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Abstract

Nowadays also micro and small companies use ioteaweb sites that integrate some tc
2.0 (chat, blogs, forums, ...) and links to sociatworks, such aFacebook and Twitter, 1
interface with the external environment. By these mools companies can interacts with
stakeholders of the supply chain and in particulaith customers to improve the
products/services. In this way between customets aampany a bidirectional channel

established and a process o-creation and cgroduction of products/services is stimulat
Small enterprises should take advantage using thexd@ological channels to increase -
competitiveness. In this paper we lyse the state of the art about the use of intéracind
collaborative tools in websites of micro and snm@impanies that have introduced sc
experimentations in this direction. The analysigri®ntec to understand if entrepreneurs
managers thinkhat these new digital channels are important iaat@ng business goals

Keywords: web 2.0, enterprise 2.web-oriented technologynicro and small enterpris,
innovative technologies.

1. Introduction

In ltaly, like to european countriethe entrepreneurial context consists of m:&Small and
Medium Enterprises (SMEpperating in local and international markeRegarding the
information technologyin recent years, the basic computerization of SNEgrowing.
Internet and PC are present Imost all small enterprises.

SMEs to be more competitive, must invest in iniove and technology. The
Information Communication Technology (ICT) and iarficular web technologiesare a
source of innovation andgreat oportunity for the developmenEnterprisesmust develop
quality products that ne¢ customel requirements toacquire new market shares ¢
competitive advantages. To create an interacthaniel with customers and gather tt
opinions and suggestions producs/services companiesuld use web 2.0 tools (e.g. cf
forum, blog) and social media (e.g. facebook, ybetuwitter, flickr). The aim of this paper
to analysdhe business environment micro and small companies to understanthey use
this new technology to intact with the markeand in particular with customel

Scientific questions are the followit
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* Are corporate websites of SMEs just showcases ilhagtrate the company,
products/services and business contacts?
* In websites, are there some elements of interégtiviexchanging information with
all stakeholders?
* Are web 2.0 tools used in business activities?
» Can be websites of SMEs considered as a contexa-ofeativity and co-production
with customers?
» Do entrepreneurs/manager unterstand potentiatifiageb 2.0 technology?
* For the adoption of the web 2.0 is it important tteehnological pre-existing
environment?
In our research to answer to these scientific questve use a quantitative method. After
a literature review on the web 2.0 channel adopt&8MES, we have considered a sample of
enterprises and we have analysed their websites aamdinistered a questionnaire to
entrepreneurs/managers to unterstand their viewpaithese new interactive technologies.
The paper is structured as follows: in the nextiseave show a literature review on the
web 2.0 technology and its use in micro and smatitexts. Then we describe a reserch
methodology and illustrate the results of thieeesh. At the end, analysing the results, some
conclusions are drawn.

2. Literature Review

The concept of Web 2.0 was born, in 2005, duribgainstorming session of a conference on
the web (O’Really, 2005). In this conference mauwytipipants affirmed that the web is
more important with new interesting applicatidhat involve online collaboration among
users.

Subsequently an enterprise that uses web 2.0 weadsdefined, from Andrew McAfee
(2006), Enterprise 2.0. The author affirms thattéforise 2.0 is the use of emergent social
software platforms within companies, or between ganies and their partners or customers”.
An Enterpise 2.0 is an organizational and techgiobd model based on active participation
of all stakeholders (customers, suppliers, sponsmsiness partners) who share knowledge.
It represents a breakdown of traditional organaratnodels towards an open and cooperative
architecture of a social enterprise. The featureshis new model are: bottom-up, open,
interconnected and agile and the keywords areirghyarooperation and interactivity.

With collaborative and cooperative tools the enisgpis more efficient and flexible to
listen partners and in particular customers. Ik Web there are various sites that collect
customer reviews (Cho et al., 2002): epinions.cptanetfeedback.com, cnet.com, ciao.it,
complaints.com, dooyoo.it, ecomplaints.com.

