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Andreas:
Thank you, Anno, for your wonderful introduction.  It’s been seven years since we first met, in Shanghai, at a McKinsey conference where we both were speaking. The topic of the lecture today is “digital exhibitionism, the future of relationships.”  Let me tell you at the beginning how that term actually came into being.  I was invited to be on a talk show on German television.  With me were the founder of the Green Party, the Minister of Interior, and the guy who is in charge of data protection for the Federal Republic of Germany.  
The anchorwoman asked her staff to zoom into another page where it had my location at that moment.  It of course had my phone number.  The poor dude in charge of consumer data protection was wrestling for words.  He said, "You're a digital exhibitionist."  [laughter]  As usual, I embrace those things and I make a whole lecture course out of it.  That will indeed be the topic of our course for the fall.   
The subtitle for today is "The Future of Relationships."  By that, I mean both the relationships between friends or want-to-be friends like those on Facebook.  Some people on Facebook form a group coming up here to make sure that I don't say too many negative things about Facebook.  It will also be about the relationships between individuals and organizations.
I first want to tell you what I'm going to do in the next hour.  I want to keep it relatively interactive.  The input, which you have today, will be considered for the fall course.  If you have things you really want to me to think about, I have time before I start on November 3rd, which by the way is the same time Senator Quentin Hardy has, just for the second half of the semester.  I've prepared some stuff, I assure you, but we'll talk about it.
I'll talk a little bit about what is digital exhibitionism, and there my metaphor is of a one-sided mirror.  You can look through but you can't look from the inside out, versus a two-sided mirror.  If you think about it, if you show things about yourself and nobody sees it, is it still worth it for you, if nobody looks at you:?  Or, is it not worth it for you?  

Another element is the question of history.  For instance, on Facebook, if you had the ability to see how somebody changed a given attribute over time, they were single, they were in a relationship, it was complicated, they were single again, the relationship was complicated, so on and so forth.  
Or, another example from a startup I was in about seven years ago, the guy was fresh out of MIT.  I recently saw his resume coming across my desk.  He sort of upgraded himself to VP Engineering in that startup.  You know - history…  If you see the history of people's changes, how would that change things?  
I want to talk about why it actually matters, the economics, social, and psychological implications.  I want to start the talk by looking at implicit behavior, which I will take from data from a company we all work for, called Google.  By clicking, we make Google money.  Then, I will present what I call the consumer data revolution.  It's very short.  
The first Web 1.0 if you will was invisibly collected data.  Web 2.0 is people explicitly contributing data, not only data about themselves, but also data about relationships with others.  What I then think about is what the implications here are.  What are the economics or expectations?  
For instance, I have a GPS devise in my car.  I pay some company every month to give me traffic updates.  At the same time, I'm providing them with my location, how far the traffic is across the Bay Bridge, for instance.  Isn't that funny that I provide them both the data so they can give me a product back, and I pay them money?  Shouldn't it be that they pay me?  How do people slowly become aware of the value of data they are creating, how companies aggregate them to create information products out of them?  What do they want to get back?  It's much more than wanting to get money back.  
Then I present a framework that I thought about for here, which is the two-by-two matrix, where we look at expected values, both positive and negative, but also extreme values.  Some of you might know that I used to teach at NYU.  I did a lot of stuff in finance.  There in finance for instance, you have 99.9 percentile.  That's what the traders go for if they have a big win, if they win the lottery.  Then you have the downside risk for a company going under, think [5:10.7] or UPS and the problems there, to the order of forty billion dollars so far.  What does this mean for providing companies, providing individuals, or providing the world with data about ourselves?
The last point I want to hit today is how we move from nodes as unit of analysis, to arcs as units of analysis.  I want to ask you, what will be the next transition between moving from nodes, which is linked into who we are, to arcs which is Facebook for example, where you say you are connected?  How do we get from that to community, the groups, and stuff like that?  That's the conversation I want to have at the end.
That's what I'm planning.  Let me get a feeling about what your backgrounds are.  Who of you are students at the iSchool?  Who of you are students in engineering, computer science, or stuff like that – only two people, three people.  Is there anybody from HAAS?  Okay, good, we kept them out.  [laughter].  I can tell you a story.  Now I can tell you a story knowing who are here, which shows a difference between my Stanford crowd and my HAAS crowd.  
I do very interactive teaching, so I have a class wiki, for instance.  The students comment on the class and create the entire class notes.  At Stanford, my first remark the last quarter was that a student said, "I know it's a grad-student level class, but I'm a freshman.  I really rock at Python.  If anyone wants help, hit me up and I'll help you."  That guy was the best student in the class.  
At Berkeley, the first comment after my first class was, "Would the professor please distinguish between live, demos, and the PowerPoints.  It was a bit hard to follow between whether it was a live demo, and I couldn't find the PowerPoint."  I hope you fall in the first group here, being willing to do stuff.
Okay, the first half hour or so, I prepared some slides, not live demo, slides on the future of relationships.  What I first want to talk about is what are the data sources that our friend Google knows?  First of all, Google knows our search data.  If you think about it, search data are pretty personal data.  I exhibit a lot to Google by letting it know what my deepest wishes are, essentially.  Who of us thinks about this?  Who of you would be willing to have their search stream shown right now?  Yeah, let's all laugh about this.  
Gmail – who would be willing to have their Gmail shown right now?  Of course, nobody.  You would be willing to have all your emails shown?  That’s interesting.  
I remember at NYU, I was able to know a little bit about Unix and I wanted to show the students how easy it is to show the email that the dean actually received.  (If you have basic knowledge and have your SPARC stations) And then somebody told me that this is actually a felony and I could be put in prison.  I didn't do it afterwards, anymore.  
Google toolbar – very interesting the value you get as the end user, of course, that it learns about your behavior.  But, it follows you across sites.  With you having Google Toolbar installed, Google gets an insight on the sites where normally it doesn't.  Its user gets data, but the user gives data too.  
Google Notes – very interesting how you can allocate notes.  I looked at Facebook, for instance, into the notes and feedback that people give on the ads.  Feedback, the 'F word' as I call it, is a very important element for me.  People can give feedback to the site.  It's about .1% of the people clicking on these Facebook ads.  It's about the same percentage of people .1% who give negative feedback.  There's a little field, which they can fill out what is negative about it.  It turned out that about 10% of those are unhappy about feeling that dating ads are targeting the wrong sexual preference.

