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Executive summary
The present report contains the final results for the study on “Enterprise 2.0 in
Europe”, produced by Tech4i2, IDC and Headshift for the European
Commission. It addresses four main issues:





What is E20?
Why it matters?
How is it implemented?
What then should the European Commission do?

There are many definition of E20. We adopt the general definition by McAfee
(2009), based on the concept of SLATES: Search, Links, Authoring, Tags,
Extensions, Signals. Concretely, we refer to the adoption of Web 2.0 tools and
values by enterprises, with particular regard to three types of products:
• Tools for identifying people with expertise, knowledge or interest in a
particular area and linking to them
• Tools for finding, labelling and sharing useful content/information
(authoring)
• Wiki/collaboration/authoring and project work
The key novelty lies not so much in technological developments, but in the
values of web 2.0: emergent approach, open innovation, no hierarchy, manyto-many, rapid development. In particular, we consider E20 as a key enabler
of open innovation and innovative working practices (results driven,
employee-centered, based on open communication).
E20 is applied to many different use cases, both within a company and in its
relation with customer and suppliers: from employee induction and training,
to awareness and collaboration, to recruitment and innovation management.
It is been applied to very different sectors, from manufacturing through retail
to legal services.
Why does E20 matter? There is a significant problem of data availability both
at micro and macro level. On the supply side, our estimates indicate it as a
niche market (97M Euros, or 0,1% of total EU software market), but its growth
rates at 47% are almost ten times bigger than the software market as a whole.
On top of that, consulting services for implementation and change
management should account for a much larger market.
Europe is significantly lagging behind the US: The vast majority of the
international players are US companies, with Atlassian (Australian) being the
main exception. The market is divided between multi-product vendors such
as IBM, SAP, Microsoft, who integrate E20 in their offerings, and dedicated
niche players such as Atlassian, SocialText, Huddle with revenues of typically
few million dollars. There are several EU providers, but still very small and
often moving to the US in order to grow.
On the demand side, take-up is limited to large corporations, with very few
SMEs adopting it (mostly in the ICT sector). US companies are adopting E20
faster and with greater benefits than EU companies, which tend to be slower
in procuring and implementing E20. Take-up by employees is not
spontaneous, and it is mentioned as the leading barrier to successful E20
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deployment – much more than resistance by middle managers, as one would
expect.
The benefits of E20 identified by the case studies are significant. Better
awareness of “who’s doing what” reduces errors in project delivery. Open
innovation significantly increases the creativity rate. Consolidation in wiki,
blogs and storytelling creates a corporate memory for tacit knowledge and
helps the integration of new recruits. Time to market for new products is
reduced. Customer and employee satisfaction increases.
But these are individual cases and anecdotic evidence. Even at micro-level,
there is very little robust quantification of the monetary benefits of E20, which
is very difficult since benefits are largely intangible. When looking at macroeconomic evidence, we see however that there is substantial literature on the
positive impact of IT, combined with open management practices, on
productivity. In particular, there is evidence that ICT combined with
organisational change has an effects of an order of magnitude larger than
those captured by growth accounting methodology (2-3 percentage points in
productivity growth). Changes in organisational capital may have accounted
for approximately 30 percent of output growth in the manufacturing sector in
the US. There is robust evidence of positive impact of connective capital –
defined as workers’ access to knowledge and skills of other workers-on
productivity (relevance for E2.0). This shows that employees’ connectivity has
a stronger impact on productivity than traditional human capital variables,
such as education and experience.
In summary, the impact of E20 is not in itself, but it is determined by the
combination with innovative working practice.
The costs are limited: in most organisations the budget dedicated to setting up
Enterprise 2.0 solutions is below 100.000 Euros, and can start in the order of
hundreds of Euros thanks to cloud-based solutions.
With regard to challenges and policy recommendations, we identify three
levels: the policy content, the policy design and the institutional setting,
characterized by increasing weight and decreasing flexibility. For each level,
we propose key challenges and policy recommendations.
Level

Challenges

Recommendations

Policy
content

Increase R&D and innovation
funding

Include E20 in existing innovation
policy tools

Consolidate market and increase
take-up

Incentivise companies to adopt E20

>>> Increasing flexibility >>>

<<< Increasing weight <<<

Facilitate access to finance
Streamline privacy regulation

Policy
design

Foster European Venture Capital
Provide guidelines
regulations

on

privacy

Make ICT statistics responsive
enough to emerging innovation

Add E20 to existing statistics,
provide intelligence and awareness
on E20

Design innovation policies that
are able to capture emerging
trends and support them

Dedicated procurement budget for
innovative SMEs

Reach out to real innovators,
rather than expert proposal
writers

Make innovation funding
procurement more flexible
open-ended

and
and

Promote demand-driven measures
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Institutio
nal
setting

Governing
by
network,
involving a wider set of the
stakeholders in all phases of the
policy-making process

Adopt E20 in managing the Digital
Agenda for Europe across design,
implementation and evaluation
phases.

The results of the online consultation pointed out that it is crucial for
European governments to act more at the level of policy design and
institutional setting, rather than on policy content. Because E20 is not only a
set of technologies, but of cultural and organisational values, simply adding
E20 as a priority within the existing policy framework is not the answer. It is
more important to change research and innovation programmes, and to lead
by example by adopting E20 within the EU, with particular relevance for the
Digital Agenda for Europe and the Open Method of Coordination.
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1 Introduction
This report synthesises the final results of the study “Enterprise 2.0”, executed
by Headshift, IDC and Tech4i2 for the European Commission DG INFSO. It
summarises its key policy-relevant findings, while extensive results are
available in D3 – Interim Report, presented in Annex D.
Since its emergence in 2003, Web 2.0 has proved to be more than hype and
has moved from a personal into a professional tool. The term Enterprise 2.0
was coined to describe the adoption of the web 2.0 into the enterprise. It is a
growing and promising field, of strategic economic importance for both the
European software industry and for the productivity of European companies,
especially SMEs. Yet the evidence on the size and the impact of enterprise 2.0
is just anecdotic. There is the need for a more systematic and robust
assessment of the significance of Enterprise 2.0 in Europe, in order to identify
the challenges and the most appropriate policy options.
Nevertheless when the European Commission, DG INFSO “ICT Strategy”
Unit, issued this call, we were a bit puzzled. Why would the EC, and in
particular the strategy unit, be interested in such a niche, emergent topic?
Moreover, business adoption of ICT is not a core task of the EC – probably not
even of government. So when we started this work, we were frankly
wondering if there would be any real policy interest.
As months went by, it became clear that E20 is much more than a new ICT
hype. It is a signal of deeper structural changes in the society, in the impact of
ICT on the ways of working, on the boundaries between public and private
life. For a long time, the policy focus has been on the impact of ICT on
productivity by analysing to what degree ICT enables companies to automate
human processes: we followed a Tayloristic vision of ICT, which was used as
a tool to optimise processes, to be imposed on workers who had to learn and
adapt to top-down defined “best practice” and methodology. In other words,
e-business was designed with a perception of a controllable, predictable,
linear world. But all companies know that today’s challenge lies in the
unpredictable and interconnected nature of markets, as the financial crisis has
shown. The most successful companies are those who are able to adapt to
continuously changing environment and the development of new markets.
Therefore, E20 is important as an ICT that helps dealing with unpredictability
and change, in a complex and unpredictable market.
But E20 is also important as an example of long-standing European
challenges. Europe is lagging behind in E20, both on the supply and demand
side: there are few significant vendors in E20, and European companies are
slower to adopt E20. At a policy level, government innovation policies are
designed with the assumption of a predictable world. E20 should inspire
government to design emergent policies that allows for unpredictable
developments and creativity, as highlighted by the European Year for
Innovation and Creativity. As Taleb (2008) puts it, decision-makers should
aim at being “exposed to positive serendipity”.
In summary, E20 as a technology itself is just another niche software segment,
probably not worth a dedicated study. But E20 is a sign of deeper structural
transformation of the society and the economy, and the role that technology
10

plays in it. In this sense, it is a highly “strategic” matter. Moreover, devoting
time and resources to an important matter will often lead to positive,
unexpected outcomes – by exposing to positive serendipity. We trust and
hope that these results reflect this kind of unpredictable, positive outcomes.

1.1 Methodological approach
As per the tender and original proposal, the key objectives of the study are:







To define the concept of enterprise 2.0, and describe its applications,
On the supply-side: to describe the market and the positioning of EU
industry, also in comparison with US and Asia;
On the demand-side: to analyse the take-up of Enterprise 2.0, the
organisational requirements, and the role on the transition to a knowledge
based low-carbon economy;
To collect evidence on its macro-economic impact, as a market
opportunity for the European Software industry and as a productivity tool
for European business;
To identify and analyse both the direct and contextual challenges,
including the need for Next Generation Access and the legal barriers;
To analyse and propose possible policy actions to overcome the challenges
and grasp the opportunities.

The study team has developed key questions stemming from these objectives,
reproduced in the table below.
Table 1: Study objectives and research questions
Objective

Key questions

1) Definition

What are the key differences between traditional enterprise software and
E2.0?
What are the main functionalities and applications?

2) Supply side

What is the E2.0 Market, including size, trends, forecast to 2015 and
comparison with North American and Asian economies?
What are the biggest or most innovative European providers of E2.0, and
their positioning in comparison with international competitors?
What are the market dynamics and key success factors, including R&D
investment and the role of Open Source?

3) Demand side

What typology of business functions is it applied to?
What are the priority applications in different sectors?
What are the preconditions and What are the barriers to take-up?
How is it implemented from the organisational point of view (in-house,
SaaS, policies and governance, etc.)?
What are the costs?
What are the risks?
What are the benefits at micro level?

4) Macro-impact

What are the current and future impact in terms of productivity and
innovation?
What is the impact in terms of energy consumption and low carbon?
What is the need for high-speed broadband for Enterprise 2.0?
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5) Analyse both
the direct and
contextual
challenges

What are the main barriers and challenges to wider take-up?
What is the specific challenge posed by broadband availability? What size
of band is needed for effective Enterprise 2.0 solutions?
Is the existing legal framework (e.g. on IPR and cloud-based services)
suitable and conducive to adoption?

6)
Propose
possible policy
actions

Is there a need for proactive policy measures on supply and demand side?
What kind of policy measures should be implemented, and in which
policy areas?

In order to address the questions listed above, the project has run several data
collection activities:




a literature review to review the definition of E20,
a data collection exercise on the supply side, including desk-based
analysis of premium data from IDC and interviews with vendors
eight case studies on the demand side.

The results address objectives 1/2/3 above and are summarized in D2 – Data
report and in D3 – Interim Report.
Using these data triangulated with existing research findings and official
statistics, the study team has carried out macro analysis to address the
questions related to obj. 4 – Macro impact.
In parallel, the project has been deploying its online interaction and in
particular:




the identification of hashtag #e20eu on twitter and of the tag e20eu
on delicious.com
the
discussion
on
the
project
blog
at
http://enterprise20eu.wordpress.com
the participation in the relevant LinkedIn Groups

Finally, this reports benefits highly from the insights gained during the
interim workshop.

1.2 Structure of the report
The present report addresses all the objectives and the questions outlined
above, but as a structured self-consistent and readable report rather than as a
list of points. Therefore, the structure of the chapter does not simply
reproduce the questions in the same order, but organically addresses them in
the course of the narrative.
In particular, we present the results as answering the 4 key policy-making
questions.





WHAT? What is E20, what is new, and what is it good for, concretely?
WHY? Why does it matter? Does it help reaching EU goals of
sustainable growth?
HOW? What are the key requirements for a successful
implementation?
SO WHAT? What are the policy implications? What are the key
challenges, and what policy actions should be taken?
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2 WHAT is Enterprise 2.0?
“Quot homines, tot sententiae”
“As many men, as many opinions”
Phormio by Terence, 161 BC
The first objective of the tender was to provide a clear definition of what
Enterprise 2.0 is. Although there are many definitions proposed in the
literature, they all struggle to capture the diverse and soft nature of “2.0”, and
the combination of technological and cultural dimensions.
For example, Frappaolo & Kelsden (2009) suggest a number of different
definitions and ask companies to choose the one that best aligns to their
perception (see below). One can see how little agreement there is between
respondents in choosing among the 12 definitions.
Figure 1: results of consultation on the definition of Enterprise 2.0 (Frappaolo and Kelsden
2009)

In general terms, we adopt the most widely accepted definition, which
certainly belongs to the SLATES definition of McAfee (2009). McAfee coined
the acronym SLATES for:
·

Search: using web search or the equivalent to locate information

·
Links: the use of links in an intranet or other shared network to indicate
knowledge that would be of use
·
Authoring: enabling a wide range of people within an organisation, not
just the chosen few, to create and contribute to the shared knowledge base of
the organisation
13

·
Tags: tagging content means adding a label to content, and over time this
will create a “tag cloud” showing related interests within the user
community. Search, links and tags are closely related and complementary
capabilities for making organisational knowledge discoverable by a very wide
range of people.
·
Extensions: automating the categorization and pattern matching to
enable people to find related knowledge (as McAfee says, “If you liked that,
then by extension, you will like this.”)
·
Signals: a way of alerting people that something potentially of interest to
them becomes available. Signals can be e-mail alerts, RSS feeds, or specific
tools built into other typed of software.
Surprisingly, one of the most defining features of McAfee's definition of E2.0
is not in the SLATES acronym: emergence. In this context, emergence means
that the structure emerges continuously from the interactions and
information. As more people contribute more information, the association
between the information changes, whether expressed as links or tags or some
other means yet to emerge. Behaviour of the community also emerges, not
from rules, but from example. McAfee's key example here is the way that
Wikipedia functions, despite anyone in theory being able to edit almost any of
the entries.
However, the SLATES expression does not identify explicitly a set of
applications and software solutions. In the context of this study, we need a
more concrete and granular definition.

2.1 Enterprise 2.0: an operational definition
From the theoretical definition provided above, we propose here a more
operational definition, to be used in the analysis of supply and demand. In
the first instance, we collect a list of functionalities and products that we then
summarize in more universal categories that are applicable to any vendor.
Table 2: E20 tools and examples

Enterprise 2.0 Tools

Examples

Blogs

Wordpress, Movable Type, Blogger, Typepad

Wikis

Wikipedia, Twiki, Confluence, SocialText

Syndication

RSS, Atom

News feed aggregation

Google Reader, Bloglines, NewsGator

Personal
mashups

dashboards

/ Netvibes, MyYahoo, iGoogle, Yahoo Pipes

Bookmarking / Tagging

Delicious, Cogenz, ConnectBeam

Micro-blogging/messaging

Twitter, Yammer, Socialtext Signals

Instant messaging

Sametime, MSN, Skype

Social Networking Platforms IBM (Lotus Connections), Socialtext
(Enterprise)
Confluence, Jive (Social Business Software)
Thoughtfarmer, Microsoft (Office Sharepoint
Server 2007), Oracle (Beehive), Incentivelive,
14

Salesforce Chatter
Prediction Markets

Consensus Point, Inkling

Ideas banks

Uservoice, Ideascale

IDC then developed a “working product definitions” based on their existing
taxonomy of software. This definition was validated with key vendors and
listed three kind of products:
• Tools for identifying people with expertise, knowledge or interest in a
particular area and linking to them
• Tools for finding, labelling and sharing useful content/information
(authoring)
• Wiki/collaboration/authoring and project work
• A full suite of offerings including the above with cross-links and a shared
knowledge base.

2.2 A key question: what is new/different in enterprise 2.0?
In order to better identify and define enterprise 2.0, it is worth point out at
specific differences and element of originality with respect to traditional
enterprise software. These are preliminary hypothesis, which will be
validated in the course of the project.
Table 3 First identification of key novelties of enterprise 2.0

Mission

Traditional Enterprise apps

Enterprise 2.0

Enable
pre-defined
groups/teams
working
closely together and/or
relatively
formal
collaborative relationships.

Enable individuals to act
in
loose,
ad-hoc
collaborations
with
a
potentially
very
large
number of others.

Relationship to Tools
reflect
the Little link to organisational
organisational
organisational hierarch and hierarchy
hierarchy
roles within them.
Control
structure

of Centrally
imposed
and Emergent (=emerges and
generally rigid controls
evolves)

Content
originated by
Control
users

Specialists
authorisation

with All users - also emergent

over Users/participants are fixed Roles by choice and can
and their roles pre-defined.
evolve
over
time
(emergent)

Control
mechanisms
Change
content
timescales
Delivery model

Formal, rules
of Slow

Typically
on
commercially
software

Norms, examples
Rapid

premise Range of delivery models
licensed including on premise,
cloud, commercial, open
15

source, stand-alone, suites
or add-ins to E1.0 systems
Range
participants

of Colleagues with similar or Anyone
in
complementary job roles
organisation
potentially outside
customers)

Links
between Peer or hierarchical
participants

the
and
(e.g.

Links can be strong to nonexistent (or 'potential')
within the group

Typical tools

Knowledge
management, Blogs,
wikis,
social
knowledge
repositories, networking,
prediction
decision automation
markets

Communication
patterns

Through channels, one-toone or one-to-many. E.g.
ideas are sent via e-mail to
the management that can
easily ignore them

Through platforms, manyto-many. Anyone can see
other people ideas and
comments, and these are
therefore more difficult to
ignore

From this table, it is quite evident that the key differences are very subtle and
deep. They pertain to difference in values, rather than technology. For this
reason, the differences are more difficult to detect and demonstrate. This has
also implications on the overall objectives of the study, as any quantification
effort on the size and impact of enterprise 2.0 can be criticized for including or
missing specific areas of impact.
A crucial difference of the E20/Web20 approach lies in the “many-to-many”
or “platform” approach. The main tool for information sharing in
organisations is e-mail: information is sent directly to the person expected to
know or to be interested about a specific topic (one-to-one). This leads to
redundant information flows and to missing potential unexpected links and
relationships: it leads to reinforcing the strong ties, but not to reach out to
new sources of knowledge through weak ties, which as Granovetter (1973)
demonstrated enable reaching populations and audiences that are not
accessible via strong ties. The web 2.0 approach, instead, assumes that all
information exchanges are many-to-many, publicly shared within a specific
context (as could be a company enterprise 2.0 space). While traditionally
employees would send an email to look for specific information, in E20
applications they publish a blog post. This leads to the emergence of
unexpected relationships and connections, by reaching out to a wider
audience. Secondly, it leads to less redundant information flows, because E20
are searchable while e-mail is not, so that any employee can tap into existing
corporate knowledge. In other words, E20 could help address the long-term
corporate challenges to codify tacit knowledge (Polanyi, 2009), by allowing
for the digital (and therefore preservable and searchable) equivalent of coffeemachine chat fully exploiting the potential of weak ties.