By web 2.0 tools it is possible to create an entéve bi-directional channel among
people, customers and suppliers. A process of eation and co-production is activated.
Customers and suppliers become co-producers artdeparin the conception/design of
product/service. The customer becomes prosumesucoer and producer at the same time.
In the literature the figure of prosumer has bempleasized in the book "The Third Wave”
(Toffler, 1980). With this therm Toffler predictethe fusion of the roles of producers and
consumers in the new figure. In the Cluetrain N&sio (Levine et al., 2001), the authors
affirm that "markets are conversations” and \ilid# digital revolution there was a change of
role of consumer from passive consumer to actresymer. In the best seller “Wikinomics:
How Mass Collaboration Changes Everything” (Tapseod Williams, 2006), the authors
develop the concept of prosumer coining the relateefm of prosumption
(production/consumption) that refers to the creatid products and services by the same
consumers.
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In Time Magazine, Grossman (2006) affirmed thane's Person of the Year, for 20
, IS “You’ “for seizing the reins of the global media, for founding arairfing the new digite
democracy, for working for nothing and beating pines at their own game

Contents’ production is no longer the prerogatifettte media centers, press ¢
traditional producers but everyone can participatéhe production of contents by simj
platforms.

This phenomenon is indicated by terms User Gergi@tntent (UGC) Strobbe et al.,
2010) or Consumer Generated Media (CGM) (SumiB200hese terms born, in 2005,
the areas of web publishing and new media to ineite material available on the w
produced by users rather than specialized comp

Web 2.0 todd allow to implement a virtual community where ow-managers and
customers can communicate, collaborat-producer together and improve product/serv
The concepts of Enterprise 2.0, User Generated edgnProsumer and Wikinomics ¢
connected amonthemselves in a context of -creativity and caeperation that allows t
companies to gain competitive and strategic adg@s

Micro and small enterprises, which are normallyp-rooted in the territory, may tal
advantage of web technologies to expthem in a wider geographic market and even
global market. Integrating, in their websites, -commerce section may be useful to exp
geographical boundaries of the market and to dmlbaad products/serviceBy social
channels, the customer cam teached anywhe (Consoli, 2012a).

Micro and small enterprises can use channels B0implement projects of ope
innovation (Chesbrough, 2003, 2006; Chesbrough ,e2@08), thus compensating the lack
internal research labs. They can exploit tirowdsourcing phenomenon (Howe, 20C
2006b; Stewart et al., 2009) or broker intermedsto launch the application on the wel
find a solution for a technical problem and accelgias that come from external solve
Small companies can use the prsional social network LinkedIn to consult puk
curriculum of candidate employees for the recrurttn&ome small enterprises use Linke
to search business partners to implement shargdcpso(contract projects). This happt
especially in the sectaf furniture for offices/shops, where they are lmgkfor partners o
electrical components or for masonry works, so thigt possible to deliver to the custome
complete end product (turnke

A survey, conducted in 2009 (Finotto e Micelli, BQ1teking into account the adoptic
of Web 2.0 technologies on a sample of 1,003 sarall mediur-sized enterprises operati
in the Made initaly. In the research they monitored the adoptbnmanagement softwar
web sites and the presence of comparn major social networks and contents aggreg:

By search results, authors deduced that the adoptioVeb 2.0 technologies is r
dependent on previous experience in the use of geamant software like Enterpri
Resource Planning (ERP) or Enterprisontent Management (ECM). The skill on -
management of virtual spaces is independent dfriba-how of traditional ICT (legacy

The second edition of lulm Observatory (2011) oe tise of social media by Itali
companies showed that small enterprihat use social channels increased from 9.8% ( z
to 43% (2011), with a reduction in the gap compacechedium and the large companies
increased activities 2.0 of a smaller percentaged{um companies increased from 32.
(2010) to 47.2% (2011) drlarge companies from 57.9% (2010) to 58.4% (20

Like the first edition (made in Mi-November 2010), the research has considere
areas of economic interest: fashion, food, hospitajjovernment, banks and furniture. |
each sector were analys&#0 companies (for a total sample of 720 casegmented by siz
(40 large, 40 medium and 40 small). The attribubbthe dimension was made in relatior
the turnover, with differentiated classes for esgbtor analysec
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3. The Research

3.1 Research Methodology

In the paper we analysed the websites of 48 naincbsmall enterprises on the use of web 2.0
tools and we administered a questionnaire to erd@ngurs or managers in sectors like
ICT/Marketing/Communication.