It's very interesting how people are willing to share these things.  Interesting enough, I work at a Singaporean dating site, where people have very private notes, which are only for themselves.  The first time that site ever looked at those notes was to figure out what we want.  I know you probably have the wildest fantasies about what people write in there.  It was, "I sent him a heart," or "He went to NUS," "He has a cute smile."  It was really the most innocent remarks you could possibly imagine.  These are Notes.
Google Analytics – of course most of us who have websites, who have blogs, run Google Analytics.  Again, it allows Google to understand stuff – what's happening at my site, what other people do on my site, without those other people giving any permission for that.  If Anna went to my site, I know that, whether Anna wants that or not.  
Last night, we had a conversation with Jeff Tseng, sitting in the back, who is the CTO of a company that does metrics.  What about ad-supported porn, or maybe porn-supported ads?  The question there is what would you do if you have something like MyBlogLog on a porn site, that we know who else went there?  These are very interesting things, which are very doable in this day-and-age, without you having to consent to it.

Google Reader – has a lot of attention gestures, to read something, mark something, share something, forward something to a friend, to invite, so on and so forth.  Those are interesting things where you really go from the attention you give to the intention you might have.  
Google Docs – I use Google Docs with all of my clients.  Google knows a lot about the different relationships I have with people, as well as the content of the documents.  

Google Groups, Google Talk, Google Maps, Google Location, Google Calendar – very interesting because it has things about the future, and so on and so forth.  Other things are YouTube.  When do people stop watching a movie, and so forth?  
The final two remarks are that Google has designed tools for the home.  If I figure out that I would like to have electric blinds in my house, if Google knows where I live, which they do because it's the address I always drive to, and I give it to Google Maps; they know I just looked for these blinds.  That's worth a lot – much more than the standard click, for somebody who might be selling motorized blinds in the neighborhood.

Finally, what I call "Google Checkout" from the cradle to the grave.  It is really that Google Checkout from the first intent to buy something, all the way to finally buying something.  Google Checkout has the entire spectrum.  It knows what it was I considered as well as what I considered but didn't buy.  That's very, very powerful.
Those are examples of data sources for just one company, where of course, Hal Varian has a very important role in getting people to do the right things there.
That is the first data revolution.  The second data revolution is where customers explicitly share data.  On average forty minutes a day, people, like the garden in the front of the house, carefully arrange things.  
I noticed that we are getting older.  I realized that I have the same picture on Facebook that I put up when I got my condo a couple of years ago, whereas most people who are younger than we are, they change every often: "Would that be a good Facebook picture for the next hour?"  That is quite interesting, that people have this self-marketing, or digital exhibitionism, or whatever you call it.  It's very much at the top of their mind, of what they do in Facebook.  People carefully consider who they should have as their friend, for the main reason of "what does it mean for the image I create for the world?"
The third point here is how are consumers, customers, or individuals changing through the information, which they provide about themselves?  For instance, here is a little bit of advice I have and that's called a 'spot'.  If any of you have any of that connectivity here, we don't want to push too hard.  Then you can actually see where I am right now, not that you don't know this.  But, on my Web page, Weigend.com, I show you that I am, right now, here in Berkeley in this exact location.  What it does is it talks up to the satellite.  
I was at Burning Man two weeks ago, where there is no phone connectivity.  People still knew exactly at which camp I was moving around.  Those people actually have access to the internet.  That's very interesting.  What's the downside?  People always say, "People know that they could break into your house because you're not there."  I say, "Be my guest!  I'd rather have you break in my house when I'm not there, than when I'm there."  [laughter]  
What I'm interested in is how we get into the future?  For me, the future means that we have, as a framework for this Web 1.0, platform of experimentation.  It's not primarily about data, but it's about actions we start with.  Actions, for me, mean alternatives.  We could do this, or we could do that.  That's where companies like Jeff's companies, which have decided that solid metrics are actually crucially important, that constantly measure anything you change, and it empowers you, as an engineer, you as a product designer, to vary things.  
The second one here is architect of participation.  That is people adding stuff, whether someone listens or not. 
The third one is what my main interest will be for the fall quarter, the architect of interactions; how do people interact with each other, how do individuals interact with companies?  

For the interaction with companies, I want to step a little bit back to the 1970's, the period when I met Oliver, my old friend here, who is on sabbatical here for a year.  In those days, experts like us studying computer science, learned the language the computer understood.  In business, it was digitizing the back office.  I estimate, as a physicist, everything is just the powers of ten; maybe ten million people were involved in that business.  
In the 1980's, well, front offices started interacting with the back office, not just the back office people got pieces of paper, but the front office people learned how to actually interact with the back office.  You still see this for instance, at airlines, where complicated keystroke sequences allow them to find out that you should be sitting in seat seventy.  
In the 1990's, something new happened.  Not only did the front office interact with the back office, but also the customers now, the end users, started interacting with the firm.  It was roughly a billion people 'poking at stuff', as I call it.  

