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[bookmark: _GoBack]This article discusses two key themes emerging from a recent research network funded by the Arts and Humanities Research Council (AHRC), the aim of which was to improve understanding of the historic, current, and potential roles that community music can play in promoting community engagement in the UK. The network’s activities consisted of a series of themed meetings held in 2013 and 2014, which brought together practitioners and managers as well as academics, researchers, funders and commissioners. The article is divided into two parts, each addressing issues which emerged with some prominence across the network’s deliberations. The first part considers the vexed question of contemporary understandings of community music and the ways in which it was figured by the stakeholders involved in the network. The second section addresses the status of community music’s current relationship to what are often described as its ‘radical’ roots. In presenting contemporary community music practice in the UK as a ‘chameleonic’ practice embodying what was figured as a ‘quiet radicalism’, the network delegates drew attention, however inadvertently, to a number of enduringly challenging issues facing CM. 
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Introduction
This article discusses two key themes emerging from a recent AHRC-funded Research Network (under the ‘Connected Communities’ theme), the aim of which was to improve understanding of the historic, current, and potential roles that community music (hereafter CM) can play in promoting community engagement. The network was made up of 25 invited delegates each with an interest and investment in UK-based CM activity. The group was made up of academics and researchers, established CM funders and commissioners, experienced managers and respected practitioners. The network sought to provide a forum within which to both explore the potentially valuable dimensions of CM for community development and formulate a future research agenda through which to respond to a series of core concerns facing CM initiatives in the UK. Under the title Whatever Happened to Community Music?, the network’s activities consisted of five half-day network gatherings[footnoteRef:1], including a report[footnoteRef:2] launch and discussion event. As such, this research network was the first of its kind to bring together key stakeholders and provide a space in which those engaged in the organisation and delivery of CM activity could honestly and openly engage with those funding, commissioning and researching that activity. The network offered, therefore, an important opportunity for those involved in UK-based CM activity to take stock and speak across what are often seen as practice-policy barricades. [1:  One event took place in each of Norwich, Leeds and Manchester, with two events in London.]  [2:  The final Research Network Project Report, which offers further information, background and findings can be accessed at: https://www.uea.ac.uk/documents/429551/0/AHRC+CM+Network+-+Final+Report/9d84cb3e-0099-48ab-8166-6095cede47e5] 


One of the key premises underpinning the establishment of the network was that while contemporary UK-based CM practice has witnessed certain success over recent years, it has also undergone important shifts. Undoubtedly, many of these shifts have been due – in no small part – to what Everitt (1997) termed the 'subsidy revolution' facilitated by the funding opportunities made available by the UK National Lottery. One key development accompanying the upsurge in state funding for CM took the form of ‘increased expectation and an emphasis upon ‘outcomes’’ (Price 2002: 3). This has brought important changes in the ways those involved in facilitating CM activities both go about and think about their work, something perhaps most evident in the ‘noticeable shift in focus...from collective to individual outcomes’ (Matarasso 2007: 449). Such a shift also appears indicative of a more subtle yet significant move away from CM's longstanding concern with issues of community empowerment, participatory processes and democratic decision-making practices. Such concerns, often articulated within a broader philosophy of empowerment and reflected in the work of writers such as Saul Alinsky, Carl Rogers, Ivan Illich and Paolo Friere, were central to community development theorists and the burgeoning community arts movement of the late 1960s/early 1970s alike. Over time however, their centrality has been diminished for a CM movement which, as a recent AHRC Connected Communities scoping study notes, has become primarily 'resource-oriented rather than actively reflexive' (McKay and Higham 2011: 6). 

Consequently, one of the premises underpinning the establishment of the research network on which this article reports was that a heretofore resource-orientation on the part of CM managers and practitioners has, at least in part, served to inhibit a productive dialogue between the former and those commissioning, funding and developing policy relevant to CM activity, with the result of obscuring the potential contribution of CM activity to community development. With this broad focus in mind, the network events engaged delegates with a series of core issues (addressed sequentially) which included: motivations to CM participation; CM and community engagement/activism; models of developmental practice and engagement; democratic expression and/or oppositional critique; freedom and control in community engagement; intent-process-outcome relationships and, finally, ethical issues. 

The themes discussed in this article do not explicitly engage with any of the aforementioned issues however. Rather, in what follows two prominent and unanticipated cross-cutting sets of concerns are considered. These relate, firstly, to contemporary understandings of CM in the UK and secondly, to the status of CM’s current relationship to what are often described as its ‘radical’ roots. The reason for alighting on these two issues – as will hopefully become evident in what follows – relates to their wide-ranging implications for not just contemporary incarnations of UK-based CM activities but also their future scope and direction. The ensuing discussion considers these two themes in some depth, incorporating network delegates’ opinions throughout, before offering a summary and consideration of their implications. 