The analysis of the website has been useful foritmamg tools and interactive channels
used by the company and to see if these tools ineFgrated in a coherent and coordinated
design inside the website.

To define the sample of companies to analysisirst, fve spoke with representatives
managers of professional associations that repreésentalian micro and small enterprises
(Confartigianato and CNA). Taking in consideratibeir suggestions and other sources, like
the website and the press, we have selected nocdBsmall enterprises that have activated,
inside, some experiments 2.0. These companies teperaliversified sectors: mechanical-
electronic (19%), furniture (25%), fashion-artisi{zg3%), food and wellness (17%) and
services-communication (16%).

In the selected sample we can distinguish compah&onging to sectors of low
information intensity, such as mechanical and &tadt engineering, medium information
intensity, such as furniture, fashion or artisticl digh information intensity, such as services/
communication. The difference depends on the comtietinformation” inherent the specific
product/service that represents the core busirfebge @ompany.

In the sample we consider both companies that gedor the industrial market (B2B -
Business-to-Business) and for end customers (BBusiness-to-Consumer). Inside B2B
companies there are enterprises that produce éoretiail market and have also a brand for
end customers (B2B2C — Business-to-Business-to@nes.

The selected sample takes into account companiesdieg to different size classes:
from individual companies without employees to campwith 50 employees. In particular,
within the sample, the distribution of companies dimensional classes is the following:
companies with no more than 2 employees (35%); emmeg with a number of employees
between 3 and 10 (23%); companies with a numbenygfloyees between 11 and 30 (25%)
and with a number of employees between 31 and Bd).1

We have assigned a greater weight to companieslegghthan 3 employees because this
type of enterprises, in implenting the model ofdfptise 2.0, do not have yet been studied in
the literature to better understand their dynaraia$ the phenomenon 2.0.

After selecting the sample of enterprises, a firsportant step was to analyse the
websites of various companies under investigaf@ompared to a study of a few years ago
on a wider sample of companies belonging to an éiason of Small Businesses, it was
noted that today a greater number of companies vasbsite and that almost all have some
interactive channels to interchange informatiorhveiistomers, such as contact forms or web
2.0 tools (blog, chat, forum, social networks).

The website analysis was useful also to formulate gaestionnaire for
entrepreneurs/managers to understand who managevehsite, the channels 2.0, the
strategic planning and future trends. In the adsiiaiion of the questionnaire several
companies interviewed have expressed their intestio update the website.
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3.2 Theprofile of the sample of companies
The selected sample of 48 companies ope in the following sectorsT@able 1):

Table 1 -Business sector of compan

Business Sector Description Number of
(code) companies
F Furniture 13
FA Fashion/Artistic 11
SC Services/Communicatit 8
FW Food/Wellness 9
ME Mechanical-Electronic 7

The first 4 sectors dfable 1 are high information-intensivéhgy can take advantes by
information technologies) while the sectormechanical/electronids low information-
intensity. Virtual channels and web technologpromote very wellfurnitures (F sector) or
tailored clothes/artistic objec (FA sector) and not mechanicgectronic devices (ME
sector).

The analysd companies, based on the numbe employees, may be groupento the
following classes (Table 2).

Table 2 -Company employee

No. employees No. of
for company companies
<=2 17
>2 e <=10 11
>10 e <=30 11
>30 e <=50 9

As we can see fromable 2, in the choice of companies, we have given maght to
micro enterprises with two employees (an entrepreneith an employee or tw
entrepreneurs) than to companies more structurgthdndrom 30 to 50 employees. T
reason is due to the desire investigate the phenomenon 2.0 inside micro congsatfiat dc
not have yet been investigated from this pointiefw

The companies analysed were 48 and their profilenfification code, sector, mark
company representative who responded to questire, number of employees) is showr
Table 3.If the number of employees is 0 it means lonly the entrepreneur works in t
company.

Among the 48 selected companies, 23 are B2B, 82¢and 17 are both B2B and B:
companies that provide retailers ahave their own brand for the end customer. We
identify these companies as B2B2C. B2C companiegganerally those more interestec
opening a dialogue with end custom
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Table 3 - Profile of analysed companies.