Now the quality of the new thing was that in the 2000's, a billion people poked at the stuff, but there were maybe a hundred million people who actually produced stuff.  That was a new thing.  It was not a billion people poking, but it was a hundred million people producing.  
Among the implications that come out here, is that we moved from the importance of search and finding something, to the importance of finding something that you're not even looking for.  I call this 'discovery' or 'serendipity'.  The company Discoverio on the other side of the bay, which really focuses on how can we discover stuff, which we are not looking for?  My theory here is that if it's too far out, then it's not interesting.  If it's too close, then it's not interesting.  It's somewhere in the middle, in the vicinity of what I'm generally interested in, where I think, "Oh, that is actually interesting, and I'm delighted to have discovered it." 
People in addition to pages.  The shift – I ran a panel a couple of weeks ago called 'Metrics of Engagement'.  The shift really is from the page as unit analysis to the person as unit analysis.  We are not really interested as John Shwung was, but we are interested in John Shwung as an individual, his history, what he is interested in, and how his interests shift over time.  
Mobile is clearly, where things are happening.  If you think about it, it used to be papers that many of these metric-people have, are inherited from the olden days, where we count the numbers of newspapers handed out or sold.  That's the idea of unique visitors coming to our page.  
Now, the mobile knows so much about us.  If you face it, apart from your underwear, nothing is closer to you than your mobile.  It knows basically everything about you.  It knows that now I'm talking and you're quiet.  We'll change this in a little while.  It knows I'm slowly pacing here, and it knows that I was in a little bit of a rush because I was walking relatively quickly, even without GPS.  It knows how I normally walk, how fast I walk, and it knows that I should be here at 4:00 p.m. because of my calendar.  It knows whose emails I push away "I'll look at them later if I get to this."  It knows whose calls are answered right away and whose are not.  The mobile really knows a lot about my relationships implicitly, without me needing to tell it anything explicitly.  

Finally, the point is that I'm very interested in monitoring the current situation.  For that, I have two examples.  The first example is an example, which I personally encountered last year, as I was preparing my talk for the Web 2.0 Expo.  That's what came up on the screen.  It said, "Adobe Flash Player settings, privacy.  Allow Amazon.webservice.com to access your camera and microphone."  Amazon wanted to access my…?  Sure, of course, because it can send me better ads.  It knows whether I'm by myself, whether I'm looking at the screen with a friend, or whether I'm just having a beer.  It knows what the ambient lighting conditions are, whether I'm just playing some music – absolutely, yes.  
Here's the next one.  It's taken from the website IMMI, a website on the other side of the bay.  They give you a mobile phone for free, kind of.  That mobile phone records everything thirty seconds, ten seconds of ambient noise, whether you're snoring, or whatever you're doing.  Then it calls up everything thirty seconds, to some company somewhere and says, "Guess what I just heard?"  It knows at 8:23, Oliver is getting up, in the shower, 8:23:30, Oliver still in the shower, 8:24, and so on.  8:36, Oliver is still in the shower.  Oliver is clearly a candidate for the separate shampoo and conditioner.  
On the other hand, two minutes of a shower, clearly the one thing – body gel and everything-in-one.  So what do you think about this?  On the one hand, it's interesting because Oliver gets the right ads; Anna gets the right ads.  But do you feel that maybe that's an intrusion into your privacy, or do you think that's a good thing?  
The same story.  Here's another example.  The data is really hard for the digital network economy.  If you think music, or dating, you learn so much about people by understanding dating sites.  Who are they clicking on?  Who are they following up with, what works out, and what doesn't work out? 

I want to push a little bit further.  This is a company called Jobscore.  Jobs are something that is very important for most people, and very close to their heart.  How would you feel – the internet guy over there with the glasses – if you interview somewhere, if you go in for an interview, - let's say you interview at Google.  Google passes – why are you laughing?  Have you interviewed with Google?  Not yet.  Okay, Google passes your interview records to Microsoft and Amazon.  How would you feel about it?  Hmmm.  

Jobscore helps you out.  The interview might not have worked out for whatever reason, but they help you get other jobs elsewhere, including all the comments.  Google might say, "These are the pros, these are the cons.  Unfortunately …" Amazon says, "We don't care about the cons, we like the pros," and they make you a job offer.  That's interesting that the data you produce in an interview, which you consider rather private, are happily shared.  People do that for the sole benefit of getting some software that they can track interviews.  
There are a lot of examples here.  I want to give a few more and just leave this part as examples.  

A traditional data business is Acxiom.  Acxiom answers the question "Who do I send my ad to?"  Acxiom is a company in Little Rock, Arkansas.  Twenty-four out of the top twenty-five international institutions use Acxiom data to send you stuff.  Acxiom knows about all of us.  They even know our probability of buying a motor bike in the next few months, or buying a swimming pool in the next few months.  So if you have a check of five dollars, send it to Acxiom and they send you your personal data back.  You'll be surprised what they know about you.  
Maps – Nokia, by the way, more name recognition for Nokia than for Finland.  Nokia bought a company called Navteq last year, for eighty-nine billion dollars.  Why did they buy them?  Because Navteq actually has, by the end of this year, roughly a hundred million people driving with Nokia phones, through the rest of the world, and producing map data.  

Going back one step; Navteq took three hundred million dollars to become cash-flow positive, because they employ between one and two thousand people who try to map out the world.  From one thousand, to a hundred million, that's five orders of magnitude.  Think about how much more precisely you can map out the world if you just use people's mobile phones and just track where the roads are.  

OAG – answer the question, Official Airlines Guide, what flights would be best?  It used to be a very closed club.  Actually, you had to own an airport to be part of OAG.  Owning an airport is not a trivial exercise.  Now, that's so easy.  You just screen-scrape things.  Mobisimo and other companies do that well.  Or, you have user-generated content, very interesting thing about FlyerTalk, and those frequent flyer magazines.  You get much more precise data than any airline is willing to give to you.  Airlines think they're in the business of moving big tubes around the world, but they're actually are in the information business, and have high appreciation that they even – like twenty years ago – assign seats beforehand.  That's not bad.  Not much has changed since then.  But, it was pretty impressive then.  
You know about the multiple listing services; I think that's the next market that is really going to be touched by the information revolution, which is here buying houses.  You spend six percent on a real estate agent if you buy a house.  That's ridiculous!  You have Zillow, Redfin, Trulia, and a number of companies which says, let’s just disintermediate the market.  It is an information market, it's not about the houses, it's about the information on the houses and doing the matches.  
The final example here is buying and trading business cards.  How would you get Jeff Bezos's mobile number, short of asking me?  You go to Jigsaw.  When I looked at it in December of last year, they already had seven million executives' business cards.  How does it work?  Give data to get data.  Those two hundred thousand people uploaded their business information, vcards from Outlook or however you have it, and then the community collects.  So, I say, "This is Jeff's mobile number," and people dial it.  They pay whatever buck for it.  If it doesn't work the people say, "It's not Jeff's mobile number." 
What's happening is a total loss of control of the data about yourself.  I think some of us embrace this.  I say, "My mobile numbers at Weigend.com because I can't control it anyway."  I get surprisingly few calls that I actually don't want.  Other people guard it like the crown jewels, and are surprised that it leaks out somewhere.  I think, how do people think about this personal information, which is leaking out?  Are they embracing it, or are they keeping it?

