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Abstract: This paper introduces two questions. On the one hand, the paper synthesis the basic fundings on the web communities organizational form, to then present the web communities as hybrid forms composed by two main components: an administrative space and a networking platform. 

On the other hand, on the bases of the differentiation of these two components, the paper proposes an axes of classification of the web communities. All the web communities are based on principles of collaboration, openness and participation, nevertheless I propose to differentiate the web communities between the ones that follow profit logic administration (which are part of an economical innovation trend), and the ones in which administrative space is accessible to the participants at the networking platform and constitute an innovative form of management of public goods. To end arguing that this differentiation is significant in reflecting the potentialities and risks of web communities and in general the Internet’s impact in the democratization of society. 
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I.
Introduction

Although  analytical interest in the Internet was already flourishing throughout the second half of the 1990s, and some declared many expectations or risks regarding the potential effects of the Internet on democracy, it is still an emerging field of study.   At the moment, empirical research on online collective action has only considered political actors with an off-line preexistence. Lacking empirical research on collective action with a mainly online base and considering the organizational forms emerging in the Net era, which do not necessarily follow the same patters as the pre-Internet political actors. 

In this paper I will mainly argue that the explosion of collective action mediated through the New Technologies of Information requires a more in-depth analysis. The formation of web communities has been identified. These web communities have some common elements, which are important to highlight, but there is also the necessity to go further  in defining axes to differentiate types of web communities. In this sense, several aspects are significant mapping the web community’s phenomenon; in this paper I will concretely propose a focus on the axis of “profit versus profit for all”. 

The “profit versus profit for all” axis is particularly complicated to analyze, but also a key element which  is not present in the analyses of  web communities in the literature. The generation of benefit through web communities is a very innovative economic trend and it is based on principles, such as openness, collaboration and participation, which were traditionally associated to not for profit types of organization. This contributes to highlighting the ambiguity of the web community’s phenomenon and the necessity to go  further in its analysis in order to evaluate its potential and/or its risks for the democratization of society. 

 The empirical base rises from online and offline participant observations and interviews about Wikipedia Italia and the Web and Memory working groups of the Social Forums; Open interviews with Rikard Stallman and participants at the Italian Hackmeetings; and, the transcriptions of focus groups and seminars between specialists and key actors on the issue at the framework of the Networked Politics project
. 

Organization of the contents of the paper

In order to clarify what I’m referring to by web communities within the framework of this paper, I will start by providing a synthetic definition and empirical references of web communities. 

 The paper continues by presenting the components present in  web communities. These components are an administrative space and a networking platform; then I describe the role of each of this components. I then will contrast Wikipedia with My Space in order to present an axis to categorize the web communities. This axis classifies the web communities between the ones, Web 2.0 for profit, where administrative space is not accessible to the participants in the platform and which follow profit logics, to the ones, Web 2.0 profit for all, where administrative space is accessible to the participants of the networking platform and does not follow profit logic. To end this section, I briefly present the potential function of the administrative space in the new trend of surveillance. 

After proposing the typology of Web 2.0 for profit versus Web 2.0 profit for all, I will present the original use of the term Web 2.0 proposed initially by O’Reilly. In this regard, in  annex I, there are accessible in detail the design patters of the Web 2.0 proposed by O’Reilly.

To end, I present in the conclusions some reflections concerning the web communities’ potentialities and risks for the development of Internet’s potential in the democratization of society.

II. Web community: Synthetic definition and empirical references 

One of the pioneer pieces of research employing the term “virtual community” can be found in a book with the same title written by Howard Rheingold and published in 1993. Nowadays, virtual community or online community is used broadly for a large variety of social groups interacting mainly via the Internet. In this first section in order to clarify from the beginning the phenomenon I’m referring to, I will provide a broad synthetic definition of web community and then present empirical references. But as I will argue throughout the paper, there is the necessity of establishing some axes of differentiation in order to go beyond this broad approach.


Synthetically definition: Web community refers to a collective action performed by a “network“ of people who cooperate, communicate, share information and interact, mainly through a specific web application for the achievement of some common interest
.   