2.3 Enterprise 2.0: a set of tools or of values?
Recent research (Broster et al., 2009)(Ala-mutka, 2008) is convergent on the
conclusion that web 2.0 is a set of values, rather than simply a set of
16

technologies. And it is the innovation in values that drives deeper socioeconomic impact, while the technological innovation is in this case only
incremental. In particular, (Osimo, 2008) proposes an illustration of values,
tools and technologies of web 2.0.

Figure 2: Technologies, tools and values of Enterprise 2.0. Adapted from (Osimo, 2008)

Consequently, we argue that enterprise 2.0 refers not only to a set of
technologies and tools, as described above, but also to a set of deeper changes
in the way of working. In particular, we see Enterprise 2.0 tools as enabler of:
Innovative working practices (results driven, employee-centered, open
communication culture)
Open innovation

2.4 What is E20 good for? The Use Cases
We have seen above what are the tools and the functionalities they provide.
We now turn the attention to the use cases, i.e. the concrete uses of enterprise
2.0 in business functions.
The Use Cases of enterprise 2.0 include internal applications behind the
enterprise firewall, external supplier/customer-facing applications, and cross
boundaries applications. As described in the table below, they are applied to a
wide set of business functions.
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Table 4: Categorisation of Use Cases for Enterprise 2.0

Internal

Internal -> External

Internal
management
processes

Product
and
development

External
service Marketing
Market research

Customer service (loyalty Referrals/amplifying
Knowledge creation and development)
word-of-mouth
and
sharing New product development
Reputation management
(internal)
Idea
generation
and
Expertise location
innovation
Project management
Project collaboration
Business intelligence
and awareness
Employee
recruitment, Access
to
retention and learning
resources
Recruitment

external

Open innovation

Informal learning and use Relationships
with
of Enterprise 2.0 within Strategic Alliances and
training strategies
other Partners
Skill (re)generation
Work-life balance

Communication
with
External
Information
Sources
Exploiting ideas
Manufacturer-SupplierDistributor Networking

In view of these use cases, within the definition of Enterprise 2.0 adopted by
the study we give less priority to pure marketing use cases such as viral
videos, word-of-mouth campaign, and reputation management. The reason
for this choice lies in the indications of the kick-off meeting by the European
Commission, in the limited IT relevance of social media adoption for
marketing purposes, and in the emphasis given in the literature (McAfee,
2009) to internal business process and collaborative innovation.
E20 solutions can be applied to a wide range of use cases, both internal and
external to the company. Key applications include project collaboration,
employee induction and engagement, new product development, expertise
location. However, most applications at this stage are internal to the company
and highly operational, related to project implementation, trying to reap the
low-hanging fruits. More external and strategic approaches towards open
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innovation are much more rare. The figure below clearly shows how internal
collaboration is the main application at present.

Figure
3:
Main
actors
of
(InformationArchitectedInc, 2009)

collaboration

for

E20

applications.

Source:

A typology is a natural categorization: a systematic classification of types that
have certain characteristics in common. We attempted to organise use cases
into categories that represented intrinsic properties of the use cases contained
with them, building on the work of others including Negelmann (2009) and
Morgan (2010). We found, however, that the use cases did not fit neatly into
mutually-exclusive categories. We then adopted an approach taken by
McAfee (2007) and built on by Quintarelli (2008), situating use cases
according to the sort of interpersonal tie (Granovetter, 1973) they facilitate.
Enterprise 2.0 tools facilitate person-to-person communication and
collaboration within a company, between a company and its ecosystem of
partners, clients and stakeholders and between a company and the wider
world. Based on this, we found it useful to position the use cases in a space
defined by two dimensions that represent these two fundamental qualities of
enterprise 2.0, as described in the figure below.
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Figure 4: Typology of E20 use cases

The first dimension is that of type of interpersonal tie being supported by the
use case. McAfee (2007, 2009) extended Granovetter's (1973) account of
information-carrying interpersonal ties to enterprise 2.0 arguing that thinking
in terms of ties provides a foundation "for understanding the benefits
provided by many E2.0 technologies, and for understanding when each one
should be deployed" (McAfee, 2007).
The second dimension is that of the size of the system that contains the
relationship being supported. As observed in our definition of enterprise 2.0
in the Inception Report, enterprise 2.0 tools break down traditional
organisational boundaries to drive innovation and lower costs by facilitating
communication and collaboration across these boundaries. The first column is
the traditional organisational boundary - those people who are employed or
contracted to work for the organisation. The second column extends this to
include partners, distributors, suppliers and clients or customers. The third
column is then everyone the company does not have a business relationship
with (for example, potential customers, former employees, potential
employees and the media).
We can use this framework to start to consider how different companies can
make use of enterprise 2.0. The smaller a company, the better connected the
employees will be to each other and the less use the company will have for
the use cases that support absent ties and weak ties. For larger companies
where the informal networks that connect a company's staff may be more
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fragmented, technological support to create and sustain interpersonal ties will
be much more useful.
This typology is not necessarily exhaustive: there are likely to be use cases
that are yet to be discovered and the use cases displayed are not necessarily
mutually exclusive. For example, employee’s engagement or stakeholder
engagement could happen within a community of interest; some examples of
collective intelligence are also examples of innovation management and
ambient awareness appears twice. It is, however, a useful way to organise and
think about potential use cases, highlight the way in which enterprise 2.0
supports the informal organisation and the social networks that overlay more
formal work structures.
Project Collaboration
Project teams have to keep up with activities and communications within
their own teams all the time: what is happening, what has happened and
what is planned. It can, however, be quite difficult to keep up with all issues,
particularly if related teams are working in parallel. Moreover, project teams
often need to include people from outside the organisation: clients,
contractors and other parties who all need to have a shared appreciation of
the work and its status.
Enterprise 2.0 technologies (for example wikis and blogs) make it easy to
communicate, document and track objectives and project information, such as
meeting notes or status reports. Each team member can publish or attach
information, comment on or raise issues, create task lists and work on project
documents collaboratively. Wikis and blogs are ideal for distributing up-todate information in a timely fashion. Project members can simply subscribe to
activity feeds via e-mail, RSS or directly on the wiki or blog.
As well as project management issues, wikis are particularly useful in
allowing teams to collaborate on the production of a document or the creation
of a knowledge base.
Examples:
The use of community sites at Allen and Overy to support collaborative
creation of knowledge bases and to support project work.
OneNote and Sharepoint at Pfizer support research team collaboration and
ideation.
The use of blueKiwi at USEO to support collaboration around creating
whitepapers and proposals.
MindTouch at Planet 9 supports project work.
aRway has used its enterprise 2.0 platform to support project collaboration
not just between its employees and its clients but in one instance between its
employees, its client, one of its partner companies and potential vendors
bidding to be involved in the project.
Awareness
The concept of awareness is complex and multi-faceted. Gutwin (1996)
discusses different types of awareness and their roles in the coordination of
work and the effective running of organisations. We use the term awareness
here to denote the ways in which enterprise 2.0 can help people in
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organisations to know what is going on with respect to all aspects of the
formal and informal organisations. Enterprise 2.0 can be used in a multitude
of ways to support different kinds of awareness. Shared project spaces can
help members of a team maintain awareness of the status of work; enterprise
microblogging and blogs can help maintain awareness of others people's
current work, state of mind, location and other factors. Up-to-date knowledge
through awareness is very important if work is to be effectively performed
with a minimum of errors and the more informal knowledge of a person's
emotional state, their whereabouts and their availability can help make the
work more efficient. Awareness can be extended outside the traditional
boundaries of the enterprise to include suppliers, distributors and customers.
In this way, a stakeholder in a project or product can be more aware of its
development and pick up more quickly on problems or opportunities,
making work more efficient.
Examples
The internal use of a custom-built Twitter-like client at Westaflex enables
people there to communicate, collaborate and maintain awareness across all
aspects of work. Westaflex have even experienced a reduction in what can be
very costly mistakes relating to production runs due to knowing the status of
a client's order and whether they have decided to move from a product
sample to a full product run.
Awareness is one of the main drivers behind the OnePoint project at Pfizer.
The combination of OneNote and Sharepoint enables them to maintain a
shared appreciation of the status of each other's work.
Employee Induction and Training
Traditional corporate training is based on context-less delivery of information
that is expensively given and then promptly forgotten. The person-to-person
connections facilitated by enterprise 2.0 are ideal for mentoring and group
learning, enabling continuous, socially situated learning. Wikis, blogs, forums
and other community software can support this socially situated learning,
while providing a searchable record of the process. This record makes the
process of introducing a new employee to the firm much easier - instead of
reading reams of paper, they can explore contextual information on a wiki,
blog or forum in their own time, updating the information available, fixing
mistakes or adding their own opinion at the same time.
Examples
DrKW (used videos embedded in a wiki as part of their employee induction)
One of the main business drivers behind aRway's use of enterprise 2.0 was to
aid in the transfer of knowledge from their more experience to their less
experienced employees and facilitate the training of their new employees.
In departments of Allen and Overy where employee turnover is higher, the
department's blog within its community site acts as a form of corporate
memory, ensuring that when people leave a quantity of their knowledge
remains that can be found and reused by people who come in to replace
them.
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Communities of Interest
Individuals, teams or working groups in organisations may face similar
challenges or have similar interests to each other but be unable to discuss
these challenges and interests. Enterprise 2.0 tools can give these people a
place to meet and share and discuss their interests and their challenges,
making organisations more efficient and more enjoyable places to work. Over
time these communities may move from merely sharing an interest to
developing a shared repertoire of resources - techniques, stories and
experiences - what Lave and Wenger (1991) called a community of practice.
Through communities of practice, best practices can be established,
duplication of effort can be avoided and subject matter experts gain more
visibility and recognition. In terms of technology, shared bookmarking tools
allow members of one group to see what other people in similar groups
bookmark and therefore consider as important in their work. Wikis, blogs and
forums are great platforms to share experience and expertise. These
communities can be shared beyond the traditional boundaries of the
organisation to include others who may have similar expertise or interests.
This practice draws more ideas and best practice into a company while
building the reputation of the host organisation.
Examples
Allen and Overy's community sites are used, amongst other things, to
support communities of practice; for example their global knowledge
management or "know-how" community.
Westaflex flexible enterprise 2.0 implementation allows employees to set up
project spaces and communities in an ad-hoc manner, perhaps even just
around a hash-tag on their internal Twitter implementation. This allows
communities to form flexibly to share experience, stories and techniques.
Employee Engagement
Traditional
corporate
communications
activities
provide
formal
communications to different stakeholders. Using enterprise 2.0 to
communicate on a more human, person-to-person level can humanise the
organisation for the employees of the organisation. Through interaction with
superiors and others from other parts of the organisation, enterprise 2.0 can
help increase an employee's involvement with, commitment to and
satisfaction with work.
Examples
KPN's director of Human Resources used an internal blog to discuss ongoing
negotiations around workers' salary, pensions arrangement and working
hours, giving updates on what the status of the negotiations was and the
views of the company's board. Unlike a traditional corporate communications
exercise, he discussed these issues directly with employees in the comments
of the blog posts, creating a lot of positive response within the company
Westaflex's enterprise 2.0 initiative - Westapedia - is partly aimed at allowing
ideas for improvements to the way the company works surface from
anywhere in the company. This participative style of management, which
existed before the use of enterprise 2.0, is supported by Westapedia and helps
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increase an employee's sense of belonging to the company and being part of a
whole.
Expertise Location
One of the key issues large organisations face today in knowledge sharing is
the question of who knows what: when a question arises or a problem occurs,
how do you find the correct person or group to help you? There are, broadly
speaking, two approaches to this. Explicit approaches involve specific
question and answer functionality within an intranet or people search
facilities that allow a user to find someone based on their expertise. More
implicit approaches allow employees to find support in communities of
interest and practice where questions and difficulties can be discussed in a
more specific social context.
Examples
One of the main drivers behind KPN's enterprise 2.0 initiative was to increase
the connectedness of people within the company. When the company wanted
to find expert users to test a new modem, they wrote a blog post on their
enterprise 2.0 platform asking for experts from within the company to test it.
They succeeded in getting 170 employees with a lot of relevant experience to
test the new product for free and provide feedback on it.
IBM BluePages is an employee directory that allows employees to find each
other more easily by allowing people to search for other employees based on
their areas of expertise.
Lloyd's Register's enterprise 2.0 project was intended to support and make
visible an expertise location process that had previously happened over the
phone and by email. Through bringing it onto a wiki, they aimed to make
answers to questions visible to everyone to reduce duplication of effort.
Innovation Management
As organisations grow in size, it becomes harder for an individual employee's
ideas to have an impact at an organisational level. This risks an organisation
losing opportunities to work more efficiently and effectively: those people
closest to the work are often those who have the best ideas for improving how
it is done. An explicit approach to this problem is to have a dedicated system
to support innovation and ideation that operates outside the normal working
practices of employees.
Examples
Rite-Solutions developed an internal market for innovations: employees can
make suggestions such as efficiency improvements or areas to expand the
business into and their colleagues can invest money or time in making the
ideas happen. If an idea comes to fruition and leads to addition profit or cost
savings, those people who invested in it get a share of this money.
Westaflex as a company believes in the philosophy of Kaizen or continuous
improvement. All employees are encouraged to develop better ways of
working and as well as this happening face to face, ideas are shared on their
enterprise 2.0 platform Westapedia.
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Collective Intelligence
O'Reilly (2006) characterised web 2.0 applications as those that "harness
network effects to get better the more people use them." Collective
intelligence brings the network effects and participation witnessed on the
Internet to the social networks of companies and organisations.
Within collective intelligence are more specific use cases such as:
Social bookmarking: users bookmark resources that they have found useful,
optionally with additional metadata such as tags, to inform others in their
network of what they are reading and allow this information to be found
again by other people searching through the metadata.
Prediction markets: these are markets created within organisations for the
purpose of making predictions about real-world events; the value of an asset
in the market is supposed to be indicative of the probability of it happening.
Employees express their belief in the likelihood of an outcome by buying or
selling stocks in a prediction asset.
Collaborative filtering: In an organisation where a significant number of
people subscribe to feeds, individuals may rely on the connections in their
social network to filter information and drive up relevance. With increased
specialisation, the need for everybody to consult the same primary sources is
reduced. Modern feed management systems makes it easy to tag useful
content for later retrieval. The benefit is the network effect of being able to
subscribe to the subsets of feed items that colleagues have marked as
particularly relevant. In quantitative terms, the filtering may surface 1 to 10%
of content as relevant, greatly reducing the network's combined efforts in
identifying relevant information.
These tools are important not only because they leverage the individual
knowledge in producing the content but also more importantly they help
filtering large amounts of information in order to select the most relevant. As
such, E20 on the one hand increases the problem of information overload as it
pushes individuals to co-create content; on the other, it helps filtering out
most relevant content through collaboration and social bookmarking. It is
worth noting that this social dimension of information filtering is increasingly
recognized as important on the web: for example, Google recently bought the
“social search engine” Aardvark.1
Examples
Allen and Overy uses wikis to create knowledge bases, for example around a
new piece of legislation, that multiple people can edit so a gradually
improving, shared appreciation of a piece of legislation and its implications
can be developed.
As mentioned above in the section on innovation management, RiteSolutions set up a prediction market to encourage the development of
innovations, to provide an estimate of which innovations were likely to
succeed and also to develop commitment and enthusiasm around an idea.

1

http://www.searchenginejournal.com/google-buys-social-search-engineaardvark/17637/
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Crowdsourcing
Crowdsourcing refers to the act of outsourcing work to people who are not
explicitly employed or contracted to do it. This can be done through blogs,
forums and microblogging applications. Apart from getting work done
ostensibly for free (a practice some have criticised as being exploitative) the
company benefits from discovering new ideas and building trust and
engagement in the people involved.
Examples
As mentioned above in the section on expertise location, when developing a
new modem, KPN wrote a blog post on their enterprise 2.0 platform asking
for volunteers from within the company to test it. They succeeded in getting
170 employees with a lot of relevant experience to test the new product for
free and provide feedback on it.
Customer/Public Engagement
As well as using publicly available community tools such as Facebook,
MySpace, LinkedIn and Twitter, companies can create their own public facing
communities around products and services to communicate better with their
clients and customers and engage them more directly with what a company
creates. The more human, person-to-person relationships that this can
facilitate can breed greater trust and commitment in a companies products
and services. Customer communities can also be a place to exchange ideas
and knowledge, potentially leading to open innovation where a company's
source of innovative ideas comes not just from within the company but also
explicitly from outside. This can happen not just through community
software such as forums, but also through blogs.
Examples
USEO developed a public facing community using blueKiwi around the
products they have expertise in order to share that knowledge, build
relationships with customers and potential customers and build their
reputation.
The archetypal example of customer engagement, customer communities and
open innovation is perhaps Threadless. Threadless is a community-based Tshirt retailer; users submit designs for T-shirts and these designs are scored
by other users. T-shirts with the best scores are put into production, the
originator of the idea receives cash, store credit and more cash each time a
sufficient number of users request a further print-run of the design.
Stakeholder Engagement
Similar to customer engagement, stakeholder engagement takes in suppliers,
distributors, competitors and alumni. Developing communities for and with
your stakeholders can lead to better informal networks and connections
between a company and its stakeholders, more awareness of each others'
activities - and hence better coordination - and more potential for exchange of
knowledge and ideas. Like customer and public communities, stakeholder
communities can also facilitate more open innovation.
Examples
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Allen & Overy set up a site for their alumni to enable them to network and
remain connected with each other and with their former firm.
Dassault Systemes set up a business community development platform to
allow their sales teams to share information more efficiently with partners
and customers.
aRway uses its enterprise 2.0 to work in close collaboration with partner
companies. In an example of open innovation, one space on their platform is
devoted to the co-development of a particular enterprise architecture method
with one of their partner companies.
Recruitment
Through building or maintaining informal connections through and with
individuals, firms can locate talent more easily. Companies are increasingly
using online social networks such as Facebook, LinkedIn and other, industry
specific sites such as Legal OnRamp to connect with potential employees.
Examples
Allen & Overy have a recruitment micro-site on which five current employees
write blog posts about their work at A&O. These blogs have proved very
popular with people interested in finding out more about the firm.

