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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION
Summary
Soci al media or iWeb 2.00 is an umbrell

social interaction with funatns like bookmarking, videsharing, and content
creation. Web 2.0 sites like YouTube, MySpace, Facebook and Twitter have had
an enormous impact on the lives of millions of users worldwide and are part of
popular culture. The Pew Internet project estimabat threejuarters of people
online undethe age ofhirty use social networki.enhart et al. 2010)
Facebook 08 thpsigclaimato have ohillion active users
(Facebook 201@ has made a celebrity out of the young founder Mark
Zuckerbergfight Clubdirector David Fincher has made a movie altiolte s i t e d s
origin calledThe Social Networwhich will be released in 2010. Higirofile
people from Senator John McCain to pop star Britney Spears are committed
Twitter users, and YouTube serves diBon online videos a month.
The rapid popularizativof these technologies has made social software
part ofday-to-day interactios between fiends, families, and coworker3.he
hi storical separation bet we e peogleasel i ned and

technology tananage theirelationshipg. People use social media for



entertainment, to talk to friends and family, to make and spread their own creative

content, for political and social activism, work, and play. Wishing someone happy

birthday on Facebook is a visible display of emotional &esinforcemenbr

strengthening of a social bond, and an adherence to modern etiquette. Thus, the

way people are regarded online has
wo r | d o-todace inteeactiens

The popularity ofVeb 2.0 technologies likgocial network sites, wikis,
blogs and the usareated content they facilitate promptadre-emergence of a
technologically determinist discourse, which attributes transformative social

change and economic success to social media. Writers like Y®ehklier,

Lawrence Lessig, Henry Jenkins, Jonathan Zittrain, and Cory Doctorow argue

that internet technologiasher ina new era of increased participation,
democracy, and creativity compared to inefficient business models, corrupt
governments, and tiglyticontrolled corporate culture, and must be protected

against these dinosaurs at all cqkesssig 2004; Benkler 2006; Jenkins 2006;

Doctorow 2008; Zittrain 2008)hese authors, and many others, claim that Web

2.0 makes possible a nodal;clentralized creative network, emphasizing grass

an

mp a

roots collaboration oveebm@nbbi shggesbatao

shift in online communication, positioning these dynamic, interactive apphesatio

as something completely new in comparison i static content and e

commerce favored by the-ilhited dotcom companies of the late 1990s.



At the same time, business meadrearketersyenture capdlists, and
technologists haitompanies like Facebook, Twitter and YouTube as the latest
lucrative iteration of technologgenerated wealtfLacy 2008; Li and Bernoff
2008; Qualman 2009Both academ and popular discourse claitmat social
media provides a more democratic, transparent, participatory and profitable
alternative to flawed and failingpcialinstitutions.

This beliefis partially rooted ircounterculture social movements like
free/open source software atmlinterglobalizationactivism, which identify
government and corporate institutions as threats to freedlermpcracyand
human rights. For example, grassroots medi
homogenizes global culture, promotes-prsiness @ntent, and fail$o impart
thecivic knowledge which is the basis of democrallyis analysis further
implicates the U.Sjovernmenby arguing that large media companies
monopolizethe public utility of the airwavesindsponsoiegislation which
supports the business nadsl of traditional media. Much of this institutional
critigue echoes the progresseraluationof neoliberalism, or late capitalism,
which is linked to the widening of the righoor gap, environmental degradation,
imperialism, neecolonialism, and the huam cost of capitalist developmet.
contrast to failing institutionshe internepromised a publichfunded,
democratically accessible alternative that would allow individuals to create and

collaborate on easHgistributed independent content.



But this promise has not been realized. The pundits, bloggers, and
technology makers who celebrdea b 2. 06s revolutionary poter
totalizing discourse which identifies deep structural problems but positions social
technologies as solutions to alltbEm. The technology cannot encompass so
much complexity, and in furthering a discourse of egalitarianigmewashes
important differences withinthe oftena di cal i deol ogi es of Web 2
ancestors and the business models of Web 2.0 comp&hm=®ality of social
media use stands in stark contrast to this discourse of ideals that functions to
collapse and hide. This dissertation, based on fieldwork in the San Francisco
technology scene, is an ethnography focused on the effects of onluseastdt
selfpresentation within a community of social media users. | aim to bring to light
some of what the predominant discourse of
physical and contextual locationanparticularentrepreneurial technculture of
Northern California. This is a highly commercial milieu which draastly from
a rich history of Silicon Valley technology development, valorizing the young
entrepreneur, the possibility of massive wealth, andasifalization through
constant labor. Thescapitalist, statusonscious values have influenced the
affordances of contemporary social media, and how they are perceived and used.

In this dissertation, | argue that while social media technologies provide
expansive new opportunities for contentatien and dissemination,
collaboration, and creativity, looking at their use by specificgroup a set of

Northern California Web 2.0 workevghich I refertoags he @At echnol ogy



s ¢ ed e\eals exactly how and why these tools and applications havieetbt |
up to the iIinternet 0s oerdic, toNectiperacionj\Véeb .
2.0 applications as they are used in this milieu further a view of the self and
relationships that is entirely in line with current corporate business models.
Drawing from advertising, marketing, and celebrity culture, social media
applications engender an individualistic subjectivity which encourages
competition for social benefits. To boost their status, these young professionals
adopt seHconsciously constructed persae which are marketed, like brands or
celebrities, to an audience or fan base. These personas are highly edited,
controlled, and monitored, conforming to ideals of a waate, commercial self
presentation. The specific modes of status building enaiedgh social media
(that is, lifestreaming, micracelebrity, and selbranding) are not accidental but,
rather, are afforded by the design characteristics of the technical foundations of
social media. These, in turn, are also not accidental, but réfeegalues of a
network dominated by commercial interest. Although freewheeling creativity,
rebellion, and notierarchical communality still exist online, they are being
dwarfed by social media applications which are transforming social graphs into
netwoks of personal brands competing for the very real benefits of high online
status®

While people all over the world create social media technologies, the
center of Web 2.0 developmentlii® Bay Area of Norther@alifornia. Prominent

tech companies like @®gle, Facebook, Twitter and Flickreheadquartered

Rat her



nearby, andhe Silicon Valleyarea has been home to cycles of bedbust
technological development since the 1960s, resulting in a rich infrastrdaoture.
the city of San Frsalivalyicemnanjty of shceal médiae ch scene
enthusiastslevoted to Web 2.0 technologie#o socialize in person and online
It includes peoplevorking atventurebacked technology startups and large
companies, freelancer s, acadencs, fanboysnendi a fgur u
designers, many of whom moved to San Francisco to participate in the
community. People in the scene create software, form companies, work together,
and use each otherdés products. Their inter
blogslike TechCrunch, Mashable, and Valleywagd followed vicariously by
people all over the world his scene is in some respects a subset of the much
largerSilicon Valley technological infrastructure and thus reflects many of its
values, but is distinct iorucial ways from the cultures of immigrant engineers,
old-school computer geeks and business people which predominate in the
southern suburb@ayes 1989; Englishueck 2002; Saxenian 2006)
The highesstatus people in thscene arentrepreneursthose who have
successfully creattand sold a technology company. The tech scene is rife with a
powerful mythology of entrepreneurship which places a high value on innovation
and competiveness, and frames technology work as a meritocracy where the
smartest and hardesorking people shodlbe rewarded with immense wealth.
These young professionals are deeply immersed in social technologies, and live in

an alwayson world where the internet augments virtually every human



interaction.The social world of the tech scene is as much comprisaad
organized around digitally mediated communication and interaction as the
physically proximate. Members of the tech scene use Web 2.0 technologies like
Facebook and Twit to present themselvesgeople in their social\Ves,
including friends, fanty membersand coworkers.
The San Francisco tech scene is the fnde
technologies, the people who create technological artifacts and the myths,
contexts, and rituals surrounding them, shaping social systems with a context and
sccial agenddPfaffenberger 1992)Web 2.0 workers function as both users and
designers, imbuingocial media witlvaluesdrawn from the large®ilicon Valley
technology community and contextualizing this software within an idealistic
ideology of revolutionary chang&hese values (wealth, visibility, access,
entrepreneurship) ultimately shape their general interpersonal interactions and
selfpresentation, inciding how they seek status, and leave traces in the social
media applications themselves. Studying thehly mediated social live®veals
two other characteristiad this distinctivegroup.
First, in the tech scenandtheféli®seno s
life. The popularity of alway®n mobile devices and wireless networking creates
a set of complex overlaps and interactions between internet anthfzoe
communication that cannot be explained in
Amedi aovi rpapieeanal |l y when compared with vide

communicative formgJensen 2010Not only does online status affect face



face interactions andce versa, but when all parties are connected though social
media, it forms what | call aetworked audiencgMarwick and boyd 2010)The
networked audiends the real or imaimed viewers of digital contemtho are
connected to the content creator and each ofiteny Web 2.0 sites digitize
formerly ephemeral social information, causing all manner of complicated social
problems as this information moves asrbsundaries and contexts. Examining a
group in a relatively geographically bounded area who are heavy social media
users made it possible to observe both how people talked to each otker face
face and using social technologies, showing how online statuss as social
currency in the Aofflinedo worl d.
Second, the technology scene privileges a wealthy, white, male experience
of technology. Althoughhe largerSilicon Valleyareaboasts a racially and
economically diverse workforcejithin thefi t e ¢ le0tlse mesttelebrated
members are usually white (sometimes Asian or South Asian) and pyifnam
wealthy or middleclassbackground4.This communityemphasizeseritocracy
andframesvirtues like intelligence and pgstence as gender neutiaespie
this,the Web 2.(press, blogs, and conferences consistently portray entrepreneurs
as rich, young, white men, prescribing a normative maleness to
entrepreneurialism which systematically excludes woarghpeople of color
from the networks necemy to abieve success’N\o mend6s contri butions t
technology are further devalued through gossip, backstagatalkmedia

discourseThis suggests potential conflicts between the community that creates



socialtechnologiesind the values of egalitarianism and gapttion these
technologies purportedly espouse.

To understand these complexities, | focusarial statusone 6s posi ti on
in a social hierarchyyhichis present in virtually every human associatidtatus
may be reflected in skill, credentials, regiga, social or cultural capital,
resources, or cultural competer(®alaby 2009, chap. 1The desire for status
motivates social participation and affects hp@oplepresenthenselves to others
(Turner, 1988)Because statysrimarily involveshow one is seen by the world,
is almost entirely determined Ipyiblic displayand selpresentatioriElliott 2004;
De Botton 2005) This is no different in internet technologies. Status is
omnipresent online and a major nvattior for online activityLampel and Bhalla
2007) Because online seffresentation inherently involves representing oneself
digitally, online identity presntation may benoreself-conscious than itaceto-
faceequivalentand therefore more instrumental at seeking status. | found that all
social media technologies demonstrate status, either through features built into the
application ¢tatus affordancesy through usercreated mechanisms that stem
from interaction émergent mechanism4).the scene, social media encourages a
type of radical individualism over collective action, a focus on the self and
competition with others. These techniques are infledrxy technological
affordancesthedesign constituency, and the intertwined histories of Northern

California counterculture and Silicon Valley capitalism.



| offer a comprehensive account of how status operates in the social media
scene, identifying threenline selfpresentation techniques (that is, fgeaming,
micro-celebrity, and selbranding) which have emerged in response to social
medi abs popul arity. |l argue that they
drawn from branding, celebritytture, and neoliberal ideas of sglbvernance.
Social media promotes an individualistic view of technology use which
encourages and rewards focus on the self and competition with others in a process
similar to the mythology of an unfettered free marksetf-presentation becomes
a strategic way to display and garner statinsl tangibly translates into material
rewards That Web 2.0 has given rise to this sort of-pedfsentation should not be
considered obvious or inevitable; in fact when compuotedided communication
first emerged, it was theorized as a utopian playground that would break down
identity constructiongTurkle 1995; Stone 1996l ask two questions: why was
Web 2.0 painted as a democratic revolution, and why has it turned out differently?
| claim that elements of both San Francisco counterculture and Silicon
Valley capitalsm ceexist in Web 2.0, giving rise to sgifesentation that is
portrayed as a revolutionary solution to institutional corruption and
simultaneously deeply rooted in consumer culture. Silicon Valley cutalues
guantitative, measurable status metriks,incorporation of business ethics into
social life, and riskaking entrepreeurialism (EnglisH.ueck 2002). These values
have emergethroughdecades of technology development, of which thecdat

and Web 2.®moons arethe most recent. San Francisws a parallel history of

10



social activism spanning many decades, from 1960s counterculturectoutiter
globalization and copyleft activists of the 20@8sxenian 1996; Englishueck

2002; Markoff 2005; Turner 2006] races of botlistoriesexist in Web 2.0.

Scholars have chronicled haarly computing pioneers mapp&a60s

countercultural ideals on to the creation and dissemination of computer
technol ogi es, resulting in @gabduwep faith
decentralization, participation, and transpareidsrkoff 2005; Turner 2006) |

argue thatounterglobalizationprotesters, media reformers, free/open source
advocates and other contporary activist movements similarly critiqlegal,
governmental, and corporate practices for encroaching on freedonaditidnal

liberal values.Many of these cultures viewele earlyinternet as a burgeoning
alternative, andhte Silicon Valley ideology of computerizatitias positioned

Web 2.0 as a solution to these institutional failufésis, ®cial media applies
cortradictory, yet intertwined ideals of counterculture and capitalism to the self,
friends, relationships, and interpersonal interactions. People can spread ideas and
creations to a formerly inconceivable mass audience, but in ways bounded and
influenced bythe confines of modern neoliberal capitalism.

David Harvey defines neoliberalism as
practices that proposes that human seelihg can best be advanced by liberating
individual entrepreneurial freedoms and skills withinrastitutional framework
characterized by strong private property

(Harvey 2007, 2)Neoliberal policiesemh asi ze fit r stathle lowmpenness,

11
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inflation macroeconomic environment, and strong congafidrcement that
protects the rights of private property holdgiserguson 2006) Margaret
Thatcher, Bill Clinton, George W. Bush and Tony Blair are notable for their
adherence to neoliberal policies such as welfare reform, deregulation, and
privatization(Larner 2000y Neoliberalism is also aideologyof the integration
of these principles into daily life; neoliberal discourse reproduces by encouraging
people to regul ate themselesddiscifliseccor di ng t
efficiency, an@ng2006nYAchtva Qng ideatifies s s 0
Atechnol ogi es of sawnkejdge and expeitide yo,indulcatchi ch use
this expertise in individual subjects. Exploring such technologies reveals how
neoliberalism is experienced, and how these subjectivities are formed.

| argue that social media ig@chnology of subjectivityhich eductes
users on proper setegulating behavior. Internet and mobileheclogies create
the expectation thathite-collar professionals shoulwaysbe on the job,
decreasing personal agency and creating conflicts between theofftieadictory
demands oivork and home lif¢Middleton 2007) Social media encourages
statusseeking practices that interiorize the values of Silicon Valley, which is a
model of nebberal, freemarket social organization. In the technology scene,
marketbased principles are used to judge successful social behavior in oneself
and othersextended through social med&tatus increasesp to a poinwith the
ability to attract and atin attention online The ability to position oneself

successfully in a competitive attention economy becomes a marker of reputation

12



and standing. Web 2.0 discoursa conduit for the materialization oéoliberal
ideology. | isolate three seffreserdition techniques rooted in aghising and
marketing to showdw social media encouragja neoliberal subject position
among hightech San Francisco workersicro-celebrity, sekbranding, and
lifestreaming.

Micro-celebrity is an emerging online practibat involves creating a
persona, sharing personal information about oneself with others, performing
intimate connections to create the illusion of friendship or closeness,
acknowledging an audience and viewing them as fans, and using strategic reveal
of information to increase or maintain this audience. In other words, the-micro
celebrity practitioner thinks of him or herself as having a fan base, and works
strategically to entertain and increase this audience. Regardless of how many
people are actuallatching the micracelebrity, he or she positiohsm or
herselfassomething to be watche@ontemporaryAmericanpopularculture
ascribes immensely high status to celebrities, but the fragmentation of mass
culture has created evercreasing concentridrcles of tabloid fixtures, reality
stars, and subcultural heroes who are familiar to far fewer peopledpastar
Madonna omlctorBrad Pitt. Combined with the popularity of social media, the
twin processes of celebrification and fragmentation haveftvemed celebrity
into set of practices, sefiresentation techniques and subjectivities that spread

across social graphs as they are learned from other individMiats/iick and

boyd 2011) Soci al medi abs accessibility has
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something a persas to something a persatoes and exists on a continuum
rather tharasa singular quality.
| distinguish between two types of mietelebrities: achievedand
ascribed Achievednicro-celebrity is a conscious set of choices an individual
makes to boost their visibility, status, and popularity, such as becoming an online
model or hosting a video showscribed micrecelebritiesare assigned celabyr
positions through the production of celebrity media about them, such as paparazzi
photos or gossip blog posts. For example, neipgie founderSteve Jobsor
Mark Zuckerberg strategicaltyy to increase their audience, but Silicon Valley
gossip sks have ascribedicro-celebrityto them due to their other
accomplishments, fostering interest in their private lives andnwoh activities.
The creation of celebrity media for and about the tech scene interpellates
technology workers as an audiencesigsing worth and status to thaudustry.
Micro-celebrity strategies draw heavily from the celebrity and entertainment
industries, producing discourse about individual tech workers rife with familiar
tropes and symbols such as the femme fatale or tlimngsyoung Turk. And
like these discourses, they are full of ideological presumptions about appropriate
and normative behavior. For example, tech blogs and scene members consider
Julia Allison, a New York media personaliit
Aovareho and castigat e -bxestingteopgeofdlredi ngl y. Sh

famehungry starlet which regulates acceptable feminine behavior. Fully
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understanding microelebrity as a set of practices reveals many such ideological
underpinnings.

