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This book was originally published as a special issue of The International Journal of Cultural Policy.

Shane Homan is an Associate Professor of Media Studies at Monash University, Melbourne, Australia.

Martin Cloonan is Professor of Popular Music and Politics at the University of Glasgow, Scotland, UK.

Jen Cattermole is a Lecturer in the Department of Music at Otago University, Dunedin, New Zealand.



Popular Music and Cultural Policy

Edited by

Shane Homan, Martin Cloonan and Jen Cattermole


[image: Logo: Published by Routledge, Taylor & Francis Group, London and New York. Routledge is an imprint of Taylor and Francis Group, an Informa business, Taylor and Francis Group.]


First published 2015

by Routledge


2 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon, OX14 4RN, UK

and by Routledge

605 Third Avenue, New York, NY 10017, USA



Routledge is an imprint of the Taylor & Francis Group, an informa business

© 2015 Taylor & Francis

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reprinted or reproduced or utilised in any form or by any electronic, mechanical, or other means, now known or hereafter invented, including photocopying and recording, or in any information storage or retrieval system, without permission in writing from the publishers.

Trademark notice: Product or corporate names may be trademarks or registered trademarks, and are used only for identification and explanation without intent to infringe.

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data

A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library

ISBN 13: 978-1-138-78776-6

DOI: 10.4324/9781315766133

Typeset in Times New Roman

by RefineCatch Limited, Bungay, Suffolk

Publisher’s Note

The publisher accepts responsibility for any inconsistencies that may have arisen during the conversion of this book from journal articles to book chapters, namely the possible inclusion of journal terminology.

Disclaimer

Every effort has been made to contact copyright holders for their permission to reprint material in this book. The publishers would be grateful to hear from any copyright holder who is not here acknowledged and will undertake to rectify any errors or omissions in future editions of this book.



Contents


	Citation Information

	Notes on Contributors




	Introduction: popular music and policy
Shane Homan, Martin Cloonan and Jen Cattermole


	Music, markets and manifestos
John Street


	Irrational amusements, theatre law, and moral reformers in nineteenth-century America: implications for later popular music study
Gillian Margaret Rodger


	Steering a review: some reflections on a gig
Martin Cloonan


	Independent creative subcultures and why they matter
Kate Shaw


	‘Lend me your ears’: social policy and the hearing body
Bruce Johnson


	Why get involved? Finding reasons for municipal interventions in the Canadian music industry
Richard Sutherland


	From Coombs to Crean: popular music and cultural policy in Australia
Shane Homan





	Index




Citation Information

The chapters in this book were originally published in the International Journal of Cultural Policy, volume 19, issue 3 (June 2013). When citing this material, please use the original page numbering for each article, as follows:


Chapter 1

Introduction: popular music and policy

Shane Homan, Martin Cloonan and Jen Cattermole

International Journal of Cultural Policy, volume 19, issue 3 (June 2013) pp. 275–280



Chapter 2

Music, markets and manifestos

John Street

International Journal of Cultural Policy, volume 19, issue 3 (June 2013) pp. 281–297



Chapter 3

Irrational amusements, theatre law, and moral reformers in nineteenth-century America: implications for later popular music study

Gillian Margaret Rodger

International Journal of Cultural Policy, volume 19, issue 3 (June 2013) pp. 298–317



Chapter 4

Steering a review: some reflections on a gig

Martin Cloonan

International Journal of Cultural Policy, volume 19, issue 3 (June 2013) pp. 318–332



Chapter 5

Independent creative subcultures and why they matter

Kate Shaw

International Journal of Cultural Policy, volume 19, issue 3 (June 2013) pp. 333–352



Chapter 6

‘Lend me your ears’: social policy and the hearing body

Bruce Johnson

International Journal of Cultural Policy, volume 19, issue 3 (June 2013) pp. 353–365



Chapter 7

Why get involved? Finding reasons for municipal interventions in the Canadian music industry

Richard Sutherland

International Journal of Cultural Policy, volume 19, issue 3 (June 2013) pp. 366–381



Chapter 8

From Coombs to Crean: popular music and cultural policy in Australia

Shane Homan

International Journal of Cultural Policy, volume 19, issue 3 (June 2013) pp. 382–398

Please direct any queries you may have about the citations to clsuk.permissions@cengage.com




Notes on Contributors

Jen Cattermole is a Lecturer in the Department of Music at Otago University, Dunedin, New Zealand. Her primary field of research is ethnomusicology, with a particular focus on Maori and Pacific Islander music.

