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  Strictly speaking, brands do not exist. you can’t extract them from the earth, craft them in a workshop, manufacture them with industrial robots in a state-of-the-art facility, or fabricate them with a 3-D printer. you can’t put one in your pocket, grow it on a farm, put a fence around it, fling it through a window, or leave it at a restaurant by accident. you can’t even download a brand. A brand is nothing but an idea.


  Wait: Don’t ideas exist? well, sure. But only by way of a kind of mutual agreement. That’s the case with any idea, such as Christianity, participatory democracy, modernity, or market capitalism. Speaking of capitalism, the fact that brands do not exist does not mean brands are worthless; indeed, they have value that can’t be deniedunless, of course, you don’t believe in the idea of money. This is why the stakes around branding are so high in today’s marketplace, and thus why so many genuinely smart people enmesh themselves in the business of figuring out how to do it right.


  Debbie Millman has rounded up a rather impressive cross section of such practitioners to discuss and debate, among other things, what it means to do just that. The result is a consistently insightful collection of conversations about branding, one that should be illuminating to new students of the form as well as hardened practitioners and everyone in between. I’m forever meeting people who think “a brand” means nothing more than a logo, or that it merely encompasses TV ads; perhaps now I can carry around this book, and hand it over by way of explanation.


  Probably everybody has his or her own definition of brands and brandingyou’ll certainly find it’s been defined in a number of ways in Brand Thinking. My view is that branding is the process of attaching an idea to some object, or to a service or organization. That idea can be fairly straightforward: This brand of oats (or car or hammer) is of dependable quality. Or the idea can be extremely ambitious: This brand of mobile phone (or denim or yogurt) possesses and reflects a maverick and creative worldview.


  Creating these kinds of associations is a complicated process, involving design, anthropology, advertising, public relations, semiotics, and, of course, the often-overlooked factor of tangible reality. (If your airline’s planes fall from the sky on a regular basis, that defines your brand, no matter how cutting edge your socialmedia strategy, award-winning your advertising, or appealing your logo may be.) All those disciplines, and more, are represented in the interviews that follow; you’ll read the views of professionals within companies, those who advise them, journalists and thinkers who write about them, and gurus who aim to extract larger points from all of the above.


  Often the views expressed vary and even clash, as well they should. Branding is the sort of topic that practically demands disagreement if it’s going to be talked about seriously. But while I might have different opinions on this or that subject than some of the interviewees do (actually, I’m not even sure I’m willing to go along with the implications of this book’s subtitle!), I arrived at the end of the collection having learned quite a bit. you will, too. Because this book is no rote anthology of boilerplate lectures. It’s more like a buzzing dinner party, where you never know who is going to say what.


  Millman is the ideal host to choreograph these discussions. This isn’t just because, as president of design at Sterling Brands, she is an esteemed professional herself, or because she has established a track record of conducting thoroughly researched and provocative interviews in her Internet radio program Design Matters. It’s because on some level these aren’t interviews at all: They’re conversations. She’s engaged with her subjects, she listens, she pushes back, she shows surprise, she gets people to move past their standard talking points. Reading the resulting conversations is like following her through the party, eavesdropping as she works the room.


  While a distinct optimism runs through the book, there’s also enough friction at the edges to keep it lively, and challenging. As much as the reader learns, he or she is also, finally, left to think through the numerous issues and draw original, individual conclusions. For starters, you’ll likely end up crafting your own definition of brands and branding from the many variations offered here. wally Olins sets the tone by pointing out, “It is ludicrous to think that advertising is the only way in which an organization can communicate who or what it is.” I’ll leave it to you to discover Olins’ definition in the pages ahead, but first, a few other perspectives: “Brands are a ubiquitous part of our culture. Everyone interacts with them, everyday,” Brian Collins points out in one of the dialogues. “Brands are totems,” argues Cheryl Swanson in another. “People who are honest about branding understand that the Catholic Church is, by definition, a brand,” asserts Seth Godin in a third.


  A striking number of thinkers in this book connect the brand idea to the tribal instinct, and some connect elements of branding to the nature of human-ness itself. And you’ll even find some challenges to the practice: “we don’t need to have branded water,” Dori Tunstall states flatly in her conversation with Millman.


  I came to my own definition as a result of stumbling upon “the brand” as a subject of journalistic interest, rather than stalking it as an aspiring strategist. That is, I came to it as one of those peoplejust like those who frustrate me todaywho initially shrugged off branding as some trivial matter of symbols and slogans that didn’t amount to much. years of reporting and thousands of written words later, I’ve obviously changed my mind about that. I’ve learned a lot, and thanks to books like this one, I’m learning still. “Brands exist in the minds of people who interact with them,” Brian Collins observes in his interview. I couldn’t agree more. And for better or worse, this is exactly why branding matters.


  


  Rob walker is author of Buying In: The Secret
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  For at least 4,000 years man has marked cattle with red-hot branding irons to prove his ownership. Literally millions of designs have been originatedsome romantic, some dignified, some even comicalto distinguish herds. . . . There is a true story behind every brand, frequently a tragedy, a comedy, a tender romance, more often a proclamation of hope.


  


  Oren Arnold, Irons in the Fire: Cattle Brand Lore


  


  Whatever satisfies the soul is truth.

  Walt Whitman


  


  My entire life has been shaped by brands. I became aware of their transformative power, albeit unconsciously, when I was a little girl and first discovered packages of Goody barrettes hanging on the dazzling spinning display case in my father’s pharmacy. I’d ogle these colorful accessories and imagine that the act of donning them would remake me into a prettier girl, though I had no real reason to believe this. Nevertheless, I was bewitched by the abundant array of hair accoutrements until my teens, at which point my yearning transferred to what I considered “cool” brands: Levi’s jeans, Reebok sneakers, and Lacoste polo shirts.


  Nearly thirty years later, I look back on my all-consuming need for branded goods with both nostalgia and pity. I bestowed such power on these inanimate things! I believed that by the sheer virtue of acquiring these objects, they would magically convert me into a dramatically different personthe person I longed to be.


  Contrary to the way we think of brands now, the word has not always signified the imprimatur of a manufactured product. The word “brand” is derived from the Old Norse word brandr, which means “to burn by fire.” From this 11th-century Northern Germanic origin, the word has blazed a mighty path into the vernacular of 21st-century modern life. Ancient Egyptians marked their livestock with hot irons, and the process was widespread in Europe during the Middle Ages, not to mention in the American west centuries later. Such branding helped ranchers, both ancient and contemporary, to separate cattle after they grazed in communal ranges; in addition, herders with quality livestock were able to distinguish themselves from those ranchers with inferior animals. The dynamics of brand reputation helped build better businesses even back then, and the role of the branda barometer of valuehas continued ever since.


  In 1876, after the United Kingdom passed the Trade Mark Registration Act, Bass Ale became the first trademarked brand in the world after submitting its now-quintessential red triangle for trademark status. The act gave businesses the ability to register and protect a brand marker so that a similar icon couldn’t be used by any other company. In addition to clinching trademark number 1, Bass’s trailblazing history includes its appearances in Édouard Manet’s 1882 masterpiece A Bar at the Folies-Bergère and Pablo Picasso’s 1912 painting Bouteille de Bass et Guitare, ostensibly providing the brand with the cultural distinction of “first product placement.”


