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Enterprise 2.0 Applications
Social applications in the enterprise—business analogues of Facebook and

Twitter—are beginning to move up the adoption curve. Will newcomers own the

market at the expense of powerhouses Microsoft, IBM and Cisco?
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V E N D O R  E V A L U A T I O N

Business collaboration and social software—what we call Enterprise 2.0
applications—is a field that’s as hotly contested as it is rapidly growing. In
the past year, Enterprise 2.0 applications have moved from the hype phase
into serious consideration, assessment and adoption at most large organi-
zations. Our InformationWeek Analytics Enterprise 2.0 Applications Vendor
Evaluation Survey of 619 business technology professionals shows that
Microsoft, with SharePoint and Office 2010, is far and away the leader in
terms of which vendors’ applications are being used by our respondents.
IBM, with its Lotus collaboration tools, is a distant second. It’s followed
closely by Cisco, an aggressive newcomer to the space with Quad,
announced in 2010. 

However, when it comes to overall performance, IT pros ranked Socialtext
and Jive Software as the top two products, with IBM a close third.
Microsoft ranked near the bottom (see Figure 1, next page). This is strong
evidence that enterprise customers are finding value in smaller and upstart
vendors, despite the presence of some of the largest technology companies
in the world in the Enterprise 2.0 market.
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Data: InformationWeek Analytics Enterprise 2.0 Vendor Evaluation Survey of 619 business technology professionals, 
 November 2010
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Figure 1

A Nascent Market
The Enterprise 2.0 market—business collaboration and social networking tools—is still young,
but that hasn’t stopped adoption of these applications. Some 68% of our survey respondents
have already deployed at least one Enterprise 2.0 application (see Figure 2, next page).

As you might expect, Microsoft tops the list of Enterprise 2.0 vendors being used by our
respondents by an impressive margin. Its SharePoint/Office 2010 tandem is 52 percentage
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Data: InformationWeek Analytics Enterprise 2.0 Vendor Evaluation Survey of 619 business technology professionals, 
 November 2010

Are you using, or are you considering using, any Enterprise 2.0 applications?
Use of Enterprise 2.0 Applications

We’ve adopted one 
or more applications

We’re currently testing one
or more applications

68%

We’re currently in the
process of rolling out one

or more applications

19%

13%

 

Figure 2

points ahead of the nearest competitor, IBM and its Lotus products. (see Figure 3, page 7). But
that hasn’t stopped vendors from jumping into the market, and there’s good reason. Many
enterprise customers don’t plan to stick with just one Enterprise 2.0 app. Thirty one percent of
respondents say they’re considering adding another vendor (see Figure 4, page 8). Of those, the
most common reasons were a need for more advanced features and to enable new services or
applications (see Figure 5, page 9). “We don’t expect any one application to address all our
needs,” wrote one survey respondent. “Our organization is too large.”

For enterprises, part of the deployment equation entails figuring out (through real-world
usage) and then firming up an organization’s E2.0 strategy. Are Facebook-like activity
streams that expose colleagues’ daily workplace events enough? How about adding Twitter-
style microblogging capabilities? For ambitious installations, unified communications may
also be desirable. UC’s broad support for text, e-mail, voice and video access lets employees
connect with colleagues near and far. And a wiki for collaborative posts and comments is
typically part of any setup.
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69%

17%
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Note: Four responses allowed
Data: InformationWeek Analytics Enterprise 2.0 Vendor Evaluation Survey of 619 business technology professionals, 
 November 2010
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Data: InformationWeek Analytics Enterprise 2.0 Vendor Evaluation Survey of 619 business technology professionals, 
 November 2010

Would you consider replacing one of your current Enterprise 2.0 vendors or adding another vendor?
 Replace or Add Vendors?

Yes, we’re considering replacing 
our primary vendor

No

11%

Yes, we’re considering 
replacing one of our 
secondary vendors

47%
11%

31%
Yes, we’re considering 
adding another vendor

 

Figure 4

Evaluation Criteria
The purpose of our IT Pro Ranking survey is to determine attitudes toward vendors of
Enterprise 2.0 applications from IT professionals who are actually evaluating and using these
vendors’ apps.