Martin Cloonan is Professor of Popular Music and Politics at the University of Glasgow, UK. His main research interest lies in the politics of popular music, involving issues such as censorship and freedom of expression.

Shane Homan is an Associate Professor of Media Studies at Monash University, Melbourne, Australia. He has written extensively about the contemporary music industries.

Bruce Johnson is a Professor in the Department of Media, Music, Communication and Cultural Studies at Macquarie University, Sydney, Australia. His main research interests are sound as cultural history, Australian popular music, particularly jazz, and musical diasporas.

Gillian Margaret Rodger is an Associate Professor of musicology and ethnomusicology at the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, USA. Her research focuses on the popular musical theatre of nineteenth-century America.

Kate Shaw is based at the School of Land and Environment at the University of Melbourne, Australia. She has a particular interest in Melbourne’s live music and indie arts scenes, and advises governments and local campaigns on planning and policies to maintain them.

John Street is Professor of Politics at the University of East Anglia, Norwich, UK. His research focuses on the politics of media and culture.

Richard Sutherland is Assistant Professor in the Department of Policy Studies at Mount Royal University, Calgary, Canada. In particular, his work has focused on the music industry in Canada and its interactions with government policy from the 1960s onward.




Introduction: popular music and policy

Shane Homana, Martin Cloonanb and Jen Cattermolec

a Faculty of Arts, Research Unit in Media Studies, Monash University, Caulfield, Australia
b School of Culture and Creative Arts, University of Glasgow, Research Unit in Media Studies, Glasgow, Scotland
c Department of Music, University of Otago, Dunedin, New Zealand
DOI: 10.4324/9781315766133-1


This special issue derives from the conference Policy Notes: Popular Music, Industry and the State hosted by the issue editors in Melbourne, 18–20 June 2012. The conference marked the completion of a three-year Australian Research Council project, Policy Notes: Local Popular Music in Global Creative Economies that examined popular music policy in Scotland, New Zealand and Australia. The issue offers several case studies examining how local music-making has become part of creative industries practices and policies, and the challenges faced by the music industries and governments in the funding, regulation and management of popular music.



Introduction: popular music and cultural policy

This special issue derives from the conference Policy Notes: Popular Music, Industry and the State hosted by the issue editors in Melbourne, 18–20 June 2012. The conference marked the completion of a three-year Australian Research Council project Policy Notes: Local Popular Music in Global Creative Economies that examined music policy in Scotland, New Zealand and Australia. As project researchers and conference organisers, we wished to not only share some of our project themes and concerns with like-minded practitioners, but also expand and reinforce contacts between disparate popular music policy researchers located across various disciplines and regions. To our knowledge, this gathering was the first conference of its kind in explicitly focusing on music policy, and we were especially mindful of the need to invite music industry and government figures where applicable to ensure that different research and policy communities spoke to each other.

The conference hosted presentations from Australia, New Zealand, Canada, Scotland, England and the US, with a significant presence from Australian government and industry policy-makers in the audience and behind the lectern. It proved to be useful in the presentation of an array of academic approaches, including cultural studies, human geography, popular music studies, musicology and media studies. Unfortunately, several presenters from other regions (South Africa, Asia) withdrew from the conference due to travel funding problems, a reminder that (white) academics in Western universities remain in privileged positions to collaborate through the support of institutions that remain relatively well funded and supportive of such exercises. Yet the distinct Anglophone bias at the conference also reflected the origins of popular music policy research. Britain has enjoyed a strong interest in music policy that surfaced (sometimes indirectly) through sociology and cultural studies research. In similar ways, it is understandable that Britain’s ‘colonies’, with national government structures replicating the UK, have also produced strong cultural/music policy research, where the state remains a dominant player. This is especially evident in Australia, where the export of UK policy research themes extended to academics such as Colin Mercer and Tony Bennett moving to Australian universities, contributing to significant cultural policy work since the mid-1990s (see Media Information Australia’s ‘Policy Moment’ issue of 1994). Further efforts must be made to engage with emerging music policy researchers in other regions, especially where ‘creative industry’ strategies are being developed for the first time.

A central aim of the conference was to consider both the macro and micro activities and contexts of policy. While much has been written about the expanding flow of music products and music creativity in emphasising the global nature of popular music, little attention has been paid to the flow of ideas about policy formation and debates between regions and nations. The conference also produced meaningful engagement between researchers about city policies, especially as more local governments aspire to brand themselves as ‘music capitals’ of their state or region. This was linked to the ubiquitous presence of ‘creative city’ strategies in different nations.