A Chameleonic Practice?
Early on within the network discussions, it was evident that understandings of both community music and of the terms often used to describe it were not necessarily shared, even between those engaged in delivering, participating in, or researching CM activities. While this fact often presented no little difficulty terms of pinning down ideas and discussions, or assessing the degree to which delegates’ apparent agreements reflected a genuine convergence of understandings, this did not – thankfully – come as too great a surprise. Indeed, it might be argued that one of the most common and enduring features of the different definitions of CM put forth over the years has been a certain ambiguity, characteristic of the term’s effort to speak to and encompass a broad array of activities, processes and practices. 

While the controversy surrounding definition(s) of CM is not an especially recent phenomenon though, some historical precedents are worth pausing to consider. In his account of the first wave of UK-based community artists and their work for instance, Owen Kelly (1984) highlights the role of the then-burgeoning community arts movement’s early interactions with policy makers in the development of its understandings. In 1974, the Arts Council of Great Britain established a working party, led by Professor Harold Baldry, to explore the precise nature and potential role of community arts. According to Kelly, the somewhat hastily established umbrella organisation of community artists, the Association of Community Artists (ACA), responded to this working party with no real manifesto or a clear statement of goals and aims, but rather a loose and general set of statements; part of a conscious and pragmatic effort by ACA to retain its ideological leanings and avoid being pinned down to a specific set of functions. Kelly goes on to characterise this as a ‘strategy of deliberate vagueness’ (1984: 21), the overall effect of which he considered deleterious for the movement, since it provided Baldry’s working party – sympathetic to the work of some community artists – with a platform from which to convince the Arts Council that community arts activities were worth funding. It did so, however, only by excluding the radical elements and contentious practices of some community artists. According to Kelly then, Baldry’s working party fudged its report, with the effect of pigeonholing the movement and, he argues, preventing it from developing. 

Here Kelly appears to be at pains to draw attention to an early, and what some might consider an enduring point of tension in the interface between policy makers and community artists. Indeed, it is a tension which might very well continue to feed into the variable ways in which CM is today understood. That is to say, the term ‘community music’ continues to perform something of a dual function. On one hand, it provides a banner under which professionals engaged in an array of participatory, music-based arts activities might assemble and respond to shared concerns. At the same time however, it tasks those (agencies, organisations or stakeholders) who remain unaware of the fact and extent of such diversity with the challenge of grappling with a term which can be quite deceptive in its simplicity. It might therefore be said that the price paid for what is, from one point of view, the catch-all utility of the term ‘community music’ can come in the form of uncertainty, opaqueness and, perhaps, some bewilderment for those looking in on CM from the outside. 

That said, it should also be noted that the variability and flexibility understood by practitioners as today operating within and under the term ‘community music’ is justified by much more than a self-regarding pragmatism. A wide range of factors distinguish forms of community music activity from one another.  Here we might note, for instance, variability in terms of the participant groups or target groups engaged within projects; the nature of the settings in which activities unfurl; musical forms employed; the skills and experience of practitioners; sought-after outcomes and outputs, the modes of participation on offer and so on. Writing on the issue of CM’s diversity and variability, Kari Veblen (2004) suggests five sets of issues[footnoteRef:3], each of which might distinguish one project from another in a way which renders straightforward comparison difficult. In apparent recognition of this situation, Phelan (2008) explains that any attempt to define community music ‘diminishes the particularity of event-based activities, and strips them of the specificity of cultural, political or social context’ (2008: 145). [3:  These include: (a) the kinds of music and music making involved in a CM program; (b) the intentions of the leaders or participants in a program; (c) the characteristics of the participants; (d) the interactions among teaching-learning aims, knowledge, and strategies; and (e) interplays between informal and formal social-educational-cultural contexts.] 


It is therefore unsurprising that, unless they employ notably open-ended terms, attempts to offer a definitive account of ‘community music’ risk excluding certain understandings of it. Looking across the definitions offered by the International Society for Music Education’s (ISME) Community Music Activity Commission for example, it is apparent that official pronouncements have retained certain degrees of openness at their core. Indeed, comparing two commonly-cited attempts at defining CM – separated by 12 years – reveals that what falls under the banner of ‘community music’ might have broadened further still over recent decades. Consider, for instance, the first statement of the then-newly established ISME Community Music Activity Commission in 1990: 

‘Community music is characterised by the following principles: decentralisation, accessibility, equal opportunity, and active participation in music-making. These principles are social and political ones, and there can be no doubt that community music activity is more than a purely musical one.’ (Olseng 1990)

Of no little importance is the way that the above statement’s emphasis on core principles, confidently presented as ‘social and political ones’, comes, by 2002, to be replaced by a far more descriptive and wide-ranging account:  

‘Music in community centres, prisons and retirement homes; extra-curricular projects for school children and youth; public music schools; community bands, orchestras and choirs; musical projects with asylum seekers; marching bands for street children. All this - and more - comes under the heading of community music…But a single definition of community music is yet to be found.’									(ISME Community Music Activity Commission, 2002) 

Such a shift might well reflect the development, at an international level, of this ISME commission. Recent years have certainly witnessed a growth, for example, in the number of contributions to the commission’s biennial conference proceedings originating from beyond the global north. The establishment, in Beijing during 2010, of the Asia Pacific Community Music Network (APCMN) might also be viewed as indicative of an incremental internationalisation of CM. To some extent then, a broadening out of understandings and definitions might be said to reflect an interest, on the part of the ISME commission, to welcome new international partners into the fold. Important changes have been taking place at the national level too though, as recent years have seen CM practitioners in Britain plying their trade within an ever-widening circle of partnerships involving a range of service providers. Changes in the national provision of music education (DfE 2012), including the establishment of Music Education Hubs, have also accompanied ‘an increasingly vociferous call for formal and non-formal sectors of music provision to work more collaboratively’ (Saunders & Welch 2012: 11). 

