
Q2. What are the implications of “Web 2.0” for New Media Producers?

The development of “Web 2.0” has many important and positive implications for New Media producers.  Although the exact meaning is still under some debate, Tim O’Reilly, one of the first users of the term, defines “Web 2.0” sites as using any number of a combination of seven principles that set it apart from older web models, or what he calls “Web1.0” (2005, What is Web 2.0?). These seven principles each bring their own implications for New Media producers.  One of the most important implications is the rise in “Individual production and User Generated Content” (Anderson 2007, What is Web 2.0? P14), as more producers then ever can contribute their own work, as well as gain greater access to other peoples work.  Furthermore, greater social networking, and increased access through other devices such as mobile phones also brings advantages to producers.  There are also some negative implications that have been created by the rise of “Web 2.0”, such as exploitation of other peoples work, especially in the sense of corporate interest.  However, despite this, “Web 2.0” will bring more advantages then disadvantages to New Media producers.

The term “Web 2.0” is used to describe particular ideas and developments that certain websites are now using, that are very different to how the Internet was viewed previously, or what is now described as “Web 1.0”.   Tim O’Reilly, one of the first people to use the term “Web 2.0”, and subsequent author on the subject, began to discuss the idea in early 2004, when he noticed certain Websites had emerged more important then ever, after a collapse in the Internet often described as the dot.com bubble(O’Reilly, 2005, What is Web 2.0?, p1).  Initially, the term brought some criticism and much debate, as its exact definition remained ambiguous, and some people such as Tim Berners-Lee, one of the first developers of the Internet, described “Web 2.0” as being a “…a piece of jargon, nobody even knows what it means.”(2006, developerWorks Interviews: Tim Berners-Lee).  Despite this initial controversy, the term has gained popularity, and is now accepted as an evolutionary step in the way that the internet is used, which is more clearly described by O’Reilly as being“…a set of principles and practices that tie together a veritable solar system of sites that demonstrate some or all of those principles…” (2005, What is Web 2.0? p1).  There are a total of seven principles that O’Reilly describes as being “Web 2.0” concepts, and as well as this, depending on how many principles are applied, he describes a four tier ranking of how “Web 2.0” developed a Website it is, with level 0 for the most basic to level 3 for a Website that completely embraces all the principles. (O’Reilly, 2006, Levels of the Game).  An understanding of these principles is important in understanding the concept of “Web 2.0” and therefore its implication on New Media producers, thus the next part of this essay will briefly discuss each of these principles.


The first Principle of “Web 2.0” is the view that the Internet is a platform. (O’Reilly, 2005, What is Web 2.0? p1).  O’Reilly uses the example of Netscape and Google to describe the meaning of a platform, with the former being an application, although it was described as a platform, and the latter being a true “Web 2.0” platform.  The difference between the two was in how they were adapted, with Netscape being sold and packaged in a traditional way, while Google was never sold, but instead simply accessed via the Internet, gaining its popularity and strengths from its accessibility and simplicity.  O’Reilly describes these reasons for the success of Google further, as being due to the fact that it had “None of the trappings of the old software industry... No scheduled software releases, just continuous improvement.”(2005, What is Web 2.0? p1).  This principle of a platform leads directly to O’Reilly’s second principle which he calls “Harnessing Collective Intelligence” (2005, What is Web 2.0?, p2).  By this he means using the platform created by the first principle to allow the users of a website to contribute to it content and expand its capabilities.  This can vary in degree from simply user comments, in the case of Websites like Youtube, to an even further level of interaction, such as Wikipedia, where people may contribute, comment, edit, and even delete the material that is found on the Website.  This principle of “Web 2.0” in particular has many important implication for New media producers, which will be discussed in more detail later on, but essentially this principle means that users could almost have the same control as software developers, something that was not really available or successful with “Web 1.0”.


O‘Reilly‘s third principle “Data is the Next Intel Inside” (2005. What is Web 2.0? p3), describes “Web 2.0” as putting a higher emphasis on managing and collecting data, to the extent that it gains a competitive advantage over “Web 1.0” sites that do not do the same, with his example being that of Amazon.com, which maintains the largest market share in its field, from its use of extensive data management, which is available to the user to access (2005. What is Web 2.0? p3).  Google too is a good example of this principle, as it used a more developed level of data management then many other search engines, playing part in its eventual dominance in this area.  The Fourth principle, the “End of the Software Release Cycle” (O’Reilly 2005 What is Web 2.0? p4), refers to the fact that so many of the “Web 2.0” sites are never packaged and sold, but instead accessed via the internet, and as discussed in the principle of the Internet as a platform, can be updated and changed at will, rather then relying on software releases and updates. This too will have implication for the new media producer, again a point that will be discussed further on in this essay.  Principle five “Lightweight Programming Models” (O’Reilly, 2005. What is Web 2.0? P4) refers to design structure of programming, and the success of simplified models, to use an ongoing example that of Google, of which its concept is very simple, as well as its interface, and yet successful for this reason. The sixth Principle “Software above the Level of a Single Device” (O’Reilly, 2005 What is Web 2.0? P4) discusses the potential of “Web 2.0” across other mediums other then standard computers, such as mobile phones, or Ipods. The programme Itunes is an example of this, as music, photos and video can be accessed via multiple mediums.  The final Principle that O’Reilly discusses as being an aspect of “Web 2.0” is “Rich User Experiences” (What is Web 2.0? Pg5) is probably the least clear of the principles, as it can encompass many different things.  However,  simply put it describes the development of new and interesting ways in which the Internet is utilised, and new ways in which people can interact with it.


