guardian.co.uk/technology/archives/2007/02/28/watching_diggs_bury_brigade.html  
57 Top 100 Digg Users Control 56% of Digg's HomePage Content http://www.seomoz.org/blog/top-100-digg-
users-control-56-of-diggs-homepage-content  
58 Digg Censors Stories That Offend Sponsors 
http://digg.com/tech_news/Digg_Censors_Stories_That_Offend_Sponsors  
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shared, used, commented or exchanged, in the end it is all about consumers. Even if some 

sites such as LinkedIn are heavily used by professionals, the interactions still happen from 

people to people, often outside of a corporate context. As a consequence, I think the term of 

consumer generated media is too restrictive and doesn’t take the whole richness of the 

Internet users’ contributions into account. According to me, using the simpler term consumer 

media would be more accurate and closer to the reality of facts.   

 

2.2.2 The case of Wikipedia   
 
As reflected by the number of times it is cited in this paper, Wikipedia is really a very 

particular case in the world of Web 2.0 and, specifically, the world of consumer generated 

media. This specific status has already been briefly discusses regarding the participation of 

web users, where we saw that Wikipedia’s participation rate is way above those of other 

CGM-based sites. However, the points that make Wikipedia a unique case don’t stop here. 

Indeed, the nature of Wikipedia’s content is already a uniqueness factor. By launching an 

online, collaborative encyclopaedia that would tap into, and harness, Internet users’ collective 

intelligence was very risky. When it comes to education or “scientific” knowledge, who 

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

answer is “a huge number of people”.  

 

While Wikipedia was often criticized for its poor quality and above all its lack of credibility, 

it appears that the number of contributors has become big enough to insure a quality level far 

beyond what people tend to think. With more than 75’000 active contributors, Wikipedia 

benefits from a huge knowledge base made of people coming from all over the world (there 

are currently more than 5 million articles in more than a hundred languages); all these people 

have complementary expertise and knowledge, and the possibility to modify articles at will 

allows one individual to fill the holes left by another one. The result is a collaborative work 

whose quality almost matches those of some big, established actors in this field: Wikipedia 

was found to be almost as reliable as the famous Encyclopaedia Britannica59. This is why it is 

often cited throughout this paper. However, Wikipedia is still looking for ways to improve its 

quality and credibility: recently, two professors of university proposed Wikipedia co-founders 

innovative ways to increase this content quality60.   

                                                
59 Wikipedia presque aussi fiable que Britannica 
http://www.zdnet.fr/actualites/internet/0,39020774,39296098,00.htm  
60 La réputation de Wikipedia en jeu 
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Steve Fuller (professor of sociology at Warwick University) proposed to make participation to 

Wikipedia mandatory for 1st and 2nd cycle students all over the world, as well as for those 

preparing a Master degree. According to Fuller, “this would not only improve the already 

amazing knowledge base of Wikipedia but also limit the elitist claims of searchers in the 

world knowledge system”. 

The second professor is called Luca de Alfaro and works in a Californian university. His first 

idea is to work directly on the contents’ relevance by rating the contributors according to the 

reliability and quality of their articles. He also proposed a system in which any new 

information would appear in red colour and would only turn to black after a certain amount of 

time elapsed without any correction being made. It seems this second suggestion caught co-

founder Jimmy Wales’ attention and will be evaluated for a possible integration into 

Wikipedia. 

 

Yet, Wikipedia’s efforts to improve its image and credibility are constantly undermined by 

people trying to exploit the system. Recently, two stories illustrating this fact have been given 

a lot visibility in traditional media and on the Internet. The first story happened shortly before 

the French presidential election. The two candidates, Nicolas Sarkozy and Ségolène Royal, 

were having a national television debate during which they were going to discuss some 

sensitive issues such as unemployment, taxes or social policies. During the debate, while the 

candidates were talking about nuclear issues, Nicolas Sarkozy wrongly called the EPR 

(European Pressurized Reactor) a 4th generation reactor, which is in fact a 3rd generation 

reactor. The problem is that right after this mistake the Wikipedia article dedicated to nuclear 

reactors was modified to make it match with was Sarkozy had said61. The content was then 

modified many times until the article was “half-protected”, meaning that it could only be 

modified by users registered since at least 4 days. However, this incident highlighted the 

vulnerability of systems like Wikipedia. 

