






As ever, all the bits we couldn’t fit 
in elsewhere, including reviews,  
the future of data portability and 
the world of brand association 2.0.
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share ideas they multiply and grow, forming 
a powerfully reinforcing circle. You are not 
defined simply by what you own. You are also 
what you share. That should be our credo for 
the century to come.”

This big picture focus may, however, cause 
problems for some readers - particularly those 
who come at the subject from a ‘digital native’ 
perspective. If you’ve been immersed in the web 
for a while then many of Leadbeater’s examples 
will be familiar. That said, the predictable litany 
of collaboration and web 2.0-focused poster-
children (Wikipedia, Linux, World of Warcraft, 
The Sims, Craigslist, the concept of the long 
tail, the impact of Meetup.com on Howard 
Dean’s election campaign, the Doritos consumer 
generated “Crash the Superbowl” advert – all 
present and correct...) is at least enlivened 
by references designed to appeal to an older 
generation. Leadbeater gives us nods to Barthes, 
Adam Smith, Thomas More, Isaac Newton, the 
Genome Project and – with a certain sense of 
academic inevitability - Edward Lloyd’s late 17th 
century Lombard St. Coffeehouse where informal 
talk of trade, shipping and insurance led to the 
foundation of Lloyds of London. 

Likewise, Leadbeater’s very mode 
of writing may make the reading process 
something of a slog for those already 
familiar with much of this subject matter. 
Coming from a true believer in the power 

of conversation (portions of the book 
were available online for evolutionary and 
collaborative comment), the text is presented 
as the result of a shared endeavour between 
“Charles Leadbeater (and 257 others.)” 
Despite the admission that his publishers 
threw an early draft back at him for further 
tightening, the text could arguably still do 
with another run of the razor.  At times, it can 
seem such a sprawl of rhetoric and repeated 
themes that it comes across as an awkwardly 
frozen conversation, cut off before any real 
resolution has been reached. This raises the 
question, “So why a book, then Charles?” 
Perhaps the answer lies in the (I presume) 
older target audience who may lack the 
necessary confidence or inclination to actually 
engage with the web as a practical day-to-day 
lifestyle tool, whatever their publicly espoused 
attitudes may be. 

Despite these quibbles, Leadbeater’s 
polemic is both powerful and persuasive. 
He’s self-aware enough to realise that 
much Western Society is too far deeply 
entrenched in its existing (late 19th and 
early 20th century) business practices and 
social infrastructure for the transformational 
power of collective intelligence and design to 
have the impact he believes it could one day 
achieve. As such, he realises that “It would be 
silly to suggest that We-Think can work in 

every situation and that it is always the best 
organisational recipe.” 

Nevertheless, the book’s most inspiring 
sections are focused on the developing world, 
where the playing field is still open and where 
technology – particularly the mobile phone – is 
already having stunningly transformative effects. 
It’s hard for anyone to quibble with the statement 
that “New models of public education and health 
may sound far-fetched in societies that already 
have schools and hospitals, but they make perfect 
sense in societies with few teachers and doctors.”

It’s in these bold visions that Leadbeater’s 
often prolix writing finally matches form with 
content – this is heart-felt drum beating for a 
new vision of globalisation where the concept 
of We-Think prompts development in line with 
“liberal and enlightenment traditions of peer 
collaboration in pursuit of better ideas arbitrated 
on the basis of evidence rather than ideology. 
We-Think will spread these values through 
civil society far more effectively than machines 
dispensing Coke.”

A grown-up perspective on digital 
technology perhaps, then, but one which puts 
across properly big ideas in a fashion appropriate 
for those who need to heed its message most – 
those ‘grown-ups’ in government and big business  
who can properly turn We-Think into We-Act. 

DA
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For a while you’d have been forgiven for thinking 
that the web (and the notion of web 2.0 in 
particular) would remain - to paraphrase Yeats 
by way of the Coen Brothers - no concept for old 
men. A generation of freshly-minted born-in-the-
70s technology millionaires (take Google’s Larry 
and Sergey, for example; or, more worryingly, 
Facebook’s Mark Zuckerberg) have stood up in 
their casual jeans and t-shirts to talk of a world 
that can often seem as closed and foreign to 
adults as Peter Pan’s Neverland. The popular 
nomenclature of ‘digital natives’ and ‘digital 
immigrants’ only serves to draw this divide still 
more sharply – it’s a youth thing daddio, and you 
couldn’t ever hope to understand. 

