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Abstract 
Though there is hype about the term Web 2.0 and the different concepts behind it, little 
academic work has been so far carried out in the impact of Web 2.0 on B2B (business to 
business). This paper explains the background of Web 2.0 and introduces a design pattern 
based approach to discuss whether B2B web-site is affected by the Web 2.0 design-patterns 
directly or indirectly. The paper will elaborate the design-patterns and extract indicators as 
the parameters of evaluation, whether the implementation of the Web 2.0 design-patterns is 
fundamental for the success of B2B web-sites and the companies operating them. This is 
carried out with the help of two case-studies of successful B2B web-sites. Hereon the results 
are summed up and conclusions are made. 

1. Introduction 
Buzzwords are coining the terminology used on the web: So far, Web 2.0 has reached an 
enormous amount of attention. With regard to the Web 2.0 community and their usage of the 
term Web 2.0, its implications on the B2B world remain to a large extent academically 
unexplored. This paper supports in closing the gap by first providing relevant background 
about Web 2.0. Going forward, it introduces an approach picking up Tim O’Reilly’s design-
patterns and elaborating them to classify whether a B2B web-site can be counted to the Web 
2.0 world (section 2). In two case-studies, successful B2B web-sites are analyzed by using the 
approach introduced. Beside this other key success factors of doing business in the internet 
contrary to the Web 2.0 design patterns are explored (section 3). The conclusions make a 
point by referring to the discovered special logic working in the B2B type interactions and the 
impact the Web 2.0 design-patterns have in this respect (section 4). 

2. The Web 2.0  
In early year 2004 the term Web 2.0 popped-up to describe the change of the internet as well 
as the impact of the new internet on business. A Google search on the buzzword “Web 2.0” 
delivers 173.000.000 results [16 02 07], demonstrating the big amount of attention this term 
has achieved up till now. Many web-sites like web20list.com or www.goweb20.net are 
linking hundreds of Web 2.0 sites operated by small companies and non corporate springing 
up like mushrooms. Since the web has become a platform, building new businesses on it is no 
longer a multimedia-dollar proposition anymore (Battelle 2005). With the dot-com bubble in 
mind still the question arises, how many of these web-sites are really successful in the way of 
doing profitable business.  
Academic publications on the topic of corporate Web 2.0 are a scarcity. Attention to this term 
is mostly given in countless blog posts, wiki-pages, discussions and in the media. Needless to 
say companies already picked up the term Web 2.0, using it for their own marketing purposes. 
Rollet (Rollett et al. 2006) pointed out that the term Web 2.0 summarizes a set of key features, 
which have gained attraction over the last few years. It has been taken up by a lot of people 
who regard themselves as the Web 2.0 community since the Web 2.0 conference which was 
organized by the publisher Tim O’Reilly in 2006. Web 2.0 still is an ambiguous concept, 
which is understood in different ways by different people.  
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Web 2.0 as a term was originally introduced by Tim O’Reilly as a result of a brainstorming 
between himself and Dale Dougherty to describe the change the internet was evolving in 
recent years. Referring to the techniques and trends of the new web, O’Reilly (O’Reilly 2005) 
described the Web 2.0 by using eight design patterns aiming to guide software developers 
when implementing web-applications to gain success in business.  

2.1. A design pattern based approach  
The design-patterns make up the most discussed concept when referring to the question how a 
web-application should look like in the Web 2.0 world. In software architecture, design-
patterns are common solutions to standard software problems. Tim O’Reilly uses them as 
guidelines to shift the characteristics of Web 2.0 into the web-application. A web-application 
drawing on all eight design-patterns can be totally classified as a Web 2.0 one. 
Analyzing web-applications regarding to the eight design-patterns by using the original 
definitions of Tim O’Reilly carried out rather difficult, unless the design-pattern remain in 
their ambiguous state of definition. To overcome this problem of vagueness, the design-
patterns have been elaborated in definition first. Second, indicators have been identified in a 
way that the adoption of the design-patterns by B2B web-sites can be analyzed using case-
studies. If not, the success-factors apart from the Web 2.0 design-patterns are explored.  