 

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

coming weeks62. Virgil Griffith, a student from Sante Fe Institute in New Mexico, developed 

                                                                                                                                                   
 http://www.infos-du-net.com/actualite/11421-Wikipedia-qualite-pertinence.html  
61 Des internautes ont manipulé Wikipédia pendant le débat Royal-Sarkozy 
http://www.01net.com/article/347980.html  
62 Quand la neutralité de Wikipédia prend un coup dans l’aile 
http://www.ratiatum.com/news5509_Quand_la_neutralite_de_Wikipedia_prend_un_coup_dans_l_aile.html  
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a program called WikiScanner63 thanks to which users who edited articles on Wikipedia 

during the last five years can be tracked. This revealed some surprising stories: among the 

users who modified content they judged detrimental, the WikiScanner found some famous 

organisms or corporations: 

- The FBI, removed pictures from its Guantanamo base 

-  Al-Jazeera wrote that the foundation of Israel was something as bad as the Holocaust 

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

president Mahmoud Ahmadinejad to the Chinese nuclear arsenal.  

- Nintendo censored problems linked to its GameCube console 

- Disney deleted entire paragraphs related to Digital Rights Management (DRM) 

- Sony deleted critics about its Blu-Ray technology 

 

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

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

subjects that are not subject to intense controversies. For those specific ones, it seems that 

Wikipedia still has to improve if it really wants to establish its quality and credibility once and 

for all. Otherwise, it could very well be turned into a propaganda tool whose lack of 

independence would prevent Internet users from using it. 

 

2.2.3 The rise of consumer media  

We saw earlier that consumer generated media is growing in volume, especially regarding the 

blogosphere. However, CGM is about much more than blogs; it can take a lot of different 

appearances, from discussion forums to customers’ reviews or entirely dedicated websites. As 

it is often the case with deep societal evolutions, this increased consumers’ involvement 

online is a source of new business opportunities for companies, although it also bring some 

delicate challenges to deal with. But this time, there is also a new parameter to take into 

account: this evolution is not only impacting the way companies run their business but is also 

clearly empowering consumers to a level that was never reached before. As we will see, 

companies may not be the ones to benefit the most from the rise of consumer generated 

media. 

 

                                                
63 List anonymous Wikipedia edits from interesting organizations http://wikiscanner.virgil.gr/  
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2.2.3.1. Opportunities and challenges for companies  

The fact that consumers talk more and more online basically highlights to main business 

opportunities for companies: e-research and e-marketing. While the specific benefits that are 

to be enjoyed will be presented in section 3, in which I describe the product I worked on 

during my internship, I will briefly introduce here these two types of opportunities related to 

consumer generated media.  

From an e-research perspective, online discussions are valuable sources of qualitative and 

quantitative information for companies wishing to understand how their brands and products 

are being perceived, or for organizations wanting to decipher how people are reacting to 

specific socio-economical issues. Monitoring online consumer media provides a new way to 

perform market studies, allowing for cheap, fast and remotely-conducted international e-

research activities. Based on spontaneous and mostly anonymous opinions, consumer 

generated media analysis does not suffer from the biases that are inherent to traditional market 

research, such as “socially acceptable answers” or oriented questions. It therefore constitutes 

an excellent complement to traditional market research and can be used in many different 

contexts, not only marketing but also public relations and brand or reputation management. 

 

From an e-marketing perspective, marketers and advertisers are showing an increased 

interest for consumer generated media. According to Jupiter Research (March 2007), almost 

50% of brand marketers will target social networking sites this year. EMarketer estimates that 

US consumer generated media sites will earn USD 4.3 billion in ad revenues in 2011, up from 

USD 1 billion in 200764. Analysing consumer generated media enables marketers to identify 

influencers and leverage on their online popularity to conduct e-marketing or e-advertising 

activities, such as buzz marketing, to promote their brands and products. 

 

Yet, exploiting consumer generated media is no small task 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 the world, where do 

companies have to search information and how can they be exhaustive? 

- The “World Live Web” : information published on the Internet flows on a global 

scale. Quick detection, analysis and appropriate responses are needed to address risks 

related to butterfly and snowball effects (remember the Kryptonite case). 

                                                
64 User-Generated Content: Will Web 2.0 Pay Its Way? 
http://www.emarketer.com/Report.aspx?code=emarketer_2000421  
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- Actionable data and strategic insights generation: gathering information and 

consumers’ talks is useless if this doesn’t lead to operational decisions. Companies 

have to carefully analyze what their customers say in order to fine-tune their offering 

or develop new products based on their customers’ needs and wishes.  

- Relevance/trust: among the thousands of messages posted daily on the Internet, not 

all of them will be relevant and useful for the company analyzing them. Identifying 

influent and trustworthy authors is then a crucial step to select only the value-adding 

information. 