Recently, however, the worlds of new 
marketing, web 2.0 and social collaboration 
have been packaged up for immigrants by an 
older generation of experts and academics 
with worthwhile experience of the political, 
economic and societal workings of the 
Jurassic world that existed before the dotcom 
boom. The likes of Clay Shirky, David 

Weinberger and Chris Andersen might not 
(with the exception of Weinberger) be old 
enough to be Page & Brin’s fathers, but they 
certainly carry the gravitas necessary to 
relate contemporary theories around new 
technology to an audience more at home with 
the Economist or The Harvard Business Review 
than with Wired or Vice. It’s into these adult 
waters that Charles Leadbeater’s We-Think 
takes its plunge. 

Leadbeater fits the older statesman bill 
well. A respected journalist (he’s credited with 
the co-creation of Helen Fielding’s original 
Bridget Jones’ Diary while at The Independent 
in the ‘80s) and an adviser to UK government, 
he’s currently a partner at newly formed 
public service transformation outfit Participle. 
(See LBiQ’s interview with Participle’s 
Hugo Manassei on page 62). As such, he’s 
an unabashed big picture thinker, and the 
We-Think philosophy - as encapsulated in 
the book’s final call to arms - makes this 
clear: “We are compelled to share our ideas; 
that is how they come to life. And when we 

WE-THINK
By Charles Leadbeater

“�Much of Western society is too deeply 
entrenched in its existing business 
practices and social infrastructure for 
the transformative power of collective 
intelligence and design to have the 
impact it could.”
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were ever present in the first place) firmly in 
check to support their pursuit of ongoing self-
interest and profiteering off the backs of the 
environment, the poor and the middle classes. 
Monbiot sums this phenomenon up nicely: 

“When aristocrats enjoyed inordinate 
power in Britain, they insisted that they 
were the only ones who had the wisdom 
and expertise needed to run the country. 
Today business people make the same 
claim. Governments as well as newspapers 
appear to have convinced themselves of this 
proposition, and it has led, among other 
interesting phenomena, to the curious 
spectacle of government seeking a mandate 
from the corporations.” Monbiot goes on 
to name and shame many of Britain’s new 
aristocrats in the appropriately named chapter 
‘The Fat Cats Directory’. 

Captive State is, in short, a poignant 
indictment of the British political, corporate 
and legal system. Monbiot builds a strong case 
against Tony Blair’s Labour government and 
makes a convincing argument for it having 
been more of an extension of the American 
Republican party than the UK equivalent of 
the Democratic Party it claims to be. And he 
doesn’t stop with just the Labour party – none 
of the three main political parties in Britain 
escapes his net. 

My only complaint is that Monbiot writes 
350 pages slamming the establishment but only 9 
on what may be the possible solutions and fixes. 
Although he rightly points out the more obvious 
flaws in a system that needs correcting, it’s easy to 
feel that he misses the core problem. His solutions 
(such as repealing the Public Finance Initiative 
and revamping British libel laws) are like putting 
bandages on an arm already too far gone with 
gangrene to ever be salvaged whole. 

The root of the problem is the legal 
mandate of corporations to put profit before 
people. Why can’t corporations legally be 
set up like Newman’s Own, the US-based 
condiments company owned by actor Paul 
Newman, (see Adapt or Die on page 16), 
which puts 100% of its profits back into 
charities? Do corporations have to make 
profits to be successful? It would seem not – 
Newman’s Own has enjoyed tremendous year-
on-year growth since it was founded. 

Monbiot’s solution should have offered 
up a fundamental rethink of the corporate 
charter. Corporations should be allowed to 
create a model that is not focused entirely on 
profiteering as its legal remit. The current booms 
and busts that many economies are experiencing 
are linked to the profiteering model. Surely a 
better model would have corporations be legally 
required to focus on maintaining sustainable 
financial security for its employees, communities 
and shareholders alike?

Monbiot also discounts the massive 
growth in consumer empowerment. The myth 
that companies subscribe to is that they need 
to operate in secret to be competitive, whereas 
it’s more likely complete transparency would 
make consumers and stakeholders trust them 
more. People don’t mind companies making 
profit. They just want to be reassured that 
neither the companies they do business with 
are making obscene profits, nor that people 
and the environment are suffering to create 
that profit. The result is sustainable and 
controllable growth over the long term. In 
other words, people want ‘Warm Capitalism’, 
not the kind of Cold Capitalism that many 
old-school western companies favour.

Douglas. M. Smith
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What you get out of Monbiot’s Captive 
State will depend on two (almost certainly 
interlinked) things: your current view of the 
world and which side of the Atlantic you’re 
viewing it from. 