The secondedf-presentation strategy, sddfanding, is an example of
enterprise discourse. In enterpsuchse di scou
as selreliance, personal responsibility, boldness, and a willingness to take risks
in the pursuit of goats areregardedak u man vi rtues anRu promot ed
Gay 1996, 56) It is a technology of subjectivil{ong 2006 )which encourages
people to regulate their sgifesentation along strictly woifkiendly lines. SeH
branding, or the strategic creation of identity to be promoted andosotters, is
a staple of career counseling and employment advice as chronicled in bestsellers
like Crush It(Vaynerchuk 2009andThe FourHour Work WeekFerriss 2009a)

The needo self-brand isthusoffered as a solution to economic uncertainties.
Seltbrandingintrinsically requiresocial media technologesince seif

promotion on a wide scale is impossible without the affordable distribution that

the internet provides. Although Web 2.0 discourse positionsatiding as a

way to find personal fulfillment and economic success, it explicitly instructs

peqle to inculcate a seffonscious persona which positions getbmotion,

visibility, and comfort with idioms of advertising and commercialism as positive,

high-status virtues. A successful sbliander is a tireless seiffomoter who

focuses entirelyonavr k . | argue that this persona i s
emotional labor to maintain a busindssendly seltpresentation despite the

advocacy of transparency and openness by social media culture. This self
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monitoring can be quite stressful for itaptitioners. Although the type of
freelance projeebased culture that is optimal for seifanding can be creatively
fulfilling, the difficulty in continuous sefmonitoring demonstrates the disconnect
between neoliberal ideals of identity as seljulding, entrepreneurial,
enterprising, and responsible, and the reality oftdegay life. Successful self
branding is possible only for a few, yetvocates position #&s a universal
solution to the structural problems of neoliberal work conditions.

Lifestreaming is the ongoing sharing of personal information to a
net worked audience, creating a digital por
Lifestreaming consists of two parts, tracking personal information and
broadcasting it to an audience. The traclpogion involves theodificationand
digitizationof previously ephemeral material such as food eaten or books read,
while the audience component requires people to make ongoing choicethabout
information they willpublicize Because most people irettech scene lifestream,
the audience isetworked meaning that they are connected to the lifestreamer
and each other. Theocial digitizationof information combined with the
networked audience createsergent social informatiomgvealing relationships
and actions that were previously obscured. This creates conflict and drama in the
lifestreaming community. However, lifestreargihas affective benefits like
intimacy, social bonds, and support. Each lifestreamer defines his or her limits of

personal infomation disclosurégo maximize status and positive benefits while
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minimizing negative impacts. While the individual is rarely so calculating, the
ongoing maintenance of the lifestream is a recognized form of labor.

Although | present these three strategs distinct, they are interlinked
and overlapping. Celebrity discourse is different from-Bedihding jargon, but
since the celebrity is literally a persascommodity, it serves as a model for both
micro-celebrity and selbranding practitioners. Asrasult, there are themes
which permeate all three techniques. Two of these themes are authenticity and the

networked audience.

Authenticity

The three strategies, lHgreaming, micracelebrity, and selbranding,
share an emphasis anthenticity, trasparencyandtruthfulnessThis value
stems partly from the belief in transparency as a check on abuse of power, which
is found in many contemporary social movements. For example, free and
open/source software advocates promote the availability and atwiliji of
source code as a way t o (Kelly2008 lieEnt power an
There is also a strong cultural belief in the vadtibeing oneself. Carl Elliott
calls this fAthe notion of authenticity as
way of living that is uniquely our own, and that we are each called to live in our
own way rat her t hg2004t28)8utauthdnticéycsmetanne el s e o
absolute property that can be excfavated. D

iS never an objective quality inherent in things, but simply a shared set of beliefs
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about the nature of ({2003, b2ylauthenteityisal ue i n t he
social construct that is always positioned in contradistinction to something else. In

this case, authenticity is positioned as a more honest and valuable alternative to

the banal conformity of midéd-class life(Grazian 2003)particularly the

homogeneity supposedly furthered by mass culture and large corporations.

Much of Web2.0 ideology claims that social media allows for more
authenticity than broadcast media, as it cuts out the corporate and institutional
middleemen which constrain individualism and sekpression. Because self
presentation online is often tightly constred, the normative impetus to be
honest and truthful results inp@rformance of authenticitiicro-celebrity is
framed as a more authentic alebdtyi nteractive
because micraelebrity intrinsically involves direct interaot with fans using
social medigSenft 2008) Even traditional celebrities are seen as more authentic
when using tools like blogs or Twitter, because thdgstep the filters of
corporate entertainment, such as agents or man@daraick and boyd 2011)n
both these situations, successful-gesentatiorrequiresan appearance of
authenticity. Celebrities who use Twitter to broadcast press releases rather than
answering fan questions or sharing tidbits of information about themselves are
looked down upon. As a result, revealing personal detaderbes a way to
appear authentic while maintaining carefully constructed personae that fit within
an acceptable image. Similarly, virtually all lifestreamers publicize an edited

version of their dayo-day actions rather than an uncensored dump of
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informaion. While authenticity is held up as a virtue, social media encourages
highly constructed and edited forms of s@liésentation that are carefully created

to boost popularity and gain status withou

The Networked Audiece

The common phrase 61 think, therefore |
i nadequate in cyberspace. Even 01 speak
enough. I n cyberspace, the more appropr
perceived, therefore | aMarkham 2005, 795)

Self-presentation is dependent on context and audigaiEman B59)
I n |l ingui sti esswi tscthuidnigedos eoxfaniicnoedehow | anguag
di fferent communicati ve eStoskwddl2002 d on Adom
9). In contemporary American culture, the abilityctdturally codeswitch is
associated with hightatus, elite individual@Peterson and Kern 1996)nline,
perception from others isecessaryor identity constructiorfMarkham 2005)
Online identityisbothta sum and traces of a personds o
actions; identity cues can be gleaned frone-amail address, a nickname, or a
digital picture. More slf-conscious identity performances have been analyzed in
internet spaces like social network sifesyd 2007; Livingstone 2008plogs
(Reed 2005; Hodkinson and Lincoln 2008ating sitegEllison, Heino, and
Gibbs 2006)and personal homepag@sapacharissi 2002; Schau and GAB03)
The ability to codeswitch or vary identity presentation is compromised in many

online spaces which exhibit fAcontext coll a
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multiple audiences such as friends;veorkers, relatives and so forthoyd 2008;
Marwick and boyd 2010)

The predominant popular way of thinking about audience comes from
broadcast media. This audience model implies a shared experience of viewership:
people in a movie theater collectively focused on the screen, or a family clustered
around the television. Theaditionalbroadcast audience follows a etwemany
content modl in which a single institutional source provides content to a mass,
undifferentiated audience.

Work in media studieduring the 1980seconceptualized audiences as
active,maintainingthat the meaning of a media tex negotiated. Bther than
consumingwithout thoughtaudiences use interpretive lenses and bring individual
experiences to bear when making meaning from m@&adway 1984; Fiske
1989) Concept aaierncaas astable emtity thAt congregates around a
media object has been displaced with iaterfretive community® f and o m, 0
andipar ti ci p aconoaptytht@asumie snraléctive, and highly
engaged groups of peopddro do not simply consume content, but produce their
own as wel(Baym 2000; Jenkins 2006)

In contrast, the networked audience consists of real and potential viewers
for digital content that existithin a larger social graphThe viewers are
connected to each other as well asdbntent creator, using social media to
maintain an active, communicative network. While the broadcast audience

imagined a mass audience for institutional content, the networked audience
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flattens a person6s soci al tchoen niefcrtiieonndss

' ist. o Although digital content <creators

precisely who exists in the networked audience, it contains familiar faces; it is
both potentially public and personalke the broadcast audience, the networked
audience includes random, unknown individuals, but, unlike the broadcast
audience, it has a presumption of personal authenticity and connection.

Members of the networked audience take turns serving as creator,
commenter, spectator, and lurker. Facebook usets status updas to be seen
by their audiencas they simultaneously watch videos or read notes posted by
friends Because social media users broadcast content to people who in turn
broadcast content to each other, there is a rich social context fopieae of
digital information. This opportunity for communication influences how speakers
respond and what content they create in the future.

In social contexts like the tech scene, where boundaries between offline
and online are liminal and constanthifting, the networked audience becomes
the norm for social media use. While every site has lurkers and much social media
content is theoretically available to the larger public, using such sites does not
simply involve creating and disseminating contént, viewing what other people
have contributed. When there are existing relationships between people connected
through social media, whether strong ties or weak acquaintanceships, the
networked audience comes into play. It is the networked audience tbeivps

the user, determines social norms, and gives feedback.
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Case Study: The San Francisco Tech Scene

Context

Technology use is conterependent. Popular narratives about Web 2.0
often fall into familiar technologically determinist tropes, whadsume that
adoption of a particular technology causes similar behavioral changes and social
effects regardless of contgf@mith and Marx 1994)in contrast, historical
analyses o$cience and technology show tpatitical, economic, and social
differences in places and times affect how technology is deployed, used, and
regarded. The printing press, for instance, is oftertipped as the cause of the
Protestant Reformation via the Gutenberg Bible; this ignores the rise-of anti
clericalism, the breakdown of feudalism, the rise of urbanism and the merchant
class, the Renaissance, and so f(fibenstein 1980; Howell and Prevenier 2001,
137) Likewise, American teenagers, Japanese teenagersA¥kiean
entrepreneurs and Egyptian activists demonstrate different patterns of mobile
phone use, and understand and talk about their own technology use diftmctly
Okabe, and Anderson 2009¥Yhentechnology use is generalized, it often has a
North American bias. Although my fieldwork took place in California, | am
cognizant thathis projectinvolves a very particular, and in many ways unusual,
set of tebnology users.

The digipline of media tudies has developed a sophisticated

understanding of the importance of context. In contrast to virtual ethnographies of
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online communities with participants drawn from across the globe, media
ethnography emphasizesw people in a particular place understand their own
media us€Ginsburg, AbuLughod, and Larkin 20025ince the same media
product can & interpreted inwvildly different waysby audiences in different
countrie® Kat z a n gstudyiofehle prisméime soaallas showed that it
wasunderstoodiariously as an imperialist screed, a cautionary tale about
capitalism, and mindless entertainnéent h e  a u théaeringroakidgs
processes must be taken into account when interpreting @®&ad) This project
applies the principles of media etlgnaphy to online social media in order to
understand praxis, understanding, and discourse around social media among Web
2.0 workers in San Francisco.
This is particularly necessary when investigating social statatus is
always relative; the socialpsc hol ogy | i ter at uforderedef i nes st a
relationships among people associated with
(Huberman, Loch, and Ongiiler 2004, 103; Ridgeway and Walker .188%le
traditional conceptions of high and low culturs@sed a single cultural field
(Bourdieu 1984)other theorists reject threodel of a single space of distinction
favor of one in whichmultiple, overlapping taste cultures exi&ans 1974;
Ollivier and Fridman 2001) Gsconeept of a tastculture acknowledges
modern diffuse networks whichllsierar e values
and Fridman 2001, 3Although attributes like wealth or educatiare

symbolically significanacrosd i f f er ent soci al groups, fitast
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complex systems of status markers and practices, such as knowledge of television
shows or possession oflasigner purseln this case, | am examining the status
structures, markers and practices among technologists in San Francisco.

While | could havechosen to study Web 2.0 amy culturewith high rates
of social media use, | chose the San Francisco tech scene for three.rféasgns
this groupconceptualizeand builé social media technologies; their social sphere
is theintendedcontext for Web 2.0. The Bayréa is considered the global home
of social media applications and discourse and many of the most influential
peoplein technology live here. Examining their environment, interactiand,
norms revealthatthe values of the tech scene are reflectatiesoftwarethey
build. Second, San Francisco tech workers have extraordinarily high rates of
social media use. Theyeaearly adopters of many social media platf@ms
Twitter was popularized within this group years before it disseminated into the
mainstreard and epitomize the crumbling division between online and offline
life. Although the tech scene represents one eitldeobell curve of Web 2.0
adoption, it presents an opportunity to identify social patterns that exist elsewhere.
Finally, 1 wanted to avoid the discourse o
proficiency to young people and often furthers a paterrabdtitude towards
things like social network sites, video games, and texXtirgngstone 2008;
Marwick, MurgiaDiaz, and Palfrey 2010)The tech scene is made up primarily
of twenty-to-fifty -something professionals, and this project shows that such

practices are not dependent on age, and are by no means restricted to teenagers.
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The SanFranciscolech Scene

Generally if you don't say you're based in SEghe think you're
not relevantl(oic LeMeur, founder of Seesmi2009).

To examine the impact of social media on social sthmducted
ethnographic worlkrom 20062010in a commuity that has developed around
San Francisco social media compamnve$, i ¢ h | teahacene fMthteeg e have
been several excellent critical studies oftéwhnology culture obanta Clara
County, also known as Silicon Vallegenteredn the cities of Rlo Alto,
Mountain View, Cupertino, Sunnyvale, and San J&sxenian 1996; English
Lueck 2002; Saxenian 200a)his area is synonymous with the technology
companies located there, such as Apple, Google, Intel, Oracle, Sun, and Yahoo. It
boasts aiderse population with skilled immigrants, expensive real estale, we
funded public schools, aridchnobgical saturatiofEnglish-Lueck 2002, 11)
The political sensibility of Silicon Valleis of a decidedly libertarian bent,
espousing selfimprovement, social mobility, areddeficit ofdf wo-Ir ikf e bal anceo
(Rogers and Larsen 1984; Bronson @0Borsook 2001; Englishueck 2002)
Themix of ethnic diversity and highghanaverage technology use has created
an image of Silicon Valley as ultraodern and representative of the future.
EnglishLueck writes, AThe t histingtwed tshat make Si |
technological saturation and complex range of idenditi@e not merely
interesting cultural artifacts in themselves. They are significant because both the

pervasiveness of technology and identity diversity are coming to define the
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emerging o b al (2002, 8) Like Bl@w Yorkadvertising men in the 195,
Silicon Valley technology workers emtbied modernity in the 1990s.

The City of San Francisco is north of Silicon Valley. It is a very different
landscape from the Valley; Apple and Google run shuttle busasdfyom their
Acampuseso so that younger, histgheer empl oye
lively social life of the city, rather than the famiyiented climate of the southern
suburbs. In contrast to the tech monocultures of Silicon Valley, technology
companies headquartered in San Francisco tend to be startups: smaller, newer,
with younger employees, longer hours, and a greater possibilitging acquired
by Google omaccruing lucrative pHPO stock optionsWhile San Francisco and
Silicon Valley are both parts the overallNorthern California technology
community, htleatdbiusy@asttsedend to -be younger
oriented, and more likely to work for a risky, highessure startup. San Francisco
also has a lengthy and storied history of countercultural activism, art, and liberal
politics, which are largely abat from the more staid cities of the Valley. Despite
thesemportantdifferencestechnology workers in botSan Francisco and
Silicon Valleylargely share aideological belief in technology as a solution to
social problems.

| conducted fieldwork iratechnologicallysaturated group of people who
primarily live in San Franciscand work with social media in some capacity,
whose membens e f er t o i t oOalss sdereespravlirgatd s cene.

inclusive, containing founders of venttivacked startupsank-andfile corporate
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workers, freelancers, people in other industries who love social media,
Acarpetbagger o opportunists, and a mishmas
businesspeopl e, aPRabpldirthatech scene¢njocel ebri ti es.
socialzing, and hold events nightlgrimarilyin San Franciscproper
Communitymembers hangut faceto-face at prties, workplaces, events, and
conferencesand keepn touch using sociakchnologies, mobile devicasstant
messengelnd email. Their immersion in social technologies is incredibly high
and online interactio plays dargerole in forming and maintaining social bonds.
There are significant differences betweentdwhnology scene and the
hackerengineer culture ddilicon Valley studied byune AnneéenglishLueck
(2002) Often, Silicon Valley engineers astereotypeds socially maladjusted,
unable tamake fiends working late hours into the night, weird, or cranky. In
contrast, social software workease undeniablgocial T hey ar e fAhi pster ne
They consume popular culture, dress maress fashionably, go to bars, clubs,
and restaurants, rent housed ahoe, snowboard, date, have lots of friends, throw
big parties, and gtw see bandd.cannot say whethehese differaces are real or
a matter of perception, and, if they are real, whether they can be attributed to
location,job typesthe productshatthey work onor somethingelse entirely.
Nevertheless, despite these differentdesiearesomeideologicalsimilarities
bet ween soci al medi a ent huengimesst s and mor e
Many of the social norms documented by anthropols@istl journalists

in Silicon Valley are equadbdessedaytpd.i cabl e t
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In fact, these mores may be common elements of what Manuel Castells calls the
four | ayers of | nimeritoor&it cultune,lthe lackeulturefit he t ech
the virtual communitarian c (CastellsP0®l, and t he
37). These ayers are difficult to separate, lthey include a strong belief that
intelligence and drive is an indicator of success, an almost mythological belief in
entrepreneurialism, the fAdo it yourselfo e
grassroots media activists, and cyberdelic freaks, amtktahzed view of the
internet as a utopian space. Silicon Valley culture also includes a deep faith in
technological solutions, specificalbpmputerizationpr the idea thatvidespread
adoption of computer technologies will lead to positive social ahanghis case,
increased participation, democracy, and commuyatgyono and Kling 1995)
Thisalmostc ont r adi ctory combi natismeand of #Atechnol
|l i bertarian individualismo that runs throu
dubbed AThe Californian I deologyo by Richa
1996(p.3).