  The timing of Bass’s cameo in these seminal paintings is hardly coincidental, as brands proliferated and became significantly woven into the fabric of day-to-day life in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. Faster and more efficient transportation catalyzed the creation of both national and global brands. The Industrial Revolution led to significant improvements in manufacturing and communications. This led the way to the first mass-marketing efforts by commercial artists and advertising agencies.


  A little more than a century later, we are living in a world with over one hundred brands of bottled water. The United States is home to over forty-five thousand shopping malls, and there are over nineteen million permutations of beverage selections you can order at your local Starbucks. Is this a good thing or a bad thing? The observations Naomi Klein made over a decade ago in her seminal critique No Logo are still resonant today:


  Openings of every sortin schedules, in urban space, on clothes, in events, on objects, in sightlines, in democracy, in philanthropy, in cultures, on bodiesare all inscribed with an impression of the market. Things once thought free from thiseven opposed to itthe museum, public spacefind it ever more difficult to retain autonomy in the face of corporate culture and its sponsorships, educational initiatives, and so-called civic gestures.


  Those who do not share Klein’s antipathy will inevitably counter her stance with the argument that free-market economies are just thatfreeand a plethora of choice is what fuels freedom and innovation. Then they might point to brands such as TOMS Shoes and Newman’s Own, a design studio like Alex Bogusky’s FearLess Cottage, or movements like John Bielenberg’s Project M as evidence of designers and marketers advocating change via brands or branding. Perhaps then, the question of whether this behavior is good or bad is secondary to the imperative of understanding why we behave this way in the first place. Why do humans create tribes? Why do we have a drive to telegraph our affiliations and beliefs with symbols, signs, and codes?


  Scientists and anthropologists tend to agree that humans are, in essence, pack animals, which explains why we feel safer and more secure in groups. And psychologists such as Harry Harlow and John Bowlby have proven that humans feel happier and better about themselves when our brains resonate with those of other like-minded humans. Perhaps our motivation to brand, and to be branded, comes from our hardwired instinct to connect. Perhaps not. In either case, what is indisputable is the breakneck speed at which brands have grown over the last century and the number of people who have literally and figuratively bought into these brands. The prospect that this trend will slow down is remote; as a result, the underlying causes and outward expressions of these activities and practices are worthy of thoughtful discussion.


  In these interviews with some of the world’s leading brand thinkers, I have had the privilege of investigating the central issues relating to our fascination with brands. I have spoken with key players who have designed and continue to design seminal brandsas well cultural commentators who provide unparalleled insight into branding and its influence on culture. Wally Olins, one of the forefathers of modern-day branding, shares his eloquent, pointed views on the complexity of the endeavor as well as on design research and the inadequacies of so-called branding consultancies. Procter & Gamble’s Phil Duncan discusses the choreography of P&G’s move to purpose-driven brands. Bruce Duckworth considers the role of wit in branding, while Smart Design’s Dan Formosa reflects on designing cooking tools that will satisfy expert chefs, novice cooks, and arthritic hands. Design educator and anthropologist Dori Tunstall talks about enlightenment in one breath, “water as commodity” in the next. Brian Collins discusses how the best brands tap into and embody archetypes. Throughout these conversations, there are recurring themes, and there are moments when one participant expresses a point of view that is in direct opposition to his or her colleagues’. The variety of opinions provide a foundation for continued discovery and debate.


  Branding is a history in flux, and my hope is that this collection of conversations can provide a time capsule of the second decade of the 21st century. Coca-Cola is seeking to create new experiences through redesigned vending machines; nations and niche products are striving to brand their own individuality. Where we’ll be in twenty years is uncertain. Legendary designer Karim Rashid acknowledges that even his own predilections have changed during his career: “I’ve made couches that are very expensive, and they embarrass me now.” Technology is changing so quickly that the Facebook and Twitter of today may be the has-been MySpaces of 2030. And consumer habits are subject to shifts too. Technology has been a fundamental part of brand building in recent years, but as Malcolm Gladwell observes, “just because teens are obsessively using Facebook at sixteen doesn’t mean they’ll be doing so when they’re forty.”


  While the conversations sometimes stray from the issue of branding, the discussions help us understand the forces that shape our identities and the way in which we relate to the culture at large. Though some observations may seem esoteric, it’s inevitable that our ideas about who we are and how we relate to the universe help us decide between Patagonia or Prada when we shop. The spirited interviews in this book reveal the cultural, economicand spiritualframework underpinning this often mysterious process.
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  What is it about Wally Olins that makes him so extraordinary? Setting aside the fact that he is the godfather of modern branding, it could have something to do with the vigor and clarity of his thinking. He has a matter-of-factness combined with a logical precision that makes his conclusions seem inevitable and obviousthough they’re anything but. Olins is direct, and doesn’t mince words. There is no wishy-washiness in his answers, only definitive, direct-from-the-source pronouncements on the state of the world, history, and branding.


  Olins is sharply opinionated, but he’s not dogmatic. Take his view on design research. As others might, he doesn’t dismiss it outright, nor does he elevate it to the status of unassailable icon. It is, he acknowledges, useful for certain situations and purposesbut not for making decisions about the future. “Finding out what people feel about things that are happening today is extremely useful,” he says. “Trying to get people to tell you what will work tomorrow is useless.”


  Part of his charisma has something to do with his jovial, old-world, British charm. Another dimension derives from the breadth of his experiencehe worked in India at the start of his career, cofounded and headed up the seminal firm Wolff Olins, and now is chairman of Saffron Brand Consultancy. He has an honestyboth with himself and with othersthat is invigorating. Talking with him was an extraordinary thrill.


  There are recurring themes throughout our conversation: communication and identity being the main two, with some added exploration into organization, advertising, beauty, and seduction. He has a keen insight into the future, predicting how a brand will become ever more place-centric. He imagines that he might like to work for the European Union one day, “provided the leadership is worthwhile, which it isn’t at the moment.”


  Olins is ever charming in his outspokenness. There is an incontrovertibility to him that is exhilarating. This is an aspect of his success and his ability to be at the forefront of his field. As he observes, “It is very important for me to produce work that is conceptually ahead of its time.”


  


  


  


  How did you get your start in branding?


  I was working in advertising in India, heading up what is now Ogilvy. I began to realize that when we talked about an organization’s advertising, there was a huge amount of material that the organization employed to present who it was, yet the organization was not able to articulate some essence very clearly. I remember looking at airlines and thinking there was not much difference between one airline and another. What was different was the way people behaved in the airplane. And there wasn’t much difference between one hotel and anotheragain, the difference was how it felt inside the hotel. Gradually, I developed the idea that advertisingin other words, the communication aspect of an organization, in terms of its written communication and visual communicationwas only one very limited aspect of its identity.


  Slowly, I began to ponder whether an organization could present itself in a more coherent, cohesive way. The more I considered it, the more I believed that some parts of what the organization did were more powerful and important, more effective and influential than the advertising it did. Let me give you an example. At that time, India was a very socialist country. There was a steel plant being put up by the Russians and a steel plant being put up by the British. Both plants produced steel, but the atmosphere and the environment were so completely different in the two that it was quite startling. This is what gradually pushed me toward the idea that an organization’s identity consisted of a lot more than the way it communicated.


