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Abstract
While there is research into consumer attitudes to copyright and downloading, and the music industry has made clear its own views in evidence to the Hargreaves Review and other forums, relatively little is known about musicians’ attitudes to copyright. This article reports on those musicians who are negotiating the new terrain created by digitization and its accompanying business models. Are their attitudes to copyright simply determined by their financial self-interest and a sense of ownership of their music, or do they see copyright as a restriction of their creative freedom? Using the results of a questionnaire and semi-structured interviews with UK musicians, we show how a variety of factors – including generic conventions, knowledge and experience, and wider social values – contribute to attitudes to copyright. While knowledge of, and interest in, copyright can be driven by financial self-interest, other considerations are in play. These findings have, as we explain, implications both for copyright policy and for an understanding of creative practice in a digital economy.  If the assumption is that copyright is designed to serve the interests and facilitate the creativity of musicians, this view is not always shared by the intended beneficiaries.  

Introduction: the digital “revolution” and copyright
This article is about what musicians think about copyright – their attitudes and values, and what seems to lie behind these. It is not about rich and famous artists, those who, we might suppose, are invested in the existing copyright regime. Rather, our concern is with those musicians who occupy the outer edges of the industry, who struggle to make a living (or make no living at all) from their music. What do they think about copyright and the changes being wrought by the digitization of their art form and their industry? We know surprisingly little about these people, and yet it is copyright law that is designed to help them as much as their more successful colleagues. ‘More than a set of laws,’ writes Jason Toynbee (2004: 123), ‘copyright is a key institution for musicians, one which structures the way they work and get rewarded.’  Our question is how, in the experience of musicians, these two elements of  ‘work’ and ‘reward’ are connected in their attitudes to copyright. Put crudely, is copyright understood as a means of securing money for creative work, or is it seen as a restriction on creativity and on the practices of the musician in a digital era?  
The impact of digitization on contemporary society is often represented or symbolized by its effect on the music industry. The title of a recent book by Jim Rogers (2013) is symptomatic: The Death & Life of the Music Industry in the Digital Age. On the one hand, digitization appears to pronounce the last rites of traditional – for some, autocratic and conservative – means of producing and distributing music; while on the other hand, it promises a new – for some, vibrant and democratic – order in which music is released from the stifling power of the large corporations and broadcasters. Of course, in reality, the alternatives are not this stark, nor the direction of travel this straightforward (Burkhart, 2010).
While it is true that the creative and commercial possibilities opened up by digitization are considerable and far-reaching, they emerge from within a complex and conflicted system, in which many interests are implicated. As John Williamson and Martin Cloonan (2007) insist, we are not dealing with a single music industry, but many music industries, responsible for recording, live performance, publishing, intellectual property, broadcasting, marketing, education and skills training, and so on. And with each of these industries, musicians occupy different roles and have different relationships to the power being exercised. Making sense of what is happening requires, therefore, more than a simple extrapolation of technological potential; it also means a careful assessment of political, social, economic and legal factors, all of which act to organize the production, distribution and consumption of music (see Frith and Marshall, 2004).
One feature of this emerging world is the decline of its traditional physical form, the ‘vinyl revival’ notwithstanding (IFPI, 2013). Increasingly, music exists in virtual form, as downloads or streams. And in terms of its commercial value, this has one very profound impact: the increased importance of copyright. Copyright has, of course, always been vital to the commercialization of music, but under digitization it has become paramount (Yu, 2011). ‘The contemporary music industry’, writes Patrik Wikstrom (2009: 12), ‘is best understood as a ‘copyright industry’.’ This is to endorse an insight that Simon Frith (1988: 57; his emphasis) offered several decades earlier when he wrote: ‘Companies (and company profits) are no longer organized around making things but depend on the creation of rights.’ Anyone curious about how the music industries work needs to understand the impact that digitization is having upon the circulation and control of these rights (Liebowitz and Watt, 2006). 
Traditionally, much of the rights-based attention – of both academic researchers and industry actors – has been on the phenomenon of pirating. From debates about blank tape levies, through to the pursuit and taming of Napster, the focus has been on the attempt by the music business and its political allies to counter the spread of illegal copying or its equivalent (Knopper, 2009; Hardy, 2012). Gradually, though, this campaign has assumed different dimensions and different forms. 