2.5 How big is the E20 market?
Based on IDC market data and estimation, the market for Enterprise (E2.0)
software in the EU was €97m in 2009 and will be €159m in 2010 and €559m
in 2015. This includes license revenue, software maintenance and subscription
revenue (for both on-premise installations and cloud-based offerings) paid to
software vendors. This corresponds to about 0,13% of the packaged software
market in the EU.
On the supply side, the vast majority of the international players are US
companies, with Atlassian (Australian) being the main exception. The market
is divided between multi-product vendors such as IBM, SAP, Microsoft, who
integrate E20 in their offerings, and dedicated niche players such as Atlassian,
SocialText, Huddle with revenues of typically few million dollars. There are
several EU providers, but still very small and moving to the US in order to
grow.
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Table 5 Worldwide market forecast

Worldwide

€m

€m

€m

2009

2010

2015

CAGR

357

595

2,271

49%

205

341

1,302

48%

Canada

3

6

36

60%

LATAM

2

3

32

76%

210

349

1,370

49%

18

28

95

48%

Australia

3

4

14

42%

China

9

16

83

63%

Korea

4

7

29

54%

India

4

6

25

52%

Rest of region

1

3

15

58%

TOTAL APAC

38

65

260

53%

97

159

559

47%

Rest of W&CEE

9

15

55

49%

MEA

4

7

28

53%

109

180

642

48%

Americas
United States

Total Americas
APAC
Japan

EMEA
EU

Total EMEA

We estimate that the associated market for implementation services was
€134m in 2009, and will be €198m in 2010 and €586m in 2015, and that the
associated market in change management services was €179m in 2009 and
will be €264m in 2010 and €781m in 2010. The EU lags the US by
approximately two to three years in its adoption of E2.0. Given the high
market growth, this makes a considerable difference in market sizes.
One of the main factors behind this lag is that most of the main software
vendors in the market are US based (and those outside the US that can will
typically enter the US market as soon as they are able), which means that their
early reference customers (often other software companies) are familiar to the
buyers.
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3 WHY does E20 matter?
"Not everything that can be counted counts,
and not everything that counts can be counted."
Albert Einstein
The applications described are certainly interesting. Yet the key question for
any technology related study remains: is this a technology that is here to stay,
or it is another hype that will be soon forgotten? Is it worth for government
bodies to be interested in it?
The study analysed micro and macro costs and benefits, through the case
studies and macroeconomic impact analysis.

3.1 The Costs and Benefits of Using Enterprise 2.0 – insight from
case studies
Measuring costs and especially benefits of IT initiatives are obviously a
crucial and difficult issue, as Solow teaches us. McAfee (2009) points out that
because of its nature, establishing a clear return on investment for enterprise
2.0 solutions is impossible, and most probably misleading. Instead, he
proposes that the necessary and sufficient components of a business case
should include a clear definition of the costs; an exemplary list of benefits;
and a clear definition of the application scope. We here provide therefore:
quantified information about costs;
qualitative/anecdotic information about benefits; .
The cost of using enterprise 2.0 is not simply the associated technical costs.
McAfee (2009) describes enterprise 2.0 as the set of technologies associated
with web 2.0 put to use inside companies and other organisations. But, as
discussed in the previous section, implementation of these technologies alone
is not enough for an organisation to make effective use of them. Effective use
also draws on cultural factors, on leadership, on personal motivations and
incentives, on social influence, on training and on an organisation’s strategic
ability to bring these together. A complete analysis of the costs of enterprise
2.0 therefore needs to attempt to take in the obvious technical implementation
costs and also organisational complements (Brynjolfsson, Hitt & Yang, 2002)
such as training, process and structure change and changes in culture. In
terms of overall budget, Frappaolo, Keldsen and Scrupski (2009) show that in
most organisations the budget dedicated to setting up Enterprise 2.0 solutions
is below 100.000 dollars.
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Figure 5: Budget ranges for enterprise 2.0 implementation. Source (Frappaolo & Keldsen,
2008)

Frappaolo, Keldsen and Scrupski (2009) asked participants in their research to
break down their spending on enterprise 2.0 into different components. They
found that software costs and internal staffing for managing 2.0 solutions
were by far the two biggest costs each taking around 20% of the total budget.
Other costs such as external professional services support, ongoing
technology maintenance were all much lower. In particular, low budget was
devoted to adoption issues, such as community management, training and
internal communication, which together made up 11% of the costs. This
evidence is biased towards high-end users of E20 solutions, as it comes from
member of “The E20 Adoption Council”. In the wider market, we could
assume that SaaS implementation could be more relevant.
The eight case studies produced do not contain a rigorous quantification of
costs and benefits but, as with the section on organisational
requirements, they provide an interesting empirical context within which to
situate a discussion of costs and benefits in relation to relevant literature.

3.2 Case Study Costs
The evidence from the case studies suggests that the initial technology costs
of enterprise 2.0 are typically quite low in comparison to traditional IT costs.
Most case study participants were not willing to discuss costs directly with
us, but gave useful indications of number of licenses purchased and the
amount of time spent on other activities surrounding their initiatives.
The initial development of Allen & Overy's community sites platform cost
£30,000 including consultancy, development and licenses. It required one
person working full time for a week or two around the time of the launch and
then a team of four people fitting in dealing with ongoing requests and work
as part of their job.
The KM team there kept their own costs down by only supporting the site
owner and a site's working group who in turn supported the individual users.
Their communication efforts involved some official presentations but also a
large number of informal demonstrations; this, the ease of use of the software
and the demand for the project that spread virally helped keep their costs
down.
Pfizer's project to combine use of OneNote and SharePoint to create a
platform for supporting cross-team, project collaboration took advantage of a
pre-existing SharePoint installation and required the purchase of 2000 extra
licenses for OneNote. Beyond these license costs, a small portion of the time
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of two full time workers was used to give presentations on the topic and
communicate with managers to get top-down support for the initiative.
Westaflex's corporate enterprise 2.0 initiative Westapedia cost €50,000
initially for the development of the system. No manual was produced nor
training given, this was partly due to ease of use of the system and because of
the involvement of employees in directing its continuing development.
For Lloyd's Register's specific use of enterprise 2.0 the costs of the software
implementation were not particularly high. The staff working on the project,
however, invested a large chunk of their time in running the project and the
communications around the project. Perhaps because of the alignment of
Lloyd's Register's corporate culture more towards process than results, and
their apparent lack of recognition for the importance of the informal
organisation, they had to put more effort in that other companies such as
Allen & Overy to take full advantage of enterprise 2.0.
USEO's costs of setting up blueKiwi to use internally were almost entirely the
costs of the hosted software for their 15-person organisation. Because the
company is small and its experienced with this sort of product, it was
relatively easy for them to adopt and integrate into their working practices. A
substantial amount of time was spent, however, creating the resources that
formed the basis of their customer community.
Planet 9's costs were approximately $100 per license and the initial time spent
by one developer setting it up and integrating it with other systems,
approximately two hours a week for around a year. They have had to give
very little training or support to internal users but instead set up a support
section of the wiki with support videos and information available from
MindTouch.
aRway's tangible costs were only the cost of the hosted version of
IncentiveLive: $100 per month. There were clearly time costs associated with
people learning how to use the software and spending time adding in
information, but these cannot be quantified.
We can see in all these qualitative descriptions of the cost of setting up
enterprise 2.0 projects that the tangible costs are relatively low, and the
greater initiative and effort goes into influencing the intangible factors that
are also essential to the success of an enterprise 2.0 initiative.

3.3 Benefits of Enterprise 2.0
If costs are difficult to measure, then the benefits are even harder. Like IT
costs, IT benefits also have intangible components (Remenyi, Money,
Sherwood-Smith, 1995) that are hard to quantify. The debate on measuring
the return on investment of enterprise 2.0 among enterprise 2.0 professionals
has been lengthy and is still unresolved (see for example Hinchcliffe, 2009;
Howlett, 2009; McAfee, 2006). Furthermore, Frappaolo, Keldsen and
Scrupski's (2009) research into enterprise 2.0 deployments in large companies
found that 82% had been unable to establish the return on investment of their
enterprise 2.0 initiatives so far.
McAfee (2009) identifies the benefits of enterprise 2.0 to be those things which
arise from the use of enterprise 2.0 tools, platforms and services that are
difficult to achieve otherwise: group editing of documents; multi-user public
authoring; broadcast search (question and answer); network formation and
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maintenance; collective intelligence and self-organisation. These benefits,
however, do not intrinsically or directly affect an organisation’s bottom line;
they are merely particular means, which can be used in the pursuit of certain
ends.
To understand the potential benefits of enterprise 2.0 in making a firm more
competitive, it is useful to draw on the resource-based perspective of
organisation. The resource-based view argues that an organisation’s
competitive advantage originates in its particular and individual resources
from which value is created through their combination into competencies and
their subsequent mobilisation to accomplish organisational goals (Peppard &
Ward, 2004). As a set of technologies, enterprise 2.0 supports the informal
organisation: the person-to-person connections and social networks through
which work actually gets done (Cross & Parker, 2004). These technologies
combine with other resources to enhance three overlapping informal
organisation competencies (after Cook, 2008) that roughly map to the
different strength interpersonal ties discussed in the typology of use cases
section:
Collaboration: A group of people working jointly towards solving a problem
or meeting a challenge
Communication: The exchange of information through social contact
Connection: Forging new interpersonal ties within an organisation or between
an organisation and its partners, customers and the outside world
It is not in these competencies that the return on investment of enterprise 2.0
can be found, but in how these competencies contribute to helping an
organisation meet its goals. Each of these competencies is not an end in itself
(Carpenter, 2009). Organisations, or people within organisations, collaborate,
communicate or connect in order to meet a business objective.

Examples of benefits from case studies
Allen & Overy, with their collegiate culture and openness to innovation, had
a natural respect for the informal organisation and people worked together as
a matter of course. Their approach to enterprise 2.0 was not to "do social" but
to deploy tools, which enhanced each of the four competencies above in a
strategic way to meet the clearly defined business needs of particular groups
and communities within A&O. For example, a business project to produce
standard industry documentation in the Netherlands needed lawyers within
A&O, lawyers outside A&O and other industry professionals to work
together on producing documents and maintaining an awareness of the
current state of the project. Their community sites allowed easy group editing
of documents and communicating around the project in a way that would not
have been possible by email.
Westaflex use their informal organisation competencies to improve their
manufacturing and innovation capabilities. Through communicating with
each other on their platform Westapedia they have created a more densely
connected network of individuals who are more aware of the status of each
other's work. As a result, they experience fewer costly mistakes in relation to
the manufacture of product samples and, as they put it, everyone becomes a
backup manager, safeguarding project continuity.
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Pfizer's discovery of the power of OneNote and SharePoint in supporting
their research teams has allowed them to build their collaborative
competency, which they can now mobilise to help other research teams in
pursuit of the goal of better information sharing between the cross-discipline
members of their drug research teams. Through surveys with staff using the
software they found that 76% of decision makers were saving more than 30
minutes a week and 60% of them said they had improved access to decisionmaking information.
KPN approached their enterprise 2.0 initiative primarily aiming to increase
the connectedness and communication of their employees. This increase in
technological support for their informal organisation has been taken
advantage of by people with particular business objectives. For example, a
team testing a new modem that was in development issued a public call on
their enterprise 2.0 platform for volunteers within the company to test it. They
succeeded in getting a large number of people with a lot of relevant
experience to test the new product for free and provide feedback on it. The
HR director of the company set up a blog to discuss ongoing negotiations
around workers' salaries, pension arrangements and working hours, giving
updates on what the status of the negotiations was and the views of the
company's board. Through this honest communication and discussion in the
comments to the blog posts a lot of positive sentiment was generated towards
the company and the negotiations.
The KM team at Lloyd's Register discovered an example of where the formal
procedures around their business were incomplete and as a result informal
arrangements had sprung up to deal with it. People were using their own
individual networks to find answers to their problems. Instead of plugging
the holes in the formal organisation with more formal processes, they decided
to support the work as it was happening and enhance their employees
connections in order to reduce duplication of effort through surfacing tacit
knowledge and improve client satisfaction by reducing the time taken to
answer queries.
USEO set up an external community to communicate and connect with
partners, clients and potential clients in order to develop more lucrative
business relationships. They also set up internal collaboration spaces to
discuss proposals and research, drawing on the knowledge of the whole
company to increase the likelihood of winning work. They have also moved
towards running all their client projects on their enterprise 2.0 platform in
order to facilitate better communication with their clients and better
awareness of the status of the project amongst everyone involved.
Planet 9 used a wiki internally to share their knowledge of their processes and
share documents and instructions in order to save time. They have also been
using it to support project work and the work of departments that are split
across locations.
aRway is using enterprise 2.0 primarily to facilitate collaboration and
communication but are hoping to expand their use to include connection with
potential customers in the future. Their collaborative production of
information and materials around the models, methods, processes and
techniques that they use has greatly increased the capacity to grow by
providing comprehensive and easy-to-access information for new employees.
The example of how they have used one wiki space to work with a partner
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company, a client and for vendors pitching to be part of a project shows how
tasks which would have been incredibly arduous by email can become much
simpler when a flexible tool is brought to bear on them.

3.4 The macro-picture: addressing skeptic’s argument
In the course of the study, we’ve assessed at length and with full
methodological rigour the macro impact of E20 both on the supply and the
demand side. While the full details are provided in a separate report D3 in
annex, in this section we analyse the macro-impacts in a more discursive way,
by looking at the typical objections.
Typically, the skeptical arguments are of three types.
Firstly, it is little used. Take-up of thess tools by companies is low. The market
is marginal. It is only used by the ICT companies themselves, or a few hightech companies. Within the companies, workers have little incentive to share
as it is additional work with no clear benefits. Therefore, it is used only by the
minority of do-gooders, open source advocates who have an ideological bias
towards sharing knowledge. Alternatively, it is only used by highly qualified,
young ambitious workers who want to climb the latter quickly and use
sharing and collaboration tools as a way to increase visibility. Once they have
achieved a strong position, they stop sharing and get back to traditional topdown silos-based approach.
Secondly, even when there is take-up, E20 does not bring tangible benefits to
companies. The fact that E20 benefits are too intangible to measure fuels this
perception. For example, Thomas Davenport argues that business intelligence
is as soft as E20 but bring tangible bottom-line benefits to the company who
adopt them. In other words, this is yet another hype which will fade away.
Thirdly, there is a risk of negative impact. Firstly, as workers engage in nonproductive conversations this is likely to hinder productivity. Secondly, open
sharing of information is likely to increase risks of leakages of sensitive
information and reduced accountability. Thirdly, employees are already
overloaded by information, and additional knowledge flows is likely to
hinder rather than to help. Finally, opening up processes could lead to
increased conflicts as well as privacy infringements.
These objections will be then analysed in light of the key findings of the
study.
With regard to the first objection about low take-up, our data show that the
market is still very small, up to 0,1% of the software market in the EU. Yet the
E20 market is growing almost ten times faster than the overall, and Gartner
identifies social applications as one of the 4 main trends shaping enterprise
software. Adoption of E20 cuts across all sectors, from services to
manufacturing.
On the other hand, SMEs show very low take-up rates. The study team
encountered problems even for identifying interesting cases. SMEs adopting
E20 software are concentrated in the ICT sector itself. Secondly, employees
show resistance in taking up these tools, as they are often perceived an
additional burden on top of existing workload. Companies quote employees’
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resistance as the single biggest barrier to adoption. Cultural resistance to
sharing and change makes workers still prefer e-mail as a collaboration tool.
With regard to tangible impact, it is certainly true that it is difficult to make a
strong ROI-based case for justifying E20 investment. 80% of adopters declare
they have not been able to demonstrate the ROI of the investment, yet the
same percentage declares its satisfaction with the benefits. It is clear that the
lack of demonstrable ROI does not imply lack of benefit. As seen in the
previous section, there is considerable anecdotic evidence of the tangible
benefits of E20 but no systematic ROI assessment. And if data are not
available at the micro level, it is obviously impossible to propose robust
macroeconomic evidence on the economic impact of E20.
Yet, based on the literature from ICT impact we have demonstrated how E20
directly impacts on key determinants of productivity and innovation, such as
new, flatter forms of organisations and open innovation models. In particular,
there is evidence that ICT combined with organisational change brings an
effect of organisational change of an order of magnitude larger than those
captured by growth accounting methodology (2-3 percentage points in
productivity growth) (Brynjolfsson, 2000). Black and Lynch estimate that
changes in organisational capital may have accounted for approximately 30
percent of output growth in the manufacturing sector. This is a very large
number and shows that these forms of organisation are not only relevant for
highly knowledge-intensive sectors.
Gant, Ichiniowski and Shaw find robust evidence of positive impact of
connective capital – defined as workers’ access to the knowledge and skills of
other workers-on productivity (relevance for E2.0). This shows that
Employees’ connectivity has a stronger impact on productivity than
traditional human capital variables, such as education and experience.
In summary, the impact of E20 is not in itself, but it is determined by the
combination with innovative working practice.
Finally, there is the argument about the risks of negative impact.
There are a number of risks to be examined:
Excessive disclosure of information: this is a risk that can be dealt with.
The world most secretive organisation, the US intelligence agencies,
are using wiki intensively as collaboration tools. In their words, there
are risks, but the key is risks management, not risk avoidance. One of
the case studies was by another company dealing with sensitive data,
the law firm Allen & Overy.
Harmful discussions: this is certainly an important risks, but again
pertain to the context of “gardening” E20 application to make sure that
debate is civilized. When referring to internal discussions (behind the
firewall) typically there is no anonymity and there is very little
evidence of harmful consequences (McAfee, 2009). In discussions open
to the public, proactive moderation is needed to ensure civilized
debate, especially if anonymity is granted.
Increasing divides between knowledge workers. It is certainly sure that
the most proactive workers are likely to emerge and benefit more from
open collaboration tools. Yet it is also clear that collaborative skills are
a new key skills of knowledge workers, and that appropriate training
measures have to be implemented.
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Blurring boundaries between public and private life. The privacy of
workers is at risk when their conversations become part of the working
practice. Distinguishing between a private conversation and a
professional one, and between public and private, is a challenge. For
instance, some workers have been fired after posting negative
comments on their boss on their Facebook page, while such comments
are only visible to friends.2
In summary, it is certainly true that E20 is still an emergent technology and
has not yet fully demonstrated its transformative impact on the economy and
the society. Yet there are powerful signs that it touches upon key issues for
European competitiveness and the most profound societal change.
If we had to wait for full evidence on the impact in order to take policydecisions, then all decisions would be taken too late. There is enough
evidence on the importance of E20 to justify a careful consideration of
implementation and possible policy actions that will be analysed in the next
sections.