One of the network delegates usefully pointed towards a series of broader developments, intersecting with other fields, which have, as she put it, further ‘muddied the waters’:

‘In the 1980s, I would have connected Community Music as a term, with a capital ‘C’ and a capital ‘M’ with [organisations like] ‘Community Music East’ and ‘Community Music Wales’ and with a certain political lineage. I think that probably three different strands have muddied the waters in terms of seeing it that clearly now. One is the field being far more open to people coming in and working [within it], from health and wellbeing and from other directions […] then there’s ‘community music therapy’, which is that grey ground in between, where a lot of people there have trained as music therapists and then discovered a culture which was really part of a distinctively British tradition of community music, and they’ve now also been influenced more by the social side of music therapy that was really a Scandinavian view of music therapy. So they’re often working in prisons and with homeless people and they may use different language but they’re still talking about a culture of care […] and I don’t think we can ignore that. It’s quite close, in lots of ways, to community music, it has its own politics. And then there’s also the recent conversations about community music in a more international context and things like that […] then there’s Lee Higgins’ book [‘Community Music’ 2012], in which he’s still talking about ‘boundary walking’ but he’s also talking about friendship and hospitality and inclusivity in terms that are far more open. And that’s not a bad thing, it’s just different […] But what do we actually want to take forward? And do we therefore need to be more explicit about what we want to take forward? Who else is understanding community music as meaning just what?’[footnoteRef:4]			 [4:  Research Network discussions were recorded before being transcribed and analysed using qualitative data analysis software. Since confidentiality and anonymity was assured (in order to encourage frank and open exchanges), delegates names have been removed from this and subsequent quotations. Interim and final research network project reports, along with further background material can be found on the project website at: https://www.uea.ac.uk/film-television-media/research/research-themes/media-and-cultural-consumption/ahrc-community-music-network] 


Such developments, it seems, are liable to stretch already-catholic understandings of CM into a further expanded form. Turning to other network delegates’ opinions on this matter, it was clear that for some, CM’s fluid identity – or ‘chameleonic’ nature, as one delegate described it – should be understood less as a weakness than as a key strength:  

‘I don’t know who, but someone once said “Those are my principles and if you don’t like them, I’ve got others” and I think that is key to CM. If you don’t like its values, then it’s got others, and they’d be perfectly valid ones because they’re all about what music does. We just pick off the shelf the stuff that it does that satisfies what people want it to do. It’s one of CM’s strengths. Over last few decades, CM’s changes in line with politics have been a good thing. In 60s and 70s there was space for radicalism and CM gave you that. In the [Tony] Blair era[footnoteRef:5], [of] Policy Action Teams[footnoteRef:6] et cetera, CM could say, ‘you want that and we’ll give you that’, and it’s now at the forefront of the non-formal music education agenda and its being very successful at that too. Because it’s doing what music does.’ [5:  Tony Blair was Prime Minister of the United Kingdom from 1997 to 2007.]  [6:  Numerous policy action teams were set up by British Government in 1998 to look, in an integrated way, at the problems facing poor neighbourhoods.] 

 			
Such a stance echoes what Clive Gray (2002) has referred to as ‘policy attachment’, by which he means to suggest that the arts, constituting an area of policy which commands only small budgets, have increasingly aligned themselves with shifting economic and social agendas in an effort to benefit from the more sizeable budgets (e.g., combatting social exclusion, encouraging employment, regeneration programmes). Emerging clearly here then is the sense in which CM, as an activity dependent upon funding for its sustenance, has developed in a manner which has been described elsewhere as 'resource-oriented rather than actively reflexive' (McKay & Higham 2011: 6). In light of this, the network organisers were keen to understand the implications that might also follow from the adoption of an understanding of CM which appears to be oriented, in important regards, around the purposes and aims of funders or policy makers. In the context of this discussion, one delegate offered the following reflection on recent experiences of his relationships with funders: 

‘rather than being about “We will pay for this” [on the part of funders etc.], where the temptation [as CM practitioners] is to say “Yeah, we can deliver that” – when actually CM practitioners can have real difficulties there – maybe it should be that we [as practitioners] can say “We’ll, we think that maybe we can deliver this”, so actually it should be a two-way negotiation. Instead, it’s often [on the part of funders] “We need these hard outcomes” and people [CM practitioners] just buy into it and don’t necessarily do the service that is needed, or they do [promise] things that they know, inside, can’t be achieved.’	 										
Within the same discussion (on the place and function of evaluation within CM), another delegate offered the following, related point:

‘At the What Next?[footnoteRef:7] meeting lots of people were saying what we’re saying here, [that] the arts can make a difference to people’s lives, they’re a great way of connecting into curriculum, working with third sector organisations and so on, so how do we make the case to government? And it has to be an economic case, that was the big message and I guess that’s about stuff that we’re really bad at as a sector.’ 		 [7:  ‘What Next?’ is a movement bringing together arts and cultural organisations from across the UK, to articulate and strengthen the role of culture in society. It was established in 2011 and has held numerous events and gatherings as well as a national conference in 2013.] 


