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Introduction

LEGO is a Danish toy company world famous for its building system based on the plastic brick. It dates back to the 1930s when its founder Kjeld Kirk Christiansen developed a tiny brick which constituted the main element in a building system. LEGO has maintained the vision of its founder, namely that the purpose of LEGO is to provide children with toys which they can shape and reshape. Inspired and provoked by the increasing market share of electronic and digital toys, in 2001 LEGO launched Bionicle, taking the well-known LEGO product, i.e. the plastic brick, into the new terrain of information and communication technology. Through Bionicle, among other products, LEGO moved ‘from bricks to bytes’ (Hjarvard in Bondebjerg and Golding (eds.) forthcoming).

Bionicle is not part of the LEGO brand as such since it is an endorsed brand. Yet, it is closely intertwined with the LEGO brand. First of all, Bionicle incorporates the LEGO values: creativity, imagination, learning, fun, and quality. These values are paramount in the marketing of LEGO products and carry the promise that while LEGO is, of course, a commercial enterprise it also adheres to a set of pedagogical values. Thus, ‘When consumers see a Bionicle logo or an icon by the LEGO Brand they know what values are inherent and what to expect from the product’ (The Bionicle Story, The LEGO Group, 2002:6). Furthermore, Bionicle is based on the same concept as LEGO. Both LEGO and Bionicle are building systems although the traditional LEGO building system is relatively more concrete than the system of Bionicle which involves several layers, i.e. the Bionicle figures are built but the story also constitutes a building system itself made out of various media parts.

Bionicle is an action figure concept embedded in a story. The story takes its starting point in the island of Mata Nui. One day 6 canesters wash up on the beach of the Island. Inside the canesters are the 6 Toas who are the heroes of the Matorans, the citizens of Mata Nui. The Toas must cooperate to find the masks of power (Kanohi), which they need to enable them to defeat their enemies, the Rahi. From this point the story evolves. During the years it has come to involve more figures and locations, for instance Metro Nui – a city to match the Island, Mata Nui. Furthermore, it has come to draw upon an increasing number of media. Initially, the story was based primarily on two media: the Internet and the figures. The latter resemble the traditional LEGO-figures but they are more technically advanced, scarier and they come in a different kind of wrapping, i.e. in cans drawing a parallel to the canesters that wash up upon the beach of Mata Nui. By now several Bionicle movies (VHS/DVD) have been produced and there are also a Bionicle comic just to mention a few of the media employed to tell the Bionicle story. But already from its launch paramount importance was ascribed to the interplay between different media in Bionicle. The producer considers each media to represent a particular part of the story. It can be used independently while still be part of the greater story. The fragmented media structure has become a – if not the – constitutive element in Bionicle. The story arises from fragmentation so to speak. The internet, in turn, serves as the point where all the different parts of the Bionicle story come together. Furthermore, it constitutes the place where consumers can engage and discuss various aspects of Bionicle, for instance, in chat-rooms. This takes place both at the official Bionicle web-site: Bionicle.com, but also at various independent fan-sites, e.g. BZpower.com.

The Internet allows consumers to participate and become increasingly involved in brands. This is very pronounced in the chat-rooms of a wide range of branded products and it becomes even when more expressed when considering the productive practices that consumers to an increasing extent engage in – a point to which we shall return to in the following. We are being confronted with the notion of the actively engaged consumer who has very close ties to a given brand. The notion of the active and engaged consumer draws attention to the public qualities of a set of practices that are generally considered to be commercialised, commodified and profoundly private. Thus, it challenges the distinction between public and private – the distinction between citizen and consumer - that is often taken for granted. This implies that instead of considering the citizen and the consumer as existing in separate and isolated spheres, the two are to an increasing extent becoming blurred and exceedingly hard to disentangle. Nick Couldry has described this situation as one where the productive ‘consumer’ meets the dispersed ‘citizen’ (Couldry, 2004). Couldry argues that the productive consumer is concerned with:’…generating or sustaining, through participation, new spaces for public connection, new spaces of mutuality’ (Couldry, 2004:24). Whereas the productive consumer may be captured, Couldry concedes that it is a far more complex task to track the dispersed citizen. However, he argues that the point is not so much to identify the dispersed citizen. Instead, it is to avoid the traditional assumptions that often follow when discussing citizenship, for instance, that the space of formal politics is granted a higher status than other public engagements; that the connection to the national state takes priority over other connections, and finally, that one particular media (for instance television) is regarded as serving this connection to a greater extent than other media. Instead, focus should be directed towards people generating new contexts of public communication and trust through participation as consumers, citizens or both. This volume refers to these new contexts as ‘weak publics’ signifying a move away from the traditional notion of a single concrete public sphere towards the view that we are confronted with a multitude of publics that appear in the form of more or less durable networks of communications among consumers, citizens or both  (Barnett, 2003:9) (CHECK overensstemmelse med Bang og Esmark introduction). The emergence of new publics are often discussed in relation to the notion of expert-citizens. These are citizens who are willing and able to adapt to the conditions and thus avail themselves of the possibilities of empowerment embedded in a type of society in which citizens are invited to participate and engage in communication with professionals at all levels (Bang, Dyrberg og Hoff (eds.) 2005:15-16). Bearing in mind that this article deals with children it may then be considered a text about how people learn to be expert citizens from already quite early on in their childhood. They learn to navigate in an environment in which the boundaries between private and public are rendered obsolete and learn the techniques necessary to manoeuvre in that environment. They learn to become part of weak publics.