Example of this communities include: 

1. Development communities, that is communities developed around the free software programming, such as the communities around Apache, Linus, Debian, Drupal;

2.  Communities around not only technical knowledge or the creation of “languages” other than the software, led by the well known case of Wikipedia - an online encyclopedia; 

3. Communities around the global movement or techno-political tools, like People's Global Action - Global Archive or the Open e-library on social transformation that collects and classifies articles and materials on the themes covered by the social forums; 

4. Alternative media and mainstream media communities based on interactive mechanisms to allow media news generated by the people, in the alternative media with the classic case of Indymedia and in the mainstream media with examples like El País; 

5. the social networking communities, such as the case of  You Tube (a website to archive, share and recommend home-made videos), My Space (where each person has their own page to present him or herself and interact with the others), and Flickr (a website to archive, share and comment on photos). 

6. Or Communities for scientific collaboration and the reclaiming of public science like the Public Library of Science (PloS).

It might be word clarify here that in my Doctoral Research I consider only one type of web communities, the online creation communities. I propose the concept of online creation communities, instead of using the broad concept of online communities because with the concept of online creation communities, I refer to a specific type of online community, i.e. the online community whose goal is knowledge-making and the result of its interaction conform a distinctive piece of knowledge that remain accessible as a public good.  

III. Web communities as hybrid forms

Web communities' components - Two spaces: Administrative space and networking platform

Some authors agree that if we regard web communities as collective action, which in some occasions constitute large performances and produce elaborate outcomes, a number of questions emerge (Tsoukas, 1996; Eisenhardt and Santos, 2000; Patriotta, 2003): How can complex knowledge-making and sharing take place in such an extremely decentralized form of organization in which apparently formal governance structures are weak or invisible, and in which permanent membership in the classical sense does not exist? How can the dispersed activities nevertheless lead to the creation of a complex product such as software code or an encyclopedia online? What are the basic mechanisms underlying the coordination of knowledge-making and sharing in open source software projects, and where are they embedded? (Lanzara and Morner, 2003, 2006). 

In my view the Web communities are collective action in which the main governing characteristic is that it is composed of two spaces acting in parallel. On the one hand, there is a small administrative space that provides the platform, which follows formal organization principles such as strong ties and membership. On the other hand, there is a large space of decentralized, spontaneous and open networking interaction. The formal part cannot be seen as a dysfunction; instead it solves some of the questions this type of the online collective action necessarily raises. In the medium and longer term,  web communities require several types of resources to work on and it becomes useful to have some more formal organization to provide them. In fact, it is this hybridism of combining formal and traditional organization forms with more flexible and spontaneous forms that makes them sustainable. Finally, in the analysis of web communities there is the need to look at both spaces and their particular connection, because both are important and have functions in the governing of the web community.

As Lanzara and Morner argue in their analysis of the Open-source project, the distinctive and consistent pattern of system behavior emerging in the development communities is that the coordination of knowledge resources takes a specific form that goes beyond the familiar forms of coordination based on classic organizational mechanisms such as the market, the hierarchy or the network. Again, these authors agree it is not that traditional mechanisms are non-existent or irrelevant in the development community, but indeed, from their empirical analysis it emerged that at different degrees and in variable combinations they are all present. In this sense, the governance of the Open-source project results in a combination of formal organizational mechanisms and decentralized and spontaneous mechanisms (2006). 

On the one hand, a large online community, which is the case of some Open-source software projects, when it reaches a critical mass, operates as a giantic decentralized mechanism for making knowledge. This decentralized and spontaneous govern is supported by the electronic structures, as mediation of human interaction. On the other hand, however, online communities also exhibit characteristics that are more typical of formal organizations, e.g. some simple decision-making rules for programming and communication, stable membership for a certain core of professional developers, and documentation of source code. The presence of these organizational features, however, does not really have a dominant or pervasive role in open-source software projects, and taken alone would not be strong enough to account for the impressive performance of large scale projects (Lanzara and Morner, 2003).  

+ The administrative space

The administrative space has some limited functions, which could be synthesized as: 

1) To provide and maintain the technical base of the platform; 

2) It also provides the initial agenda of the platform (in the sense of what the website was set up for), but this initial agenda could change over time depending on how the users circulate in the platform; 

3) It is the legally responsible  owner of the platform. It has not yet been fully established to what extent the owner of the platform is also responsible for contents generated on it;
4) On some occasions, it could have the last “word” in case of unsolvable conflict between the participants in the networking platform, which is the case of Wikipedia. 