These Seven Principles are important in understanding “Web 2.0”, and to varying degree, each of these principles has important positive implications for New Media Producers.  There are also some negative effects that are created, which are discussed later, however most New Media producers will benefit from the changes that come with “Web 2.0”.  The First two principles, “The Web as a platform” and “Harnessing Collective Intelligence” (O’Reilly, 2005, p1), changes the way in which users interact with the Internet, or to be more specific, with “Web 2.0” sites.  With the new structure of a “platform”, as well as a new found ability to contribute to Websites, which before was not possible, there has been a rise in the amount of people putting their own work onto the Internet.  This implications described by Paul Anderson as “Individual production and User Generated Content” (Anderson 2007, what is Web 2.0? P14), has given an opportunity to many small New Media producers to use a new medium in which to exhibit their work via the Internet.  Before the emergence of Websites such as FlickR and Youtube, producers needed to create their own Website to display their own work, often expensive and difficult, or without the same exposure that comes from a Website as popular as the two that were just mentioned.  However, with the emergence of “Web 2.0” sites, users can now upload content via the website, without needing their own site or extensive knowledge in programming or software development, allowing many more people to contribute work then ever before.  As well as this, a concentration of a particular medium on a “Web 2.0” site, for example video on Youtube, allows for better exposure to a larger audience then would be possible with a multitude of Websites.  Furthermore, “Web 2.0” sites, such a Youtube, often allow for user comments, meaning there is an opportunity to get feedback and reviews of your work, potentially leading to further development of its quality.  Commercially, this also offers many new opportunities to New Media Producers, particularly to those with low budgets, as there are no costs to uploading your work, and “Web 2.0” sites like Youtube , are now starting to offer money to popular videos, creating commercial opportunities that were never their before.  Although this increased amount of “Individual Production” means a more competitive environment, it also allows for increased development amongst producers of New Media, as people can learn from others.


The focus on data management, as mentioned in the third principle of “Web 2.0”, also has many positive implications for Mew Media producers.  The organisation of data on the Internet, for example by Websites like Google, allow for more accurate searches, and therefore greater access to resources on the Internet.  For producers, this can benefit in two ways, initially allowing for greater access to others work, as well as allowing others greater access to their own work.  Another example of a “Web 2.0” Site using data management in a beneficial way for producers is MySpace, which allows for producers to post their work, across a range of different mediums, as well an ability to link their own pages to that of other producers, creating a social network of producers, and again allowing for greater accessibility to their work.  The Fourth principle, the “End of the Software Release Cycle” (O’Reilly, 2005, What is Web 2.0? P4) has similar implications for producers, as most “Web 2.0” Sites do not require any specific software to be purchased or downloaded, which again is extremely beneficial in terms of access.  This allows producers to use more software then was previously available, allowing for more options and greater control in the creative process, which in turn leads to a greater quality of work.  Furthermore, development to these programs are much faster, due to the fact there is no need for packaging or distributing, meaning that new tools and concepts are becoming more frequent and adopted with increasing speed.


The sixth principle also has positive implications for New Media producers, as it addresses the trend in certain “Web 2.0” platforms to now use multiple devices, such as mobile phones.  The ability to access Websites from a mobile hand held device, whilst also being able to contribute via the same device, further strengthens some of the positive outcomes from other “Web 2.0” Principles.  Accessibility in particular will benefit producers considerably, for example a music producer may create a track, copy it to a mobile device such as an Ipod, and even access it remotely from a mobile phone.  O’Reilly’s last Principle, “Rich User Experiences” (What is Web 2.0? Pg5), although the least clear of the principles in definition, still has many positive implications for New Media producers.  The whole concept of “Rich User Experiences” relies on the creative work of producers to make it possible.  If the Internet is truly becoming “Web 2.0” then producers will play a large part in its evolution, whilst this may not benefit all producers, it allows for many more opportunities then previously available.  It is perhaps a combination of all the Principles discussed my O’Reilly in his explanation of “Web 2.0” that will benefit producers, and as these Websites use particular principles to varying degrees, the benefits too will vary depending on the specific type of work being produced. However, there are some negative implications of “Web 2.0” as well, which although outweighed by the positive points, are still an important issue to discuss.


Michael Zimmer believes that “Web 2.0” has many negative effects for producers, including “…diffusion of one’s identity across fractured spaces…the exploitation of free labor for commercial gain, and the fear of increased corporatization of online social and collaborative spaces and outputs”(2008, Critical perspectives on Web 2.0).  Zimmer believes that although producers will gain some benefits from “Web 2.0” the same factors that benefit producers will also make them available to exploitation.  Furthermore, much of the work that is being done by producers often benefit’s the creators of “Web 2.0” sites much more then the producers themselves, many of which are large corporation.  Many of these issues have still not been addressed, and for this reason, “Web 2.0” has received much criticism, however these factors have not stopped its development and continued acceptance amongst many New Media producers.  The reason for this is that although “Web 2.0” does have its problems, as with all development, the benefits are too great for the opportunities to be missed, especially for producers, as they probably have the most to gain.


In conclusion, the creation of “Web 2.0” has brought many positive benefits for New Media producers.  From examining the seven principles that O’Reilly discussed in his definition of “Web 2.0”, it is possible to see the individual implications for producers for each of these principles.  In general these implications include an increased ability to contribute, and thus greater social networking, as well as greater access, both in the sense of accessing other producers work and different software, and in the sense of accessing it via multiple devices.  As well as this, the creation of “Web 2.0” brings its own opportunities to New Media producers to actively take part in its development, unlike “Web 1.0” where control was very limited.  There are also some negative aspects of “Web 2.0” for producers, such as ownership rights and exploitation of work, but although these and other factors are still an issue, they have not haltered “Web 2.0” development, and from the stand point of a New Media producer, there are a lot more benefits that can be gained from the use of “Web 2.0”
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