This led one of the network organisers to ask delegates about the extent to which such long-recognised challenges might have led to a situation in which ‘the evaluation tail has started wagging, effectively, the CM dog?’ One delegate’s response to this question both recognised the existence of such a phenomenon and went on to relate it to the uneven ways in which CM is today understood, from both within and without: 

‘I think part of the advocacy is about creating a recognisable entity of this community practitioner […] that’s partly at the root of the evaluation, the tail-wagging-the-dog kind of thing, this imbalance between how we perceive ourselves and the solidity of the work that we can see and how the outside world views the work.’		 

The above excerpt also highlights how one of the reflex positions often adopted by CM stakeholders, when faced with challenges related to demonstrating CM’s effectiveness in clearly communicable terms, is to point towards the need for advocacy. In the following contribution, another of our delegate’s reflections reveals how some of the challenges bound up with evaluation can feed into a responsive strategy centred on advocacy. Tellingly, perhaps, the adoption of such a strategy is premised on a position of guardedness and caution in respect of shifting government agendas: 

‘I think we need to be careful what we want from advocacy, what we want it to influence and therefore how we would go about the advocacy that would do that, because if [government] ministers say to you that they want an economic argument and proof that every pound spent on community music earns four pounds in social return on investment they are lying to you, because they don’t want that piece of information at all. Ministers mostly want a nice anecdote that they can pat on the head and they will also tell you they don’t want anecdotes, so they lie twice. Another thing we have to be careful of is that we don’t put ourselves in a position where we are self-demanding higher barriers, or lower bars – depending on how you want to look at it – to advocacy and evaluation than anybody else.’ 								
Such testimonies appear to recall elements of Kelly’s (1984) historical overview of the early community arts movement in Britain and its adopted strategy of ‘deliberate vagueness’. Indeed, CM’s ‘fluidic or labile identity’ (McKay & Higham 2011: 5), borne of ‘definitional…reluctance’ (McKay & Higham 2011: 5), has been elsewhere noted for its perceived ability to offer CM practitioners a strategic advantage (Cahill 1998). At the same time however, the point presented by the delegate cited below (an advocate of some of the more all-inclusive understandings of CM detailed above), appeared to disclose a problematic side-effect of CM’s chameleonic nature:

‘For some of us thinking right now about a project we’re working on, we’re very keen to try and wrap up notions of how CM does its thing as a notion of pedagogy which we can absolutely sell to, or at least start having the dialogue with [Music Education] Hubs and the trouble with Hubs and us [CM practitioners] at the moment is that we can’t even have a decent scrap because we don’t have the language to have a scrap in.’	

At other points within our network discussions the enduring value of adopting an all-embracing definition of CM were questioned more explicitly: ‘For an organisation like Sound Sense[footnoteRef:8]  though, a more inclusive definition [of CM] is a good thing because this means more power, [but] it has [also] resulted in a confusing dialogue because everything seems to fall under that [definition].’		 [8:  Sound Sense is the UK professional association promoting community music and supporting community musicians. It is a membership organisation that provides support to organisations and individuals who help people make music in their communities by supporting their professional development and providing opportunities to network; giving information and advice and helping people make contacts and raising awareness of issues in community music [See: http://www.soundsense.org]] 


An issue raised within the context of the nominal group technique[footnoteRef:9] activities employed across the network events also appeared to question the effects of such ‘confusing dialogue’, but here in terms of the way CM comes to be understood (or misunderstood) by wider constituencies: ‘To what extent do people doing CM want their practice and ideas to be visible or to be understood by the mainstream?  This is perhaps questionable.’ Indeed, on a number of occasions delegates appeared to question the contemporary value of the term, recognising good reasons for stepping away from ‘community music’ altogether:  [9:  Nominal Group Technique (NGT) is a group process aimed at problem identification, solution generation, and decision making. Unlike numerous other voting processes, NGT encourages the facilitation of a process whereby all stated opinions are taken into account. The technique was employed regularly across the networks events to enable the organisers to gain a sense of each delegate’s core concerns and the degree to which they were shared by the others in attendance.] 


‘I think the phrase “community music” is a difficult one. We don’t use it in our literature at all. I don’t know if it’s because of the rise in individualism or whatever but “community music”, because it’s got the “community” bit, is almost something that you wouldn’t say because its maybe not cool enough or it doesn’t resonate with young people or a younger generation, or it’s not urban. So I think the term has got a difficulty.’

‘Personally I prefer to call it “participatory”. The term is, I think, a bit broader and you kind of get away from some of the assumptions of “community music”.’ 
	