As with the conference, this special issue considers popular music policy as a separate sphere of study that nonetheless retains intimate links with cultural policy studies. As Hesmondhalgh (2013, p. 167) points out, the definition of cultural policy in Anglophone contexts often simply refers ‘to the subsidy, regulation and management of the arts’. Several of the articles presented here show that subsidy questions remain, although in different ways to earlier periods, as popular music raises its voice to compete with the high arts for funding (and popular music subsidy is increasingly likely to appear across other non-arts departments, such as youth or health).

Former controversies about the place of popular music at the policy table have now receded, replaced by more detailed debates and increasingly complex funding arrangements that attempt to combine and complement arts and cultural policies with industry/business strategies. Yet other articles reveal that much of the policy tension remains in regulation, where governments continue to display schizophrenic attitudes, encouraging popular music through subsidy (of venues, touring, recording) and restricting popular music at the same time through regulation (zoning, licensing, noise or media laws). The collection of articles here also reflects the shift in the 1990s to the larger role of popular music in cultural city planning. For many local governments, especially those administering the larger regional and national capitals, it is not a question of whether to encourage popular music, but how and by how much. At the local level, creative industries policy is increasingly meshing with urban policies to produce branding strategies in the race to be proclaimed a ‘music capital’, as Austin, Texas, has done through a series of explicit popular music policies, capped by investment in a globally acknowledged music industry festival, south by south-west.

This is not to say that the value placed on popular music is not contentious. In ‘music, markets and manifestos’, John Street considers popular music policy in one sense as simply indicative of all policy-making, in resolving the same questions, including the allocation of limited funds and resources, and the competing demands on importance and priority. Street (and all the authors in this issue) reinforces the highly political nature of cultural policy, despite politicians’ repeated claims to govern from distinct value positions. How value is placed upon music is a central theme of Street’s article, as a barometer of how popular music is now represented as an economic or social good. The article examines that confronting all cultural activity: how is culture – in this case, popular music – to be valued (and a rather different set of questions to how it should be measured). Street presents a series of case studies that expose different economic, political and aesthetic arguments. Despite politicians’ occasional attempts to produce landmark statements about their culture or arts portfolios, definitive value judgements about the role and place of music in contemporary life, detached from their market or economic value, are rare. Instead, Street believes this absence is best filled through the production of values based around music’s relationship to human and cultural rights, especially as a counterweight to instrumentalist discourses.

Gillian Rodger’s article is an account of nineteenth-century values relating to popular culture that reminds us that live entertainment has a long and controversial history. Rodgers presents a series of US city case studies from the 1800s in which theatre and music hall entertainment confronted the moral certainties of city administrators. In these cases, concerns were firmly drawn upon class lines, with the ‘lower’ music hall and saloon entertainments viewed dimly against those theatres offering plays and musicals of the day. Rodgers’ case studies reveal several themes: consistent government desires to encourage the correct mix of patrons and populations (discouraging the mingling of men and women, and especially prostitution); the corralling where possible of ‘low entertainments’ in hidden/poorer parts of the city; and keeping an ever watchful eye on the role of alcohol in venue profits and popularity. The subsequent role of licensing to subdue the stage where other ordnances had failed is a strategy familiar to musicians and policy workers within contemporary live music industries. Apart from clearly showing an earlier period of moral panic where ‘respectable’ became the defining discourse for active legislative prohibition against the ‘popular’, Rodgers’ piece also has contemporary resonance for city planners who vainly hope that entertainment can always be contained so that ‘art’ can flourish.

While the number of academics involved in industry and policy work in popular music is increasing, reflection about the proper role of the academic in industry-policy circuits is surprisingly scarce. In ‘Steering a Review’, Martin Cloonan offers an interesting account of his participation in a Steering Group as part of a commissioned review of the music sector in Scotland. It is a forceful reminder of the many constituencies that such a gathering of ‘experts’ must serve: the many different sectors of a national popular music industry, often with competing agendas, and a range of government sectors, who also have competing visions. The ‘background noise’ is often as important as the ‘foreground’ responsibilities. Cloonan reveals the distinctive background noise in this case: a cultural industry that remains largely governed from Westminster, but contemplating financial and legislative independence; and the recent creation of Creative Scotland that incorporated previously independent bodies and industry groups. The article is a useful example of how the fundamental principles of research are viewed differently by the academy, government and industry, and Cloonan raises important questions about notions of independence and the difficulties of engaging in activist policy work that is not afraid to remain disinterested from particular industry and government agendas. These debates have occurred within cultural policy studies (see e.g. Bennett 2007, Schlesinger 2009); it is time they were revisited in the context of popular music policy.