Engaging in communication with producers and taking upon oneself the role of the active consumer calls for a reconsideration of not only the consumer-citizen divide but also the consumer-producer divide. In this context, Michel de Certeau’s writings are highly illuminating. Taking his starting point in the distinction between production and consumption he distinguishes between ‘the power of the strong’, i.e. the producer, and ‘the power of the weak’, i.e. the consumer. In so doing, he challenges the distinction between production and consumption because both the producer and the consumer are considered to produce though under very different conditions. While the production of the producer is explicit and visible, the production of the consumer is characterised by ‘quiet activity’ and by its ‘quasi-visibility’, since it is not expressed in its own products but rather in the art of using those imposed on the consumer (de Certeau, 1984:31). In this perspective, everyday activities of consumption become potentially political enterprises because they imply constant manipulation by the consumer. Thus, although the publics to which the market may give rise have been labelled ‘weak’ in this volume they are not necessarily frail. Despite their lack of attachment to the traditional notion of ‘the political’ they may still prove to be a highly political creatures.

The following analysis of Bionicle is based on interviews with the designer – and creator - of Bionicle, referred to as AD, carried out in the period 2003 to 2004, and furthermore, on visits to Bionicle on-line communities during that period. It explores the Bionicle brand being part of the LEGO brand and the strategies employed by the designer of Bionicle to construct and develop a Bionicle brand community. Focus is in particular on the attempts made by the designer to foster and facilitate participation within the framework of that community. The emphasis on participation allows us to address the community as a so-called ‘weak public’. In so doing, it debates questions of production and consumption and, moreover, citizenship and consumption.

The Legitimacy of the Brand
A quite large amount of literature on branding has been published during the last decade. It seems that the notion of branding is applied to an ever growing number of fields, e.g. products, corporations, the nation, the public sector, NGOs, etc. Yet, despite its apparent popularity branding remains under-theorised and under-conceptualised. According to Majken Schultz, a main reason for this is that branding has been applied empirically before being developed conceptually (Schultz in Schultz et. al. 2005:12; see also Schultz and Hatch, 1999, 2002, 2003). Schultz argues that at the core of branding is the concept of dialogue, i.e. the entire company is mobilised to enter a dialogue with the stakeholders that it wants to reach. The fact that dialogue is of paramount importance to branding begs the question if we are witnessing the attempt by companies to develop strategies aimed at encouraging stakeholders to take an active part in the life of the company, and if these endeavours bring about new types of publics, i.e. weak publics.
At the heart of the process of branding is the notion that the brand is about much more than the product. In fact, the product is only of secondary importance. At the core of the brand is a set of values which enable the consumer to identify with the brand. An important element in this strategy is the production of merchandise the purpose of which it is to incorporate the product into the every day life of consumers. In the case of Bionicle this involves among other things, beddings, T-shirts, plates, cups and napkins, and, of course, costumes. In the words of Stephanie Lawrence, global director of licensing for the LEGO company:

‘…we are enabling children to have a BIONICLE experience from the time they wake up in the morning to the time they go to bed each night’

(www.lego.com/eng/bionicle/thebuzz 22nd September 2004)

However, every piece of merchandise has to be carefully considered in order not to decrease brand value or even worse damaging the brand. This is clearly expressed in cases of cross-branding, i.e. cases where LEGO combine its products with the products of other companies, such as the Bionicle toothbrush by LEGO and Colgate and the Bionicle shoe by LEGO and Nike. In every case of cross-branding, careful consideration is given to the values of the other brand and its ability to match the Bionicle brand. It is of vital importance that the producer does not stretch the brand beyond the expectations of the consumer since this would seriously damage the legitimacy of the brand.