Although the culture of social media is geographically centered in San
Francisco, it simultaneously exists asogial imaginarywhich transcends a
particular placeSilicon Valleyisa fit echnopol e, 6 a -model for
aspiring regiongCastells and Hall 1994)nd idealizes anltramodern
economically dynamiéuture (EnglishLueck 2002, 8)As a model of neoliberal
economic development, there &#icon Valley equivalents, ailiconia,

worldwided Silicon Alley in New York, Silicon Gulf in the Philippines, Silicon
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Wadi in Israel, Silicon Saxony, Cwm Silicon in Wales, Silicon Beach, Silicon
Corridor, Silicon Prairie, and so fodihwith varying levels of succeg¢Pawson
2001; Wikipedia contributors 200%ilicon Valleyas an imaginary exportse
Californian Ideology as a universal solutionlozalized problemsSimilarly, the
media visibility and idealization of successful Northern California tech companies
like Facebook and Twitter have engendered a wwitte fan basevhich follows
business developments and social machinations W#te2.0scene through
blogs and Twitter feed§&an Franciscans have a vested interest in maintaining this
image, and are quick to argue that they are at the epicenterldfwide
technol ogy devel opméehette dh hsedaned as o fd d sheer itk
actually a technological sutultureis revealing).

The scene also functions somewhat as a mythic cetefiuRg
entrepreneurs, academics, and venture capitalists whadiess the world
imagire themselves to be connected through technofagyg this beyond place),
but still ground themselvas the California Ideology of the Bay AreaSocial
media workergrom San Francisco, New YorKokyo, Paris Austin, and London
stay in close touch via instant messenger, blogs, Facebook, Twitter, and Skype,
touching basat conferences and industry events, often forging strong personal
and professional relationships between people who only meet in person once a
year.While there are geographic and cultural differences between technopoles,
the scene functionsa shared set of assumptions, beliefs, and norms that

maintain common interests across geographical boundaries.
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The Community the Scene

| primarily use the word fisceneo to ref
Francisco technologists because that is Imd@rmants describe it. Although the
unquestioned use of emic terminology can be problematic, | think the widespread
adoption of fAscened reveals the great i mpo
and participation by its members. Computer enthusiastsfeen viewed as
i sol ated or str ange-geekgtedhnoldgistswithe 6 af f i | i at e
something young, cool, and excitilgyscende s a fisoci altoscene, 0 ref
network of friends and acquaintandkatsocializesaround a common interest,
sud as themusic scenewhere the term originatdtiesmondhalgh 2005WVhile
this term has been widely used in popular music scholarship and youth studies, it
has not gained wider curren¢gtraw 1991; Shank 1994; Straw 2002;
Hesmondhalgh 2005) Al t hough fAsceneod i s somewhat cor
disciplines, its origin in the music scene provides two valuable insights.

Fr st, fisceneo implies the simultaneous ¢
and globalization. Will Straw uses the term to emphasize how a community in a
particular time and space can connect to larger cultural forces. Straw argues the
spatiotemporal locatioof a scene, such as Northern California in the first decade
of the twentyfirst century, provides a historical tradition that members can draw
upon but are not | attentivenesdto thangeofcarenges ex hi bi

elsewheré (Straw 1991, 374and respond to global trends and forces. With
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regard to the tech scene, Northern California has a long history of innovation with
deep traces that strongly affect contemporary internet and software production.
However, members are connectbbugh social radiato a global network of
enthusiasts. The boeandbust cycles othe Bay Areéhave given rise to

constantly renewed and updatechnologies that are enthusiastically adopted by
scene members.

Second, Barry Shank argues that the mssemeoroduces a series of
Atemporary identificationso which encourag
pr od u cspectatons:becdme farians become musicians, musicians are
always already farg1994, 131) Like local music scenes, the techngl@agene
creates popular cultural products with low barriers to entry and myriad
opportunities for participation. This fertile creative environment encourages the
pursuitof personal projects. When a member of the tech scene begins attending
conferences, ghmay first imagine herself as a speaker, and later take steps to
become a speaker, or even organize her own conference. Like musicians,
technol ogists believe that their scene ref
which emphasizes openness, nogniaicy, and discovery.

There are other commonalities between music and technology scenes.

Both scenes make media, which has a broader reach, a sense of audience, and the
presence of fans and fannish dynamics. Each scene has a complex mythology of
Amakiitngbi go which functions as a persistent

whether by signing a majdabel contract or selling a company. Because the
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music scene is the epitome of a cool, hip social m{liland 2004)its use by
technologists allows them to shed their geeky, antisocial image in favor of one
that is dynamic, fun, and aspirational.

lal so use fiscened0 because tedovarl | ows me
use of the ternsommunitywhen applied to technologicatiyediated groupsrhe
traditional definition of community involves solitary groups of densxely
neighbors located in a common geographical spa@iman and Gulia 1999)
This idealizedyemeinschaft often valorized as an ideal state, before
urbanization, media, crime, television, etc. alienated neighbors from each other.
By this measurejirtual communitywhich Howard Rheingold definess fAsoci al
aggregations that emerge from the Net when enough people carry on those public
discussions long enough, with sufficient human, feeling to form webs of personal
rel ati ons hi p(2000ixx) issignlyeawsag sulosttude. This division
bet ween Aofflined and Aonlinedithcommunities
some scholars arguing that the internet decreases community, some that it
increases community, and still others that it changes comn(ivhéiskham 1998;
Rheingold 2000; Wellman, Boase, and Chen 2002; Wilson and Peterson 2002)
The interaction and blending of fAonlined a
debates moot, but the wordlyusefub mmunityo i s
primarily because it is so contested. However, my informants often used
Acommunityo in a colloquial sense, and whe

functioned as a community. As a result, my use of community is in this vernacular
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sense ratér than a precise analytic terminology, similar to awalee Saxenian
uses theerm to describe Silicon Valley#isa pr ot o tt yepcihc a&lo mmughb t y o

(1996, 18)

Gender

't i s impossible to discuss fAstatuso wi
role in determining status undermines claimgheftech scenas meritocratic and
Web 2.0 technologiess democraticAlthough there are hightatus, visible
women in this social context, the valorization of entrepreneurship and
engineering, along with a systematic deval
maintains a status hierarchy in which the primary beneficiariemale In the
omnipresent status mythology of the scene, success comes when a brilliant, hard
working man builds a company from scratch. The entreprenalways
gendered male in press coverage and at conferences, unless there is a special
event frorermtwoener eneurs. o In this mythology,
wives, or even fisecretarieso or Areception
woman to fit into an entrepreneurial subjectivity which has remained virtually
unchanged since the 1980s, creatingcious circle in which there are few
women entrepreneurs to serve as role models or mentors for younger women.

This sexism does not manifest in obvious barriers to professional
advancement. In fact, several female engineers | talked to vociferousigeapp
the idea that the scene was sexist. They ¢

(technically skilled), she would succeed.
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techo were sometimes viewed with suspicion

women! That here is an absence of obvious barriers to advancement in
employment does not, however, mean that the scene is not sexist. In fact, this is a
very basic understanding of structural oppression in which a lack of brute barriers
signifies a lack of bias. To ¢hcontrary, my interviews and interactions with
members of the scene revealed subtle sexism and bias towards women in all
levels of the community.

First, employment numbers show the male domination datigertech
industry. Only 3 percent of tech conmpas and 1.9 percent of higéch
companies are founded by women, and woifleeimded business receive venture
capital at far lower rates than m@obb and Coleman 20Q9)his is despite
recent studies which have found virtually no differences between female and male
entrepreneurs in terms of education, wealth, or technical know{€admon,
Wadhwa, and Mitchell 2010According to the Bureau of Labor statistics, women
make up 19 percent of hardware engineers, 21 percent of software engineers, and
22 percent of computer programmeeOverall, computer and mathematical
professions are 75 percent m@iational Centerdr Women and Information
Technology 2007; Dines 2009n Free/Open Source software development,
researchers estimate that only about 1.5 percent of contributors are women
(Nafus, Leach, and Krieger 2006; Holliger 200#)hile some of these numbers
can be explained by the lack of women in computer science, this begs the

guestion of whythereareso few women in computer science, and why that
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number has decreased since the 19R@sional Center for Women and

Information Technology 2018)Profesional roles which do attract women, such

as project management, marketing, graphic design, human resources, and public
relationsarelows t at us i n the scene, dismissed as
in opposition to the more masculine work of prograngnWhile there are many

women in the tech scene, and many men who do not program, the gender

inequities within the computer industry affect how women are perceived overall.

Second, men and women are treated differently in both private and public
discouse.Women are sexualizeghdtheir accomplishments are frequently
underestimated or di smissed. | repeatedly
success to her involvement with a successful man, which was echoed in blogs and
onl i ne di scourraneesani\daing lives are @ulpigdygualged and
commented upon and used as ammunition against their professional success. A
venture capitalist told me that he believed women were like children who could
not control their emotions. A female entrepreneld me she wuld not be taken
seriously if she wore jeans and-shirtto a meetindike Digg founderKevin
Rose but if she wore a suitenture capitalists assumed she had no technical
knowledge and ignored hevle n 6 s p a inttechadlogyasakienon
grantedw h i | e w o remphasizediarseven ddscouraged.hese attitudes
are not atypical for maldominated professional cultures, but they are still

troublesome.
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Third, there is a deeplgendered boundary between informatgraring
and 0 fodhuch information). Using social media for sdiclosure
increases statug to a pointafter which the person is typically categorized as an
Afattention whore, 0 fioversharer, 0 or fAdespe
discourse analysis of media coage of oversharing found that the term was
overwhelmingly negative, primarily applied towomen, and d fit he ef f ect of
creating a devalued subclass of informatio
Asex and romance, i nt i ndadpreductien)aadtso ons hi ps,
o n(@009, 71) | observed similar pattern of normative judgment around
informationsharing,a¢ he most prominent examples of s
scene were women and gay men. This suggests that people whose gender
presentation is not heterosexual and male are more likely to be criticized for their
information disclosure and lose status assalt Analyzing gender demonstrates

disconneabn between thédeal of meritocracy and the reality of structural

inequality.

ResearciMethods

Fieldwork
This ethnography is based on nearly four years of fieldwork among Web
2.0 workers in the San Freisco technology scene (202610). | became
interested in this community the summer after the first year of my Ph.D. program,

when | took a job working for a social networking startup in San Francisco.
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During those three months, | went to tech partiesenents, made friends with

tech professionals, and found inspiration in the enthusiasm and excitement of the
second internet boom, which reminded me of my experiences working in the
Seattledot-comboom from 1998001. These friendships gave me broad ssce

to the technology scene, and | returned the next summer to conduct some pilot
interviews for what | began to conceptualize as a project about online status. From
September 2008 to May 2009, | lived in San Francisco for the purposes of
fieldwork. | havesince stayed in touch with many of my informantseriaail,

seen them at conferences, and conducted informal fieldwork among their
equivalents in New York City. Fieldwoikcluded three primary parts,

interviews, participant observation, and online etmaplicobservation.

Interviews

| conducted formal interviews witiirty-four members of the technology
scene and talked tnany, manymore in casual settingsused three criteria to
pick intervieweespeople who spanned a range of genders, ages, evid
familiarity with the scene; peopigho frequently came up in conversation or were
recommended by others, t echni que cal | ¢Pattofi2002o wbal | sam
237} and people willing to talk to me. Even the most novice members of the
scene hadery specifiddeas of whavasimportant, and while | failed tget
interviews withsome of the most prominent people in the s€emg,interviews

provided a basianderstanding of how the scemas structured and allowed me
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to begin mappi nglbeliave | suchessfuliy chede & diversed . 0
group of people for formal interviews. | interviewed nineteen men and fifteen
women, of which sevewere people of color, and five identified as lesbian, gay,
bisexual, polyamorous, or queer. They ranged in age from early twenties to fifties,
and employment status varied from CEO to unemployed. Some of my informants
had lived in San Francisco for deeagdwhile others had lived there for less than a
year.

The interviewswvere between fortfive minutes and threleours,and
usuallytook placein apublic settinglike acoffee shop orestaurantalthough
sometimes | interviewed people in their apartmehilgparticipants signed
consent forms and allowed me to use their own names, but several talked about
subjects during their interviews which the
required the use of a pseudonyreonducted servstructured interviews,
meaning that had a standard set of questidtng usually let each interview take
its own courseDuring my first few interviewsl, took handwritten notesbut
quickly learned to tapeecordsol could betterpay attention tany subjects. After
| had conpletedabout twentynterviews it became much easier to find
informants as other people in the scene could vouch for meniEmeiewswere
transcribed by an online servidgroofed the transcriptions by listening to
recordings of the interviews asdaed themin most cases fganscribing the

majority of the interviewl used Atlas.ti to code each interview using an emergent
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coding scheme. | coded each interview two or three times, and referred back to

the interviews frequently while choosing quoaesl writing individual chapters.

Participant Observation

| participated in the tech scene botlprson and using social media
technologies. For the former, | attendetweertwo and fivetech events a week,
sometimeseveral on the same night. | wéntmeetup¥ about mobile
technology, virtual currency, using Web 2.0 to improve the urban environment; |
went to Mashable parties, TechCrunch parties, the Facebook Christmas party; |
attendedo Women 2.0 events, Girls in Tech events, lectures, rtalvids,
panels, book launch parties, and conferencaisol participated in mangformal
social eventslike rock shows, birthday partigpicnics, restaurants, and bar
gatheringsl learned what coffee shops were thest popular places to work
(SugarlumpRitual RoastersandCoffee Bar) and spent hours thesemetimes
joining ot heao rpke onpgl of | sfspsevoienasspaces
formally set up for this purpose, includi@itizenSpace anBariSoma. | took
regular fieldhotes on these excurssy | was askedeveral timed | wasa
journalist,as | would be standing on the sidelines of an event scribbling in my
notebook. | typed up my fieldnotes and coded them both by hand and using
Atlas.ti.

To contextualize my involvement in the scene, Il velate the story of the

first eventl went toupon moving to San Francisco in 2008. This was one in a
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series calledi L u n c,doped ne@vorkingvens (with free food!) held at tech

company officesl arrived exactly on time and waaswkwardly,one ofonly four

or five people thereThus | learned my first lesson: scheduling is much less

precise inSan Franciscthan in New YorkThe office was a floor of a large

office building in downtown San Francisco, sparsely populated with scattered

cubicles, flusescent lights and long tables stacked with sandwiches and salads.

We were greeted by professionatlyessed womewho ushered us in and

instructed us to choosemetags with colored dots to identifiyr roles. We could
pickfromhengi neer s, dreciuiters dnaviork fot neanysampanies),
ACEOBYCs, 0 or (FAchosethe lattar]figusing & at least implied
informationgathering) As people trickled ird probably 6670 percenmen in

their twenties to fifties, white, Asian, and Southe®sstind | had my first taste of

tech scene networkingdG up t o someone you dondét know,
business cards, explain what you do, determine mutual interest or some sort of

networking possibilityandmove on tadhe next person. As a doctosalident who

had just started fi el dwhsrskashot(oddacked an e
threeminute)summary ofyour company or project which you can rattle off to
othersSuccessful &¥gosalvensyurerecruiters (who
akadewelopers and engineers), and CE®sextraordinarily effective at this. By

the end of fieldwork, had becomeery good at it, as well as the small talk and

guestions that are necessary to network successfully. But at this event, | stumbled

over my wads and lost the attention of my-oetworkers.
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Because | waa researchemost people were not interestedmy work,

and, by extension,m& woman named Vickie told me

event, hi5 is just looking for engineers.”" The companyddn 6t pr ovi de
presentation or any sort of speech; everyone showed up for the free lunch and to
make connections within the community, and hi5 hoped that it might attract talent
to their company (they also gave out freshirts). If you were an engineer

looking for a job, a recruiter looking for an engineer, a CEO looking for funding,
or a VC looking for an investment opportunity, you were of interest. The
instrumentality of these events quickly became clear to me. You met people to see
if you could potenally get anything from them; you did not necessarily want to
meet people for friendgh dating, or any other reasdrdid meet two of my

future informants at this everidale Larson and Anu Nigram, as wella€EO

who later hira me for a freelance wmg gig. By any standards, this would be
counted as a success. But at the time, | felt like an outsider, awkward and gawky.
It took many months of talking to people and reading blogs and tweets to become

familiar and comfortable with the practices | samdisplayat this event.

Online Observation

| participated in the life of the community online as well apensonl
read Twiter every day, many times a dajthough it did not become fully
integrated with my life until | bought an iPhone in DecemB008, and I did not

start using TweetDeclg moreil a d v a nwatterclient, Tntil May 2009 | also
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observed~acebook, Flickr and various blggmarticularly Valleywag,
TechCrunch, and Mashable, on a daily hdstensider this project to represent
multi-sited ethnography, but it was difficult to draw a distinct boundary around
data collection. This is due to the networked nature of modern internet
communications where, unlike discrete tools like Usenet or Second Life,
comments, links, and aggregatarx and mastup information in very non
discrete ways. To find relevant online sites, | relied on my own experiences, links
posted on Twitter, information from informants, and news stories.