We use two sets of criteria to evaluate vendors. The first is a standard set used in all our IT Pro
Ranking reports and can be applied to vendors across a variety of technology categories. We
use this standard set to determine IT’s overall vendor preference. To do this, we rank the rela-
tive importance of 12 criteria, and then multiply that by the ratings each vendor receives. The
result is a composite score expressing respondents’ overall satisfaction with that supplier.
Vendors that achieve high enough scores are deemed preferred. The standard set of criteria
includes ratings for elements such as reliability, performance and cost.

We also measure Enterprise 2.0 vendors against a set of criteria tailored to specific features and
capabilities that customers seek in this product category. Examples of these category-specific
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43%

43%

39%

32%

22%

22%

16%

16%

Note: Three responses allowed
Base: 323 respondents considering replacing or adding vendors
Data: InformationWeek Analytics Enterprise 2.0 Vendor Evaluation Survey of 619 business technology professionals, 
 November 2010

Want more advanced features

Want to enable new services or applications

Operational cost savings

Performance gains

Capital cost savings

Part of normal application assessment process

Better connectors to other major applications (ERP, BI, etc)

Clear technology advantage compared to current vendor (superior tech/products)

Bad experience with current vendor

Clear vision compared to current vendor (vendor roadmaps, plans, direction)

Other

7%

5%

3%

Why are you considering replacing your current Enterprise 2.0 vendor?
Reasons for Changing Vendors

 

Figure 5

criteria for Enterprise 2.0 include the ability to integrate with internal applications, the user
interface and the completeness of the feature set.

When evaluating Enterprise 2.0 applications against our standard set of criteria, our IT pros
indicated that product reliability was the top-rated criterion, followed by ease of use and
performance (see Figure 6, next page). Product innovation ranks relatively low. At first
glance, that’s surprising. However, we believe this is because IT’s desire to get their initials
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4.1

4.0

4.0

3.9

Note: Mean average ratings
Data: InformationWeek Analytics Enterprise 2.0 Vendor Evaluation Survey of 619 business technology professionals, 
 November 2010

Product reliability

Product ease of use

Product performance

Flexibility in meeting your organization’s needs

Operation cost

Integration with your organization’s software

Quality of post-sales support

Acquisition cost

Product innovation

Vendor’s product roadmap and migration path

Service innovation

Quality of pre-sales support

3.8

3.7

3.6

3.4

How important are the following criteria when evaluating solutions from Enterprise 2.0 vendors? 
Please use a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is “not important” and 5 is “very important.”

Importance of Evaluation Criteria

 

1 Not important Very important 5

Figure 6

apps up and running trumps many other concerns. In addition, in such a new market, it’s
likely taken as a given that most of the top-ranked products are fairly well matched when it
comes to innovation.
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4.5

4.4

4.4

4.3

4.3

4.3

4.2

Note: Mean average ratings
Data: InformationWeek Analytics Enterprise 2.0 Vendor Evaluation Survey of 619 business technology professionals, 
 November 2010
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Intuitive user interface
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Ease of deployment
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Offers extensible APIs

Availability of user metrics/analytics

Adherence to industry standards

Ability to support external business partners
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Please rate the importance of these features in your Enterprise 2.0 applications 
using a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is "not important" and 5 is "very important."

Importance of Enterprise 2.0 Application Features

 

1 Not important Very important 5

Figure 7
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When it comes to Enterprise 2.0-specific features, our survey respondents indicated the two
most important are a product’s ability to address business needs and data security (see Figure
7, page 11). Integration with existing enterprise software and intuitive user interface are also
considered important. However, adherence to industry standards and ability to support exter-
nal business partners were the least important factors.

Because each organization’s priorities are different, we provide individual graphs that show
how vendors did in each evaluation area. We also provide charts showing the collective scores
for each vendor. See the Appendix, starting on page 17, for these supplemental charts.

We stipulated at the outset that adoption of Enterprise 2.0 applications is at an early stage.
Implicit in that statement is the fact that the product landscape is likely to change rapidly dur-
ing the next few years. That’s in no small part because organizations are still feeling their way
toward optimum use scenarios.