That's what I want to do with the first part here, to give you some feeling about what I view as a consumer data revolution.  The question here in the subtext is really who pays whom?
Do you have any comments on this part so far?  To summarize, I talked about enablers, communication being cheap, storage being cheap, Web 1.0 instrumenting the world, Web 2.0 people participating, and examples showing that data has become more important than the algorithms.

The 1990's were about, given a set of data, what insights can we get?  The 2000's, given a problem, what data can we get?  That's a very empowering example.  Here's a question.
Female:
[ too far away from mic]
Andreas:
Sure.  I found this distinction useful although it's not really a very clear distinction in all cases.  Implicit data are data or traces I leave as I move through the digital world.  Implicit data are the clicks I leave or the Google examples, pretty much, are implicit data.  

Explicit data, for me, are data I give specifically, like I say, "Anna is my friend on Facebook."  That would be an explicit link that I add, data where I'm very aware that I'm giving the data, versus where most people are rather unaware.  There are boundaries or gray areas in between.  Oliver has a nice paper where he showed that people, when you basically promise them nothing, like a free coke or something, that they're happy to give you their social security number or Anna's social security number.  [laughter]  
Here are two more examples here, besides the geolocation example, where we talked about Navteq; there's a company on the other side of the bay called 23andMe, Inc...  I send them one thousand dollars and they do an analysis of my DNA data.  
Male:
[too far from mic] 
Andreas:
Say again…
Male:
The price is two hundred ninety-nine…
Female:  
…instead of a thousand

Andreas:
Okay, maybe it's like the iPhone.  I can get a rebate or something.  That's interesting.  So, four hundred bucks is very reasonable.  In this case, I'm thinking about giving it to other people as well.  What it does is very interesting.  
I have to say I chickened out in class.  At my Stanford course last spring, one day this FedEx box – I brought in this FedEx box and told the students "it is a data collection devise.  Please remind me at 6:00 today and I'll open it."  Nobody knew what was in there.  I opened it and they said, "It's a disc?  What is it?"  It was a thing, which you spit in, seal it up, and send it in and you, get your DNA back.
Then I got my DNA back and I thought, "I'll just open that file in class."  But, what if it says I have a high propensity to become an alcoholic, or something like that, or a heroin addict?  I actually decided to do it in the privacy of my home.  Everything was good.  There was one thing where was 2 sigma out and that was the ability to learn from mistakes quickly.  [laughter]  That study was done on forty German subjects who were the control group for that.  I think that's something in which I'm really…
What I want to say here is not so much that it's about 23andMe.  That's interesting.  The big thing is something totally different.  The big thing is that we have tens of thousands of subjects who paid, themselves, for having that DNA sequenced.  Now, this is a pool where we can run wonderful experiments.  
For instance, we could study lactose intolerance, or how do you experience 'bitter', or does your nose turn red when you drink alcohol, and all these things.  That is interesting.  We have sample sizes which no university study, no clinical study could have afforded having tens of thousands of subjects to understand whether your nose turns red when you drink alcohol; it depends on the amount as well.  Now, suddenly, we have very a very different basis, by this community, by this collective intelligence, which we never had before.  That's where the interesting part for me comes in.  We are basically willing to do our DNA analysis, and now help the world figure out stuff and reduce it to the level of the genetic gender sequence.

The last example I wanted to give here is a very tricky and troublesome one.  I just read about an economist last week.  There's a girl in the East Coast, who has anorexia.  The insurance company paid for whatever they need to pay for, for a month, and then sent a letter saying, "We're done now.  We're not paying for your problem anymore."  The girl's mom said, "My girl really has that problem.  She doesn't like to eat," or whatever the problem is.  The insurance company said, "It's a psychological problem.  That's not included."  The mom said, "It really is a problem."  "Then you can go and take us to court."  The mom said, "I guess that's the only thing I can do."  

She filed, or tried to file some lawsuit.  Immediately, the insurance company said, "Okay, we want to have all the records of that girl on MySpace and Facebook, and we will be able to prove that it's a psychological problem, which we are not responsible for paying, as opposed to some other kind of problem."  Isn't that interesting?  The insurance, which you have for whatever happens, looks at MySpace records, looks at Facebook records, and decides in that case, "We found a way out for paying for you."  
An example I learned three years ago, when I gave a talk at a conference that Oliver organized in Berlin, was a company that has an insurance called Pay As You Go.  If you're willing to have a GPS in your car, then depending on where you are, where you want to go, and what time of day it is, it says, "Okay".  If you wanted to go from Bayview back to the Castro, at 3:00 a.m., that would be more dangerous as it was at 3:00 in the afternoon.  By the way, I don't know which one is cheaper because there's more traffic in the afternoon, but maybe more people are under the influence at night.  Whatever it is, simply statistics-based on the past.  
About two month ago, they gave up that business model.  People just were too scared that if they had an accident, something might have been wrong.  They might have gone 75 miles an hour and they say, "You were speeding.  Do you think we're paying for your accident?  No way."  Something's very interesting, how sharing that data to agents on the other side, is something we don't want to do.  

It's the same for the health data.  I'm not sharing my DNA because I was worried that at some stage, fifty years from now, some insurance company will say, "You have this DNA, so we're not going to insure you because we know that people like you will live more than ninety years.  That's getting too expensive for us."  
That smoothly brings me to a framework that I want to propose.  That's a framework about how I would like people to think about how they should think about the data they are exhibiting.  