2

http://www.nytimes.com/2010/11/09/business/09facebook.html?_r=1&hp
w
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4 HOW to implement E20 successfully? Lessons learnt
from cases
“Pull platforms are designed from the outset to handle exceptions,
while push programs treat exception as indications of failure”
John Hagel III et al., The Power of Pull
Enterprise 2.0 is an innovation; specifically, the introduction of the
technologies
associated
with
web
2.0
to
increase
organisational competitiveness. But enterprise 2.0 is also a particular type of
innovation. McAfee describes enterprise 2.0 technologies as being unified by
the trend "to bring people together and let them interact, without specifying
how they should do so" (2009, p. 2). In other words, enterprise 2.0 supports
person-to-person connections: the informal organisation - or social networks that overlay more formal work structures (Cross & Parker, 2004).
The typology of use cases produced and discussed earlier shows the variety
of ways that organisations can use enterprise 2.0 and discusses the variety of
business needs that can be met by it. Because enterprise 2.0 tools and
platforms can support such a broad range of use cases and business needs, the
characteristics of the organisations that can make efficient use of it are diverse
as can be seen in the set of case studies outline earlier. This diversity,
however, seems to be moderated by a number of factors including
organisational culture, leadership, size of company and individual attitudes.
These factors are discussed in detail below.
The eight case studies produced do not constitute a thorough investigation of
organisational attributes and their different effects on enterprise 2.0 adoption,
but they provide an interesting empirical context within which to situate a
discussion of these attributes in relation to relevant literature.

4.1 The Role of Organisational Culture
It has been argued that when implementing an IT innovation in a company, it
is important to consider how well the cultural assumptions of the IT
innovation match the company culture (Ruppel & Harrington, 2001).
Enterprise 2.0 has been described as supporting communication across
traditional organisational boundaries, self-organising work structures and
egalitarianism (McAfee, 2009). Culture, therefore, is an important concept to
consider when discussing organisational requirements for enterprise 2.0.
Literature
Organisational culture is a difficult concept to operationalise and research
(Sackmann, 1992). Fink's (1998) study of IT adoption in SMEs took a very
narrow view of organisational culture, operationalising it as a combination of
a company's attitudes to IT, ability to manage change, ability at strategic
planning and flexibility in decision making. He found this conception of
culture to be one of the more important factors in his survey of factors that
make for successful IT adoption, and within this, positive attitudes to IT being
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particularly important. This conception of culture, however, is flawed in that
it looks at manifestations of culture in relation to IT rather than at culture
itself.
Ciganek, Mao and Srite's (2008) study divided culture into three dimensions:
the degree to which a culture emphasises:
Results or process: process-oriented organisations prefer the security of
using well-understood and predictable operating methods whereas
results-oriented organisations encourage experimentation and
development of new and innovative techniques;
Employee or the job: employee-oriented organisations show genuine
concern for the employee's welfare whereas job-oriented organisations
are focused on the completion of tasks with little regard for the welfare
of the employee;
Open or closed communication: open communication organisations are
characterised by openness to sharing experience and information in
support of colleagues; closed communication organisations have more
secretive and reserved employees.
Their study, which is more relevant to enterprise 2.0 both because of its up-todateness and its focus on knowledge management systems, looked at how
these three dimensions of culture affect an individual's intention to adopt a
particular IT innovation.
Ciganek, Mao and Srite found that organisations that have a more resultoriented and open communication culture adopted knowledge management
systems more readily. They attribute this to the less risk-averse and more
experimental nature of results-oriented cultures as well as the more sharing,
collaborative nature of open communication cultures. Similarly, Ruppel and
Harrington (2001) found that organisations wishing to implement internal
knowledge management systems would be best served by a trusting and
cooperative culture. Enterprise 2.0, like knowledge management, is similarly
human-centred and it is reasonable to assume that these findings apply
equally well to enterprise 2.0 tools, platforms and services.
Case Studies
These dynamics can be seen played out in the set of eight case studies
outlined previously.
A results-oriented culture is clearly a factor in a number of the most
successful of the case studies: Allen & Overy and Pfizer both have corporate
cultures that allow staff to experiment with new IT innovations. The
enterprise 2.0 project started at Allen & Overy began explicitly as an
experiment from with the knowledge management department. Rather than
setting up a pilot with the expectation of it transforming into a full
implementation, they set up an experiment, which they were prepared to
allow to fail. Pfizer's use of OneNote and SharePoint grew out of an
individual member of staff's experimentation with new technology that found
its way to supporting collaboration in all the cross-business research teams at
Pfizer's research base in Sandwich. KPN's enterprise 2.0 project started during
a larger initiative to change KPN's corporate culture towards a results
orientation. Consequently, the project gained a significant amount of
momentum. Interestingly, however, progress on Allen & Overy's very
successful use of internal community sites has been slowed by a more
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conservative approach to IT within the firm that aims to redevelop the
initiative on a more stable platform. This change can be interpreted as a
switch from an orientation on results to an orientation to process and has
concomitantly halted progress on expanding their enterprise 2.0 initiative to
the whole firm. Lloyd's Register, perhaps unsurprisingly for a risk
management organisation, has a more process-oriented culture: expertise is
carefully classified with individually assigned authorisation to deal with
certain subject areas. For them, the process of getting enterprise 2.0 embedded
in the way they work has been a longer process, but for a naturally cautious
company adopting tools which can be construed as quite disruptive, this is
understandable.
An orientation towards open communication is also evident in all the case
studies where the enterprise 2.0 initiatives were successful. For example,
Allen & Overy described their corporate culture as collegiate in nature,
emphasising people over process and with a strong orientation towards
group rather than individual achievement: the introduction of community
sites there was an immediate success. Westaflex, aRway and USEO all have
very open cultures where sharing of knowledge and experience is
championed by the CEOs themselves. KPN's open culture manifested itself
early on in their initiatives development through the HR director's internal
blog that tackled sensitive internal issues head on, dealing with people's
individual concerns in the comments and in the process creating a lot of
positive sentiment towards the company. In contrast, Planet 9 appears to have
a less open culture, and the nature of the sharing on their intranet has been
more focused on the sharing of procedures, processes and technical
information. While this is an efficiency improvement, it is not exploiting the
full potential of the available tools.
Summary
Culture clearly plays an important role in a company's ability to adopt
enterprise 2.0. Almost all the companies studied as part of the research had an
open, communicative and innovative culture and where this appeared to be
less true (with Planet 9 for example) the adoption was somewhat limited in
scope. Implicit in the discussion of culture so far is an assumption of a oneway relationship - that culture affects an organisation’s ability to adopt
enterprise 2.0. But can enterprise 2.0 software itself change culture? There is
no evidence in this set of case studies that this is the case, but we do see in the
examples of KPN and Pfizer how culture change can be supported by
enterprise 2.0. For KPN, it was part of their "New Way of Working"
programme aimed at making the company more result-focused. For Pfizer,
OnePoint was part of the technological support that the company needed to
become more innovative as it responded to changes in its environment.

4.2 The Role of Leadership
Literature
Most of the literature addressing the role of leadership in IT innovation
adoption has focused on SMEs (Caldeira & Ward, 2002; Thong & Yap, 1995).
Caldeira and Ward's (2002) examination of adoption of IT in Portugese SMEs
looked at a number of factors related to organisational leadership:
management attitudes towards IT, user attitudes towards IT and the effect of
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conflict and power relationships. They found positive management attitudes
to and involvement with IT adoption to be a determining factor in the success
of IT projects and that user attitudes to IT were highly influenced by
management attitudes. Thong and Yap found that characteristics of an SMEs
CEO - innovativeness, attitude to IT, knowledge of IT - are strong
determinants of IT adoption.
Studies done into enterprise 2.0 adoption also address the importance of
leadership. Yehuda (2009) stated that executive support for an enterprise 2.0
project is "a critical milestone to the success of an [enterprise] 2.0 adoption"
project. Frappaolo, Keldsen and Scrupski (2009) found that the majority of
enterprise 2.0 projects being run in the large firms they surveyed had some
form of top management support.
Case Studies
Allen & Overy's enterprise 2.0 initiatives had both the implicit and explicit
support of top management: implicit in management's encouragement of
innovation and explicit in the public endorsement of the managing partner;
they believe this support to have been very important to their early success.
Allen & Overy's approach to setting up individual community sites also
illustrates the importance of leadership: for each new site, they insist on a
working group being set up to manage the site with the working group's
membership being constituted in proportion to the people for whom the site
is intended. By taking this approach they ensure that there is leadership for
each stakeholder group involved.
KPN's implementation garnered support and active involvement from
management early in the process through alignment with broader business
goals and this has helped them drive the project forward and engage an
increasing number of users. The KM team at Lloyd's Register are firm
believers in the importance of getting top-down support for enterprise 2.0
project: much of the project management effort around their project went into
regular communication with people in the business who had influence over
what they were doing.
Westaflex, aRway and USEO are all examples of successful CEO-led projects
where adoption is very high throughout the company and the systems are
fully-integrated into the way the companies work. Planet 9 also shows the
importance of leadership: their initiative tipped from being an informal
project in use in a few areas of the company to a formal project used across
the organisation when individuals involved in the early stages of the project
were promoted into management. However, although Planet 9's CEO
personally signed off the purchase of the software and encouraged the
company to use it to share knowledge, document processes and collaborate
around projects, he is not as personally involved in motivating the success of
the project in the way that the CEOs of Westaflex, aRway and USEO are.
Summary
The evidence from both literature and the case studies points to the
importance of leadership to successful enterprise 2.0 initiatives. Indeed, in
every case study, there was an illustration of how leadership was crucial to
the success or development of the project.
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4.3 The Role of Organisational Size
Literature
Organisational size has often been seen as a predictor of innovation adoption
(see for example, Bughin, 2008), but a number of studies have cast doubt on
this simplistic relationship (Camisón-Zornoza et al, 2004; Lee & Xia, 2006;
Moch & Morse, 1977). It has been argued that larger organisations are more
likely to adopt an innovation because they have more advanced and more
diverse expertise and are more capable of absorbing losses associated with
failed innovation attempts (Camisón-Zornoza et al, 2004) whereas smaller
organisations may have less, relevant expertise and tighter budgets. On the
other hand, larger organisations may be more functionally differentiated and
bureaucratic, reducing their capacity to identify and implement potential
innovations whereas smaller organisations can be more flexible and adapt to
and implement changes more easily.
In a meta-analysis of purely IT innovation adoption, Lee and Xia (2006)
attempted to reconcile the different analyses of the size-innovation
relationship by taking into account contextual factors - such as type of
innovation and industry sector - that might mediate the relationship and
different ways of operationalising organisation size. Their study found that
larger organisations adopt more IT innovations than smaller organisations
and that this relationship between size and adoption was greater still for IT
process innovations: new IT products that bring with them changes to the
way people work. Lee and Xia also found that the size of an organisation's IT
department was a better predictor of IT innovation adoption than the overall
organisational size.
The effect of size on adoption of enterprise 2.0 has not yet been established as
very little research has been done on this topic. Bughin (2008) found a link
between organisation size and adoption of web 2.0 technologies inside the
enterprise but did not discuss the details of the research behind this finding. It
is possible that the Lee and Xia's (2006) findings may apply to enterprise 2.0
the same as to other IT process innovations, but there are attributes of
enterprise 2.0 tools, platforms and services which suggest that this may not be
the case. One of the key characteristics of enterprise 2.0 software is that it is
easy to use (McAfee, 2009). Many of the existing tools are available as a
service. As a result, the IT expertise necessary to take advantage of these tools
may be substantially lower than for traditional IT implementations allowing
smaller firms without that expertise to more readily take advantage of them.
Case Studies
One of the insights we shared on the project blog in relation to this research
(http://enterprise20eu.wordpress.com/2010/03/18/case-study-recruitmentwhat-does-the-response-so-far-tell-us/) was how when looking for case study
candidates it appeared easier to find larger companies than smaller
companies. We laid out a few reasons why that may have been the case but
nevertheless it suggests that smaller companies may be less interested in and
make less use of enterprise 2.0.
Another perspective on the relationship between size and enterprise 2.0
adoption was elaborated on in our typology of ways of using enterprise 2.0.
We situated use cases according to the type of interpersonal tie that was
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supported by the use case and the size of the system that contained the
interpersonal tie. In general, the smaller the organisation, the stronger the ties
between the individuals who work there, so smaller firms will have fewer use
cases to take advantage of from the first column of the typology. This is
shown in the cases of USEO and aRway: both 15-person consultancy firms.
USEO are using enterprise 2.0 for internal project collaboration, knowledge
sharing in communities of interest and for a public community with their
partners and customers. aRway are using enterprise 2.0 for internal project
collaboration with clients and partners, employee training and open
innovation with their partners.
It is perhaps also revealing that the three SMEs we recruited - Planet 9, USEO
and aRway - have significant internal expertise in IT, in line with Lee and
Xia's (2006) observation that IT adoption is more strongly related to the size of
an IT department than to the size of the firm.
Summary
It is not clear from this exactly what effect size has on an organisation's ability
to adopt enterprise 2.0. We can say with certainty that we looked at
organisations of a variety of sizes that all managed to run successful
initiatives. Given the content of the literature on IT innovation adoption, there
is likely to be an effect of size on likelihood of adoption, but in order to
establish firm conclusions a more wide-ranging, quantitative, empirical study
would have to be conducted.

4.4 The drivers of take-up of Enterprise 2.0 and employees
acceptance
Web 2.0 has enjoyed phenomenal take-up growth rates. In a few years, social
networking has become a mainstream application, now used by the majority
of Internet users. Yet when looking closer at web 2.0 usage, one can see that
the number of active users is fairly low. While the majority of the EU Internet
users use social networking tools, only a small percentage is authoring
content on blogs and wikis (Broster et al., 2009). The reason Wikipedia works
is that because of their global and universal nature, even when a small
percentage of Internet users participate, this represents hundred of thousands
of authors. On the other hand, it would seem easier to gain traction for E20
application within a company, where many internal incentives could be put
in place, including stronger or weaker forms of coercion.
We would therefore assume that Enterprise 2.0 solution would on the one
hand encounter viral bottom-up adoption patterns. Yet there are several signs
that this is not the rule, and that E20 is facing adoption barriers similar to
other technologies. In particular:
McAfee (2009) states that according to lead companies he interviewed,
users resistance is the single greatest barrier to enterprise adoption. He
suggests that the main “competitor” to E20 tools is e-mail, which is the
single most used Internet application, therefore being particularly hard
to substitute.
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A recent survey by Forrester3 argues that while fully 50% of business
make use of Enterprise 2.0 software, “employees access remains low”.
The E20 adoption council (InformationArchitectedInc, 2009) reports
that 72% of organisations reported resistance from users, and only 32%
overcame it.
Evidence from the case studies reports mixed adoption rates. It appears that
in general, passive usage is quite successful, in terms of number of visitors to
the applications. On the other hand, content production is more challenging
and showing lower participation rate. As content production is necessary to
the survival of the initiatives, companies had to invest a limited amount of
dedicated resources to animate their communities.
In particular, companies such as Lloyd register enjoyed lower level of
collaborative production of their knowledge-sharing tool. Pfizer, A&O,
aRway and KPN enjoyed very high participation rates, while in the Westaflex
case the E20 tools are substituting internal email, moving the onus to the
individual to “pull” the relevant information from wiki.
In general, it appears that ad hoc, practical collaboration tools are more
successful than knowledge sharing approaches such as internal
“companypedias”. This confirms McAfee’s suggestion that E20 tools, to be
successful, should be designed “in the flow” of work, rather than “above the
flow”. They should not represent an additional burden on top of existing
work, but be embedded in the workflow. Costs of participation should be
minimized to ensure sustainability, and tools should be designed with a usercentred approach.
When thinking about the requirements for an organisation to adopt enterprise
2.0, it is not enough to focus on the properties of the organisation itself that
facilitate adoption, it is also necessary to consider how an individual makes a
decision to use a technology. Although this concept is not technically an
organisational requirement, its importance to the success of any initiative
makes it essential to discuss here.
Literature on user acceptance drivers
Venkatesh et al (2003) developed the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use
of Technology (UTAUT) model specifically to explain individuals' acceptance
and usage decisions within organisations. The UTAUT integrates components
from across eight different models of technology acceptance (including the
technology acceptance model, the theory of planned behaviour and
innovation diffusion theory) to provide a powerful model for understanding
an individual's adoption of technology. The UTAUT model proposes four
factors that are direct determinants of user acceptance and usage. These
factors are:
Performance Expectancy: The degree to which an individual expects
the technology to help her do her job better
Effort Expectancy: The degree to which a system is perceived as easy to
use
3

http://www.forrester.com/rb/Research/enterprise_20_buyer_profile_2009/
q/id/54277/t/2
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Social Influence: The degree to which an individual believes that
important others think that she should use the technology
Facilitating Conditions: The degree to which an individual believes
that organisational and technical infrastructure exists to support her

Figure 6 The UTAUT model. From Venkatesh et al (2003)