In this regard, perhaps the most prescient comment on what vendors need to do to succeed in
the long-term came from one of our survey respondents, who wrote: “E2.0 vendors are too
often competing based upon their feature sets. Features have been commoditized and are no
longer the differentiating point. Enterprise 2.0 represents a paradigm shift in how people work,
not which features they use. Successful Enterprise 2.0 vendors understand this shift and pro-
vide equal assistance implementing adoption, driving change and educating users on new ways
to work.”

The Vendor Landscape
The Enterprise 2.0 space is a mixed bag of vendors. The behemoths of Cisco, IBM, Microsoft,
Oracle, SAP and Salesforce.com command the most public attention. However, the smaller ven-
dors are more numerous, including the likes of Novell, Open Text, Socialtext, Successfactors,
Telligent, Newsgator and Yammer. (We included all these smaller vendors in our survey.
However, only Socialtext and Yammer toted up enough users to qualify for inclusion in our
detailed vendor evaluations.) Jive, which also made our cut, is a midsize company with 350
employees as of January 2011. However, it is often grouped with the big Enterprise 2.0 ven-
dors because it counts among its customers many large enterprises.

All vendors have their adherents among our respondents, as evinced by these selected survey
comments:
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77%

77%

76%

76%

75%

75%

74%

73%

Base: Varies
Data: InformationWeek Analytics Enterprise 2.0 Vendor Evaluation Survey of 619 business technology professionals, 
 November 2010

IBM (LotusLive, Lotus Connections)

Salesforce.com (Chatter)

Jive Software (Clearspace)

Socialtext

SAP (StreamWork)
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Microsoft (SharePoint, Office 2010)

Oracle (WebCenter)

Yammer

72%

71%

66%

Weighted, aggregated score across all 15 evaluation criteria, with maximum possible score of 100%
Enterprise 2.0 Vendor Performance: Features

 

Figure 8

• “Jive has been a spectacular partner.”

•  “SAP Streamwork is possibly the most innovative application in years.”

•  “SharePoint getting high marks as we continue to migrate toward full deployment.”

•  “Excellent product and service from Socialtext.”  
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While the smaller players in our survey aren’t as widely deployed as Microsoft or IBM, it’s
interesting to note that a few of them bested the bigger boys in certain areas. In the ranking of
overall vendor performance, Socialtext and Jive Software took the top slots, outpacing
Microsoft, IBM, Novell, SAP and Cisco. We believe this indicates that the market is new
enough that smaller vendors may be able to accumulate a sustainable customer base before
larger vendors such as Microsoft can snuff them out.

It’s also an indication that customers are willing to take a chance on smaller vendors if those
vendors can demonstrate real value. And it appears the vendors are. Our respondents ranked
Jive Software and Socialtext third and fourth, respectively, in terms of Enterprise 2.0 features:
ahead of Microsoft, Oracle, Cisco and Novell (see Figure 8, page 13).

So what does this mean for the market’s direction? One scenario is a whale-and-minnow
model, where smaller vendors provide plug-ins that add functionality to broader application
platforms. This lets IT integrate features without having to wait for the primary platform to roll
them out. For example, Newsgator integrates its microblogging and activity tools into
Microsoft’s SharePoint.

However, the smaller vendors also have their own ambitions. Jive Software, which morphed its
wiki into Jive SBS (Social Business Software), has embarked on a platform strategy through
which developers can build third-party add-ons and offer them through the Jive Apps Market.

Another path is that vendors who dominate a particular application market will add social and
collaboration features to their products. Users who spend most of their day in these applica-
tions can take advantage of social and collaboration tools without having to switch to a sepa-
rate interface. This is the approach of Salesforce with Chatter and SAP with Streamwork.

That said, it’s not yet clear what the Enterprise 2.0 landscape will look like when the market-
place becomes more mature. Currently, we believe most organizations are focused on revving
up internal collaboration than they are with more traditional buying metrics such as cost-per-
seat, which ranked seventh on respondents’ list of important application features. Drupal,
which is an open-source content management system typically used for wikis, is an exception,
for an obvious reason—it’s often free. A commercially supported version of Drupal is available
from Acquia.