I dentification Sector Market Company representative Number of
Code employees
Agmel5 ME B2B marketing manager 15
Mtam2 F B2B entrepreneur 2
Mosc SC B2B B2C entrepreneur 0
Smma FA B2B B2C entrepreneur 0
Lpam20 F B2B B2C entrepreneur 20
Abma32 FA B2B B2C entrepreneur 32
Fpaml6 F B2B entrepreneur son 16
Fbab46 FW B2B entrepreneur 46
Cume? ME B2B entrepreneur 7
Egab15 FW B2B marketing manager 15
Acam27 F B2B entrepreneur 27
Clam8 F B2B entrepreneur 8
Kcab3 FW B2C entrepreneur 3
Siam16 F B2B communication manager 16
Saab8 FW B2B entrepreneur 8
Omma FA B2B B2C entrepreneur 0
Inme50 ME B2B marketing manager 50
Cmmel6 ME B2B entrepreneur 16
Fbma?2 FA B2B B2C entrepreneur 2
Mhsc7 SC B2C entrepreneur 7
Msam48 F B2B ict manager 48
Kaam6 F B2B entrepreneur 6
Aaam15 F B2C entrepreneur 15
Tfscl2 SC B2C entrepreneur 12
Demel ME B2B entrepreneur 1
Gcamll F B2B B2C entrepreneur daughter 11
Ccma20 FA B2B entrepreneur 20
Comal FA B2B B2C entrepreneur 1
Tcab7 FW B2B B2C entrepreneur 7
Ptma FA B2B B2C entrepreneur 0
Vaaml F B2B B2C entrepreneur 1
Tcabl FW B2B B2C entrepreneur 1
Pcsc SC B2B blogger 0
Dvabl FW B2B B2C entrepreneur 1
Rome41l ME B2B community manager 41
Cisc2 SC B2B B2C entrepreneur 2
Elscl SC B2B B2C entrepreneur 1
Phma3 FA B2C entrepr. and web marketing consujtant 3
Fmam49 F B2B sales manager 49
Dram50 F B2B communication manager 50
Piscl SC B2B B2C entrepreneur 1
Masc SC B2C entrepreneur 0
lics SC B2B B2C web manager 0
Alsc5 SC B2B entrepreneur 5
Bmam42 F B2B ict manager 42
Gdsc SC B2C entrepreneur 0
Brma8 FA B2B B2C communication manager 8
Doma50 FA B2B community manager 50
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3.3 Analysis of websites
Nowadays for a compangmal or large the website is a very important space. For custe
it is important that companies have an easily rablgwebsite, rich in conters, that
describesand communicates vewell products/servicesnd referencesmain customers).
The corporate websits useful to expand mark, customize and buildonsume loyalty.

The goalin building a website (Dubini P., Garavaglia 2009 can be summarized in t
following points:

* Inform: present angromote products/services customers;

* Provide provide tocustomes additional product information

» Entertain besure that the navigaticthrough contents of the weike is pleasant

» Build loyalty. endear the visitor in order to entice him to cobaek to visit the
website

* Interact exchangeinformation with cusomers to satisfythem and improve the
product/ service

In particular, in the websitenalysis we focused on the followifeatures:

- Languages (Lang.)A website, in multiple languages, indicates ttls compan:
operates alsin foreign markets and thein a global contexts. lis a company that
needs to communicate a lot and so it can be indoin using social medi In the
column of the Table 4“1” means that the website is developped only in He
language.

- Multimedia (Mult.) It takes into account the integration of varielements like text-
graphics-imagesudio and vieo. There are websites with onpictures anwebsites
with also movies An enterprise that use multimedia element is isppabed to us
interactive tools.

- Contact Form/reserved ar. We tried to understand if the wste contains points «
contactswith customers and in particular if there is a eshform or a restricted al
to communicate witltustomer, to attract thenon its website anto stimulate some
contributions.

- Presence of tools 2.00 see if the company uses specific interactiv @llaborative
tools and if itis ready to staisome trials of type 2.0.

- Extra communication(E.com.) If the company, inpromotin¢ its products and
services, dkes in consideratic other topics such as theulture andemerging
issudopportunities of the territory. It is importantethrichness of contes of the
website andite ability to collect, organi: and update information.

The results obtained from the analysiswelbsites of the sample of mpanies are shown
in Table 4.