But different for other types of organization form, the administrative space is not a “head” or representative position; the administration of the space does not represent the web community and does not conduct its direction. Importantly, the governing role of the administrative space works in parallel and it is balanced by the action at the networking platform. Both  spaces depend on each other. If the administrative space exceeds  its role it could have negative effects on the networking platform; and the platform is valuable only when there is activity, otherwise it is like an isolated bazaar. 


In the next section I will deal more with the diverse types of internal organization of the administrative space, which as I will demonstrate provide a key element in classifying  web communities.  

+ The networking platform

The networking platform is the open space where participants interact in the achievement of its common interest. There is little empirical research carried out the characteristics of this space, but some emerging lines from the initial research could be synthesized in the following aspects: 

1) The protocols of the space tend to privilege transparency (i.e. every page is readable), participation and  openness (i.e. the requirements to intervene are very low). It is easy to start participating in the space and also to leave, there are no complex and formal rituals to fix these two passages. Furthermore, the bulk of people participating are self-selected.

2) Although there is not a central command and a planned schedule, the decentralized and spontaneous interaction of the participants in the networking platform plays a role in  governing and maintaining  the community. 

In the case of Wikipedia, in 2007, Viégas, Watternberg, Kriss and van Ham developed an empirical analysis and discuss how the Wikipedia community has evolved as it has grown, showing how the community takes  great care to avoid malicious editing, despite tremendous growth and high traffic. They found that the fastest growing areas of Wikipedia are not the articles themselves, but the pages dedicated to coordination, planning, conflict resolution and organization; concluding that the Wikipedia community places a strong emphasis on group coordination through technical artifacts, policy and process. These characteristics in collective behavior governance could not be explained as the result of the exertion of power from the top down, but in Wikipedia they seem to emerge, to some degree, spontaneously (Viégas, Wattenberg, Kriss and van Ham, 2007)
.  

3) As Lanzara and Morner suggest, for  decentralized and spontaneous governing to develop, the web community has to reach a critical mass, and need a large number of participants (2006).

4) Some authors, such as Felix Stalder and Jamie King, point out that the interaction between the participants in the networking platform is very low and the common interest between the participants is very limited, expressed only through the use of the same platform. Furthermore, Stalder argues that the majority of the participants have an individualistic approach to the platform and very few participants have a holistic interest in caring about the holistic dynamic of the whole platform (Transcripts debate on web communities, Networked Politics, 2007). Finally, through these arguments these authors question if it is appropriate to conceive of this phenomenon as a “community”. 

Through the concept of Weak cooperation, Cardon and Aguiton  give an explanation for some of the issues raised by Stalder and King.  Weak cooperation presents a new relational model characteristic of online-based collective action, that is, that online cooperation with a common goal generally creates weak links (but a large network), in comparison with offline collective action. From the empirical analysis carried out by Cardon and Aguiton, the participation of networking platforms is the result of an ex-post decision and not a planned action (Aguiton and Cardon, 2007). 

Aguiton and Cardon also highlight that the growth of multilateral cooperation online is not only based on a political and altruistic identity or an egoistic one, but that from their research it was shown to be more mixed, lying between the sociological and the economic homo, proposing a new political identity of “public individualism” (Cardon and Aguiton, 2007). In this last line, Stalder develops the idea that web communities are based on a change in the identity building of the individual. From an identity building based on the relationship with big projects, such as political parties or churches, there is a move to the development of a networked individual identity, “where individual self-identity – both in terms of the image one has of oneself and the image others have of one - can no longer be separated from one’s position within a relational network” (Stalder, 2007; Wellman, 2001)
. 