At one level, the copyists have fought back, taking – in the case of Sweden – the guise of a political party (the Pirate Party) dedicated to protecting and promoting the rights of consumers. At another level, new industries (such as iTunes, Spotify, and Deezer) have emerged to ‘monetize’ the new music formats (Hardy, 2012). These initiatives have themselves been directed towards, or depended upon, changes in the legal, political and economic infrastructure. It is this infrastructure that is establishing the terms under which rights are claimed, realized and protected. They include policy changes such as the UK’s Digital Economy Act (2010), and the European Commission’s current Directive on collective rights management (2014). And they are informed by the lobbying of organizations like UK Music (2010), acting on behalf of the UK’s music industry, and by inquiries into the future form of copyright in a digital era, such as that conducted by Ian Hargreaves (2011). 
Amidst this clamouring for change, many voices are heard. The loudest, because they are the best resourced and because their interests are seen to be most directly affected, are those from the industry’s corporate heartland. Generally, the representatives of the industry have argued for a stricter regime of copyright regulation (Bhattacharjee et al., 2006). Despite the efforts of the Pirate Party and others, the voice of the consumer has rarely been heard above this noise. Fans/consumers have, as a result, been portrayed as either ‘law abiding’ or ‘law breakers’, and hence been seen as the objects, rather than the subjects of policy-makers. However, they are now receiving closer attention (Edwards et al., 2013), and a more complicated picture is emerging of their understanding and evaluation of the copyright regime. The rationale behind the focus now being placed on the consumer is that public policy on copyright will only work – will be legitimate and effective – if it acknowledges and responds to the values, experiences and practices of these consumers. This same rationale might equally apply to another group of stakeholders in music copyright, the musicians. 
It might be supposed that the interests of musicians are already recognized in the emerging rights regime.  After all, it would seem that it is their creativity that is being protected and promoted. It is certainly true that the musicians who have given evidence to the inquiries headed by Hargreaves (and before that, Andrew Gowers [2006]) have typically shared the ‘industry’ line. But not all have – the pop musician Shakira was reported as saying: ‘I like what’s going on [with illegal downloading] because I feel closer to the fans and the people who appreciate the music’ (Anon, 2009); and the rapper 50 Cent said he could live with illegal downloading if it meant that more people ended up at his concerts (Masnick, 2009). However, even these dissenting voices are those of the established stars of the music business. We know little or nothing about the ‘ordinary musician’, or indeed about why musicians – whatever their fame or lack of it – take any particular position on copyright.
Furthermore, the dissenters appear to be a minority, and it might be supposed that this is because, for the majority, financial ‘self-interest’ dictates that they will gain from copyright policy.  Certainly, the ostensible purpose of copyright is to create an incentive for musicians to create.  Hence, musicians might be expected to support it because it makes them money; it protects their property rights. In this article, we examine this assumption by exploring in detail the attitudes and values of those who sit on what we label the ‘digital margins’ of the music industry. To what extent does ‘money’ determine attitudes to copyright? Are musicians’ attitudes to copyright linked directly to their material interests? Do other factors – such as the genre in which they work, or their main musical practices (as songwriter or musician, as recording artist or live performer), or their wider political and social values and associations – also influence their views of copyright and the part it plays in their creative lives? Other researchers (Schlesinger and Waelde, 2011: 25) have noted ‘the personal commitment to an art form and a desire for self-realization’ among those who struggle to make a living from their work. What, we ask, are the implications of such a disposition for the way copyright features in their thought and action?  Our sample is drawn from the UK, and we recognise that our conclusions may be specific to its location, especially when compared to nations undergoing rapid change  (such as Kenya – see Eisenber, 2014) or operating under radically different regimes (such as Cuba – see Baker, 2012). Nonetheless, as we note above and later in the article, there are reasons for supposing that similar attitudes are to be found among musicians elsewhere (Pfahl, 2001). 

Background: musicians and copyright 
We do, of course, know something about musicians and their attitude to copyright. There is, as we have said, the evidence that musicians and their representatives have given to public inquiries (see for example, the evidence given to the Hargreaves Review, 2011). At first glance, this evidence suggests that financial self-interest – making a living – is the key.  The composer Gavin Greenaway (2011) told Hargreaves and his colleagues: ‘I can categorically state that the current copyright framework has not hindered my efforts to innovate or make money from my creations. Without copyright I, and other composers/songwriters wouldn’t be able to create for a living.’ In making his case for the current regime, Greenaway explained that his work should be understood as ‘property’, and protected on this basis: ‘Just because intellectual property does not cost anything to copy, does not stop it from being property nevertheless.’ (ibid.)  For Greenaway, music is to be understood as something that is owned by its creator, and it is this that establishes their right to compensation and protection. A similar attitude emerges when we look at those who seek to represent musicians. The Musicians Union (MU) (2011) stated in its evidence to the Hargreaves Review: ‘The MU has lobbied for the rights of performers ever since the 1920s. In all of this time, we have never once seen a legitimate example of copyright creating a barrier to business and innovation.’ The MU sees copyright as the musician’s ‘friend’, and only worries that its protection might be threatened by industry claims that it constrains business practices. The Featured Artists Coalition (FAC) (2011), which also claims to speak on behalf of musicians, echoed these sentiments: ‘We want to monetize unauthorized consumer activity. We believe that the vast majority of music fans are not pirates but are in fact our customers. With the right structures in place the illegal file-sharing sites would become redundant and the legal market would grow.’ Both the MU and FAC see copyright as a means of serving the financial interests of musicians. 