- International scope: companies active in many different countries will potentially 

have more information available; while this may be an advantage, gathering and 

deciphering messages from tens of different countries in 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 companies some interesting business opportunities, it 

also gives consumers considerable power. Indeed, CGM is not only about contributing to 

entertaining sites such as YouTube; it is also about sharing experiences about products or 

services, reviewing them and ultimately helping other consumers make better purchase 

decisions. In this context, companies no longer own their communication or marketing 

activities: they share it with their customers. We are now moving towards a transparent, fully 

informed marketplace, where companies have no excuse left to underperform and have to 

comply with this “transparency tyranny”. In addition, topics that are heavily discussed on the 

Internet often end up being published in traditional media as well. This happened with 

Swisscom’s recent launch of BluewinTV65: while Swisscom was mentioning very few 

problems encountered by users, discussion forums and blogs were frequently filled with 

complaints by BluewinTV users reporting synchronization problems, permanent breakdowns 

or sound troubles. A few weeks later, these problems were mentioned in an article from La 

Tribune de Genève and were then given an even higher visibility. 

 

One of the most powerful forms of consumer generated media is customers’ reviews, i.e. 

customers talking about a product or service they have used and giving their opinion about it. 

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

                                                
65 http://www.bluewintv.ch  



 47 

is now being used as a reference by many other companies. However, customers’ reviews are 

now being taken a step further with the appearance of websites exclusively dedicated to 

gathering these reviews in a single place. One of the most famous is TripAdvisor66, a free 

travel guide and research site that offers opinions written by travellers to help others plan 

holidays. With more than 20 million visitors each month, 5 million registered users and over 7 

million reviews and opinions covering 23,000 cites and 180,000 hotels, TripAdvisor has 

become an amazingly huge pool of information consumers can use before they decide which 

city they will go to or which specific hotel they will stay at. Indeed, it is in consumers’ best 

interest to rely on these websites: assuming that the number of reviews is big enough, it will 

not only provide a representative opinion of a place’s quality but also unmask, outnumber and 

thus neutralize fake reviews posted by desperate brands trying to piggyback on the power of 

the transparency trend.  

 

The generalization of sites like TripAdvisor has two main consequences for companies. First, 

consumers’ reviews have a big impact on some of a site’s key performance indicators; 

although the graph below only concerns the UK, the situation is probably not very different in 

other markets (assuming there are enough Internet users): 

 

Impact of customers’ reviews on a website’s KPIs  

 

Source : http://www.emarketer.com/Article.aspx?id=1005226&src=article1_newsltr  

 

                                                
66 http://www.tripadvisor.com   



 48 

Second, consumers’ reviews and ratings are increasingly perceived as being much more 

trustworthy than information emanating from companies. In 2006, Edelman67 (the world’s 

largest independent public relations firm) released the Edelman Trust Barometer68, whose 

purpose was to measure the degree of trust consumers have in different kinds of people. 

While the traditional approach to corporate communications envisages a controlled process of 

scripted messages delivered by the chief executive, first to investors, then to other opinion-

formers, and only later to the mass audiences of employees and consumers, the results of this 

barometer show that companies would be well inspired to rethink this communication 

process. Indeed, the current trend is one of horizontal, peer-to-peer communication between 

multiple stakeholders where companies’ CEOs are seen as less and less trustworthy. 

Consumers are getting more influent and this fact reinforces the already strong influence69 of 

Internet content on online and offline buying processes.  

 

The most profound finding of the 2006 Edelman Trust Barometer is that in six of the 11 

countries surveyed, the "person like yourself or your peer" is seen as the most credible 

spokesperson about a company and among the top three spokespeople in every country 

surveyed. This has advanced steadily over the past three years. In the US, for example, the 

"person like yourself or your peer" was only trusted by 22% of respondents back in 2003, 

while 68% of the 2006 Barometer’s respondents said they trusted a peer. This is in sharp 

contrast with perceptions of the CEO, who ranks in the bottom half of credible sources in all 

countries, at 28% trust in the US, near the level of lawyers and legislators. In China, the 

"person like yourself or your peer" is trusted by 54% of respondents, compared to the next 

highest spokesperson, a doctor, at 43%. Meanwhile, "friends and family" and "colleagues" 

rank as two of the three most credible sources for information about a company, just behind 

articles in business magazines. Again, in the US, the "colleagues" number has jumped from 

38% in 2003 to 56% in 2006.  