Probably the greatest challenge to the legitimacy of the Bionicle brand came immediately after its launch in 2001. A group of Maories from New Zealand claimed that Bionicle used Maori names and myths, thus abusing the Maori culture. This clash between Bionicle and the Maories may be considered in the light of the alleged tendency of global products to appropriate material from local communities which are characterised by distinct cultural heritages embedded in myths, symbols and collective memories. While research has often emphasised local appropriation of global material and most notably technologies, apparently in the case of Bionicle the equally important global appropriation of local material was taking place (Silverstone and Hirsch, 1992; Silverstone, 1994). AD explains the relationship between Bionicle and the Maori culture as follows:

‘…You know, I am a big user of these documentary programmes so I cannot say that I have not seen these stories from, what is it called, the islands down south…I guess it does not take a lot of imagination to get the idea that it [Bionicle] looks like a tropical island, or Hawaii or something like that. And, of course, their [the Maories’] culture is fascinating and their language is different, you know, many of the names are inspired by the sound of that language…however, it is only a matter of linguistic inspiration…’

(AD in interview 4th March 2003)

The designer of Bionicle states that there is no story link between Bionicle and the Maori culture. The inspiration has only been at the level of linguistics. However, he is, of course, familiar with the history of the Maori people. The Maories, in turn, claimed that aspects of their culture and most notably words and myths appeared in the Bionicle story. They claimed to experience a trivialisation and commercialisation of their culture. In particular, the appropriation of indigenous cultures for commercial purposes has received attention in this context and several suggestions have been put forward exploring how culture may be considered a property comparable to, for instance, intellectual property (Howes in Howes, 1996, Ch. 8). But bearing in mind the exclamation of the famous nineteenth century French anarchist Proudhon ‘property is theft’, seeking to adapt indigenous cultures to property law may represent yet another layer of appropriation. It is problematic as such to seek to make culture tangible let alone material in particular when bearing in mind that most indigenous cultures are based on an oral rather than a written tradition. However, it appears even more problematic to seek to apply property law to an indigenous culture which does not itself have a notion of property.

LEGO handled the conflict by entering a dialogue with the Maories. Thus, it mobilised to enter a dialogue with a very important and quite unusual stakeholder that the company needed to reach in order to protect the legitimacy of its brand. The Maories, in turn, responded positively to this gesture stating that they merely wanted their particular culture to be recognised. One might say that just as LEGO was eager to take care of and maintain a precious brand so was the Maories, i.e. they sought to have their particularity - ‘the Maori brand’ - recognised.

There is no doubt that in the conflict between LEGO and the Maori community it was vital for LEGO to protect the legitimacy of the brand. This legitimacy is primarily based on output, i.e. it is determined by the performance of the brand – or lack thereof. When debating the legitimacy of a given brand an important aspect is that of the extent to which consumers trust the brand. A company such as LEGO engages in policies aimed at encouraging consumers to take part in the ongoing development of the brand - a point to which we shall return in the following. This tendency has become so apparent that it has lead scholars to compare the policies of companies with those of governments arguing that whereas governments encourage citizens to take part in a deliberative democracy, companies attempt to make their customers participate in brand communities. In so doing, both governments and companies seek to mobilise active trust in their performances in order to generate  legitimacy (Slevin, 2000:20-22). This type of trust goes far beyond the mere reliance on the fact that the basic infrastructure is in working order, e.g. supplies will be delivered whether that involves public or private services / goods. Although trust takes upon very different forms in the political and economic spheres in both cases it involves notions of mutuality and reciprocity (Rifkin in Couldry, 2004: 23). It is considerations like the above that indicate that the market may be changing in ways that allows it to constitute a platform for public communication and participation. Perhaps it may even serve as a breeding ground for new types of publics, i.e. weak publics.