My primary tool for participation was Twitter. Although | hadrsed up
for Twitter in February 2007, it was not until | began fieldwork in September
2008 that my Twitter use increased significantly Seer! Reference source
ot found.).? (This participation included actively monitoring rfoflowers; when
| started fieldwork, | had 447, but by the time | left San Francisco in May 2009, |
had over a thousand). | tweeted about mundane subjects, talked to informants,

shared information from my own life, and met interviewees using Twitter.
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TweetStats for alicetiara (Tweet This!)
Last updated 03 Jul 2010 at 17:07

Your Tweet Timeline - 2.1 tweets per day (tpd) / 29 tweets per month (tpm)
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Figurel: Tweet Stats f or (aourtesyofT@westStdtsacomi t er acc o

Formally collecting online dataas difficult for two reasons: access to the
applications, and the sheer volume of information | was colledfifigle
virtually all the Twitter accounts | monitor
function is limited to two to three weeks, making it difficult to find older
information. To save public tweetsfreend built a simplegpplication called
A Twe et Gwhickcdutptrall the public tweets of people | was following into
a .csv file. I used Friendfeed and the RSS reader built intommsjileclient to
capture as ma weets asfpossibid.sdveditheusamds 6f twieets,
which were prohibitively timeonsumng to hanecode and organize. As a result,
| used tweets as a different sort of data, on a somewkai@dvidentiary basis to
flesh out descriptions and perspectives on events and anecdotes that appear in the
dissertationIn this document, Tweets appé@aiCourier font for easy

identification.
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Facebook was virtually impossible to use for data collectioauld not
use my own personal Facebook account, as | was connectethyonore people
than my ethnographic subjects, and becauselstatiaork sitesr e not dApubl i co
in the same way that Twitter accounts areichldata is restricted to friends.
believe it isunethical to use protected data without gathering full consent from
informants so | declined to use my personal account for formal data tolec
Creating an additional account for researichatesthe Facebook terms of
service, and repeated requests to the service for greater access for research
purposes went unanswereds a result, whild observed interaction on Facebook
on a daily basisl did not formally collect Facebook data. Tilegs and-lickr
accounts of most of my informants were public, galed thenallowable for

data collection

Reflections on Method

AVirtual 6 Ethnography?

Ethnographic studies of computaediated commmities during the 1990s
and early 2000s primarily conceptualized online spaces such as Usenet groups or
single chat rooms as discrete, and studied them in isol@md 1994; Cherny
1999; Baym 2000; Hine 2000; Kendall 2002here were several reasons for this.
At the time, internet communication was primarily conceptualized using spatial
met aphors, which positioned thte dronlineo r

Asphere. o This differentiation gave creden
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Arupt ur e an d(Colemam2810bhattinainternetmvould herald in
posthumanism, break down gender and racial barriers, and create new
subjectivities(Negroponte 1995; Turkle 1995; Stone 1998)is also allowed
pundits and policymakerstocprar e t he fvirtual 0 and Areal,
validity of Aonlined communiti eweor commun
far fewer internet users, meeting and befriending strangers online was common.
While even the earliest ethnographies of compotedided communication
chronicled inperson meetings of online community members, it was still possible
to isolate a group of people whose primary communication was through a single
online medium. Third, using the internet required sitting down at a compuater an
using a modem to Alog on, o6 which made it p
that divided internet use from narse.
While some ethnographies still focus on single online sp@uesIstorff
2008) internet researchers have since recognized the necessity of an anthropology
of the internet that breaks down the divis
Aonl i ned (Orgad 2008, Baym 2009;dGarcia, Standlee, and Bechkoff
2009) Media convergence has creatad@tiplexityof communication options,
including faceto-face contact, instant messengemail, text messaging, mobile
and landline telephones, andacophony of emerging technologies like Skype,
video chat, YouTube videos, blog comments, tweets and Facebook wall posts
(Van Cleemput 2010)Vhile there arsocial norms and technological affordances

that govern the appropriate uses of these media (for example, is it appropriate to
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break up with someone with a text message?), people use combinations of these
media to talk to their friends, family, and acquamtegKim et al. 2007;
Stephens et al. 2008; Van Cleemput 2010)Whi ch of t hese are frea
are Avirtual o0o? |Is using a mobile phone to
but using that same phonetosend Twi t t er direct message fAonl
unanswerable questions show that these divisions are no longer analytically useful
terms.
So what are the methodologicaiplications of thisnove away frm a
strict delineation between online or offlihéust as maia anthropology has called
for situating media use as embedded practice, | believe that digital media must be
studiedasa practice that takes place in a specific geographic locghkioum
Lughod 1998; Mankekar 1999; Ginsburg, Abughod, and Larkin 2002)len
yearsago,Mil er and Sl ater wrote that A[internet
everyday | i f e (2008, d@)tMoreopes internef usedonmssodiad
and cultural processes and diss®jras Christopher Kelty writes:
In the 21st century, in whichmail, chatrooms, instant messaging,
independent media, blogs, Google, mobile phones, pagers,
Friendster, and other mediseaalso concrete means of discussion,
argument, and assertion, we can broaden the notion of
Tischgesellschafcoffeehouse society) to that of a-faing,
technically mediated, and dynamically networked
Schreibtischgesellschafesktop society(2008, 203)
This both implies the necessity of mesited fieldwork rather than isolating a
single online compaent, and of examining technologicattyediated

~

communication when conduct i(BuwrelgdO9) mar i |l y fo
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Garciaea | . a g r ehan decidiRgurt aldvance to conduct an ethnography

of an online site or community, the ethnographer should first choose their topic of

interest, and then define the field in terms of whether and how that topic involves

different modes of communication octéh n ol o gi ¢ 42009,56)c at i ons o
Examples of this approach includtidies of free/open source commursitie

(Kelty 2008; Coleman2010ad anah boydds | ook eaeworkt eenage u
sites(2008) Jef f Juri s O0s -corpomamaglobadizatioon of t he anti
movemen(2008) ltoetal . 6 s expl orati on olfob t eenage mob
Okabe, and Anderson 200@)nd several excellent ethnographies of Silicon

Valley employeegEnglish-Lueck 2002; Malaby 2009) his work positions

technology use within broader social frameworks which affect how technology is

used and viewed. Such studies help to illuminate the complex interactions

betwe@ people, places, and devices, and reveal how people make social meaning

of their relationships to technology.

Studying Up
Studying privileged American professionals like technology workers calls
into question the val i yertufturabguestiorstiudyi ng up
ot her words, why I chose to study a wealth
ger mi nal articl e (993 calied fer Ameritah r opol ogi st o
anthropologists to turn their analytical lenses on their own country, particularly in

~

regard to what Hugh Gusterson calls the #dfc
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stratificationo (199% &15)b aNnhakdse raénsd el saswa yf irrenssp o n
Cold War governmentsd use of anthropol ogy
insurgent tacticsand urged anthropologists to trace connections between elites,
systems, and politics as a way to restore demo¢hager 1999)But
Arepatri atye do eotrh ntohger aspthudy of onebés own cul
studies of marginalized American populations like drug addicts and prostitutes
rather than corporate executives or politicig@asterson 1997)Ysusterson
writes, AThe cul tur al i nvisibility of the
privilege as their wealth and power, and a democratic anthropology should be
working to reverseiti s i n v(1987| 145) Rriyatdhgrshini writes,
Because the task is one of "blowing the cover" oo or, as
Saskia Sassen (2000) puts it, to "excavate" file workings of such
power in both its productive and repressive manifestations, the
guestions that studying up can usefully investigate include: How
does power accrue at some points within domidatourses?
How are those who appropriate and enjoy power enabled to do so?
What are the terms and conditions that make this pos{R0€3,
429)
Ethnographies of privileged groups can provide a sophisticated understanding of
the operation of power in spaces where access is typically restricted, and thus
made invisible.
| chose American technology workers precisely sould uncover the
power that they wielded in technology. Like movie producers or television show
runners, the creators of new media shape the images and frameworks through

which we see ourselves and others. But while the political economy and social

context of the mass entertainment industries have been analyzed at length, there
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are very few critical examinations of the production culture of Wepa2@ its
specificity is obscuredt is my goal in this work to uncover the assumptions

about power and prikege that go into normative prescriptions of technology use,
and to unravel the mythological image of the industry in favor of one that is more
nuanced.

Studying up is not without methodological and ethical dilemmas. Esther

Priyadharshini pointsouttha unl i ke marginalized groups,

who are in a position to determine not only who studies them, but also how they

are studied, for how I ong, and2003he manner

427). Diane Forsythe, who studied doctors and computer scientists, warned that
Ai f you publish things aboutithptheywdlr f ul
not necessarily like ité unless they
wi sh you to wr i {139, 8)odlotenlywat mytabcess manyne 0
powerful peopleestricted there is a significant overlap between academia and
industry in technology studies. As a graduate student, it was not in my best
professional interests to alienate membeithisfgroup. To the contrary,

increasing my status in the scene could potentially lead to tempting rewards, such
as conference invites and press coverage. My goal in this project was to provide a
measured critique of the technology scene, not an obseqoiaelebratory

biography, but | found myself admiring the intelligence, drive, and creativity of

its participants. | struggled with potentially alienating people who wesekied

to me, who | respectednd whamight help me professionally.
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| thus atempted to strike a balance between measured, objective critique
and the realities of my situation. While interviewees signed consent forms and
authorized the use of their real names, | was mindful of the more controversial
statements they made and haveryimized remarks that seemed particularly
damaging; after all, | am not writing an exposeé. | also expect many of my
informants to readl well, perhaps skid® this project. While most graduate
students are overjoyed if anyone besides their committee readdisisentation, |
kept the possibilities of a larger audience in the back of my mind as | wrote. | am
fully aware that some of my claims, particularly those pertaining to sexism, may
be received poorly, but | stand behind my data and analysis and am grepare
defend it if necessary.

Another methodological issue involved the difficulty in interviewing
people with extensive media training. | found that people who were used to
giving interviews, particularly CEOgjave smooth answers to questions without
revealing anything inadvertently, making it very difficult to get below this
practiced surface. My interview with Linkedin CEO Dan Nye, for example, was
saturated with public relations material; Nye steadfastly avoided discussing his
own experiences or ex@m®ng anything besides the carefuligtted company
party line (I had similar experiences with Rapleaf CEO Auren Hoffman,
StumbleUpon CEO Garrett Camp, and Digg CEO Kevin Rose, although they
veered offbook a bit more than Nye). Using these interviewsvadeace

required understanding that how people choose to represent themselves to
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interviewers is as important as the content of their interviews. A few days after
our interview, | bumped into Garrett Camp at a bar. He expressed visible concern
that he hadaid something inappropriate during our interview; it was clear that he
had been worrying about it. | was surprised, as it was a very safe, bland, interview
by my standards, particularly compared to subjects who had discussed their
relationships and gossd about others at length. A CEO is the public face of his

or her company, and is required to sshsor to seamlessly reflect a flawless
surface. Significantly, it is exactly this type of seéinsorship that | identify in

statusseeking selpresentatio.

Situating Myself

After four years in thisub-culture, lamaccepted as an insider. | am close
to many people in the scene (for the most part | did not interview close friends,
but grew friendly with several interviewees). Whitest people | spok® tknewl
wasconductingethnographic work, people frequently shared personal
information and anecdotes with me because of our friendship that | do not feel
comfortable using. | struggled between insiderness and objectivity, a well
documented tensionamoegt hnogr apher s. Raymond Madden w
ethnographic manner of being with people is to find a way to get close, but not so
close one canodt step back againé One accul
being comfortable with representing the ethnograpc cont ext , but one d

give over totally to t@&0,cWl| tur al and soci
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My ability to maintaina fist ep backo is complicated b
position in the scene, which has risen since | began this work. This can be
attributed to several things. First, | participated in the technology scene. While |
did not go so far as to adopt the principlesefbranding or micrecelebrity
(although | briefly considered it as a sort of extensive participant observation), |
spent a lot of time networking and attending events, met journalists and bloggers
who referred to me in print and online, and appeardderifestreams of my
informants, increasing my visibility. Thi&howed that | hadccess to higistatus
people, a major status synmio the scene. Second and morgortantly, my
partner quit his programmer job at Googlégzome the third employee of
Foursquare, a locatiebased social software product which went from three
empl oyees in 2009 to Athe next Twittero in
capital and a lot of mainstream press coverage. | learned a lot about the inner
workings of venture apital, networking, and the technology press, including
watching his cfounders transform into tech celebrities as they appeared on the
covers of magazines and spoke at major conferences. This insider perspective was
deeply useful to me in my researcht lalso presented something of a
conundrum. While | do not believe in true objectivity, | do think researchers
should at leasttriveto be objective in their work. | cannot, in any way, be
objective about a company that | am so close to. As a resyltndt to comment
on Foursquare in the press, at conferences, and for the most part, in this

dissertation. After a few missteps, | have decided that it is unethical for me to talk
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about the company from a research perspective. When Foursquare apgesrs in t
dissertation, it is with these disclaimers (it is mentioned infrequently, since it did
not launch until a month before | concluded fieldwork, although my partner also
worked on its predecessor, Dodgeball).

This project reveals many of the difficultiand tensions inherent in
conducting ethnography in mediated social contexts. Throughout the dissertation,
| draw from both online and offline interactions to understand how they
collectively compose a fragmented, overlapping, but coherent communitg In th
next section, | walk through each chapter of the project, highlighting the primary

theoretical contributions to the disciplines of media and internet studies.

Chapter Summaes

Thesecondchapter of the dissertation examines the origins of the San
Francisco technology scene, questioning how social media technologies became
AWeb 2.00 and | inked to the promise of ins
discourse is technologically determinist, attributing transformative social change
and economicsuce ss t o soci al media. This chaptero
contextualizes the development and popularization of social media in order to
understandvhyit has been framed this way. | do this by tracing three threads of
technological and historical rootsat give rise to the modern concept of Web 2.0:

technology, ideology, and community.
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First, | position contemporary social media as the latest instantiation of
computermediated communication technologies like Internet Relay Chat, -Multi
User Dungeons, Uset, bulletin board systems and proprietary networks like
Prodigy, AOL, and CompusServe. This history shows that Web 2.0 is not a radical

schism with the past, but simply a different way to frameepisting

technologies. Two developments have facilita#ed c i al medi ads current

prevalence: the popularization of broadband internet access, and Ajax, a
combination of JavaScript and XML which makes it possible to build web
applications that rival desktop software in functionality. But for the most part, the

tedhnical capabilities of social media are not groundbreaking.

Second, cl aims of Web 2.006s revol uti

myriad of different subcultures and historical developments that portray
institutions asindemocratic and doomed to fail, wibelieving that internet
technologies are capablesiflving structural social problems. | examine four
countercultural movements (hacker culture, zines, grassroots media activism, and
technoeutopianism) which formulated parallel institutionatiquesof

government and muftational corporations, identifying these behemoths as
threats to democracy and fr eedoeterm At

technological history engendered a mishmash of libertarianisrmaech

t

utopianism, and meritocracglentiiedasi The Cal i f orni an 1 deol

this ideology as well as the origins

of

ona

h e

ogy.

We

| aboro and creati ve wodotkomera(Neff,s, pi oneered
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Wissinger, and Zukin 20057 his history leaves certain capitalist structures

unquestioned, while relegating others to the heap of the past. Capitalism as a

system, the technology industry, and free market ctitigpeare accepted, while

the ideology not necessarily the realdyof Web 2.0 paintintellectual property,

copyright, ABi g Mediad and government as h
Third, the technology scene was brought into being through a series of

events, includinghe Webzine conferenceb,i m OO Rei | | y6s Web 2.0 ar

FooCamp conferences,he Super HappyDevHouse fAdhackat hon

Southwest Interactive in Austin, and BarCamp. These events brought together

predominantly young, white male developers who were comnigtedth the

core Web 2.0 principis of openness and transpareacs the validy of

entrepreneurial, ventwieacked startups. This chapter establishes the cultural and

technical roots of Web 2.0 ideology and argues that it embodies a strain of

revolutiorary activism that, rather than rejecting institutional capitalism, embraces

it. Web 2.0 as a discourse trumpets the radical principles of cenuitaral

movements, but dampens them through the emphasis on profit and business

context.
In thethird chapte, | introducestaus as my primary analytical concept.

Status allowgxamination othe interplay of social relations with factors like

reputation, social capital, knowledge, money, occupation, accomplishments, race,

gender, and class. In this chaptesutlinethe status structure of the Web #8h

sceneandlook athow it is replicated in the media created by and dised
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socializing in this milieu. In the tech scene, status is contingent on valuing
openness, transparency, and creativity, which mstsifes participation in the
culture of techndbusiness, sharing personal information online, and the ability to
command and maintain a large audienthese values are integrated with the
entrepreneurship, technical knowledge, wealth, and intelligengeviedned by
Silicon Valley, creating an atmosphere more akin to celebrity culture and
marketing than the idealism ofdemocratic open society. | use a Values in
Design approach to understand how social media displays and maintains the
complex inequalitiebetween high and low status people in the scene. | look
closely at thestatus affordanceandemergent status signad$ the microblogging
platform Twitter to explain how technical infrastructure afteitte waythatstatus
plays out in different contextd show how the status structuretioé scenés
deeply influenced by the ethos of Web 2.0 as described in the first chidpisy.
the selfpresentation practices described in the rest of the dissertation are deeply
influenced by the commercial networ&the technology scene.