If your world view is cynical, then 
Captive State will give you a warm glow of 
smug satisfaction. If, on the other hand, you 
think your world is pretty OK right now, then 
I’m afraid you’ll just be left depressed. You’ll no 
longer be able to look at any local building site 
and think: “Hey, that could be an interesting 
development.” Rather, you’ll find yourself 
endlessly pondering exactly whose interest is 
being served; who’s being paid off or benefiting 
‘in kind’; and which poor suckers are going to 
be finding themselves on the losing end. Nor 
(and this goes without saying) will you ever 
be able to visit a supermarket again without 
thinking of the smaller, local retailers being put 
out of business by the larger chains. 

What’s worse is that you may find 
yourself fretting over things that were 
previously never a worry – the nature of your 
children’s education, for example. Are teachers 
promoting history and society as they really are, 
or are they simply spinning the version most 
acceptable to the brand sponsoring the lessons? 
If you’re a parent, then Captive State is likely 
to prompt a heartfelt desire to become a fly on 
your child’s classroom wall in order to find out 
whether they’re being educated or just turned 
into identikit brainwashed consumers. 

Then there’s the geographical factor. 
US readers are likely to realise just how 
far behind Britain lags in the corporate 
domination game compared to the US. 
Meanwhile, on this side of the pond, avid 
enthusiasts of British colonial history 
will feel reassured that our nation and its 
businesses are still very much controlled by 
the aristocracy. As a result, these privileged 
few have kept their moral compasses (if these 

Captive State:
The Corporate 
Takeover of 
Britain
BY GEORGE MONBIOT

“�Corporations should be allowed to 
create a model that is not focused 
entirely on profiteering as its legal remit”
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appliances, is where Zittrain’s future vision is 
focused. The days of the ‘generative’ net, he 
tells us, are very possibly numbered. 

In consideration of what such a 
situation might mean for individuals, business 
and society, Zittrain gets to discuss a number 
of legal questions. It’s here that the book is 
at its most knowledgeable and incisive – if 
only because it’s in these areas that its style 
and manner evolve from simple historical 
narrative to include engaging discussion 
points and a level of personal opinion.  
Zittrain asks some good questions about the 
law: for example, who should have governance 
of the web should a generative system fail? 
It’s a situation he believes we’re rapidly 
heading towards should an appropriate level 
of informed debate not take place around it 
in the near future. More importantly, there’s 
the question of how the relevant members 
of the hardware and software developer 
communities should engage with each other 
to resolve issues without the need for heavy-
handed legal intervention. All great, thought-
provoking stuff. 

The thing is, though, rules and law are 
all well and good, but humans can be tricky, 
inquisitive little beasts. Some of us want to 
know how things work so that we can then 
disassemble and rebuild them – perhaps to 
implement elements of functionality that the 
original product failed to deliver. I see myself 

as very much within this category, but for 
every one of my kind whose overall purpose 
is to drive benefit for themselves or their 
community, there are also always going to be 
those whose purpose is to tinker in order to 
inflict harm: to seed worms; send spam; or 
covertly fill our hard-drives with porn. 

Nevertheless, my inclination to ‘tinker’ 
doesn’t mean that I’m against tethered 
applications in principle. On the contrary – I 
think they’re great. The bottom line as I see 
it, though, is that a bigger discussion needs 
to take place: the issue isn’t really about 
one single solution or even a single set of 
solutions. Rather, it’s about the need for a 
solution framework; one that’s extensible to 
cater for an uncertain future and which can 
provide for differences between users, their 
level of expertise, their level of curiosity and 
their prevailing ethics and community spirit. 

Zittrain presents some great examples 
of how communities can help in this area. 
There’s always Wikipedia, for example, but 
even in a positive instance like this there 
are always going to be some rogue agents. 
Just take the fascinating case of ‘Essjay’, the 
Wikipedia administrator who turned out 
to be a 24 year old kid and not the theology 
professor with multiple degrees he claimed to 
be. The lesson appears to be that, no matter 
how generative your framework is, people are 
always going to break and bend the rules.  

Interesting as these examples can be, 
the bottom line is that there are few new ideas 
in this book. Overwhelmingly, what we’ve 
got here is an aggregation of other people’s 
thoughts. I personally don’t believe (as the 
publisher’s copy would have me think) that 
this is a book that will “define the debate 
about the future of the internet.” More than 
anything, what Zittrain’s’ argument misses 
out on is the fact that we do have a choice: we 
don’t have to choose one system and one set 
of rules; and no one can confidently say what 
the future holds. This, more than anything, 
is the lesson of recent technology history.  
Speculation and conjecture are all well and 
good but what this book’s cover promises, its 
content fails to deliver on. 