Such issues notwithstanding, it is perhaps especially telling that the network organisers’ efforts attempts to clear some ground around the problematic matter of definitions (by asking delegates about the fundamental ideals and principles which they see as underpinning CM activity today), met with a good deal of pragmatically-informed resistance: 

‘It feels paradoxical to be looking at fundamentals, ideals and principles when many organisations back in the field are busy dumping theirs as fast as they can. I don’t really mean that, I think what they are really doing is struggling with trying to maintain some values and principles […] but this is true right across the voluntary and community sector within this country […] and we are also facing this dilemma of how do we stick to our values and principles, which are really quite expensive ones to have, at a time of austerity.’  	
	
In order to further explore the implications of figuring CM as characterised by a labile or ‘chameleonic’ nature, the discussion now turns to one of the ways in which a number of network delegates today understand CM’s ‘political’, ‘activist’ or  ‘radical’ dimensions.										
A Quiet Radicalism? 
In an effort to gain further insights into the ways in which the values operating at the heart of CM activity had undergone change over recent years, one of the aims of the network was to consult delegates about how they understood what were termed its ‘political’ or ‘activist’ dimensions. This approach held out the potential of revealing how delegates understood where CM today stands in relation to conceptions of community development and, in particular, the extent to which notions of ‘empowerment’ and processes of deliberative decision making continue to figure prominently within various incarnations of CM activity in the UK. In response to such questions, an array of perspectives was offered by network delegates. While most delegates remained keen to align their practice with certain values, the terms ‘political’ and, in particular, ‘activist’ were generally approached by them with notable caution: ‘Might being seen as an ‘activist’ be a barrier to getting funding?’, ‘Activism seems to suggest the political. I could call myself, and I am, a musical activist, [although] I’m not overt about that.’
 		
Undoubtedly then, the contemporary resonance of the term ‘activist/ism’ sat uneasily with many of our delegates and the ways they understood their practice. What this discussion did lead to however, was a broader consideration of the ways in which and the extent to which contemporary incarnations of CM, and of the field as a whole, maintained a connection with ideas of ‘the political’. In the context of a discussion addressing the ways this field has undergone changes over recent decades, for instance, one delegate offered the following reflections: 
	
‘One thing that’s occurred is more people working in similar areas who have got there by different routes, so one thing that’s disappeared is the exclusivity of the [CM] framework, that’s changed. I don’t think it’s good or bad necessarily, but it’s quite a big thing […] partly to do with resourcing, with who is identifying the things that need doing, who is then responding to that call and what political affinities they’re bringing to that job. So if we’re concerned, as I am and others are, about a central core and a political imperative, then maybe it’s a slightly bad thing that that has been dissipated.’
						
To some extent, the above account, with its allusion to those ‘responding to the call and [the] political affinities they have’, resonated with the idea, discussed by other delegates, that the expansion of work for CM practitioners in the UK, occurring around the turn of the millennium, encouraged a certain opportunism on the part of some: 

‘my little kind of coterie of self-employed colleagues don’t do it [CM] anymore […but…] all they were doing was responding to funders who have got some money to disseminate. “Great, oh, I can do some of that work, I’m really good on the violin, I am sure that means I can sing a nursery rhyme, I am going to go and do it”.’ 

‘All sorts of things have changed, so then it’s [about] how you reinvent it [CM] or keep it alive or revive it in a way that meets contemporary situations. But then what do you do about people who have a different motivation? Do you worry about that or do you celebrate the fact that that stuff is getting done for different reasons, but it’s still helping people? I don’t know. I spend a lot of time wondering what I think about that.’

Allied to this idea that the profession has begun to open itself up to those with ‘different motivations’, the network bore witness to a clear sense in which the political dimensions of CM activity had certainly diminished over the course of recent decades: ‘What is the imperative today for the 20 and 30 year olds? There’s not that political urgency. There was a political urgency in the [19]70s’, ‘It doesn’t have the same kind of political element that it had in the [19]80s because it has now become rather widespread’. 			

Despite this common feeling amongst delegates, some examples of what might be considered more ‘political’ forms of CM practice were nevertheless offered. One of these, based around a project based in a Brighton community centre (and funded by HSBC Bank), centred around a CM practitioner offering rap music activities in order to provide young people with alternative ways to talk about and write about their environment and the social structures to which they found themselves in opposition. Such examples were largely notable by their absence however, as, indeed, was delegates’ apparent willingness to talk in terms of the ‘political’ (unless the term was proffered by one of the network organisers).  More usually, CM was figured as being either very loosely or inevitably ‘political’ (as one delegate put it: ‘even if there is not an explicit intent there, there is still a social intent and thereby political intent’), or else CM’s relationship to ‘politics’ was left as an open matter: 

Organiser:  	So in order to move towards ideas of CM as democratic expression and oppositional critique, let me ask, is CM always or usually animated by social and political principles?
Delegate: 	I would say ‘yes’, but it’s wide ranging. From very, very small ‘p’ political and very, very small ‘s’ social, to giant ‘p’ and ‘s’ 	

