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 The arrival of the 2.0 paradigm seems to have a strong 
influence on all activities related to knowledge sharing. 
Good practice exchange is one of these activities. In 
Web 2.0 what we find is collective creativity oriented 
not only to new forms of content creation and access, 
but also to the explicit building and fostering of new 
social forms of collaboration. Taken in the broadest 
sense, this creativity in social interaction spans from 
infrastructures (Grid Computing for example) to actual 
people organized in communities. These communities 
are based on personal contribution and, of course, 
collaborative creation of content and knowledge.  
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practice. We have proposed a view of good practice 
exchange that is based on both sociological exchange 
theory and the findings of research in complex 
organization design. Both take as a departing point the 
difficulties that arise in creating communities of 
individuals that progress if they cooperate. A simple 
model that integrates social, knowledge and 
technological considerations was used to assess the 
main characteristics of several ongoing initiatives. We 
used its dimensions as a guide for the evaluation and 
clustering of projects and services. They were mainly in 
the area of practice exchange in eGovernment but also 
in other, more general, areas.  
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Going 2.0 means 
opening up to individual 
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In this paper we summarize our findings, explore three 
significant initiatives and try to identify future trends in 
the interconnection of good practice exchange and 2.0 
potentialities. 

 
European Journal of ePractice · www.epracticejournal.eu   1 
Nº 1 · November 2007  



 

 
1   Introduction: good practice exchange in context 

In order to see how 2.0 is related to good practice exchange, we had to find a common analytical 
ground to encompass the activities of two areas apparently unrelated. The prevailing interpretation of 
Web 2.0 is associated mainly with technology, although from the very beginning it seemed that 2.0 
technologies where inherently social and related to cooperation through common knowledge creation, 
sharing and interchanging (Saveri, 2005). On the other hand, one can isolate knowledge interchange as 
the main activity in good practice exchange initiatives. Therefore, we abstracted the characteristics of 
both the technologies and the actual initiatives by using the framework of social exchange, based on 
knowledge (Blau, 1964). We did so as a way to unify the whole discussion social collaborative 
knowledge exchange and collaborative technologies. The latter are, at the same time, the core of new 
economic and social relationships as well as their main facilitators (Benkler, 2006). In viewing both 
technological and social dynamics under the same conceptual framework, one can see a different 
picture of the usual setting for good practice exchange arising.   

Communities of Practice (CoP) (Wenger, 1998) are usually taken as a convenient starting point to 
characterize the environment where good practice exchange most frequently takes place. And it is 
precisely this environment what is being changed by the disruption in social dynamics spawned by Web 
2.0 technologies. The original Community of Practice concept is undergoing important evolutionary 
changes due to the arrival of 2.0 technologies (O’Reilly, 2005; Hagel, 2007).  

1.1    Good practice as a situated knowledge exchange 

Good practice exchange can be modeled as a knowledge exchange between the members of a 
community. It does not take place in a vacuum, but in a situated cultural community framework. This is 
the type of knowledge that defines CoPs (Wenger, 1998; Brown, 1991). The interchanged knowledge is 
very practical and situated. The motivation for exchange between individuals lies not only in increasing 
their personal stocks of knowledge for their own individual benefit, but also towards increasing the 
knowledge of the whole community they belong to. This has been observed in very different sectors and 
actors whether they are multinational companies, governments, or intergovernmental citizen initiatives. 
CoPs are becoming more and more virtualized and organized in terms of networks (Deloitte; Wellman, 
1999; Fischer, 2001; Borgatti, 2003; Greve, 2004). Precisely the fact that corporate multi-company 
groups (Moran, 2004), non-profit organizations and other entities using the CoP approach are 
increasingly resorting to virtual means of performing their actions, opens the door for a greater exposure 
to the impact of 2.0 technologies.  

Networks of Practice seem to be evolving fast into the dominant way to exchange knowledge (Gloor, 
2002). This, in turn, may change in significant ways the social practices and dynamics previously 
identified in CoPs. 

1.2   Web 2.0 and CoPs 

2.0 technologies have been equated to the Read/Write Web or a Web that is based on user generated 
content and mass collaboration. It has also been defined as well as the social practices and economic 
possibilities opened by having this kind of technological facilitators. In Web 2.0 what we find is collective 
creativity oriented not only to new forms of content creation and access but also to the explicit building 
and fostering of new social forms of collaboration. Taken in the broadest sense, this creativity in social 
interaction spans from infrastructures (Grid Computing for example) to actual people organized into 
communities (Atkins, 2004). These communities are based on personal contribution and, of course, 
collaborative creation of content and knowledge.  

2.0 affects CoPs by providing new possibilities for the learning processes that typically take place inside 
CoPs. These processes are based on exchanging tacit and explicit knowledge. They also rely on the 
building of personal relationships around learning. 2.0 technologies affect both activities. By facilitating a 
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new type of emergent dynamics and new opportunities for unrelated people to find similarly-minded and 
more knowledgeable fellows, these technologies also potentially offer more dynamic and emergent 
ways for the creation and organization of CoP. In a way, these new possibilities are at odds with current 
ways of creating and managing CoPs and practice exchange. Consequently, good practice exchange 
schemas have to take into account all these new possibilities if they want to reap the benefits that 2.0 
technologies bring with them.  