As collaboration becomes a habit in the enterprise, we believe several key issues will play
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into customers’ adoption decisions. Perhaps the most serious is security, which ranked sec-
ond on our respondent’s list of important feature considerations. As one survey respondent
wrote: “Collaboration and security are equally important, so user settings must be very easily
adjustable.” 

Collaboration makes it much easier to share and transfer information, both with internal
employees and external business partners. In the long term, organizations will want robust
controls around their employees’ information-sharing capabilities and permissions. In our
survey, IBM rated highest among respondents in security of data/quality of authentication,
followed by Socialtext.

Another key issue is the kinds of features the majority of users want to see integrated into a
single product. The vendors covered in our survey span the business-collaboration taxono-
my, with most providing some combination of features draw from the palette of microblog-
ging, Facebook-like profiles and activity streams, wikis, and e-mail/video communication.

It’s possible that today’s relentless impetus to add features will hit a wall, with users rebelling
against clutter at some point. As one respondent wrote: “The industry has over-complicated
its products and needs to take a hard look at a more simplistic approach to the design and
functionality. Customers always want the latest and greatest feature, but there comes a time
when enough is enough. Every feature has a soft cost of sustaining, support, training and
deployment. Keep it simple; just provide enough to get one’s job done.”

Looking Ahead
There are as yet few firm signposts in the Enterprise 2.0 applications space. Given its
emerging and rapidly changing nature, users would be well advised to focus on their imme-
diate needs, and less on trying to guess where the market may be headed over the next 24
to 36 months.

We believe that, ultimately, Enterprise 2.0 is as much a way of thinking as it is any product
or application. As social-business tools become more tightly integrated into an organiza-
tion’s cultural DNA, Enterprise 2.0 will fade as a standalone category. Communications,
CRM, document-creation, e-mail and ERP platforms will all seamlessly assume an
Enterprise 2.0 orientation.
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Consequently, one “squishy” requirement during the initial assessment and deployment
phase—not evident in mature technology arenas—is the need for the business owners who
make the adoption decisions to also serve as evangelists and advocates. Sometimes that’s not
easy. We’ve often heard of CIOs who have to twist their employees’ arms to use these apps,
before the apps can win employees’ hearts.

None of this makes the task of rolling out those apps any easier. However, there may be
some comfort in the fact that today’s environment is analogous to the early days of personal-
computer office software. That’s not to minimize the importance of vendor selection, just to
realistically point out that the road to success will be highly iterative, with changing apps
and partners as users and providers alike navigate their way to the promised land of impact-
ful collaboration.
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Base: Varies
Data: InformationWeek Analytics Enterprise 2.0 Vendor Evaluation Survey of 619 business technology professionals, 
 November 2010

How long have you been using the following vendors for Enterprise 2.0 applications?
Length of Vendor Use

 

Less than a year Between 1 and 3 years Between 3 and 5 years More than 5 years

Novell

IBM (LotusLive, Lotus Connections)

Microsoft (SharePoint, Office 2010)

Oracle (WebCenter)

Cisco (Quad)
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Yammer

29%17%

20%27%

16%26%

25%
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35%

13%

29%
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23%

23%24% 40%

13%47%

7%44%

26%

35%

5%

14%

14%

10%52% 33%

5%7%52% 36%

3%41%

2%40%

46%

47%

5%

10%

11%

44%51%

Figure 9
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Figure 10
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Vendor Evaluations, Arranged by Vendor (continued) Poor Excellent
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Vendor Evaluations, Arranged by Evaluation Criterion Poor Excellent

Acquisition cost
Integration with your 
organization’s software

Flexibility in meeting 
your organization’s needs

Operation cost Product innovationProduct ease of use

   

1 5

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.3
4.3

3.5
3.5

3.2
3.6

3.3

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.6
3.4

3.8
3.6

3.7
3.8

3.5

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.6
3.8

3.7
3.8

3.5
3.8

3.5
3.4

3.5
3.8
3.8

3.2
3.6

3.4
2.8

3.5
3.6

3.7
3.1

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.5
3.9

3.5
3.6

3.3
3.6

3.2

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.5
3.6

3.7
3.9

3.3
3.6

3.5

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.4
3.6

3.7
3.9

3.4
3.7

3.2
3.5
3.5

3.9
3.8

3.6
3.6

4.0
3.1

3.8
3.6

4.0
3.9

Chart continues next page

Figure 11
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Vendor Evaluations, Arranged by Evaluation Criterion Poor Excellent