  I began to get more skeptical about the power of advertising. To me, it didn’t represent anything truly deep about an organization.


  Do you still feel skeptical about the role of advertising?


  No. I think that advertising serves a significant tactical purpose. But advertising is not the totality of organizational communication. It is ludicrous to think that advertising is the only way in which an organization can communicate who or what it is.


  You’ve been described as a person with a very distinctive look. Would you consider that an aspect of the “Wally Olins” brand?


  I don’t think about my own brand. I don’t know what is so distinctive about my look. I used to wear bow ties, and I don’t anymoreI don’t wear any ties. I have spectacles that I quite like. But I don’t know if my look is particularly distinctive. Maybe I am particularly hideous. I doubt whether I am particularly beautiful. I don’t deliberately set out to “brand myself”not at all. But I think I know what my strengths and weaknesses are.


  What are they?


  I think I am very impulsive. I think I am very direct. I use language very well. I think I can be very persuasive. I believe very much in what I do. I think I am good at reading people.


  How do you do that?


  I get very close to people. I talk to them, and I get them to talk to me. I listen to them and I encourage them. And when they perform badly, I tell them. I mean I really tell them. And when they perform well, I tell them. I mean I really tell them. And I work with them, and I listen to them. I think those are my strengths. I wouldn’t say they are my weaknesses. I have plenty of those.


  For example?


  I don’t particularly like working in large organizations. I like working with small groups of people. And I think I probably have favorites. There are people I really like, get along with, and work very closely with. And there are people I am not so interested in. I think that is a considerable weakness. I am also uninterested in and careless about money.


  Another weakness I have is that I get bored quickly. I am not very good at sustaining a longterm interest in a job. I like to deal with the people who are going to be responsible for doing itthe senior peopleand work with them on the ideas and see the ideas come to life. I like other people to execute the ideas, and I like to move on to the next project.


  Why don’t you care about money?


  I don’t know. I wish I did care more about money! I could have made far more money with the companies I’ve worked with. I just don’t pay enough attention to it. I don’t care about it enough.


  What has taken precedence over money?


  I think one of the most important things to me is the quality of the work. It is very important for me to produce work that is conceptually ahead of its time. You can’t always do that, though, because it doesn’t always suit the client.


  I’ve heard you described as outspoken, abrasive, and difficult. Is that something you find problematic?


  I think I am outspoken. I think I can be abrasive. But I don’t think I am difficult. I am sitting next to my PA. [Speaks to assistant.] “Miss, am I difficult?” She says I am not, but perhaps she says that because I am here. Maybe you should talk to her privately afterward. But no, I don’t think I am difficult. I have quite a short fuse, and I do lose my temper. But I always apologize if I am wrong. In fact, I apologize whether I am right or wrong. I certainly do not suffer fools gladly. But I don’t think I am that difficult.


  You mentioned earlier that you think one of your strengths is being persuasive. How do you think you honed that skill?


  I don’t know. I suppose you are born with it. But also, when you are in the front line, and you are trying to work with clients and you are trying to explain something or talk with people who have never done something before, they don’t even know what you’re talking about. So if you are trying to pioneer something entirely new, and you want to be successful, you’ve got to be persuasive. I am not really very timid. I don’t curl up in situations that are new or challenging. And I am not intimidated by people.


  What is your definition of “branding”?


  How much time have you got? Fundamentally, branding is a profound manifestation of the human condition. It is about belonging: belonging to a tribe, to a religion, to a family. Branding demonstrates that sense of belonging. It has this function for both the people who are part of the same group and also for the people who don’t belong.


  The roots of branding are profoundly related to the nature of the human condition. A tribe is a brandreligion is a brand. When it manifests itself in a modern, contemporary form, you are likely referring to branding that began in the late 19th century. Then you are probably talking about this in relation to fast-moving consumer goods. But that is a distortion of what branding is. That type of branding is a manifestation of differentiation. It is an attempt to differentiate one fast-moving consumer product from another. When the functional differences are negligible or hardly existfor example, in terms of price or qualitythere is a requirement to create an emotional difference. That is how branding began in relation to fast-moving consumer goods.


  When branding moves into service, it becomes much more complex. From that point of view, a brand is a product or service with a distinct personality. And that distinctive personality is what enables people to differentiate one brand from another.


  But, in my opinion, this is an extremely superficial way of looking at branding. As soon as you place branding in the realm of retail, in the realm of service, it becomes infinitely more complicated. Consider the behavioral characteristics of flight attendants, or the experience of getting on an airplane. That is what distinguishes one airline from another. It isn’t the aircraft, it isn’t the productit isn’t the time it takes. It is the environment, the seating, and the way you are treated. These things are much harder to manage. They are infinitely more complicated, and the traditional consumer goods businessesP&G, Unilever, and companies of that kindare completely incapable of understanding how much more complicated a service or retail brand is.


  One of the major reasons that branding has gotten the reputation of being cosmetic and superficial is that it is related to the way in which branding manifested itself historically in the late 19th and 20th centuries. But that is now changing. I don’t know whether the word “branding” will retain its superficial connotation, but certainly the activity has become much more complex.


  In your definition of branding, you said that it was “a manifestation of the human condition.” How so?


  It is not very difficult to find examples. Consider Native American tribes, or Aboriginals. Every tribe, and every member of a tribe, distinguishes themselves from other tribes by tribal markings, by dances, by language, and by visual and verbal signs of differentiation. That enables people who are part of the tribe to see that, and it enables those who are not part of the tribe to see that too. Whatever you feel about the tribe is precisely manifested by the way the tribe presents an idea of itself.


  Let me give you a very specific example, which relates to the 21st century and not the Stone Age. I was on a cruise with my wife, and there was an old Dutch lady at our tableeven older than meand she hurt her knee. She told us all about it. [Speaks with an accent.] “Ja, I vent down to the doctor, and I knocked on the door. There was a young man there, probably nineteen or twenty years old, wearing jeans and a T-shirt. And I said, ‘Can I see the doctor please?’ and he said, ‘I am the doctor,’ but I didn’t believe him. So then he left and he came back two minutes later with a white coat and a stethoscope around his neck. And I said, ‘Ahh! Now you are za doctor.’”


  That is a manifestation of branding. That is a classic manifestation of branding. Because he had the marks and identity, she was able to see that he was the person with whom she could make the medical relationship. That is classic branding.


  So, is it all cerebral?


  No. It’s not cerebral at all! It’s visceral. We don’t even know we are doing it. She did not know. She did not work it out in her head. She just saw, and absorbed, and knew.


  The commercial, anthropological, and sociological branding process that professionals engage in now creates visceral distinctions to evoke immediate responses in people.


  Let me give you an example that is not commercial: the red cross. The red cross, and the organization it represents, is about saving people. You can see it on a flag or a vehicle, and it signals total vulnerability. It will not attack you, even if you are on a battlefieldthis is what makes it completely vulnerable. It can’t defend itself. But this also makes it completely invulnerable! Unless you are an extremely antisocial human being, you will not attack it. The symbol allows you to recognize the brand. Nowadays, we call them logosbut they are symbols of what lies beneath.


  You talked earlier about religion being a brand. What do you think religious zealots would feel about that?


