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Discussing whether marketing does work, can ever work, etc. is much like an examination of how many angels can fit on the head of a pin -- interesting, but dependent entirely on definitions of terms and foundations built by champions or critics. For example, "marketing" means both what sellers do to elicit purchases, and what buyers do to make purchases. Since, by definition, marketing involves the engineering of exchanges of value, it has to be done by both parties to the exchange. While traditional marketing, primarily serving the interests of shareholders and executives, attempts to engineer exchanges more in favor of sellers, buyer-centric champions envision buyers, agents, coalitions and other mechanisms attempting to engineer them more in favor of buyers. But it is still marketing, with BCC envisioning marketing that works to enhance, even optimize value gained by buyers instead of sellers. 
Any suggestion that the world's markets will suddenly or even gradually shift to domination by buyers seems to ignore a fundamental truth of marketing -- if buyers want to control or even simply exert a greater degree of influence over "marketing", i.e. how exchanges are engineered, they will have to spend their time, effort, money or other resources in order to do so. And buyers vary widely in the amounts of such resources they have available to spend, and in their willingness to devote such resources to gaining more value than present market dynamics permit them. Clearly some consumers with respect to some purchases will devote the necessary resources to do the job, but who can say at this point how many will do so with how many purchases. 
Traditional marketing will hang on -- for those buyers unwilling to go beyond persisting in traditional buying, and for markets where sellers don't find it advisable to go beyond traditional selling, and consumers let them get away with it. Buyer-centric commerce will grow as some portion of consumer force changes, but the idea that marketing doesn't or can never work only makes sense if "work' is defined as optimizing the value that buyers gain from transactions, and since transactions, in a voluntary market at least, require both parties to be at least somewhat satisfied, and to remain in the market, total dominance by buyers makes no more sense than the total dominance by sellers (e.g. "Customer Management") that to which sellers appear to aspire. 
I think we should be looking for ways to enable the market to work better, rather than trying to enable either party to dominate and "manage" the market, which is virtually the only alternative to the free market, where both parties are supposed to win. Isn't it true that both consumer agents and solution assemblers will still have to "market" their wares in order to even get in business, much less remain so. Clearly buyers can be expected to be buyer centric, perhaps even go overboard in that direction the way sellers have -- but we still need both to make a market, and what we should be aiming for is WIN/WIN transactions and relationships under whatever multiple mechanisms the market will work with. Executing marketing, marketers or sellers does not appear to be the best answer to me. 