Product performance Quality of pre-sales supportProduct reliability

Quality of post-sales support
Vendor’s product 
roadmap and migration pathService innovation

1 5

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.7
3.9

3.8
3.9

3.7
3.9

3.5

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.7
3.1

3.7
3.6

3.3
3.6

3.5

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.8
3.9
3.9
3.9
3.9

3.8
3.6

3.9
3.8

4.0
3.8

3.5
3.5

3.8
3.1

4.0
4.0

4.2
3.9

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.6
3.1

3.8
3.7

3.3
3.5

3.4

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.6
3.2

3.7
3.7

3.4
3.4

3.3

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.5
3.2

3.6
3.6

3.2
3.4

3.2
3.5
3.5

4.0
3.1

3.5
3.6

3.7
3.1

3.5
3.5

3.6
3.1

(continued) 

   

Note: Mean average ratings
Data: InformationWeek Analytics Enterprise 2.0 Vendor Evaluation Survey of 619 business technology professionals, 
 November 2010
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Data: InformationWeek Analytics Enterprise 2.0 Vendor Evaluation Survey of 619 business technology professionals, 
 November 2010

Have you, or are you considering, replacing any of your current Enterprise 2.0 applications?
Replacement of Enterprise 2.0 Applications

Yes; we’re currently 
testing new applications

Yes; we’ve implemented or adopted
one or more new applications

within the last 12 months

14%

No; we have no plans at this time
to change our applications

Yes; we’re currently rolling new 
applications into production

15% 6%

8%

46%
11% Yes; we believe we’ll need 

to change our applications 
within the next 24 months

Yes; we’re currently planning 
to implement or adopt 
new applications

 

Figure 12
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Cisco (Quad)

Vendor Feature Evaluations, Arranged by Vendor Poor Excellent

Drupal

IBM (LotusLive, Lotus Connections) Jive Software (Clearspace)

Microsoft (SharePoint, Office 2010) Novell

   

1 5

3.8
3.8
3.8
3.8
3.8

3.7
3.7
3.7
3.7
3.7

Enterprise software integration
Data security/authentication
Adherence to industry standards
Ability to address business needs
Completeness of feature set
Ease of deployment
Offers extensible APIs
External app integration
Ease of training users
User metrics available
3rd-party app connectors
Intuitive user interface
Ability to support customers
Support external partners
Cost per seat

4.3
3.9

3.8
3.8

3.7
3.6
3.6
3.6
3.6
3.6

3.7
3.6

3.6
3.6

3.6 3.5
3.6
3.6

3.5
3.3

Cost per seat
Offers extensible APIs
Ability to address business needs
Completeness of feature set
Adherence to industry standards
Data security/authentication
Ease of training users
Ability to support customers
Intuitive user interface
External app integration
User metrics available
Ease of deployment
Support external partners
Enterprise software integration
3rd-party app connectors

4.1
4.1
4.1

3.9
3.9
3.9

3.8
3.8
3.8
3.8

Enterprise software integration
Data security/authentication
Completeness of feature set
Ability to address business needs
Adherence to industry standards
Ability to support customers
Offers extensible APIs
External app integration
Support external partners
Intuitive user interface
User metrics available
Ease of deployment
Ease of training users
Cost per seat
3rd-party app connectors

4.1
4.1

4.0
3.9
3.9
3.9
3.9
3.9

3.8
3.8

3.8
3.8

3.6
3.6

3.7 3.6
3.7
3.7

3.6
3.4

Intuitive user interface
Ease of training users
Ability to address business needs
Completeness of feature set
Adherence to industry standards
Data security/authentication
Ease of deployment
Ability to support customers
Support external partners
Enterprise software integration
Offers extensible APIs
User metrics available
Cost per seat
External app integration
3rd-party app connectors