All told, this book is less “The Future 
of the Internet and How to Stop It’, more ‘A 
Concise History of the Internet with Some 
Well-researched Points but Little Direction or 
Conclusion’. I was hoping that Zittrain would 
provide the foundations for debate over and 
above the issues that many of us already work 
with on a day-to-day basis anyway. As it is all 
I’ve gained at best is some great trivia. As such, 
I just hope that the next pub quiz I attend has 
a question concerning Herman Hollerith’s 
automated census machine to make my often 
painful reading experience worthwhile. 

Gavin Edwards
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Jonathan Zittrain is a leading tech policy guru 
boasting some fantastic credentials and a great 
deal of research and reading under his belt. 
He’s also got a keen eye for a great title, and 
I started this book with high expectations. 
Unfortunately, they weren’t to be met. 

In the book’s first section, Zittrain charts 
the history of the PC and internet industries 
alongside a wealth of history around general 
computing and communication systems. All 
this builds to positioning a description of what 
he refers to as the ‘Generative Net’. He describes 
a “three layer” network comprising: “The 
physical layer, protocol layer and application 
layer plus a content layer and social layer” (yup, 
I counted five too). The idea of this layered 
structure is that “…tinkers can work on one 
layer without having to understand others”. 
This informs the start of Zittrain’s thesis, using 
the examples of history to suggest that despite 
PCs and the internet starting out as generative 

environments along these lines, we’re now 
looking at a future where we’ll increasingly 
find ourselves tied to limited devices and 
appliances: a world where restriction will rule 
and governance will be king. 

Zittrain talks to an increasing 
prevalence of “tethered, sterile appliances” 
only open to their suppliers (think of the 
iPhone and the way that it updates itself 
through iTunes) and points out that these 
products are no longer ‘tinkerable’ with. 
Removing this ability for a user to tinker 
with things in a way that may potentially 
harm their experience, damage their data 
or – in extreme cases – cause the catastrophic 
breakdown of a wider networked system, is 
presented as justified by the argument that 
this potentially provides consumers with 
a safer environment. This new world, one 
where the growing level of online risks such as 
viruses and identity theft prompts consumers 
to increasingly desire and demand tethered 

THE FUTURE OF 
THE INTERNET 
AND HOW TO 
STOP IT
BY JONATHAN ZITTRAIN

“�There are always going to be those 
whose purpose is to tinker in order 
to inflict harm: to seed worms; send 
spam; or covertly fill our hard-drives 
with porn”
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conversations – we’re unlikely to seek quiet refuge 
if our phones ring on the train or bus – but what 
if the person sitting opposite us isn’t just listening 
in out of boredom, but actually recording what 
they’re hearing with a view to later posting it to 
millions via the internet? Should the fact that a 
private conversation was made in a public context 
render your right to privacy null and void? This 
example, based on the simple binary premise that 
you have no claim to privacy when in public, is 
clearly archaic when you consider how it would 
work once taken off the bus and onto MySpace 
or Facebook.

Solove’s narrative begins by using real 
examples to highlight the complexity of trying 
to balance privacy and free speech within the 
confines of the law. Consider the infamous 
case of the ‘dog poop girl’ – the young Korean 
woman who was filmed by fellow commuters 
allowing her lapdog to shit on the subway and 
then refusing to clean it up. The resulting viral 
spread of the photographs taken by her fellow 
passengers may have subsequently shamed 
her into a public apology, but it also raised 
worrying questions about the potential of the 
web to drive malignant vigilantism. 

Or consider the still more infamous 
case of Jennifer Cutler – the 20-something 
Capitol Hill assistant who blogged about 
her sexual exploits under the name 
‘Washingtonienne’. Once her identity was 
uncovered, this wannabe political Carrie 
Bradshaw not only lost her job, she also paid 
the price for failing to effectively conceal the 
identity of one of her lovers. The uniquely 
North American result? He sued her. Here, 
Solove asks the reader to consider whether 

Cutler was in the wrong to write about 
her personal thoughts; whether her upset 
lover was right to pursue legal action; and 
whether or not this violated her rights to 
free speech. This rapidly becomes a complex 
issue involving responsibility of not just the 
individuals but of third parties such as the 
service that she used to host her blog. 

It’s once the narrative examples are done 
that Solove cuts to his academic chase. Then, 
like all good professors, he puts forward three 
possible futures – two polarised extremes and a 
preferred middle road running between them. 
At one extreme stands what Solove would have 
us think of as the ‘libertarian approach’, first put 
forward by John Perry Barlow – erstwhile Grateful 
Dead lyricist and founder of the Electronic 
Frontier Foundation. In his 1996 Declaration of 
the Independence of Cyberspace, Barlow proclaims: 
“Governments of the Industrial World, you 
weary giants of flesh and steel… You have no 
sovereignty… no moral right to rule us… nor do 
you possess any methods of enforcement.” 