 
For companies, this complete reversal of the established hierarchy means they are no longer in 

control of their communication and has important business consequences. As stated in the 

Edelman Barometer, “In most markets, more than 80% say they would refuse to buy goods or 

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

                                                
67 http://www.edelman.com  
68 http://www.edelman.com/news/ShowOne.asp?ID=102  
69 Report shows influence of internet on offline sales 
http://www.e-consultancy.com/news-blog/361981/report-shows-influence-of-internet-on-offline-sales.html  
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they know,” with one-third sharing their opinions and experiences of a distrusted company on 

the Web”. Whatever companies say today, it is likely that they won’t be really trusted unless 

their customers’ speech goes the same direction. If they want to embrace this future of 

empowered stakeholders, they will have to take appropriate measures: telling their employees 

and customers what is happening so the message can be spread, revealing what they know 

when they know it, sharing control of their messages to encourage rich dialogues, and 

recognizing the importance of messages’ repetition in different venues, as people won’t 

believe something they hear or see for the first time. In any case, transparency is the 

keyword here, and attempts such as Sony’s fake blog definitely won’t lead consumers to trust 

companies more than they already do. 

 

 To sum up, consumer generated media goes far beyond uploading pictures or videos on a 

website. With an ever increasing number of people connected, the voice of consumers is now 

roaring louder than ever. People get together to gather information, compare prices, exchange 

experiences and advices, find the best products or services available and even attack 

companies for stupid, unlawful, unclean, greedy, unethical or despicable behaviour70. After all 

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

moving towards a web governance thanks to which a permanent corporate monitoring would 

be performed by millions of consumers willing to limit the power of companies and establish 

fairer rules of the game. Companies would then have no other choice than acting in a fully 

responsible way and accepting the fact that in today’s world, they are no longer the only ones 

to determine what to do, how to do it, and more importantly what to say about it.  

                                                
70 http://www.exxposeexxon.com/  
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3. Conclusions   
 
At the beginning of this paper, we saw that no clear definition of Web 2.0 is currently agreed 

on: whether it is a revolution or a marketing term is still open to debate. However, the reality 

of the phenomenon and its numerous impacts on companies and individuals is hardly 

disputable. When Google bought YouTube for USD 1.65 billion, it publicly acknowledged 

the potential of Web 2.0 (and one of its core component, consumer generated media); as a 

leading Internet company, every action Google undertakes sends strong signals throughout the 

entire industry and must be closely monitored by other players. Then, Google investing in the 

Web 2.0 gave this trend a lot of credit. In addition, the amounts of money invested by venture 

capitalists in 2.0 start-ups also contributed to make the Web 2.0 a hard business reality. 

Consequently, the important point is not really about finding out whether the Web 2.0 exists 

or not but rather which consequences it has.  

 

The research question of this paper was “To what extent do the Web 2.0 and consumer 

generated media impact the way companies are running their business, and how can 

companies turn these rising trends into competitive advantages?” While it may be a bit 

early to talk about real, proven competitive advantages (it will take some time to figure out 

whether the smartest moves will result in long lasting advantages or just temporarily 

favourable conditions), the extent of the impact is much easier to assess: we saw that the Web 

2.0 has an impact (at least a potential one) on every aspect 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 by now that the Web 2.0 can be used in almost 

every corporate activity. Communication, both inside and outside the company, can be 

enhanced and made more transparent by using blogs. Internally, it may have positive effects 

on employees such as increased motivation or a strong community feeling; externally, it may 

give a more honest and credible image if used correctly (remember the Sony example). 

Human resources practices may be modified through Web 2.0, whether it is through blogs, 

virtual environments such as Second Life or professional networks such as LinkedIn. 

However, this perfectly illustrates the difficulty to assess whether the Web 2.0 tools will allow 

for competitive advantages or not: LinkedIn is already a commodity that any company can 

use. As such, any use a company can made out of it can potentially be replicated quickly by 
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competitors. Marketing activities can also be impacted by Web 2.0 and consumer generated 

media: Internet users can be involved in ads development to achieve better acceptance, and 

viral marketing71 campaigns may be very efficient if used properly: wider audiences can be 

reached at lower costs (therefore allowing for better return on investment) and a lot of buzz 

and brand awareness can be quickly generated. Finally, companies can use the Web 2.0 to 

diversification ends and propose an enriched offering to their customers.  

 

Regarding companies’ business, the potential uses and effects of Web 2.0 and consumer 

generated media may be less varied for now but still are promising. The most striking 

example is eBay, which is definitely one of the Web 2.0 precursors. By understanding and 

exploiting early on the potential of what was not even called Web 2.0 at the time, eBay 

enjoyed a first mover advantage in the online auction business that allowed the company to 

build a huge customers’ base, benefit from networks effects and set up extremely strong 

barriers to entry. This is one of the few clear cases in which a company used the Web 2.0 

principles to develop and maintain a strong competitive advantage. Microsoft  and its new 

product Photosynth are an amazing example of how consumer generated media (tagged 

pictures in this precise case) can be used. While the business applications of this innovation 

are not really clear so far, it still plays an important 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 targeted through social networks or specialized 

websites. For advertising companies and especially for Google and its AdSense program, it is 

a considerable source of additional revenues (whether it also is one for the companies paying 

for those ads is a different question, as advertising on social networks as shown very 

disappointing results so far).  