However, even though money emerges as the key to the role attributed to copyright, it is not the only consideration. Copyright is seen to serve other goals, most obviously creativity and innovation, but not them alone. FAC (2011), for instance, is also concerned to protect the moral claims of artists: ‘We believe that moral rights – the right of attribution (which means that the musical author or the musical performer has the right to be named as the author or performer), and the right of integrity (which means that no one can mess with your work without your permission) – should be enforceable by the creator.’ Both the MU and FAC may be interested primarily in the financial benefits that copyright brings to their members, but they also acknowledge the existence of other grounds for a copyright regime. 
These other grounds, and the conditions that apply to them, were revealed in Mark Thorley’s research into the attitudes of music students to copyright. Rather than being determined protectors of the principles of copyright, these students ‘appear as more enthusiastic users of illegitimate channels than the general populous’ (Thorley, 2012: 100). They rationalize this behaviour by claiming that – as students – they could not afford to pay for legal downloads, but would pay if they could (ibid.: 104 & 110). 
A similar ambivalence is evident from research into sampling. Kembrew McLeod and Peter DiCola (2011) report on both the complexities and the contradictions in the law on sampling, and on the confusions that musicians feel when reflecting on the moral and legal issues raised. As one of their respondents told them: ‘I’m torn between laws that prevent people from sampling music because they can’t afford to do it … [and] a lot of these old musicians who are broke and need money and should be paid when their music is sampled’ (quoted in McLeod and DiCola, 2011: 111). Once again, the issue of copyright is about more than monetary self-interest, or at least not in a pure and simple sense. Much turns on the context and values that shape the way ‘interest’ is understood. Fascinating and ground-breaking though their book is, McLeod and DiCola are not able to reveal a great deal about the differences between musicians in their attitudes to copyright, or about what lies behind these views. One reason for this gap may be that McLeod and DiCola confine their research to a single genre, and this may obscure the extent to which generic conventions shape attitudes to copyright. Certainly, this is one possibility that deserves further investigation. 
Beyond this, their research, and that of others, leaves out the question of why musicians see copyright as requiring acknowledgement and reward, and indeed how they come to these views, and how – at the crudest level – they come to be aware of, and understand, copyright in the first place. Equally, we know little about how they think of copyright. Is it a ‘property’ they own as seemed to be the case in those who gave evidence to Hargreaves, or is it understood as the legal embodiment of their creative identity?  What affects the attitudes and practices they adopt in relation to it (is it just a matter of genre)? These were the questions to which we have tried to get answers. In doing so, our concentration has been on those musicians whose ‘self-interest’ is not obvious, to the extent that they sit on the margins of the music industry, making little or no money from their endeavours, but often aspiring to make lots (or at least more).  What we want to know is both how ‘self-interest’ features in their attitudes to copyright, but also how this varies with genre and other (artistic) considerations, as well as with knowledge and awareness of copyright itself. 

Method 
Our research is an attempt to reveal and to probe the views on copyright of musicians on the digital margin. We define these musicians as those who identify themselves as ‘musicians’, but who do not depend on music for their income or who did not have a recording or publishing contract that guarantees them an income on which they can depend for their sole source of support. Our focus on these musicians is partly because they have been overlooked, but more importantly because of where they sit, precariously balanced between aspiration and achievement, between the amateur and the professional. This is the context in which they are developing and negotiating attitudes to copyright. To what extent and in what way does copyright matter to them?
In studying these musicians and their attitudes to copyright, we follow the example set by Lee Edwards, Bethany Klein and their colleagues (2013) who have been examining consumer-citizen attitudes to copyright, where they argue strongly for a qualitative approach. The topic, they suggest, has been dominated by quantitative studies that fail to reveal the nuances and tensions within attitudes to copyright – and indeed the meaning attributed to copyright. In this spirit, we chose to explore the views of musicians through interviews. However, we did also make limited use of quantitative methods. We conducted a small survey of musicians, with a view to mapping the rough contours of these musicians’ attitudes, and to see what correlations there might be between these and other aspects of their music practice and background. The semi-structured interviews were designed to explore in detail the attitudes to, and experiences of, copyright of a sample (n=20) of those who responded to the survey (n=162). 