In Table4 tools 2.0 are marked wia single charactenclosed in parenthes Facebook
(f), Blog (b), Forum (r), Chat (c), Wiki (w), Twet (t), Linkedn (I), Youtube (y), Flicker (k)
Pinterest, (p), News (n), Skype (s), Rss (r), IMiau), E-commerce (e), Tg Aziendale (:
Google+ (g), Issuu (i).
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Table 4 - Analysis of features of websites

Company Lang. (no.) Mult. Contacts Tools 2.0 E. com.
Agmel5 1 yes yes VAR no
Mtam2 5 images no f no
Mosc 1 images yes f no
Smma 5 images no f,l,s yes
Lpam20 1 images no f.e no
Abma32 5 yes yes f,e yes
Fpam16 1 images no f, s no
Fbab46 1 yes yes b,f,y,p yes
Cume? 4 images yes S no
Egabl15 1 yes yes f,y,p no
Acam27 4 yes yes fty no
Clam8 2 images yes f yes
Kcab3 1 yes yes f,y,b,t yes
Yesaml6 3 yes yes f,y,S no
Saab8 1 images yes f no
Omma 2 images yes b,f yes
Inme50 5 Yes no f,tl no
Cmmel6 2 images no f no
Fbma?2 2 images yes f no
Mhsc7 5 yes yes f,t.kle yes
Msam48 2 images yes Ly,t,g+ no
Kaam6 2 images no f,y no
Aaaml5 2 images no f no
Tfscl2 1 images no b,f,y yes
Demel 3 yes yes y no
Gcamll 2 images yes f,ty no
Ccma20 1 yes no b,f,y.t,pc,k yes
Comal 1 images no f no
Tcab7 1 images no b,f no
Ptma 3 images yes f,n no
Vaaml 1 images yes f,e no
Tcabl 3 images no b,f no
Pcsc 1 images no b,t,f,l yes
Dvabl 2 yes yes y no
Rome41l 1 yes no b, r.ft yes
Cisc2 1 images yes b,fty no
Elscl 1 yes yes f,tl no
Phma3 1 images yes fty, g+ no
Fmam49 5 images no f,y no
Dram50 5 images yes f,y,n yes
Piscl 1 images no f,tl no
Masc 1 images yes f,s no
llcs 1 images no f,lt no
Alsch 1 images no ft no
Bmam42 2 images yes f,t,i no
Gdsc 1 images no b,fty no
Brma8 3 yes yes f,b,fty no
Doma50 2 yes no b,frtly yes
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Data obtained can be summarized as fol (Table 5).

Table 5 - Summary of results.

ltem Value
Companies with a website 100%
Websites with 2 or more langua 52%
Website with only a language 48%
Websites with pictures and mov 31%
Websites only with pictures 69%
Absence of multimedia eleme 0%
Interactivity with customers 56%
Richness of contents 25%
Presence of elements 2.0 86%

From Table 5 we cageeas different companies (52%) present weksite at least with
amother language (usually English). All 48 comparanalysedhave a website and éshow
some media elements.

A high percentage of companies isomeelements 2.0 (86%). However the presenc
tools 2.0 does nohecessarily make the company more interactive. mOfie fact, thes
components are insert@dwebsite because it is a trend without an active.

From a pevious research (Consoli, 2(), made in 2002010, on 270 companies
belonging to an Italian agsiation of small enterpris, the following results were obtain
(Table 6 and Table 7).

Table 6 - Percentage of enterprises with websites. Source:

SMEs Per centage of enterprises

With websites 72,41% (2,30% with only contacts page)
Without websites 22,99%

Invisible on the web 4,60%

Table 7 - Presence of elements 2.0 in the website. Souvae

Presence of ements 2.0 in the website Per centage
Nothing (showcase website) 95,79%
Some elements 2.0 4,21%

As we can see frormiable 6, the percentage of enterpriseish websites was quite lo
(72.4%) and there was still 4.6% of companies had not yet web spac

From Table 7 iis possible to st that the majority of companies, about 96% had b
incorporated in their websielements of web 2.0. So over a period & Zears, the situatic
has considerably improved.