 

In fact, in some cases, advertising is a field in which both “real world” and 2.0 companies are 

winning, and Joost72 is a wonderful example of this fact. Joost is a recently launched system 

for distributing TV shows and other forms of video over the Web using peer-to-peer TV 

technology, created by Niklas Zennström and Janus Fries (founders of Skype and Kazaa). 

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

                                                
71 From Wikipedia : Viral marketing and viral advertising refer to marketing techniques that use pre-existing 
social networks to produce increases in brand awareness, through self-replicating viral processes, analogous to 
the spread of pathological and computer viruses. It can be word-of-mouth delivered or enhanced by the network 
effects of the Internet. 
72 http://www.joost.com  
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the content they propose, Joost is fighting according to a completely different strategy: its 

founders were able to sign agreements with companies such as Viacom, Warner Music and 

Sony Pictures Television. According to these agreements, the aforementioned companies 

agree to have their contents broadcasted on Joost in exchange for the sharing of advertising 

revenues. As Joost doesn’t allow Internet users to upload content, there is no risk of illegal 

content diffusion. This specific business model makes the initiative very appealing and a lot 

of big companies have already signed contracts to advertise on Joost, among which Coca-

Cola, HP, Intel or Nike. This is a great example of the mutually beneficial arrangements, or 

win-win situations, I mentioned earlier: these companies have a new way to display ads 

targeted at a very specific audience73, and Joost can finance its development through 

advertising revenues only.  

 

I think this brings an interesting question on the table: what if the 2.0 companies were the 

exploiting the “real world” companies to get competitive advantages? Although the present 

case it beneficial for both parties, Joost is now becoming one of the strongest actors in the 

online television market thanks to the money injected by big corporation! In addition, I think 

the Joost initiative also gives precious hints to the recording industry regarding the fight 

against illegal use of copyrighted material: instead of engaging in endless wars against online 

TV or music companies, the big majors of the music and movie industries would make a 

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

 

Indeed, the multiplication of YouTube-like websites (or similar, music related initiatives, such 

as Deezer74 that was launched not two weeks ago and is already being attacked by Universal) 

will sooner or later make impossible to fight each of them individually. A well thought 

partnership in which big companies would exchange content against advertising revenues 

would put illegal websites under an even greater pressure and could ultimately lead legal sites 

such as Joost to become the standard. Another possibility for the industry majors would be to 

launch their own competitive products: I just found out a few minutes ago that NBC Universal 

and News Corporation are about to launch their own platform called Hulu75, whose objective 

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

                                                
73 Thanks to the information given by users when they subscribe and the possibility to track the activity of 
different IP addresses, companies have the possibility to simultaneously deliver different ads to people watching 
the same program.  
74 http://www.deezer.com  
75 http://www.hulu.com  
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this video sharing to become the biggest of the Internet with a benefice of USD 4.3 billion in 

2011; without surprise, the site will be mainly financed through advertising. It will broadcast 

content from different TV channels and film studios, popular emissions such as The Simpsons 

and a wide choice of movie trailers and TV shows. In addition (and this may be the killer 

feature), Internet users will still be able to upload videos on the site: as such, it will offer legal 

copyrighted material and user generated videos. This certainly is a very promising idea. 

Yet, it must be reminded that the impacts of the Web 2.0 are not necessarily positive. The 

problem of authors’ rights is a serious issue and was discussed just above. However, most of 

the risks or negative impacts that were discussed throughout this paper only concern 

companies which are directly involved in Web 2.0 activities: the potential speculative bubble, 

the lack of relevant and thoughtful business models, the low participation rates or the security 

risks associated to Ajax only concern a specific part of the world business sphere. This is not 

the case of one particularly sensitive issue related to the Web 2.0 and consumer generated 

media: the reputation management. The Kryptonite case perfectly illustrates this situation, in 

which a company that was in no way related to the Internet lost USD 10 million because of 

some active Internet users and the blogosphere’s power. The “transparency tyranny” also goes 

beyond the Internet frontiers: companies can’t do anything the want anymore. Consumers are 

getting more powerful, more informed and more connected; information spreads fast and only 

a few hours are necessary for a small local problem to turn into a worldwide issue.  

