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Additionally, this project has sought to show how 
technologies are engineered to serve overt political ends. 
Mapping technologies in particular are noteworthy in this 
respect because, more than others, they assert the ability 
to neutrally represent the world.102 Nonetheless, not-
withstanding this assertion, they shape and structure the 
geographic and cultural territories they depict. Scanning 
panoramic satellite camera lenses (discussed in Part One) 
impart one form of distortion; clustering algorithms in 
folksonomies or geodemographics impart another; and hi-
erarchical classification ontologies and search algorithms 
impart still more. There is always an intimate involvement 
between “the world as information” and the technologies 
which claim to find that it is such. 

In this way, online mapping captures glocality in  
a second sense of the word, in that to capture  
something means also to convey its essence. In the case 
of online mapping, capturing glocality means to represent 
people’s relationships to the world as a hybridization of 
local and global contextualizations. 
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Notes:

1 My special thanks to Alex Galloway for his guidance 
during my studies at the Media Ecology Program at New 
York University, where this project originated. On how 
technological and social Internet principles and mores can 
be distinguished from dotcom era Web trends, see Tim 
O’Reilly’s account, “What is Web 2.0: Design patterns and 
Business Models for the Next Generation of Software,” 
http://www.oreillynet.com/lpt/a/6228. 

2 Katherine Behar, “Capturing Glocality—Online 
Mapping Circa 2005: Mapping Territories,” Parsons Jour-
nal for Information Mapping 1, no. 1 (January, 2009).

3 Philip E. Agre, “Surveillance and Capture: Two 
Models of Privacy,” in The New Media Reader, ed. Noah 
Wardrip-Fruin and Nick Montfort (Cambridge: MIT Press, 
2003) 737 – 760.

4 Danah Boyd, “Why Web 2.0 Matters: Preparing for 
Glocalization,” http://www.zephoria.org/thoughts/ar-
chives/2005/09/05/why_web20_matte.html.

5 Google’s mission statement, discussed in detail in 
Part One, is “to organize the world’s information and 
make it universally accessible and useful.” Google, “Cor-
porate Information: Company Overview,” http://www.
google.com/intl/en/corporate/index.html. See also Behar, 
“Mapping Territories.”

6 There are a number of ways to classify the technolo-
gies I am discussing as information maps. In maintaining 
the distinction between directories and search engines 
generally, this schema is consistent with the classifica-
tion offered by Sherman and Price, while departing 
from others such as those offered by authors Introna 
and Nissenbaum, who distinguish between spider- and 
directory-based search engines, and by authors Aharoni, 
Frank, and Shoham, who distinguish between crawl-
based, directory-based, and meta-search engines. While 
users may “look for something” or, colloquially, “search” 
at a directory, a directory is not a search engine. More-
over, search engine technologies definitionally contain 
crawls. A categorization that considers a directory a form 
of search engine risks obscuring the relationship between 
technologies and brands, a subject addressed by Eszter 
Hargittai. For example, Yahoo!, a portal company, offers 
a directory but this feature is distinct from its search, 
which until 2004 operated on Google’s search engine. 
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See Chris Sherman and Gary Price, The Invisible Web: 
Uncovering Information Sources Search Engines Can’t See, 
(Medford: CyberAge Books, 2001); Lucas D. Introna and 
Helen Nissenbaum, “Shaping the Web: Why the Politics 
of Search Engines Matters,” The Information Society 16, 
no 3. (2000): 169 –185; Yaffa Aharoni, Ariel J. Frank 
and Snunith Shoham, “Finding information on the free 
World Wide Web: A specialty meta—search engine 
for the academic community,” First Monday 10, no. 12 
(December 2005); Eszter Hargittai, “Do you ‘google’? 
Understanding search engine use beyond the hype,” First 
Monday 9, no. 3 (March 2004).

7 John Battelle, The Search: How Google and Its Rivals 
Rewrote the Rules of Business and Transformed Our Culture 
(New York: Penguin Group, 2005) 45.