You have a 2x2 matrix.  It's not one of those McKinsey things, where the top right is always the right thing.  It's simply that there is good and bad stuff.  Good and bad – they have measures of centrality or centricity.  They are measures of extreme malady or extreme values.  
An example for a measure for central and good is the integral from zero to infinity, so they expect a positive value.  That's what you get out -hopefully the benefit you get.  
Then you have, in the bad case, that's the integral from minus infinity to zero, which are the costs you would have to pay.  That could be your cost.  It could also be the cost of the other party.  I presented this at SxSW a couple of months ago, in a talk, and it was called "The Science of Designing Interactions".  It was about how to design interactions so that the cost is as low as possible, and that the expected benefit is reasonably high.  That's not all there is to it.  
A standard prospect theory from Danny Kahneman and so on, says that this weight people have on the cost is about twice the weight people have on the benefit.  In other words, if you lose a dollar it hurts you twice as much as when you make a dollar.  There are a lot of things that you can infer about this table, by understanding behavior economics.  

What I want to talk about here is the right-hand side.  These are measures of extreme malady.  Let's say we take the 99.9 percentile; that means one out of a thousand times I'm really as good as that.  That could be winning the lottery.  We have the risk, which is what is the worst case of a thousand associations?  I think what people really need to be aware of is that those are very different things to optimize.  
I would argue that digital exhibitionists could be characterized by the weights they have on those four cells.  They are people who are willing to take big risks and potentially get big gains, if you are exhibiting everything about yourself, and maybe you're meeting that person who will be the partner of your life.  

On the other hand, you might have people who worry more about the risks and are more interested in minimizing costs, or benefits, and so on and so forth.  This is a framework that I think is a good framework to think about digital exhibition as the data we produce about ourselves, what governments can do in the negative case, and there is so much stuff out about us that we all are like – when I was driving here today, I was a little bit late.  I wasn't worried about the speed limit all that much.  If somebody knows this, given my device here, they could say, "You violated the law."  Another example, a beautiful example, is Berkeley has this lab where they have this smart dust - great things.  Some of the streets are instrumented.  I deeply believe in instrumenting the world.
For instance, San Francisco – you can look up on a map at Berkeley, where the parking spots are right now.  That's awesome because thirty percent of all energy in cities is used in driving, used by people looking for parking spots.  You can really cut down on that – that's a study out of UCLA.
On the other hand, there are these two-hour limits for parking.  Hmmm, if they know that your car has been there for two hours, two hours and one minute, there the guy comes to give you a ticket.  Everything here has two sides and it really depends on where you want to sit in that matrix.

Are there any comments on this framework here?  Does it do something for you?  Do you have questions about it?  John…

John:
[speaking too far from mic] that may be difficult for people…cost-benefit analysis… probability of those type of… that people do?
Andreas:
Yes.
John:  
So it's helpful, but it's difficult I think, at the practical level, for individuals to optimize that … operation-wise.

Andreas:
Yes.  So, hyperbolic discounting, to make sure everyone knows what it's about, is if I say, "Do you want to have ten dollars now, or twenty dollars a week from now," people give very different answers to "Do you want ten dollars in fifty-one weeks, versus twenty dollars in fifty-two weeks?"  In the latter case, it was "Give me twenty bucks in fifty-two weeks," whereas in the former case, it was "Let me have the ten bucks now, as opposed to maybe twenty bucks a week from now."  That's called hyperbolic discounting.

That's correct.  What I wanted to draw your attention to is that people need to get some feeling about these extreme values, about the worst-case scenarios, or the best-case scenarios. That is something which standard utility optimization really doesn't account for.  For our personal data, in my opinion, it's less about this here than more about this.  But, different types are different there.  
Actually, as I looked at digital exhibitionism, I saw that there is somebody who has a website digitalexhibitionism.com, or digitalexhibitionists.com.  That person lives very close to where I live.  I looked with my accountant, on their pictures, and fascinatingly enough, - actually I invited them.  Are they here?  Fascinatingly enough, we couldn't figure out what their ethnicity was and we couldn't figure out what their gender was.  It was very interesting how somebody posts a picture everyday about themselves, but they're always so ambiguous that you don't know where they're from genetically and you don't know whether they're a man or woman – digitalexhibitionists.com.  Check it out and let me know if you figure it out.  [laughter]
That was what I wanted to say about a framework; how I think we should evaluate the benefits, costs, as well as the extreme lottery wins, and the risks that we have.  

The last point I want to make in this talk is the significant shift from nodes to arcs.  Quentin, did you have something, or were you stretching?  
Quentin
… does this mean that companies should start to have some kind of legal requirement of data disclosure… what your data will be used for?  Many internet companies… come in one way and their ultimate business turned out to be about something else.
Andreas:
What do you think?  What do others think?  
Quentin
 …  This data is being captured for the following purposes, and you're liable if you…
Andreas:
I remember when I was at Amazon; Amazon changed its privacy policy.  To some degree, you can never be sure whether a company will be acquired by somebody else.  Then the acquirer might acquire, like Amazon, just for the data about people.  Amazon's data about people is probably better than the CIA's data about people.  I think one thing is that a company can say, under the current situation, "This is what we absolutely stick to, but if we get acquired by somebody else,…"  It can even be a fire sale, and then whatever happens, happens.  
I think the right assumption is that's something all of us – Brad Rubenstein made very clear to me in the early 1990's, that either something is private or it's public.  If you once make it public, it will be public forever.  That's a thought I think everybody really needs to understand.
My view is that people capture everything.  Actually, I don't like it.  So many companies come to me and say, "How can we snoop more behind our customers?"  That's not what they call it.  They talk about data capturing, understanding their customers, but it's really about creating information asymmetry.  
Male: 
If your data is disclosed for potentially unlimited purposes, how are you going to calculate the value?
Andreas:
Models – just like in finance.  An interesting thing is that in finance, if you're doing well, you keep the money.  If you're doing poorly, the government bails you out.  [laughter]  Here it's the other way around.  If you do well, somebody else will come and help you distribute the money.  If you do poorly, it's your problem.  