At the other is what Solove terms the 
‘authoritarian’ approach – an equally extreme 
(though less pretentiously championed, sorry 
Deadheads…) view of the situation which 
demands “strict controls over the spread of 
information.” Or, more simply put, demands 
a degree of online censorship that can only 
be described as positively Chinese. The 
middle way that Solove would have us drive 
between these is certainly less extreme, but 
is also – inevitably – a little less black and 
white. What he’s aiming for is effectively a 
case-by-case approach to legal mediation and 
one that acknowledges the dark side of the 

web’s potential as well as its ability to instruct, 
illuminate and to provide pleasure and value. 

As a non-lawyer, I found Solove’s 
discussion of the issues well crafted but 
ultimately light on enlightenment and 
inspiration. He also fails to develop to my 
satisfaction a key theme which is briefly 
touched upon at the beginning and end of 
the book – the question of what any future of 
privacy may ‘look’ like. After all, there is, of 
course, every chance that what we currently 
understand as ‘privacy’ may quite simply not 
matter to our children and grandchildren 
in the way that it matters to us now. It’s a 
question worth exploring slightly more than 
Solove attempts to. 

There is also, though it feels a little 
perverse to say so, perhaps a bit too much 
attention given to technology. After all, 
technology doesn’t change the fact that all 
societal norms need to be established in 
the real world before crossing over to the 
virtual. Herein lies the problem for me. The 
underlying issues in this book relate to a 
timeless problem that remains unresolved 
even in the real world. Despite Solove’s 
unquestionably valuable contribution to  
the debate, he doesn’t arrive at fully-formed, 
workable answers for this real world, let alone 
for the virtual worlds we may be moving into. 

In short, read for the narrative 
examples, but unless the law is your thing 
you’ll find no actionable insight in the less 
general-interest legal debate that carries most 
of the book.

Bhav Chohan

Does anyone even want privacy anymore, or is 
this outweighed by the desire for attention? In 
a culture where Big Brother style reality shows 
turn ordinary citizens in to overnight mega 
stars, and home videos on YouTube open a 
gateway to potential global fame and stardom, 
is it any wonder that more of us are carefree 
when it comes to showcasing our lives online? 
Nevertheless, as the media constantly reminds 
us, this desperately open approach makes it 
easy for strangers to piece together profiles of 
us from the breadcrumbs of personal data we 
leave so causally strewn across the web. 

Daniel Solove lectures on law, with a 
particular focus on cyber-privacy, at George 
Washington University’s law school. His 
Future of Reputation sets out to provide a 
comprehensive discussion covering both 
sides of this particularly 21st century issue 
and then takes on the challenge of addressing 
the current state of the Law as it relates to 

the protection of our identities and the 
preservation of our reputations online. It’s a 
challenge that, as it turns out, proves pretty 
much insurmountable. 

There are some knotty issues to resolve. 
Inevitably, anonymity is the grail craved 
by many – a conduit to free speech and the 
exchange of ideas without the fear of reprisal. 
Equally, however, any privacy legislation 
ought also to encompass due diligence 
and accountability for personal actions 
– anonymity is often a cover that brings 
out the worst in people. The key, as Solove 
identifies, is to find a way to somehow balance 
openness in our online actions against this 
kind of accountability. To this end, he draws 
interesting comparisons between people’s real 
and virtual lives. 

For example, consider mobile phone 
conversations conducted on public transport. 
We tend to take for granted that those around 
us will hear (at least one side of) our private 

The Future of 
Reputation  
– gossip, rumour 
and privacy  
on the internet
By DJ Solove

“�Consider ‘dog poop girl’ who allowed 
her lapdog to shit on the subway then 
refused to clean it up.”
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What I am this week? 80% user experience 
person, 5% single male looking for someone 
with GSOH, 10% photographer, 3% ex-muso 
wondering if there’s any fame to be had in 
spreading tunes through various networks. 
What does that make me? (And yes, I know 
there’s 2% unaccounted for, but I’d put that 
down to ‘de-stressing’ after work, and I can’t 
quite remember what exactly I was then). 

My life encompasses all these roles and 
more, and my social universe extends across a 
number of different places all filled with some 
interesting people. I dare say if you talked to 
some of them they’d give you one story about 
me, and others would give an entirely different 
one. And that’s just how life is, isn’t it?

Even in our online lives, the trend 
appears to be one of people moving away from 
the more general social networking sites towards 
specific, interest-based communities. There are 
sites for dog-lovers, for photography freaks, for 
shopaholics, for football fans, in fact for any 
interest you can think of (as well as many that 
you’d probably find unthinkable – this is the 
internet after all). In fact, there seems to be a 
never-ending (exhausting, even) supply of new 
communities emerging all the time. When I join 
one, I’ll create a profile that seems relevant to 
that particular group of people. After all, why 
would my doggie friends be interested in my 
penchant for Leica? 