4.0
3.9

3.8
3.8

3.6
3.6
3.6
3.6

3.5
3.5

Enterprise software integration
Data security/authentication
Ability to address business needs
Completeness of feature set
Ability to support customers
Offers extensible APIs
External app integration
Support external partners
Adherence to industry standards
Intuitive user interface
3rd-party app connectors
Ease of deployment
Ease of training users
User metrics available
Cost per seat

4.0
3.9

3.8
3.8
3.8
3.8
3.8

3.7
3.7
3.7

3.5
3.5

3.7
3.7

3.5 3.6
3.4

3.3
3.5
3.5

Enterprise software integration
Data security/authentication
Ability to address business needs
Completeness of feature set
User metrics available
External app integration
Intuitive user interface
Ease of training users
Ease of deployment
Adherence to industry standards
Offers extensible APIs
3rd-party app connectors
Support external partners
Ability to support customers
Cost per seat

Chart continues next page

Figure 13



V E N D O R  E V A L U A T I O N

Ap
pe

nd
ix

I T  P r o  R a n k i n g :
E n t e r p r i s e  2 . 0  A p p s

Oracle (WebCenter)

Vendor Feature Evaluations, Arranged by Vendor (continued) Poor Excellent

Salesforce.com (Chatter)

SAP (StreamWork) Socialtext

Yammer

   

1 5

3.8
3.7
3.7
3.7
3.7

3.6
3.6
3.6
3.6

3.5

Data security/authentication
Completeness of feature set
Enterprise software integration
Ability to address business needs
Offers extensible APIs
Adherence to industry standards
Support external partners
Ability to support customers
External app integration
3rd-party app connectors
User metrics available
Intuitive user interface
Ease of deployment
Ease of training users
Cost per seat

4.0
4.0
4.0
4.0

3.9
3.9
3.9
3.9

3.8
3.8

3.5
3.4

3.7
3.7

3.3 3.6
3.3

3.1
3.6

3.5

Ease of deployment
Ability to support customers
Support external partners
Ability to address business needs
Ease of training users
Intuitive user interface
Data security/authentication
Completeness of feature set
User metrics available
Adherence to industry standards
Offers extensible APIs
External app integration
3rd-party app connectors
Enterprise software integration
Cost per seat

4.0
3.9
3.9
3.9

3.8
3.8

3.7
3.7
3.7
3.7

Ability to support customers
Ease of deployment
Data security/authentication
Support external partners
Ability to address business needs
Adherence to industry standards
Completeness of feature set
User metrics available
Ease of training users
Offers extensible APIs
Intuitive user interface
3rd-party app connectors
Cost per seat
Enterprise software integration
External app integration

4.0
4.0
4.0

3.9
3.9
3.9
3.9
3.9
3.9

3.7
3.7
3.7

3.7
3.7

3.6 3.6
3.5
3.5

3.6
3.4

Ability to address business needs
Ease of deployment
Data security/authentication
Ability to support customers
Offers extensible APIs
Completeness of feature set
Intuitive user interface
Adherence to industry standards
Support external partners
Ease of training users
Cost per seat
Enterprise software integration
External app integration
3rd-party app connectors
User metrics available

4.0
4.0
4.0

3.7
3.3

3.2
3.2
3.2
3.2

3.1

Ease of  deployment
Intuitive user interface
Ease of training users
Cost per seat
Adherence to industry standards
Ability to address business needs
Data security/authentication
Completeness of feature set
Support external partners
Offers extensible APIs
User metrics available
Enterprise software integration
Ability to support customers
External app integration
3rd-party app connectors

3.1
3.0

2.9
2.8

2.7

Note: Mean average ratings
Data: InformationWeek Analytics Enterprise 2.0 Vendor 
 Evaluation Survey of 619 business technology 
 professionals, November 2010
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Vendor Feature Evaluation, Arranged by Feature Criterion Poor Excellent

Ability to address business needs
Ability to support 
external business partnersAbility to support customers

Adherence to industry standards Completeness of feature setAvailability of user metrics/analytics

   