Quentin is here to teach the class on "Identity".  Actually, I had put this in before I knew he was going to be here.  His course in the fall is at the same time that I have, just the first half of the fall quarter, Monday at 3:30 p.m.  You're also here in this room, right?  He knows much more about pseudonymity, identity, and the history.  
The only point I want to make here is that history is hugely underrated.  For instance, I on Weigend.com, have my itinerary, but carefully, only for the future.  In some way, I think the future is something more positive things can happen because people see me.  I'm at a certain airport and they are willing to pick me up so they can have an hour with me in the car or something like this.  With the past, I don't want people to know wherever I've been in the past, except my GPS data.  These are not annotated enough.
That's interesting.  Accountability is something that I think is backward in time.  Since you mentioned relationship with companies, it's quite important.  Let me give you an example.  United Airlines records the calls I make with them.  They also know that it's me calling because they say when I dial in, "Are we talking to Andreas Weigend, or a person speaking on his behalf?"  There is a big information asymmetry.  They know it's me or a person speaking on my behalf, whereas I have no idea who I'm talking to.  They record it.  They only use it against their customers.  

For instance, I booked a ticket to Boston.  I carefully checked whether it was an upgradeable ticket.  The agent said, "Yes, of course, but you have to pay thirteen hundred dollars in economy so it's an upgradeable ticket."  Okay.  I arrived to the airport and they said, "No sir, this is not an upgradeable ticket."  Here I paid my money and now I feel really stupid.  What do I have, to prove it?  Nothing.  I invite you, next time you call your favorite airline, bank, or fill in the blank, to say, "Would you mind if I'm recording this call as well?"  You're listening on the other side.  It sounds fair to me, to reduce this information asymmetry.  
The question I want to ask in a positive way is, how can these relationships, which we are moving from the nodes properties about myself, to arcs – relationships between companies, and me or between my friends and me?  How can this relationship be harnessed for mutual value creation?  Ultimately, it's not that the companies are against the customers, even if that has been so.  If you think back to the industrial revolution, it really comes from that; here's the company internal communication, and here’s the communication with the outside. 
Many companies come to me and say, "But if we have to answer our customers' emails, that takes a lot of resources."  I say, "Yeah.  You talk about customer acquisition, customer retention.  How much do you pay customer acquisition?  If you do this … thirty bucks, fifty bucks, eighty bucks.  Here people actually voluntarily come to you already, customer reacquisition.  They come to you.  You don't have to pay anything for them.  You're telling me you want to outsource in India where people have no idea what they're talking about?"  It's unclear to me.  Or another way of saying this is putting the damage of history in – how can firms move from the transactional economics, where you focus on transaction.  "Young man, here is your ticket.  Good luck," to relationship economics, to genuine relationship economics, not just telling you that we have a relationship, you are a 1K and we treated you really well.  
Amazon is very good at relationship economics.  If you have ordered a book, or tried to order a book, and you had already ordered before, if you're pure transaction business you say, "Sell the guy the book again, we'll make a couple of bucks on the way."  On the other hand, Amazon says, "Dear So and So, we would just like you to know you ordered this very book already on September 3, 1997.  Are you sure you want to have it again?"  They feel that being on the customer's side, being aligned with the customer and helping him or her to make the right decisions for themselves, is something that is something that is good for Amazon as well.  I think history has proved that right.
It's very interesting.  If you think about these relationships, when are they just transaction economics, maybe with lip-service relationship, and when are they genuine relationship economics?  There are very deep implications.  Shoshana Zuboff, at Harvard, has a book called The Support Economy, which she goes into these distinctions deeply.  I did a panel with her and Esther Dyson at the Fortune Brainstorm Conference about a month ago, where we talked about this.  I can post the link to the mp3 and the transcript of that.  These are deep points.

Finally, it's the point of social medium.  As people exhibit data about themselves, as people reflect on the future of relationships, social media is seriously threatening business models, in my opinion, that rely on information asymmetry.  I just gave you the example of United Airlines.  There are many other examples.  The traditional examples, or course, are used car dealers who say, "Young man, I have a great deal for you," because they know something you don't know and you're at their mercy.
What information strategies, what data strategies should individuals actually come up with, that allows them to genuinely participate in an ecosystem that allows people or organization society to eventually unleash that still largely unrealized potential of the consumer data revolution?  That's the question I would like to end here with, and open up for discussion and see what your thoughts are.  
To summarize, I had this catchy title I came up with on "Digital Exhibitionism", but the word really means it's about sharing data, creating data, about themselves and about others. 
We moved from the nodes to the arcs.  I have the question here about "What is happening to the community?"

There is a lot of criticism that people have about Facebook.  For instance, they treat relationships as binary – bullshit.  It's totally not binary.  I have to say that's the worst simplification you can possibly imagine.  It's not necessary.  Facebook knows damn well, whether you invited me, or whether I invited you, in the first place.  It knows damn well if you invited me, that you have clicked at all my friends before you invited me, or whether you just said, "The guy looks cool so I'll let him in."  Second point is it's all about relevance and ranking.  The fact that in Facebook you get an unordered list, maybe alphabetic, of my friends, how pathetic is that?  

Loopt is a great company in Mountain View.  It has geolocation and is working very hard.  Who knows Loopt?  Loopt is something that can upload on your iPhone.  It tells you, from the people in the room who also have Loopt, who would most likely like to have a good conversation with.  You just walk through town with your phone and every now and then it vibrates – "There's this cool dude here.  I should talk to him."  His phone vibrates and then you say, "Oh, no maybe not."  That’s a company worth checking out for people who have iPhones.
Mspoke is an example that does RSS ranking, out of the plethora of possible things you could read but never get through, which of them should you read right now.  

Metadata matter – I have one idea I want to get across to you.  That is how people should link their reputations.  We are talking about arcs.  Here's what I would like to see.  Given that relationships are not binary, I would like to be able to tell people who much I am willing to rank my reputation or to link my reputation with theirs.  You have Oliver, John Shwun,…  I say, ".7"  If you go up ten units, I go up seven units.  If you screw up, and you go down a hundred units, you draw me down with you.  
Other people that I don't know, let's say '0.1'.  The fact that you're in my talk here means there is probably something about you which makes you somewhat better than average, but if I don't know you I don't want to have my reputation too strongly linked to you.  