Coming back to the question of whether web communities constitute “communities” or not, Aguiton argues that the weak cooperation model does not have to be understood as 'non cooperation.' Instead he argues that the web communities constitute collective action and cooperation. On the one hand, because  people presenting themselves in public is a pre-condition for collaboration, as “you show your-self, expose your self, this is how cooperation could start”. And on the other hand, because actually some people do establish conversations through the platform and interacting generating networks of collaboration on specific aspects. Aguiton propose the example of Flickr: “twenty per cent of the people who post photos in Flickr start collaborating. The collaboration takes the form of groups of people who for example like cats or dogs, and they organise themselves, exchanging photos, but without knowing themselves”. The same goes for Wikipedia. Wikipedia has “a core group being a very strong community (..). Then you have the group of people writing without collaboration, as the majority of writers do, and the huge majority of people who are only reading” and not interacting (Transcripts debate on web communities, Networked Politics, 2007).

Equivalent features arise from previous analysis of the Open-source-Free software projects (Lanzara and Morner, 2003, 2006). A characteristic feature of web development communities is that the process oddly combines a slow global convergence among all the participants on the one hand and short and fast local activity cycles between a small numbers of participants on the other. These observations are similar to the global microstructures that Knorr-Cetina and Bruegger (2002) have identified in electronic financial markets: small structures that have a global reach. But even if  the actual contribution and participation are in the end concentrated in a few individuals, the work of the core developers and the project itself nevertheless thrives on a large pool of distributed knowledge resources (Lanzara and Morner, 2003, 2006).

Another characteristic contributing to the cooperation between the participants pointed out by Aguiton is serendipity. The presence of an open-minded attitude amongst the participants, acting as things arise and not following a planned action, leads to the participants having more opportunities to interact spontaneously and adapt their collective action to the specific context of each moment (Transcripts debate on web communities, Networked Politics, 2007). 

5) Depending on the goal of the community,  different types of participants’ roles can be distinguished, and a scale of permissions is arranged on the basis of meritocratic principles
. It is worth  highlighting the fact that that mainly decentralized and weak networking interactions do not  necessarily achieve  equal dissemination of power. Exclusion mechanisms are also present in the web communities, as happens in the case of  development communities where a large majority of participants are male. At the networking platform, we could expect to find the type of hierarchies and organization of  power characteristisc of networks, not necessarily with the same kinds of  vertical hierarchies and centralized power, but still demanding more in-depth literature on how the power in network organizations  actually works. 

IV. Wikipedia versus My Space 

Web 2.0 for profit versus Web 2.0 profit for all: The differential element 

As I presented previously, in my view, there is the need to deepen our understanding of  web communities and especially in  establishing typologies through key axes.  Very diverse web communities are still treated as if they are equal, especially in relation to the analysis of the web communities’ role in the democratization of society. Particularly I found problematic the way in which the literature of social research is adopting the concept of Web 2.0. In this regard, in the following section, I will present a key element to differentiate between the web communities. The following section therefore reviews the original concept of Web 2.0 proposed by O’Reilly.

As described previously, the networking platform appears similar in all the web communities. The importance of highlighting the two spaces of a web community (the administrative space and the networking platform) leads into the significance of how the administrative space is organized: Which are the principles managing the administrative space?; Which are the connections between this small space and the platform? 

In my view, the presence of the profit motive or the absence of it at the administrative space is a significant means of differentiating between the two main types of web communities.  On the one hand, the Web 2.0 profit for all, where administrative space is accessible to the participants in the networking platform and does not follow profit logics, constituting a parallel co-governing approach; and on the other hand, the Web 2.0 for profit, where administrative space is not open and accessible to the participants and it is profit oriented. I will illustrate the difference between two main types of web communities comparing Wikipedia and My Space.  

Wikipedia

Wikipedia is one of the most outstanding examples of online communities. The Wikipedia is an encyclopedia of free contents created in 2001. It is developed in a collaborative manner with the use of Wiki technology by tens of thousands of volunteers around the world. By May 2005, Wikipedia (in its English version) contained more than one million encyclopedic articles and more than one million articles in other languages (Viégas, Wattenberg, Kriss and van Ham, 2007; Viégas, Wattenberg and Dave, 2004; Ortolani, 2007). 