8 Ibid., 39 – 40.

9 Sherman and Price, The Invisible Web, 5– 6.

10 Battelle, The Search, 46.

11 Ibid., 53.

12 The logic of the web portal economy pivots on 
retaining users at the portal site for as long as possible 
in order to maximize their exposure to advertising. See 
discussion in Battelle, The Search, 84.

13 For a company history of Yahoo! see Karen Angel, 
Inside Yahoo!: Innovation and the Road Ahead (New York: 
John Wiley and Sons, 2002).

14 Yahoo! Press Room, “Yahoo! Inc. - Company His-
tory: How It All Started…,” http://yhoo.client.shareholder.
com/press/history.cfm.

15 Ibid.

16 Yahoo! Press Room, “Frequently Asked Questions,” 
http://yhoo.client.shareholder.com/press/faq.cfm.

17 Battelle, The Search, 61.

18 With respect to directories, the authors focus 
on opaque editorial policies which are perceived to be 
inconsistently applied by human decision-makers who 
ultimately determine the contents of the directory: “For 
directory-based search engines, therefore, human gatekee-

peers hold the key to inclusion in their indexed databases.” 
See Introna and Nissenbaum, “Shaping the Web,” 171.

19 See Shirky’s treatment of the subject in Clay Shirky, 
“Ontology is Overrated — Categories, Links, and Tags,” 
Spring, 2005, http://www.shirky.com/writings/ontol-
ogy_overrated.html. I would further distinguish between 
Yahoo!’s initial directory and the complexities of its current 
multifaceted enterprise, not all of which is hierarchical.

20 Please refer to Part One of this project for  
additional discussion of Google’s practices. See Behar, 
“Mapping Territories.”

21 Battelle, The Search, 69 – 71.

22 Ibid, 69.

23 Ibid, 74.

24 At the same time as Page was developing BackRub, 
Jon Kleinberg was conducting similar research in develop-
ing his hits algorithm at the ibm Almaden Research Cen-
ter in San Jose. Kleinberg and Page shared, and mutually 
cited, each other’s work. See Jon Kleinberg, “Authoritative 
sources in a hyperlinked environment,” Proceedings of the 
9th Annual ACM-SIAM Symposium on Discrete Algo-
rithms, (New York: ACM Press, 1998) 668 – 677. 

25 Lawrence Page, Sergey Brin, Rajeev Motwani, Terry 
Winograd, “The PageRank Citation Ranking: Bringing 
Order to the Web,” Stanford University Technical Report, 
(January 29, 1998), 8.

26 Sergey Brin and Lawrence Page, “The Anatomy of 
a Large-Scale Hypertextual Web Search Engine,” WWW7 / 
Computer Networks, 30, no. 1 – 7 (1998): 107 – 117.

27 Stuart Hall and others contest this position. Hall 
notes that every communication system will always con-
tain cultural (i.e., human) influence — even those systems 
which seem most “purely” technological. In Hall’s view, 
not only does “human expertise” factor into the various 
choices and preferences that go into encoding Google’s 
algorithm, but the activities of interpretation and evalua-
tion, which together constitute its decoding, are entirely 
dependent on human judgment. In the case of search 
engines, the “relevance” determination that is retroactively 
applied to algorithms’ information retrieval capabilities is 
the key to this human involvement. Ultimately, relevance 
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concerns meaning, something that Google’s ambition to 
divorce itself from human involvement claims to disregard. 
See Stuart Hall, “Encoding/decoding,” Culture, Media, 
Language, Stuart Hall, ed. (New York: Routledge, 1992). 
Scholars Lucas Introna and Helen Nissenbaum further this 
point by calling attention to the encoded bias in search 
engines. See Introna and Nissenbaum, “Shaping the Web.”

28 Brin and Page, “The Anatomy of a Large-Scale 
Hypertextual Web Search Engine,” n.p. 

29 Shirky, “Ontology is Overrated — Categories, 
Links, and Tags,” n.p.

30 Introna and Nissenbaum, “Shaping the Web,” 171.

31 This is, in fact, precisely the goal motivating Tim 
Berners-Lee’s Semantic Web project. The Semantic Web is 
another second-generation classification system; however, 
it works in an opposite manner from folksonomy. Where 
folksonomy embodies flexibility and change through post 
hoc classification, the Semantic Web assigns unique, abso-
lute identifiers a priori to all parts of the system.