In line with the picture (outlined above) of CM as a ‘chameleonic practice’, delegates appeared more conscious of the intersection between ‘politics’ and recent incarnations of CM in terms of the ways in which the latter had responded flexibly to changing governmental imperatives and funding opportunities. Nevertheless, while some delegates did appear to recognise this sort of policy responsiveness as characteristic of CM, others were keen to highlight how it represented but one perspective on the matter. Indeed, some delegates clearly lamented the demise of what one described as the ‘radical principles behind CM’s history, self-management, decision-making, empowerment, and so on’. This delegate elaborated as follows: ‘The sector has now aged, and people have become more resource-intensive as they get older, and become less radical. But I wonder if there must come a time for more radical demands to be made’.
 
Mediating between these two somewhat polarised positions on the matter of CM’s ‘radicalism’ or ‘political’ dimensions, came a viewpoint which pointed towards the idea that any ‘radical’ aspects of contemporary CM are to be found neither in a strict adherence to particular forms of practice, nor in a willingness to relinquish these, but rather in what was termed ‘quiet radicalism’. This, it was suggested, is nowadays evident in the ways in which CM practitioners collaborate, across a diversity of working contexts, with providers of other (primarily social and educational) services, in a manner which brings the influence of some of CM’s principles to bear on other professionals. The following testimony, which emerged in the context of a discussion about evaluation and the measurement of project outcomes, illustrates the issue at hand usefully: 

‘For a whole year four of us [CM practitioners] have been working in four different PRUs (Pupil Referral Units) […] All of the children involved in [the] projects had measurable improvements in their numeracy, literacy, participation and enjoyment of being in the setting, enthusiasm for what they were doing. I mean, these are all the kind of outcomes from community music that you might expect, except that it was being measured against national attainment and measured in terms of capturing the academic criteria […] in the two different PRUs where I've been working, we were constantly working with the behaviour managers to radically restructure their approach to work. So the radicalism is happening quietly I think.’						
‘We’ve worked with children at risk of knife crime and looked-after children where you share ways of working and you can see the difference of approaches from music workers and care workers, and you can see it evolve through a project. So I think there is that quiet radicalism going on.’ 
								
The kind of partnership working discussed here appears to highlight an increasingly common feature of the contemporary work of CM practitioners. As changes across the funding landscape have both set limits on, and increased the levels of competition for funds which have – for a number of years – supported CM activity, today organisations and freelancers alike increasingly undertake work in collaboration with other providers across the social and education services. Some recent research (Rimmer & Phillips 2013) has already begun to explore the ways in which arts-based community organisations have sought to develop ever-closer relationships with the commissioning arms of local authorities in an effort to access the funding streams tied to statutory service provision. Within education, meanwhile, the recent National Plan for Music Education (2011) set further store by the previously-made argument (DfES 2004) for formal and non-formal sectors of music provision to work more collaboratively. Indeed, a key funder of youth-focussed community music activity in England, Youth Music[footnoteRef:10], has also adopted the role of attempting to ‘bridge the gap’ between formal and non-formal providers responsible for the local delivery of music education as one of its strategic goals (see, e.g. Saunders & Welch 2012). Such shifts across the funding and policy landscape cannot, therefore, be ignored in any effort to assess the current state of play in the field. [10:  Established in 1999, Youth Music is a registered children’s charity and dedicated funding body for youth-focused community music activities in the UK. According to the organisation’s website: ‘We currently support almost 400 music projects around the country, representing an investment of over £20m’ (Youth Music 2014, n.p). ] 


For a number of our delegates, the situation was one to be viewed as indicative of the contemporary health of CM: ‘[CM is] now at the forefront of coping with a non-formal music education agenda and it does all of these things very successfully I think precisely because it follows the line of doing what needs to be done.’ Indeed, as was noted by another of our delegates, there have been a number of innovations relevant to CM over recent years, not to mention an upsurge in interest on the part of academics and researchers: 

‘El Sistema[footnoteRef:11], Big Noise[footnoteRef:12] […] there are important and innovative things still going on and there are different ways of us thinking about the successes of community music over the decades […] and there has been quite a number of research projects [around community arts] funded by the AHRC[footnoteRef:13] since 2011. If you want a strong and historical understanding of community [music] practice, go and read Lee Higgins’s recent book “Community Music”[footnoteRef:14] or go and read the journal, “International Journal of Community Music”. So yes, there is actually a bit of an explosion of academic interest in community music at the moment.’ [11:  See: http://www.ihse.org.uk/]  [12:  See: http://makeabignoise.org.uk/]  [13:  AHRC stands for Arts and Humanities Research Council, the national funding agency supporting arts and humanities research in the UK.]  [14:  See Higgins (2012)] 