2   The model: what are we looking for? 

We describe here some insights gained from working on a project on Web 2.0 and good practice 
exchange (Fages, 2007). This project worked by examining a substantial number of web sites using 2.0 
technologies in some form or another in order to support different types of knowledge exchange. 

In order to cluster and assess the 300–odd sites we reviewed, we tried to create first a simple model of 
practice exchange environments. This model has three different dimensions which, in some degree or 
another, have been used to characterize and compare networked communities. These dimensions are: 

- the social dimension 

- the knowledge dimension 

- the technological dimension  

The social dimension refers to all the basic behaviours and conventions of interaction between members 
of a community that define its collective dynamics. The enforcement of rules dealing with reciprocity 
(Fleming, 2003), the creation, diffusion and enforcement of norms as well as the management of trust 
and reputation (Gallivan, 2001) form the basis of this dimension. With it we tried to assess if there were 
clear mechanisms (technological or other) to cover these aspects. We used previous work in the design 
and assessment of artificial communities (Pujol, 2005) as well as sociological works on community 
development. Some of them have been recently used to initiate new sociological approaches to the 
study of Web 2.0 (Beer, 2007).  

 The knowledge dimension deals with which type of knowledge is exchanged and under which forms 
(Teigland, 2003). Good practice can be exchanged in terms of cases, advices, referrals (to documents 
or other sources, including people), for example. Also it can be expressed in diverse degrees of 
explicitness and in different formats (Jimes, 2003). We used as a guide to define this dimension previous 
works on knowledge use and creation in CoPs (Wenger, 1998). 

Finally, the technological dimension refers not only to the actual technologies being employed to support 
several collective and individual functions and activities, but to the extent to which the metaphors of 
technology actually create a new standpoint from which to look at communities and the production and 
interchange of knowledge that takes place within them. We used as a guide previous works on the 
socio-technological interplay that occurs in cooperation platforms and CoPs (Saveri, 2005), (Steinfeld, 
2007). Here is where 2.0 gets in (Beer, 2007). It is interesting to remark that, up to now, most of the 
work on the technological basis of CoPs still separated the technological aspect from the rest of 
dimensions of a CoP (Wenger). It was usual to see that the technological side of CoPs adopted a 
“technological management” perspective. Instead of seeing technology as a component that coevolved 
with the needs of the CoP or facilitated new practices and dynamics, the view was different. 
Traditionally, technology arrived to the development of a CoP as an auxiliary tool. One of our 
observations is that, contrarily to the traditional CoP approach that uses technology as a support of an 
existing CoP, Web 2.0 technologies seem to facilitate the spontaneous evolution of new communities 
on account of the exchange of knowledge and the activation of collaborative learning that they are 
meant for.  

The remarkable aspect of 2.0 is that, by contributing knowledge and creating social cues associated to 
the knowledge contributors, they allow the emergence of new social relationships, and therefore allow 
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new communities to be built from the bottom up. Therefore, the use of these technologies creates new 
social and knowledge dynamics. Groups and communities are formed from the mutual recognition of 
people who were previously unrelated. For example, Flickr.com, (Graham, 2006) with very simple 
technology for uploading photographs and letting people tag them, has helped create actual 
communities of practice around photographic techniques. People who had never previously met started 
to connect through Flickr.com by detecting other individuals who contributed their own photographs 
and expressed interest not only in sharing them, but also in meeting people to improve their 
photographic skills. Some groups do, in fact, get together physically. They periodically go on 
photographic tours and their members mutually assess their works and progress. They interchange the 
roles of novice and master dynamically, by recognising proficiency by peers. This is very similar to the 
evolution of apprenticeship that takes place within a classical CoP. But this kind of community started 
not from a pre-existing organization, but spawned from the availability of technology. Instead of the 
typical process of detecting a CoPs and providing it with appropriate technology, the process here 
seems to proceed the other way around.  

There were other auxiliary aspects that we took into account when examining the characteristics of each 
site.  

Coupling: we tried to assess to which extent the technological 2.0 tools used in a site were 
suited to the goals and social practices that the initiatives tried to attain and maintain, and how 
much potential for evolution the current technological choice allowed (Vast, 2004). 

Market dimension: the extent to which interchanges were built on an expectation of return in 
terms of economic value. This value could be either in monetized form or in other type of worth 
convertible unit, for example reputation. Most communities work without an identifiable fast 
return for the contributions of each individual (Kollock, 1999), (Trier, 2007). However, some are 
based on explicit market structures. Others share a common understanding that each step in an 
exchange is one of a set of possible “investments” in each member’s future reputation, 
knowledge or status (Wasko, 2004). Some exchange sites presented themselves as “markets” 
for ideas or for experts. 

Management: here we assessed the degree of separation between the roles of managers and 
members of the community. “Managing” here refers not just to the administration of the site or 
technological platform but also to conflict resolution, attribution and recognition of roles, norm 
enforcement, goal setting and discussion… and mechanisms for changing the management. 