32 Clickstreams are records containing information of 
individual users’ Internet activity, during a visit to one or 
more websites. Clickstreams collect information passively 
provided by the user pertaining to the sequence of pages 
visited, the duration of time spent at each page, which links 
the user selected as means of navigating between pages, and 
the user’s IP address, as well as any information which the 
user may provide actively through web forms, etc. The latter 
applies to text entry fields used for entering search terms.

33 Brin and Page, “The Anatomy of a Large-Scale 
Hypertextual Web Search Engine,” n.p.

34 There is debate over the best terminology to 
describe the practices I refer to as folksonomy. Some 
prefer to use “cooperative classification” or “collabora-
tive tagging” in lieu of folksonomy because they feel that 
the latter improperly privileges taxonomy. Golder and 
Huberman, who choose the term “collaborative tagging,” 
further distinguish between Delicious and Flickr on the 
grounds that, while Delicious is an example of collabora-
tive tagging, Flickr is only social insofar as users can see 
each other’s content; however, users can only tag their own 
content. Therefore, they argue, Flickr is not an example 
of collaborative tagging. While their rationale is correct, I 
have chosen to use the term “folksonomy” throughout to 

indicate a variety of social tagging practices. “Folksono-
my” is a more inclusive and more colloquially understood 
term, and underscores how “tagging” is taxonomic orga-
nization. See Adam Mathes, “Folksonomies — Cooperative 
Classification and Communication Through Shared Meta-
data,” http://www.adammathes.com/academic/computer-
mediated-communication/folksonomies.html (accessed 
September 24, 2009); Scott A. Golder and Bernardo A. 
Huberman, “The Structure of Collaborative Tagging Sys-
tems,” Information Dynamics Lab, HP Labs, http://www.
hpl.hp.com/research/idl/papers/tags/tags.pdf.

35 Peter Merholz, “Ethnoclassification and vernacular 
vocabularies,” http://www.peterme.com/archives/000387.
html.

36 Adam Mathes, “Folksonomies — Cooperative  
Classification and Communication Through Shared  
Metadata,” n.p.

37 Ibid., n.p.

38 Ibid., n.p.

39 Matteo Matteucci, “A Tutorial on Clustering Algo-
rithms,” http://home.dei.polimi.it/matteucc/Clustering/
tutorial_html/index.html.

40 In fact, use of clustering by the first-generation 
search engine Excite was reported as early as 1998. 
Steve Lawrence and C. Giles, “Searching the World Wide 
Web,” Science, New Series, 280, no. 5360 (April 3, 1998): 
98 – 100.

41 Clusty and Vivísimo are properly metasearch en-
gines because they run searches on other search engines’ 
searches. For example, Clusty offers the ability to cluster 
search results according to the search engine through 
which they were returned. See Clusty, http://clusty.com/; 
Vivísimo, http://vivisimo.com/.

42 Clay Shirky, “Folksonomy is Better for Cultural 
Values: A Response to Danah,” http://www.corante.com/
many/archives/2005/01/29/folksonomy_is_better_for_cul-
tural_values_a_response_to_danah.php.

43 Danah Boyd, “Issues of Culture in Ethnoclas-
sification/Folksonomy,” http://www.corante.com/many/
archives/2005/01/28/issues_of_culture_in_ethnoclassifica-
tionfolksonomy.php.
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44 Ibid.

45 Further discussion on this point lies beyond the 
scope of this paper. However, see Bowker and Leigh Star’s 
insightful treatment of the cultural impacts of classifica-
tion in Geoffrey C. Bowker and Susan Leigh Star, Sorting 
Things Out: Classification and its Consequences (Cam-
bridge: MIT Press, 1999).