Results and findings (1): the survey
Our process of data collection began with a twenty question online survey, designed for respondents to reflect on their role as a musician, their musical practice, and their views on copyright (as well as providing more general demographic data). Disseminated through outlets such as social media accounts, personal emails, and music journalism blogs, the survey remained active for approximately two months, gleaning 162 completed responses. Because of the dissemination channels that we used (and as will be made apparent from the data below), we cannot claim that our respondents are a representative sample of marginal musicians. In contrast to large scale incentivized research such as the Future of Music Coalition’s (FMC) ‘Artist Revenue Streams’ project (2013) – which gleaned data representative of approximately 5000 musicians – our data represents the views of a particular group of musicians sourced through a variety of social and professional networks. These contrasts of scale are also reflected in respondents’ geographic regions. Where the FMC looked to collect data from musicians based in the US, our respondents are largely representative of musicians within the United Kingdom, with only a few (n=8) indicating that they were located elsewhere. As with the FMC survey, over 70% of respondents had at least an undergraduate degree, and our sample also had a high proportion of male respondents (76%), reflecting the popular cultural stereotype if not the reality of the ‘typical musician’.
While our sample was skewed in terms of education and gender, it was more diverse in the types of music made by those musicians. We asked our respondents to name the primary genre in which they worked, offering a list of 26 generic categories plus a blank ‘Other’ option. Of the 26, 8 were cited by at least 10% of all respondents: rock/alt-rock, indie, pop, experimental, folk, electronica, jazz, and classical. Gospel, grime, and children’s music received no citations. Our sample was echoed in the FMC’s survey, which offered 32 genres, and in which the most featured were also rock/alt-rock, indie, pop, folk, jazz, and classical.
Our sample included those with considerable experience of being a musician. Of the 162 responses, two thirds (n=107) indicated they had been musicians for over 10 years, and 19% (n=31) claiming to have had some kind of public musical presence – as a performer or recording artist – for between 5 and 10 years, with a further 10% (n=16) between 3 and 5 years.  Just 5% (n=8) of respondents had been musicians for three years or fewer. 
But while our sample contained considerable musical experience, this experience was at the margins of the industry.  Some 70% (n=74) of those who had been making music for 10+ years derived their income primarily from sources other than their music. Of those with less experience  (5-10 years), 84% (n=26) made all or some of their income elsewhere. The fact that income came from other sources did not, though, mean that making money from music was unimportant. Of the more experienced group (10+ years), only 18% said money was ‘not all important’, compared to 45% (n=16) of the 5-10 year group who said the same. This difference was also reflected in the importance placed on pleasing their audience. This was more important to the less experienced musicians (65% of whom said it was ‘very important’ to meet the demands of the audience) than it was to the more experienced musicians (48%). These mixed feelings about the artists’ relationship with their audience has also been noted by other researchers (see, for example, Hesmondhalgh and Baker, 2011: 207) 
Our musicians used online means of distributing and selling their work, as well as traditional physical forms. Figure 1 suggests that there was relatively little difference between the (relatively) inexperienced and the experienced musicians in their use of the different forms of distribution. 

Figure 1
Yet a difference in attitude between the more and less experienced musicians did emerge when we asked about their attitude to copyright. Those with less experience tended to take a relaxed attitude to copyright. They agreed with the statement  ‘I won’t care about copyright until my income depends on it’ more frequently than did their more experienced colleagues.  Equally, the same group were more likely to agree that ‘It doesn’t bother me that people illegally share my music online’ and to disagree with the statement that ‘Illegal downloading is like stealing any other kind of property’.[endnoteRef:3] [3:  “Musicians were asked to respond to claims about the importance of copyright and piracy to their work, classifying issues as either “Not at all”, “Fairly”, “Quite” or “Very” important (in addition to a “Don’t know” option). For analysis, weighted values were given to the answers, ranging from 1 for “Not at all important” to 4 for “Very important”. These were tallied and given a mean average according to the amount of responses (with “Don’t know” selections omitted). As a result, mean averages between 1-2 represent a trend towards “Not at all important”; 2-2.5 is “Fairly important”; 2.5-3 is “Quite important”; and 3-4 is “Very important”.”] 

These findings suggest that attitudes to copyright became closer to the conventional industry view the more experience the musician had. This might be read as evidence that ‘self-interest’ is what drives attitudes to copyright.  After all, it is the more experienced musicians who are more likely to rely on music for some of their income. Certainly, the musicians who thought of music as a source of income were likely to agree that illegal downloading was akin to any other form of stealing. They were least likely to agree that creators, rather than corporations, should own copyright, and wanted to see a more stringent copyright regime.  We could be tempted to see this as a sign of self-interest dictating views – the more they had to gain from copyright, the more they favoured greater regulation.  But whatever the correlation between material interest and attitudes to copyright, it does not follow automatically that material interest determined attitude. Experience might have produced other effects and other attitudes. It mattered, for instance, how they saw themselves as musicians.