Innovativeness: an evaluation of how innovative an initiative was in terms of allowed social 
practices and innovative technology used (extensions of 2.0 or innovative combinations thereof). 

3   General assessment   

We explored circa 300 sites that either presented themselves as professional knowledge exchange 
communities or had evolved into a community for knowledge exchange from the provision of 2.0 
technologies. 

After reviewing them, we could see several clusters arising: 

Generic Communities: sites that are built as platforms for general knowledge interchange, i.e., 
they are not focused on a specific sector or targeted to a specifically professional audience, but 
have a strong component of knowledge interchange and favour some types of collective learning 
or, at least, community formation.  

Business and Professionally Oriented Sites: sites in which knowledge interchange, whether it 
is based on 2.0 technologies or not, is the main activity for professionals. Exchange here is taken 
in a broad sense, be it getting advice, obtaining personal referrals, seeking business building 
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activities or other. We include here sites that supported knowledge interchange for any business 
as well as those that were designed for a specific business sector. 

National Initiatives: sites built around structured programmes to foster knowledge interchange 
among officials in government departments as well as other stakeholders. We have mainly 
focused on those initiatives that used 2.0 technologies and collaborative practices. 

International Initiatives: similar to the previous one, but on an international scale. 

eParticipation, Service Initiatives and Social Movements: knowledge interchange sites that 
addressed typical aspects of e-Participation, specifically in the relationship between citizens and 
government decision-makers, as well as initiatives created by citizens that worked towards some 
kind of effect on the government. We also included social movements not strictly related to 
government decisions. That is, platforms that used knowledge interchange to build up groups, 
communities and momentum for social action.  

Inclusion: initiatives related to the social inclusion of alternative or marginal and disadvantaged 
groups. 

Health: sites addressed to either exchange knowledge on health issues or to generate 
communities for different health goals (helping members gain information about specific 
illnesses, information about health institutions, etc.). 

Sharing Q&A: sites that exchange answers to general or specific questions. Sometimes they 
explicitly gave support to a market-like institution. 

Platform Generators and General Software: these are sites that either provided software tools 
(commercial or not) for creating collaborative platforms or offered a comprehensive set of 
software applications which, once combined, resulted in a fully operational platform for 
collaborative knowledge interchange. One important aspect of 2.0 technologies is the possibility 
to reconfigure them to be better adapted to new functions. The difference with other types of 
technology may be the simplicity of this step. It can be done by the same people that are meant 
to use them. One example of this could be mash-ups. 

In all these groups there are significant variations along each of the three dimensions that constituted 
the model. For example, general sites do not have always very clearly stated norms and conventions. 
For most of them it is not clear how contributions are going to be assessed by the community. Most 
national and international initiatives around professional knowledge exchange still do use a 1.0 
technological framework. That is, they use intensively forums, mailing lists, portals and data repositories 
but, comparatively, make less use of technologies for tagging, or social networking. In general, in 
national and international initiatives the type of interchanged knowledge tends to become quite 
structured as opposed to general focus sites.  

Some general sites for expertise exchange not only function as a “market” for ideas or experts but they 
explicitly monetize the interchanges by assigning higher prices to the best experts. The quality of the 
experts is not centrally assessed but is a function of aggregated user satisfaction. In most cases, this 
amounts to the implementation of a voting mechanism that sometimes follows 2.0 technologies similar 
to well-known experiences like slahsdot.org, or Digg. 

The interaction by means of audiovisual content is increasingly being used as a means to create “social 
objects of interest” (Engeström, 2005). That is, a mechanism by which people first get into contact by 
discovering a common interest about a “social object” (document, reference, etc.). For example, a site 
for entrepreneurs set up with the backing of Fortis Bank is using entrepreneurs video presentations and 
tagging as a way to facilitate further knowledge exchange and to initiate new groups dynamically. 
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Audiovisual content complemented by tagging and searching is extensively used in general focus sites 
(Youtube, etc.) and in some sites addressed to e-participation (Zexe.net, for example). 

The integration of implicit content and people recommendation functions linked to descriptions of the 
profiles of members in the community is also an aspect that can be seen in general focus sites 
(Facebook, for example) but not yet in more professionally oriented sites. An interesting exception is the 
UK’s Government GovX initiative (http://www.govx.org.uk/). 

We try to illustrate better some of these aspects in the following description of three significant 
experiences that span from models closer to the1.0 framework than to 2.0 technologies, to others that 
fit better into the social exchange practices implicit in the 2.0 framework. 

The reference to all these experiences as well as to some of our assessments of them can be accessed 
at the wiki egov20cases (https://egov20cases.wikispaces.com/), set up for sharing knowledge about 
these topics. (See also “State of the art in Good Practice Exchange and Web 2.0” at 
http://www.epractice.eu/document/3974) 

4   Three significant experiences 

From the whole list of examples reviewed in the report “State of the Art in Good Practice Exchange and 
Web 2.0” (Fages, 2007), we have selected three experiences (described in more detail in the 
aforementioned report) and used our simple model to review them. 