2.1.1. The long tail 
The term long-tail has been originally used in statistics describing a long-known feature of 
statistical distributions. In the Web 2.0 context long-tail was picked up by Chris Anderson 
(Anderson 2004) regarding to the market context when stating a long list of non-popular 
products - which are actually leftovers - could easily outmatch a shorter list of popular 
products - which are best-sellers - in revenue on the internet.  
In a real shop, storage is a scarcity, hence selling a long list of non-popular products in the 
boundary constraints will not be a feasible business opportunity. Due to the non physical 
structure of the internet, plenty of ‘virtual place’ for selling is available thus attracting a 
number of customers spending money in non-popular goods, altogether resulting in a higher 
value for the companies which are including these non-popular books in their portfolio. The 
internet marketplace allows companies to produce and sell a far wider range of products then 
before, changing both consumer behaviour and business strategy (Brynjolfson et al. 2006). 
Companies may benefit from using the long-tail of the internet when embedding a 
marketplace or brokerage business model. The common example likely used when describing 
the long-term is the niche print media for books which may not be sold in the common 
market. Internet may be the best place to enable the flourishment of niche products or 
services.  
Indicators 
a) Does the web-application really offer the possibility to integrate all types of products or 
services in its domain?  
b) Are there enough niche products (or services) which are not best-sellers in the portfolio of 
the seller (provider)? 

2.1.2. Data is the next Intel-inside 
The design pattern “data is the next Intel inside” refers to the power which hard to create data 
can generate in a business context. The unique data providing the knowledge base for 
business intelligence will be used as a brand standing for the high quality of the products or 
services using it (e.g. ‘Google maps inside’).  
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In fact, every significant Web 2.0 application includes a specialized database which is used 
for the core business of the company operating the application. Giving a common example, 
companies like Google begin to act as intermediaries by providing maps, outrivaling classical 
card-developers. 
Indicators 
a) How hard is it to create the data? 
b) How much value does the data deliver to the user? 
c) How easy can this data be offered as a logo service to be integrated in other services as a 
base (e.g. Google-Maps, Amazon ASIN)? 

2.2. User add value 
This design pattern marks the importance of the user in a Web 2.0 environment when 
contributing in a social way, referring to an “architecture of participation”. Companies have to 
work out strategies to engage their customers in a way that they are able provide them with 
valuable data implicitly by doing activities on their web-sites or explicitly by intentionally 
creating content. Commenting, discussing, and finally upgrading the user generated content 
leads to further enhancement of the content in the view of the users, hence further value is 
added supporting in the decision finding process.  
In the case of a manufacturing company, customers might give feedback or ideas that are able 
to be transformed in product innovations when creating content directly by using the web-site 
of a company. In the in case of a marketplace consumers might create content like reviews or 
comments in order to evaluate products for other consumers adding further value to the 
market-place (Amazon 2007). 
Indicators  
(a) Is there any content created by the user explicitly which adds value to the existing content 
in a social way? Examples might be using reviews, tagging, or making comments. 
(b) Is there any data created by the user activity to add value implicitly? For example, if a 
web-site shows, that an article has been viewed by 100 people, by giving this information, its 
worth to the community is raised. 

2.3. Network effects by default 
The importance in this design pattern lies in the phrase “by default”. The ordinary network 
effect has always been part of the internet, as the internet constitutes a physical network of 
computers operated by users. According to Metcalfe’s law (Wikipedia 2007) the value of a 
network increases in proportion of the square of the number of nodes on the network. To draw 
a conclusion, the more users a service has, the more valuable it is to its users. Companies 
implementing an application ‘using network effects’ by default have to design the data 
aggregation as a side effect of the use of the application affecting all users, since only some 
users will directly add content. A big share will be visitors or lurkers (Nonnecke et al 2001) 
not directly contributing. By doing this, “virtual intelligence” can be retrieved from the web-
sites per default. 
Indicators 
Is there any default aggregation of the data created by user activity on the web, which 
constitutes the network, in a way to harness the collective intelligence in order to make 
intelligent and valuable suggestions out of it? For example Amazon (Amazon 2007) provides 
its customers further help with suggestions like “customers who views this item also 
viewed..”. 
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2.4. Some rights reserved 
Normally intellectual property rights may restrict the reuse and remixing of information for 
other purposes. A more social and global approach to development and innovation needs 
openness in the reuse of the information and knowledge resources and applications rather than 
prohibition.  
The company operating a service or application according to Web 2.0 has some rights 
reserved, not all rights reserved. Restriction to the adoption should be as less as possible. 
Currently mash-ups are deemed to be the point of focus for future services. In the case of 
business, too much openness might endanger the business model of a company. 
Indicators  
a) Does the company allow reuse of the content it is providing? 
b) Does the company provide APIs for creating mash-up with its content? 