Bionicle in Interaction

The tendency of companies to a growing extent to engage in dialogue with consumers and other stakeholders feeds into what Schultz has labelled ‘the second wave of branding’ (Schultz in Schultz et. al. 2005:11) (1). This is characterised by, among other things, a change in the role of the consumer. Above all, the internet has made it possible for consumers to become increasingly involved in the process of branding. Thus, whereas the process of branding was previously characterised by dialogue between the company and the stakeholders it wanted to reach, now it is to a growing extent based on direct interaction between the company and the consumers. Consumers seem to have an ever larger say in the negotiation of the meaning of the brand. Thus, the view of the consumers as passive recipients of the product and the brand are being challenged by a view of the consumers as active (Schultz in Schultz et. al. 2005:18). This has, in turn, given rise to the concept of brand communities which capture the tendency of consumers to build communities based on a given branded product or service (Bressler and Grantham, 2000; Kapferer, 2000; Muniz and O’Guinn, 2001; Gregory and Wiechmann, 2002; Muniz and O’Guinn, 2005, Schultz et. al. 2005). But what is a brand community, i.e. at what point does a group of consumers constitute a community? This question has been discussed in relation to a variety of branded products and services which at least claim to have given rise to communities of some kind. These communities are often virtual in the sense that they are based in and often limited to contact on the internet giving rise to questions such as whether they are less or as real as face-to-face communities, and if they are decontextualised or embedded in particular social contexts (Rheingold, 1994; Jones (ed.), 1995 and 1998; Smith and Kollock (eds.) 1999; Baym, 2003). Such debates are, of course, extremely relevant. However, it is not the purpose of this article to contribute to them. Instead, it draws attention to the communication between companies and consumers that brand communities foster and facilitate. 

From its launch in 2001, Bionicle has developed a fan-base which is quite extensive as well as intensive. It involves consumers who have in some cases developed their own fan-sites. With its 31.000 members the fan-site BZpower.com is the largest Bionicle fan-site, which exists independently of LEGO. There is no doubt that the internet is the media that fosters and facilitates the community the most. According to AD, many of the consumers are so involved in Bionicle and communicate so intensively that he often becomes aware of new Bionicle products through the consumers rather than the producer. He argues:

‘Sometimes we pick up things there [in the community] before we get them from LEGO because users go out and take pictures, for instance, of American products which we have not seen yet and which suddenly appear. They update on sort of an underground level.’

(AD in interview 4th March, 2003)

This has had the implication that AD is paying increasing attention to the communication that takes place among the consumers, and most notably the ideas that they express about the future development of Bionicle:

‘For instance, a figure becomes popular, it may be a bi-figure we have in the story. But it becomes very popular and the users say that they would like that figure to have a more prominent position, for instance, in the comic…then at some point something may be written in which this figure gets a more important role.’

(AD in interview 4th March, 2003)

The fact that AD pays attention to the ideas expressed in the community is particular interesting considered in the light of the tendency of companies to engage in direct interaction with consumers and moreover to pay attention to the communication that takes place among consumers. This stresses the abilities of the market to serve as a forum of debate between companies and consumers and among consumers and thus contributes to the view that markets can serve as platforms for the emergence of new types of publics. The fact that consumers are to a growing extent communicating with producers of at least some branded goods and services in turn carries the possibility of consumers to become consumers-producers. This tendency that been analysed in relation to, for instance, open source software and P2P networks (Uricchio, 2004; Brincker and Gundelach, 2005). Apparently, it is also present in Bionicle although the production of the consumer is a type of quasi-production, i.e. it relies on the possibility and ability of consumers to influence the producer. Despite the fact that the production of consumers is thus indirect AD argues that consumers know that ‘something is happening’: 

‘I think that the real fans experience that there is some kind of contact and that something is happening. Of course, we would like to develop that even more, you may say to create a proper community where you could really…anyway, we have a common cultural base consisting of these Bionicle things.’

(AD in interview 4th March, 2003)
Clearly, in the eyes of companies these brand communities are highly attractive creations because they enables companies to distinguish themselves from competitors and moreover, to benefit from the loyalty of the community in an increasingly competitive market. Furthermore, they foster and facilitate participation allowing the consumer to contribute to the production. This gives the producer valuable insight into the desires and needs of consumers and thus constitutes a considerable advantage in a competitive environment. However, brand communities may also constitute quite valuable creations in the eyes of consumers because companies are likely to pay attention to the views expressed in brand communities. It appears that consumers involved in brand communities are highly aware of this. Moreover, they are very concerned about brand values and conscious of situations in which the values of the brand are being challenged, for instance when the producer takes a ‘wrong’ decision that the consumers consider to conflict with the traditions, values and history of the brand ((Muniz and O’Guinn, 2001). Thus, it is vital that the producer takes the point of view of consumers into consideration before making decisions that are likely to influence the meaning of the brand. In fact, this tendency has become so pronounced that according to some scholars: ’the hunter [the company] has become the hunted, as informed, connected and active consumers increasingly learn that they too can extract value at the traditional point of exchange’ (Prahalad and Ramaswamy, 2004 quoted in Antorini and Andersen in Schultz et. al. 2005:82). Although considered in a traditional perspective it is, of course, the company that owns the brand, considered in a broader cultural perspective, it seems that consumers are to an increasing extent acquiring ownership of brands. It seems that the producer-consumer distinction is challenged not only in terms of production but also in terms of ownership.