Thefourth chapter discussesicro-celebrity | briefly overviewthe
history of celebritydifferent perspectives on celebrity and fam media and
cultural studiesandidentify and explairthe changes in celebyitbrought abat
by social media. | theexaminemicro-celebrity as a practicélicro-celebrity can
be understood asmindset and set ¢échniquesn whichthesubject views his or
her friends or followers as audienceor fan basemaintainspopularity through

ongoing fan management, acdrefully constructs and altepsline self-
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presentation tappeal taothers.l look closely at how micr@elebrity operates
within the technology scene, using a case study of relative newcomer Adam
Jackson to exemplify microelebrty practice. Next, | look at how people in the
tech scene talk about micoelebrity. Micracelebrity carbe understood as either
a status peoplachieveor anascribedpositionpeople are assignelddiscuss the
Silicon Valley gossip blog Valleywag in digyp analyzing how the blog ascribed
celebrity to certain people but still distinguished between ascribed and achieved
celebrities.

| alsodiscusghe experiencef micro-celebrity the motivationdor it and
thepositive andhegative consequencdsiseNew York tech celebrity Julia
Allison as a case study to show hawicro-celebritiesare scrutinized and their
actions policedmuchlike mainstream celebrities. Mamyicro-celebrities
experience the negative aspects of mainstream celebrity without thetiprote
and benefitavailable to the truly famousinally, | look at celebrity as a status
system andnalyze the pictures, blogs, tweets, and so forth produced as part of
micro-celebrity which exemplify what | caflspirational productionAspirational
consumption is the act of buying things in an attempt to occupy a class or social
position higher than oneds current status,
production of cultural content in an attempttaim acertain status position.
Aspirationa production also applies to communityeationof media about micro

celebrities to emulate a massebrity culturelt interpellates members of the
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technology scene as spectators in a culture that is astaigls as that of
celebrities.

Thefifth chapterdooks at the discourse and practice aroundls@fding
in the social media scene. SbHanding is dechnology of subjectivityat
encourages the creation and presentation o
emotional, immaterial labor to successfulyrsue. | explain my choice to use the
often vague and overused concept of neoliberalism, specifically positioning
neoliberal ideology as a form of governmentality which furthers methods of self
governance. | review the concept of daldnding and how it talked about and
experienced in the technology scene. To understand how people learn to self
brand, | look at two businesssélfe | p t ext s, Glaushyngltaady ner c huk 0 s
Ti m F eThe How BlaursWork WeeBoth books are howo guides on
becominga successful entrepreneur using social media, but also function as
explicit instruction manuals in surviving without an economic safety net.
Creating and promoting identity through social media becomes the linchpin for
financial success. | introduce tbencept oimmaterial emotional laboto
describe the practices that people go through to create and promote this self,
which involves creating and establishing relationships with others, revealing
vulnerable information in performance of authenticitynd complete
identification with the enterprise subject. Thus, neoliberal ideology is converted
into books, seminars, and videos, instantiated technologically through social

media, and operationalized through g@iésentation strategies and interpersonal

58



practices. | frame selbranding as a neoliberal fantasy of how social media could
best be used.

In the final chapter, | examirigestreamingas an instantiation of th&eb
2.0ideal of transparency, in which software is used to create an image of@ publi
life through tracking and broadcasting personal data. By sharing personal
information with others, people receive benefits such as affective ties to a
community, support, and social status. Openness thus requisesctake
digitizationof previously epameral material. Lifestreaming affects the +eakld
social life of participants as the emergent layer of social information can lead to
conflict and drama. While people idealize
choose what to conceal or revea they are always cognizant of the impact of
performing to anetworked audiencé\s a result, some participants feel anxious
and overwhelmed. To understand these processes, | think of thprblaszing
the self to a networked audien&ocial status andsibility serve as powerful
motivators, and the interconnectedness of lifestreamers result in both benefits and
drawbacks. The ideals of openness ignore the dangers of transparency and serve
the business models of Web 2.0 software, which profit fromdisetosed
information.

| conclude the dissertation symmarizing the major research
contributions of this work, discussing the onlinefo#l split and how | tackled it

during fieldwork, andsuggeshg some future directions for research
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Conclusion
| briefly considered titling this dissertation after the web slang term
ANSFW, 6 which warns web surfers that a | in
for the workplace, such as nudity, crude language, or violence. Wisijgroject
is quite safe for work, NFW reflects how business norms affétb 2.0
wo r k e r-pgedentatienl strategies. Online gglésentation must quite literally
be fisafe for worko to accrue status and be
promoting oneds | magmte algandor celebntp, arny woul d p
adhering to a single, verifiable identity so that status can persist across sites,
people dhere to online norms that increasatus. In the technology scene, online
statusseeking is immensely important because ittaagble impacts on faceo-
face communication. High online status opens doors, and the lines between
cultural, social, and financial capital are blurred. But what is high status in social
media typicallybenefits technology companies and sustaewiberal égscourse.
A verifiable identity makes it possible to leverage status across websites, but it
also makes it simple to track people as they move around the web. A streng self
brand is a selfegulating mechanism that functions as a response to economic
uncetainties. And while the social information created and shared through social
media strengthens social ties, it does so
Abei ng lyeoome selnarketing strategiethat encourage instrumental

emotional labor. Socianedia furthers an individualistic, competitive notion of
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identity thatencourages individual statgeeking over collective action or
openness.

| do not subscribe ta concepof technological determinism in which
social mediaausegeople to see anckchave some way. Instead, | am interested
in what acts areewarded, and what is viewed as normaahonga particular
group of userdNot everyone uses social media in the ways that | describe in this
dissertation. Perhaps only a small percentage of peopl&roups of people
interpret and use technologies according to their own traditions and values. But
the San Francisco tech scene is doubly significant, as it both produces social
media and influences how others view it. | chose to conduct fieldworle iW#h
2.0 community in San Francisco not only becauge bfs  m ehiglbrates £f0
social media use, but because the social norms of the tech scene are, in many
ways, the social context of Web 2.0. Many of the loudest voices in public
technology discourseelong to this group: they appear on television and radio to
discuss new technologmeet at South by Southwdsteractiveand Foo@mp,
write op-eds and bestsellingndni ct i on books, and read each
companies write press releases gngmpress conferences promoting their
creations as revolutionary and grodmeaking. The specificity dhis social
contextto Web 2.0s not often acknowledged, and the whirlwind of hype, both
positive and negative, comes from the people most acqdaivith these
technologies, with the most to gain from their use. It is also the peopleredie

Web 2.0 technologies who share these norms and values. While social media is
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used in a dizzying variety of ways wonldde, many of the presumptions about
use and users follow from Silicon Valley and San Francisco culture. In this
dissertation, | try to shed some light on these tdkemranted assumptions.
Understanding the presumptions and discursive notions of self, other, friendships,
and status promoteslithin thetechnology scene helps us to uncover some larger
notions embedded in social media applications themselves; but thisatoes
imply that users will receive or act upon these notions in the same way that the
technology scene does.
Who are the leaats in this culture? They are the same people that
technology discourseas celebrated for fifty years: young, white, rich, men. The
communicative infrastructure of the Valley rewards quantifiable metrics, like
venture capital raised, number of TwitterdeVers, company valuation, employee
number, and stock options. While the technology scene couches this in arguments
about fAmeritocracyo that are identical to
reality, those deemed successful at social media genetalgdrtain mold.
Those who donodot, | i ke L e ahsta@lybelttledby t he you
gossip blogvalleywag are criticized for falling outside the box. The techniques
that are required to achieve statushie tech scenéo not celebrate, fanstance,
outspoken women, discussion of race in technology, or openly gay entrepreneurs.
An amassing of attention is excellent, but to get attention, it is best to fit a narrow

set of social norms.
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When | started this project in July 2007, the econarayg vastly different
thanin 2010. Like the detom boom before it, Web 2.0 was hyped as a
revolutionary schism with the past which would transform the world for the
better. Those claims are heard less frequently nowadays. People who spoke
lovingly of a rew age of participation and equality facilitated by Web 2.0 are now
contributing to nuanced critiques of social software that involve visual culture
analysis, the commercial contexts of user interaction, and larger cultural impacts
(Silver and Massanari 2006; Lovink 2008; Nakamura 2008; Zimmer 2008;
Hindman 2009)This project was conceived as a response to a celebratory
rhetoric which has significantly diminished.

However,that does not mean that the critique of Web 2.0 in this
dissertation is irrelevant. The techniques that people use to gain status in the
scend lifestreaming, setbranding, and micraelebrityd are in many ways
prescient. They reflect a fragmented econonay telebrates individualism as it
eliminates job security, a popular culture based on celebrity, publicity, and
attention, and an incredible rise in the number of social technologies available to
the average American. Social media represents a cultuftahsthe broadcasting
and sharing of personal information, one with kbegn implications on social

interactions, privacy, social status and social hierarchy.
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CHAPTER

A CULTURAL HISTORY OF THE TECHNOLOGY AND IDEOLOGY OF
SOCIAL MEDIA

Introduction
I n the middle of the 2000s, social medi
consciousness seemingly from nowhere. Publ

AWeb 2.00 in 2004 to ref ercontboomby mpani es wh

embraci ng piitand owerh, dasicol |l ective intelligen
iterative software devel opment, rich wuser

(O'Reilly 2005) Atthe t i me, OORei lly was promoting hi:
conference, which cost $2800 to attend, fe

of Participationo and ASo, -listtachspdekess a Bubbl
like Boing Boingblogger Cory DoctorowCreative Commons founder Larry

Lessig, Amazon CEO Jeff Bezos, entrepreneur Mark Cuban and tech blogger Om

Malik. By collapsing such disparate phenomena as free/open source software,

remi x culture, and social net obsauled si tes in
important differences of opinion, btlite epithefi We b sfick.0By 2006, the

technology industry was bubbling over with enthusiasm for social network site

success stories, YouTube celebrities, «seated content, and exciting young
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entrepreners like Mark Zuckerberg of Facebook and Kevin Rose of Digg. Fox
bought MySpace for $770 million and Google bought YouTube for $1.65 billion
asTimemagazine named AYou(@rossman206dr son of t he
intellectual circles, Lawrence Lesq@004) Henry Jenking2006) and Yochai
Benkler(2006)i nf |l uenced the way people thought of
Aparticipatory culture, 0o and the fAnetworke
AThe Long Tail, o0 a theory -nechiefobWiradt ed by Ch
magazine, postulated that the internet and fragmented mainstream culture created
infinite niche audiences for cultural produ(2906) while The Wisdom of
Crowdsput forth the idea that collective intelligence could surpass individual
smarts(Surowiecki 2005)Blogs like TechCrunghBoingBoing and Mashable
fueled readers with a steady diet of stories and gossip about the possibilities of
these new, liberating technologies.

The Web 2.0 ideology promised freedom f
subsequent democratization of celebrity an@émainment, new forms of
activism, and the potential of open, transparent information of all kinds,
collectively organized by individuals. It celebrated the adoption of social
technologies as a precursor to a better, freer society, and framed the codadtio
sharing of information as the bedrock of this ideological revolution.gkotocol
or institutionthat prevented people from accessing information and using cultural
products as malleable raw materials for creativity, like the Recording Industry

Assciation of America, the Sonny Bono Copyright Extension Act, or Digital
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Rights Management, became an obstacle to overcome, through organized,
collective action if necessary. These developments seemed doubly exciting
because popular wisdom had all but wnttéf the web after the 2001 dodom
crash, concluding that people didnot pay f
victor in the ecommerce wars and that the money, the funding, and the attention
had left the internet, possibly for good. Web 2.0 shone éigipdback on the
young entrepreneurs, geeks, t¢theBayent creato
Area brought technologically determinist utopianism back to the frontlines, and,
in the process, created new investments, high company valuations, and fortunes
Like many emerging forms of media, Web 2.0 is often portrayed as a new
age, rupture, or paradigm shi@itelman 2006)although it is simply the latest
iteration of computemediated communication technologies (CMC) invented in
the 1960s, such asneail, Internet Relay Chat (IR@nd diatup networks like
AmericaOnLine. Popular discourse framed these technologaesy different
ways over the years. Theternet, for instance, has been described as a universal
' i brary, an #miimgfhovramagtoi omteu@men i ve tel evi si
children, the catalyst for &muunmacmonomi c rev
subjectivity, and a publishing platform. Thhe most recent instantiation of CMC
is considered democratic, participatory, and a challenge to institutional structures
is due to an intertwined history and geography of the Northern California
landscape from which it emerged. In this chapter, | exathmemergence of the

San Francisco technology scene, and how social media technologies became
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AWeb 2.00 and promised institutional ruptu
technologically determinist discourse that attributes transformative social change
andeconomic success to soci al media. This ct
contextualizes the development and popularization of social media in order to
understandavhyit has been framed this way.
Northern California is an economic center with a long hisbdry
generating immense wealth from technologies, including transistors and micro
electronics, video games and -@ofm companies. The Bay Area also has a strong
countercultural presence, with prominent influences from punk oockter
globalization actiwm, Burning Man, technotopianism, and free/open source
hacker culture. Fred Turner, among others, has documented the close ties between
1960s counteculture like the New Communalist movement and early computer
pioneergMarkoff 2005; Turner 2005; Turner 2008)his history hagngendered
a discourse popularly known as fAThe Califo
increased adoption of computer technologies brings positive social consequences,
that entrepreneurial technology culture is meritocratic, and thatfettered free
market is the best way to ensure prosperity for all, which is widespread in Silicon
Valley (Barbrook and Cameron 199@®ut Web2.0 discourse is not simply the
latest iteration of the Californian Ideology. Web 2.0 discourse selectively draws
from the antiinstitutional rhetoric espoused by countercultural formations, maps
them onto technology, and positions social media as a@oligtiinstitutional

failure. These countercultural movements are not discrete, but overlapping and
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simultaneous. For example, antrporate activists and zinesters both argue that

media consolidation has homogenized mass media, creating toothless sournali

that does not check corporate or government power. In Web 2.0 discourse, blogs

and Twitter facilitat-apfdinofmadiawhchwillour nal i sm
compensate for these shortcomings. Thus, Web 2.0 situates itself in allegiance

with the ingitutional critique of mainstream media provideylthe

counterculture, but positions social technology as the solutiorF{ger2). By

doing so, the term whitewashes important differences within these formations,

such as theebate over proprietary versus ofsurce software.

Ideological Roots of Web 2.0

Techno- Countercultural

Business Movements
Silicon Valley Cyber-utopian
entrepreneurial Web 2.0 ideology Zines and DIY
capitalism Anti-globalization

Hackers / FOSS
Dot-com labor models
Tech will Institutional
Solve Critique

Figure2: Ideological Roots of Web 2.0

Web 2.0 ideology therefore contains both shifts from and continuities with

Silicon Valley history. Google, for example, which owns Yob&uBlogger, and
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various other Web 2.0 products, is enormously wealthy and profitable while
paying lip service to collaboration, creativity, and social responsibility, inspired
equally by dotcom and Burning Man cultu@urner 2009) Facebook founder
Mark Zuckerberg claims the site can be used for radical protest and anti
government activism, buttalsomines user data for profit and has comeaund
strict scrutiny for its privacy policigdvicCarthy 2008) While most of the activist
countercultures | discuss in this chapter reject strattapitalism, Web 2.0
discourse assigns views capitalism, particularly verbacked startups, as an
agent of political change.

This chapter frames Web 2.0 as a discourse, or a way of thinking about
technology in the world. To unravel the assumptiortliwiit, | examine the
technology, ideology, and community of Web 2.0. In the first third of this
chapter, | trace the origins of contemporary social media tavpbeCMC like
IRC, Multi-User Dungeons (MUDSY, Usenetpulletin board systems (BB&hd
dial-in networks like Prodigy, AOland CompuServe. | identify two technical
developments which facilitated social media adoption: the popularization of
broadband internet access and Ajax, which allowed developers to build web
based applications as interacta®those designed for desktop computers. In the
second part, | look at four countenltural tradition® hacker culture, zines, anti
corporate activism, and techitopianisn® and identify their contributions to
Web 2.0 ideology. | relate the history of Jarancisco technaapitalism,

specifically the detom boom and the cybdbertarian Californian Ideology, and
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its contribution to Web 2.006s form of <crea
fulfillment through work, and valorization of startups. In thigd section, |

examine the emergence of the Web 2.0 scene, a community of technology

workers in San Francisco. A collection nélividuals, predominantlywhite male

developers committeldothto the core Web 2.0 principles of openness and

transparency anentrepreneurial, ventwigacked startups, congregated at a series

of events in the mi@000s. These included the Webzine conferences, the

Super HappyDevHouse Ahackathono, Austinds S
conference, and Bar Ceantdpringttraughithase arigim f er enc e .
stories shows that framing social media as revolutionary was far from inevitable;
rather, this is a specific, ideological di
applications ar@otdeterministically transformative, but a contation of pre

existing cultural forces.