 

Overall, it can be said that the impact of Web 2.0 and CGM on companies’ life and business 

is really obvious and still gaining in magnitude; yet, whether companies will be able to use 

these trends to develop competitive advantages is still a question to be answered. A lot of 

smart moves were already observed and companies are definitely thinking of appropriate 

ways to surf this wave, their efficiency and, more importantly, their sustainability still have to 

be assessed. For now, it is likely that a lot of initiatives are taken quickly to benefit as much as 

much possible from the current enthusiasm surrounding the Web 2.0. However, there will be a 

day (that may come soon) where “being 2.0” will not be enough per se anymore. Companies 

will have to come up with compelling, thoughtful and value adding products or services if 

they want to distinguish themselves from the mass; that is, if they want to move from the 

immerged part of the iceberg, to the emerged one.  
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To conclude this paper, I think it is worthwhile to mention the following fact: the Web 2.0 life 

cycle could be much shorter than expected. Indeed, some people are already talking about the 

Web 3.0. Considering the current confusion regarding Web 2.0, how is it possible that the 

Web’s next generation is already being discussed? What would be this Web 3.0 and which 

changes would it bring compared to the current one?  Considering that the definition of Web 

2.0 is still being debated, it would be unrealistic to expect a clear definition of Web 3.0. The 

term is very recent (it looks like the first prominent use of the term appeared in 2006 in a blog 

article from Jeffrey Zeldman76) and for now, the people who are already talking about Web 

3.0 can’t do much more than offering their own interpretation of what it will look like.  

 

One of the most famous one comes from Google’s CEO Eric Schmidt. During the Seoul 

Digital Forum in May 2007, a journalist asked him what he thought the Web 3.0 would be 

like. He answered77: 

 

“My prediction would be that Web 3.0 would ultimately be seen as applications that are 

pieced together [and that share] a number of characteristics: the applications are relatively 

small; the data is in the cloud; the applications can run on any device - PC or mobile phone; 

the applications are very fast and they're very customizable; and furthermore the applications 

are distributed essentially virally, literally by social networks, by email. You won't go to the 

store and purchase them. ... That's a very different application model than we've ever seen in 

computing ... and likely to be very, very large. There are low barriers to entry. The new 

generation of tools being announced today by Google and other companies make it relatively 

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

 

As interesting as it is, this prediction may be too much “Googlized”: Google is actively 

fighting everything that is proprietary because closed websites and applications are conflicting 

with its three main, more or less admitted, goals: (1) to get people to live as much of their 

lives online as possible, (2) to be able to track all online activity as closely as possible, and (3) 

to deliver advertising connected to as much online activity as possible. In other words, all 

software and data are complementary to Google's core business (which lies in delivering ads) 

                                                
76 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jeffrey_Zeldman  
77 His answer is also available on YouTube : 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=T0QJmmdw3b0&eurl=http%3A%2F%2Fwww%2Ereadwriteweb%2Ecom%
2Farchives%2Feric%5Fschmidt%5Fdefines%5Fweb%5F30%2Ephp. In the video, we can see that Schmidt 
reduces the Web 2.0 to the use of Ajax, which is pretty surprising.   
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and it is in Google's interest to destroy all barriers, regardless of their nature, to all software 

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

Web 1.0: web as extension of PC hard drive  

Web 2.0: web as application platform complementing PC operating system and hard drive 

Web 3.0: web as universal computing grid replacing PC operating system and hard drive 

 

This is in contradiction with one of the main interpretations of what the Web 3.0 will be, 

which is called the Semantic Web: “an evolving extension of the World Wide Web in which 

web content can be expressed not only in natural language, but also in a format that can be 

read and used by software agents, thus permitting them to find, share and integrate 

information more easily”78. According to the Semantic Web definition, Web 3.0 is all about 

creating a richer, more meaningful language for computers to use in communicating with 

other computers over the Net. It's about getting machines to do a lot of the interpretive 

functions that currently have to be done by people, which would ultimately take automation to 

a whole new level. The evolution of the Internet would then be: 

Web 1.0: web as people talking to machines  

Web 2.0: web as people talking to people (through machines) 

Web 3.0: web as machines talking to machines 

Web 4.0: web as artificial intelligence complementing human race 

Web 5.0: web as artificial intelligence supplanting human race79 

 

This Semantic Web is also part of the Wikipedia definition of Web 3.0: “Web 3.0 is a term 

that has been coined with different meanings to describe the evolution of Web usage and 

interaction among several separate paths. These include transforming the Web into a 

database, a move towards making content accessible by multiple non-browser applications, 

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

                                                
78 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Semantic_web  
79 This section is heavily relying on Nicholas Carr’s brilliant post: 
http://www.roughtype.com/archives/2007/08/what_is_web_30.php  
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or the 3D web”. However, the technological complexity of this “e-Eldorado” makes its 

appearance highly unlikely before a long time. 