These experiences are: 

− Development Gateway Communities (http://topics.developmentgateway.org ) 

− eCatalunya (http://ecatalunya.gencat.net ) 

− Meetup (http://www.meetup.com ) 

We considered Development Gateaway Communities (dgCommunities) relevant because of its 
international dimension. In the case of eCatalunya, we considered it to be a good CoP managed by a 
public body with an adequate coupling with web 2.0 concepts, as well as the good combination 
between online and offline dynamics. Finally, Meetup is a similar experience to the second one but 
managed by a private institution, with less coupling with Web 2.0 concepts but with a very good 
combination between online and offline dynamics.  

 
European Journal of ePractice · www.epracticejournal.eu   6 
Nº 1 · November 2007  

http://www.govx.org.uk/
https://egov20cases.wikispaces.com/
http://www.epractice.eu/document/3974
http://topics.developmentgateway.org/
http://ecatalunya.gencat.net/
http://www.meetup.com/


 

4.1   dgCommunities 

URL: http://topics.developmentgateway.org  

Typology: International initiative 

 

 Description: 

dgCommunities is an online network of 29 communities with 36,000 members. It is aimed at knowledge 
sharing and collaboration among development professionals worldwide. Its communities cover major 
topic areas with more than 200 partnering organizations.  It is part of the Development Gateway 
Foundation (DGF) programs. DGF provides web-based tools to make aid and development efforts more 
effective. It offers innovative solutions that increase access to critical information, and helps in building 
local capacity and bringing partners together for positive change.  

The Development Gateway Foundation is a nonprofit organization. It was established by the World Bank 
in 2001. Governments, nongovernmental organizations, and private sector entities work with the 
foundation to extend their global reach, enhance the tools it creates and share best practices. The 
development of the Aid Management Platform is guided by a steering committee with representatives 
from the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, the United Nations Development 
Program, and the World Bank. Country Gateways are run by locally owned entities in 45 countries. 
Other partners, for example, the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, sponsor specific 
dgCommunities, or manage a community themselves, such as, for example, the United Nations 
Population Fund.  

Alexa sta istics (07/31/2007): t

Percent of global Internet users who visit this site: 0,0012% 

Traffic Rank : 121.317 
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Page views per user: 2,1 

Investment (In thousands) 

Revenue: 10,901$ 

Expenses for the DG Communities program: 1,914$ 

Management:  

DGF offers the platform and services for each dgCommunity. Each community is managed by 
coordinators and guides, who are appointed by their cooperating organizations and have to respect the 
principles of DGF. A dgCommunity can be created by an individual or private/public group, by 
themselves or in partnership with others. DGF has the last word about the creation of a new 
dgCommunity. It analyzes the proposal for its creation and finally approves it or not. 

Online/offline dynamics: 

DG Communities work, basically, online.  

Online Dynamics: 

The online dynamics of each community is led by their guides. Knowledge is distributed via document 
archives, forums, newsletters, and RSS feeds. 

Coupling with Web 2.0:  

This initiative does not couple much with Web 2.0 concepts. Although it uses online services as, for 
example, web pages, a document repository, an email alert system, newsletters, forums and RSS 
feeds, it is not easy to initiate collaborative work or to develop extensive interactive knowledge sharing.  

Market dimension:  The exchange of knowledge is made indirectly, through content in documents or 
newsletters. Some communities use forums as a direct way of exchange knowledge between people. 
All in all this organization is similar to an expert market, but the free membership opens the possibility for 
it to function as an ideagora (Tapscott, 2006). 

Knowledge dimension:  The knowledge exchanged is factual (data, statistics,...) and procedural 
(practical procedures). 

Observations: The success of each community depends on the capacity of the team in charge of it to 
periodically renew the contents. When this happens, the rest of members feel comfortable to introduce 
also their own content and share it with others (i.e. eGovernment Community). 
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4.2   eCatalunya 

URL: http://ecatalunya.gencat.net   

Typology:  National initiatives 

 

Description:  

eCatalunya is an online environment set up by the Catalan Regional Autonomous Government in 
Catalonia, Spain. Its goal is to provide an inclusive platform for knowledge interchange and community 
growth among all professional communities that in one moment or other deal with the Catalan Regional 
Government.   

Its technological design and development started in 2004. It opened in June 2005. It is currently used 
by 5,000 registered users. It is organized around several interconnected portals which are thematically 
oriented. Each one hosts a variable number of Communities of Practice which can decide by 
themselves whether or not be open and share all information with other communities.  

The initial design of eCatalunya had 2.0 technologies in mind. In consequence, any single group can use 
the platform to draw tools from it and adapt them to their perceived needs for community building. Each 
community can integrate several types of tools: wikis, blogs, forums, newsletters, rss creation and 
management, automatic alert for new content creation, new topics, new membership, email; audiovisual 
document sharing and tagging; textual document tagging and sharing; visualization of the social 
network of the group and connected communities and tools for recommendation of content and referral 
of people (recommender systems based on collaborative filtering); tools for measuring the activity in 
each community including the growth and structure of social networks.  