Part One: The Technology of Web 2.0

Social media and Web 2.0 are mardess equivalent buzzwords that
refer to uselgenerated content published online through channels that combine
collaboration and participatn, such as video, audio, blogs, and so forth. Today,
both terms are used expansively to indicate any website or application that
facilitates interaction between people, dsti@ring, open exchange of
information, and usecontributed content, such ascial network sitesmobile

applications, or instant messaging services. Theorists often discursively construct
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Web 2.0 in opposition to media that disallow this type of collaboration and
connection, like traditional ecommerce sites, eppytected contentna print
newspapers and magazines. Popular Web 2.0 sites include microblogging
applications like Twitter; news aggregators like Digg; photo sharing sites like
Flickr and Photobucket; social network sites like MySpace, Facebook and
LinkedIn; videasharing ges like YouTube and Vimeo; blogging platforms like
Tumblr, Blogger and WordPress; mobile software like Foursquare and Gowalla;
usercontributed content sites like Wikipedia and DeviantArt; peer production
marketplaces like Etsy or CafePress; and a Hdstroms, peeito-peer sites, and
other social software that facilitates interpersonal communication. Because both
social media and Web 2.0 are jargon, they are not terms that have commonly
understood requirements for inclusion and are often appliedhodiegies that
existed in the detom era, like usewritten reviews.

Yochai Benklerargues thasocial medidacilitate peer productionywhich
marks a shift from a model of industrial information economy in which content
was centrally produced and diburited by commercial entities (television stations,
movie studios, radio stations, newspapers) to one in which individuals and groups
of citizens create, annotate, and distribute medid he fnet wor ked i nform
e ¢ 0 n q2686pThis shift brings about actual chasge interaction, but the
underpinnings remain the same. As Gitel man
the resus of social and economic forces, so that any technological logic they

possess is onlgpparentlyi nt r i ns i c 0(2006, i0)Claimzaof Weli n e )
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2.06s revolutionary nature are influenced

historical developments that portray institutionsiademocratic and doomed to

fail, while positioning internet technologies sdutionsto structural social

problems. This history leaves certain capitalist structures unquestioned, while

relegating others to the heap of the past. Capitalism as a system, the technology
industry, and free market competition are accepted, whileantatl property,

copyright, media industries and government are painted as hopeless relics.

Despite these ideological roots, the collapsing of contradictory political

phil osophies into AWeb 2.00 has dampened
companies etrace intellectual propedyFacebook, YouTube, and Twitter are

all proprietary platforms.

Similarly, the communication technology popularized by social media did
not originate in a flash of blue light. It was developed gradually in an ongoing
process. Soal media combines elements from earlier forms of computer
mediated communication, including tools developed in military, corporate, and

hobbyist circles.

Historical Context

Social media gradually developed over forty years, beginning with
invention of he internet, originally a military technology named ARPANET.
Although Arpanet was created by the US Department of Defense (IDADH9
to share technical papers and scientific data, the instantaneous, non

geographically bound communication medium quid&lyt itself to non

72

m



academic,nogover nment al use. Despite the DODOGSs
networks be used only for research or governmeated purposes, the ARPA
administrators turned a blind eye to the development of discussion groups and e
mail** (Segaller 1998; Griffiths 2002By 1973, 75 percent of the traffic on what
was nowknown as Darpan&tconsisted of @nail, mostly between academics and
researcheréSheldon 2001)The two most popular discussion groups, or
At servs, 0 were devoted t omadisefence ficti on
Griffiths writes thanetdheol atter, known as
éwas devoted to the -malmedarh i mplications
itself, and it helps define the moment when theaal userdegan
to realize the full implications of the communication tool they were
using (2002, 3)
Darpanet quickly extended beyond its intended use and became a source of both
entertainment and metaxtual discussions about technology, both characteristics
of the internet ever since.
At the same time, computdogecamemore accessible. Wiailthe computer
of the 1950s and 1960s was a resize behemoth, the microcomputer hobbyist
movement and Apersonal computer revolution
brought desktusprBCsoMmpsitegke into the home
average nddle-class American§Abbate 2000, 18487). In the early 1980s,
arcade and conseleased video games enjoyed a huge rise in popu(#rimt
2001) While home systems like the Atari, the Apple lle, and the Commodore Pet

were primarily intended for nenetworked applications like pgramming,

gamingand word processing, modemsde it possibléo log into a remote
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system viaa phone line. Independently run digd networks, like UNIXbased
computer conferencg) bulletin board systengevoted to hacking and gaming,
and social spaces liketheWh e Earth o6Lectronic Link
across the UAbbate 2000; Naughton 2000, t86Hafner 2001; Sternberg
2008) Eventually, proprietary commercialrsees like America Online, Pragly,
and CompuServe connected users via modem to walled computer networks,
where people could shop, post on message boardgjatags and chat with other
users. Although these networks did not connect with the internet until the 1990s
(each network was @$ed, so users could only communicate \pibple using the
same systejnthey familiarized users with applications likenail, newsgroups,
and cha(Abbate 2000, 203). By the time the first web browser launched, these
early services had set groundwork for a fairly significant portion of the population
to be comfortable with online communication, creating spaces where pdtple w
common interests could meet, share information and form social networks that
often spilled over into reakorld interactions.

Simultaneously, the Darpanet incorporated other elements of social
computing besides-mail, including Usenet, MUDs, and IRCwo Duke
University postgraduate students invented Usenet, a network of topical
discussion forums, in 19&is a substitute for Arpanet, which they could not
accesgAbbate 2000, 202; Griffiths 2002; Pfaffenberger 2003)joday, Usenet
conssts of hundreds of thousands of public discussion forums, organized

hierarchically by topic. Rec.arts.tv.soaps, for instance, is reserved for discussions
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of soap operas. Usenet forums, or fAnewsgro

readerscanreplytdte ssages (fApostso or fAarticleso)
which are more like-enails or essays than the quick bursts of conversation in chat

rooms or virtual world¢Hauben & Hauben 1997Roy Trubshaw and Richard

Bartle wrote the first MUD program in 1980 while PhD students at the University

of EssexWikipedia contributors 2010aA MUD, or Multi-User Dungeon, is a

textual chat world that allows many players to connect at once for gaming or

socializing. MUDs allow users to create characters, virtual spacesbpeuis

within a house, world, or univerdi&e environment that is used as a backdrop for

reattime, synchronous chat. In 1988, Internet Relay Chat, a protocol for casual

online socializing, was invented by a Finnish PhD student named Jarkko
Oikarinen(Sternberg 2008)Users connect to an IRC server, like freenode.net or
undernet.org, pick a nicknanser i mnd ¢ok channels, or rooms. There

thousands of channels on most IRC servers, covering an enormous variety of

topics; channels can be created by any user, and cease to exist when all users

leave. Channels range from general chat like #hottub or #20somethings to more

specific interestske #gaymuscle or #latinmustsome are transient, while

others are welestablished communities, with regular users, customs, and slang

(Liu 1999) Within channels, communication is synchronous and rapid, with

many people fAital kingo at odtooeechatsser s can

with other users.
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These textual internet technologies were different from Web 2.0. They
were unimodal, noitommercial, tkir code was made widely available for
replication or alteration, artieytypically ran on academic networks. But like
todayodos soci al medi a, mil | takkmeetamd user s us
create Avirtual 0 IRCoUsenetadMUDshad anearkl t hough
adopter user base thatdiffersé m t oday 6s i nerehuihwithn popul ati o
nonprofit, academic contextand involved purely textual environments, in many
ways, current social media technologies build upon patterns sbtdbh these
early forms of social software
In 1993 NCSA released the first web browser, Mosaic, which made it
possible for anyon® access the World Wide Web, popularizing the internet as
we think of it today. The d¢ambeer net 0s rapi
attributed to two factors: the development of usable browser technology,
combined with increased opportunities to access the internet.defste Mosaic,
most internet applications were solely textual and required some degree of
familiarity with fairly sophisticated technology-i&ail, for example, was
primarily accessed throudhNIX or VAX/VMS systems and required users to
learn unintuitive commands. Mosaic, on the other hand, was simple to use, free to
download and greatly decreased the avepager s on 6 s b @egallerer t o entr
1998, 2956). Second, the NSF took over the Darpanet in 1984 and eventually
rescindedth® OD6s ban on commerci al i nternet use.

thousands of commercial ISPs to provide-diglconnections, many of them
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cheaper than the proprietary AOL and CompuServe netwSdgaller 1998,

297; Abbate 2000, 192000) As home use increased, schools and wadgs

began to offer internet connectivity as a matter of course. As a result, the number
of internet users increased exponentially during every year of the late 1990s
(Coffman and Odlyzko 2001)n 1997, which marked the beginning of the-dot

com boom, the number of websites grew from 640,000 in January to 1.7 million
in December. By the end of 1998, there were more than 300 million websites
(Sheldon 2001)

The early Web was markedly naommercial. Although Amazon was
founded in 1993 and eBay and Craigslist in 1994, most sites in the early 1990s
were personal homepages, the precursors to both blogs and social network sites.
Personal homepages and Avaeatedt y domai nso we
independently run personal websites that s
pictures, interests, portfolios, resas) and so fortfPapacharissi 2002; Schau and
Gilly 2003). Webcams begamperating in 1991, and in 1996, the first camgirl,
JenniCam, started broadcasting a constant internet feed, foreshadowing video
blogging and lifecastingSenft 2008) Both LiveJournal and Blogger launched in
1999, popularizing online journals and weblogs.

These usecreated content sites were clear precursors to Web 2.0
applications, but had little impact on the -@otm boom discourse of 192001.

Most of the celebrated dobm companies concentrated enammerce, selling

things over the internet, like Amazon.com, eBay, and Drugstore.com. Another
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type of dotcom company hired copywriters and designers to creai@es, web
magazinesrad onlinenewspapers like Slate agdick. AlthoughfiNew Economg
companies parroted the manfra& 0 n t e ndthisicantenk iwaprgfessionally
created rather thasontributed byuses. While the dotcom boom normalized the
internet as a lucrative business path, it did not, for the most part, monetize
computermediated communicatioihere were, of course, exceptions.
Epinions.com relied on user reviews. The Internet Movie Database began as a
project on the Usenet group rec.arts.movies, and was populategserth
contributions Geocities provided free hosting for personal homepages in
exchange for banner ads, while ChickChe#ts an advertising netwofér slick,
feministoriented content created by wom&ut mostusercreated content, like
personal homepage@andwebcamswaslargely noncommercial.This
distinguishesdet om compani es, or version fAl.00 of
Web 2.0. Terry Flew explains the shift from 1.0 to 2.0:

[A] move from personal websites to blogs and blog site

aggregation, fronpublishing to participation, from web content as

the outcome of large dfpont investment to an ongoing and

interactive process, and from content management systems to links

based on tagging (folksonom{glew 2005)
Although the early interngirimarilyc o n s i st ecdr eoaft efidu sceornt ent , 0 t h
in its current usage did not exist in the late 1990s. The first social network site,
SixDegrees, was founded in 1997, but it was not until Friendster launched in 2002

that social network sites became widely popular. Friendster was followed by

MySpace (2003), LinkedIn (2003) and Facebook (2004). Web 2.0 exemplar

78



Delicious was founded in 2003, Flickr 2004, YouTube in 2005, and Twitter in
2007. These branded applications, many owned by large media conglorherates,

represented the finewdo wave of soci al medi a

Contemporary Technological Developments

Web 2.0 as an fier ao i s ulardechnalogicalar cat ed b
innovation, asomepopular Web 2.0 sites were technically possible during the
dot-com era (blogs, for example). But two technological developments made Web
2.0 possible: browser applications and broadband internet access.
When Tiim IOpY Rteal ked about the fAweb as pl
conferences, he was referring to the ability to run intricate applications within a
web browser without using a Java applet or Flash animation. These applications
are made possible by XMLHttpRequesavaScript application programming
interfaceincluded in web browsers beginning in 2002. Essentially,
XMLHttpRequest lets developers build applications which retrieve information
from a web server without reloading a web page. XMLHttpRequest is a key part
of the Ajax group of technologies (Ajax 1is
JavaScripto and AXMLO) which allow users t
browser, such as Google Maps, Meebo, or Facebook. Ajax makes it possible for
developers to build webased applications that rival desktop software for
functionality. For example, before Ajax, wdlased mail like Hotmail required a

page refresh every time the user received, read, wrote, or sent a message, which
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was slow and clunky in comparison to desktbgnts like Outlook or Eudora.

The integration of XMLHttpRequest into browsers made web applications a

vi able alternative to desktop software, po
user data is stored in centralized corporate servers rather than the désktop

sites that are not futhn web applications use Ajax to lighten server load or

improve user experieng®Vikipedia contributors 2010b)

A second develpment was the mainstreaming of broadband internet
technologies in the United States. In 2002, 12 percent of Americans were using
high speed internet access such as cable modems ofHa8ligan and Rainie
2002) By 2006, that number had jumped to 42 percent, and in 2009 63 percent of
Americans had broadband internet at hgkt@rrigan 2006; Horrigan 2009The
common wisdom among technology pundits is that two technologies were the
Aki |l |l er apps o0-toepéer fiesharng (p2p)rand:streanengeaad
(Malik 2005; Karaganis2009) bot h are extolled as exempl a
participatay, decentralized nature.

Today, by far the most traffic worldwide (in bytes) comes from-peer
peer file sharing, which lets people easily copy and download digital files from
each othe(iPoque 2007)P2pwas popularized by the mgharing network
Napster, which relied on a central database to share files, was declared illegal, and
subsequently shut down in 2001. Many other popular p2p applications@ame t
prominence in its wake, including Gnutella, eDonkey, SoulSeek, LimeWire, and

Kazaa, many of which were similarly challenged in the courts. In 2001, Bram
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Cohen invented the BitTorrent protocol. BitTorrent is decentralized and allows
for the quik transferof very large file a 1.5 GB download of a higthefinition
DVD can take only an hour or so using Bittorrent amigh-speed internet
connectio® and quickly became the standard for file shaf#ugdersson 2009)
Because BitTorrent is a protocol and not a website, it is much harder to shut
down, and although filsharing copyrighted content remains illegal in the United
States, BitTorrent is thriving.

Of cousse, all this free sharing of (primarily) copyrighted digital content
did not go unnoticed. The legal battles between large media corporations, most
notably the Recording Industry Association of America, and the developers of
peerto-peer software applicams, individual users, and the operators of
BitTorrent trackers, are wetlocumentedqVaidhyanathan 2003; Lessig 2004;
Benkler 2006; Johns 2010 his bookPiracy, Adrian Johns documents the rise
oftheni ntel |l ect ual property defense industry,
technology enterprise, standing alongside the bkttewn sectors of digital
medi a and b(@201@, 498)Mhisdntustry gtt@émpts to protect
intellectual property of all kinds, from designer bags to pharmaceuticals and
agriculture, using legislation, global policing, and surveillaf284.0, 499) It has
been extremely visible in its defense of media and software copyrights, and is
absoutelyloathedby digital advocates as a result. Vaidhyanathan writes:

If the music and film industries continue to tighten the reins on use

and access, they will strangle the public domain and the

information commons. This trend presents a much greatsttto
American culture than just a chilling effect on scholarship.
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Shrinking the information and cultural commons starves the public
sphere of elements of discourse, the raw material for decision
making, creativity, and hum@2003, 248)
Larry Lessig writes, Athe war to rid the w
culture of values that have beeregral to our [American] tradition from the
s t a2004010)
These assertions and others like themaarategral part of Web 2.0
discourse. They position the internet as the bearer of traditional American values
like creativity and democracy, and intellectual property as an outdated remnant of
the Aindustri al i nf or mat i o rclunestyaefemdny 6 wi el d
their business models. As a result, technologists of all stripes have become well
versed in the intricacies of copyright law. For instance, Biella Coleman argues
that free/ open source softwareoprojects fu
transforming technologists into informal legal scholars who are experts in the
legal technicalities of F/OSS as well as proficient in the current workings of
i ntell ect ua(2009p422) Singlarly, there imanoaseligious
advocacy of p2p software as a literal instantiation of Web 2.0 principles, and
therefore a tangible threat to repressive institutiéns. Ander sso-n writes,
sharing structures remain uniquely interactive and collaborative, considering that
they are in many ways akin to the current
stresses openness, interactivity and reliance on freegeserad d cont ent ) O
(2009, 65)'® By this measure, protecting figharing and other Web 2.0

technologies is neceary to protect the very basis of liberalism.
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The other technological advancement that spurred broadband adoption
was streaming video. Web browsers have supported animations and video since
1993, but streaming video was rare until broadband internet saue$aster
CPUs became standard. Online cams like the CoffeeCam (1991, online in 1993)
and the FogCam (1994) showed still pictures, refreshed regularly: the CoffeeCam
updated every three minutéslais 2004) Li kewi se, early fAdwebcast
|l i ke Pseudo.com, which featured stations w
Hiphop 8Cherrybombo and ASpaceWatch, 0 used Re
But these vides were so lowesolutionthat they broadcasted individual frames
from cameras rather than continuous streaming Bkt 2000) Flash
animationwastheendi um of <choice for early memes |
Bel ong to Uso ( Zhe GdadjlamiaGedrgeviigunr Psograini e s
(1997) andHomestar Runnef2000present). As broadband adoption increased,
sites like NewGrounds (1995) and CollegeHumor (12®8gcted viral clips such
as NAStar WaasdKiNdomgd 2R0m@a o0 ihdsdvelyy) and becal
popul ar. During the 2004 el ections, the el
sensation; that same year, the first video blog, Rocketboom, laufi@4uexh
2010) However, online video was still primarily something people watched,
rather than something people created.