While it may be inappropriate to talk about Web 3.0 while the Web 2.0 is still in its early 

days, companies should keep an eye on the story. Now that the term is out (and is already 

receiving the same kind of criticism as its predecessor) and given the pace of technological 

change, the Web 3.0 could become a reality quicker than expected. If what Eric Schmidt said 

is true (“[…] the new generation of tools being announced today by Google and other 

companies make it relatively easy to do. [It] solves a lot of problems, and it works 

everywhere”), the next generations of the Web are already tomorrow’s reality. 

 

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

4.1 Web 2.0 glossary  

Aggregator: also called news aggregator or feed reader, an aggregator is a software or online 

service that uses a Web feed to retrieve syndicated Web content such as Weblogs or podcast, 

and mainstream mass media Websites, or in the case of a search aggregator, a customized set 

of search results. Feed readers keep checking Websites to see if they have been updated. In 

that case they display the title and a link to it, with 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 operating system or some other control program 

such as a database management system (DBMS) or communications protocol. APIs are 

implemented by writing function calls in the program, which provide the linkage to the 

required subroutine for execution. Thus, an API implies that some program module is 

available in the computer to perform the operation or that it must be linked into the existing 

program to perform the tasks. 

Asynchronous JavaScript and extensible markup language (AJAX): type of programming 

that uses a combination of markup and scripting languages to create interactive applications in 

which only certain pieces of the content on each Web page have to be refreshed, making the 

Web faster and more responsive. 

 

Blog: abbreviated version of Weblog, which is a term used to describe Websites that maintain 

an ongoing chronicle of information. A blog is a frequently updated, personal Website 

featuring diary-type commentary and links to articles or other Websites. Blogs range from the 

personal to the political and can focus on one narrow subject or a whole range of subjects. 

Blogs often provide commentary or news on a particular subject, such as food, politics, or 

local news; some function as more personal online diaries. A typical blog combines text, 

images, and links to other blogs, Web pages, and other media related to its topic. The ability 

for readers to leave comments in an interactive format is an important part of most early 

blogs. Most blogs are primarily textual although some focus on photographs (photoblog), 

videos (vlog), or audio (podcasting), and are part of a wider network of social media. 
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Crowdsourcing: although not strictly a Web 2.0 term, crowdsourcing is gaining currency as a 

way of describing the potential of thousands of individuals to come together through the Web 

to provide solutions to problems that in the past have only been able to be addressed, if at all, 

by much smaller groups of professionals. 

 

Folksonomy: folksonomy is a way of tagging content that is created by the user community 

itself rather than being imposed from the outside as a set standard. The process of 

folksonomic tagging is intended to make a body of information increasingly easier to search, 

discover, and navigate over time. A well-developed folksonomy is ideally accessible as a 

shared vocabulary that is both originated by, and familiar to, its primary users. Two widely 

cited examples of Websites using folksonomic tagging are Flickr and del.icio.us80. 

 

Mashup: Mashup: a mashup is a Web application whose content results from the 

combination of different information sources. Today, more and more content editors are 

offering APIs for free to encourage the developers’ community to create mashups by using 

their content. An example of mashup is the possibility to locate eBay auctions on Google 

Maps81.  

 

Podcast: a podcast is an audio file that a user can listen to on a Website or download for 

playing later on a computer or a device such as Apple Computer’s iPod, other MP3 players or, 

increasingly, cell phones. Though podcasts Websites may also offer direct download or 

streaming of their content, a podcast is distinguished from other digital audio formats by its 

ability to be downloaded automatically, using software capable of reading feed formats such 

as RSS or Atom. 

 

Really Simple Syndication (RSS): RSS is a way of marking content on a Website so users 

can receive an alert every time it is updated. New content is collected by and presented in 

RSS readers, or aggregators, so users don’t have to visit Websites to retrieve the information. 

 

Service-oriented architecture: service-oriented architecture is the concept behind the way 

applications can be delivered via the Web as a set of services that exist within the Internet 

                                                
80 http://del.icio.us/  
81 http://maps.google.com  
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rather than on specific computers or servers. Although not strictly a Web 2.0 term, it is the 

core platform by which Web 2.0 services are accessed and distributed. 

Social bookmarks: social bookmarking is a Web-based service to share Internet bookmarks. 