46 Delicious, “Popular Bookmarks on Delicious,” 
http://del.icio.us/popular.

47 Google, “Google Press Center: Zeitgeist,” http://
www.google.com/press/zeitgeist.html.

48 Ibid.

49 Shirky, “Ontology is Overrated,” n.p. In particular, 
see section “Tag Distributions on delicious” See also John 
Fraim’s discusssion of the value of “watching words” for 
cultural insights in his “Electric Symbols: Internet Words 
and Culture,” First Monday, 7, no. 6 (June 2002).

50 Ortho-pixels are geo-referenced pixels; the innova-
tions surrounding ortho-pixels are discussed in depth in 
Part One of this project. Behar, “Mapping Territories.” 

51 Google Earth is a “three-dimensional” GIS and 
search product that “combines satellite imagery, maps and 
the power of Google Search to put the world’s geographic 
information at your fingertips.” A similar product, MSN 
Virtual Earth, was released by Microsoft in July, 2005, a 
month after Google Earth’s release. Mimicking the amal-
gamation of Google Maps and Local Search, MSN Virtual 
Earth was renamed Windows Live Local on December 
8, 2005, and with new features, Microsoft rebranded the 
product as Bing Maps for Enterprise on June 3, 2009. 
A discussion of Google Earth and Bing Maps is beyond 
the scope of this paper. Google Earth, http://earth.google.
com/; Bing Maps, http://www.bing.com/maps/; Juan 
Carlos Perez, “Virtual Earth Becomes Windows Live Lo-
cal: Microsoft mapping service to provide higher quality 
images than Virtual Earth’s,” http://www.pcworld.com/
news/article/0,aid,123847,00.asp; Richard Marsden, “Vir-
tual Earth rebranded as ‘Bing Maps for Enterprise’,” http://
www.geowebguru.com/news/147-virtual-earth-rebrand-
ed-as-qbing-maps-for-enterpriseq.

52 In fact, Google Earth was publicly released to 
coincide with a germane indicator of the mounting trend 

in online mapping: technology publisher O’Reilly’s 
“Where 2.0” conference, of which Google was also a 
conference sponsor. Where 2.0 was held to discuss “a 
whole new class of web apps and services” based on “[l]
ocation-aware technologies combined with mapping and 
other data.” Where 2.0: A New Direction for Technology, 
http://conferences.oreillynet.com/where2005/. 

53 Google, “Back on the map,” http://googleblog.
blogspot.com/2006/04/back-on-map.html.

54 Google, in announcing the second name change, 
explains how by 2006, Maps/Local was already inte-
grated in standard search practices: “Does this mean that 
local search is no longer important to Google? Absolutely 
not! Google Maps continues to have the killer combi-
nation of maps, driving directions, and local business 
search. And local search has become a fundamental part 
of the Google search experience; it’s now embedded 
within a number of our products, including Google web 
search, Google Earth, Google SMS, and Google Mobile.” 
Google, “Back on the map.”

55 I am concerned here with way that the interface’s 
apparent allocation of control inflects the user experi-
ence in the core map application. An analogous user 
experience is similarly conveyed to another class of users, 
programmers, at another class of interface, the API. For a 
related discussion of how control is apportioned by APIs, 
see William Blaze, “Web 2.0” http://www.abstractdynam-
ics.org/archives/2005/08/27/web_20.html.

56 At the time of writing, Google Maps views have 
expanded considerably to include Traffic, Street View, 
Terrain, user-contributed photos and videos, webcams, 
and location relevant Wikipedia articles, all of which 
work on the principle of data layers inherent in GIS and 
discussed in detail in Part One. Behar, “Mapping Ter-
ritories.”

57 Nathan Torkington, “Google maps and Their Data 
Providers,” O’Reilly Radar, October 11, 2005, http://
radar.oreilly.com/archives/2005/10/google_maps_and_
their_data_pro_1.html (accessed September 24, 2009). 
For a discussion of Navteq, see Part One of this project in 
Behar, “Mapping Territories.”