As was also noted by several delegates, the field has witnessed developments in terms of relevant professionalization, training, skills development and qualifications. ‘MusicLeader’, an initiative which ran from 2005 to 2012, provided a national network supporting the development of community music practitioners and other ‘music leaders’ by providing information, advice and guidance, training and networking opportunities alongside online resources. A number of HE institutions across the UK currently offer masters level courses which either focus directly upon, or else relate closely to CM[footnoteRef:15]. In addition, Arts Council England has recently announced the launch of a new qualification, the Level 4 Certificate for Music Educators, aimed at music educators who are involved in musical learning activities for children and young people. The National Foundation for Youth Music has also recently published a quality framework (Youth Music 2013) aimed at organisations involved in the delivery of music-making sessions with young people. It should perhaps also be noted, however, both that many longstanding and highly experienced CM practitioners lack any formal qualifications and the matter of whether professional development is keeping pace with demand remains an open one (see, e.g., Rogers 2002) [footnoteRef:16]. It is also worth taking note of research findings suggesting that both cost and time constitute important barriers to community musicians’ access to training (Dobbs et al. 2005)[footnoteRef:17].   [15:  At the time of writing these include: Liverpool Institute for Performing Arts (MA Community Music); Leeds College of Music (MA Community Music); University of York (MA Community Music); The University of Edinburgh (M.Sc. Music in the Community); Goldsmiths College (MA Participatory and Community Arts). ]  [16:  As Rogers noted, the ‘provision of appropriate professional development courses, especially in music leadership, has failed to keep pace with the increasing opportunities for education and community work for musicians’ (Rogers 2002: 15)]  [17:  Dobbs et al. note that since community musicians are typically either freelance or self-employed ‘it is not only an issue of having to pay the course fees for the training, but while they are training they are not earning money’ (2005: 22).] 


There can be little doubt however, given the perspectives of a number of network delegates, that in a number of significant ways, CM has witnessed what might be considered a certain institutionalisation or formalisation across several dimensions of its activity, particularly, it would seem, in terms of the extent to which CM activity today takes place both within settings, and in collaboration with organisations and institutions which are less oriented towards the encouragement of civic cultural activity (such as youth or community centres) than formal service provision of various kinds (education, health, social services and so on). In this way, CM practitioners appear to have become both more engaged within and across formal educational settings and encouraged, as one of our delegates noted, to ‘start wearing the clothes of social care, health and welfare’. 

In light of such developments, it was perhaps unsurprising to note that the contemporary relevance and value of the ‘radicalism’ or ‘radical roots’ often alluded to in discussions of CM was subject to some questioning within the network discussions: 

‘there is another part of me which thinks maybe this is just, you know, the radicalism is just part of the problem, it is just a pure piece of nostalgia and which is profoundly unhelpful and which even may stop us seeing successes in community music. For example, we presented the institutionalisation of it potentially as a problem in community music, right? Well maybe it is radical that community music has changed the curriculum for music education, and maybe that is an achievement, not a problem, not a weakness, not a fault, maybe that is a good thing […] and maybe the sort of radicalism, the Stevens thing you know, John Stevens[footnoteRef:18], that sort of aspect of it, that presence could become a dead hand on how one moves forward.’											 [18:  John Stevens was a drummer and one of the most significant figures in early free improvisation. From 1983 he was involved with Community Music (CM), an organisation through which he took his form of music making to youth clubs, mental health institutions and other settings. Notes taken during these sessions were later turned into a book for the Open University called Search and Reflect (1985). This has been seen by many as the foundational text of community music practice. ] 

This is an important point. Indeed, formal music education certainly appears, if only to take the National Plan for Music Education as one example, to nowadays set greater store by the value of what it variously terms ‘informal provision’, ‘informal routes’ and ‘informal partners’ (DfE 2011). There seems to be little doubt then, that the work of CM practitioners and the values bound up with CM practice have gained a new level of recognition in recent years. That said, a number of delegates were keen to draw attention to the ways in which work undertaken within certain settings, with certain agencies or through the adoption of certain forms of music-making activity threatened to undermine what they understood as enduringly core concerns for any CM activity meriting description as such. For example, in detailing the evaluation processes of a project partnered with a school pupil referral unit (as detailed above), one delegate’s account of the extent to which ‘quiet radicalism’ actually implies an attenuation of certain central elements of CM (in this case, a responsive stance vis-à-vis participants), did become apparent: 

‘So the schools were measuring numeracy and literacy against national attainment for their ages, looking at profiles and changes in behaviour between the start of the project to the end of the project […] what we didn’t have, which I really regret, was ongoing voices of the children in the projects feeding back. We couldn’t make that happen because of the micro-behaviour management by the behaviour managers […so] this thing about radical working, we were working towards it, but it’s a very, very long term thing.’