Alexa sta istics (07/31/2007): t

Not registered. 
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Investment:  

600,000 euros (initial investment, it included development of the technical platform) 

Management:  

There are no permanent employees as such. Personnel from the Technical University of Catalonia are in 
charge of new developments and several members of each community volunteer as administrators. 
Each community has evolved differently and some have effectively generated their own leaders which 
are among the most dynamic and effective groups. All in all, the technical workforce (UPC and 
Generalitat) is around 12 people. Dynamization involves 5 more people. 

Financed by:   

Generalitat de Catalunya (Catalan Autonomous Government). 

Time in operation:   

Since June 2005. 

Management concept:   

Publicly funded. 

Online/offline dynamics:  

Most of the activity of eCatalunya takes place online. Different communities, however, have evolved 
different balances between online and offline activities.  

The most active community –Justice- has developed a set of practices for offline and online settings. 
Frequent seminars are organized to discuss topics raised in online discussions. There is also a policy of 
knowledge sharing for all documents and presentations not only among the group’s members but also 
among the rest of the online community in general. All documents of the Justice Department community 
are online under Creative Commons or similar licenses, for example. 

Coupling with Web 2.0: eCatalunya was created as an environment to learn more about Web 2.0 and its 
application to eGovernment. So from the very beginning it included in its technical platform some type of 
2.0 tools (from blogs to tagging). On the other hand, it left ample room for the evolution of communities 
with the interaction of the 2.0 technologies. For example, it was envisaged that through automated 
referrals and recommendations new members could be ‘discovered’ and invited to join a community. 
This, of course, hinged on the analysis of contributed knowledge. 

Some technicalities have implications for the openness that characterize 2.0 technologies. Currently, it is 
difficult for a community to set up its portal on its own hosting services. They have to actually issue a 
petition to the project leaders and then resources are allotted in the Generalitat hosts. This is in contrast 
to most Web 2.0 technologies that can be easily downloaded and deployed. Not to mention the peer to 
peer architecture of some Web 2.0 solutions. The fact that this is not the case in e-Catalunya may block 
the way to true self-organizing technical infrastructures and communities. The occurrence of roundabout 
ways to create and connect communities seems to indicate that this is becoming a problem for the 
most open communities and active members. 

Market dimension:  

There is no provision for the monetization of the created knowledge and no mechanisms for ranking 
reputation or any other incentive that can be said to add to the market dimension of the communities. 
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Knowledge dimension:  

Most knowledge interchanged in e-Catalunya is technical and formalized. At least that is what is going 
on in most communities through knowledge repositories. However, there is a lot of advice seeking and 
giving that goes on through blogs, wikis, and forums. The elaboration of practical, tacit knowledge is 
reinforced in some cases through face to face discussion meetings.  

Observations:   

e-Catalunya has to be seen as a project that aims at changing the actual practices of work within the 
Catalan administration by drawing it towards a more collaborative mindset. At the same time, it is a lever 
for trying to create a more “Open Administration”. The initiators of the project acknowledged that 
officials and professionals and, in general, citizens should relate to each other independently of existing 
organizational divisions. e-Catalunya is seen as a first step towards building a program for R+D in 
eGovernment in Catalonia, an R+D department of the administration on itself, so to speak. However, the 
technical solutions imposed by current practices within the administration and the current limitation of 
use to only government officials and selected collaborators are limiting its original openness. 
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4.3   Meetup 

URL: http://www.meetup.com   

Typology:  e-Participation  (social movements) and service initiatives 

 

Description:  

MeetUp is an online platform which helps local interest groups in organizing face-to-face meetings (from 
'Stay at home Moms', to 'League of American investors' or 'Victory Motorcycles'). MeetUp acts as a 
virtual meeting coordinator by providing a routine monthly date and time for meetings, giving members a 
limited choice of locations to vote on, and asking them to RSVP online to indicate if they are planning to 
attend the scheduled meeting. Its focus is on helping to coordinate people and groups as well as giving 
them tools for knowledge sharing, discussion and mobilization. 

Alexa sta istics (07/31/2007): t

Traffic Rank:  1,289 

Page views per user: 7,1 

Investment:  

Private investment by MeetUp founder Scott Heiferman. In March 2006 a joint investment was 
announced by Omidyar Network (of the eBay founder group), Draper Fisher Jurvetson, Esther Dyson, 
Allen & Company, and Senator Bill Bradley. 
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Team:  

35 people in Customer Support, groups Support, Engineering, Software, Design, HR, Development, 
Financing, and New Projects. 

Financed by:  

Revenues from MeetUp members. 

Time in operation:   

Since 2002. 

Management concept:   

MeetUp just offers its platform to create face-to-face meetings to whoever wants to start one. However 
it gives support to the leader of each MeetUp Group, called Group Organizer, either directly or via a 
department in MeetUp.com (The Organizer Center). 