The social bookmarking sites are a popular way to store, classify, share and search links 

through the practice of folksonomy techniques. Since the classification and ranking of 

resources is a continuously evolving process, many social bookmarking services allow users 

to subscribe to Web feeds based on tags, or a collection of tag terms. This allows subscribers 

to become aware of new resources for a given topic, as they are noted, tagged and classified 

by other users. 

Social networking: this term is borrowed from the social sciences and relates to formal 

structures that show how relationships develop between individuals in a network. Applied to 

the Web, it refers to the driving force behind sites such as MySpace and Facebook. 

Tags: a tag is a (relevant) keyword or term assigned to a piece of information (like a picture, 

article, Website, or video clip), thus describing the item so Web browsers’ search engines can 

identify and display them.. Typically, an item will have more than one tag associated with it. 

Tags are chosen informally and personally by the author/creator or the consumer of the item - 

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

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

of a Website available to other sites or individual subscribers. This could be simply by 

licensing the content so that other people can use it; however, in general, Web syndication 

refers to making Web feeds available from a site in order to provide other people with a 

summary of the Website's recently added content (for example, the latest news or forum 

posts). Although the format could be anything transported over HTTP, such as HTML or 

JavaScript, it is more commonly XML. The two main families of Web syndication formats 

are RSS and Atom. 

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

Webcasting can be thought of as broadcasting over the Internet. A Webcast uses streaming 

media technology, technology that is used to distribute non-streaming media like radio and 

television over telecommunications networks, to take a single content source and distribute it 
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to many simultaneous listeners/viewers. The ability to Webcast using cheap/accessible 

technology has allowed independent media to flourish. 

Wiki : a wiki is a Website that allows visitors to add, remove, edit and change content. It also 

allows for linking among any number of pages. This ease of interaction and operation makes a 

wiki an effective tool for mass collaborative authoring. The term wiki also can refer to the 

collaborative software itself (wiki engine) that facilitates the operation of such a site, or to 

certain specific wiki sites, like encyclopaedias such as Wikipedia.  

Widget: a (web) widget is a portable chunk of code that can be installed and executed within 

any separate HTML-based web page by an end user without requiring additional compilation. 

They are derived from the idea of reusable code that has existed for years. Nowadays other 

terms are used to describe a web widget including: gadget, badge, module, capsule, snippet, 

mini and flake. Web widgets often but not always use Adobe Flash or JavaScript 

programming languages. 
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4.2 Additional Web 3.0 conjectures   

Steve Spalding, on his blog http://howtosplitanatom.com  

Web 1.0 lacked context, Web 2.0 lacked interoperability, Web 3.0 will be a web where 

websites become web services and access to any information you desire is no more difficult 

than installing a widget onto your website. (Steve Spalding wrote an amazing article about his 

Web 3.0 prediction; the sentence above is a very concise summary of this brilliant writing). 

Phil Wainewright, ZDNet 

API services form the foundation layer. These are the raw hosted services that have powered 

Web 2.0 and will become the engines of Web 3.0 — Google’s search and AdWords APIs, 

Amazon’s affiliate APIs, a seemingly infinite ocean of RSS feeds, a multitude of functional 

services, such as those included in the StrikeIron Web Services Marketplace, and many other 

examples. Some of the providers, like Google and Amazon, are important players, but there is 

a huge long tail of smaller providers. One of the most significant characteristics of this layer is 

that it is a commodity layer. As Web 3.0 matures, an almost perfect market will emerge and 

squeeze out virtually all of the profit margin from the highest-volume services — and 

sometimes squeeze them into loss-leading or worse. 

AndroidTech 

I feel that Web 3.0 will be characterized and fuelled by the successful marriage of artificial 

intelligence and the web. Artificial Intelligence? Isn’t that the kool-aid that the Semantic Web 

community is drinking? Yes and no. The technologies considered pivotal in the Semantic 

Web are indeed considered by many to have their underpinnings in artificial intelligence. But, 

most of the Semantic Web projects I’ve seen are focused squarely on the creation of, and 

communication between, intelligent agents that do the natural language and topical matching 

work in a transparent manner, behind the scenes, without requiring human intervention. 

Alex Iskold, ReadWriteWeb 

Today’s Web has terabytes of information available to humans, but hidden from computers. It 

is a paradox that information is stuck inside HTML pages, formatted in esoteric ways that are 

difficult for machines to process. The so called Web 3.0, which is likely to be a pre-cursor of 
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the real semantic web, is going to change this. What we mean by ‘Web 3.0′ is that major web 

sites are going to be transformed into web services - and will effectively expose their 

information to the world. 
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