The administrative space of the Wikipedia is a Foundation, the Media Wiki Foundation. Media Wiki Foundation is a non-profit organization and Wikipedia is not based on a commercial mechanism, such as publicity or payment for service. The Board of the Media Wiki Foundation is composed of the founder of  Wikipedia and participants of  Wikipedia selected by the vote of the members of the Wiki Medoa association. In the voting the meritocratic criteria are fundamental to the selection of members of the Board. In addition, the main linguistic Wikipedias (Such as Wikipedia Italia or Wikipedia Germany) have  Associations linked to them. For example, the association Media Wiki Italia is associated to Wikipedia Italia. Wikipedia Italia is an Italian association under an Italian law statute. To become a member of the Wiki Media Association Italia the person has to pay a low fee and  his/her participation in expected at the annual meeting. The Board of  Wikipedia Italia is selected by voting between the partners of the association, it has to present an annual report and its function is evaluated at the Annual Assembly. Therefore, the transition between being a “Wikipedian”, that it is participating in the Wikipedia platform, and becoming a “Wikimedian”, being part of the administrative space, is reasonable accessible and the administration of the Board has to report on their actions to the Wikipedia Italia. 

My Space 

Started in 2003, My Space provides a platform for social networking. Each person can generate their own page, their own “space”, in order to present themselves and connect with  others. It allows people to create their own personalized space on the Internet. In September 2007 My Space had 200 million users. The motor for the generation of  My Space's value are the reflections, connections and profiles (Tapscott and Williams, 2007).

The My Space platform was initially owned by eUniverse and then was bought in July 2005 for US$580 million by Rupert Murdoch’s News Corporation. The company generated profits through the publicity surrounding it, and was floated on the stock exchange. . Although you participate in My Space you cannot became part of the company administration (except through capital investment), its benefits are not participative and it does not report on its actions to the community (Davis, 2007). 

As in the traditional production and grouping system, the difference between Wikipedia and My Space administration is similar to the difference between a Company and a Cooperative or a Foundation.  But the results are more ambiguous in the web communities because the Web 2.0 for profit incorporates some principles in the organization of the platform that traditionally were associated with not for profit organizations.  

My Space is part of an economical innovation trend based on profit derived from  massive cooperation to create value and innovation. The Wikinomics, as Tapsott and Willians propose, is based on a model of production based on horizontality, cooperation, openness and network effects; and not on the traditional principles of competition, hierarchy and control. Two of its characteristic elements are on the one hand, the adoption of a flexible Intellectual Property licence in order to allow the externalization of  production and to encourage  collaboration (The collaboration and self-organization on the platform facilitates the reduction of the costs of production); and on the other hand, the adoption of the figure of the “prosumidors”, that is consumers participating in the creation of goods and services instead of being limited to consuming the final product. Actually, Wikinomics is more based on the commercialization of flows and services than of products. Its most significant example is Google (2007). Some of the channels for transforming  value into profits are  personalized publicity,  payment for sophisticated aspects of the service, publication of contents generated on the web or selling users’ profiles as sociological data.   

This new economical innovation trend is distinctive from the Microsoft approach that brings the traditional economical principles (such as competition, closeness and hierarchy) into the mercantilization commercialisation of the NTI products (Tapscott and Williams, 2007). 

Clarification in the Concept Web 2.0 proposed by O’Reilly: Design patterns for a Web 2.0 

The concept of "Web 2.0" began with a conference brainstorming session between O'Reilly Media and MediaLive International in 2004
. Afterwords, the term Web 2.0 became very successful and took hold; a year and a half after the first use of the term it raised  9.5 million citations in Google (Musses, 2006). But as O’Reilly explains “there's still a huge amount of disagreement about just what Web 2.0 means, with some authors decrying it as a meaningless marketing buzzword, others accepting it as the new conventional economic wisdom” (O’Reilly, 2005), and I would add, others using it but ignoring its economic base.

The bursting of the dot-com bubble in the fall of the 2001 marked a turning point for the web. But far from having "crashed", the web was more important than ever and the companies that had survived the collapse seemed to have some things in common. In this context, the term Web 2.0 was originally used to represent a shift in the business model, “a new way of doing business” (Tapscott and Williams, 2007), after the dot-com crisis. 