3.4 Analysis of the answersto a questionnaire

This session will analgsthe responses to the questionnaire sent to coespahthe sample

Entrepreneurs or marketim@mmunicatior/ICT manages replied to the questionne and in

few cases, the communityanager. In almost all examined compa, websites have been
developed by an external agensSites that use the Content Management System ((

technology are structured separate sections easily accessibleappropriate credentia

(username and password) and modifiable/upgradelatle in conters and in pictures.
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Several companies in our sample manage and ugdatevmebsites inside, although they have
been developed by external experts.

In next paragraphs we describe the main findingsnfithe questionnaire responses
provided by the companies.

Who manages the corporate welBiféhe results to this question are shown in Table 8

Table 8 - Subjects who manage the website.

Subject Per centage
Administrative 0%
Marketing 5,8%
Commercial 1,9%
Sales 0,0%
Employee 5,8%
CIO 13,5%
Entrepreneur 25,0%
Family of entrepreneur 5,8%
Communication 1,9%
External consultant 32, 7%
Foreign agency 1,9%
Web master 3,8%
Nobody 1,9%

As we can see from Table 8 the subjects insidefrithe company who manage the
website are: Consultant/external agency (32.7%}refareneur (25%), Chief Information
Officer (CIO) (13.5 %), family of the entrepreng®r8%), employee (5.8%), marketing area
(5.8%), internal web master (3.8%), commercial §te2%). The percentage of owner is high
because in this research many micro enterprisds avity the owner without employees or
composed by the owner and a few employees have dredpsed. Many enterprises commit
the development and the management of the websil® web agency or an external
consultant. In the case of an internal managentkist,is made by the son/daughter of the
owner or by an internal employee, who works inaakating/communication/ICT area.

The management of the website, in 34.6% of compange made outside (external
consultant or foreign agency), while the remaint®g4% is made inside the company. The
54% of analysed companies invests on SEO (Seargim&@ptimization), that optimizes the
research on the web via specific keywords. Nowadlagsnvestment in SEO it is important
especially if the company wants attract visaswiebsite (lead generation). Google uses
semantic algorithms increasingly complex to leategmises in the first lines of searching
pages. To achieve this goal a good SEO consukargdessary.

The 80% of companies has some elements of welthzd,1% will invest in the future in
virtual channel 2.0, the 9% is still not convindednvest. These results differ slightly from
the value of the 86% that we obtained from theedianalysis of the website. This depends
on the fact that the person who answered to thetiqumaire may not be aware of the fact
that on the corporate website there is a link tnesanteractive channels.

Who manages the Web 2.0? The results obtained tinentesponses of the companies
that use elements 2.0 in their corporate websrestzown in Table 9.
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Table 9 - Subjectwho manage social channel 2.0 of the wet

Subject Per centage
Administrative 0%
Marketing 12%
Commercial 8%
Sales 0%
Generic Employee 7%
CIO 4%
Entrepreneur 27%
Family member 8%
Communication 4%
External consultant 17%
Web master 2%
Nobody 11%

As we can see from thEable 9, the elements of web 2.0 are managed in moss da¢
owner (27%), external consultant (17%), marke manager (12%)sondaughter of the
entrepreneur (8%), tradeamager (8%) or by employees working in other arln the sample
of 38 companies thatse elements of web 2.0, 34 internally manage thetgal channels
and only 4have an external consult.

Even if somecommunities 2. are initially developedrom external web agenc, the
management of these interactive and collaborateé is made insidehe compan. These
values are different frortihe case of external consulte who managevebsites. This modality
suggests that social media are interfaces mor«friendly.

Regarding social media most used in different siteb, the resultsre shown in Table
10.

Table 10 Percentage of social media more u

Tool Per centage Tool Per centage
Facebook 79% News 4%
Twitter 37% Rss 4%
Youtube 37% Chat 2%
Blog 25% Google+ 2%
Linkedin 19% Issuu 2%
Skype 10% Picasa 2%
E-Comm 8% Wiki 0%
Flicker 6% Mail 0%
Pinterest 6% Tg Aziendale 0%
Forum 4%

As we can observigFom Table 10, social medimost used are Facebook (79%), Twi

(37%), YouTube (37%), Blog Company (25%), Linke(i9%)

Interactive tools considered most efficient are following (Table 11.
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Table 11 - Percentage of interactive tools mofieieht.