The functions of a Group Organizer are: 

1. Email MeetUp members through the MeetUp.com website. 

2. Poll members about anything, from how to name a MeetUp Group to where to have MeetUp 
events. 

3. Tell people what MeetUp is about by managing the name, description, photos and agenda. 

4. Spread the word using custom MeetUp signs, flyers, business cards and email. 

5. Select Assistant Organizers to help in the running of the MeetUp. 

6. Control MeetUp Group membership by approving and removing members. 

7. Pay the MeetUp Group fee. 

8. Collect member dues and event fees. 

The group organizer can appoint at least 20 Assistant Organizers, who help in scheduling new events, 
maintaining information about current events, creating and managing polls, editing MeetUp descriptions 
and keeping in communication with members as well as controlling their behavior.  

These assistants, on the other hand, have no authority to change the name or location of a MeetUp 
group, change its economic aspects (types of payments), appoint or remove other Assistant Organizers. 
Therefore, the organization is not completely flat; instead, it maintains some level of hierarchy. 

Online/offline dynamics: 

MeetUp.com uses online dynamics to facilitate offline meetings. 

Online, in the Meetup.com platform, anyone can create a group and receive support as a Group 
Organizer.  Each organizer, online, can manage the group as described previously and invite other 
members to share ideas, photos, messages, and stories. They also can start offline events related to 
this knowledge sharing activities. 

Probably, the most important aspect of MeetUp is the type of offline dynamics it generates from online 
activities. The most salient activities are MeetUp Group meetings which are very focused on a given 
topic. Previously to the meeting and after its completion, a strong activity arises online, for preparing the 
offline meeting and dynamics and to reflect later on its development. This is the basis for some degree 
of group learning.  
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Coupling with Web 2.0:  

MeetUp couples in a very adequate way with the Web 2.0 concepts. Apart from offering digital tools like 
Forums or Message Boards (closer to the 1.0 Web technologies), it offers several 2.0 tools to facilitate 
social interaction and collaborative work (photos, videos, TV Channels, RSS feeds, eMail alerts, etc.) 

Market dimension:  

What is exchanged in MeetUp is either knowledge in a general form (solutions to problems, factual 
information, information about social benefits...) and referrals. Both tasks are done either in a direct (one 
to one or broadcasting to the group) and indirect from (through photos, videos...). We can suggest that 
it is an expert knowledge exchange market, but sometimes it works closer to an ideagora (Tapscott, 
2006). 

Knowledge dimension:  

There is a thorough exchange of both tacit and explicit knowledge.  

Observations: 

The interesting lesson of MeetUp is that the online interaction exists to facilitate the face-to-face 
interaction (Virtual Handshake, 2006). In contrast, when it appeared, experiences like Ecademy and 
Ryze were just online communities that created offline meetings to strengthen the group. 

Different authors doubt about the real success of MeetUp, in spite of the big number of communities it 
hosts. When Meetup started to charge a fee per group they thought that communities would fall down. 
The truth is that they did, but communities 'only' reduced from 194,472 before the fee announcement 
to 18,368 in November 2006. So, it survived and not only by its revenues but basically thanks to the 
'easy-to-use' online group managing and information system that is very helpful to organize offline 
meetings and to share knowledge and referrals.  

5   Trends 

Technology changes, and 2.0 technologies are no exception. In consequence, we try to ascertain what 
might be in store as Web 2.0 technologies go on. 2.0 is an inherently social technology, so we will try to 
relate the technological evolutionary path with other changes that are led precisely by the use of this 
type of technology. We’ll try to sketch the foreseeable interplay between technology and social trends. 

5.1  Technology: What one can easily see  

2.0 technologies are presently in full development. A visit to sites such as “Everything 2.0” 
(bobstumpel.blogspot.com) can give a panoramic view of more than 1,000 software applications in the 
2.0 arena.  Let us see where the new developments might point to. 

5.1.1  New sources of connection 

As the example of Twitter.com (http://twitter.com) has forcefully shown, personal activity can be a 
source of information that can lead to discovery and, eventually to personal connection and knowledge 
sharing.  

Activities tend to cluster themselves into some peculiar contexts and spaces. So, it is not strange to 
increasingly see more and more applications and technologies that extend online interaction to offline 
settings. For example, those relating to personal activity and geographical information. The tagging of 
photos and their connection to precise geographical maps such as the ones offered by Google is a 
trend currently under full development (http://panoramio.com). Social networking applications that make 
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use of this information to locate similar people are in current use in mobile technologies (for example, 
http://plazes.com). Many sites can make use of APIs from Google and develop new collaborative 
applications on knowledge that are based on geographical information. This has already been 
pinpointed as an area for the bottom-up creation of collaborative knowledge from citizens, for example 
in local eGovernment initiatives. 

Context varies along the day so it is only natural that most of these solutions make or will make 
extensive use of mobility technologies. The expected increase in web navigation on mobile devices is 
bound to have an impact on collaborative sites and it may co-evolve coherently with geographical and 
geographically-based activity technologies.   