One of the central engines of popular music pleasure, and industry growth, has been ‘indie’ (independent) music subcultures (see e.g. Kruse 1993). Distinctive music scenes (Straw 1991) provide impetus along a range of activities: the importance of a venue that caters to local acts and allows emerging musicians to experiment and find an audience; the local radio station which airs local acts as a buffer against the determinedly commercial offerings of mainstream stations; or even a local rehearsal studio or café that becomes a hub for meeting and finding like-minded fans, musicians and knowledge. In this issue, Kate Shaw explores the contemporary importance of indie subcultures within Melbourne, Australia. In contrast to most case studies of this kind that focus upon the interactions of specific indie infrastructure, Shaw has taken a macro view, tracing the history and geography of indie subcultures within Melbourne of the 1990s and 2000s. Her argument is different from the current thinking of many city/cultural planners who often favour large, symbolic arts and cultural infrastructure as centrepiece demonstrations of how a city ‘gets’ music. As Shaw reveals, this has been at the continual expense of smaller, less glamorous indie activity. As with Cloonan’s piece, the ‘background noise’ is also critical here: combinations of increasing rent, which in turn lead to changes in land use (especially gentrification), are the drivers behind a gradual but persistent shift in indie clusters of activity from south to north of the Melbourne CBD. Shaw’s research has many implications for urban cultural planning and music’s place in the ‘creative city’, not the least of which is how to achieve the right mix of places and spaces that calls for a holistic government approach to housing, licensing, retail and zoning policy as much as traditional cultural funding.

Bruce Johnson’s article in this issue explores some interesting questions about the future place of popular music in the city. As Johnson points out, the patterns and types of music use across urban environments – personal systems such as the iPod, the larger PA systems of commercial dance parties, the increasing volume of music within and outside homes and apartments – are not often explored by popular music researchers more frequently concerned with the sociological/cultural effects of such activity. His article examines the increasing problems associated with Low Frequency Noise across various city and global contexts. Residential noise complaints about living room stereo or amplified pub music remains a problem for both industries and governments, with the lower end of the decibel spectrum (the bass guitar, bass drum) a primary offender in penetrating home or street soundscapes. Johnson reveals how this is exacerbated by current planning controls that privilege dense high-rise development of mixed use. The article is a call for popular music researchers to begin working more closely with environmental noise experts to further understanding of the technical and social effects of increasing decibel levels.

Richard Sutherland also adopts a city case study approach in his examination of local popular music policy in Calgary, Canada. As a country with more success than most in enacting a range of national funding and broadcasting policies for popular music, Sutherland outlines the ways in which local policies are thin on the ground, obstructed by federal law and traditions and limited means of generating income. Nonetheless, Calgary is keen to explore strategic measures, driven in part by municipal envy: the wider reputation and infrastructure of Toronto (also explored here) as a ‘music city’. What Sutherland details is an interesting mixture of public policies that are at times at odds with each other, in similar ways to Rodgers’ history of nineteenth-century US cities. In this case, public funds develop new venues, while zoning laws remove others; and a music city strategy of sorts is developed without any input from the local and national music industries. The article points to the often underestimated difficulties of city councils in encouraging popular music in ways that do not duplicate national instruments and the extent to which local policies are explicitly ‘cultural’ or ‘industrial’ in form.

The tensions between cultural and industrial policies is a focus of Shane Homan’s article tracing the history of popular music and related policies in Australia from the 1970s, and the gradual means by which popular music was incorporated within arts policies. This required not the abandonment of initial policies and funding backing the opera, musical or symphony concert, but for spaces to be found where popular music could be justified as worthy of support. By the late 1980s, popular music was enjoying limited federal government support that connected with youth, export and employment strategies, supplemented by local content quota laws for radio and television broadcasting that ensured local musicians were seen and heard. However, as Homan argues, older and simpler policies in the name of cultural protection are giving way to more complex policy questions derived from media and cultural convergence. This includes the re-examination of high arts funding and governance predicated upon ‘excellence’ discourses (see Street, this issue; Loosely 2011). Homan’s piece raises a series of questions about the future role and definition of the nation state in music policy formation (cf. Cloonan 2007), and where and how Australian governments, musicians and fans will continue to see evidence of ‘the national’ on their (television, mobile phone and tablet) screens and in the venues.