These factors are in turn mediated by an individual's age, experience with the
technology, gender and voluntariness of use as indicated in figure 6.
Venkatesh et al (2003) found performance expectancy to be the most
important factor in determining an individual's intention to adopt a
technology. The importance of effort expectancy reduced over time as
individuals became accustomed to using a technology. They found social
influence to be strongly related to voluntariness of use: when use of a
technology is mandatory social influence affects behavioural intention
directly (in the early stages of use), but when use is voluntary social influence
affects behavioural intention indirectly through an individual's perception of
the technology. This is the approach taken by Ciganek, Mao and
Srite's (2008) to explain the influence of culture on adoption of knowledge
management systems discussed earlier. They investigated the effect of culture
on adoption of knowledge management systems through its effect on an
individual's adoption decision.
Use of enterprise 2.0 is most often voluntary, and so successful adoption of a
technology relies on the individual's expectation that it will be useful for him
and, to a lesser extent, that it will be easy to use. As stated earlier, one of the
main attributes of most enterprise 2.0 tools is their ease of use (McAfee, 2009)
and also their increasing familiarity as more individuals experience similar
functionality on the Internet. This ease of use and familiarity suggest that the
role of the facilitating conditions construct in the UTAUT model may be of
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little impact except for those users who have less familiarity with web 2.0
technologies.
Case Studies
The UTAUT model cannot be tested and calibrated in the context of this study
to understand how it applies to enterprise 2.0, but the prior discussion of it
points to the importance of the performance expectancy construct in an
individual's adoption decision. In other words, on an individual - not an
organisational - level, the most important factor in driving adoption is to
make sure that the tool is of obvious benefit to the intended users.
The importance of the usefulness of the tool being deployed is clearly
demonstrated in the set of case studies described earlier. At Pfizer, use of
OneNote and Sharepoint spread virally first from an individual to a research
group and then between research groups before any organisational approval
was received because of the strong match between their need to have
informational and interactive support for project teams and because of the
ease of use and familiarity of the desktop-based Microsoft Office interface.
Allen & Overy's initial experiment with community sites matched them to the
needs of individual groups of users and when rolling out the project further
forced people in the organisation applying to have a community site to clearly
justify the business reason for its existence.
KPN's enterprise 2.0 initiative involved users from the very start to make sure
that their needs were met and that the purpose of the platform and its
potential users were communicated as widely as possible. Similarly,
Westaflex's platform Westapedia was developed jointly with users to make
sure that employee's felt a sense of ownership of the platform. A previous
incarnation had been more of a top-down initiative and CEO Jan
Westerbarkey thinks that this may have had something to do with it not being
as popular as the new system.
Planet 9's enterprise 2.0 project was started as a bottom-up initiative to meet
the need of one user: to save him time when answering people's questions, he
put the answers on a wiki. Other people saw the benefit of this and gradually
adoption of the project increased.
At aRway they have found that when people start to find information that is
useful for them on their platform they are more likely to share too.
Summary
Individual acceptance of enterprise 2.0 is very important to its success.
Because use of the vast majority of enterprise 2.0 initiatives is discretionary,
the project must appeal directly to the needs of its intended users if it is to be
successfully adopted. Cost of participation should be maintained as low as
possible (leveraging weak forms of participation). In the case of E20, the key
driver is “expected social influence”, as participation in social platforms
enhances the visibility of the individual employee and its career
opportunities.
Finally, all cases show that take-up does not follow a linear pattern, but
struggles in the initial phase to achieve sufficient critical mass, and therefore
requires proactive effort of animation. If and when critical mass is achieved,
social tools become self-sustained and grow virally.
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This section of the research has considered some of the requirements for
successful adoption by an organisation at two levels: the individual and the
organisational. It is difficult to make absolute pronouncements on the basis of
eight diverse examples, but the one thing, from these case studies, that does
seem to be essential to the continued success of enterprise 2.0 projects is
support from the top of the organisation. What the rest of the discussion does
show, however, is that for any company attempting to implement enterprise
2.0, they need to carefully consider factors such as how well the tool matches
the culture of their company and how they are going to communicate its
value to its potential users.
On organisational culture, companies need to consider what sort of enterprise
2.0 would be culturally feasible. For example, introducing collaborative
software that assumes all people as being equal in a very hierarchical firm
may not be possible. Lloyd's Register is an example of this: their proposed
wiki-based solution to their technical queries problem is not one where all
users are equally qualified to give answers to these queries but one where the
authorisation in a particular area of knowledge of the person answering is
indicated next to an answer. Another example is Allen & Overy: whilst not a
very hierarchical firm, their enterprise 2.0 project was not a social network
aimed primarily at connection, it was very focused on group collaboration
and communication reflecting the collegiate nature of their culture.
Communicating the value to potential users is less important in small firms
such as USEO and aRway where these sorts of conversations can happen face
to face. In larger firms, more effort has to be put into this communication.
Pfizer and Allen & Overy take the approach of understanding the business
problems that exist and then matching their offering and their communication
to these problems. At A&O, they discovered that after a period of time, the
value and the purpose of the tools were so clear to their users that they would
see potential uses for themselves. KPN, Westaflex and Lloyd's Register all
took the approach of involving users in the development of their platforms to
ensure that they felt a sense of ownership over the product and to ensure that
the product was meeting their needs.

4.5 An in-depth view: can E20 help identifying good ideas?
For European and worldwide companies, across sectors, a key competitive
asset lies in innovative ideas: generating them, turning them fast into market
opportunities, as well as learning and adapting from market reaction.
Employees are the largest source of innovation inside companies as shown by
the survey results below.
Figure 7: IBM study results on the sources of innovative ideas (from The Economist)
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Yet, the history of innovation is full of anecdotes about non-recognized
disruptive inventions and missed opportunities, in particular because of
decision-makers acting as bottleneck. In hierarchy-based organisations, all too
often higher positions fail to recognize the high-quality ideas, either because
these ideas reach beyond traditional thinking, or because of vested interest in
maintaining the status quo, or because of lack of attention and information
overload.
As a result, innovative ideas are not turned into marketable products,
potential connections and synergies between ideas are not recognized, and
innovators become frustrated and abandon the organisation or their
commitment to it. There are plenty of examples, from public and private
organisations alike. In the US intelligence, failure to anticipate 9/11 was
largely due to a rigid silos-based approach that failed to recognize weak
signals and across organisational boundaries. Good insights from individual
analysts were filtered up the command chain and were not shared between
agencies. Relying on individual intelligence for evaluating ideas and insight
proved to be inefficient.
Traditional ICT tools are not good at facilitating the surfacing of innovative
ideas, as they rely on a one-to-one approach. Ideas are traditionally sent via
email to the direct superior, which filters good from bad ideas. All too often,
ideas are simply not paid attention to, as the cartoon below effectively shows.
Figure 8: Comic on idea management
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E20 seems to offer opportunities for accelerating the rate of innovation and
the identification of good ideas through an open approach. Rather than
relying on a one-to-one approach, ideas are called for, published and
commented openly, where anyone can see and comment on other people's
ideas. This open approach embraces the "publish-then-filter" concept related
to web2.0. Ideas and content are first published on the web, and then filtered.
This filtering does not rely mainly on the individual expertise of gatekeepers,
but on "the wisdom of crowds".
Concretely, there is a growing market in the E20 segment for "idea-banks"
that crowdsource idea generation and selection. These are applications that
allow participants to submit ideas, rate and comment on other people ideas.
Examples of such applications are uservoice.com, ideascale.com,
GoogleModerator, and Salesforce Idea-Storm.
They have been adopted in particular in the context of customers'
engagement: for example, DELL lets customers submit and vote on ideas for
new products and features. The most voted ideas are turned into features. In
the policy context, the Open Declaration on European Public Services asks
citizens
to
propose
and
vote
policy
recommendations.
(eups20.wordpress.com). Another, similar tool is the "prediction market",
which allows people to invest virtual money on the project/idea they
consider most likely to succeed.
On the one hand, these tools act as an incentive for individuals to come up
with new ideas, because of the public recognition that comes with it. It
provides a further "ownership" on the idea, as anyone can see who proposed
it first and it provides visibility to the proposer.
On the other, they share the burden of filtering, by allowing a wider set of
expertise to judge on the value of the idea. While the direct line manager
might not have the expertise and time to fully capture the quality of the ideas,
this expertise, attention and interest are most probably more present between
colleagues and the wider public. In other words, the crowdsourcing approach
does not only apply in the input and generation of ideas, but also in the
filtering and selection, thereby reducing the problem of information overload.
For example, let's take the case of Intuit, a software producer. Prior to any
type of E2.0 initiatives it took Intuit around 13 months to come up with a
product idea, build it, and put it into the hands of the users. After their E2.0
efforts Intuit was able to do this in 5 months, a 60% decrease. In the 6 months
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after Brainstorm was released the rate of ideation went up by around 1000%
and the amount of participation was up over 500%.4
We need to clarify some preconceptions. First, the many-to-many principles
do no imply a total openness to anyone. Idea-banks can be used and are used
within restricted groups, and the selection of the participants is a key step in
their design and setup process. Total openness is not a requirement of this
kind of applications.
Secondly, crowdsourcing does not imply that the actual decision on what
ideas to pay attention or to actually invest on is left to the wider public. Most
often, these tools are used in order to generate and identify good ideas, and
reduce the burden on the selection committee to identify the arguments to
approve or reject an idea. The crowdsourcing approach applies therefore at
the early stage of the decision process. This also reduces the risks of
manipulation by interest groups: if the actual decision were crowdsourced,
there would be much more powerful incentives to game the system.
Yet the opportunities that E20 offers for generating and identifying good
ideas are far from easily grasped. The key question remains: is E20 truly more
effective in generating and filtering good ideas?
The key challenge remains scalability: open approaches do not scale easily.
The problem of information overload is not effectively solved by a filtering
approach based on voting. Most often, within large communities, enabling
people to vote for the best idea does not lead to identifying the best ideas.
IBM ran the most impressive and large scale open innovation exercise: the
Innovation Jam involved 150.000 employees from 104 countries. An
evaluation carried out by IBM highlighted that "technology for promoting
new ideas” (like Salesforce Ideas and Digg) could have promoted more
coherent dialogue, but with the danger that many good ideas might be lost".
All too often in large-scale conversation the attention tends to focus on the
most catchy, rather than on the most insightful ideas. Instead, the most
effective ways to dig into large quantities of content were:
- text mining that automatically analyses large quantities of comment
- social network analysis that analyses the relation between people submitting
comments
- reputation management tools that highlight content based on the quality of
previous input by the same person
- attention management tools that capture weak signals such as the amount of
discussion around specific ideas
- visual analytics that help browsing ideas through a visual interface that
reduced complexity
No such technology is able to solve the problem alone, but the smart
combination of these is required. Yet this work remains highly human
intensive. Even after intensive computer and human processing, “Senior
executives and others spent weeks sifting through tens of thousands of
4

http://www.jmorganmarketing.com/implementing-enterprise-2-0-at-intuitpart-five-operational-impact-lessons-learned
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postings — gigabytes of often aimless Jam conversation.” The limits of human
attention appear as a key bottleneck for successful open innovation models.
In the E20 jargon, the common wisdom is that the problem is not information
overload but filter failure. The tools that we listed above are enhanced
filtering tools. Yet this approach might well prove to miss the main point. It is
not necessarily true that increasing the amount of content and ideas makes it
more difficult to identify relevant content and good ideas. After all, it is
precisely the large amount of data that makes Google algorithm more
effective, and "more data usually beats better algorithms"5. The filtering tools
described above get better the more people use it.
Finally, open innovation models do not rely in better filtering, but rather in
more effective discovery of ideas. As Cameron Neylon puts it, "we don’t need
publication filters, we need enhanced discovery engines"(Neylon, 2010).
Accordingly, rather than focussing on the quality of the ideas, it is probably
most effective to increase the "discoverability" of its content by adding
metadata and signals to it.
In summary, E20 offer great opportunities for increasing the quality and
amount of ideas proposed, by overcoming existing bottlenecks in the
innovation value chain and creating additional incentives. Yet, technology
and implementation is far from mature, and the problem of filtering and
discovery deserves additional investment and experimentation.

5

http://anand.typepad.com/datawocky/2008/03/more-data-usual.html
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5 SO WHAT? The policy implications of E20
“The problems of today cannot be solved
by the same level of thinking that created them.”
Albert Einstein
Previous sections have focused on an in-depth explanation of what E2.0 is,
why it matters, and how to implement it. But then the final question each
policy-maker asks is: what should I do then?
To answer this question, this section starts by providing an updated policy
context, on the basis of which identifies policy challenges and policy
recommendations.
The challenges are identified on the basis of several inputs:
For general policy challenges, the EC Digital Agenda for Europe and
the Digital Competitiveness Report
For the EU Software sector, the recent report on Software and
Software-based services (SBSS) (Aumasson, Bonneau, Leimbach, &
Gödel, 2010)
An updated analysis of key findings of the study activities with regard
to supply, demand, impact and challenges (presented in D3 in annex)
The input of the workshop held on September 14th, 2010 (minutes in
Annex C)
These challenges will be elaborated upon by coupling them with specific
policy issues, considering E2.0 as a specific case of innovation policies.
The proposed measures have then been submitted for a consultation with key
stakeholders.

5.1 The Policy Context
In 2010, after the present project started, the EC approved its ICT strategy: the
Digital Agenda for Europe. It clearly spells out the opportunities and the
challenges for the EU for the next 10 years.
The opportunity is there to achieve a virtuous cycle of growth of technological
infrastructure, service provision and take-up. High speed networks enable
innovative service provision, these services are used and make a difference in
the social and economic life of the Europeans, EU content and service
providers are competitive and justify the investment in high quality
infrastructure.
Yet, current EU performance is far from satisfactory, as described in the
European Digital Competitiveness report 2010: Europe has only 1%
penetration of fibre-based high-speed networks whereas Japan is at 12% and
South Korea is at 15%; 30% of Europeans have still never used the internet;
EU spending on ICT research and development stands at only 40% of US
levels; the vast majority of service provider for web-based services are USbased. As a result, the overall impact of ICT on productivity is much lower
than in the US and the productivity gap is widening. The productivity of the
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ICT industry (as the ICT sector is smaller in the EU) and the overall efficiency
of the productive process in terms of multifactor productivity showed weaker
performance in the EU, in particular in market services, such as trade, finance
and business services.
There is a risk, therefore, that the virtuous circle presented above turns into a
vicious circle, where each of the three components affects negatively the
others and creates a perverse effect. Innovation system literature teaches us
that public action is not only necessary in case of market failure, but also to
prevent and solve systemic failures.
The Digital Agenda identifies a set of specific challenges that hinder the
development of a virtuous circle, described in the picture below.
Figure 9: virtuous cycle of the digital economy (source: Digital Agenda for Europe)

Finally, the Digital Agenda also sets out an innovative approach in policy
making in the EU. It emphasises the need to reach out and involve other
stakeholders in order to deliver the promised results. This does not result
simply in the traditional consultations and exchange of opinions, but in
leveraging actual positive action outside the remit of the Commissioner, and
of the European Commission. The Digital Agenda proactively and
purposefully reaches out to involve action by other stakeholders, through
dedicated initiatives such as the "Digital Agenda Stakeholder day".
But this opening up to external collaboration has challenging implications.
One in particular is the emergent nature of policy action, as action from
multiple actors. Current policy frameworks and measures are well suitable
for well-defined predictable problems and top-down action, but are far less
established and experimented in a distributed, polycentric, networked
environment. E2.0 obviously calls for and implies innovative policy
framework, designed for emergent action, flexible and adaptable yet able to
ensure consistency and fulfilment.
We will therefore particularly look at E2.0 as a metaphor of future decisionmaking, in a distributed, open, and complex environment (Ormerod, 2010).
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E20: another case of Europe’s missing yollies
The current policy discourse as well as the existing evaluation exercise point
to two specific and strongly related challenges with regard to EU innovation
policy:
•

Aligning EU innovation policy to web-based innovation models.

•

Involving and fostering growth of innovative SMEs.

Europe is lagging behind US when it comes to the development of web-based
innovative companies. In particular, the recent upsurge of web 2.0 success
stories lie largely outside the European innovation programmes. Indeed, the
Aho report on the evaluation of FP6 ICT points out that “there are major
barriers to involve the most innovative and growth oriented SMEs”. It is a
challenge for existing instruments to be made compatible with the short
development cycles of the web, and it is the serendipitous and
multidisciplinary innovation pattern.
In the future, research and development initiatives, particularly in the applied
ICT field, are going to be characterised increasingly by wider participation,
open sharing, iterative development, and business models innovation.
Therefore, the gap between the design of EU innovation and research
programme, and the patterns of innovation on the web, are not per se
converging: hence, the challenges highlighted in the Aho report could
aggravate.
Some of the most successful firms in terms of growth, profitability,
innovation, competitiveness and employment are new firms, which - 30 years
ago - were simply small-scale SMEs that needed support from government to
develop their ideas and products. The outstanding success of a number of
these firms, which include Apple Computer, Chiron, Compaq and Intel
(Audretsch et al. 2002) indicates that some SMEs may be the real engine of
growth of the economy. This is mostly the case in high technology areas, such
as ICT and more recently (and to a so far smaller scale) biotechnology and
nano-materials. These rapidly growing companies, which are conquering the
international market are known as gazelles. According to recent reports
(Veugelers and Cincera 2010), there are fewer young growing companies in
Europe (yollies), and they are less research-intensive than in the US.
Specifically, the R&D intensity gap with the US is to be attributed mostly to
the fact that these yollies are less research-intensive.
Figure 10: Analysis of the R&D intensity gap between EU and US (source: (Veugelers and
Cincera 2010)
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The targets of Europe 2020 in general and the Digital Agenda for Europe in
particular include in a prominent position, the creation and support of
European innovative SMEs.

Digital Agenda targets
The Digital Agenda proposed key target indicators for Europe:
Figure 11 The Digital Agenda Key Target Indicators
1.

Broadband targets:

Basic broadband for all by 2013: basic broadband coverage
for 100% of EU citizens. (Baseline: Total DSL coverage (as
% of the total EU population) was at 93% in December
2008.)
Fast broadband by 2020: broadband coverage at 30 Mbps
or more for 100% of EU citizens. (Baseline: 23% of
broadband subscriptions were with at least 10 Mbps in
January 2010.)
Ultra-fast broadband by 2020: 50% of European
households should have subscriptions above 100Mbps.
(No baseline)

2.