Our survey data revealed variations in the understanding of what it meant to be a ‘musician’ and how this affected attitudes to copyright. Although there were significant differences expressed between those who considered themselves a ‘professional’ and those an ‘amateur’, there were suggestions too that the genre informed attitudes to copyright, particularly where that genre focused primarily on live performance (i.e. folk and jazz) as compared to recordings.
Cross-tabulating the survey response to the question of how important they regarded copyright with generic categories revealed that musicians viewed copyright differently, according to the genre to which they assign themselves. Classical musicians, for example, appeared to be the least concerned with issues of copyright, perhaps reflecting their role as ‘musicians for hire’. In such a role, copyright was unlikely to impinge greatly, at least insofar as they played a set score. Pop and rock/alt-rock musicians accorded a greater importance to copyright, classifying it as ‘Quite important’ on average. If we understand these types of musicians as actively engaging in the composition and creation of sound, then this would fit the hypothesis that self-interest – mediated by genre – accounted for attitude to copyright. 
Pop musicians also take a tougher stance on illegal downloading (or ‘piracy’). More revealing, perhaps, was that they saw ‘illegal downloading’ as more important than ‘copyright’. This might seem odd since downloading is only illegal because of copyright.  This might be seen to signal something important about how ‘copyright’ is conceptualized and what it means in everyday usage; a lack of concern for copyright may indicate a lack of knowledge about it, something that we explored in our subsequent interviews with musicians. 
But ignorance would not account for the fact that our musicians drew distinctions between types of copyright abuse, and that these distinctions reflected the musicians’ genre. They were asked to rank in order of seriousness the following forms of abuse: illegal downloading, unlicensed performance of music in a public place, sampling, and burning CDs for friends and relatives. For musicians working across all genres, illegal downloading was considered the most severe and burning CDs the least. What is notable, however, is how the view taken of sampling varied according to the genre of the musician. 
Generally, sampling was considered a less severe form of copyright abuse – most ranked it after illegal downloading and unlicensed public performances. Folk musicians, however, took a slightly more harsh view, and ranked it second, while classical and jazz musicians, who might be expected to be indifferent to sampling, shared the views of most other musicians. Rock musicians (21%) were the group most likely to regard sampling as the severest form of abuse.
Our survey suggests that self-interest is an important component of attitudes to copyright, insofar as the latter is seen to impact on actual or anticipated income. But it also suggests that there is no neat or straightforward link being made, with genre and experience each appearing to moderate or mediate the attitude. It is worth stressing the element of ‘appearance’ here. Up until now we have inferred relationships of interest and attitude. We have also noted that what ‘copyright’ consists of and what it protects or outlaws is a matter of potential confusion. Appreciating musicians’ attitudes to copyright requires more than an acknowledgement of answers given to survey questions. It means examining how key terms are understood and valued, how a sense of identity or an aesthetic judgement plays into formal, legal categories.   

Results and findings (2): the interviews
Moving from this initial picture of the marginal musician, our more focussed, one-to-one interviews allowed us to interrogate musicians about their values, attitudes and practices. We conducted a series of twenty interviews with survey respondents who had indicated a willingness for further discussion, as well as musicians known to us through our own networks. Guided by the survey results we composed a semi-structured interview agenda that would allow for an exploration of the extent to which copyright was important to individuals’ own musical practices and how attitudes connected to experiences. 

Being a (serious) musician	
The links between some of the musicians’ responses and the data derived from the survey makes clear that a tension exists between copyright’s rewards, restrictions and relevance.  This emerged from the different priority or importance accorded to music. Darren,[endnoteRef:4] who, despite making recorded music for over 10 years as part of a four-piece electronic band, was clear that music was not his life: ‘I’m kind of a part-time musician, part time day job guy. I do have a separate job so I’m not a full-time musician, and never have been.’ (Interview, 26 September 2013). By contrast, Kevin, the front-man for a synth-pop group, who was no more dependent on music for his income than Darren, saw his music quite differently: ‘Are you only professional if you don’t need to do anything else to earn a living? I think I’m a professional musician, but I don’t earn money from just that.’ (Interview, 25 September 2013).  [4:  Names have been changed to protect anonymity.] 