  It doesn’t remotely matter to me what religious zealots feel. I am entirely secular. I completely understandat least I think I understandwhy they feel the way they feel. A lot of people need faith and need belief, and symbolism is a very important component of this. I don’t mind whether they think religion is a brand or not.


  If branding is a manifestation of the human condition, do you think that we are hardwired to organize the constructs of our lives utilizing these symbols and these ways of organizing ideas? Why do you think people need to do this? Does it have anything to do with a yearning to belong to something greater than ourselves?


  I don’t know. I need to belong. I need to belong to my family. I need to belong to all kinds of things. And when I belong, telegraphing this affiliation demonstrates loyalty, affection, and the durability of my relationship. It is just part of what we are and how we do things.


  In an article in The Economist, you commented on cultural critic Naomi Klein’s claim that consumers are “being manipulated by big corporations and their brands.” You felt that it was quite the contrarythat consumers in fact had the power over brands. Could you elaborate on the role of the corporation in regard to consumerism?


  I think that the job of a corporation is to seduce as many people as it can to buy its products or services.


  Is “seduce” a good or a bad word?


  It has implications of being a bad word, and that is why I deliberately chose it. Corporations don’t want to be disliked. They want to be loved. Therefore, they position themselves in order to attract people to buy their products. Most people will go to considerable lengths to deny this. Advertising people and other people in my business will say, “No, we don’t seduce, we just tell them the truth, we tell them facts, or we put a slant on what we say.” Let’s face it, the truth is that even people try to be as beautiful and as seductive as possible in order to attract other people. Corporations do this so that people will come to them and not somebody else.


  But if you create an expectation that goes way beyond what the individual actually gets, it will end in tears, and they won’t come back. Because people are not that stupid.


  Today, corporations purport to be different. They talk about working with their stakeholders to give back to society. In reality, the effort is just a form of enlightened self-interest. However, true “corporate social responsibility” is extremely difficult to measure. In fact, I doubt it can be measured at all. But that wouldn’t stop people from trying to measure it, or pretending that they can.


  Do you think that corporate social responsibility is really an altruistic desire to do good, or do you think it’s a reaction to what consumers now expect from corporations?


  It is a bit of both. There have always been corporations who have been genuinely socially responsible. Look at Hershey’s, for example. In the 19th century, Hershey’s built villages and towns for their employees. Cadbury, Lever, and the Krupps did the same. There have always been organizations that have been genuinely concerned about the welfare of their employees. But mostlet’s say 95 percent of organizationsare not. What corporations are saying now is, “It is in our interest to appear to be socially responsible.” But for the most part, that effort is a veneer.


  Michael Eisner has said the term “brand” is “overused, sterile, and unimaginative.” Do you agree?


  Yes. I think the word “brand” is not just overused, I think it makes the branding process seem cosmetic and superficial. The current usage of the word reduces the complexity and significance of its actual meaning. I am not suggesting that anyone who puts a logo on a Hermes handbag needs to have an anthropology degree, or needs to be aware that what they are doing has an anthropological dimension, but I believe that the business of branding is much, much more complex, deep-rooted, and fallible than people believe it is. And it is not merely a commercial phenomenon.


  You’ve been quoted in numerous articles about the antibrand, “No Logo” movement. One of the ironies I find in the antibrand movement is how willingly its proponents use the tenets of branding that they so publicly disparage. Why do you think there is so much passion in the antibrand movement?


  I think that’s very easy to understand: People confuse the symbol with the reality. What people are really attacking is the capitalist system. Brands are the symbols of the capitalist system. Brands represent the visual manifestation of the capitalist system. They are symbols of entrepreneurship. When someone attacks a brand, they are attacking a symbol, whereas the reality of what they are attacking is the capitalist system. I am not saying they are right or wrong. I thinkas do many other peoplethat the capitalist system has terrible faults. But there isn’t any other system that anybody knows of that is much better.


  What do you think are the faults of the capitalist system?


  This takes us a long way from branding, doesn’t it? The capitalist system enables people to use their energies to be successful. In doing so, it is almost inevitable that this success is likely going to make somebody else less successful. In the competition that arises, many people are going to behave in a way that others will regard as amoral, if not immoral. That’s the nature of the system. Nobody has managed to make anything better and get it to work. Communism sounds fine in principle, but in practice it’s an absolute disaster.


  One of the questions listed in the FAQ section of your personal website [wallyolins.com] is, “What advice would you give to someone starting out in branding?” And your response is, “Are you sure you want to?” Why the question to a question? Why does the answer seem so cautioning?


  Was I dodging the issue? There are a lot of jobs that are on the surface very glamorous and exciting. It is very glamorous to feel that you can travel all over the world and advise this company or that companyor even governments. But when I talk to young people, I always ask them if this kind of work is something they actually want and can derive satisfaction from. It’s a very, very demanding business.


  It is also a very cyclical business. It’s a hunting businessnot a farming business. You can never ever stop. You can never relax. You can never say, “Okay, I got this, I am going to keep this, I am going to be doing this same work for ten years.” It’s not like that. And that means it’s very tough. A lot of people like this, and a lot of people don’t. It is also extremely demanding creatively. You need to be able to break through orthodoxies and conventions that most people accept.


  Why do most people accept them?


  They accept them because they don’t think about them. Very few people have those kinds of capacities.


  What kinds of people have those capacities? Is there a specific archetype?


  It is easier to find the type among creative people. They don’t have to be particularly good designers, but they have to have great strategic capabilities. They have to be able to think very strategically. As far as consultants are concerned, there are too many McKinsey, Bain, and BCG people, among others, who are fed the rubbish that if you can’t analyze itif you can’t chew it up into numbersit doesn’t exist. What I really, hugely, and antagonistically dislike is the attempt to quantify the unquantifiable. And if you are a branding consultant, you have to accept that there are a lot of things you just cannot quantify.


  Like what?


  The value of a brand, to start with. How much is it worth? Or, more nonsense: when you get an idea and have to prove it will work. How the hell can you do that?


  You can’t sit in a focus group and ask people if it will work. They wouldn’t know what you are talking about, and they’re incapable of telling you what they want.


  A classic example of this is Jaguar. Senior marketers at Jaguar used focus groups again and again and again to tell them that all the cars Jaguar produced were lovely. Consumers told them they should never do anything different. And so they produced the same car again and again and again, and people stopped buying it.


  In order to be truly imaginative, you must possess an unusual level of self-confidence and creativity. Most branding consultants todayand most of the big branding consultancieswrap themselves up in analyses, in jargon, in pretend statistical data that is comforting and gets them wellpaid but is meaningless. I deeply reject all that and find it to be a contemporary version of witchcraft.


  Why do you think this is the foundation of the way that many brands are built now?


  Because people love numbers. No matter how phony they are. If Dickens or Shakespeare were writing today, you could not test their work in a focus group. If you are going to create something that is truly a breakthrough, you have to rely on your intuition and your judgment. Most organizations employ people to manage brands who are unable to do that. It is beyond their imagination. So they seek solace in these phony statistics and rubbish analyses. And the branding consultancies working with them create complex, mostly meaningless jargon to give comfort to people. And what do they end up with? Slogans that are not meaningful: “Tomorrow’s answers today.” [The company AkzoNobel’s tagline.] It’s garbage.