Tools Percentage Tools Per centage
Facebook 88% Skype 2%
Youtube 44% Mail 2%
Twitter 29% Picasa 2%
Blog 25% Chat 0%
Linkedin 17% Wiki 0%
Flicker 6% E-Comm 0%
Forum 4% Enterprise TV 0%
Pinterest 4% Google+ 0%
Rss 4% Issou 0%
News 2%

In the first places, as more efficient tools, thare Facebook (88%), YouTube (44%),
Twitter (29%), Linkedin (17%).

The reasons of the companies that use social n{édiale 12) are mainly due to the
desire to acquire new customers (73%), to make gtioms (54%) and to increase the
company's visibility (50%).

Table 12 - Motivations for companies to use sotiatia.

M otivation Per centage
Interactive channel 6%
Visibility 50%
Promotion 54%
Customers 73%
Merchandising 2%
E-Commerce 6%
Contacts 8%
Foreign 2%
Communication 0%
Low Cost Investiments 0%
Increase of ranking 0%
Curiosity 4%

In the future, many enterprises think to consoédtg presence in social networks (67%)
and in some cases to start with some experimenéscoimmerce (29%) or to enhance the
advertising (15%) (Table 13).

Other data obtained from the research are thewoily the 69% of enterprises said to
have interactive channels with customers and massy e-mail, phone, newsletter and
Facebook, the 31% claimed to not have yet activatgdal channels with customers, the
40% claims to have contact with customers even #itesale while the 60% is not active in
sales service. The 38% makes some statistics asunmr preferences and tastes but nobody
still uses specialized software of opinion minimganalyse customer reviews. Few people
think to do so in the future. The 63% of respondemses mobile devices for business
activities. The 85% of enterprises said to not fraic of online reputation. Most of the
companies has not yet implemented web 2.0 toadstivdir websites.
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Table 13 - Future actions of enterpris

Future actions Per centage
Consolidation okocial network 67%
Advertising 15%
E-commerce 29%
Facebook in other languages 2%
Youtube 2%
Integration of various websit 2%
Sales 0%
Do not enter in sociahannel 0%
Marketing 0%
Customer care 6%

4. Discussion on Questionnaire Responses

The resultof the questionnairshow an interest, in companies) the potential offered k
Web 2.0 (development of new products, opening @f sales channels, marement of the
relationship with customersefore and after the sale). Build and manage osisliips ant
dialogues with customers on the network is not eamlit is necessaryo dedicate time an
resources. For many enterprises, despite the wiléas to interact and collaborathe
communication is still ongsay andnot twoway and interactive. Most of companiof the
sample usaveb channels as an extension of traditional chis and then as a communicati
channel to promote theiffer.

It is not always true that the most advanced cones that use social channels are tf
that have experiences in network technologies. & kads, however, are definitely more u:
by enterprises that have, as target, younger cestomwho use a lot social netwo

B2B companies, sometimes uses vil interactive channels to raise the ranking or
position on search engines (cases: Alsc5, Bmanm2e$0). Small enterprises, generally,
supported by external agencies in developing thiesites and the structure of Facebook
Flickr communities bua lot of these companies, gradually, manage bynfelves, virtue
channels because are very -friendly (cases: Kaam16, Siam16, Ptma, Gcamll, Bb
Kcab3). Instead the management of static websstgsecially those traditional n-CMS is
always entusted to a web agency or to an external consultases: Ccam20, Alsc5, Vaan
Dvabl, Cume7, Dmme3, ...).

Several companies begin to experiment and to iecindheir websites some interact
elements 2.0 (cases: Agmel5, Mtam2, Fbma2, CiscamR7), ome enterprises think -
invest in these tools in the future (cases: Cum€lain8, Saab8) and others are not intere
(cases: Dmme3, ElImel7, Mcme20). This last caselasive to companies that operate in
B2B market. The most of the companies ased, except for a few cases (Cmmal, Dmm
Is convinced of the high potential of the websitel social networks. Some company plan
implement in the future the model 2.0 (cases: CyrAe@am27).

Many companies are beginning to invest in SEO aptiize search keywords
associate to the “announcements” of the websiteeécaDoma50, Phma3, Alsc5, Bmam

r)
The reason of the company to enter in social nddsvare: visibility, promotion
advertising, acquisition of new leads (lead gemenqi(Gahan, 2012jor transform them i
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future customers. A restriction which all companials the sample manifest is to not
understand how many of contacts are transformeeaincustomers.