Interaction and Co-creation

The idea of the ‘productive consumer’ has given rise to the notion of co-creation. At the core of the notion of co-creation is the idea that value is no longer solely created by the producer. Instead, it emerges in the process of interaction between the organisation and the consumer. The notion of co-creation feeds into the second wave of branding because it considers branding a process which is continuously taking place and which ascribes a very active role to consumers. In fact, the notion of co-creation goes even further because it envisions a situation in which integration between the producer and the consumer takes place and, furthermore, where consumers participate directly in the production, i.e. the producer and the consumer create products jointly.

The idea of co-creation has not gone unnoticed in LEGO. In fact, the designer of Bionicle has several ideas about how co-creation may be incorporated into Bionicle. Since its launch in 2001, Bionicle has developed into a universe with several locations, most notably the Island (Mata Nui) and the city (Metro Nui). However, the story develops continuously and has at present ‘left’ the two locations in order to explore new territory. Thus, Bionicle has two available locations, which could be employed in order to embark upon co-creation. AD is keenly aware of this situation and contemplates handing over the two locations to the consumers, allowing them to take part not only in the chat about Bionicle but to participate in the creation of Bionicle. Thus, he envisions a situation in which consumers go to the toy store and build their own Bionicle figure from scratch in a similar way to the U.S. product ‘build-a-bear’ where the child builds his or her own teddy bear. It is the intention of AD that the consumers should name his or her figure and, furthermore, determine its characteristics. However, this is only the beginning:

‘…where should it live and what part should it play…that means you can choose between the city and the island, i.e. Metro Nui and Mata Nui, and you are now pretty close to have created a type of artificial society…And it could be all Tamagutchi like: you would have to keep your place clean and visit it regularly and chat to the people who live close to you…this would be a way to keep the property alive…’

(AD in interview 22nd September 2004)

The idea of the designer of Bionicle to allow consumers to take part in and participate in the future creation of Bionicle constitutes a textbook example of co-creation. However, the mentioning of Tamagutchi draws attention to the fact that a high level of participation is far from unproblematic particularly when bearing in mind that the average consumer is a child between 7 and 12 years old (2). This pinpoints the need to balance on the one hand the desire to create a product, which is able to maintain the attention of consumers and thus satisfy commercial interests and on the other hand the pedagogical values inherent to the LEGO brand. AD is keenly aware of this issue and stresses that the level of participation has to be balanced with pedagogical values emphasising that this is of paramount importance to LEGO since it is part of the LEGO tradition and it is an integral part of the LEGO brand expressed in the abovementioned LEGO values: creativity, imagination, learning, fun, and quality. However, he also underlines that the distinction between on the one hand commercial interests and on the other hand pedagogical values is not so clear cut, i.e. a high level of participation is not necessarily a negative feature which is bound to have a negative impact on children. Thus, while increased consumer participation is, of course, motivated by commercial interests and does carry the risk that consumers indulge too much in Bionicle, they may also benefit from a high level of communication and participation:

‘Of course, I am concerned with questions such as ‘how long time can this last [maintain the attention of the consumers]’ and ‘how many millions or billions can we make on this’ for our client [LEGO] and thus for ourselves, however, if it also produces social value then WOW. That is the ultimate.’

(AD in interview 22nd September 2004)

Thus, rather than considering commercial and pedagogical issues as mutually excluding categories AD regards them as parallel concerns that are equally important aspects of Bionicle. In order to exemplify how increased consumer participation in Bionicle may actually be a positive feature AD mentions the possibility of introducing referenda in Bionicle. For instance, in the case where the allocation of a particular resource on the island (Mata Nui) or in the city (Metro Nui) has to be decided upon it could be determined by calling a referendum among the consumers of Bionicle. In so doing, AD emphasises the pedagogical potential in Bionicle. He considers it a system which is at its most basic level a commercial building system. However, it may also constitute a method of learning:

‘…it would be a project which is started with Bionicle. However, the point is not to go down and buy LEGO-bricks – basically. It is about teaching you a lot of things. Giving you a model of thinking about…but then again, is it because you want to influence the kids and make advertisement. It is…it becomes a moral question of whether we really want this.’