Although, the concept of Web 2.0 proposed by O’Reilly was conceived to name a new economical trend, in my view, it mainly describes the design patterns of a Web 2.0. Instead, the concept of Wikinomics proposed by Tapscott and Willians specifies more about how Google or My Space manages to generate benefits from value generated by the web communities (2007). 

The attention of O’Reilly on the design patterns instead of describing the mechanism for generating benefit could be the reason why the term Web 2.0 is applied also to describe not for profit communities and actually is generally used to refer to any mechanism that promotes  participation and interaction among users or that generates links and network effects through the Internet. 

In annex I include a synthetic of the design patters for a Web 2.0. proposed by O’Reilly. The design patterns refer to the architecture of the software. 

V. Web 2.0 as surveillance tools

As well as the adoption of a profit logic or not in the management of the administrative space, the inaccessibility of the administrative space to the participants of the platforms could have a risk which it is worthwhile  mentioning.  

In the Internet sphere any action is translated into digital information and digital information always leaves a trace on databases, this creates our digital traces. A growing part of the daily lives in the North and developed countries passes through digital supports (pc and other machines). All this growing information generated in  daily life can be connected and interpreted by programmes, each time more complex, in order to extract applicable knowledge. This is developed through “shadow applications”. Shadow applications are defined as private, internal-facing tools built to monitor and profile public-facing applications (Musser, 2006). This source of information and knowledge is already exploited for commercial aims, as  was presented previously, but also for surveillance ends. As Calenda and Lyon describe, in the Internet Era,  vigilance tends to adopt new forms. The key passage is from  vigilance as apparatus to vigilance as assemblage; from the machine of the central State to the decentralised networks composed of Governmental Agencies at different geographical levels, high-tech companies and Web 2.0 companies cooperating and exchanging digital threads. The capacity of computerization for the statistical and algorithmic analysis of large amounts of data highlights the value of any digital threads that we generate through  electronic media. If the users don’t have access to the administration space of the website, they cannot decide or be sure what treatment is applied to their digital threads. If the back stage of the Web is not visible and controlled by the users,  Web 2.0 has the possibility to become tools for vigilance through these “shadow applications”. 

VI. Conclusions: Web 2.0 and the democratization of society 

The web communities are composed of an administrative space and a platform network. The profit and not profit axes appear to be  significant ways to differentiate types of web communities. On the one hand, the Web 2.0 profit for all, where administrative space is accessible to the participants in the networking platform and does not follow profit logics, constituting a parallel co-governing approach; and on the other hand, the Web 2.0 for profit, where administrative space is not open and accessible to the participants and it is profit oriented.

Nevertheless, there is still the need to go further in the understanding of  web communities in order to evaluate their potential positive or negative effects for the democratization of society. Some reflections that at this stage I propose to develop further. 

The type pf web community - Web 2.0 profit invites the conclusion that the emerging organizational forms are based on a connection between individuals and the collective that is changing. Its analysis could provide some lines of reflection  in order to experiment with new ways of administrating  public spaces and goods and for  building  institutions based on a parallel co-governing model with interacting borders.

Concerning the Web 2.0 for profit, it is difficult to evaluate the impact of Web 2.0 for profit for a democratic society. 

The axes profit versus not profit could appear as more simple axes if we think about the grouping in the pre-web era, but on the one hand, the Internet has a characteristic as a medium that allows it to bring together  traditionally different separate spheres (like the private and public sphere), and on the other hand, as  capitalism adopts  principles from the movements of the 60 and 70 for its reinvention (Wainwright at Networked Politics 2007), it looks to be also the case for the Wikinomics. The Wikinomics is a new economical trend that integrated values such as openness, participation and collaboration which were traditionally associated with not for profit organizations and social movement organizations. These aspects make   Web 2.0 ambiguous. On the one hand,  Web 2.0 for profit, being based on a platform that promotes the principles of participation, openness and transparency, could feed attitudes that enrich the democratization of society. On the other hand, the Web 2.0 for profit contributes to the concentration of  wealth. The Web 2.0 for profit is based on procedures that, although requiring the intervention of large number of people, result in economic profit for a small percentage of them. Furthermore, there are several elements that feed possible risks for an Internet governed by profit principles. 

First in the Information Society the right to communication  increases in importance; but the profit logic has been shown to be an inefficient mechanism to assure rights.  