  Do you think market research perpetuates mediocrity?


  No, I don’t. I think a great deal of market research is extremely useful. I think finding out why something didn’t work well is extremely useful. Finding out what people feel about things that are happening today is extremely useful. Trying to get people to tell you what will work tomorrow is useless. I don’t denigrate market research when it is used properly. I think it’s very valuable. I think that finding out how consumers act and react and what they do and feel when they see things is useful. I think that trying to predict the future proves valuelessagain and again and again.


  Nobody, not one single organization, predicted that texting would work. Not one. Nobody thought seriously that the SMS system would be of any value. With all the research, you have example after example after example. I think market research is extremely valuable when it is used properly. But you must not use it to tell you what to do.


  Is there any particular category or brand you would like to work on in the upcoming years of your career?


  The European Union. They need a kick in the ass. I wouldn’t mind doing that. Provided the leadership is worthwhile, which it isn’t at the moment. But the EU doesn’t know where it’s going or what it’s doing.


  What would you recommend that it do?


  The EU has to have very, very clear economic goals. Not just pie-in-the-sky goals. The EU has to create a feeling of unity within the countries that belong to it. That they share something. There are lots of things they don’t share.


  But first, they must isolate the elements that they do share. A good example is the culture of Europe. A profoundly significant initiative would be to try to contend coherently with European history. Every nation within Europe currently writes its own history. This history is usually denigrating to its next-door neighbors. The idea that we are all part of one organization, even though we have separate identities in other respects, has not taken root.


  Do you think a unified symbol would rally that mentality?


  I think the only requirement of a symbol is that it have substance underneath: The first thing to do is to try to establish the substance. The style comes after the substance. Only then can the style help the substance, and vice versa. It’s a mutually reinforcing program.


  What do you anticipate for the future of brands and branding in upcoming years?


  One of the things that seems increasingly important is brands from cultures that we didn’t take seriously a couple of years ago. I’m particularly talking about India, China, and Brazilthe BRICs.


  Increasingly, we will see brands, or, if you like, cultural phenomena, coming from countries that previously we did not take seriously. Just as the west dominated the world politically, so it dominated the world culturally until very recently. And as the political hegemony of the west shrinks, we will see the emergence of major brands from China, India, Brazil, and so forth. I am not saying this is good or bad. It might mean more choice, which can be a bit confusing.


  The second thing that is going to happen is a phenomenon relating to more and more places becoming the equivalent of city-states, like Dubai, Abu Dhabi, Singapore, and so on. With more and more of these small countries around, we are going to have an accretion of provenance brandingof the brand as a manifestation of place and of “where I come from.” The place is going to become very, very important.


  You see it with some products like wine, now, which you can’t distinguish except by place. The distinguishing characteristic of any wine is where it comes from. Is it Chilean, Australian, French? That is going to happen to a lot more products, and with nations, cities, and regions that are trying to attract direct investment, tourism, and other business.


  What do you think that means for the possibility of unifying people with brands, or for the influence of globalization?


  Just because the world is becoming more global does not mean that individual citizen countries are going to accept that they don’t have any personality. The tide of globalization is going to lead to an increasing attempt to shriek and scream, “Look at meremember who I am!”


  This from the organizations and countries that would otherwise be completely enveloped by it.


  Globalization and place branding are not contradictory. They are not mutually exclusive. They actually encourage each other. When you move in one direction, you get another move in a contrary direction.


  With globalization and the increasing dominance of the Internet, people seem to be reading books less. Do you think that bookstores will continue to exist?


  Of course they will. Television didn’t kill radio; film didn’t kill theater. There will certainly be huge changes. But one medium doesn’t kill another. Each new medium actually makes the previous one better. Radio no longer resembles what it was before television. Television no longer resembles what it was before the Internet. All these things will change, but they give us a multiplicity of choice.


  As culture continues to evolve, do you think that there will be more brands in the future, or less? With the increase of mergers and acquisitions, some consultants have suggested that there will end up being one fast-food restaurant, one brand of cola, and one giant superstore.


  I don’t believe that for a moment. If you do, then you don’t believe in human ingenuity. There will always be opportunities for people to create things. Always. As soon as we create a monopolyor even a near-monopolywe get lazy, we get complacent, we get fat, we get greedy, and we get selfish. And then someone notices all the lazy complacency, and they go off and create something new.


  [image: Images]

  


  


  In conversations in my professional and personal life, I am always seeking ways to explain the importance of design. I’ve had the idea lately that the design and branding fields should enlist Grant McCracken as spokesperson. Grant comprehends the complexity of what designers do even when designers don’t understand it themselves. There are few people on this planet who match his eloquence on this topic, and he is an impassioned champion for the role that design and branding play in business and in culture. He’s a oneman band of design advocacy.


  In McCracken’s view, designers are invaluable to corporations because, simply stated, designers create and interpret culture. That is their essential function, and the corporation desperately needs them for this purpose. Because, in general, corporate leaders are clueless about culture. And designers are masters of itof how to give it voice.


  But there is a problem. Designers and brand thinkers haven’t explained this well enough, and they don’t realize their own cultural significance. The boss is using them in a way that doesn’t acknowledge or recognize their full potential. And if they are to fulfill their role as culture creators, then they have to comprehend the responsibilities of the taskwhich Grant describes in our conversation.


  What I particularly savor about our discussion is the specificity that Grant brings to his understanding of design, branding, and culture. Having been present when businesses start to conjure a new product or service offering, he has an appreciation for the possibility that is tangible when the corporation is at its most nascent. I’ve witnessed these moments myself, and they are magical. Secondly, he gives essential guidance to designers about the requirements of their responsibility. Not only should they better articulate their role to their colleagues, but they have to improve their own vocabulary and their understanding about the process of design and branding. “What we want to do is specify this process and give it a rigorous grammar or mechanism that can solve the problems at hand,” Grant says.


  Grant is the go-to guy for cultural analysis and criticism relating to the bustling world of commerce and cultural creation. He provides unparalleled incisiveness, and he is essential reading. Whether you’re looking for a better understanding of the bewildering ridiculousness of forced sincerity by store salespeople, why comfort food has become more popular, the dynamics of celebrity endorsement, the skill of “noticing,” or the underpinnings of Dove’s Campaign for Real Beauty, Grant is your man. In his 2008 book Chief Culture Officera manifesto on the importance of culture to business strategy and successGrant outlines his view of why businesses need to be more attuned to the zeitgeist, explains how to do it, and examines who’s good at it. This isn’t just pie-in-the-sky theorizingin his consulting work, Grant gives the download to companies such as IBM, Coca-Cola, and Kimberly-Clark.


  Grant is that rare breed of person who has the theoretical and historical breadth you can gain with an academic backgroundhe has a PhD in anthropology, and has taught at MIT and Harvard. He’s certainly not one to shy away from an academic treatise, but he can also talk and write about these issues with down-to-earth clarity.


  McCracken believes that the objects and products we select from the ceaseless conveyor of newness are precisely the tools we use to find new relevance and understanding of our world: “This fascination with objectsyesit certainly has its problems, and yes, we are obsessive and overhopeful when we care about design,” he explains, “but it’s critical to the way in which we manage to live in the world we live in.”