Digital single market:

Promoting eCommerce: 50% of the population should be
buying online by 2015. (Baseline: In 2009, 37 % of the
individuals aged 16-74 ordered goods or services for
private use in the last 12 months.)
Cross-border eCommerce: 20% of the population should
buy cross border online by 2015. (Baseline: In 2009, 8 % of
the individuals aged 16-74 ordered goods or services from
sellers from other EU countries in the last 12 months.)
eCommerce for business: 33% of SMEs should conduct
online purchases/sales by 2015. (Baseline: During 2008,
24% and 12% of enterprises was, respectively,
purchasing/selling electronically, for an amount equal to
or greater than 1% of the turnover/total purchases.
Single market for telecoms services: the difference between
roaming and national tariffs should approach zero by 2015.
(Baseline: In 2009, the roaming average price per minute
was 0.38 cents (call made) and the average price per
minute for all calls in the EU was 0.13 cents (roaming
included).

3. Digital inclusion:

Increase regular internet use from 60% to 75% by 2015 and
from 41% to 60% for disadvantaged people. (Baseline
figures are for 2009).
Halve the proportion of population that has never used the
internet by 2015 (to 15%). (Baseline: In 2009, 30% of
individuals aged 16-74 had never used the internet.)

4. Public services:

eGovernment by 2015: 50% of citizens using eGovernment,
with more than half of them returning filled in forms.
(Baseline: In 2009, 38% of individuals aged 16- 74 had used
eGovernment services in the last 12 months, and 47% of
them used eGovernment services for sending filled forms.)
Cross-border public services: by 2015 online availability of
all the key cross- border public services contained in the
list to be agreed by Member States by 2011. (No baseline)

5. Research & innovation:

ICT R&D increase: Double public investment to €11
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billion. (Baseline: ICT government budget appropriations
or outlays on R&D (ICT GBAORD) was 5,7 billion nominal
euros in 2007.)
6. Low Carbon Economy:

Promotion of low energy lighting: By 2020 at least 20%
overall reduction in energy use on lighting. (No baseline.)

It is worth noting that these indicators, just as it has been the case so far for all
benchmarking of ICT take-up by companies, tend to focus on input measures,
such as R&D spending and infrastructure, or on transactional functionalities
such as take-up of eCommerce by companies.
This last indicator is particularly puzzling as it is not directly related to any
specific action - the only indirect link is with the digital signature and
eProcurement actions, which could be considered conducive to wider take-up
of eCommerce by companies. Yet sometimes in the EU context of the Open
Method of Coordination, indicators count just as well as actions.
Benchmarking and peer-pressure has been highly influential in determining
the policy choices of Member States, for example in the field of online public
services.
Selecting eCommerce take-up as key indicator for business adoption of ICT
risks therefore to reinforce the idea in MS that eCommerce is the key
applications for business, and overlook knowledge sharing and collaborative
activities enabled by E20. eCommerce is certainly an important component,
but clearly not the only and not even the most important application of ICT in
the business context. The micro benefits and macro-economic impact of
eCommerce have not been proved as the most important application of ICT in
the business context. In fact, the advent of social media and web 2.0 have
instead suggested that the key impact of ICT lies not in the
automation/transactional dimension of providing services online, but in the
communication dimension of improved intelligence and collaboration. For
example, the latest Gartner research6 identifies four broad trends that will
change IT, and the economy, in the next 10 years:
1. Cloud
2. Business impact of social computing
3. Context Aware Computing
4. Pattern Based Strategy
None of such trend is related to eCommerce take-up. Obviously, these trends
would be more difficult to monitor and do not have a historical dataset such
as the long-standing eCommerce indicator. However, this is not a sufficient
justification for the choice in itself - it would be like looking for the keys not
where they have been lost but under the lamp, because there is light.
As such, there is a risk that, if not properly managed, these target would
negatively affect the awareness of the importance of open innovation models
as well as communication and collaboration oriented applications entailed by
E20.

6

http://www.gartner.com/it/page.jsp?id=1470115
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Implications of E20
In the context of the key issues described, enterprise 2.0 matters for different
reasons. We here start formulating hypothesis that will be discussed on the
basis of the evidence provided.
The fragmentation of the EU market issues could hinder growth of a
home-based market of sufficient size to let EU companies flourish.
Interoperability enables customer choice and better integration of E20
software with existing platforms.
Lack of investment in infrastructure could limit the provision of E20
software as a service, and in general limit the remote collaboration
capabilities.
Lack of digital skills can hinder both the growth of E20 suppliers and
the take-up by companies, taking into account both advanced IT skills
to manage the platforms and user skills to provide active contribution
and collaboration. In general, E20 architecture calls for a decoupling of
core platforms from business applications, thereby changing the nature
of the company IT department and the requested competences.
The recent report on Software and Business Services further develops these
problems from the wider point of view of software. Interestingly, it articulates
barriers in ICT sector specific, and SBSS specific. Similarly, we will articulate
the challenges and the options between general and specific. E20 obviously
shares most challenges from the SBSS typology, but also has some different
and specific issues, namely around open innovation and privacy. SBSS is
wider than E20, as it refers to software and services.
One of the most significant common points between the two lies in the
innovation model that they are based upon. In both cases, software
development can be defined as "agile", with several iterations, short
development cycles, and strong input from users, little capital investment.
This issue has relevant implications for policy recommendations.
Establishing world-class poles of excellence and clusters was also considered
essential to enable Europe’s lead in key areas of the global ICT industry. The
consultation shed light on the opinions of the respondents concerning the
current ICT research priorities. These are reflected in terms of Europe’s
relative level of excellence, the risk of Europe losing comparative advantage,
and what are thought to be the most important strategic areas. The three most
strategic areas of ICT research are Energy & Environment, Software Products
& Services, and Education & Culture. Today, Europe is thought to excel most
in the field of Energy & Environment research, where its comparative
advantage is not largely considered to be at risk. However in the fields of
Software Products & Services, network equipment and web-based services,
Europe is thought to be at most risk of losing its comparative advantage.

5.2 The Policy Challenges
The overall challenge Europe faces with E20 can be summed up in a question:
why did Europe miss out on this trend?
We identify three levels of problems, which entail a different set of challenges.
As described in section 5.3, these problems correspond to “pace layers”, here
listed in order of increasing weight and decreasing flexibility.
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The first level of problem concerns the specific challenges of supply
and demand (the "what"). On the supply side, most providers are US
based. On the demand side, the European market lags 2/3 years
behind the US market.
The second level concerns the challenges of the current EU innovation
policy framework (the "how"). E20 has emerged largely outside and
separately from any public support programme, and is culturally very
far from it.
The third level concerns the institutional model. So far, governments
have adopted E20 and Web2.0 approaches only marginally. Because
the EC unit in charge of this study is in charge of the digital strategy,
this third level seems to be particularly important.
The challenges for the EU industry and market
The challenges of E20 are largely the same as those of the software market in
general, but with some additional issues and with a particular focus. In the
table below, we re-assess these challenges through the point of view of E20
and the evidence collected by the study, and we emphasise additional
challenges.
Table 6: Review of policy recommendations of SBSS study with regard to E20
Policy Field

Barrier

Articulation in E20 context

Level of R&D

Lack of R&D funding

Confirmed but with additional emphasis on
open, iterative, user-led innovation, business
model innovation.

R&D
cooperation

Lack of horizontal
cooperation

Confirmed but less relevant for E2.0

Knowledge
Diffusion

Lack
of
diffusion
cooperation

Confirmed but less relevant for E2.0

Networking

Problems with CrossBorder-Operations

Confirmed.

Lack
of
Internationalisation

Confirmed. Special issue of highly localised E2.0
markets

Access to Finance/
Credit solutions

Confirmed, with high importance. Risk capital
necessary to compete with international
competitors.

Entrepreneurial
activities
and
financial capital
situation

Lack of support of
innovate SBIS SME

Confirmed. Particular difficulty and support in
terms of marketing

Potential
of
Public
Sector
Information

Lack of potential use
of public data

Confirmed and very relevant to foster open
innovation models, for example with regard to
open access to research-funded data. Particular
emphasis on machine-readable data.

Pre-commercial
Public
Procurement

Lack
of
strategic
procurement

Very important. Public agencies could play a
key role as a lead market for E2.0 . High
potential for SBRI-like measures

Lack of support for
high-risk,
R&D
intensive start-ups

Very important. Lack of risk funding hinders
the possibility of EU actors.

Lack

Confirmed.

Standardisation

vertical
and

of
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and
Interoperability

standardisation

Confirmed.

Lack
interoperability

IPR

of

Confirmed. Important to ensure integration
between E20 solutions and legacy systems.
Interoperability related also to the service layer.
Particularly important because of network
effects of E20 solutions that might conduce to
lock-in

Inflexible IPR

Confirmed, not with regard to software but to
open innovation models. There’s a need for
suitable institutional framework that enables
and supports open innovation models.

Low use of digital
dividend

Confirmed but with lower importance as mobile
is particularly important in the consumer
context.

Mobile
Broadband

Market fragmentation

Confirmed. Few trans-national players in
Europe, markets mostly for national players.
There is minimal provision of E20 cross-country
– just as for e-commerce

Market creation

Lack
of
harmonization

Confirmed. Special concern of different privacy
regulation

legal

Cross-BorderOperations
Lack
of
procurement

Labelling/
Awareness

Confirmed
public

The problem is not the lack but the inadequacy
of public procurement. The issue is to design
procurement procedures that fit the E20
delivery model, allowing for iterative evolution
and high flexibility in design. Current
procurement procedures are too rigid for the
flexible, collaborative and agile development
patterns of E20.

Inequalities in public
procurement

Ensuring open standards in public procurement
helps innovative players such as E20 providers.

Lack of SBIS adoption

Confirmed, very strong barrier. European
companies are resistant to large scale
deployment of E20, their decision processes are
slow and the deployment tends to be done via
small pilots, thereby not benefiting from
network economies nor reaching sufficient
critical mass.

Lack
Awareness/Trust

In particular, employees are resistant to E20
adoption.

of

Very relevant for E20, which is still perceived as
mostly a marketing tool, benefits and ROI is
unclear

Privacy

Privacy concerns

Very important. Blurring of the boundaries
between private and public. Implications of
online behavior and privacy are not clear. For
example, publication of criticisms about
managers could be considered misbehavior,
even if visible to friends only.

Lack of trust

Very important for cloud-based delivery. In
particular, service continuity is not guaranteed
by many new players. Data storage and security
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could become an issue for highly regulated
industry.
Security
Trust

and

Security

Not a major issue

Lack of skills

Confirmed importance, with particular regard
to the media literacy skills of employees.

e-skills

Lack of Market Data

Confirmed importance. Market data even less
available than for the Software market

Strategic Market
Intelligence

Lack of data for Policy
analysis
and
assessment

Higher importance. All indicators on take-up
focus
on
e-commerce
and
overlook
collaborative applications

Strategic Policy
Intelligence

Lack of coordination

Confirmed. Lack of
existing initiatives.

coordination

between

As shown by the supply side analysis in D3, the main challenge lies in the
very small role played by EU players and providers of E20 solutions. There
are several European players, but they are very small and often limited to the
national market.
While the limited size of the market reduces the negative impact for
productivity and employment, the market is fast growing and new
competitors are being brought in, also from Asia and Australia.
Moreover, it is clear that the absence of strong European player in this area is
a sign of a wider problem of lack of EU players in the software sector. The
European software industry "lags behind its competitors from the US. Among
the world's Top 20 software vendors, 14 are US-based and account for more
than 37 % of the worldwide market, while there are only 3 European
companies, with only 5% of the market."(Aumasson, Bonneau, Leimbach, &
Gödel, 2010).
Furthermore, perspectives are not positives: in the consultation for the Digital
Agenda, stakeholders identified "software and services" as the key area where
Europe is at risk of losing comparative advantage.
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Figure 12: Results on the consultation on the post-i2010 strategy.

The problem is particularly relevant in the most innovative and fast growing
segments of software, such as E20 which will outperform the overall software
market growth by a almost a factor of 10 (49% vs. 6,5%). This confirms that
Europe is particularly weak in fostering young, innovative and fast growing
SMEs - the so-called gazelles. The innovative SMEs supplying E20 solutions
are not scaling up fast enough.
In other words, Europe is certainly a good place to start a business, but it’s a
bad place to grow it.
The first barrier to growth and upscaling is the lack of available risk funding.
Much has been written on the topic, but suffice to say that the median premoney evaluation for venture capital companies was 20 M Euro in US vs. 3 M
in Europe in 2009. In the specific context of E20, this means that E20 start-ups
simply cannot compete with their American counterparts. Especially in a fast
moving market such as this, interviewed companies underlined how their
marketing budget is not comparable to their US competitors. Several
companies are moving their headquarters to the US in an effort to benefit
from more favourable conditions.
New business models
In the ICT market, but also in the overall economy, we assist to a move from
products to services as a revenue generator. Key examples are IBM and
FUJITSU, which both sold out their manufacturing units and focused on
added-value services, and now derive the majority of their revenues from
software and services. In the specific software segment, this move takes place
in different ways.
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From the technological point of view, there's a shift towards the provision of
software as a service rather than packaged. Thanks to pervasive high speed
broadband and cloud computing platforms, all surveyed vendors offer their
solution via the web, mostly with a subscription model.
More importantly, there is a wider switch in business model. The traditional
high margins from licensing fees are being reduced, because of increased
competition by new, cloud-based players, and because of open source
software. Accordingly, software vendors are moving towards offering added
value services bundled with software, with particular regard to
implementation and change management services. In the specific E20 context,
IDC estimates that the market from added-value services could be 10 or 100
times bigger than software direct revenues.
This kind of business model innovation has been a key character of the web
2.0 market players, which have been experimenting with different formulas.
Convergence is a key enabler of this kind of business model innovation,
where revenue streams can be identified at different levels of the value chain.
In the consumer-oriented web 2.0 context, advertising proved to be the most
important revenue stream, yet this model clearly does not apply in the
enterprise context.
Open source plays a particular role in this context of reduced margins from
license fees. By providing the software platform as open source, providers can
focus on providing the added-value services that go with it, such as
implementation services and change management services. Distributing
software as open source helps building a wider market and leveraging a
strong community of partners that create additional features and version. For
example, Atlassian has used offering its product as commercial open source
with considerable success. In particular it has enabled Atlassian to engage
with a range of partners who are extending the software for customers, and
some of them are involved in "crowdsourcing" the localization of Atlassian's
products. However, the price of Atlassian's strategy is comparatively low
prices for its products, which means that it must succeed (and largely has
succeeded) in building a mass market. As localization seems to be a key issue
in successful E20 implementation, the open source approach is likely to be
particularly beneficial. Yet, on the other side Atlassian so far has not tapped
into the advanced service provision market such as change management.
In summary the context is far from consolidated, and likely not to be so for
several years. Yet some conclusions can be drawn:
A shift from local software to software as a service, although slower
than expected
A shift from licensing-only revenues towards the provision of value
added services
An increased adoption of open source tools, both to leverage
additional capacities for localization and features, and accompanied by
the provision of added-value services
Most of all, what is clear is the need for experimenting with different business
models, and in partnership with different actors in the value chain. It is also
clear that business model innovation needs financial backing, which is
currently not sufficiently available in Europe because of the lack of venture
capital and the fact that public funding typically does not consider business
model innovation as a priority.
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Challenges for research and innovation policy design
The emergence of E20 highlights also fundamental challenges not to what is
needed for E20 to flourish, but also to how policies should be designed.
Most of the challenges are not only consistent with overall challenges of IT
and software: they are also long-standing problems of Europe, namely in
terms of R&D intensity and emergence of new global industry players. So
when preparing policy recommendations, the question arises: why existing
innovation policies have so far been unsuccessful in fostering innovation in
the software sector? The emergence of web 2.0 has largely happened outside
and separately from existing innovation policies. None of the interviewed
start-ups and of the products available on the market has been involved in EU
funded projects. Both Enterprise 2.0 and Web 2.0 have not been captured as a
priority of FP7 in time for making a difference.
Indeed, we see a gap between the E20 innovation model and the current
European, and in general governmental innovation programs, which is
similar to the gap between Enterprise 1.0 and 2.0. This gap can
- Foster serendipitous innovation. All success stories of web-based innovation
are unexpected developments, evolving over time in short iterative loops and
taking into account users behaviour, as described in the agile software
development model. Instead, traditional government funding implies a clear
definition of the expected outcome from the outset - and any deviation is
treated as an exception rather than as the rule. Moreover, serendipity requires
a wide, non-restrictive definition of the research challenges, while FP7
priorities are narrowly defined in the workprogramme.
- Engage the most innovative actors: the key to innovation is the clustering of
the right people at the right time. Instead, existing government programmes
require bureaucratic procedures and selection process that tend to privilege
the most experienced proposal writers, rather than the best ideas and
implementation. As the Aho report puts it, the FP programme "there are
major barriers to involving the most innovative and growth-oriented SMEs."
Also in the context of public procurement, the EU is perceived to be more
favourable to incumbents than the US.
- Enable short-term and fast time-to market: in a rapid evolving environment,
time-to-market is essential. The development cycle from idea to market has
therefore to be shortened to a minimum. An E20 development cycle is
measured in weeks while traditional FP projects last years. This is simply
unrealistic in the fast-evolving IT applications market. In particular, one of the
key recommendations for future entrepreneurs is "fail fast". These two terms
appear almost at the opposite of what government innovation policies
encourage, which could rather be described as "succeed very slowly".
- Smaller budgets and smaller development teams. Current web based
innovation does not require extensive investment and is not as capital
intensive as other research priorities, and requires a more contained
partnership.
- Favour multidisciplinarity: successful E20 software has to take into account
non ICT disciplines such as design, psychological motivation, learning
sciences, business models. Yet multidisciplinarity is present in ICT research
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programmes as a concession and an exception, rather than proactively looked
for with focused measures. Furthermore, many criticisms have been made to
current research programmes as being too much technology-push.
- Create a favourable context by focusing on excellence. Successful web
ventures come often out of excellent universities and research centers. While
there are many efforts in Europe to consolidate and concentrate funding
towards these centers, this is far from accomplished results and is not often
the top priority. The European Institute of Technology, for instance, was
designed to achieve such goals, but its funding has been reduced
substantially and its potential impact is yet unclear.
- Allow for organisational and business model innovation. Current
technology research program do not include a specific focus on organisational
and business models innovation, which is a key component of technological
innovation especially in web-based innovation. On a related issue, it is almost
impossible to separate between research and innovation, as new products
come out of an iterative and demand-driven process.
- Focus on results rather than on proposals. Because of short development
cycles, evaluation of E20 tools is best based on mock-up and visible
prototypes, while the procedures for innovation funding mainly rely on
extensive written documents.
- Foster dialogue and transparency all along the innovation value chain. E20
solutions require continuous interaction and fine-tuning, and open methods
of evaluation. Instead, research funding relies mostly on "sterilized"
interaction between funders and recipients.
Exactly the same problems are visible with current procurement processes,
which is designed with the assumption of predictable and fully-defined
objectives, where specifications fully defined ex ante with no or very limited
interaction, and where too often the decision is taken on the basis of the safest
and least innovative option.
In other words, current innovation programmes seem to be designed for
innovation in capital-intensive industries, and at best for a 1.0 software
context.
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5.3 The Policy Recommendations
In light of the three kinds of challenges outline above, and of the policy
review carried out, we identify three levels of recommendations.
To illustrate the logical relationship between the levels, we consider them as
layers, adopting the building metaphor of pace layering. The concept of pace
layering (Brand 1999) sees a building as a series of layers that have differing
life spans. The “site” itself has an eternal life, whereas the building structure
might last 50 to 100 years. Other layers such as internal design, decoration
and furniture can last for 5 to 10 years. The implication is that “different rates
of change are beneficial for the overall development of a complex system: the
fast layers propose and innovate; the slow layers absorb and
stabilize”(Campbell & Fast, 2006). In the policy context, a site corresponds to
the institutional setting (in our case, the EU); a structure is the policy design
(such as FP7); the stuff is the content of the policy (such as the workprogramme of FP7). This is even more important because “in a rapidly
moving world it makes sense to locate the capacity for change in those items
with the potential shortest life span and avoid, if possible, creating some
layers, such as internal dividing walls, that have a medium term life span and
are a potential barrier to accommodating changing activities.”7
Figure 13: The pace layering metaphor adapted to policy-making
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In the policy context, we consider the institutional layer as the most stable
(the site); the policy design layer as intermediate (the structure), the policy
content layer as the most flexible. Just as the policy challenges in the previous
section, so the policy recommendations are organized along this three layers.