But even for those musicians who enjoyed some financial reward from music, it did not follow that this was how they came to value it. Despite experiencing considerable success, such as recording in a film studio and performing a gig in a prestigious London venue, Kathryn, a folk musician, described her music as ‘mostly … very DIY’ (Interview, 25 October 2013). This ‘do it yourself’ sensibility established the line Kathryn drew between her musical practice and that of a more ‘serious’ musician. The way Darren, Kevin and Kathryn characterized their relationship to music fed into the way they regarded copyright and the role it played in their routines and practices.  
Another important factor – besides self-identification – is digitization. Mark, a musician and a lecturer in music production, explained how for him the new forms of delivery, and the rewards they produced, established a new set of principles for the reward of his creative efforts.  He described this by referring to the ‘pre-iTunes’ era:
The old method of making money in the music industry was literally to only have success on 5%/ of what you do. So 19 failures for every success was the way it used to work pre-internet. And I think the good thing about the internet is that it’s changed that; … you can’t afford failures anymore. … If someone’s going to be a millionaire and make a lot of money it’s because people have voluntarily put their hands in their pockets and paid their 79p or streamed it a million times on Spotify and that has generated cash. (Interview, 6 August 2013)
Mark saw Spotify and other online music services as providing a more democratic mechanism for rewarding musical value. He argued that his students regarded Spotify’s micropayments as a validation of their creativity. Spotify et al. had created a way in which ‘amateurs’ become ‘professional’ in that their work was explicitly and directly rewarded. Rather than this being a model constituting recompense of ‘fuck all’, as Radiohead’s Thom Yorke claimed (Arthur, 2013), Mark felt that ‘if an individual had written and produced and performed something, they’re quite happy with their ¼ penny a stream … Somebody starting out, they’re quite grateful for that’ (Interview, 6 August 2013) 
For those for whom music was purely ‘art’, the issues of money and copyright seemed irrelevant. Jack, a music student with a number of pop-rock outlets, talked about his music in artistic terms : ‘Music makes sense to me. It feels like my calling – it warms my soul. … [The audience for my music is initially] always myself. … The way I make art is I make the music I want to hear’ (Interview, 28 August 2013). Conceiving of music as personal expression, only subsequently to be shared with an audience, Jack categorized his music as an art form. And although he harboured the ambition to make a living from his music, he did not see this as his motivation as an artist. To this extent, the formal process of copyright took on a lesser importance because of his desire to simply make music for himself first, rather than release it for profit. Jessica, a folk musician, made a similar observation: 
I’m very unaware of my audience when I’m writing, and not in an arrogant ‘they don’t matter’ way, it’s just not the way that I write – I come up with narratives and I weave them together and occasionally I think it’s good enough to do something with. (Interview, 2 August 2013) 
There is a sense, then, that Jessica’s motivation for releasing material was dependent on her own set of artistic standards, rather than on commercial considerations, a contrast to the announcements made by popular artists such as Shakira and 50 Cent. The creative process, at least as it was understood by Jessica and Jack, owed little to any prospective audience, and less still to the business of copyright protection and legal regulation. 
For Jessica, the point at which copyright would matter was when she saw herself as a ‘serious’ musician. This was not a statement about the music – which she always took seriously – but about the prospect of her earning a living from it (Interview, 2 August 2013).  To this extent she echoed Kathryn who also introduced this idea of being ‘serious’. 
Being a ‘serious’ musician, though, need not just be a matter of making money. It is also about the work, ‘serious work’, that goes into become a musician.  This too informs attitudes to the rewards provided by copyright and other mechanisms. For instance, Neil, a jazz and blues guitar teacher from Stockport, referred to the idea of a musician being ‘a proper job’, noting:
You occasionally get the feeling from people that what you do isn’t respected. … ‘Oh you just play guitar’ … They don’t see 30 years of guitar practice ... or 30 years of learning your trade. If people don’t see that than they don’t necessarily value the end result. (Interview, 29 August 2013)
Lamenting the fact that the productivities of the marginal musician were undervalued, Neil made clear that a performer’s rights might not be taken as seriously when consumers (and to a lesser extent other artists) treated one’s artistic outputs as merely a hobby or frivolous project, rather than contributing towards a living wage. Russell, one half of a folk/blues duo, similarly noted:  ‘There’s a lack of understanding about how difficult it is for up-and-coming bands to get noticed. There’s not just about money, it’s about all your hard work and your effort and your time and it’s hard work.’ (Interview, 28 August 2013) The move to thinking about music practice in these terms, then, is one that also strives towards the legitimization of music as something worthy of reward as well as respect.  