Conclusion

The articles gathered here show that popular music is now the focus of concerted policy initiatives across the globe. Sometimes these are active attempts to promote, at other times efforts to constrain. More often, popular music may be caught up in policy decisions focused elsewhere but with enormous implications for it. Education, copyright legislation and urban planning (which can affect venues) provide just three obvious examples of this. Within all this, the state emerges as a key site for the playing-out of various seeming dichotomies – high versus low culture, music as art versus music as commerce, public versus private interest, the right to make noisy art versus the right to a good night’s sleep. Politicians enter debates with their own vested interests, and the state retains the capacity to oppress as well as support artistic endeavours. Given the myriad ways in which citizens come into contact with popular music every day, it is little surprise that it remains an area of contestation around aesthetics, funding and power. Academics also rarely enter this arena without their own policy objectives and desired outcomes. The task of the popular music policy researcher remains to illuminate and to argue. We hope that this edition provides ammunition for both.
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Music, markets and manifestos
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This article is about the value of music, measured not in aesthetic terms, but rather as a matter of practical politics. The question of cultural value is, of course, familiar to those who study cultural policy. Typically, the political debate divides between (1) those who argue that music must take its chance in the market, where its value will be revealed in the price consumers are willing to pay; (2) those who see music as having social value, beyond that realised in the market, but seek to measure that value in terms recognised by economists (e.g. Contingent Valuation); and finally (3), those who reject the economistic route, and argue that music’s value is of a different order and kind. What can get overlooked in this debate, and why it can be so frustrating, is the politics that underlies it – the politics of power and policy-making, and the politics of principle. This article argues that we should focus more explicitly on the politics, seeing culture – in this case, music – as a political resource and the bearer of political values, and to see music policy as an articulation of political value as much as of cultural value.



Introduction

This article is about how the value of music is constituted politically. This is important, I want to suggest, to debates about the value of culture and the policies that enshrine this value. Cultural policy – like all forms of policy – is about allocating scarce resources and resolving competing demands, and is intensely political (in the sense that politics is about who gets what, when and how). Cultural policy is also about attributing value to the objects of cultural policy – the artistic and cultural forms that are supported and regulated (and the means by which they are supported and regulated). My suggestion is that culture-as-art is not simply a matter of aesthetics, but is constituted routinely as a political good to which political value attaches as part of the experiences and ideas it embodies. Seeing culture as politically constituted is key to the debate about the value of culture and to the practice of cultural policy-making.

My focus throughout is on music. Although there may be a case for treating music as in some way ‘special’, that is not my concern here. Music serves merely as a case study of a broader set of claims. These have to do with the ways in which political value is invested in music and becomes intrinsic to our understanding of it. I want to suggest that music is more than the object of policy; it is the embodiment of rights and freedoms. This is not to deny that music is also the object of policy and the object of market exchanges. Rather, it is to argue that what is traded or regulated is also the bearer of political value.

This is not, of course, a universally shared view. For example, Mill (1989/1869), one of the founding figures of modern liberalism, refers to music as a ‘taste’ that – like smoking – can be adopted or discarded at will. For him, it is of minimal importance in itself. But there are others for whom music carries political weight. Mill’s indifference can be contrasted with the views of the contemporary political philosopher Nussbaum (2001), who places music at the centre of her account of human emotion and human flourishing, and the place of both in the moral and political order. Another political philosopher Sandel (2012) writes in his recent book, What Money Can’t Buy, about the pricing and availability of tickets for a Bruce Springsteen concert. He does so in order to illustrate the importance of non-monetary values to the quality of human life and to democracy. For Sandel, the ‘good’ that is realised in a Springsteen concert cannot be accounted in purely cash terms. It lives in the communal experience and understandings that exist outside the reach of market value. I will return to this argument at the end. All I am doing here is suggesting that, while music may be a matter of indifference to some political philosophers, it can assume a significance that goes well beyond that assigned to mere preferences and tastes.