So the news that most of the larger 
social network providers are starting to push 
for the mobility of personal profile information 
across the web seems to run counter to my 
need to keep clear social distinction between 
the different groups that I network/interact/
play with. Many of the bigger networks have 
either instigated or signed-up to various 
initiatives with the aim of creating a single 
repository and source for personal data; one 

which moves with web users as they traverse 
their social networks rather than remaining 
tethered to its original place of entry. 

On one level this has to be a good thing, 
especially for our increasingly migratory online 
personas. Certainly it’s going to save on time 
spent filling out those profile forms. But the 
promise doesn’t quite seem to be borne out 
by the activity of the companies that have the 
most to lose. Already Facebook has pulled away 
from Google’s FriendConnect initiative, stating 
that the technology distributes Facebook users’ 
personal data to third party developers without 
permission – and that this (shock horror!) 
violates Facebook’s (worryingly hardcore, take 
a look…) terms and conditions. 

The web’s largest social network, 
MySpace, is in on the action too with its 
DataAvailability initiative promising to share 
users’ profile information with partners such as 
Twitter or eBay. The catch is in the name – data 
is indeed available, but only as a one-way push 
of personal data to any participating web service; 
there’s no return feed to close the loop. What this 
means is that you can only update your stuff by 
going back to the source of the feed, and this is 
surely a long way from a truly open solution to 
the sharing of personal data.

Regardless of the machinations of 
corporate social network-dom, there are still 
some pretty fundamental problems that – from 
my perspective – need resolving before we 
see answers to these problems. Firstly, I need 
sophisticated levels of control in order to slice 
and dice my personal information (including 
any content I might have created in the past) 
into separate pieces that I’m happy to reveal to 
different groups of people. We’ve all seen stories in 
the press about people revealing just that little bit 
too much about themselves online, and suffering 
the consequences when their employer/lover/
parents come across this. 

Even if the tools for managing the 
subtleties of privacy to this degree become 
available, they’re not going to be easy to use, and 
most users will, I suspect, remain ignorant of 
how to put this into practise. How many people, 
for example, configure their Facebook profiles to 
open up certain parts to specific networks only?

Secondly, when profile information is held 
in one network and shared across all the others, 
how do those networks make any money? The 
current model for monetising online social spaces 
revolves pretty wholly around display advertising, 
and the value of this advertising increases with the 
amount of targeting against personal information 
that the social network can offer. This is the 
information that’s valuable to own, and all the 
networks are clamouring to be the one-stop social 
shop that can deliver this to their advertisers. 
But if this information is distributed by an 
‘owner’ network then we’re going to need some 
sophisticated licensing models in place, or some 
method of syndicating personal data at a micro 
level. I’d warrant this is beyond most networks’ 
current capabilities.

Finally, though, it’s worth a quick look at 
the group that’s been lobbying for the opening 
up of all these closed silos, The DataPortability 
Project. It’s right and proper that such a group 
exists, but – much as their aspirations are 
healthy, and there are members actively seeking 
to facilitate this new spirit of mobility -it’s their 
statement of ‘what they’re not’ that’s most telling. 
They’re not “A legal entity providing legal-level 
precision” – and it’s exactly this ‘legal-level 
precision’ that we need to provide a safe global 
context to the sharing of information across 
networks and across territories. Our right to 
privacy depends on it. 

For now then, it looks like we’ll all 
have to continue creating those separate 
profiles. As for the future? Well, until site 
or service-based display advertising ceases 
to be the horse on which social services 
are betting their hopeful monetisation it’s 
unlikely that this is ever going to change and 
that ‘your’ data will ever be exclusively yours. 
It’s a shame, because I’m surely not alone in 
wanting to become one person again. 

If you’re over 40, under 20, or grew up outside 
of the UK, then you’ll be blissfully unaware of 
children’s entertainer Timmy Mallett. A man of 
self-consciously zany spectacles and contrived 
catch-phrases, his achievements ranged from 
the execrable (a Euro-pop evisceration of 
Bryan Hyland’s ‘60s novelty hit Itsy Bitsy Teenie 
Weenie Yellow Polka Dot Bikini) to the inspired 
– specifically his self-referential early morning 
TV game Mallet’s Mallet.

The mechanic was simple: two children 
faced-off in a simple word association game 
and each failure to deliver a plausible answer 
would lead to a bash over the head with the 
presenter’s eponymous and oversized foam 
mallet. Such was the impact of the format 
that it continues to live on in the collective 
memories of its audience – most recently in 
a YouTube video for ‘grime’ star MC Skepta’s 
Rolex Sweep, in which an aging Mallett makes 
a personal appearance. 