Copyright restrictions and copyright irrelevance: ‘re-valuing’ music
For musicians uninterested in the commercial possibilities of their music, copyright may feature more as a restriction than a source of reward.  This is the case with sampling. Jack referred to instances where he had used sound effect samples from YouTube videos without permission from the rights holder. Much like the students detailed in Mark Thorley’s research (2012), Jack used his marginalized status to justify his abuse of copyright, considering himself a ‘“non-market” [musician] – I’m too poor!’:
Well I know that if I was making more money I would be more inclined to pay for [samples] like that … I don’t like the idea of everybody just nicking everything, it’s just at my level I feel sort of justified I suppose. (Interview, 28 August 2013)
Jack argued that, for a musician who is at the start of their career and not making a lot of money, creativity should be encouraged and allowed to flourish: ‘we can worry about [copyright infringement] when we’ve made a million … no record labels are out – I assume – trying to sue people who aren’t making any money’ (Interview, 28 August 2013). The two themes of copyright’s rewards and restrictions are combined in Jack’s response.  While he made no money, copyright as a source of reward was irrelevant, but it could still constrain his creativity. 
Sampling is, of course, largely a product of digitization, but digitization has also changed other aspects of the musician’s world. It has altered – as Mark noted above – the relationship with the audience, and with it the attribution of rights and the valuing of resources. Most obviously, social media allows musicians to engage directly with their fans (Henry, Interview, 31 August 2013). It has revised the terms of the relationship. In particular, it has affected the way music is ‘valued’; it has, one might say, been ‘revalued’. Music is given away free in order to create an audience or community:  ‘The notion of “free” as a promotion tool is pretty ingrained in everybody’ (Mark, Interview, 6 August 2013). Alex, a rapper, reported how he uploaded music for sale in the iTunes Store, whilst also sharing it for free on music forums under a pseudonym (Interview, 5 July 2013).  Musicians like Alex and Mark understand music as something to be traded, but not for cash, and not through the mechanisms of copyright.  
This process of revaluing music is further exemplified by Christian, an experimental solo instrumentalist, who, in recounting an instance where his own copyright was infringed, makes clear the connection between making money and what the musician values. Having posted a free-to-download single on his Bandcamp page, Christian was surprised to see the track re-uploaded to a Brazilian music download site without his permission. This upset him, but not in the way that the conventions of copyright discourse might have assumed: 
[bookmark: _GoBack]I didn’t feel wronged by the website re-uploading it. I thought it was quite nice to an extent, because … they’d actually obviously listened to it … and compared it to [The Pixies] … I think it’d be more of an issue if they were selling it, because if it’s free on my website and they’re making a profit … that is an unfair use of it. … To me they’ve stolen that tracking data, there’s like 200 hits there that I don’t have any information about. On the other hand if it wasn’t posted there then they wouldn’t have downloaded it. (Interview, 5 July 2013)
Flattered by the fact the infringer had actually made an effort to appreciate his track, and had, as a result, uploaded it to another website, Christian took a more relaxed line on copyright. Where no money was at stake – and the creativity and reputation of the musician was what was being traded – considerations of copyright infringement mattered less, and he was more aggrieved at the loss of audience data. This, for Christian, was his most valued commodity, his connection with his audience. Other respondents also saw a primary value in their audience, and allowed this to determine their approach to copyright.
Kathryn offered a slightly different rationale to Christian.  Drawing on her folk associations and the notion of a community or collective of independent musicians that look after each other, the folk music scene, she said, is ‘quite friendly really, generally. Everyone looks after each other and you support each other’ (Interview, 20 August 2013).  Kathryn suggested that, within her genre, copyright infringement of other artists’ rights was not too much of a concern. They support one another as colleagues rather than as competitors. 
In contrast, Michael, a saxophonist, presented a less utopian depiction of his community of jazz musicians. Reflecting the survey data which suggested that jazz practitioners frowned upon sampling as a creative practice, Michael suggested that, in using others’ riffs or improvisations in their performance, jazz artists occupied a ‘grey area’ between tribute and copying (Interview, 4 September 2013). Unsure of the exact legalities, Michael said that jazz musicians were ‘infamous’ for ‘pinch[ing] whole solos’, and that such practices were, as far as he was concerned, theft. He wanted artists to: ‘be creative with it – don’t copy it verbatim, use it as a launch pad … the ultimate goal should be to be creative’ (4 September 2013). 
Whilst it is evident that those in jazz circles may have to be more cautious than folk musicians, there is still a tension between copyright and creativity. Whereas for Jack copyright infringement at the margins was justifiable for the way it facilitated the creative process, for Michael – as a professional jazz musician – infringement was indicative of creative bankruptcy. It was less a matter of losing money, rather of lacking imagination. 