2.5. The Perpetual beta 
Typical Web 2.0 applications do not use version numbers anymore, due to the fact that long 
release cycles are not common in the Web 2.0 world. Rather the “release early and release 
often” strategy is used. The software is maintained dynamically on daily basis to provide the 
best services to the users and to remove the bugs quickly. Users want to know that the 
software is under continuously improvement all the time. As a reflection to the open software 
domain, users have to be integrated regarding to them as a source of idea for innovation. 
Indicators 
a) Is the web-service continuously improved? 
b) Are the users integrated in a way that they can contribute according to their needs? 

2.6. Cooperate, do not control 
In the ideal of a Web 2.0 world, the Web is a conglomerate of cooperating data-services, 
meshing up and providing new ones. A typical Web 2.0 application therefore on the one hand 
provides services with open APIs (Application Programme Interface) using lightweight 
programming models so that they can be remixed with other services in an innovative way. 
On the other hand, however the Web 2.0 applications creates new value by employing 
existing services on the web. 
Indicators 
a) Are the services offered by the application designed in a way that other applications can 
integrate it by creating mash-ups? 
b) Does the application use other services offered for the creation of value for its users? 

2.7. Software above the level of a single device 
Web 2.0 applications are not limited to the desktop of a personal computer, but will allow 
access from any other web-compliant device like a mobile phone or a PDA and by providing 
adjusted interfaces. The web as a platform is thereby extended to mobile devices reaching its 
users when they are on the way. 
Indicators 
Does the web-application provide adjusted interfaces for devices other than personal 
computers? 

3. Case Studies 
This section includes study of two successful B2B web-sites as representatives of B2B 
companies and the motivation of the authors for selection. Their web-sites will be analyzed by 
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using the design patterns long-tail (a), data is the next Intel inside (b), user add value (c), 
network effects by default (d), some rights reserved (e), the perpetual beta (f), corporate don’t 
control (g) and software above the level of a single device (h). Each design pattern will hold 
fully, partly or not. In conclusion the key parameters of their success will be further 
investigated, in case they basically differ from the Web 2.0 design-patterns. 