7

http://www.jiscinfonet.ac.uk/infokits/learning-spacedesign/imagination/techniques/pace-layering
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Table 7: Three levels of challenges and recommendations based on pace layering structure
Layer

Challenges

Recommendations

STUFF – The
policy
content

The specific challenges of
supply and demand. On the
supply side, most providers are
US based. On the demand side,
the European market lags 2/3
years behind the US market.

What actions should be carried
out? How to focus existing
policy models taking into
account E20?

STRUCTURE
– The policy
design

The challenges of the current
EU
innovation
policy
framework (the "how"). E20 has
emerged largely outside and
separately from any public
support programme, and is
culturally very far from it.

How should these actions be
designed to take into account
the E20 values and approach?

SITE – the
institutional
setting

So far, governments have
adopted E20 and Web2.0
approaches only marginally.
Because the EC unit in charge
of this study is in charge of the
digital strategy, this third level
seems to be particularly
important.

How could the EC adopt these
values and technology as part
of the strategic governance of
the digital agenda?

The policy content: fine tuning existing tools
As analysed in section E20 can largely be considered as a specific case of
software innovation. The SBSS study proposes a set of recommendations,
which we fully endorse and which fully apply to E20 solutions, also because
they largely confirm previous recommendations.
SBSS study recommendations

Assessment in the E20 context

“1. Empower the People by supporting the
sophistication of users and entrepreneurs
through skills and knowledge. This will
create a society which is ready to take up
innovation and exploit it successfully and
increase the size of the market and its
dynamism.

Very important for E20 take-up and
positive impact is to make sure that media
literacy is well spread among workers, who
are increasingly requested to take a
proactive role in internal and external
information flows.
This could include incentivising companies
to provide social environments for
employees.
Integration of E20 platforms in training and
lifelong learning initiatives, in order to
ensure that informal exchange of tacit
knowledge
accompanies
the
more

8

As (Bacigalupo, S Kluzer, C Pascu, Y Punie, & Redecker, 2009) puts it,
“Social computing is transforming the learning panorama by providing
unprecedented opportunities for self-directed learning, collaborative learning
and lifelong learning”.
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traditional forms of learning.8
2. Coach the Team by increasing the R&D
activities in relevant fields as well as by
supporting the knowledge transfer and
diffusion. This will help to improve the
innovation
capability
of
European
software businesses.

Increased focus on software and services in
R&D is crucial, but it has to take into
account the different nature of software
applied research with respect to capitalintensive industries. Simply adding E20 to
existing programmes is unlikely to have an
impact. Suggestions for policy design are
provided in the next chapter.

3. Encourage the Players by stimulating
entrepreneurial activities and support of
the financial capital development in order
to provide stimuli to the software market
and thereby the software industry.

Develop the European Venture Capital
landscape is essential to ensure that EU
start-ups compete on the same terms with
their US competitors.

4. Create a Single Playing Field by creating
legitimacy for new services and removing
obstacles to the Digital Single Market.
These actions are likely to lead to
significant increases in intra-EU trade and
the development of innovative solutions.

Ensure homogenous rules for privacy,
ensuring
easy
transnational
service
provision are key requirements for the
development of E20.

5. Level the Playing Field by regulatory
measures aimed at increasing competition
as well as at the necessary technology
basis. This should make the European
software market more attractive and
innovative in order to become worldleading market.

Ensure interoperability and competition in
the software market allows the emergence
of new E20 actors, but at the same time
could be premature in an emerging market
such as E20.

6. Organize the Game in order to provide
intelligence and advices for further market
development and policy making. This will
help to coordinate all actions taken. Set up
monitoring and coordination system
involving all relevant actors.”

Adapt current ICT benchmarking to take
into account of E20, collaborative software
and open innovation measures.

Provide simplified guidance about privacy
regulation in EU member states

On the other hand, ensuring Net Neutrality
is more important. The emerging nature of
E20-like innovation can only be maintained
when all actors have the possibility to
provide services at equal conditions. Net
Neutrality ensures a positive climate for
web-based entrepreneurship and removes
barriers to entry in the market, thereby
fostering innovation.

Raise awareness by a comprehensive
database of use cases with problem
oriented access dialogue.

The policy design: enabling serendipity
E20 is an example of the emergent, demand driven nature of web innovation.
If innovation is favoured by emergent patterns, often unpredictable, how can
innovation policies be designed for it? Is there any room for positive
government action, and how should it be designed?
One choice is simply a hands-off approach, where innovation is totally left to
the market and government act on framework conditions only. In the E20
context, many evangelist invite decision-makers as a first option to “do no
harm”9. Fostering emergent innovation is challenging, and governments are
more likely to do harm than good by adding their superimposed structures
9

http://egov20.wordpress.com/2008/10/27/first-recommendation-for-ictpolicy-do-no-harm/
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and processes. In other words, simply adding a priority on E20 into existing
policy measures will not make a significant difference. As we stressed many
times in the course of the study, E20 is a set of value more than a set of
technologies: adopting the tools without adopting the values, would not bring
about the expected benefits.
At EU level, the challenges and the need for “a new approach” to innovation
funding are well recognizes. In particular, the Innovation Union strategy
highlights the need for innovation policies that recognize and take full
account of the unpredictable, multidisciplinary and demand-driven nature of
innovation. Yet so far, little has been implemented.
Luckily, there are already several concrete examples of such an approach. In
this section, based on the review published in annex [], we explore how could
the values of E20 be embodied in innovation policies.
A multi-stage funding process. Current funding mechanisms such as FP and
CIP put very high barriers to entry, requesting lengthy documents to be filled.
As such, they tend to attract the most expert proposal writers, rather than the
best innovators. A multi-stage process would provide small grants to a large
number of applicants, enabling them to develop advanced prototypes of the
applications. A second wave of funding would be then given to the most
promising applications only, based not on written document but on tangible
prototypes, thereby also improving and facilitating the decision-making
process.
Trust in people’s judgement and reputation. The way venture capitalist invest
money is fully based on personal judgement and reputation. The capacity to
select the real innovators is a key requirement of funders. Personal contact
and reputation are a fundamental resource to take funding decision. Instead,
public funding for innovation is as much as possible sterilised in order to
avoid possible misconduct. Decisions are taken through fully codified
processes and evaluation sheets, leaving little room for personal decisions.
Just as E20 emphasize the predominance of individual intelligence over precodified processes for innovation, funding mechanism should not be
designed in order to remove the possibility of personal judgement and choice.
The reputation of the individual innovator should be a key criterion for
evaluation, including the adoption of reputation management systems. For
example, in the European context, the European Research Council distributes
its funding essentially based on the reputation of the researcher assessed
through peer-review.
The deriving implication is that the decision-making process should largely
be based on assessment and judgement by people and organisation closer to
the community of innovators. Arms’ length bodies and trusted third parties
are crucial to succeed in reaching out to real innovators, as shown by the
experience of NESTA in the UK or the Kublai project in Italy (see annex A).
As Roland Harwood put it at the study workshop, “we were only able to
launch open innovation projects because we were an arms’ length body
outside the UK government. Otherwise, we wouldn’t be allowed to promote
an initiative targeted at large corporation. Yet we did, and now the initiative
also benefits largely small companies”.
Open decision-making process. As a counter-weight over the increased
reliance on personal decision, there should be increased transparency over the
funded projects. Assessment, monitoring and evaluation of the results of the
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projects should as much as possible be made public and allow for public
comments. In particular, the final users of the developed applications should
be involved through forms of participatory evaluation. Additionally, the very
decision about the projects to fund could be based on a public review of the
idea, for example with the goal to assess the real novelty of the initiatives –
using an approach similar to the open assessment of patents in the
PeertoPatent project (www.peertopatent.org).
Challenge-driven competitions. Contest and competitions for applications
have become very popular in recent times, in particular in relation to
applications based on public data. They have been largely used in the past as
a research funding mechanisms, for example in the case of the US DARPA
grand challenge. The most popular examples are from the US, such as
appsfordemocracy.org. Yet also in Europe the first EU-wide programmes
have been launched, such as www.inca-award.eu. The key advantage of such
competitions lies in the fact that they do not prescribe any specific solution,
only present the problem. Secondly, they reward the actual achievement of
the result, not the best proposals. In this way, it is open and favourable to
attracting real innovators, rather than the best proposal-writers. It is therefore
successful in opening up the often self-referential circles of governmentfunded projects. Secondly, because of its open nature, it is able to generate
unexpected solutions, fostering positive serendipity.
Agile, smaller, always open funding mechanisms. As time to market is
essential in the web applications context, there is the need for open funding
mechanisms, which fund short-term projects lasting no more than a few
months. There are many such examples, especially in the context of the nonprofit sector. Private foundations and arts funding in particular, such as the
UK “Grants for the arts”10, are best practices to be looked at in terms of agile
forms of funding. The goal is to make creativity and innovation “frictionless”,
just as usable as E20 software. The US-based Innovation Bank, which is
fostering imitations in Europe as well, includes very flexible funding
measures.
Foster open-ended multidisciplinarity. Serendipitous innovation can be
fostered through more open-ended mechanisms, where attaining results
different from what was envisaged at the initial stage is the norm rather than
the exception. In this context, ICT innovation funding could highly benefit
from inspiration from cultural funding mechanisms. In such a context,
creative projects are normally expected to achieve results different from the
initial ideas. Additionally, the proactively invite multidisciplinary
applications, crossing arts and technology. For example, the CreativeIT
program of the National Science Foundation11 proactively looks for crossfertilisation of art and technology. In Europe, the Aalto University12 and
funding programmes such as 4IP13 and IBBT Art&D programmes14 are
nurturing multidisciplinarity and creative innovation.
10

http://www.artscouncil.org.uk/funding/grants-arts/ (thanks to Alberto
Cottica for the pointer).
11

http://www.nsf.gov/funding/pgm_summ.jsp?pims_id=501096

12

http://www.aalto.fi/en/

13

http://www.4ip.org.uk/
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Demand-driven measures. Measures for technology transfer are too often topdown and driven by policy objectives rather than by the actual needs of the
users. There is large scope for increasing demand driven approaches such as
Nesta “creative vouchers”, R&D tax credits and specific procurement
measures, with particular regard to SBRI-like measures that reserve quotas for
procurement to SMEs.
The institutional level: applying E20 in the governance of DAE
Finally, we here focus on the adoption of E20 tools for policy governance by
the EU itself. The DAE is not just an updated list of policy actions: it implies a
new, open and collaborative approach. Most of the actions fall outside the
exclusive remit of DG INFSO: they involve other DGs, but also national and
local governments. Moreover, the goals can only be reached by the wide
involvement of industry, civil society, and individuals.
Governing a flagship IT strategy in 2010 requires embracing the new tools
and culture brought forward by the web. The DAE emphasizes the
importance of transparency and openness: it is only natural that these
principles are first applied on the governance of the strategy itself.
In this short paper we outline some tools and inspirational ideas to answer
this question: how would, in an ideal E2.0 world, the DAE be managed.
These proposals are exploratory and have different degrees of risks and
benefits, which are very much dependent on the specific context,
implementation and design and cannot be spelled out already, but will be
addressed at a later stage once the discussion is kicked-off. It is not our
recommendation to implement ALL of these opportunities across ALL of the
policy priorities.
In particular, not all of these tools have to be implemented in a totally open
way, but could be opened up with different degrees of openness (for EC only,
for Member States, for general public).
The are here structured alongside the traditional policy-making cycle: design,
implementation, evaluation/monitoring.
Policy design
At early stage of the policy design (both programme and legislation), a
brainstorming approach about the key policy priorities can be adopted. For
example, the Open Declaration asked EU citizens to propose policy actions
answering the key question “What are the top things EU governments should
do in the next 3 years to use the web to transform public services?” People
could propose actions, vote and comment existing actions.15

14

http://www.ibbt.be/nl/tags/p/detail/artd

15

http://eups20.wordpress.com
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Another interesting example is the UK spending challenge, were people were
asked to submit proposals for savings. 100K ideas were submitted.16
At a later stage of the policy design process, once policy are starting to be
defined, draft strategies can be put out for commenting. Crucially, comments
have to be visible immediately and for all. For example, the UK Power of
Information taskforce published its final report firstly in commentable format,
and anyone could comment on each single paragraph of the report.17 A final
report was then delivered, which took into account these comments.

16

http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/spend_spendingchallenge.htm

17

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20100413152047/http://poit.cab
inetoffice.gov.uk/poit/category/helppeople/
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Policy implementation
In the policy implementation phase, close reporting on the progress of the 101
actions should be publicly implemented.
This could include setting up a public website where for each DAE action, the
key players and the progress made is made public. This would include, for
the EU, publishing a “DAE dashboard” on the model of the US IT Dashboard,
providing progress and raw data about each action.18
Figure 14 US IT Dashbord

In addition, one could add on top of public data “real stories from the
ground” about the impact that DAE is having. For example, the US recovery
act publishes an interactive map of existing works with real-life stories from
public workers. There is a need for storytelling to make the DAE real.19

18

http://it.usaspending.gov

19

http://www.dot.gov/recovery/voices/
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Figure 15Voice of the Recovery Act

In relation to storytelling, obviously blogs and Facebook can be used to tell
stories about the impact of the DAE. Yet we consider this possibly too
expensive and cumbersome
But the European challenges have to be solved by many different
stakeholders. It is important to give visibility to other non-EC initiatives that
pursue the goals of the DAE. For example, the Amsterdam Declaration at
WCIT congress asked stakeholders to submit online projects the addressed
the goals of the Amsterdam Declaration, which were colored according to the
key priority they addressed.20 This encourages wide stakeholder participation
and buy-in, and communicates the clear message “we’re all in it together”
Figure 16 WCIT inspiring projects’ map

20

http://doa.wcit2010.org/projects.html
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An additional option would be to enable social networking of stakeholders,
but it’s quite difficult (as ePractice shows) to get participation.
With regard to implementation, it is possible to design a new, fresh approach
to addressing societal challenges, asking external stakeholders to solve public
issues. For example, in the US challenge.gov website provides a platform for
government to put up challenges with a prize, that goes to the
people/organisations that can solve it. So it’s not about reaching out to
“collective intelligence”, but to “collective action”. It’s different from
traditional procurement and funding, because it rewards not the best
proposals, but the best results. It is therefore able to reach out to real
innovators.
Figure 17 US challenge.gov platform
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Monitoring and evaluation
There is large scope to add collaboration and openness in the evaluation and
monitoring phase. Obviously, opening up data about public spending in the
framework of DEA, as described in section on implementation.
Evaluation could be opened up to public input and scrutiny, for example by
letting users and citizens comment publicly on the specific projects that are
been funded and implemented. Obviously this opens the way to possible
criticism, as it was the case in the public evaluation of the UK New Media
Awards, where users of the “LocalDirectGov” platform wrote comments such
as “In March my LA site received approximately 0.33% of its page views from
visitors referred by Directgov and LocalDirectGov. Need I say more.”21
At the same time, it is due time to bring back rigour into EU policy-making,
all too often self-referential: for example, often EU buzzwords on Wikipedia
are judged as “not fulfilling Wikipedia quality standard”.

21

http://www.newstatesman.com/nma/nma2007/nominations/200703010002
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Figure 18 Wikipedia’s e-participation article

Open scrutiny can help to shorten the learning cycle and enable the “fast
failure” necessary to make Europe progress and public money to be spent
wisely.
In conclusion, we have seen seven ideas applied to different phases of the
policy making cycle, as per the table below.
Table 8: E20 tools for the governance of the DAE
Phase

E2.0 approach

Policy design

Open brainstorming
Commenting draft proposals

Policy implementation

Reporting of actions/investment
Storytelling/videos from projects
Mapping stakeholders initiatives
Competitions to address key challenges

Policy monitoring and
evaluation

Open evaluations and comments by users

5.4 Policy conclusions
The previous policy recommendations were submitted to online consultation,
which confirmed the relevance of all of them and added new ones, which
have been integrated in the report.