The audiovisual format as a preferred means for knowledge expression and personal presentation is on 
the rise. The more collaborative an interchange site is, the more it integrates audiovisual interaction from 
the beginning. This, in conjunction with the enhanced possibility of using mobile devices hints at an 
increased ability and possibility to contribute knowledge on the fly from everywhere in different and more 
expressive formats.  

If the current trend in collaborative audiovisual content creation, edition and editorial decision making 
continues (for example in Assigment Zero: zero.newassignment.net) it may easily happen that CoPs will 
integrate this knowledge and sometimes include real time broadcasting of media upstreamed from 
mobile devices. Some collaborative learning spaces make use of this possibility. For instance, one can 
see Sclipo.com as the audiovisual equivalent to a wiki. It has been recently extended to allow on-
demand delivery of audiovisual expert advice via video streaming technologies.  

5.1.2   Semantic Web 

Some of the benefits of collaborative technologies hinge critically on the correct summarization and 
connection of content and personal profiles. This is crucial to extract the most important keywords and 
concepts that help identifying relevant knowledge and people, locate them and recommend one to the 
other. This is a particularly difficult aspect of social searching technologies and social recommenders.  
Some authors argue that this may be overcome with semantic technologies (Berners-Lee, 1998) as, for 
example in the area of trusted connections between people. The FOAF (FOAF, 2007) standard protocol 
for personal profile description and sharing shows a possible path for this. Independently of the final 
dominance of this initiative on the whole web, even if it’s just partial, it has a great potential for all 
technologies that are focused on community articulation. Not only could it help finding more precise 
profiles and derive sounder inferences about interests, competences and other personal qualities with 
respect to knowledge, but it could also facilitate knowledge translation between different domains (i.e. 
taxonomy transformation) and, in this way, it could help lowering the barriers to the integration of 
different CoPs that derive from differences in language and in concepts used by different communities, 
which is a well-known problem of networked CoPs (Fischer, 2001). 

5.2   Trends in organization 

2.0 technologies are mainly technologies for groups and communities. So it is important so see what is 
happening in this area.  

There is a trend to see organizations in general and companies in particular as a collection of 
communities built around knowledge and learning. This is in accordance with the “community based” 
and “knowledge based” views of the enterprise and, in general, of human organizations (Hagel, 2007), 
(Kogut, 1992).  

The main asset of an organization in that view is not only the knowledge it possesses but also its 
capacity to learn. “Learn” has to be taken as an increasing ability to adapt and anticipate to changes in 
the environment of the organization. The organization form that is better suited for an increased 
pressure and speed in adaptation seems to be the network (Fairtlough, 2005) and networks (Carley, 
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1994) are built on the same grounds for contribution and recognition that have characterized successful 
CoPs. This, in terms of organization both calls for a more networked inner organization as well as for a 
more permeable interface with larger personal, professional and company networks. This is what has 
been called an “Open Organization” view of the companies (Chesbrough, 2003).  

The evidence that this type of organization indeed does provide competitive advantage (Chesbrough, 
2003) and the well-publicized success of initiatives such as Procter and Gamble’s “Connect and 
Develop” or Elly Lilly’s “Innocentive” (Huston, 2006) have spawned a growing movement towards 
implementing the open business models that give sustainability to these initiatives. The most extreme 
form of this boundary-less form of network and community organization can be seen in 
“Crowdsourcing” (Tapscott, 2006) that seems to increasingly be a way to both integrate users in the 
company and to augment its overall learning and anticipation ability, i.e. the competitive edge of the 
company. All these approaches have to be managed by very dynamic means. Not surprisingly, the use 
of 2.0 technologies in companies that have taken the crowdsourcing path is also very high.  

In comparison to businesses, governments seem to be relatively slow in integrating the 2.0, “open” 
approach. Possibly due to legal limitations and because of an organizational model that is far from the 
“open” perspective, governments may in the future face pressure to “open up” from tech-savvy citizens 
that are becoming familiar with collaborative technologies and the collective coordinated modes of 
action they facilitate. Up to now, the most visible impact of collective technologies has been expressed 
as a complementary but strong lever in political campaigning (as in the case of the Spanish test 
messaging campaigning against the government after the March 2004 Madrid bombings). However, this 
is a change that has no impact yet on government organization. It seems that new eGovernment 
organizations could be forced to coevolve with the spread of collaborative technologies and an 
increased awareness on the part of the citizens of the values associated with these same technologies. 
Pioneering initiatives in participation are giving way to more direct involvement in government activities 
(for example, through collaborative rule making systems). A look on trends in social dynamics may give 
us some clues about what is yet to come.  