At the same time, I am wary of making music a magical entity that exists beyond the material world. Music is also a commercial product, exchanged in the market place, and hence is valued in monetary terms too. By way of a reminder, here is how a record industry executive explained the modern route to market:


We have an artist portal which is part of a hypercubic database … It’s a real-time system that analyses live information from business partners – so that’s all the sales data from a la carte services, all the data coming in from the streaming services; it does real-time analysis of Vevo plays, real-time analysis of Facebook and twitter sentiment analysis. (Rob Wells, President of Global Digital Business, Universal, quoted in Forde 2012, p. 68)



What is being described here are the latest means for monitoring consumer taste and delivering goods that satisfies it. But while these apparently sophisticated practices are core parts of the music business, it does not mean that music can itself be reduced to commercial transactions. Or rather, the transactions are about more than the bottom line. This thought is neatly captured by the commentator Willis (2011, n.p.) writing in the 1970s:


The distinctive aesthetic of mass art, which is based on images (and sounds) designed to have an intense sensory, erotic, and emotional impact, clearly derives from the necessities of marketing – the need to distinguish one product from its competitors, to grab and hold the largest possible audience. But the forms invented to fulfill those requirements – the bright colors, bold, linear patterns, and iconic simplicity of advertising art, the sexual rhythms, tight construction, irresistible hook lines, and insistent repetition of rock-and-roll songs – have an autonomous aesthetic existence. They convey their own message, which, like the content of advertising (or the content of pop lyrics), is essentially hedonistic.



Willis’s point, and it is, of course, not unique to her, is that, in the very business of competing in the market place, musical products acquire (or seek to acquire) features that distinguish them from their rivals and which give them value that cannot be cashed out in purely commercial terms.

It is in this context that music policy operates, at the intersection of aesthetic value and commercial logic. Cultural and commercial values are negotiated in policy. This is the business of politics, where politics refers both to the routines of resource distribution and to the attribution of value.



Politics and the value of culture

Giving a value to culture is nothing new. But equally it is a practice to which there is no settled answer. By way of illustration, consider recent thinking within the UK’s Department of Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS). In 2009, the DCMS, in conjunction with the Arts and Humanities Research Council and the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC), appointed an academic researcher to a placement fellowship. The topic of the fellowship was ‘Measuring the value of culture’. It was awarded to Dave O’Brien (2010, p. 12), who argued in his final report that culture has to be given an economic value. To not do so would be to effectively remove culture from the list of priorities for public spending. If it is not possible to give culture a value, how can it be weighed in the balance of competing claims on the public purse? This is not an argument for the market as the arbiter of all decisions. Rather it is a political argument that if the culture lobby refuses to engage in debates about the economic value of culture (including music), their claims will be ignored by those with the power to set public priorities. O’Brien is insistent that the culture lobby has to confront a political reality in which resources are scarce and where economics provides a basis for determining how those scarce resources be divided up.

In making this case, O’Brien has in mind those who want to resist the suggestion that culture can be valued in this way. O’Brien quotes several examples of this kind of argument. The first trades on the claim that art’s value is not to be understood in instrumental terms. O’Brien (2010, p. 12) quotes John Tusa (one time BBC presenter and executive, and ex-Managing Director of the Barbican Arts Centre): ‘Mozart is Mozart because of his music and not because he created a tourist industry in Salzburg or gave his name to decadent chocolate and marzipan Saltzburger kugel’. Tusa’s argument is that art’s value is ‘intrinsic’; it defies any attempt to place an economic value (or any other measurable quantity). It is understood to ‘enrich lives’, but how it does this cannot be documented, or at least not in ways that can feed into a cost-benefit analysis in which means and ends can be measured. Furthermore, according to the argument for art’s intrinsic value, art represents the problem of ‘incommensurability’; there is no standard of comparison by which different works of art can be compared. O’Brien quotes the following example of this kind of argument: ‘How many Gershwin songs sum up to a Shostakovich symphony? Is a Haydn string quartet better than a Hemmingway short story? How does a Blake poem compare to a modern ballet performance?’ (ibid.) According to advocates of the view that art’s value is ‘intrinsic’, such questions are unanswerable. There is no measure or metric that is able to capture the qualities understood to inhere in a piece of art or music.

O’Brien despairs of such arguments because they refuse to recognise the reality of politics and policy-making. Given a world of finite resources, any policy community must fight its corner against its rivals, and must compete under the terms set by the key arbiter, the purse holder – in the UK, the Treasury. The Treasury insists that all policy demands are to be assessed by cost benefit analysis (CBA), the principles of which are set out in the so-called Green Book (http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_greenbook_index.htm). The 2012 edition of the Green Book makes specific reference to the possibility of applying CBA to non-market goods such as the environment or culture. O’Brien’s argument – and it has proved to be an influential one – is that arts organisations and their supporters must engage with CBA if they are to hope to secure state funding (and support more generally) for the arts. This means that any cultural initiative has to be assessed in terms of the benefits it provides and the costs it imposes.