58 Matt Hines, “Google buys satellite image firm Key-
hole,” http://news.com.com/2100-1032_3-5428685.html.
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59 Bill Kilday, “Cover the Earth,” http://googleblog.
blogspot.com/2005/06/cover-earth.html.

60 Google’s satellite imagery evokes its historical roots 
in military surveillance and reconnaissance, discussed in 
Part One in the context of Cold War remote sensing. Be-
cause this type of photography has legal testimonial value 
when used as criminal evidence, and because machinic op-
tics are conventionally accepted as being free from affective 
distortions, the camera’s empirical view is culturally alleged 
to possess irrefutable truth-value. By way of comparison, 
the non-optical perspective offered by Map View is the 
perspective of an analytical machine: a statistical processor. 
Because capture, its representational technique, is non-
optical, its imagery bears no indexical relation to its refer-
ent. As a result, it is extremely difficult to make judgments 
about the veracity of the representation in Map View.

61 Local searchability has been of continual interest 
to Google. For example, as early as 1998, Page and Brin 
wrote: “We also plan to support user context (like the 
user’s location)[...].” Four years later, the winning entry of 
Google’s 2002 Programming Contest was Daniel Egnor’s 
“Geographic Search” project. Much like the functional-
ity now provided by Local/Maps, “Geographic Search” 
matched natural language address strings with geo-coor-
dinates. The full project description as listed on Google’s 
website is: “Daniel’s project adds the ability to search 
for web pages within a particular geographic locale to 
traditional keyword searching. To accomplish this, Daniel 
converted street addresses found within a large corpus of 
documents to latitude-longitude-based coordinates using 
the freely available TIGER and FIPS data sources, and built 
a two-dimensional index of these coordinates. Daniel’s 
system provides an interface that allows the user to aug-
ment a keyword search with the ability to restrict matches 
to within a certain radius of a specified address (useful 
for queries that are difficult to answer using just key-
word searching, such as “find me all bookstores near my 
house”). We selected Daniel’s project because it combined 
an interesting and useful idea with a clean and robust 
implementation.” As noted in Part One, TIGER is the cen-
sus database system attributed with commercially popu-
larizing GIS. See “Future Work” in Brin and Page “The 
Anatomy of a Search Engine,” n.p.; Google, “2002 Google 
Programming Contest Winner” http://www.google.com/
programming-contest/winner.html.

62 Matthew Hicks, “Google Dives into Local Search,” 
http://www.eweek.com/article2/0,1895,1550320,00.asp.

63 Curry describes the multiple aspects of “switching” 
involved in GIS: embodying multiple viewing positions, as 
well as “switch[ing ...] from a purely conceptual relation-
ship with [a] model [...] imagin[ed] as a conceptual object 
outside of [the perceiver], to one that has a visual exis-
tence, and to one that projects around [the perceiver] that 
representational barrage [of a virtual fly-through] that 
seems to transform it....”, and lastly, a form of switching re-
lated to conceiving of situated intertextualities. Michael R. 
Curry, Digital Places: Living with Geographic Information 
Technologies (New York: Routledge, 1998), 33 – 38.

64 See John Battelle’s insightful discussion in  
The Search.

65 Battelle calls this information “the database of 
intents,” an ideal database that stores human desire.

66 O’Reilly, “What is Web 2.0?” 3.

67 TrueLocal, http://www.truelocal.com/.

68 The term “mashup” is derived from the DJ tech-
nique of mixing dissimilar music tracks to create a new 
track in which the components maintain their integrity.

69 Fundrace, http://www.fundrace.org/; http://fun-
drace.huffingtonpost.com/moneymap.php.

70 Summarizing these goals in its privacy statement, 
Fundrace writes: “In an effort to further transparency and 
political accountability, FundRace.org provides an inter-
face to help the general public understand these public 
records.” Fundrace, “Privacy Statement,” http://fundrace.
huffingtonpost.com/privacy.php.