This changed once YouTube was founded iro@et 2005 by three
former PayPal employees, Steve Chen, Chad Hurley, and Jawed (Karien

2006)and acquired in October 2006 by Google, who paid $1.65ilbtr the site
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(Chmielewski and Gaither 20Q6youTube let users easily upload and share

videos, which could be embedded and watched from blogs, sociariketites,

and other web pages. According to YouTube, in 2006 the site served one hundred

million videos and sixtfive thousand uploads pdayand twenty million unique

users every montfGoogle Inc. 2006)° The Nielsen Company, which tracks

internet statistics, noted that YouTubeods
January and June of 2006, with an average visit of 28 mi{lN&tRatings, Inc.

20060 The sitebs popularity was generally at
YouTube, uploading and serving streaming video required technical knowledge or

expersive software, and viewing video online often did not w@kmes 2006)

Just as automated blogging tools like WordPress and Blogger made it possible to

publish content online without HTML knowledge, YouTube made it simple to

create and share streaming video. YouTube quickly beeametral repository

for viral clips, pirated media, old television shows, useated content, video

blogs, music videos, andiamtions.Mainstream media portrayetbuTube as

part of a revolution that would liberate people from the bland entertainment

products pushed by Athe big fived consolid
celebrities, and allow every person to become their broadcaster. (Despite

these claims to media independence, the fi

Sunday, 0 a di gi SawrdayNighi ivi Thp Neww ¥ arkcTengs b y

3t

guoted Clay Shirky describing YouTube as

expectat ons, i ncluding i nt gleland006y3)t 'y and egal.

84



Newsweekwr ot e filt6s the dawn of the democratiz
busines® even unknown personalities are being propelled by the enthusiasm of
their fans into pogeulture prominence, sometimes without even traditional
intermediaries | i ke {(Stohe00D6, 38Ahathit s or f il m
was made technically possible due to both increased broadband adoption and the
plummeting cost of data storage.
It was not inevitable that these technical develepts would be framed
within an ethos and aesthetic of liberatory, idealistic participatory technology.
YouTube, for example, is owned by Google, one of the biggest media companies
on the planet, and its power was tempered somewhat by deals brokered with
various media companies, which pulled copyrighted content and forbade
embedding of certain videgSeidenberg 2009]Like a hydra, this content
usually pops p elsewhere; sites like Surfthechannel.com consolidate clips of
television shows and movies postedabeled and anonymously on YouTube.)
Likewise, in 2008, NBC launched Hulu.com, a United Statdy, legal,
advertisingsupported alternative to YouTubetHets people watch high
definition copyrighted television and movie content; in 2009, it became the
seconebiggest video site on the web, but still only streamed 308 million videos
per month compar klibn (MacMiNao 2009)f°bneoidler to5 . 2
understand this confluence of corporate capitalism and revolutionary ideology, we

must analyze cultural forces as well as technology.

85



Part Two: The Iddogy of Web 2.0

Web 2.0 is more accurately described as a set of applications and general
philosophy of information and technology than a technical development. This
philosophy espouses transparency, openness, creativity, participation, and
freedom. It hads that if you allow people to collaborate and create their own
contend writing, news reporting, entertainment, music, videdise grassroots
results will be superior to those produced by mainstream media or any centralized
organization: more diverse aresk subject to interference from corporate
interests. Social media is said to facilitate activism, direct interaction with
corporations and governments, and creative forms of protest. The discourse of
Web 2.0 celebrates individual use of the raw matefipbpular culture for self
expression, and frowns upon attempts by large corporations or media
conglomerates to rein in this creativity. The political arm of Web 2.0, such as it is,
is focused on net neutrality, copyright reform, peepeer asocacy, and
government reforid Larry Lessig, the founder of Creative Commons and the
Free Culture movement, | aunched AChange Co
government corruption and the influence of special interests in the Senate, with
Howar d Deano6s f owageméoe TripgiChapge Cangress2909)
Cory Doctorow, the sciendegction writer and ceauthor of popular blogoing
Boing,is a harecore copyright actigt who widens his scope to include
proprietary technologies of -&idgiheerkd nds, whe

seeds that last only a season or printer cartridges that automatically stop working

86



after a certain period of tim@&obinson 2008)These beliefs, which draw heavily
from hacker and free/open source software development, are seemingly
antithetical to the libertarian, fremarket ethos of entrepneurial capitalism that
also characterizes Web 2.0.

To understand Web 2.0 culture, it is necessary to look beyond the typical
Silicon Valley celebration of capitalism and technol&@pcial media ideology is
not just another rdeal Balypabdloahd Tamenoe Cal i f or n
1996) because it positions technology as a social, political, and economic
solution to institutional failure thas simultaneouslprofitable The problems
that social media ostensibly solves are drawn from myriad nodes of influence. In
this chapter I identify four of them: hacker culture, grassroots media activism,
punk rock/ zine ADo landouhsehépb¢Dlde&)i ae@st
culture of predot-com San Francisco. These four nodes critiqued institutional
elements of mainstream 1990s and 2000s culture. Free/open source software
provided a political and economic critique of proprietary software and,dxy pr
intellectual property. Grassroots media activists argued that mainstream
journalism had failed to provide a check on government or corporate power. Punk
rock and zine culture encouraged people to create alternatives to homogenized
corporate entertainemt. The technaitopian rave culture provided communitarian
alternatives to mainstream ways of life.

Web 2.0 discourse positioned social technology as a way to solve these

failures.This argument maintained thatcsal media would provide a superior
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alternative to the failures oburnalism, government and medbp encouraging
institutional transpareay, openness, and participatiand making it possible for
peopk to create their own superiaiternativesActivists claimed thatite intrinsic
decentraliation of the internetvould breakdown information asymmetry and
giveindividual citizensequal access to broadcast and distribution technologies,
ending monopolistic media practicédany of the social media technologies
lauded by early proponents wereihselves open and designed to be
participatory (wikis, for example), encouraging rhizomatic models of cooperation
and coordination rather than tdpwn hierarchies.

Many of the countercultural philosophies examined in this chapter
emphasized the structuidle f i ci t s of corporate capitalisn
out 0 and creating alternatimethgout si de t he
capitalism, however, Web 2.0 ideology fully embraced it. The excitement around
Web 2.0 companies positioned the entrepueas the mythic hero of Web 2.0
and venturébacked startups as the epitome of ksggius. While it is possible to
see startups as amplicit critique of corporate software production, this is not
generally how they were viewed by the Web 2.0 sc8tatupswere certainly
coolerthan large companies, but Google and Yahoo! were not seen as
representations of corporate T Belure but m
hardcore anttapitalist ethos of hacker culture and punk rock was overshadowed
by a netiberal ethic of Silicon Valley in which the free market became the

purveyor of choice and creativitlfor instance, while drawing from free/open
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source ideology, Web 2.0 companies built and promoted proprietary formats.

Social media allowed capitalism lb@ an agent of social change without

chall enging the mainstreambés structur al i n
from elements of San Francisco coustaltures (hippies, rars, Burning Man,

the allages924 Gilman Street punk club in Berkeley, thebazine

Maximumrocknrol whi | e embracing Sil-fuetkedn Vall eyods

economic success.

Hackers

On the one hand information wants to be expensive, because it's so

valuable. The right information in the right place just changes your

life. Onthe other hand, information wants to be free, because the

cost of getting it out is getting lower and lower all the time. So you

have theséwo fighting against each other (Stewart Bra9@4in

Clarke 2001)

The hacker ethic of information sharing
of social media ideology, deeply woven into the free and-spence movement,
and translad to norsoftware milieus through the work of Larry Lessig and
Yochai Benkler. The popular image of the hacker is either arsaai@l young
man hunched over a laptop, wreaking malicious and illegal H&w@ curious,
talented technological aficionagissenbaum 2004a; Coleman and Golub 2008)
This dichotomy of ef bhlaatcok hhaactkoeacwusditybseul si efisw htihta
hacking is a philosophy and a diverse, varied global subculture of programming

enthusiasts devoted to openness and transpafieecy 1984; Coleman and

Golub2008) A fihacko is a clever and el egant so
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originally technical, but now applicable to other aspects of lifpufasizing
terms like lifehacking (solving everyday problems to increase productivity),
brainhacking and so forifiRaymond 2003; Wikipedia contributors 2010d)
Although hackers are often maligned and grouped with spammers, phishers,
Acy-berroristso or mal ware distributors,
hacker ethic remain much in evidence in teabgically mediated cultures, and
are intimately tied to the philosophy and culture of social media and its affiliated
projects(Coleman and Golub 2008; Coleman 2009)

Hacking has a long and (arguably) noble history, as many computer
pioneers come from the hacking commurgipomas 20025 While the first
groups of hackers inhabited the hallowed halls of MIT, by the early 1970s, the
center of hacking culture had moved to the Stanford Artificial Intelligence Lab,
the Staford Research institute, Xerox PARC and the burgeoning microcomputer
DIY culture in Silicon Valley(Levy 1984, 140; Markoff 2005)rhe Northern
California homebrew computer culture which was the birthplace of Apple
Computing was comprised of hobbyists, hippies influenced by thevanti
movement, phone phreakeengineers and programmers, and drew from
Atechnol ogically politicizedd community
Computer Club. The Homebrew Computer Club was organized around principles
of information sharing, exploration, decentralization, and toenacy(Levy

1984, 218) This early microcomputeommunity significantly impacted the
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complex sociotechnical geography of B&y Area, and profoundly influenced
the development of software as an industry.

The political philosophy ofnanyhackers is often summarized as
Ainformation wants to be free, 0 emphasi zin
words,everyone should be abie understanthow things work, and everyone
should be able to tinker with technologies, political systems, the workings of city
governments, and so forffihomas 2002; Coleman 2008teven Levy
summarizes the Hacker Ethic as:

A common philosophy that seemed tied to the elegantly flowing

logic of the computer itskllt was a philosophy of sharing,

openness, decentralization, and getting your hands on machines at

any cosd to improve the machines and to improve the world. This

Hacker Ethic is their gift to us: something with value even to those

of us with no interesat all in computer§1984, 7)

Levy defines three phases of hackers: MIT mainframe hackers, the
microcomputer DIY movement, and the video game programmers of the early
1980s. For the first two groups, the Hacker Ethic allowed everyone to profit.
Freely circulating information and collaborating on iterative hardware and
software improvements were valuable londnen there was no possibility of
profiting from anything proprietargTurner 2006)

For example, the first microcomputer available for harse, the Altair
8800, appeared on the coverRapular Mechanicen 1975. Unlike buying a
computer today, an Altair came as a bundle of circuit boards and transistors which

had to be soldered together by hand. The company manufacturing the hardware,

MITS, could barely keep up with the demand and worked directly with hardware
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hackers to improve the product, giving out data sheets on the chips, encouraging
hobbyists to write code for the machine and build devices like i/o boards and
joysticks(Levy 1984) In 1976, two college students surmised that MITS would
need some sort of operating system; they called the company and proposed
writing a version 6BASIC for the Altair. BASIC is a programming language,
appropriate for a computer like the Altair without a lot of storage space. One of
the students hacked a version of BASIC together in 8 weeks; the other flew to
Albuquerque to pitch it to MITS, who hght it. (The hacker was Bill Gat¢ and

the pitcher Paul Allenwho bothpromptly quit school to found Microsoft.) Gates
and Allen soon realized that lots of homebrew hobbyists were using their version
of BASI C without payingetftoer itto Kahleyi swtroad
was printed in the Altair newsletter, the Homebrew Computer Club newsletter,
and various other publications. It read, in part:

As the majority of hobbyists must be aware, most of you steal your

software. Hardware must be paid fout software is something to

share. Who cares if the people who worked on it get paid?

(Markoff 2005, 285)

The letter caused@mmotion in the hobbyist community aadexplicit
conflict between the Hacker Ethic and the realities of proprietary software.
Several alternatives were raised: some member®\hetr own versions of
BASIC, one wrote what he considered a better varaiod sold it for five dollars,
and another member, Jim Warren, founded a

inexpensive softwareodo saying that Athere i

raised by Bill Gatesé when sodasientar e i s fre
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pay for it than dupl i c(laevtyd984, 232)Buttheen it wono
lines between the collaborativeatker Ethic and the proprietary, paid ownership
mo d e | of software had been drawn. Levyds b
Whole Earth Catalof ounder Stewart Brand to hold a h;:
1984, where one session focused exclusively on miainggthe hacker ethic in
the face of proprietary software; the participants concluded that being a hacker
was a set of personality traits, and that while open information access was an
excellent ideal, it (Vweer2008,13r)ymately dAonly a
The ideals of the Hacker Ethic waransformed and codified the free
software movement, founded in 1983 by MIT student &idtStallman (who had
missed the golden age of MIT hacking and deeply regretted it). Stallman was
(rightly) concerned with the prospect of large software companies, rather than
hobbyists, dominating the computear industr
MIT had left to form software companies, and he was disgusted with
monopolistic software practices, ndisclosure agreements, and locldeivn
source code, which he considered a betrayal of his prin¢ipey 1984; Kelty
2008) Coleman and Golub write:
In 1984, [Stallman] founded the Free Software Foundation in order
to further the values of reciprocity, pedagogy and scientific
openness he had learned among the MIT hackers and to halt the
intrusion of copyrights and patents in software. Stallman was a
hacker, and so healized his liberal ideals in a technological
idiomandhe linked his political goals to one of the most popular

operating systems among the technical community, UNIX (italics
mine) (2008, 261)
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Stall man founded the GNU pr ocprenerfcial( iGnu i s
operating system with shared source code available to anyone who wanted it

(Kelty 2008,191) GNU was a technol ogi cal Il nstanti a
commi t ment to fa |iberal version of freedo
and pe dGolgmag and Golub 2008, 26 Blong with the software, he

aut hored the GNU mani festo oufilfTheing the i
right to use, distributanodify and edistribute derivative versioagColeman and

Hill 2004) This ideal became an integral part of free/open source philosophy,

whichnoes that #dAit is the right of every wuser
computer soft wa(Cademanand Hll B0P4Fealyraaitalsiee 0

source code not only encouraged learning and tinkering, it actively worked

against monopolistic, proprietary software practice. Thus, it was a technological

solution to an institutional problem.

Stall manéds model otrfAifhae aree apeeohbd
software would ultimately be challenged by
mo del|l osfo ufirocpeeon soft ware; Raymond and Perens

more professional and pfmusiness, causing various conflicts with Stallmad
other members of the commun{tlordan 2008, chap..5)oday, free and open
source software is a significant altative to proprietary models of technological
development. Jordan writes,
Free Software / Open Source software is freely available; freedom
here means that the programmes often need not be paid for but

more importantly and fundamentally that the code thasttutes
the software can be taken and adjusted for free as long as any
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changes made to the code are, in turn, made available to anyone
else to use or adju§2008, 43)

Beyond software, free and open source software (FOSS) is a culture and a

community. Chris Kelty divides FOSS into
sharing source code, conceptualizing ossror open systems, writing copyright
(and copyleft) |l icenses/(2008Aa7Jordamor di nati ng

similarly identifies three aspects of FOSS as community, object, and property: the
social organization by which software is made, the creation of software, and the
theories of property that rise from FO&808, 46) Today, Google, Microsoft,

IBM and many other stolid software companies relsasee opersource

software, and independenitieveloped prgrams like Apache, Mozilla, Linux,

Ubuntu and Songbird are used by hundreds of millions of users, a significant
alternative to proprietary software.

Equally significantly, the philosophy of free/opsaurce has been

extended to notechnical project§Jordan2008) Kel ty wri tes that AFr

is about making things u b I(ifalicsomine)(2008, x) This liberal commitment

to publicness can be seen in a variety of efforts. ¢smtributed content

leverages the community aspect of open sourselt@ complicated problems,

cul minating in projects |ike Wi kipedia, t
e d i(Wikipedia contributors 2010eThe OpenCorseWare initiative provides

free, searchable online access to course materials from schools like MIT and Tufts
(OpenCourseWare Consortium 2018)milarly, the Open Access movement

advocates that peeeviewed academic articles be freely available to anyone, not
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just people affiliated with institutions that hold expensive journal subscriptions
(Budapest Open Access Initiative 2010)
Yochai Benkler chronicleduchdevelopments in his 2006 bodke
Wealth of Networkd8Benklerclaimed that new models of commelnased peer
production pioneered by FOSS would leaddvyancements in individual
autonomy, democracy, freedom, and justice, unless they were threatened by pre
existing industrial actofs like Big Mediad determined to continue exclusive
rightsbased models, like copyright. Benkler argued that the internet luasrg
for a shift from an Aindustri al i nformatio
economyo t ha tmafket,indi\ddaatl deoentralizexd production using
nonproprietary strategies (2006). Benkl ero6s
movemat sparked by Larry Lessig, who explicitly refers to Stallman as the major
influence for his beliefs in the introductionfoee Culture(2004) The free
culture movement applies the ideals of the free software movement to all creative,
cultural works, asserting that people should have the right to create
Atransf or mat i v efictwoar keshups), @mmeht oranssirebna n
culture, and so forth. It has spurred a variety of other activist movements such as
copyleft, Creative Commons, #Acultural envi
internet activism of the Electronic Front.
Electronic Frontie Foundation (EFF) thinks that innovation is inextricably tied to
freedom of speech, and innovators need to be protected from established

businesses that use the | aw(Etedrongt i fl e cr ea
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Frontier Foundation 2010This bundle of activism, theory, and philosophy is the
primary driving force behind much of the idealism of Web 2.0 culture, as it
explicitly positions internet culte as a solution to institutional failutdowever,
in reality Web 2.0 software often diverges from the baseline legal requirements
for FOSS. While the ideology was adopted, much of the practice was not.