75

Figure 19: Screenshot of the online consultation on policy recommendation

But the comments and the voting provided by participants highlighted the
importance of the heavier and less flexible layers: the policy design and the
institutional setting. It is not worth changing the policy content by adding a
priority for E20; what is needed is changing the way things are done. The
problem is that Europe does not scale fast enough: EU startu-ps grow slowly,
and EU business adopts E20 slowly, through pilots, mainly because of risk
aversion and fear of failure on both supply and demand side. In a fast
evolving market, characterized by scale-free network, speed and flexibility are
the keys. Therefore, participants insisted that rather than adding E20 to the
existing programmes, the EU should focus on enabling conditions (such as
privacy, venture capital, public procurement and net neutrality); on more
flexible and open ended innovation programmes that are able to attract the
real innovators; and on leading by example, adopting the E20 tools and
values in managing the digital agenda.
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Annex B: Policy review
Enterprise	
  2.0	
  Policy	
  review	
  
This chapter of the report is dedicated to the review of the innovative policy
solutions aimed at bolstering up the Enterprise 2.0. software sector supply
and demand.
According to the European SSBS Industry report, one of the consequences of
the i2010 strategy was the rise in number of policies that aim at the
development of an Information Society and/or the Information and
Communication Technology sector. Nevertheless, “the Member States policies
focus mainly on the development and the early stage commercialisation of
technology, rather than on support of underlying factors such as skills or the
fiscal and investment climates, which are widely considered to increase
competitiveness and indeed to establish the conditions in which competitive
industries can develop in the first place.” (Baseline Scenario for 2020, 2010).
Enterprise 2.0 is an emerging innovative part of the software industry. Albeit,
recent research (Broster et al., 2009)(Ala-mutka, 2008) underlines the fact that
web 2.0 is a set of values and not only a set of technologies. Thanks to its
innovation capacity, the Enterprise 2.0 brings the same deep socio-economic
change to the workplaces. It generates innovative working practices (results
driven, employee-centered, open communication culture ) as well as is a
catalyst of open innovation solutions.
To further stimulate the growth of the Enterprise 2.0 sector and to create a
change in the working practices similar to the change that Web 2.0 brought to
the private sphere a set of policies is needed.
In this chapter, we present a taxonomy of innovative policies against which
we subsequently analyse seven European and two American examples of
innovative policies on different institutional level.
The examples come from different Member States and the US, from different
levels of government and all are somewhat recent therefore the evaluations
for some of the programs are not available yet. By the supply side of
innovative policies, we understand public aid for European providers of E2.0
and by the demand side - activities aimed at increasing the take up of
Enterprise 2.0 applications.
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Enterprise 2.0. policies – supply side:
Venture	
  capital	
  funds	
  
•public	
  venture	
  capital	
  funds,	
  mixed	
  or	
  subsidized	
  private	
  venture	
  funds,	
  tax	
  
incentives,	
  loss	
  underwriting	
  and	
  guarantees	
  	
  

Fiscal	
  measures	
  
•R&D	
  tax	
  credits	
  

Support	
  for	
  training	
  &	
  mobility	
  	
  
•tailored	
  training,	
  entrepreneurial	
  skills	
  training	
  

Grants	
  and	
  Contests	
  
•grants	
  for	
  R&D	
  and	
  contest	
  for	
  the	
  Enterprise	
  2.0	
  applications	
  

Information	
  &	
  brokerage	
  support	
  	
  
•Contact	
  databases,	
  brokerage	
  events,	
  advisory	
  services,	
  international	
  technology	
  
watch,	
  patent	
  databases,	
  benchmarking	
  

Networking	
  measures	
  
•incubators,	
  science	
  parks,	
  online	
  communities	
  

Enterprise 2.0. policies – demand side:
Systemic	
  polices	
  
•cluster	
  policies,	
  supply	
  chain	
  policies,	
  use	
  of	
  regulations	
  and	
  standards	
  to	
  set	
  
innovation	
  targets,	
  technology	
  platforms	
  to	
  coordinate	
  development	
  

Regulations	
  
•public	
  procurement,	
  R&D	
  procurement	
  public	
  procurement	
  of	
  innovative	
  goods	
  

Support	
  for	
  training	
  &	
  skills	
  
•	
  entrepreneurial	
  and	
  ICT	
  skills	
  training,	
  advice	
  and	
  awareness	
  building,	
  	
  	
  

Private	
  demand	
  support	
  
•demand	
  subsidies,	
  tax	
  incentives,	
  vouchers,	
  catalytic	
  procurement	
  

based on the taxonomy of innovation policies by Edler J., Georghiou L (2007)
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Review of innovative policy actions supporting the enterprise 2.0 growth
Name of the
policy action

Kublai

Description

The Kublai initiative is aimed at creative young people living
in the lagging areas of Italy to generate entrepreneurial ideas
and develop them into feasible projects. Kublai is a small,
mainly online community of people interested in developing
projects with economic development potential in the creative
industries It was created as an online community to share
creative ideas, learn how to gain funding for those ideas as
well as share knowledge and experience in a transparent and
open way with the use of web 2.0 tools. The platform is open
also to venture capitalists.
Lessons learned: The authors deployed several many-to-many
tools - community on Ning, blog, second life island, Facebook
group and off-line meetups. After two years, social network
emerged as the main tool. The social networking approach
proved to be the best channel of communication, the best
knowledge repository, and community of interest catalyst.

Policy
Supply
demand

Entrepreneurship, Capacity building
/

Demand – the initiative thanks to information and mentoring
prepare the participants for applying for Ministry’s grant
(thanks to the use of Web. 2.0 tools in the working
environment)

Type
of
market
intervention

Support for training & skills

Main actor

Italian Ministry of Economic Development

Sector

National Government

Scope

No financial incentives but coaching to help to write a
successful proposal for the Ministry’s grant

Institutional
level

National

Time frame

Start date: Spring 2008

Source

Cottica A. and Bianchi T. (2010), Harnessing the unexpected: a
public administration interacts with creatives on the Web, in:
European Journal of ePractice: Government 2.0 - Hype, Hope, or
Reality?, ed. by D.Osimo.

Name of the
policy action

Coordinated Fiscal policy for R&D

Description

R&D tax credits give companies additional relief for
expenditure on R&D, beyond what they would be entitled to
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under the general principles of the tax system22. There are
differences between the countries in the type of tax relief,
including write-off of current R&D spending, as well as tax
relief or allowances against taxable income. The BEEP briefing
(2009) suggests that the European fiscal policy should be
streamlined and new legal framework or enhanced Open Method of
Cooperation in this area would complement the direct funding
coming from the framework programmes. As Pietrantonio
puts it "the growing diversity of R&D tax incentives risks
further fragmenting the European corporate fiscal landscape
and could lead to their less than optimal cross-border use.
Therefore, a certain degree of coordination is needed to foster
the effective use of R&D tax incentives across the EU and
improve trans-national research cooperation given the
increasing globalisation of R&D activities". Conclusions: The
coordinated R&D fiscal policy might reduce red tape in the
management of existing framework-programmes and help to
focus the EU Research Agenda on break-through research in
areas which are furthest from markets and on projects clearly
enhancing the internal market for products and services.
Supply
demand

/

Supply - the fiscal policy and tax breaks may increase the
investments of companies in R&D, hence also in Enterprise 2.0.
This policy measure can have a special impact on innovative
SME’s which in contrary to large companies do not have a
R&D budget.

Policy stream

R&D

Type
of
intervention

Fiscal policy and tax breaks

Main actor

National government

Sector

Government

Scope

The fiscal measures varies from Member State to Member
State, e.g. Portugal enterprises can deduct up to 82.5% of
expenses on R&D. Poland allows companies to deduct 50
percent of qualifying expenditures related to new technologies.
The UK and the Netherlands introduced special tax reliefs for
SMEs. The coordination of fiscal policies may strengthen the
competitiveness of the European market.

Institutional
level

National and European

Timeframe

A proposal for a new European legislation

Source

Loris Di Pietrantonio, Towards a New (European Research)
Deal The Case for Enhanced Fiscal Policy Coordination on
Research and Innovation, BEEP briefing n° 20, Bruges
European Economic Policy briefings, retrieved from:
http://www.coleurop.be/eco/publications.htm

Name of the
policy action

INCA Awards

22

http://www.hmrc.gov.uk/ct/forms-rates/claims/randd.htm
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Description

IBBT launched in 2009 the INCA award designed to stimulate
user-driven innovation in public services. The developers were
invited to submit a fully working brand new IT application,
which aims at solving social problems. The applications
comprised widgets, mashups, APIs, standalone applications
and applications for mobile devices. The first edition resulted
in 35 fully functional new applications developed, ranging
from transport through childcare and environment to
inclusion, for different kind of platform: web, mobile phones,
surfaces, even hacked kids’ toys. Winners received not only a
monetary reward but also were granted visibility as their
applications were presented at the iMinds conference.
Lessons learned: The investment of 20.000 € (the first edition)
brought 35 useful applications (comparable to the US
experience - 47 at appsfordemocracy.org), which proved great
interest of the wider audience in this type of policy
intervention and inspired developers to work on applications
that solve social problems rather. Moreover, the contest has the
advantage of awarding the best final result (or a prototype)
and not the project proposal that has to be still developed.

Supply
demand

/

Supply – the contest results are the fully-fledged Web. 2.0
applications

Policy stream

R&D, support for SMEs

Type
of
market
intervention

Grants and Prizes

Main actor

IBBT - an independent research institute founded by the
Flemish government to stimulate ICT innovation

Sector

Government agency

Scope

The first edition in 2009 offered a first prize of 5.000€, four
silver prizes, each worth 2500€ and five bronze prices of
1000€. The second edition in the 2010 augmented the first
price to 10.000€.

Institutional
level

Government agency

Timeframe

Start date – 2009, second edition currently running

Source

http://www.inca-award.eu/

Name of the
policy action

SBIR - Small Business Innovation Research and STTR (Small
Business Technology Transfer Research

Description

SBIR is a pre-commercial procurement programme that
bundles the requirement of ten federal agencies in the US in
order to support developments from young and innovative
companies. STTR requires the participation of a research
institution together with the SME. These programs are
administered directly by the various agencies in the US
government (such as the Departments of Energy, Defense,
Education, NASA, NSF, environment, transport, homeland
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security, agriculture, health and human services, and
commerce) devote about 3% of their extramural R&D scope to
both of these programs (feasibility study, prototyping,
commercialisation).
Lessons learned: The programs clearly specify three phases in
order to separate the stages of progress of an innovation and
what is more, they require success in earlier phases to move to
later ones (it is a simplified venture capital model).
Nevertheless, on the downside, the programs are rigid in that
they set limits to the number of phases that can be funded.
Similar programs exist already in the UK and the Netherlands
(the agency fully funds the first two phases).
Supply
demand

/

Supply – the programme results in innovative solutions in
different sector of the market

Policy stream

R%D, Stimulating innovation among SMEs

Type
of
market
intervention

Grants and prizes

Main actor

Various agencies (depending on the subject) in the US
government

Sector

Government

Scope

The program is limited to funding with no risk sharing. Phase I
is a feasibility study and awarded around $100,000 for
duration of nine months (although funding varies across
agencies). Phase II takes the results of the prior phase and
moves the innovation all the way to prototyping where the
money granted is around $0.5 million for duration of two
years. Phase III, i.e. commercialization should be finances by
private funds, although some agencies provide minor funding.

Institutional
level

National/Federal

Timeframe

Start date of the fund – 1984.

Source

www.sbir.gov

Name of the
policy action

Move to Enterprise 2.0

Description

A training program for Italian young entrepreneurs in the
Emilia Romagna region. The program aims at enhancing their
entrepreneurial skills. The training scheme introduces the
possibilities of web 2.0 technology, funding options and puts
in contact with venture capitalists. Training encompasses
introduction to the new Web 2.0 technologies and paradigms,
meetings with the main market players (Microsoft, IBM,
Oracle, Telecom); individual projects, a study visit (Silicon
Valey in the first edition of the programme) and orientation in
innovation funding. The program undergoes the evaluation.

Supply
demand

/

Demand – the training enhances the entrepreneurial and ICT
skills of the participants. Thanks to the meeting with inspiring
representatives of large vendors and study visits it has an
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impact on capacity building of the young entrepreneurs.
Policy stream

Entrepreneurship, Labour market

Type
of
market
intervention

Support for training and skills

Main actor

Emilia Romagna region and COFIMP (an independent
consultancy)

Sector

Public-private partnership

Scope

Cofunded by public sector and participants’ fees

Institutional
level

Regional Government

Timeframe

2009 start date, each edition runs for four months

Source

Phone interview with dr Nicola Farronato from Cofimp

Name of the
policy action

Creative Credits - NESTA innovation vouchers pilot

Description

The creative innovation voucher scheme is aimed at
businesses, in contrast to the innovation voucher schemes
available in the UK before that have been delivered by regional
development agencies through higher education institutions.
NESTA's Creative Credits programme aimed to test the idea
that creative firms can have a significant and radical impact on
small business.
Innovation vouchers seek to catalyse new connections between
creative and non-creative firms and helped small businesses in
Manchester develop new ideas by teaming up with creative
firms.
The first round of 'Creative Credits' were worth £4,000 and could be used to
purchase services from a local creative firm.

NESTA's research has found that UK businesses that invest
twice as much in creative services as the average firm are 25
per cent more likely to introduce product innovations.
However, many small businesses are unaware of these benefits
or do not have the capital available to experiment.
Furthermore, the researched suggested that innovation
services provided by creative businesses could help to address
habitual behavioural failures to improve the innovation
performance of firms in the wider economy.
Supply
demand

/

Policy stream

Demand – the credits may be used to purchase Enterprise 2.0
tools. Supply – the partnership between the SME’s and creative
industries has the capacity of bringing new innovative
solutions to the market.
RTD
competition
SME’s

Type
of
market
intervention

Private demand support, Grants
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Main actor

NESTA - the UK’s National Endowment for Science,
Technology and the Arts

Sector

Public

Scope

Each Creative Credit represented £4,000 of support from a
local creative business in return for at least £1,000 of
investment from any small Manchester-based business.

Institutional
level

Government agency

Timeframe

Pilot program in Manchester in 2009

Source

Jason Potts and Kate Morrison (2009), Nudging innovation,
NESTA,
retrieved
from:
www.nesta.org.uk/areas_of_work/creative_industries/assets
/features/nudging_innovation

Name of the
policy action

100%Open

Description

100% Open offers consultancy services of strategic planning
programme design and delivery, training and venturing. The
agency either runs open innovation projects - calls for
innovative products, services, solutions or business models
(project open to all participants, i.e. Discover (clients, partners
and other stakeholders) or explore broad market opportunities
with defined collaboration partners during a Jam/workshop
session. A V-JAM shows how open innovation can benefit both
corporate firms and their customers. It focuses on new ways of
involving end-users, and making the most of their ideas. In
keeping with an open innovation or co-innovation approach,
the "V-jammers" keep the intellectual property of their ideas,
and the corporation has the priority on licensing the products.

Demand

Demand – the agency works with its clients on innovative
solutions, very often using Web 2.0 tools to deliver results.
Moreover, thanks to these tools it engages the stakeholders in
the innovation process.

Policy stream

Entrepreneurship, Labour market, Competition

Type
of
market
intervention

Support for training and skills – transfer of knowledge and
skills

Main actor

100%Open

Sector

Public

Scope

Sharing risks and rewards

Institutional
level

Government Agency

Timeframe

Start date; 2006

Source

Presentation by Ronald Harwood at the Enterprise 2.0
workshop in Brussels, 9th of September 2010, available at
http://www.slideshare.net/kszkuta/open-innovationaccelerator-by-roland-harwood-from-100open-5213625
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Name of the
policy action

The First National Bank of Innovation

Description

An idea brought by Edmund Phelps and Leo M. Tilman.
According to the authors, “the current financial system is
choking off funds for innovation. It lacks transparency, and
incentives for risk takers at financial firms are fundamentally
misaligned with the interests of stakeholders”. Therefore they
suggest the creation of a government-sponsored enterprise—
the First National Bank of Innovation (FNBI), structured as a
network of banks that invest in and lend to innovative projects.
Part of the institution activities would be devoted to raising
money in the global capital markets at attractive rates The
second activity would partnering up with start-ups by lending
money at rates commensurate with the risk of their projects
building durable relationships between investing institution
and those companies.

Supply
demand

/

Supply - the credits would be used to fund the innovative
projects which, due to its risk would not have been funded on
the private market

Policy stream

Entrepreneurship, Labour market, Competition

Type
of
market
intervention

Venture capital funds

Main actor

National Government

Sector

Public

Scope

Credit amount commensurated with the project risk.

Institutional
level

Government Agency

Timeframe

A proposal

Source

Phelps Edmund S. and Tilman Leo M.(2010), Wanted: A First
National Bank of Innovation, Harvard Business Review.

Name of the Enterprise 2.0 in Andalucia
policy action
Description

The pilot project of the regional government in Andalucia
was aimed at implementing a new management model to
the SMEs from the ICT sector with the use of Enterprise
2.0 attitude and tools. The first phase of the project
encompassed building an innovative, new model of
enterprise management including external and internal
processes. The model used the Enterprise 2.0 in order to
change the way of working and collaborating. In the
second phase, the model was implemented in the five
selected SMEs. The implementation was preceded by
training on the Enterprise 2.0 tools and innovative
working methods. Currently, the project is in the
evaluation phase.
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The first lessons learned: the implementation phase
showed that the change of unwritten practices and
attitudes towards new technologies takes much more
time than the decision of the technology implementation.
Therefore, training and mentoring is indispensable, as
well as direct engagement of the company managers.
Supply
demand

/ Demand – the management model focussed on new
approach to work culture and working methods with the
assistance of Enterprise 2.0 tools is implemented in the
SME’s chosen for the pilot

Policy stream Entrepreneurship, stimulating organisational innovation
among SMEs
Type
of Support for training and skills
market
intervention
Main actor

Regional government

Sector

Public

Scope

No financial incentives, training
management model implementation

Institutional
level

Regional government

Timeframe

No financial incentives,
management model

Source

Phone interview with Ms Belén Pérez from Sandetel,
public company from the Economy, Innovation and
Science Department of the Regional Government of
Andalucia.

training

and

innovative

and

innovative
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