3.1. Case Study 1: Alibaba.com 
Alibaba.com, the success model of a broad-based product specific B2B marketplace, has been 
selected first to realise the attributes of interest for a successful B2B web-site in comparison 
to the design patterns of Web 2.0.  
Alibaba.com features a B2B marketplace for international trade among small and medium 
sized enterprises (SMEs). It was started by a group of 18 friends headed by Jack Ma in March 
1999 with an initial capital of $60,000 (reference). The Alibaba.com website was ranked as 
best B2B website by the Economist in September 2006 (reference). Currently the website has 
more than 30 million registered users with a daily traffic of more than 5 million visitors. As a 
result of the surveys in MAGIC 2006 it was claimed that Alibaba reduces the sourcing cycle 
by 75%. (reference) 
By looking at Jack Ma’s vision “attract the shrimps (sic.), and the whales will come” 
(reference) and the successful implementation of his vision into the Alibaba.com web-
application, (a) is represented. The core data of Alibaba.com is the catalogue of companies 
together with their products, which is created by sales representatives of the companies. (b) 
holds partly as the data created is indeed a hard to create one resulting in value to its users. 
However the data is not provided as a “logo” in a way allowing its integration into other 
applications at this time. Alibaba.com claims, that their users generate all the content “user 
generated content: for members, by members, of members” (reference). But in the case of (c) 
users would not only have to generate the content, they also would have to add additional 
value by doing reviews, tagging and commenting directly. Cross suggestions are not 
performed, so (d) is not applied. Alibaba.com does not allow the reuse of its content and 
provide APIs neither (e). (f) does not hold because continuous improvement by integrating the 
user into the software development process is lacking as hack-ability and remix-ability 
options are not offered (g). The core functions of Alibaba.com are limited to the personal 
computer’s web-browser and the desktop (h). 
Recapitulating, Alibaba.com represents a case of success where the design patterns are not 
adopted to full extent (only 1 out of 8 patterns has been fully adopted), however there have to 
be other parameters which made Alibaba.com that way successful. 
With the perception of the authors of this paper, it indicates that the success of Alibaba is 
embedded in the architecture of business facilitation, which is a virtual market implemented 
in a way, that even the novice buyers could easily find sellers of interest and vice versa. The 
simplicity and ease of search with well perceived business requirement parameters as well as 
the special role of Alibaba as a trustee providing the secure transaction system “AliPay” 
supplemented by well known trusted market rankings have been more fundamental to 
business success than Web 2.0 design-patterns. Alibaba.com’s business value is further 
enhanced by the self service for sellers, who are presenting their content in an elegant manner 
and the provided infrastructure for contact-management. Off web-events which are organized 
and sponsored by Alibaba.com give fundamental help in connecting buyers and sellers and 
foster their relationships. Building up the relationship necessary for conducting business to 
business needs a more person-centred way which makes also off-web activities inevitable. 
They strongly differ from business to consumer relationships as they are primarily developed 
around the needs of a group, measured primarily by ROI and financial requirements, as well 
as increasing the company’s capital (Hitt 2002). 
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3.2. Scenario 2: Innocentive.com 
InnoCentive.com has been picked up as a second case for its specialized B2B knowledge 
intensive services in high-tech research to explore, whether the high-tech knowledge based 
industry might require consideration of other parameters than the Web 2.0 design-patterns. 
InnoCentive.com, launched in 2001 by Alpheus Bingham PhD (Innocentive 2007), is 
designed in a way connecting scientists in the domains of biology and chemistry to research 
and development challenges, offered by companies from around the globe. Companies are 
acting as ‘problem seekers’ posting their R&D challenges on the web-application and waiting 
for scientists to step into the role of ‘problem solvers’. Innocentive.com is ranked by Booz-
Allen-Hamilton (Booz-Allen-Hamilton 2006) as one of the technology market maker 
organizations with approximately four million challenges posted by R&D seeking companies. 
Over 90.000 scientists and scientific organizations located in 175 countries are accessing the 
company’s web-site (Kramer 2006). 
Innocentive.com has a very specialized focus in the domain of biology and chemistry, hence 
(a) holds within the boundaries of the domain. The key data source is generated by the 
postings of R&D challenges by companies while solutions are not made public but directly 
forwarded to the seeker companies over the web-site. Data is indeed hard to create and 
valuable but not offered as a service to other applications in order to attract more possible 
companies or scientists resulting in partly affection of (b). To sum up, due to missing 
participation of users in building up additional public available content, and the lack of a 
default aggregation of the data created in order to generate an additional value (c-d) are 
absent. (e-h) are not adopted, since Innocentive.com lacks sharing features and restricts any 
open interaction like adding content, annotating or doing discussion visible to all users.  
The innocentive.com case displayed that there is only one design pattern fully and one other 
partly affected, though Innocentive.com works successfully. 
To the perspective of the authors, the key of success lies in the development of the specialized 
high-tech scientific community providing the solutions (supply-side). Alpheus Bingham 
identified the demand for a R&D Community in the areas of biology and chemistry 6 years 
ago providing a web-application for open innovation which reduces cost and time of 
innovation for companies. The web-application itself works as a simple catalogue for open 
research questions accessible to all the scientists. Problem seekers remain anonymous when 
posting their R&D challenges. Scientists are able to communicate with them directly, but not 
by posting content on the web, visible to other scientists or companies. Information has a 
strong business value to Innocentive.com and a corporate value for the ‘solution seekers’, 
hence publication of the information would endanger the business-model of Innocentive.com 
on the one hand and may put at risk the business of the corporate seeking solutions on the 
other hand. Off web enduring efforts were made by the Innocentive.com management team to 
attract and invite targeted scientists. An open R&D community may have drained the high 
value human resources from Innocentive.com which have been built up in a time long effort. 
Altruistic concepts foster openness on the web, but companies must generate return on 
investment to survive. Though advertising may fit as a valid revenue model in many 
especially the community based business-cases, with Innocentive.com it is inapplicably.  

4. Conclusion 
The two case-studies indicated that in B2B business models the simple integration of the web 
2.0 design pattern in the way Tim O’Reilly presented them is not the critical success-factor. 
This approach might be suitable in the business to consumer (B2C) or consumer to consumer 
(C2C) world. The suggestion is made by the authors, that rethinking is necessary when 
dealing with the business to business world.  
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The two case studies introduced make up a good view onto B2B web-sites, providing open 
and restricted content. They displayed, that both companies have not implemented Web 2.0 
enthusiastically, although the long-tail design-pattern appears to have importance. The 
business logic seems to be more important, than the design of the web-site according to the 
design-patterns. Design must follow the business strategy and not vice versa. The success 
evolves out of a well perceived business vision and the efficient and effective transformation 
of this vision into real business activities. In the business world, relationships are different as 
well as the motivations for buying and selling. Everything is measured by financial ratios.  
In the view of the authors the design-patterns do not form universal parameters for web-
applications, which are suitable in all B2B cases. Companies doing business on the web do 
not all have to integrate the Web 2.0 design patterns, but should integrate them partly when 
compatible to their particular business strategy. 
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