It is, however, one thing to argue for the need to engage in arguments about the value of art, and not to try to avoid this by claims about the uniqueness, ineffability or incommensurability of the art, but it is quite another to concede that CBA provides the best method (both technically and politically) to determine the value of that art and to determine what policies are appropriate to it. What I want to suggest is that the business of allocating and setting priorities needs to be recognised as involving political trade-offs, rather than cost-benefit ones. The value of music (and culture more generally) needs to be debated in explicitly political terms. This does not mean that arguments about art should be seen as either squabbles between competing ideological positions, although that may be involved, nor between competing interests (and their associated power), although this may be entailed as well. My argument is that music is itself a source of political value, and the question is how we understand and assess that value which is what is entailed by the making of cultural policy. The rest of this paper is about what this might possibly mean and what its implications are for music policy. My aim, I should add, is not to provide an answer that speaks in general or abstract terms about the value of music. Instead, my concern is with the practical implications of attributing a value to music in a world of finite resources and competing political priorities.



Arguing about music policy: two examples

To give a sense of the argument behind this paper, and its practical context, let me give two examples of arguments about music policy. Both involve the BBC. The first concerns its decision to close its 6Music channel. The second has to do with its rationale for the DJ (Chris Moyles) who, until late 2012, presented its flagship Breakfast Show on Radio 1.


The case of 6Music

In early 2011, the BBC threatened to close its 6Music service. There was an outcry (one that spread well beyond its very modest audience). 6Music is one of the BBC’s digital channels; it plays music not typically heard on the mainstream popular music channels, Radios 1 and 2. One of the spokespeople for the campaign against closure was the musician and 6Music DJ, Jarvis Cocker, who offered this defence:


The show that I do couldn’t exist on any other station. I’m allowed to play whatever music I like, interview whoever I like and record jingles in my cellar. The presenters of 6Music are music makers as well as music presenters. The BBC must offer licence players value for money and I’m not saying what we get paid but they do it for the love of music and it is certainly value for money. 6Music is never going to be the biggest station in the UK but it would be devastating if it was to close. 6Music isn’t going to change the world, it just wants to make it a bit nicer. (quoted in ‘Jarvis Cocker rants against 6Music closure’, Daily Telegraph, 11th May 2010)



Making the world a ‘nicer’ place may be a worthy aim, but it hardly constitutes the most powerful of arguments, and it is very unlikely that, when 6Music was indeed saved, that this was because of the station’s ‘niceness’. More likely, it was reprieved because of more robust arguments and their well-placed advocates. The evidence supplied by organisations such as the copyright collecting society PRS for Music emphasised the commercial value of 6Music to the UK music industry. This value lay in 6Music’s capacity to generate income for more songwriters than did any other channel (Page 2010). There were good, economic or commercial reasons for maintaining 6Music.



Pay the DJ: what is Chris Moyles worth?

Not all arguments about music policy need, though, to be about money – even when this appears to be the focus of the discussion. This is illustrated by my second example. It concerns the salary paid to the BBC DJ Chris Moyles. Moyles, who has since moved on, hosted the breakfast show for Radio 1. His audience was large (c12 million weekly listeners).

The question of what Moyles was worth was raised by the tabloid press, who deemed him worth much less than his reported annual salary of £600,000. For several media commentators, there was no conceivable rationale for paying Moyles this much. The prevalent assumption was that being a DJ demanded little in the way of talent, and that licence fee money could be better spent. (There was, of course, a further agenda: the persisting demand that the BBC’s popular music provision be ‘privatised’ to reduce the size of the BBC’s overall budget and its overbearing presence in the media market).

How did the BBC respond? Not by discussing Moyles’s salary, which remained confidential. Rather, the BBC advanced a number of different arguments (e.g. BBC 2008, BBC Trust 2011).
OEBPS/nav.xhtml




Contents



		Cover Page



		Half Title Page



		Title Page



		Copyright Page



		Contents



		Citation Information



		Notes on Contributors



		1. Introduction: popular music and policy

		Introduction: popular music and cultural policy



		Conclusion



		References







		2. Music, markets and manifestos

		Introduction



		Politics and the value of culture



		Arguing about music policy: two examples

		The case of 6Music



		Pay the DJ: what is Chris Moyles worth?