Secondly, with the development of e-democratic mechanisms (from e-voting to e-public space, but also the public administration of health and hacienda through e-windows) the Internet became a key tool for the citizenship acting. But the Internet's functioning depends very much on key mechanisms (such as the Google gate keeper) that respond to commercial needs and do not have mechanisms of  control by its citizenships.  
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Annex I:  Design patters and core competencies of Web 2.0


The seven design patterns (and core competencies) of Web 2.0 were summarized by O’Reilly as follow:

1) Web as a platform. Software delivered as a service, not as a product. “The traditional design-develop-test-ship-install cycle of packaged software is ending. No versions, not installations, no upgrades. Software has become a service—a service that is always on, always improving” (Musser, 2006). 

2) Applications are increasingly data-driven. The richness and unique nature of the data is what maks the web valuable.

3) Users add value. Users as co-developers and real-time testers of the software and of the data. The database gets richer as more people use it. But only a small percentage of users will go to the trouble of adding value to the application, therefore  the inclusive defaults for aggregating user data as a side-effect of their use of the application is important (Network Effects by Default). 

4) Harnessing collective intelligence: The product is a flow - the collective activity of the users. The dynamic aspect of the “Live Web” is not only the interaction generated on pages, but mainly through the hyperlinks. The hyperlinks are the foundation of the web.

5) Leveraging the long tail through customer self-service. Long tail refers to the fact that small sites make up the bulk of the internet's content; narrow niches make up the bulk of internet's  possible applications. So the self-service is oriented to reach out to the entire web, to the edges and not just the center, to the long tail and not just the head (Musser, 2006).

6) Software above the level of a single device. The PC is no longer the only access device for internet applications, and applications that are limited to a single device are less valuable than those that are connected. Therefore:  the application is designed from the get-go to integrate services across handheld devices, PCs, and internet servers. Local machines-interfaces that are feed by web platforms.

7) Lightweight user interfaces, development models, and business models. Importance of simplicity of use. Value of re-mixing extremes of the web. Design for hackability and remixability – through the adoption of extremely low barriers to re-use  and making it easy to take applications in new directions unimagined by their creators, through following existing standards and use licenses with as few restrictions as possible (I.e.: Adopting pro-creative and pro-experimentation Intellectual Property forms, as “Some rights Reserved”).  

Cooperate, Don't Control - Web 2.0 applications are built of a network of cooperating data services. Through web services interfaces and content syndication, and re-using the data services of others. Lastly, supported by lightweight programming models that allow for loosely-coupled systems. 
�	 The specific offline participative observation refers to: Wikimedia Italia annual meeting: Rome, September 2007; European Preparatory Meeting of the European Social Forum: Lisbon February 2007 and Stockholm September 2007; Hackmeeting Parma September 2006 and Hackmeenting Pisa September 2007; Working group on Techno-political tools and Debate on the Open Source as political metaphor: Networked Politics Project – Barcelona October 2006 (http://www.networked-politics.info); Seminar on web communities: Networked Politics Project – Berlin June 2007.  





�	 There are several shapes in which the interaction via the Internet could take place, in this paper I'm referring specifically to the online interaction through a web package application, which it marks some constrains different than if we analysis the interaction for example through e-lists, e-mails or networks of links, such as RSS or hyperlinks. For this reason, I use the term of web communities, instead of using the broad concept of online communities.


�	 This empirical research was developed using the history flow visualization technique from IBM: Visual Collaboration Lab and MIT collaboration, Viégas, Wattenberg and Dave (2004) downloaded in 2003 the entire archive of Wikipedia history in order to visualize the evolution of articles and analyze conflict and collaboration patterns and comparing it with the archive four years later (Viégas, Wattenberg, Kriss and van Ham, 2007) .





�	 This must not be confounded with the isolation of the user in from of the computer.





�	 Byant et al focused on the social trajectories of nine active wikipedians, showing how their roles changed as they became more involved in Wikipedia community (2005).





�	 O'Reilly Media (formerly O'Reilly & Associates) is an American media company established by Tim O'Reilly that publishes books and web sites and produces conferences on computer technology topics.