71 Mobiledia Cell Phone Tower Search, http://www.
cellreception.com/towers/index.html.

72 ATMLocator, http://www.locateatms.com/ (At the 
time of writing, this site is no longer online).

73 Alkemis Local Live Traffic Cams, http://local.
alkemis.com/. (At the time of writing, this site has been 
transformed into a complex mashup called “Alkemis Lo-
cal.”)

74 Dartmaps (Beta), http://www.mackers.com/proj-
ects/dartmaps/. (At the time of writing, this site is no lon-
ger being maintained and exists only as a reference page.)
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75 HYDESim, http://meyerweb.com/eric/tools/gmap/
hydesim.html.

76 Hurricane Information Maps, http://www.scipionus.
com/. (At the time of writing, this site is no longer online.)

77 HotOrNot + Google Maps, http://hotmaps.frozen-
bear.com/. (At the time of writing, this site is no longer 
online.)

78 Placeopedia, http://www.placeopedia.com/. (At the 
time of writing, a similar feature has now been integrated 
as a Wikipedia data layer within the Google Maps inter-
face.)

79 UFO Maps, http://www.ufomaps.com/.

80 Unfortunately, as the result of legal action from 
Hasbro, the makers of Risk, this project was online only 
briefly. See: http://www.ashotoforangejuice.com/gmrisk.
html.

81 These projects have received accolades in both 
blogs and traditional media. See, for example Pamela 
Licalzi O’Connell “Do-It-Yourself Cartography” The New 
York Times, December 11, 2005, http://www.nytimes.
com/2005/12/11/magazine/11ideas1-13.html?ex=1136091
600&en=ae370438791cd2e4&ei=5070.

82 Chicago Crime Database, http://www.chicagocrime.
org/.

83 HousingMaps, http://www.housingmaps.com/.

84 MapSexOffenders: Free Nation-wide Sex Offender 
Mapping (Beta), http://www.mapsexoffenders.com/. (At 
the time of writing, this site has been transformed into a 
pay service.)

85 Craigslist, http://craigslist.org/.

86 The Olsen brothers’ story is related in Andy 
Sullivan, “’Mashups’ Find Potholes and Sex Offenders” 
Reuters, August 27, 2005, http://www.pcmag.com/ar-
ticle2/0,1895,1853145,00.asp.

87 Gmaps Pedometer, www.gmap-pedometer.com/.

88 Zip Code Boundary Map, 3 Digit Zip Code Bound-
ary Map, Town/City Boundary Map, County Boundary 

Map, and Core Based Statistical Area (FIPSCSA) Boundary 
Map, http://maps.huge.info/.

89 Clay Shirky, “Situated Software,” http://www.shirky.
com/writings/situated_software.html.

90 Flickr Memory Maps, http://www.flickr.com/pho-
tos/tags/memorymap/.

91 Flickr, http://www.flickr.com/.

92 mathowie, “My childhood, seen by Google Maps,” 
http://www.flickr.com/photos/mathowie/8496262/.

93 mathowie’s use of Flickr to compensate for Google’s 
lack of an annotation feature evinces a mashup sensibility. 
More recently, in a gesture fully in keeping with glocaliza-
tion’s capacity for globally formalizing local detournements, 
Google Maps added capability for uploading and annotat-
ing photos (also similar to Foundcity discussed below). 

94 See Golder and Huberman, “The Structure of Col-
laborative Tagging Systems,” n.p.

95 Whereyouare, http://www.whereyouare.org/.

96 Ibid.

97 Ibid.

98 Jane Jacobs, The Death and Life of Great American 
Cities (New York: Vintage Books, 1992).

99 Foundcity, http://www.foundcity.net/. (At the time 
of writing, this site is no longer online.)

100 Foundcity, “Foundcity FAQ,” http://www.found-
city.net/faq.php#help_website. (At the time of writing, this 
site is no longer online.)

101 Boyd, “Why Web 2.0 Matters: Preparing for  
Glocalization,” n.p.

102 See Irit Rogoff, Terra Infirma: Geography’s Visual 
Culture, (New York: Routledge, 2000). See also Curry, 
Digital Places and Pickles, ed., Ground Truth.
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