(AD in interview 4th March 2003)

Thus, several issues have to be confronted when introducing co-creation into Bionicle. First of all, the idea that Bionicle is a method of learning with an educational potential begs the question if this is merely an attempt to introduce a new subtle type of advertisement aimed at increasing sales. There is no doubt that this does play a significant role. However, it seems that it co-exists quite peacefully with another equally important concern, namely, that of challenging the consumers to learn while they play with Bionicle. But the combination of learning and playing is a sensitive one. Thus, balance has to be struck which pays attention to the value of the brand. Consumers consider Bionicle to be ‘cool’. Placing Bionicle in a context of learning and acknowledging its educational potential may not be considered particularly cool by the consumers and may, in fact, damage the legitimacy of the brand.
Conclusion

This brings us back to our starting point, namely that of the legitimacy of the brand. It seems that the term is no longer restricted to governments and national states. It stretches into the market and has become a growing concern of a large range of brands eager to maintain the attention and dedication of its consumers. Consumers in turn are no longer a fragmented and dispersed group of people firmly placed in the private sphere. They are to a growing extent embedded in brand communities some of which seem to be approximating a level of integration and participation which allows us to address them as a new type of public, i.e. a weak public. The notion of a weak public indicates that the previously sharp distinction between consumers and citizens is in the process of dissolving, being replaced by a hybrid of productive consumers and dispersed citizens who generate new contexts of public communication and trust through participation as, among other things, consumers. As the above analysis has shown although these new publics are labelled weak in this volume, they are by no means frail. In fact, the above case study of Bionicle reveals that it is vital for the producer to pay attention to the point of view of the consumer when making decisions that are likely to influence the meaning of the brand. Against this background, it has been argued that the producer-consumer divide is challenged not only in terms of production but also in terms of ownership.

In this perspective, the view of consumers as passive recipients is completely abandoned in favour of an understanding that emphasises that consumption requires and contributes to the development of competences and, furthermore, to identifications with a range of branded products. Consumers are thus no longer merely consumers. They are hybrids of productive consumers and dispersed citizens who are offered the possibility to engage in a set of productive practices that may empower consumers given that they are able and willing to adapt to the conditions of the framework in which these practices are placed. Thus, although the above outlined situation characterised by hybrids of productive consumers and dispersed citizens may appear quite inclusive, it may in fact be very exclusive. First of all, consumers have to be willing and able to avail themselves of the possibilities of empowerment embedded in the productive practices of consumers. Furthermore, in order to gain access to these practices they have to be recognised as consumers (Bang, Dyrberg and Hoff (eds.), 2005:27). This implies that companies have to consider it beneficial to address groups of individuals as consumers and to make the effort to encourage them to participate in the communities of various branded products, providing at least some of the facilities that enable such communities and the practices they involve to flourish.
It may be argued that although these considerations are important they are far removed from and have no connection to products in the toy industry and thus does not have any relationship to Bionicle. However, this article has argued that it is not the product itself which is the key concern. Instead, it is the community to which the product gives rise and in particular the participation that it fosters and facilitates. The fact that the average consumer of Bionicle is a child between 7 and 12 does not detract from the fact that Bionicle is one among many products that give rise to new hybrids of consumption and production. On the contrary, it may be argued that the fact that even children have the possibility to take part in the productive practices of consumers underlines the need to rethink the citizen-consumer divide. After all, they are the (dispersed) citizens of tomorrow.

Notes

(1) Schultz argues that whereas the first wave of branding has its focus on the product the second wave of branding focuses on the organisation, its identity, its culture and distinctive characteristics in the long term (Schultz et. al. (eds.) 2005).

(2) Tamagutchi is an electronic pet that the owner has to take care of and be committed to every single day. It was hugely successful in the late 1980s / early 1990s. If the Tamagutchi is neglected, for instance, if the owner forgets to attend to its basic needs, it dies. Not surprisingly, the Tamagutchi and most notably its enormous success among young children raise the question if this is really a desirable level of involvement, particular when bearing in mind that many children became quite affected when their Tamagutchi died due to negligence.
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