  


  


  Let’s start by discussing the writing about design you’ve done on your blog. In one post, you wrote, “Designers are very good at thinking about provocations. After all, they are in the imagination business. They are trained to look at existing systems, spot where stasis lives, and think of ways to make things new. What designers are not so good at, in my humble opinion, is figuring out what happens next, what comes after the provocation.” Why do you feel that way?


  This is a general problem not only confined to designers. We’re a culture that’s always been committed to transforming itself. Claude Lévi-Strauss has a great quote in the book The Savage Mind. In essence, he says, “we’re a culture that is always looking for that other message, always looking for that new arrangement.” That’s us, that’s Western culture. In the last twenty or thirty years, this deep cultural inclination has become a professional fascination for many of us. It’s become a professional obligation as well, for business purposes. People have concluded, “Innovation is the name of the game here, and we need people who are good at innovation.” And that task has fallen increasingly to designers. That’s the business side. On the social side, we’ve had people who say, “If we live in a culture that’s responsive to change, let’s see if we can come up with innovations that will change the world.”


  Do you think that designers have an obligation to figure out what happens next?


  I think they do. Otherwise, we’re looking at the risk of design work that is merely a gesture of goodwill. These gestures fill our hearts with gladness. But if we do a sober anthropological assessment of these gestures, we see that the good inevitably dissipates and is gone within a month or so. And worse than that, no structural change is achieved. On the social side, I’m not sure this provocation that is so dear to our hearts and engaged in by so many people has a very good return on investment. I would argue that this is true on the business side as well. Designers are engaging in acts of aesthetic, visual, and cultural provocation that don’t always result in the kinds of change that their clients are eager to generate.


  Do you feel that anybody who is in the business of provoking should also be in the business of solving?


  Yes, but solving is never easy. I think there should always be a follow-up to the moment of provocation. And that provocation depends upon a deeper knowledge of culture and of the social world than designers sometimes exhibit.


  That is somewhat ironic, given how many people talk about designers being problem solvers.


  Right.


  Several years ago, the brand strategist Brian Collins stated that rather than being problem solvers, designers should be “problem makers,” and they should be provoking people to think about how to do things in a new or a better way. This idea has created some uncertainty in my own mind about what the ideal role of the designer should be.


  Here’s my feeling: Designersor indeed anybody who’s interested in business change or social changeneed to make a knowledge of the culture and the social world in which they work the first condition of their provocation. Designers and brand consultants assume that they know about culture, when in point of factat least from my anthropological perspectivethey don’t. You and I have had this discussion for several years, and at the risk of being a bore about it, this is a topic I bring up with tedious frequency.


  My feeling is that there is an architecture of cultural meanings and social rules in place that governs whether our actions will be effective in any way. The more completely you understand those cultural meanings and social rules, the better you can craft a provocation, and the more likely that provocation is to have some kind of structural effect. I’ve spent my professional life trying to get “the corporation” to take culture seriously. I have great admiration for designers for many reasons, but when called upon to defend how they create value for the corporation, they could have said, “without us, you don’t have access to culture.” But they haven’t.


  Do you think that designers just assume that people know that they’re bringing culture to the conversation?


  If so, I think it’s a rash assumption. The corporation uses the assumptions of economics, and Adam Smith, the forefather of our current system, is quite happy to proceed as if culture is not an important piece of the propositionhe feels we can just ignore it. I would be nervous if I were creating and designing brands, and I had to say to my team, “Listen, there’s a good chance that the corporation doesn’t get that this is part of the way designers create value for the corporation. So we have to tell them.”


  I would wear this on my sleeve if I were a designer.


  Honestly, this is one of the reasons I’m so high on designers: I see them as vehicles for the corporation to take culture seriously.


  But once designers identify themselves in this way, and once the corporation defines and engages them in this way, then we have to make good on the promise! The design journalist Bruce Nussbaum has talked about why design matters, and he says, “Design gives people the ability to be one with the consumer cultureto be anthropologists and sociologists and deeply understand the myriad of cultures around them. It has a set of tools and methods that can guide us towards a much better way of doing things.”


  So, here we have Bruce Nussbaum, who is one of the people responsible for the rise of design and design thinking, emphasizing this point of view. This is something the corporation now takes seriously and has embraced in a big way. He’s saying design matters because it’s a way of giving the corporation access to anthropology, and sociology, and knowledge of culture. But this feels like more of a promissory note than an accurate description of where we stand.


  Do you think that this might have anything to do with the semantics of the design field? Let’s face it, the word “culture” doesn’t feel as scientific as economics, anthropology, sociology, or neuroscience.


  It’s certainly a term with a checkered past. It has simultaneously stood for X and not X. But in many ways, this is appropriate. We now have a multiplicity of meanings in our culture, whereas everything used to be much more monolithic. So it’s appropriateor maybe merely tragicthat the term “culture” itself should have this multiplicity of meanings. To speak from my own provincial background, anthropologists have been working on the term for the past one hundred years. On the anthropological side, you’ve got the postmodernists who have hijacked the notion and damaged it badly. In certain academic situations, it’s hard to even talk about culture. This is a willfully destructive behavior on the part of the academy, for which there is no good explanation. So you’re quite right to say the term’s surrounded by confusion, ambivalence, and difficulty. But I do think we canand mustuse it in a disciplined way.


  What fascinates you about our culture?


  I guess it’s that old line about the weather in Ireland. If you don’t like it, wait a few moments and it will change.


  Ha!


  It’s the endless creative power. Some years ago, I wrote a book called Plenitude, which was an attempt to understand how and why our culture produces so much innovation. Most cultures are pretty good at preventing change, and they’re pretty good at papering over change when it occurs. What makes our culture so interesting from an anthropological perspective is how good we are at creating change, and how good we are at living with that change.


  Where many cultures would say, “That will do, thank you very much, just quit it with that technology stuff,” or “Stop that religious reform,” or “No, this youth culture will not reshape how we think about the world,” we say, “If you can make a compelling argument, and win enough minds, and if you can transform various parts of our world sufficiently, then the moment belongs to you.” Culture is just so fantastically conducive to innovation. I think we were very badly misled by the Frankfurt School and intellectuals who identified materialism as the source of difficulty in Western societies.


  We care about an ongoing narrative of design in objects, in ideas, and in experiences because they provide opportunities for us to participate in a new understanding of an incredibly turbulent world. Design serves us for both cultural purposes and adaptational purposes. When we embrace a new experience, object, or concept, we bring ourselves into the ambit of the new, and we can begin to understand what the new is. I think this stream of objects gives us a way we deal with a world that courses with novelty and change. I know that I’m swimming against the current here and that, with the encouragement of the Frankfurt School, intellectuals argue against this, as do people like Naomi Klein. There’s a very long list of people who are prepared to say, “It’s exactly the fascination with objects that is what’s wrong with Western cultures.”


  There is only a very small academic voice that says, “Actually, this fascination with objectsyesit certainly has its problems, and yes, we are obsessive and overhopeful when we care about design, but it’s critical to the way in which we manage to live in the world we live in.” And one of the very few voices providing a counterpoint here is the French historian Fernand Braudel, who, in his seminal book, Capitalism and Material Life, 14001800, asked, “Can it have been merely by coincidence that the future was to belong to societies fickle enough to care about changing the colors, materials, and shapes of costume, as well as the social order and the map of the worldsocieties, that is, which were ready to break with their traditions? There is a connection.”He looks at world cultures, and he notices that the ones that are productivelike Western European culturesare subject to fantastic change. He notices that they care about fashion. He suggests, “Either there’s no connection here, or this might be the secret of their fantastic ability to change, and to adapt, and to survive that change.” He urged us to listen.