In the next section, | examine the 1990s DIY adtwhich furthered the
critique of corporateontrolled media and positioned individuatyeated

creative products as a superior alternative to homogenized content.

Zines, Punk Rock and DIY Media

Zines are photocopied magazines written by individuadsdsstributed
through themail and independent bookstores. While fanzines originated in
science fiction fandom, by the 1990s zines ran the gamut from obscure topics like
hacking,The Brady Buncbr thrift stores 2600, Teenage Gang Debs, Thrift
Scorg to autobiographical accounts of personal experienCemgtbus, Doris,
Dishwashe). Zines were either sold for small amounts of money or exchanged
through a barter system, and often emphasized the futility of wage slave labor and
the lower middle class existee. Stephen Duncombe, in his definitive academic
study of zines, writes:

In an era marked by the rapid centralization of corporate media,

zines are independent and localized, coming out of cities, suburbs,

and small towns across the USA, assembled ohéit¢ables.

They celebrate the everyperson in a world of celebrity, losers in a

society that rewards the best and the brightest. Rejecting the
corporate dream of an atomized population broken down into
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discrete and instrumental target markets, zine writers
networks and forge communities around diverse identities and
interests. Employed within the grim new economy of service,

temporary, and dAfl exi bleo work, they re
their creative labor done on zines as a protest against theedyudg
of working for anotherdds profit. And de

society predicated on consumption, zinesters privilege the ethic of
DIY, do-it-yourself: make your own culture and stop canswg
that which is made for yo{1.997, 2)
Notably, many of the claims made about zihesnall, independent, self
expressive, usasreated, alternatives to Big Mediareidentical to those made
about YouTube videos and blogs. Also notable is the stromticpbethos that
Duncombe describe8Vhile some zine writers were explicitly political, whether
punk rock, feminist or libertarian, the overall experience and proteastiog
and distributing &ine required certain elemedt§ib or r owi ngo photocopi e
computer time from an employer, corresponding with-tikeded zinesters and
fans through the mailna utilizing the barter systednwhich were explicit
rejections of cgporate capitalism.
Thi sityiadwr s el f paetlyrboted ido American punk rock. In
the 1980s, punk rock bands, most of which were either-labglor signed to
small, independent record labels, created an alternative set of institutions to
facilitate sharing and spreading music ignored by mainstream radio and MTV.
These included ABook Your HWokof Fucking Life
information about different venues where an independent band could set up a tour
(now at http://www.byofl.com); maibrder record and zine distributions; small

music venues (often the houses of punk fans); zinesé&kemumrocknrolland
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Punk Planetsilk-screen and sticker companies, and a variety of instructional

information on everything from building an amp to cookengegan breakfast.

This idea of Adoing it yourselfo became on
punk rock ethic. Daniel Sinker, former editorRuink Planetyvrites:
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DIY was cultural production of nsic, writing, or art that explicitly acted as

political resistancéMoore 2007) Listening to bands on independent laBalgas

an explicit rejection of corpate America. Writing a zine was a way to express

viewpoints absent from mainstream culture. This dichotomy of independent vs.

mai nstream meant that fAselling out, o0 wheth

putting a bar code on the cover of a zine, was ktpaliced. While not all

zinesters were involved in punk rock, the two shared an emphasis on

i ndependence from mainstream, capitalist m
Although zines and zine culture still very much exist (see zineworld.com

for an overview), may zinesters and punk rock businesses have moved online to

reach larger audiences. In the late 1990s, a series of conferences in San Francisco

called Webzine explicitly brought togetherclass okinesters, detom

professionals, and early web publishiées Fray, Suck, ChickClick, Bust and

Maxi, in a celebration of independent publishing which drew lines of
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commonality between zines and personal homepages. The influence of DIY can
be seen today in music blogs, the feminist crafting community (epitorbized
Etsy.com), the Maker Faire, grassroots media activism, azcexsters who
mai ntain blogs and personal homepages. Mos
yourself, o of |l earning fr orxpessiomafs without
focusing on obcure interests and sharing personal experiences, was woven into
the creative fabric of Web 20but simultaneously depoliticized. For instance,
the equation of zines with blogs is vociferously debated in the zine world. Barnard
College librarian Jenna Fréman writes:
Whil e blogs can be a very empowering me
people out there capable of fully hosting their own blogs.
Therefore, there is usually an Internet service provider that has the
power to pull the plug on something it deems offemsbe it
because of politics, sex, religion, cop
also much more difficult for the average blogger to be truly
anonymous than it is for a zinester. Being able to violate copyright
and reader sod et hi drgooandbadepairdsi bi | i ti es ha
Part of what makes zines what they are and what makes them so
great is the total freedom not afforded to, but taken by the zinester
(2005).
Freedman identifies one of the major differences between zines, the DIY
aesthetic, and its online equivalents: the lack ofearitalist ethos and rhetoric
around fAselling out. o Thermgavesturen o s hame,
capital backed social media startup, to start an online community about zines
(http://wemakezines.ning.cgmAlthough zines and DIY culture celebrated the

individual and rejected Big Media, they did this as part of rejecting the overall

strudural inequality of labor. In the next section, | look at¢benter
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globalizationmovement of the 2000s, which responded to perceived abuses of
government and big corpations by explicitly positioningnline, independent

journalism as a solution to manythese problems.

The Anticorporate MovemenBlogsand Grassroots Media Activism

The anticorporate movement protested the rise of rmdtional
corporations, their environmental impact, the homogenization of mass culture,
media consolidation, artie pervasiveness of advertising, as chronicled in Naomi
Kl e INologo(1999)Er i ¢ S c Fast BoedsNatrod2601) the filmsThe
Corporation(2003)andSuper Sizéle (2004), and magazinéslbusterg1989
present)Stay Free{(19922007) andlhe Baffle(1988present). Anticorporate
activists called for the support of small business, boycotts of major multinational
corporations, etbal consumption,andvent s | i ke ABuy Nothing D¢
Of f Your TV We e kcounter@dbatizationmoveraents ssédy |,
networked, distributed structures and technologies to createpmessive
collaborative strategies and principles. Jeff Juris writescthatterglobalization
organi zations enact a Adual politics: inte
generating deentralized network forms that prefigure the utopian worlds they are
struggl i n(2P08t 9 Thusthe rmavemments themselves are instantiations
of political principles many influenced by anarchigi@raeber 2004; Graeber

2009)
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In 1999, the World Trade Organization met in Seattle, WA and was
greeted by what was | ater call eédTheiThe Batt
first independent media cenytmadi(aod) IWECs uUsS
set up in Seattle to document the WTO prot
publicizing the goals of the protesters, postingfistson reports, photographs,
sound recordings, &enkins dnd ghorbuanl2008,4)d e o f oot ag
The Seattle IMC served as an organizing model for other groups and by 2006,
there were 150 IMC groups in 50 countries, with about 5000 mer{fiekard
2006a,317) I ndymedi ads sl ogan fibe the mediao di
participatory media as a core component of radical demqaondegh was built
into the very fabric of the organization. Victor Pickard writes:
|l ndymedi ads radical democratic practice
renegotiation of all power relationships by democratizating the
media (exemplified by an interactive wbhsed intdace),
leveling power hierarchies (exemplified by consersased
decisionmaking), and countering proprietary logic (exemplified
by opensource softwarg)2006b, 20)
The WTO protesters adopted techniques from actiwidtanarchigtistory,
specifially affinity groups,small groups of activists with personal ties who work
together on collective action, networked tdwgetin a rhizomdike structure, used
by anarchist groups since the Spanish Civil {&mith 2001, 10)Indymedia
centers simildy drew from the techniques and philosophies of other radical
groups to create a ndnerarchical, antauthoritarian model of organizing

through decentralization and consenbased decision making. Specifically, the

IMC adopted free/ opesource softwarphilosophy to manifest the principles of
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radical democracy in their Jpeatizingol ogi cal i
technology, increasing and-dentralizing participation in news production, and
l evel ing bur e a(®ickard2006b, 2M heesecand mrihciple af 0
| MC6s ten Aprinciples of unityo maintains
to informationfisla prerequi site to the building of &
and the ninth reads #AAIlI | MCs shall be com
whenever possible, in order to develop the digital infrastructure, and to increase
the independence ofthnenetw k by not r el yi ng(Pickaxrd propri et e
2006b, 2526).

While the principles of unity were formulated by Indyneeds a global
organization, Indymedia originated in 1et®90s Seattle, a major center for-dot
com activity and the home of multinational technology corporations including
Microsoft, Nintendo, and Amazon.com, as well as alf@gomputer science
school athe University of Washington. Seattle Indymedia and the IMC as a
whole weretechnologically driven, usingmalil lists to organize members and a
web interface to publish news storiggleos, and other usgenerated content.
The principles of free/open gice software that IMCs espoused were seen as
equally importanto equality and democracy as thaativist commitments.
Pickard writes, fAin the case of Indymedia,
structure are mutually constitutive. Undoing one wouldldisee t he ot her é t he
radi cal openness of I ndymediads technology

institutional structure; this structure could not exist without internet
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communicati ons, especi al(2008b, 3B)Usitighe gl obal

participatory publishing software and FOSS became a way to live the principles
of counterglobalizationactivism inday-to-day life %

Significantly, the ability for anyone to publish a news story through the
IMC newswires was seen as a way to challenge the corporate media coverage of
radical politics in general and the WTO protests specifically, which was widely
seeras inaccurate due to media consolidation. In 1996, the Telecommunications
Act dissolved a number of laws that regulated how many media outlets a
company could own. The resulting mergers concentrated media ownership in six
huge companies, including DisneydaViacom, who control virtually all
television, newspapers, publishing, mainstream film, radio, and music publishing.
Scholars like Lance Bennett, Robert McChesney, and Eric Klinenberg have
thoroughly documented the impacts of media consolidation ocotiperate news
media. These includedecreasén foreign and local newsoverageareliance on
mainstream sourcegdecrease in minority viewpoints, a decrease in substantive
educational content, an increase in cressnotion and sponsalriven content
and a pregovernment, praapitalist biagMcChesney 2000; Bennett, Lawrence,
and Livingston 2007; Klinenberg 2007Mhese problems were especially relevant
during the posSeptember 11 Bush Administration, as progressives criticized
corporate media for cheerleading the war effad &ailing to critically investigate
policies or provide historical context for government decis{@asnett,

Lawrence, and Livingston 20Q7)
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Online publishing allowed people with views outside the mainstream to
voicetheir opinions and practice amateur investigative journaliEne. highly
visible, politically radical projects of the IMCs and their ilk were gradually de
emphasized in favor ofrmore moderate, liberal impuld@uring the beginning of
the second I raqgq War, fiwarbloggingo spread
concerning the objectives of the Bush Administration and Pentagon and the
corporate medi a s(fahnmandKallner 2004198k 20Q2, t h e mo
thensenator Trent Lott made a psegregationist remark at a birthday dinner for
venerable former Dixigat Senator Strom Thurmond. While it was largely
ignored by the mainstream media, who treated it as a minor tidbit, it was picked
up by two major liberal blogSalking Points MemandEschaton A few days
later, theNew York Timebegan covering the stgrgnd two weeks later, Lott
stepped dowiiRosenberg 2009, 14#6) Blogs exemplified the FOSS maxim
Agi ven enough eyledlalRaymand 1899)titizem jowrslista r e
working together could compensate for the deficiencies of mainstream media
(Gillmor 2006)

As these examples show, by the early 2G60malists, academics,
technologists and pundits were heraldoggs as the new frontier of participatory
journalism, and they wergrandfathered in as a Web 2.0 technology. But the term
Awebl og, ORowbWisdameditolgrn Barger, was essentially a new
name for online journals or link lists, which had existed on personal homepages

for years(Rosenberg 2009, 79arly bloggers like Barger, Justin Hall, and David
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Winer had previously been active on Usenet, personal homepagingnaaitl e
newsletters,a@spectively. Similarly, online journaling sites like LiveJournal and

Diaryland, both founded in 1998ith audiences primarily of young women who

wrote about their personal experiences, were generally ignored in the media

coverage of blogs. In fact, everotigh at least half of weblogsewritten by

women, the majority of media coverage of b
contain links to external content and are primarily written by adult(ferring

et al. 2004)

Weblogs did not go uncriticized. Geert Lovink argued that far from being
revolutionary, blogs are a form of dAcreat:i
institutional structures of mass medialvaitit providing an alternative, merely
creating unpaid replacements for journalists while furthering libertarian political
beliefs(2008) Mainstream logs are usually hosted in heavily commercial,
privatized space which diminishes their democratic potential and hinders
A obj e c(KahnandtKgliber 2004; Kim and Hamilton 2006; Deuze 2008)
Republic.comCass Sunstein claimed thatthe ldog p her e woul d resul t
chamberso where people with similar politi
other, creating political isolationis(2002)?” This proposition has been fiercely
debated, with some scholars finding the ideological divide between right and left
wing bloggers widening over time, while others find the opposite effect
(Hargittai, Gallo, and Kane 2008; Lawrence, Sides, and Farrell 28filDothers

find weblogs a poor substitute for pessional political content, arguing that
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amateur production produces substandard writing and cannot make up for
investigative reporting or foreign news coverggeen 2007) Cammaerts
identifies several other critiqgues of bl og
government censorship, appropriation by elites, and the possibility of encouraging
antidemocratic public§2008)

l ndymedi ads struggles with the professi
demonstrate some of the problems involved in positioningageributed
content as an alternative professional journalisif.Pickard writes:

As an institution, Indymedia is torn between aspiring to become a

credible news institution able to challenge corporate mainstream

representations, and wanting to be inclusive so as to not repel large

numbers bpeople who may not be aledue to lack of privilege

and educatiod to produce content according to mainstream news

guality standard§2006b, 35)
Grassroots media activism positioned blogging as an accessible way for everyone
to participate in democratic journalism, but Indymedia found it difficult to
separate itself from the norms of Big Media. It was tritkfind untrained
contributors who could create coverage of the same quality as mainstream media.
And the legitimacy of online journalism was often measuredHther Big
Media picked up a story, as in the Lott calee truly radical leftist ardtorpoiate
principles of the IMCs were submerged in the media emphasis on more liberal
online journalism.Although blogs and independent media were positioned as an

antrinstitutional alternative, the realities of dealing with capitalist structures were

more conplex.
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I n the next section, I |l ook at San Fran
the 1990s which patterned a communal, participatory utopian philosophy after the
transparency and collaboration facilitated by the early internet, as exemplified by
BurningMan. Many key participants in techhubopian culture played significant

roles in both the detom and Web 2.periods

Cyberdelic Utopianism

The dotcom era was preceded by a utopian culture focused on the
revolutionary potential of raising consciousa¢hrough computer networks,
strongly influenced by Marshall McLuhan, rave culture, psychedelic drugs, and
the idea of a tribal, collective dimension. In his b@yberia,Douglas Rushkoff
describes the denizens of thigerdelicculture:

€t he pea at mefirstravenn early 1990s San Francisco
claimed they could experience this same boundless, hypertext
universe without the use of a computer at all. For them, cyberspace
can be accessed through drugs, dance, spiritual techniques, chaos
math, and pgan rituals. They move into a state of consciousness
where, as if logged onto a computer, the limitations of time,
distance, and the body are perceived as meaningless. People
believe that they move through these regions as they might move
through computeprograms or video gamésunlimited by the

rules of a linear, physical reality. Moreover, they say that our
reality itself, aided by technology, is about to make a wholesale
leap into this new, hypertextual dimensid®94, 3)

Clustered in San Francisco, the cyberdelic subculture was anmaisin of
el ectronic music, fAneopaganism, 0 ecstasy a
communities, computer hacking, and freewheeling theories about universal

consciousness linked together by fractals and memetic theory. It advocated a do
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it-yourself approach to altering consciousness and reality, using immersion in
icyber s pac e 0hedelic blssx Manyoftlee siasmans of this culture

were former hippies: Timothy Leary, Stewart Brand, Terrence McKenna, and

John Barlow (founder of the Electronic Frontier Foundation and former Grateful
Dead lyricist) Theyappeared at raves, gave lectugesd were quoted in

magazines likdMondo 200andExtropy;L ear y f amousl y st ated
LSD of t (Recked Sirtu§ and Mu 1992; Dery 1997; Rothstein 2006;
Wikipedia contributors 2010cRadical theorists surmisdidat the internet would

allow participants to tap into a cybeonsciousness, creating a pbaman body

that was stronger, better, and more evolved than thespaae self. While these

theories ran the gamut from William Gibseaque insanity to the mepractical

Avirtual homesteadingo accounts of Howard

in common was the idea of the internet as a utopian syaee people could
overcome the difficulties of their everyday lives.

Also crucial to cyberdelic cultureag the idea of rejecting the mainstream.
Rudy Rucker, one of the Mondo 2000 founders, describes the audience for one of

his talks as:

éreality hackers, nuts, -hehhakes, entrepr

students, artists, mad engine€eiGalifornians with thenaive belief
that a) There is a Better Way and b) | Can Do It Myself. To put it
in a clear gelatin capsule for you,
two beliefs that underlie every single entry in the Mondo 2000
User 6s Guide. The waRigdodsthingsBi g Busi
obviously not the best way; itos in
at all what vyou r eal Hegchawhthet € Now, t
breakdown of society, youobre free t
At heyo do it, whaiywwslf{1992t100mi ght be,
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