














The Wikinomics Playbook: Mass Collaboration in Action

The primary barriers to musical collaboration now are
1. Legal issues of copyright and how to make fair use of samples and remixes

2. A mass music industry that can’t seem to do anything but cling to an old profit model where
stars are made and sold, and all rights are reserved

5.6.2 Can there be a creative commons-based music industry?

Neil Layton, who founded a music label called Fading Ways Music to embrace shared music and
collaborative culture, has an insiders perspective on the prospect for collaboration in the music
business. According to Neil, a CC-based music industry implies a complete re-working of how most
music biz people (both on the artistic as well as business side) think of music. Most mainstream and
aspiring artists seek the kind of fame and fortune that mass media hype and marketing can bring.
The nature of superstar economics, however, is that “the very few hyper-successful artists (in the
commercial sense at least), tend to leave little on the table for their less fortunate peers. Non-
commercialized artists may have more freedoms and even produce more rich artistic offering, but
economically speaking it is un-sustainable.”

The first step to a CC-based music business, artists and labels—a new system of rights and royalties
administration is needed. While independent artists are technically able to collect royalties under the
current Performance Rights Organization system, the metrics that are used to divide the revenues
are biased to favor the cartels and biggest artists (being based on commercial radio play and record
sales). Under these rules the mega-stars tend to scoop up royalties that under a more accurate system
would belong to the “long-tail” of indie artists. The technology exists for a more sophisticated
payments system that remunerates not only the original artist but those who contribute and remix
the original works.

A CC-based system could allow an equitable distribution of revenues in a transparent pathway of
micro-payments from one work to another, facilitated by user playlists such as lastfm.com,
YouTube, MySpace, or other Web 2.0 applications. Users or fans could even participate in the
revenue stream in an environment where the line between artist and audience becomes increasingly
blurred; for the new version of neilleyton.com I am working on a system where user content could
be monetized through a system of paid downloads (whether subscription based or pay-per-
download) that remunerate both the artist and the fan who contributed the content. Even the most
forward-thinking artist likes to retain some comfortable level of control over their creation. In this
aspect the CC revolution in music will not exactly mirror the open source software GNU-type
evolution. Artists are not programmers, nor do programmers fully understand art. There is an artistic
ego that is a valid necessity to the creation of good art.
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5.6.3 Could the masses have written a better end for the Sopranos TV

series?

The ending of the Sopranos series surprised many viewers in that it foiled viewers attempts to
achieve a denouement (closure) to the story. Everyone was debating who was going to get whacked,
and as it turned out, the only person to “get whacked” was the audience—the tension builds
through the episode, and then the camera turns off. That is pretty much it.

One commentator felt that the author was
deliberately leaving his options open for a sequel
of a future movie plot. What would the audience
have done—probably, as in most gangster
features, seen to it that Tony Soprano died by the
sword he lived by.

There is one well known example of harnessing
the power of a wiki to write fiction—the
experiment called “A Million Penguins” in which
the publisher of that name set up an installation
of mediawiki and invited the Internet to write a
novel. One of the problems in that experiment
was that the participants enjoyed too many
degrees of freedom. The prose all turned into
zany chaos.

In a TV serial however, the freedom is much
better constrained—a legion of fans would have
to be true to the established characters (and
would probably police each other for that). If
character was fixed, plot was the variable. Since
dialogue is mostly a derivative of plot, that could
have been left out of the collaborative effort.
What remains is the stage directions.

Would music created by a group, in a self-

How to Wiki an Episode of the Sopranos

1. Create a page called Episode 86—a name free of
connotations.

2. On Episode 86 all that exists is a list of episode
summaries, and a short paragraph with a meta
description/plot summary. You allow parallel
versions of the story to develop, and pick the best
one. Each version should have its own homepage,
example Episode 86—The Fat Lady Sings.

3. Each alternate version page contains a list of
scenes (and alternate scenes), each with their
own meta descriptions.

4. At the scene level you finally have a written
description of what actually happens, with links to
the preferred previous scene and the one which
most ought to follow.

5. Lead author roles should be freely taken and the
lead authors for each scene should include lots of
meta notes to other authors which indicate what
scope of participation would be helpful.

The key to all of this is to design a properly iterative
process, where meta information comes first,
becomes fixed, and then serves as a
boundary/framework to all child pages/objects.

organized fashion using modern networking tools, fill those needs? Or different needs? What
lessons can we learn from existing self-organization examples engaged in globalized activities like

software development?

5.7 Belief in the Age of Mass Collaboration

Beliefs matter, whether one is religious or not. They underpin everything we do and say, and can
facilitate or be a barrier to collaboration projects large and small. Most religions, ideologies and other
belief systems haven’t been designed to be collaborative, in fact it is neatly the opposite—many
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doctrines seek to invalidate or defeat other doctrines, and many wars and terrible violence has too
often been the result.