  You’ve talked about small signs of trouble in the design and branding community, and you’ve argued that we might not have it right at the moment because the concept of brand is so changeable that it will always exceed our graspand this problem isn’t often acknowledged by designers and brand consultants.


  I think when we create brands, we’re engaged in a process of “manufacturing” and “managing” meaning. We’re saying to ourselves, “In order for this brand to work effectively in the world, we must create a combination of exquisitely chosen, crafted, combined, and then managed cultural meanings.” There are different levels of meaning associated with any given brand, some of which are absolutely new to a moment, and others that are continuously there over time. A brand is composed of these meanings. These meanings are being carefully chosen and crafted. And then they’re managed, because we’re swapping meanings in and out to make the brand adapt as the world makes new demands of us. This model suggests we need a systematic accounting of these cultural meanings.


  Sometimes I hear designers speaking in generalities such as, “We had to freshen the brand,” or, “We had to make it more dynamic,” and so forth. What I don’t hear designers say is, “We chose this brand, this particular meaning and that particular meaning, and we got rid of that meaning.” We can be much more particularwe must be much more particularabout the meanings that we think matter. What I’d rather hear from designers is, “These are the twelve cultural meanings at issue here, and this is where the world isthis is what the world wants. This is how we’ve crafted the brand out of these twelve meanings. This is how we’ve combined them, and this is how we’ll manage them over the next six or twelve months.”


  Instead, a lot of creative people are using the old model that says, “Just trust me.” And I think the corporation is ferociously unhappy with the notion of “just trust me.”


  And if that’s the way we respond to the sneer on the face of the CEO, we’re asking for trouble. If nothing more, a shift from the old model will further the aim of surviving in the world of the corporation. But we should want to do better than that for our own scholarly and intellectual purposes.


  Look, there’s no question that all of us do our best work when letting our unconscious creative powers speak through us, right? you wake up in the morning, and the elves have clearly been working through the night creating a solution to the problem you were working on. And bang, there it is. And so what we want to do is specify this process and give it a rigorous grammar or mechanism that can solve the problems at hand. We want to take inspiration wherever we can find it. And it’s not like we have a choice in the matter, right? It just visits us and there it is.


  On the other hand, I don’t think there’s anything wrong with examining inspiration and figuring out why it’s so compelling. Everyone looks at the fruits of this process and thinks, “Damn, that is compelling.” But we can do an analysis that says, “Here’s what the moment of inspiration did. It assembled these cultural meanings in this particular package for this particular group at this particular cultural moment.”


  I’d like to read you a quote from an article that you wrote: “Branding is a process of meaning manufacture that begins with the biggest, boldest gestures of the corporation and works its way down to the tiniest gestures. This is one of the reasons that design matters. The look and the feel, the fit and the finish, the beautiful, the sensual, the tactile, design is an essential medium of the brand message. Good design captures, commandeers, takes control of every interface and interaction between the consumer and the brand, right down to the little sound that packages make when we close them. Click. This is a brand message.” Why do you think that branding begins with the biggest, boldest gesture of the corporation?


  I was recently doing some work for Coca-Cola. One of their big ideas is optimism. This is a huge idea. It’s what we might call “a Macy’s parade float” of an idea. It’s vast. Most corporations control big ideas to the same degree as a Macy’s parade float is controlled. People with ropes try to handle it, and it’s difficult to do. But Coca-Cola knows what they’re doing, and they know that manifesting their vision from large gestures down to the tiniest gestures is a very potent idea. They know how to make it substantial, actual, and both present and compelling in the world. They know how to translate it from its absolute generality into very particular engagements with, for instance, the vending machine. Our notion of America is, to some extent, crafted by the Coca-Cola Company. Certainly, our notion of Christmas, or at least of Santa Claus, is crafted by the Coca-Cola Company.


  In what way?


  Before Coca-Cola began using Santa Claus in their commercials, Santa was a variety of physical shapes, and he dressed in any number of colors, primarily green. The succession of Coke ads over many decades has fixed his image as that of a large, jolly man in red and white. He’s dressed in red and white because those are the colors of the Coca-Cola Company. What’s most interesting about this is that, in fact, Coca-Cola has actually invented part of Western culture. That’s the good news. The bad news is . . . they’ve invented some part of Western culture. I’ve been in the room when people at the company said to themselves, “well, the fact that we invented Santa should be good for somethingfor marketing purposes. Surely, we can leverage that.” Everybody thinks about it for a moment, and then they say, “Actually, no.” The moment the Coca-Cola Company takes credit for or tries to leverage this contribution to Western culture is the moment that they suffer cataclysmic damage to the brand.


  This is a perfect example of the corporation acting as a cultural actor and creating cultural meanings. They can release these ideas into the world, but they don’t get to own them anymore afterwards. This flies in the face of the Frankfurt School and Klein-ian notions that dictate that corporations are guilty of the manipulation of taste and thought and are the creators of “false consciousness”the notion relating to how consumers are supposedly controlled by corporations. If only it were so simple. It clearly isn’t. Sometimes, a corporation makes powerful meanings, and when it does, those meanings are taken away from its control. And the rest of the time, the corporation is desperately trying to catch up to a culture that’s moving very fast.


  The opportunity for control and manipulation may have existed in the 1950s, but it certainly doesn’t exist now. Designers nowadays get to sit in a room when the corporation is at its most conceptual, and they get to try to identify the biggest proposition a brand can make. In that moment, they’re focused on identifying a cultural meaning that’s going to make a brand more tangible in the world. That’s thrilling. That’s the corporation at its most intellectual, most conceptual, most freethinking. As you and I both know so well, those are some of the really exciting moments in branding.


  Let’s go back to the Frankfurt School for a minute. You’ve said that goods help us make choices. They help us make our culture concrete and public. How do they do that?


  I wrote an essay about this in my book Culture and Consumption II. In the essay titled “when Cars Could Fly,” I describe how midcentury modernism penetrated popular culture after world war II. At that time, people investigating these early notions of modernism that had been kicking around since the 19th and the early 20th century were suddenly in the mainstream. People were thinking about themselves as creatures who are moving out of the present into the future. They attained extraordinary speed in transportation and culture, and they evidenced a kind of recklessness. You can see how the whole notion of mobility became alive and well and began dominating American culture. Science also created new possibilities, which cascaded into technology, which then cascaded into personal gadgets, which then get expressed in the push button, most of alla kind of iconic apotheosis of technological development.


  All these transformations helped us play with the very notion of what time is. Time, and how we experience time, is always a cultural creation. Most cultures are taughtto put this very simplythat time is circular. Subsequently, you can see the world being played out in a circular way. What’s interesting about Western cultures is, at some point, we said, “you know what? we’re not circular. We’re an arrow. We’re not looking for a return. We’re not looking for circularity. We’re looking for a crazy, relentless projecting of ourselves into an unknown future.