Now we can look at these asymmetries.  John Shwun thinks, "Andreas – huh.  I would not trust him in anything – minus .1, and this dude thinks .7, interesting."  Now you can get interesting insights into the social networks by creating metadata about the links.  Engineering for feedback means whatever you can do to come up with experiments, get those data that's the [52:42.7], and finally the cost of communications, what enabled this all.
Now what questions do you have?  Yes, please.
Male: 
Let's take your example of Amazon that is somehow making this move toward being more customer-centric. By telling me I've already bought that book.  I think that is not enough. We still have a long way.  I'd like Amazon to say…
Andreas:
Yes, I completely agree.  I left Amazon four years ago.  If it doesn't have an API for you exporting or simply having Web access to your data, I'd be super surprised.  Certainly, very much in the spirit of Jeff Bezos to make it super easy for you to do anything with your purchase, through your rating history or any history you have at Amazon.  It's one of the big differences between Amazon and Google.

The spirit is still there.  I do not know whether the API exists right now, but if you want me to look into it, I can.  I'm sure that Amazon representatives support that call.  I agree with you.  The question is an old question.  I didn't ask it today.  Who owns the data?  Also, what does data ownership really mean?  I think my attitude to this is that as long as you show the history of the changes of data, things can be very transparent.  
Let me give you one example.  I believe in tagging.  I was an advisor to Del.icio.us in the early days.  What I would like to see is, and hope I'm not telling secrets here about Loopt, but as a company that has geolocation and has some interesting idea, let's just leave it at that generality.  I could say things about people.  I can say about Matt, that he's a great guy.  He comes to the parking lot and picks me up, really super sweet.  Now, Matt can disagree with that statement.  In that case, it will not show my tag, but it will show that he deleted a tag I gave and it will point that this tag was from me.  
This is interesting because again there is history and transparency involved.  If I'm a guy who is a misanthrope, who is not happy about the world and thinks everybody sucks, and people delete my comments, delete my comments, delete my comments, then at some stage if somebody sees that 99.9% of Andrea's comments get deleted, then "I won't worry about it."  If on the other hand, people generally really like my comments, and there is this comment that Matt doesn't like, it gives it a very different read.

Sometimes how you put the system down, what you show, how you show it, how you deal with deletions, is the next level of conversation beyond the old question, which is an important one - who owns the data?  What history do you show?  I think that's something that Facebook has not even taken the first step on.  This binary relationship, talking about granularity in public but not doing anything in private, is really not there yet.
Male:
[too far from mic]
Andreas:
Alright, the symbol of power.  
Male:
  I really liked your presentation, in particular the idea of the value of maintaining relationships and having more transparency, more back and forth with entities that collect your data.  The example that I thought of as you were speaking, was one where a company issued grocery carts you get when you go to Kroger.  One day they learned that some of their meat was bad.  It actually had to be recalled.  People went to the grocery store and said, "Why don't you use your membership cards?  Why don't you use these cards to identify exactly who bought that meat?"  Of course, they didn't want to do that.  It was really kind of a one-way relationship.  One thing to think about here, is the European approach to information privacy, which is very much concerned with the individual being treated as a subject, being treated as an object.  The rules, values, and norms in the European approach are very much about creating a relationship.  It's not just transparency, but also balancing power between the subject and the data.  It's one thing to look at thinking through relationship management, having more give-and-take.
Andreas:
Europe is interesting.  Also, China is very interesting.  I was fortunately the only investor in Xiaonei, which is the Chinese Facebook.  They got sold a year and a half ago, and now they raised five hundred million dollars, which is a pity that we sold all of it.  But, Chinese people actually have very different attitudes towards relationships, privacy, and so on and so forth.  It's very interesting to me how in this, on the one hand global world we live in, and Kevin Kelly said this beautifully at a dinner a couple of weeks ago, that "We have the privilege of living in the one period of the Earth where the Earth was connected.  That didn't happen before us.  That won't happen after us.  That's irreversible."  It is interesting to see what the ramifications of this connectivity are.  How do people in Europe think differently about privacy, relations, and the data, compared to people in the United States, and compared to people in Asia?  
I am not an expert in this.  I am a global citizen here in the sense that I work in the three continents, but I haven't done any deep studies.  I'm not sure whether I could work with Facebook to see if we see actual differences.  Xing in Germany for instance, and see how the relationships are between people, how they differ, compared to the LinkedIn in United States.  These are good questions.  I am not sure whether it's primarily regulatory which infers the differences, or whether it's really the thinking, or experiences of having Third Reich, people being more worried about having personal data out there.
Male: 
[too far from mic] …My comment is to follow up the question… the European companies… they do what you just said, but they don't do this for… they do this because they have this feeling their relationship with the customer improves if they take the customer seriously, because if the customer… driver's seat, then they're better customers if they buy…  I think that's a certain mundane explanation but … better because there's a different perception of the customers.  This leads me to the question I wanted to originally ask.  …  I think we're in the learning curve.  We're learning gradually how to behave in this new world…  Some things you will just never be able to know, whether …
Andreas:
I have a very nice ten-minute podcast on my blog, which is weigend.com/blog, with the guy who runs the Electronic Frontier Foundation, EFF, on privacy.  He asked a very deep question along the lines of the irreversibility of the data.  Once something is unleashed here, a picture in La Villa, what happens to that, and is it out there forever?  How will people react?  What norms will react?  What norms will emerge on that?  The big question is the norms that will emerge, are those norms that will be used by legal systems against the citizens?  Or, will something emerge like, "We all drive a little bit too fast every now and then.  The fact that the guy speeds once really means nothing."  If we collect, and I gave you the example of GPS, one hundred thousand times more data points about people than we did before, that gets many toasters to those police officers who are going to give speeding tickets out.  
Male:
You asked a good question about your GPS … Why aren't you … I wonder if … through ways that consumers might … bargaining positions, transactions that occur, or we know that it will sell the data for a Coke, like you said.  Increasingly, they exhibit it for free, posting it explicitly.  Sometimes carries this risk  of unwanted consequences, like with the insurance company…  What mechanism….?
Andreas:
I think the question there is, and I want to be cheap by talking about Maslow here, but the question is what are the currencies?  Money is really just one of them.  People don't spend their time on Facebook because they will get paid.  
Let me summarize it this way.  I had an ex-DeShaw guy who is running a company in the U.K. where they do recommendations for clothing, visit two weeks ago, for a day.  We worked for the day, and at the end of the day, we boiled it down to three things why people buy clothing.  One is to stay warm.  Two is to stay dry.  Three is to get laid.  [laughter].  When I told Jeff this, at Kontagent, he said, "Andreas, that is actually pretty true in general, not just for clothing."  Then he decided to drop the first and second point.  
I think the question is why do people do things?  I'm not a motivational psychologist, but I know enough that it's for attention.  People do so much for attention.  That's why self-metrics, and I wanted to make this point earlier when somebody asked the question about Amazon and metrics about myself, self-metrics means much more to me than what people typically think,  For instance, a good company, a company which does this well is Flickr.  
Flickr tells me how many people looked at my pictures, how many people added comments.  I can sort other people pictures based on interest.  Yelp does it very well, giving me feedback.  Who are the first one to review a restaurant?  How many people think I'm funny?  How many people think I'm smart?  Those are self-metrics, what I sometimes call moving from 'eBusiness to Me-Business'.  This means we move from metrics, which are important for Amazon.com, to metrics that are important for me.  That is an important motivation for people to do stuff, not the ten cents I get by clicking on 'Beating The Monkey'.  I said something smart and if Esther Dyson adds on Flickr that I'm the secret weapon of some startups, I'm not getting money for this.  But, that was pretty cool.
By the way, in the sense of introducing people, there are two friends of mine here in the back.  Harry, who took my class at Stanford and works at Facebook, and Dean, who also works at Facebook.  If you have questions about Facebook staff and about digital exhibitions there, they can tell you all the things I'm not supposed to tell you.  
The interesting thing is Harry actually fought with the chief privacy officer because we had one problem set.  In this problem set, I assume that what you can get to by clicking, you ought to be able to get to progamatically.  Interesting enough, the chief privacy officer was of a different opinion.  These are all deep questions.  If I click on something, I would argue that I should also be able to write a program that emulates my click.  He said, "No, you can't do this."  But, there are always ways around it.  