		The economic argument



		The political argument for music



		An alternative approach



		The political constitution of music

		Manifestos and movements



		Constitutions



		Courts



		Intellectual property law



		Making law







		Music, markets and policy

		Ofcom and paying for plays



		Bruce Springsteen tickets







		Conclusion



		Acknowledgements



		References







		3. Irrational amusements, theatre law, and moral reformers in nineteenth-century America: implications for later popular music study

		Nineteenth-century theatre law



		Legal changes in a time of national unrest: The Civil War



		Theatre law in the long depression of the 1870s



		The persistence of nineteenth-century logic into the twentieth century.



		Conclusion



		Notes



		References







		4. Steering a review: some reflections on a gig

		Introduction: a review



		Creative Scotland



		Scottish creative industries partnership



		A tender



		An Invitation



		A steering group and its meetings



		Some reflections



		Notes



		References







		5. Independent creative subcultures and why they matter

		Introduction



		On indie subcultures



		On the Melbourne indie scene



		On the place of indie subcultures



		On the ‘creative city'



		On the method



		What's going on?



		Discussion



		Conclusion



		Acknowledgements



		References







		6. ‘Lend me your ears': social policy and the hearing body

		Introduction



		Urban space and music



		Wind turbines and LFN



		Conclusions



		Acknowledgements



		Note



		References







		7. Why get involved? Finding reasons for municipal interventions in the Canadian music industry

		Canada: a leader in music industry policy?

		National



		Sound recording as the music industry







		What can Canadian cities do and why?



		Calgary. Music Lives Here4



		Toronto: leveraging the music industry



		Conclusion: location is everything



		Notes



		References







		8. From Coombs to Crean: popular music and cultural policy in Australia

		Introduction



		Policy construction sites



		Industries Assistance Commission (IAC)



		Policy action



		Arts to cultural to creative industries



		Cultural to industrial?



		Funding challenges



		What becomes of the national?



		Conclusion



		Notes



		References







		Index







Book Landmarks



		Cover Page



		Half Title Page



		Title Page



		Copyright Page



		Contents



		Citation Information



		Notes on Contributors



		Body Contents









List of Illustration



		Figure 1 Unidentified actress dressed in costume for Tableaux Vivant or Living Statue performance, ca. 1870. (Rodger's collection, purchase funded by the Center for twenty first Century Studies, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee.)



		Figure 2 ‘Ballet Group,' these women, who also performed under the name ‘The Colonna Troupe,' formed the core of an early Rentz-Santley Burlesque troupe. Stereoview, unknown photographer, ca. 1880. (Rodger’s collection.)



		Figure 3 This image of one of the dancers from the Colonna Troupe, possibly Sally Wright who was also known as ‘Wiry Sal,' was clearly intended for a male audience. Hand-tinted stereoview, Stereoscopic Gems, ca. 1880. (Rodger's Collection.)



		Figure 4 French Can-can dancer, Saharet, Snap Shot Photo Co., Stereoview Stereoscopic Gems, ca. 1890. (Rodger's Collection.)



		Figure 5 Clinetop Sisters, dressed for Zouave Drilling, carte de visite, unknown photographer, ca. 1870. (Rodger's Collection.)



		Figure 1 The location of indie and community arts activity, Melbourne (1991).



		Figure 5 The location of indie and community arts activity, Melbourne (2009).



		Figure 2 The location of indie and community arts activity, Melbourne (1996).



		Figure 3 The location of indie and community arts activity, Melbourne (2001).



		Figure 4 The location of indie and community arts activity, Melbourne (2006).



		Figure 6 The new home for Circus Oz in Johnston Street, Collingwood, next to the live music venue the Tote Hotel.



		Figure 1 Vanity fair hotel, Sydney.



		Figure 2 Sydney headquarters of the Australian federal police. Photo: The author.







List of Tables



		Table 1 Sources of income.



		Table 2 Assessment of formality.







Pages



		i



		ii



		iii



		iv



		v



		vi



		vii



		viii



		ix



		x



		1



		2



		3



		4



		5



		6



		7



		8



		9



		10



		11















































































































































































































































OEBPS/images/9781315766133.jpg
Popular Music and Cultural Policy

Edited by
Shane Homan, Martin Cloonan and
Jen Cattermole






OEBPS/images/logo.gif
% Routledge

Taylor & Francis Group
LONDON AND NEW YORK