It’s to Mallett’s Mallet that my mind 
turned when I discovered Brand Tags – the 
brainchild of New York-based brand strategist 
Noah Brier. It’s a super-simple, addictive 
site where brand logos are paraded Hot Or 
Not style in front of users who are invited 
to respond to them with the first words or 
phrases that spring to mind. The pay-off is 
seeing the results mapped to each brand’s logo 
as a tag cloud. As the site says: “A brand exists 
entirely in people’s heads. Therefore, whatever 
it is they say a brand is, is what it is.”

Brier accepts requests for brands to 
be added to the service, and it takes just 
a day for each brand name to accumulate 
a number of responses sufficient to act as 
a simple replacement for real world vox-
pops. Admittedly, Brand Tags is quick and 
dirty, but in the context of hurried research 
timelines and project turnarounds, it can 

be a godsend for desperate agency planners 
looking for insight. 

The problem is (I hear you say)  
that contributors to Brand Tags aren’t 
inhabitants of the ‘real web’; rather they 
hang out on the ‘marketing web’ of 
corporate work and the industry discussion 
around it. This is, of course, unsurprising 
given that the site isn’t publicly promoted 
and the only way that people can find out 
about Brand Tags is through blogs or 
articles like this. 

So, who cares what online marketing 
professionals think about any given brand? 
Well, I for one am interested – if only because  
I see, (or perhaps just hope to see…) marketers 
as being articulate, opinionated types who are 
passionate about brands; passionate to the 
degree that they could, like me, spend a good 
half an hour submitting their thoughts on 
every brand the site has to offer. 

Regardless of who’s actually contributing 
the tags, however, the best thing about Brand 
Tags is that, even when the terms in the user-
submitted tag-cloud aren’t providing insight, 
they’re still providing great amusement. 
Sometimes both even coincide, such as the “Not 
as good as Coke” line that accompanies Pepsi. 
Let’s face it, there are less entertaining ways to 
pass an idle 30 minutes than by looking up the 
brands you love and those you love to hate. You’ll 
laugh at the popular response which cover your 
screen in giant typefaces and snigger at the terms 
in smaller fonts which portray the contribution 

of a single individual: the line “Dead bull gives 
you mince”, for example, submitted for Red Bull. 

Then there are the ‘truths’ that are 
unveiled: McDonalds are defined as being as 
much about ‘Evil’, ‘Unhealthy’ and ‘Gross’ as they 
are about ‘Hamburgers’ and ‘Fries’. Now, I’m not 
sure what would have happened on Mallett’s 
Mallet in the eighties had Timmy started the ball 
rolling with “McDonald’s” and the eight year 
old taking part shouted out “Evil!” but it would 
certainly have made for great television and 
would have no doubt been dredged up by now 
as a viral for an anti fast-food campaign. 

Perhaps the ultimate lesson of Brand 
Tags, though, is that in our fragmented media 
world you can never hope to be in complete 
control of what your brand means to people. 
This tool, whilst providing welcome amusement 
and perhaps unwelcome truths in equal measure, 
demonstrates clearly and visibly what people are 
thinking and saying about you. It’s also about as 
web 2.0 as things get. 

Brier has already adapted the idea from 
focusing on one ‘evil’ of society to address 
yet another, by introducing Celeb Tags where 
the same principle is applied to the names of 
celebrities. But does the concept have other 
practical uses? Well, the obvious place is on 
branded properties – shift to a transparent 
feedback model, with submission and a tag 
cloud for that property right up there on your 
homepage. If you’re doing a good job it’ll show, 
and if things could be better, consider it a tap 
with the mallet and start changing things.

Brand Association 2.0To be whole again…
LBi’s Andy Tyler considers brands, the way that  

consumers perceive them and why it puts him in  

mind of the TV of his childhood…

Despite a number of initiatives to ensure a single personal profile can 

work across a number of different sites, LBi’s Stephen Barber can’t 

see real data interoperability happening anytime soon. 

“�in our fragmented media world you can 
never hope to be in complete control of 
what your brand means to people”
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FRAGMENTS SHORED

Page 3: Cf. Swift: 
“….a young healthy child well nursed is at a year old  
a most delicious, nourishing, and wholesome food,  
whether stewed, roasted, baked, or boiled; and  
I make no doubt that it will equally serve in a fricassee  
or a ragout.”