Cost per seat Ease of training usersEase of deployment

1 5

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.8
3.8

3.9
4.0

3.8
3.8

3.7

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.6
3.5

3.8
3.8

3.6
3.6
3.6

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.6
3.6

3.9
3.9

3.6
3.5

3.6
4.0

3.8
4.0

3.2

4.0
3.9
3.9

3.2

4.0
4.0

3.9
2.9

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.8
3.7

3.9
3.9

3.5
3.7

3.6

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.8
3.8

4.1
3.9

3.8
3.8

3.7

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.7
3.6

3.8
3.6

3.4
3.8

3.5
3.8
3.8

3.9
3.3

3.9
3.7

3.9
3.2

3.8
3.7

3.4
3.1

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.6
4.3

3.7
3.6

3.3
3.5

3.1

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.7
3.6

3.7
4.1

3.5
3.7

3.3

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.7
3.6

3.8
3.9

3.5
3.7

3.3
3.5

3.6
3.7
3.7

3.9
3.7
3.7

4.0

4.0
3.9

4.0
4.0

Chart continues next page

Figure 14
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Vendor Feature Evaluation, Arranged by Feature Criterion Poor Excellent

Integration with existing 
internal enterprise software 
(such as e-mail and directory system) Intuitive user interface

Integration with external 
applications (portals, etc.)

Offers connectors to other 
major applications (ERP, BI, etc.)

Security of data/quality 
of authenticationOffers extensible APIs

   

1 5

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.8
3.5

4.1
3.8

4.0
4.0

3.7

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.6
3.6

3.8
4.1

3.5
3.8

3.4

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.7
3.6

3.8
3.6
3.6

3.8
3.6

3.6
3.5

3.7
3.0

3.9
3.7

3.9
4.0

3.7
3.5

3.6
2.8

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.7
3.3

3.7
3.4

3.5
3.7

3.5

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.8
3.6

4.1
3.9
3.9
3.9

3.8

Cisco
Drupal
IBM
Jive Software
Microsoft
Novell
Oracle
Salesforce.com
SAP
Socialtext
Yammer

3.7
3.9

3.8
3.6
3.6

3.7
3.7

3.6
3.7

3.6
2.7

3.9
3.9

4.0
3.2

3.7
3.7

3.9
3.1

Note: Mean average ratings
Data: InformationWeek Analytics Enterprise 2.0 Vendor Evaluation Survey of 619 business technology professionals, 
 November 2010

(continued) 
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24%

12%

10%

8%

7%

7%

4%

4%

Data: InformationWeek Analytics Enterprise 2.0 Vendor Evaluation Survey of 619 business technology professionals, 
 November 2010

IT/IS staff

Director/manager, other IT

Director/manager, IT or infrastructure

Consultant

Line-of-business management

Director/manager, IT operations

CEO/president

Vice president, IT or infrastructure

CIO

CTO

Vice president, non-IT

Security staff

Director/manager, network systems

Other

3%

3%

2%

2%

2%

12%

Which of the following best describes your job title?
Job Title

 

Figure 15
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Data: InformationWeek Analytics Enterprise 2.0 Vendor Evaluation Survey of 619 business technology professionals, 
 November 2010

Which of the following dollar ranges includes the annual revenue of your entire organization?
Company Revenue

$6 million to $49.9 million
Government/non-profit

12%

Don’t know/decline to say

$5 billion or more

$1 billion to $4.9 billion

Less than $6 million

$50 million to $99.9 million

$100 million to $499.9 million

$500 million to $999.9 million

6%

14% 8%

8%

7%13%

22%

10%

 

Figure 16
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2%

8%

7%

3%

9%

10%

8%

3%

Data: InformationWeek Analytics Enterprise 2.0 Vendor Evaluation Survey of 619 business technology professionals, 
 November 2010

Biotech/biomedical/pharmaceutical

Consulting and business services

Education

Electronics

Financial services

Government

Healthcare/medical

Insurance/HMOs

IT vendors

Logistics/transportation

Manufacturing/industrial, non-computer

Media/entertainment

Non-profit

Retail/e-commerce

Telecommunications/ISPs

Other

14%

2%

7%

3%

2%

3%

4%

15%

What is your organization’s primary industry?
Industry

 