Knowledge of copyright
So far we have seen how different senses of what is to be a musician, and different sources of musical value, have fed into attitudes to copyright. There is one further element that our interviews (and survey) revealed: what musicians know about copyright. The extent to which copyright features in any of the experiences and attitudes we heard was dependent on what these musicians knew about it. Knowledge of copyright is the product of a process. Jessica described how her attitude towards copyright changed after making music for 11 years: 
When you’re just playing live, it’s not something you think about. And also I think as a solo performer with very little experience of the music industry I didn’t understand necessarily what it was. It’s only as an adult, recording things and also having a lot more contact with people from the industry and maybe doing it yourself as well totally changes the whole thing; if you’re releasing your own music you have to be aware of these things (Interview, 2 August 2013)
Part of this process was having contact with others, and learning about copyright from them. It was only when she took her music-making ‘seriously’ that Jessica began to make industry contacts.  Advice from such contacts seemed important in shaping the musician’s opinion on copyright:
I’ve recently done a music business course, and my knowledge base understanding of the industry has increased about a thousand fold really. There must be so many bands out there not making any money, not really understanding where they make their money from, to then fund recording and performances and touring and things. But I only joined PPL [a royalties collecting society] because … Keith [Harris, Director of Performer Affairs, PPL] came up to the band [at a folk music festival] I’m in now and was like ‘Sign up with PPL. If you learn nothing else from this weekend sign up with PPL.’ So we did that. (Russell, Interview, 28 August 2013)
Russell came to see this education as part of what he ‘need[ed] to know’.  Similarly, Henry’s band signed with a management company with a view to getting a record deal, and this in turn led to a new kind of knowledge:
Music has always been a business and we’re aware of that. We’re artists and we love our art, but music is a business and has to be done right … things have definitely become more business orientated with the prospect of a deal on the horizon. (Interview, 31 August 2013)
Henry’s new awareness might be seen simply as a process of ‘professionalization’ or an education in the ‘facts of life’, but it is also about a particular sequence of events and accompanying attitudes and values.  Knowledge of copyright, like attitudes to it, is the product of experiences, networks and identities. 

Conclusion
This article has explored the attitudes of a group of musicians to copyright, teasing out some of the dimensions to these views and the sources of them. We have done so, in part, because musicians – at least those not in the spotlight – have received relatively little attention.  Such attention is important, both because copyright is increasingly central to how the music business operates and because new issues are being raised by digitization. Our attention has also been drawn to musicians because, while they are key stakeholders in the new regime, it is not obvious that their views or values have featured in the policy process. The latter has been dominated by an agenda designed to ‘protect copyright’, but as Patrick Burkart (2010) has pointed out, there are other possible agendas, ones which do not speak either to the interests of the industry or to the interests of consumers, but to those of musicians as creators.
	Our research indicates that the attitudes to copyright of those whom it is designed to benefit vary considerably.  Not only is there no simple translation from self-interest to support for the principles and practices of copyright, but – as other researchers (e.g. McLeod and DiCola, 2011) have found – there are multiple considerations and contingencies to the attitudes and values adopted.  And while our sample is small and is drawn from a specific context, it vividly illustrates the many subtleties and complexities that shape musicians’ relationships to the regulation of intellectual property. In so doing, our musicians constitute a further chorus of voices to be added to those coming from the music industry (Hargreaves, 2011) and from consumers/fans (Edwards et al, 2013). Their concerns are not identical, just as those of musicians in the UK are different from those of musicians elsewhere (Baker, 2012; Eisenberg, 2014).    
Our data, derived from the survey and interviews with UK musicians who sit on the margins of the music business, indicates that there are many different perspectives on copyright. Some of these derive from the sense of financial-self interest that underpins copyright’s protection agenda; the sense that copyright matters to the capacity to earn a living.  These attitudes are, though, mediated by the identities that musicians adopt, whether in the language that they use to depict themselves as ‘serious’ musicians. But it also depends on their creative practice, particularly sampling and their views on using the work of others. And this in turn, as with other responses to copyright, are mediated by the genre in which a musician is located. 
	We have also seen how music has been ‘re-valued’ by musicians as a source of information about their audience, which also has implications for their attitude to copyright. And finally, we have drawn attention to the extent to which musicians may have only partial knowledge of copyright, and that the process of acquiring knowledge is itself dependent on a further range of mediating factors. 
	We do not pretend to be talking here of all musicians who sit on the margins of the music industry, let alone all musicians, but what we would claim is that our close examination of a particular set of performers reveals important dimensions to the way in which copyright is constructed in their creative practice and self-understanding. We have seen how copyright is seen as a source of reward and restriction, and of variable relevance.  Such insights are of value, we would suggest, to anyone who wishes to comprehend how creativity is constituted and practiced, and who acknowledges the complex array of agendas and interests that shape copyright.
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