The network’s discussions also uncovered other ways in which projects partnered with formal providers (and involving staff from those organisations) could prove problematic at the level of ‘working with people who have been trained into a particular way of working, have only got that way of working and cannot see that anything else will begin to do what they’re trained to do’. Indeed, such testimonies certainly resonate with recent research commissioned by Youth Music in highlighting how the approach adopted by CM practitioners (termed ‘nonformal providers’ within that report) could sit quite uneasily with the pedagogical parameters of formal music educators (Saunders & Welch, 2012: 9). The way in which a number of network delegates discussed this matter suggested that while both CM practitioners and practices have increasingly found their way into more formal settings over recent years, the manner in which CM activity functioned within them could risk denuding it of what – in the eyes of many of our delegates – should be considered as some of CM’s core attributes. The way in which this issue was often framed by delegates – involving, as highlighted below, a lack of understanding from ‘external’ parties – would appear to throw some of the negative implications of CM’s ‘chameleonic’ framing into sharp relief when related to the notion of ‘quiet radicalism’:
 
‘This came up at a recent conference where there was just this sense of people not really understanding the quality of the work that CM delivers […] that is a huge area which is difficult. We might have our own understandings of it but in the formal sector, they’re at a bit of a loss, I think, as to how to understand it.’ 			

‘There are so many aspects of [CM] practice that are not recognised by formal agencies […] and […] so many ways of viewing the work that’s done and, on the whole, I’m afraid that it’s not taken seriously.’ 
								
Summary 								
The foregoing discussion has sought to bring to light some of the complexities and tensions at play within considerations of how CM is currently understood in the UK. Here there appear to be a number of competing and uneven forces in operation. On one hand, adopting a broad and inclusive definition of CM enables a loose sense of unity within the profession and provides individual practitioners with the flexibility required to tailor their CM delivery in line with the requirements tied to different sources of funding. In a sense then, the term ‘chameleonic’ seems an apt one, since it suggests a wilful strategy based on the need to access the resources necessary to secure survival. At the same time however, this situation suggests that CM has become ever more ‘open’ as a field, in terms of what might fall under its rubric. This has important implications for not only the coherence of the field from the point of view of CM practitioners and organisations but, when viewed from the ‘without’, by external agencies and potential partners unfamiliar with the complexities at work within definitions and understandings of CM. Indeed, the double-edged nature of CM’s definitional uncertainty was borne out through a consideration of what was presented as its ‘quiet radicalism’. In this instance, examples were provided of the ways in which CM’s ‘chameleonic’ character has enabled an increased contemporary alignment, in the UK, with formal service provision of various kinds. Thus CM can be seen as successful insofar as it has been recognised as holding out the capacity to act as a ‘hook’ which can be used to re-engage ‘young people, particularly vulnerable young people’ with learning (Saunders & Welch, 2012: 113). It is also worth noting, however, that the pedagogical values embedded within the approaches to CM practice sketched by network delegates – closely allied to what are sometimes termed informal education processes (see, e.g., Jeffs & Smith 2005) – continue to sit somewhat uneasily alongside the objectives, measures and approaches typically to the fore within formal service provision contexts (such that ‘in the formal sector, they’re at a bit of a loss, I think, as to how to understand it’). The price to be paid by CM for its flexibility, adaptability and definitional reluctance therefore appears to have taken the form, in the UK at least, of a lack of understanding and recognition from external partners, with the potential to misconstrue, underappreciate or, as in the above-mentioned example of behaviour managers, overwrite some of CM’s enduring tenets.      

The notion of a ‘quiet radicalism’ therefore offers some insight into both the implications of CM’s definitional uncertainty/reluctance and the broader conditions of the CM field in the UK at present. That is, while the notion of ‘quiet radicalism’ serves to retain a sense of the enduring connection that many practitioners and organisers feel towards the CM movement’s ‘radical’ roots (apparently valued by practitioners, if ‘quietly’ so), at the same time, it acknowledges the ways in which CM practice within the UK has increasingly come to accommodate itself to – and position its value in relation to – the agendas of formal service providers. A key question which emerges within this context however is to what extent CM risks, in the course of its various accommodations, strategic re-configurations and adaptations, divesting itself of those elements and attributes capable of yielding the kinds of personal, social, cultural or community-level benefits which fall outside of the remit of its current funders’ scope of interest. 

While the resilience of the term CM should certainly not be ignored for its utility to those operating within the field, especially in terms of its ability to enable practitioners and others to responsively position themselves in relation to what, as one of the delegates put it ‘needs to be done’ from a policy perspective, important questions nevertheless remain. Certainly, the matter of which or whose values CM embraces in order to endure, in what appears to be its currently quite nebulous form, emerges as a prominent one amongst them. Another, perhaps more pressing matter however, relates to the widely-acknowledged requirement (see, e.g., O’Brien 2010) for UK-based CM activity – as with other community arts activity – to today make an economic case in order to justify funding. Responding to such a requirement implies, as a first step, the need for a more robust and coherent understanding of UK-based CM activity than appears to be currently on offer, if the undoubtedly rich and complex forms of value delivered by varied CM initiatives can be best grasped and recognised from both ‘within’ and ‘without’ the constellation of CM advocates. Such a need is neatly encapsulated by Coalter’s now more than decade-old call for community artists to do more to ‘identify best practice, understand processes and the type of provision best suited to achieve particular outcomes’ (2001: 5). The time may well be ripe then, certainly for UK-based CM stakeholders, to return to the matter of its definition and understandings and to ask serious questions about the possible costs of its definitional reluctance or vagueness and what this implies for the CM of both today and tomorrow.   

Words: 8052 
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