Figure 17
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Data: InformationWeek Analytics Enterprise 2.0 Vendor Evaluation Survey of 619 business technology professionals, 
 November 2010

Approximately how many employees are in your organization?
Company Size

1,000-4,999

50-99

19%

100-499

Less than 50

10,000 or more

500-999

5,000-9,999

5%

6%

15% 8%

37%

10%

 

Figure 18
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sis. On the business collaboration front, Wolfe is a member of the
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broke the acclaimed 1994 story of the Intel Pentium floating-point division
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Survey Name: InformationWeek Analytics IT Pro Ranking: Enterprise 2.0
Applications 
Survey Date: November 2010
Region: North America
Number of Respondents: 619

Purpose:
To determine preference for vendors supplying Enterprise 2.0 applications
to enterprise organizations.

Methodology:
InformationWeek Analytics surveyed business technology decision-makers at
North American companies. The survey was conducted online, and respon-
dents were recruited via an e-mail invitation containing an embedded link
to the survey. The e-mail invitation was sent to qualified InformationWeek
subscribers.

ABOUT US | InformationWeek Analytics’ experienced analysts arm business

technology decision-makers with real-world perspective based on a combination

of qualitative and quantitative research, business and technology assessment and

planning tools, and technology adoption best practices gleaned from experience.

If you’d like to contact us, write to managing director Art Wittmann at

awittmann@techweb.com, executive editor Lorna Garey at lgarey@techweb.com

and research managing editor Heather Vallis at hvallis@techweb.com. Find all of

our reports at www.analytics.informationweek.com.
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Want More Like This?
Making the right technology choices is a challenge for IT teams everywhere. Whether it’s
sorting through vendor claims, justifying new projects or implementing new systems,
there’s no substitute for experience. And that’s what InformationWeek Analytics provides—
analysis and advice from IT professionals. Our subscription-based site 
houses more than 900 reports and briefs, and more than 100 new reports are slated for
release in 2010. InformationWeek Analytics members have access to:

IT Pro Impact Report: Microsoft SharePoint 2010: SharePoint 2010 offers myriad deployment
options, but if you want it on premises you’ll need 64-bit hardware, OSes and databases.
We look at the impact of SharePoint 2010 on IT.

Research: Unified Communications: Big Promise, Modest Movement: InformationWeek
Analytics surveyed 406 business technology professionals about their unified communica-
tions plans. We asked about factors respondents consider critical for a successful UC imple-
mentation, major technical and business drivers, perceived successes and whether they feel
this technology is delivering on its promise. 

Research: Socially Challenged? Make Your Enterprise Social Networking Efforts Pay Off: With
everyone friending, tweeting, linking and otherwise connecting online, you’d think social
networking in the enterprise would be a no-brainer. Not so much. Though 89% of the
700+ respondents to our 2010 Social Networking in the Enterprise Survey said they have
some sort of social network in place, most told us it’s an uphill battle to get employees to
use the system. It’s time for IT to help establish corporate policies and educate users. 

Best Practices: Mismatch: Enterprise IT, Social Networks and Password Complexity: Social net-
works have hit a pinnacle of popularity: Facebook has more than 500 million users, and
there are now an estimated 105 million people on Twitter. Your employees are continuously
sharing personal information with friends, acquaintances and total strangers. We discuss the
problem of information sharing and how to defend your network against related attacks.

PLUS: Signature reports, such as the InformationWeek Salary Survey, InformationWeek 500 and
the annual State of Security report; full issues; and much more.

For more information on our subscription plans, please CLICK HERE.

http://analytics.informationweek.com/user/index/regsteptwo
http://analytics.informationweek.com/abstract/10/4814/Social%20Networking-Collaboration/it-pro-impact-report-sharepoint-2010.html
http://analytics.informationweek.com/abstract/10/3434/Social+Networking-Collaboration/research-unified-communications.html
http://analytics.informationweek.com/abstract/10/4754/Social+Networking-Collaboration/research-social-networking.html
http://analytics.informationweek.com/abstract/10/4494/Social%20Networking-Collaboration/strategy-social-network-security.html