In the future many people think to consolidatepitssence on social media, others think
to associate virtual channels in the activatioe-ebmmerce section.

Most companies give a small weight to post-sale 2id48); some companies, for this
goal, use e-mail, phone, newsletter and otheve maplemented a private community to
increase the customer loyalty (case: Doma50).

At this stage of the questionnaire, many enterprigaim to not be afraid of online
reputation. Most of these companies think to im@etnthe model of Enterprise 2.0 in the
future.

The more structured companies have a Chief Infoamafficer (ClO), which manages
social media (cases: Mhsc7, Brma8, Cmm16, Bmamdiank49), in other cases the manager
is an employee/manager of marketing, communicatioosimercial areas (cases: Doma50,
Egabl5, Siam16, Agmel5) or the owners’son/daugftaeses: Ptma, SmmA, Mhsc7,
Abma32, Gcamll). In the case of social networkse dize of company is not important.
There are larger companies of the sample that das®web 2.0 channels (cases: Inme50,
Msam48) and other ones smaller which use themgcasama, ptma, pcsc, masc, gdsc).

Smaller companies, without organizational-bureaicreonstraints, create and manage
in-house social network, while larger companies supported from consultants and care
more the content and the management of virtual conines.

In small companies, it is also easier the integratf mobile devices such as tablets,
smartphones (IT consumerization) for the lack dftrietive policies in their information
systems. In larger companies, the integration isendgifficult to achieve for the presence of
more restrictions in the authorized access.

5. Conclusions

The new Enterprise 2.0 (Consoli 2012b, 2013) iscalehthat, at present, is in embryonic
stage, even in large enterprises. It is a modkilistan experimental state almost unknown
scientifically, from the point of view of dynamicrqresses, methods and variables to
consider. It is a model "in progress”, in develgpmethods to assess performances and the
Return on Investment (ROI). It is based on revohary concepts such as sharing,
collaboration and co-creation, and then on a neflgdphy of doing business.

Since it is not yet an established model it is emtdthat there is not a large academic
literature on the topic and there are not yet presgerpretative models which contextualize
the topic in its entirety.

The previous models of performance evaluation amhsurement of ICT readiness
(Balocco et al., 2006; Spinelli, 2009) consider K& maturity (infrastructure and software)
inside the company and the ICT strategic visionfuture, in the new business model of
Enterprise 2.0, will be important to take in calesation the dimension of interactive and
collaborative tools of web 2.0 that support thehexge of information with all stakeholders
(suppliers, customers, other companies).

The analysis of cases (by websites and questi@)nair a sample of micro and small
enterprises, has highlighted as the model of Eng&2.0 can also be applied in this type of
companies. The analysis shows that small entegohiaee understood the potentiality of Web
2.0 and increasingly feel the need to be presergooral networks, although this awareness
does not always imply the mastery of logic and leggs of these channels. For the
implementation of the new business model, it isemugh to integrate some web 2.0 tools
(chat, forums, blogs, social media, ..) on the ocoafe website, but it is necessary to introduce
a series of changes in the company from the pofnview both organizational and
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technological. The central problem, is to use ehe®ls in a coordinated and correct v
and, for this reason, it is necessary to cop an integrated Enterprise Zxtbdel based on an
efficient organizational structu

A large size or a prexisting technological equipment inside the compaogs not imply
a good implementation of the model. Instead impartant he involvement of entreprene
or manager and the ggence of an internal expert facilitator ("pivotiho stimulats the
adoption and the use of these interactive chartagirgy from a specific limited area of t
company.

If micro and small enterprises monitor and contial stages of a correct uof these
interactive and collaborative tools they, for itexibility and thinness in internal busine
processes, could gain a competitive advantagetbeenedium and large compan

Data obtained in this research analysis can be asea starting fint for further
quantitative investigations involving a larger sadenmpf companies and using spec
statistical tools. In this wal will be possible to validate and generalize sonmsiaptions
regarding the correct use of social media 2.0, ligronanc small enterprises, in reachi
business goals and gawill be possible t designa new business model based on the cor
of an interactive and dynaménterprise.
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