Male:  
One of my friends got kicked off of Facebook because he wrote a program that scraped other people's data … data repository out of it.  He got kicked off of Facebook.  It took him a week to get back on.
Andreas:
What did he do in those two weeks?  Did he feel like he was in prison?  

Male:  
He felt like he was cut off from his whole community.  He was very sad.  He wasn't getting laid then.
Andreas:
Awww.  We have three more minutes because we said we'd go until 5:30.  Who has the final question?  Yes.

Female: … [too far from mic]
Say this question again.  I want to make sure everybody hears this question.  I didn't hear it either.
Female  
What's your comment… innovation of internet… 
Andreas:
Okay, I personally think that innovation is not coming from the U.S.  If you think about a few examples of innovation in the space of people data, take virtual item.  You play multi-player on role-playing games.  People create virtual items, which they sell.  That came out of Korea.  For instance, Thailand throttled its internet capacity at night because all the kids were playing  MMORPG's, in order to make money and selling.  But, they weren't going to school anymore.  That innovation didn't originate here, but originated in Asia.  
The second example is from China.  I think you know Chauncey Shey as well.  He used to run Soft Bank China, who came up with a different way of doing mobile telephony.  UTStarcom, and forced the traditional carriers, China Unicom and China Mobile, down to drop their rates by a factor of ten, in that order of magnitude.  He had some smart way of locally, and Dean and Harry probably know much more, people were able to have some PCS phone, which actually was a mobile, but only worked in a certain area close to landlines.  I have no idea how he did this.  That's dramatic innovation.  
You could call this…

Female 
It wasn't even innovated in China.  They took it off the shelf.  It was Japanese…
Andreas:
I knew it from Chauncey.  I'm not claiming I have any say in any of the thing.  I just wanted to give you some example where things happen elsewhere.  In my case, in Asia and those are the examples.

Do other people actually have examples of innovations here?  Dean, Harry?
Male
:..  I know this idea… but I don't know whether it's… 
Andreas:
Yeah, but if you think about the eBay example, I do remember distinctly teaching in Shanghai and having a debate with Jack Ma, who is the CEO of Alibaba.  He made the point that within fourteen months, Alibaba, or the consumer side of Alibaba, overtook eBay in China.  So much, ladies and gentlemen, for stickiness, for reputation systems, for all of that.  All the things people teach at HAAS over there in the business school, saying, "You need to have customer history."  It wasn't happening in China.  One company makes it free, Alibaba.  The other, Taobao, which is the consumer arm.  The other company charges for similar transactions and a hundred million Chinese move from one to the other one.

What did we learn today?  I think I wanted to create some food for thought here.  How, in this world, where we create both implicit data - and companies scoop those up behind us, and explicit data - mainly on Facebook, how we have, in this world, enormous potential for creating very rich discovery between peoples and people, discovery between companies and people, and discovery between people and companies and products.  What we make out of it, whether we get scooped by organizations, United Airlines is an example, or whether we have a voice – it's up to us.  The hope I have, is that with social media, sharing stuff on the Web, that we move a step further in this 'consumer data revolution', where people become empowered to have a voice.  The balance of power somewhat shifts towards the consumer.  That's the hope I personally have.  
We'll talk more about the consumer data revolution in the class.  Just in terms of dates, I have an information session in this room on November 3rd, at 3:30.  The first class will be November 10th, and then four classes with a final.  
In my class, I will have students do projects.  Harry can complain about when he needs to do a project.  It's hard work and it means programming.  These are group projects.  I'm slightly worried that we only had two engineering students in the class and one of them left already.  If you have friends who are in engineering, make sure they take the class.  Otherwise, you have to learn programming yourself.  
On that note, thank you very much for inviting me here.  
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