  If time is a cultural creation, wouldn’t that mean that the future is a cultural creation?


  Yes. It feels like we’re in a moment of repudiating the modernist impulse that says we’re happily abandoning the present as we rocket into the future. I think the whole return of retro designthe artisanal movement, and the coveting of everything handmadeis evidence of this. It’s as if we’re struggling to create a new notion of time, and this movement is a way of saying, “We want more continuity than we had in the middle of the 20th century. The future comes plenty fast enough. Our world is quite reckless enough, thank you very much. We want continuities, and we want a world with manageable proportions.” In a manner of speaking, we’re recovering modernists. I think a lot of design that works today has a beautifully handcrafted, delicate, and historically rooted quality. Designers are able to help us craft a new notion of what time missed.


  Do you think this return to the handcrafted will end, and we’ll swing in a different direction? Can you predict what might be fashionable in another ten or fifteen years?


  I think we’re learning to live with dynamism. There is a certain amount of clutching to the present and familiar that’s going on right now. The world is coming toward us with speed and fury, and, as you always do in situations when you’re drowning, you grasp at anything. I think there’s a certain point at which you go, “Okaywe just need a new modality here. We need to be fluid in our response to a fluid world.” I think when we learn the arts of fluidity, and the instincts of fluidity, and then those of historical continuity, we will be able to understand and create these new modalities.


  That’s pretty optimistic.


  If you look at the history of Western culture, it is the triumph of a certain kind of optimism over a certain kind of pessimism. The pessimism mostly comes from people who think of themselves as elites. They proclaim that this new innovationwhatever it isis really going to screw things up. Think of the suffrage movement. At the turn of the 20th century, people were pontificating to oppose it and saying all sorts of nonsense. We can read the letters to the editor that say, “Give the vote to women, and all hell will break loose. Western civilization cannot survive this.” Then women get to vote, and it turns out nothing happens. Actually, things get more interesting.


  The same things are being said by the opponents of gay marriage and the “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy.


  Perfect example. Cultural transformation is not easy. The cost is high, and sometimes there is a whole generation that pays for the moment of cultural change.


  We pay dearly if we don’t respond to culture, and we pay dearly when we don’t respond to change.


  But generally speaking, I think we’re more adaptable than we think.


  You’ve written about the inalterable rules of culture. Do you think there are still things that are inalterable?


  Yes. I think that responsiveness is inalterable, and the fact is that we’ll find a way to reconceptualize culture. Look at the 20th century: It’s all about democratizing every kind of thing. One of the questions here is whether the designer’s genius for seeing the existing pattern and imagining new and more interesting patterns won’t at some point disseminate from the design community into the world. And that is already happening. All of us are getting better at the kinds of problem solving and pattern recognition that designers are so good at.




End of sample




    To search for additional titles please go to 

    
    http://search.overdrive.com.   


OEBPS/Images/cover.jpg
MAaLCOLM -SETH GODIN
GLAWELL- ALY OLINS

Dﬂn PInk: Vlr%nmPOSTKEL
RMShIJ Fefers
COrl‘_'Lol‘QS BRAN DMFFY
DUncanHlN”Ne Bo(r‘ﬁ%()?

DAVID i otier Nob!ePursm‘rs Dori
BMTLER Tunstall
ebbie Cherye

Swanson

B Milman

\_/
Ganr Mchcken BILL MOGGRIDGE
STANLEY Hainsworth - Margaret
Bruce “puckworth - Youngblood
with a foreword by R08 Walker





OEBPS/Images/p207-fig01.jpg
Bill Moggriage

Cofounder, IDEO; Director, Cooper-
'Hewitt, National Design Museum





OEBPS/Images/p150-fig01.jpg
Cheryl Swanson
President and Founding Principal, Toniq





OEBPS/Images/title.jpg
BRAND THINKING
AND OTHER NOBLE
PURSUITS

DEBBIE MILLMAN

FOREWORD BY ROB WALKER

A

ALLWORTH PRESS
prioreieiey





OEBPS/Images/p248-fig01.jpg
DeeDee Gordon

President of Innovation, Sterling
Brands; Founding Partner,
Look-Look Youth Marketing
and Research Consultancy





OEBPS/Images/p161-fig01.jpg
Joe Dufty

Chairman, Duffy & Partners





OEBPS/Images/p331-fig01.jpg
Index





OEBPS/Images/p50-fig01.jpg
Phil Duncan

Vice President and Global Design
Officer, Procter & Gamble





OEBPS/Images/p171-fig01.jpg
Margaret Youngblooa

Principal and Executive Creative
Director, Trinity Brand Group;
Former Principal and Executive
Creative Director, Landor





OEBPS/Images/p336-fig01.jpg
BOOks Allworth Press is an
from imprint of Skyhorse

Publishing, Inc. Selected
Allworth . s ices voiow
Press






OEBPS/Images/p329-fig01.jpg
Acknowledgments





OEBPS/Images/p236-fig01.jpg
Daniel Pink

Cultural Critic, Author





OEBPS/Images/p221-fig01.jpg
Sean Adams
Cofounder, AdamsMorioka





OEBPS/Images/p266-fig01.jpg
Karim Rashiad

Founder, Designer, Karim Rashid Inc.





OEBPS/Images/p34-fig01.jpg
Grant McCracken

Anthropologist, Cultural Commentator,
Consultant





OEBPS/Images/p111-fig01.jpg
Bruce Duckworth

Partner, Turner Duckworth





OEBPS/Images/p314-fig01.jpg
Malcolm Gladwell

Author, Cultural Critic,
New Yorker Columnist





OEBPS/Images/p124-fig01.jpg
David Butler

Vice President of Design,
Coca-Cola Company





OEBPS/Images/p297-fig01.jpg
lom Peters

Author, Business Consultant





OEBPS/Images/p84-fig01.jpg
Brian Collins

Chairman and Chief Creative Officer,
COLLINS:





OEBPS/Images/p7-fig01.jpg
Foreword
by Rob Walker





OEBPS/Images/p179-fig01.jpg
Seth Godin

Author, Entrepreneur, Marketing Guru





OEBPS/Images/p66-fig01.jpg
Dori lunstall

Associate Professor of Design
Anthropology, Faculty of Design,
Swinburne University of Technology;
Organizer, U. S. National Design
Policy Initiative; Former Managing
Director, Design for Democracy





OEBPS/Images/p94-fig01.jpg
Virginia Postrel

Author, Cultural Critic, Bloomberg
News columnist





OEBPS/Images/p280-fig01.jpg
Alex Bogusky

Cofounder, FearLess Cottage;
Former Principal and Creative
Director, Crispin Porter + Bogusky





OEBPS/Images/p5-fig01.jpg
Contents





OEBPS/Images/p137-fig01.jpg
Stanley Rainsworth

Chief Creative Officer, Tether;
Former Vice President Global
Creative, Starbucks; Former
Creative Director, Nike





OEBPS/Images/p11-fig01.jpg
Introduction
by Debbie Millman





OEBPS/Images/p192-fig01.jpg
Dan Formosa
Cofounder, Smart Design





OEBPS/Images/p16-fig01.jpg
Wally Olins

Chairman, Saffron Brand Consultant;
Cofounder and Former Chairman,
WolffOlins