Can we collaborate on our beliefs?
Will collaboration on beliefs help to build mutual understanding?
Do underlying beliefs tend to disrupt attempts as collaboration in workplaces and social institutions?

Kartik Ariyur points out how in the age of mass collaboration it is necessary to discuss the
implications of what we believe. Unless you do that, belief systems will just remain the invisible
elephant in the room, which everyone has to navigate around while wondering why the
collaboration isn’t working.

Problem: How do you discuss something when you don’t even have a common vocabulary?
Y g y y

5.7.1 How do we discuss beliefs?

One reason for the inherent clash of ideas is the lack of common vocabulary—most of the words in
play have different meanings in different belief systems so communication, let alone collaboration is
difficult. Science tries to get around this language problem by using common objective definitions.
What is time for example? Scientists say that “one second” (in any language) is the duration of
9,192,631,770 periods of radiation corresponding to the atomic vibrations the caesium-133 atom.
Religions and ideologies usually don’t seek objective references; in fact the core of many ideologies
is creating new words or new meanings for existing words. Like most aspects of culture, it generally
doesn’t, because true objectivity is hard to come by. Defining faith is not easy.

Defined or not, beliefs have consequences; even if they happen to be un-testable, as history has
shown repeatedly in crusades, Jihads, pogroms, purges, and institutionalized persecution of different
kinds.

5.7.2 A way out of the problem

Kartik recommends a simple to say but hard to do solution to this problem: separate metaphysics
from the morality

There are two aspects to any belief system

«  Morality: How to behave (including how to think)

« Metaphysics: The why we must behave so

Morality, and moral principles, can be thought of as outward or exoteric aspects of belief. They are
the actionables that follow from our belief in a higher being or subscription to a world view.

L ]
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The metaphysics or personal philosophy that defines the “WHY” is the part of our belief system
that is generally very difficult to talk about, compare, or discuss. These personal first principles can
be called esoteric or inward beliefs. You can’t really criticise someone for these beliefs, it is just a
matter of subjectivity.

If we make this kind of separation, collaboration becomes possible. The esoteric or non-debatable
aspects of religion can be left for personal exploration while the outward aspects can be subject to
public discussion. Exoteric aspects of religions can be very similar—there does seem to be common
elements of morality, though the differing metaphysics can result in entirely different moral choices
by individuals following different religions.

L ]
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Chapter 6: Final Thoughts

The ancient curse: may you live in interesting times.
We live in interesting times.
Our technology now has the power to create us and destroy us.

Biosciences stand to redefine the very concept of life itself. The machines are manufacturing entire
landscapes heretofore foreign to us. Computing has made distance and time obsolete. Flows of
pixelated dollars have created a globalized marketplace.

In the midst of all this, are we still the same animal we always were? Technology can transform us
physically, but socially, psychologically, behaviorally? In mass collaboration, the potential for doing
things differently runs smack up against some very hard wired self-interested behavior patterns that
are hard to shake. In politics, for example, are we still just as vulnerable to falling under the spell of
some new demagogue who exploits our insecurities to enhance his political power? In business, will
aggressive, self-aggrandizing CEOs demand and receive outrageous pay packages while using their
clout to dismantle any collective intelligence that disagrees? Will wikis overtake blogs in popularity
ot will everyone stay on their pedestals so they can live safely and unchallenged within the walls of
their opinions? Fads break like tidal waves and flood the markets, but then the waters recede and
everything is the same again. Social change is not so obvious and many years will be required before
the tendrils and ripples of reactions to reactions organize into some coherent pattern, enabling us to
gain perspective.

But there is a sense that the world has become a very distant place. A paradox is at play. We have
shrunk boundaries—we have Facebook friends in Tokyo—but our organizations and systems are
becoming larger, more connected, evermore complex.

It's a very human thing to want some order in all of that. It’s a very human thing to want to know
there is a plan. Climate change. Homelessness. Genocide. Energy shortages. Terrorism. Pedophiles
stalking kids on the Internet. Crime syndicates from faraway countries stealing our entire identity.
“Somebody must have a plan,” we say. But as we look around for a plan, as we look around for
leaders, increasingly we’re finding there is no great plan; there are no great leaders who have the
answers. There are great problems and there are great opportunities. There are conflicts to be
resolved and there is potential just waiting to be unleashed.

Amongst this, there is “Us.” A “We” with all our collective insights, perspectives, dreams and ideas.
We may find, much to our dismay, that “We” are the ones in charge after all.
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