5.3   Trends in social dynamics  

Recent surveys on the use of internet technologies and the attitudes of their users (Castells 2007) show 
interesting patterns within the tech-savvy segment of the population: 

1. They are more critical in their reasoning. 

2. They exhibit more solidarity, expressed by their involvement in social movements (both online 
and offline). 

3. They tend to cooperate with more people (both online and offline). 

4. They have a critical view of authority. 

5. They expect being well regarded in terms to their contribution and expertise whether online or 
offline. 

6. They have higher awareness of Creative Commons and other alternative schema for dealing with 
intellectual property. 

7. They have a tendency to express themselves in audiovisual terms. 

8. These traits are stronger the lower the age of the surveyed population is.  

All this may hint (Castells, 2007) at a more cooperative, critical and socially conscious future. It may very 
well turn differently under the pressure of other factors, but the trend seems to be there.  This, 
combined with the increasing existence of “cyberactivism” and technological platforms for political 
action (epetitions, Moveon, Meetup, Webcitoyen), may result in a more demanding citizenship with 
respect to government in general and to eGovernment in particular. The implications of this trend on 
eGovernment initiatives don’t need to be stressed. Of course, it doesn’t mean that critical citizens will 
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only relate to government by means of pressure and opposition. There is also room for cooperation at 
all levels of government, from legislation to urban planning and citizen services.  

6  Possible lines of action in adopting the 2.0 approach  

The interaction of 2.0 technologies, good practice exchange and eGovernment gives a wide range of 
opportunities and, consequently, individual people and organizations have to have a clear picture of their 
own goals and focus to choose and adapt to the possibilities that fit best to their situation and goals. 

2.0 technologies are basically collaboration technologies. In that sense, they are natural allies for good 
practice exchange communities. However, they induce dynamics and create expectations that have to 
be well understood and managed. They are potentially disruptive. 2.0 technologies are basically levers 
for bottom-up, emergent dynamics and transient organizations. They bring with them the inherent 
possibility of more disruption of present control structures (decision making, conflict resolution, goal 
setting, etc.). 

2.0 technologies and their associated group practices cannot be adopted in a haphazard, improvised 
way. Plan ahead. Decide if there is a real need to disrupt the current dynamics. Ask simple questions: 

1. Is there room for improvement in knowledge quality?   

2. Is there a need to increase participation and contributions from community members?   

3. Is there evidence of the existence of knowledgeable people that have not been “discovered” 
even it they have been contributing good practices?  

4. Would the community benefit of easier interconnection with people?  

5. Are there problems with personal profiling?  

If most of the answers to this type of questions hint to a change, it is time to plan for the simultaneous 
deployment of 2.0 solutions and the introduction of new rules, norms and conventions within the 
organization.  

“Planning” in this context, however, is a very misleading word. One has not to “design” or even “design 
with evolution in mind”. One has to “design an evolution”, i.e., create the landscape to let evolve a 
system –of people and technology- towards increased collective learning levels. The creation of healthy 
social dynamics is crucial if one adopts 2.0. Otherwise, it generates frustration and resentment, since a 
new technology has to be learned and mastered and little change is brought about. 

It is important to isolate the atomic behaviors that with the help of 2.0 technologies will yield improved 
good practice exchange. As in any networked collaborative endeavor this boils down to defining a set of 
practices that ensure the right balance between personal effort and communal success. It is important 
to think of a coherent, well-thought and widely agreed set of specific behaviors for specific situations in 
the different contexts that configure a community: decision making, conflict resolution, goal setting and, 
most important, rewards and penalties.   

7   Conclusion 

We have proposed a view of good practice exchange that is based on both sociological exchange 
theory and the findings of research in complex organization design. Both take as a departing point the 
difficulties that arise in creating communities of individuals that progress if they cooperate. We used this 
approach because it easily helped us modeling the social component that Web 2.0 technologies offer. 
We devised a simple model that related the technological, social and knowledge dynamics of all these 
settings. It was used as a guiding reference to find and evaluate relevant web sites that hosted 
knowledge exchange communities. These communities were classified and in so doing we found some 
insights that explained some of their successes and failures. These insights pointed at the need to attain 
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a fine balance between culture and technology, between individual motivation and reputation and group 
benefits. More importantly, it seems that the “value charged” Web 2.0 technologies need to be 
deployed and used with ample room for co-evolution with social uses.  In that sense, they introduce a 
different technological perspective on the natural setting for good practice exchange, i.e., CoPs. Instead 
of developing first the community and then manage the technology to support it, Web 2.0 hints at a 
more radically bottom-up phenomenon by which communities might evolve from the collective use of 
searching, discovery and collaboration tools associated with 2.0. We tried to highlight all these points by 
using three relevant experiences in the areas of eGovernment, international development and citizen’s 
movements. A more thorough discussion can be found in (Fages, 2007).  

Going 2.0 means opening up to individual contributions coming from people in the internal organization 
and in the external environment. The environment of administrations are citizens. More than seeing them 
as “clients”, as the recipients of government activity or, alternatively, as constant and stark critics of 
governmental actions, they can be seen, in true 2.0 fashion, as possible collaborators. And not only 
collaborating in the results of government actions but in the actual processes of designing strategies, 
regulations and actions that eventually will impact most directly on their daily lives. This goes beyond 
Citizen Relationship Management and raises expectations and cautions on the citizens’ side. Some 
“participative” schemas can be seen as the most negative variant of “crowdsourcing” from the part of 
the administration. Starting not with the whole, undifferentiated mass of citizens but with exchange 
communities that are already interacting with government may be a good initial move towards a more 
collaborative view of administration and government. 
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