Page 4: British Sea Power:
“Drape yourself in greenery, become part of the scenery”

Page 9: Peart: 
“�…glittering prizes 
And endless compromises 
Shatter the illusion of integrity”

Page 12: cf. Valli:
“�That little chip of diamond on your hand 
Ain’t a fortune, baby, but you know it stands 
A love to tie and bind ya”

Page 19: cf. Buck Dharma: 
“�Love of two is one 
Here but now they’re gone 
Came the last night of sadness 
And it was clear she couldn’t go on 
Then the door was open and the wind appeared 
The candles blew then disappeared”

Page 27: Auden, The Fall of Rome:
“Altogether elsewhere, vast
Herds of reindeer move across
Miles and miles of golden moss,
Silently and very fast.”

Page 31: Mayfield
“�Feed me money for style 
And I’ll let you trip for a while 
Insecure from the past 
How long can a good thing last?”

Page 34: Edwards and Rodgers
“�Let’s cut the rug, a little jive and jitterbug 
We want the best, we won’t settle for less 
Don’t be a drag, participate 
Clams on the half shell and roller-skates”

Page 36ff: Jagger, Richards:
“�…my name is called disturbance 
I’ll shout and scream, I’ll kill the king, I’ll rail at all his servants”

Page 42: Langley, Ryerson, Woolf: The  Wizard of Oz: 
OZ: �Do not arouse the wrath of the Great and Powerful Oz!  

I said come back tomorrow!
DOROTHY: �If you were really great and powerful you’d  

keep your promises!

Page 48: Teddy Edwards on Tom Waits: 
“He’s wonderful, he’s America’s best lyricist since Johnny Mercer.”

Page 51: cf. Waters:
“�Money, get back, I’m all right jack keep your hands off of my stack. 
Money, its a hit, don’t give me that do goody good bullshit.”

Page 56: cf. Mann:
“�Its time to terminate this great white world 
Morbid fascination, television takes control 
Decimation, different races fall”

Page 59: cf Jobson:
“�Nurture battle scars pardon none who dared 
Kindle and inspire, victory showed you cared 
Portray amid art Guernica is plaint 
Metal turning sham but victory is quaint”

Page 63: Butler, Ashton, Butler, Ely:
“�You have to have a party when you’re in a state like this 
You can really move it all you have to vote and change 
You have to get right out of it like out of all this mess 
You’ll say yeah to anything if you believe all this”
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Nothing but 
flowers

This page is embedded with a handful of annual and 
perennial wildflower seeds. Plant it and they will grow. 
Thoroughly soak the handmade paper in water prior 
to planting. Tear it up and spread it under a thin layer 
of soil out of direct sunlight. Water gently and regularly, 
keeping the soil and paper moist until the seedlings 
are well established. No trees were cut down in the 
process of creating this Earth-friendly, post-consumer 
recycled card.



Among the various strongly voiced 
opinions in this edition of LBiQ, one 
consistent theme emerges: act don’t talk. 
And empty gesture is as bad as inaction. 

Well, we’re guilty on both counts. 
We’ve talked a lot here without taking any 
action ourselves, and to compound our 
error, here’s our own token effort in applied 
greenery: your very own cut-out-and-plant 
page of seed paper. It’s wasteful, expensive 
and utterly symbolic. If you plant it – and 
we urge you to - and the flowers grow, 
you won’t have done anything to save the 
planet. Your carbon footprint won’t have 
been reduced and the CO

2
 released in 

producing and distributing this magazine 
won’t be offset by the clutching roots and 
fragrant blooms (Sweet Alyssum, Spurred 
Snapdragon, Corn Poppy and Black Eyed 
Susan among them).

On the other hand, one of the 
things we’re trying to do with LBiQ 
(metaphorically) is to plant seeds, to sow 
some ideas in our readers’ minds. And 
maybe if you do plant these real seeds 
yourself, and they bloom, when you look 
at the flowers, and remember where they 
came from, and what we tried to explore in 
this issue, perchance you’ll remember some 

of the arguments involved, and recall the 
one essential thing about the environmental 
challenge and the fight we face as a species 
to sustain our sense of progress, which is 
that if you do nothing, nothing will happen. 
If the wasteful, weak, propitiatory flowers 
act like that, as a souvenir of LBiQ 3, and 
the summer of 2008 when we all became 
aware that this problem is not going to go 
away by itself, maybe they weren’t such a 
bad idea after all.

Then again, maybe you’ll ignore them 
and do your own thing. In that sense, it’s 
up to you. 

We recommend you plant these seeds 
listening to Talking Heads’  
 
Nothing But Flowers:

“�There was a shopping mall 
Now it’s all covered with flowers 
This used to be real estate 
Now it’s only fields and trees 
Where, where is the town? 
Now, it’s nothing but flowers… 
 
And as things fell apart 
Nobody paid much attention.”
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