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Abstract

This thesis focuses on recent disputes between Canada and the United States about
appropriate policies for free trade in cultural goods. It argues that the Canadian and American
positions on free trade and culture can best be understood as normative positions, stemming
from different perceptions of the nature of culture, the role of culture in social relations, the
appropriate criteria for ‘good’ public policy, and the ideal relationship between culture and
free trade. In this context, the relative validity of the different approaches to trade and culture
is presented as a choice between competing values, the analysis of which is most
appropriately located within the broad tradition of political theories of justice. On this basis,
the thesis critically engages with the two positions (free trade and cultural protectionism),
drawing out their ethics and showing the ways in which they can only partially comprehend
the moral relevance of culture.

The thesis takes the position that a normatively justifiable approach to culture and
trade is one that begins from the ontological primacy of culture in the constitution of identity.
This starting point is developed by drawing on the work of Charles Taylor. He rejects an
atomist social ontology and develops instead a theory of identity as inseparable from
qualitative judgements of worth. In turn, such judgements make no sense outside of a
‘background language’ that itself can only be developed in dialogue. As the thesis notes,
Taylor’s work presents numerous problems. However, his ontology can nonetheless be taken
as a starting point for an analysis of culture and trade. Building on Taylor’s theory, the thesis
draws on Iris Marion Young’s work on social justice to develop an ethics which is founded in
respect for other cultural forms. This ethics stresses social equality, but broadens it beyond
distributive concerns to include primarily the ‘full participation and inclusion of everyone in
society’s major institutions, and the socially supported substantive opportunity for all to
develop and exercise their capacities and realize their choices’ (1990, p. 173). On this basis,

the thesis makes specific suggestions for the revision of Canadian magazines policy.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

This study examines recent disputes between Canada and the United States about appropriate
policies for free trade in magazines. Essentially, this work demonstrates that the Canadian
and American positions on free trade and culture can be understood as normative positions,
stemming from different perceptions of the role of culture in social relations, the appropriate
criteria for ‘good’ public policy, and the ideal relationship between culture and free trade. In
this context, the relative validity of the different approaches to trade and culture is presented
as a choice between competing values.

After examining the ethical premises and implications of the main approaches to trade
and culture, the thesis takes the position that a normatively justifiable approach to culture is
one that begins from the ontological primacy of culture in the constitution of identity. I
develop this starting point by drawing on the work of Charles Taylor. He rejects an atomist
social ontology and develops instead a theory of identity as inseparable from qualitative
judgements of worth. In turn, such judgements make no sense outside of a ‘background
language’ that itself can only be developed in dialogue. As the thesis notes, Taylor’s work
presents numerous problems. However, his ontology can nonetheless be taken as a starting
point for an analysis of culture and trade. Building on Taylor’s theory, the thesis draws on
Iris Marion Young’s work on social justice to develop an ethics which is founded in respect
for other cultural forms. This ethics stresses social equality, but broadens it beyond
distributive concéms to include primarily the ‘full participation and inclusion of everyone in
society’s major institutions, and the socially supported substantive opportunity for all to
develop and exercise their capacities and realize their choices’.! On this basis, the thesis
makes specific suggestions for the revision of Canadian magazines policy.

The thesis makes an original contribution in two respects. First, it provides analysis
and insights into a policy area that has received little scholarly attention, namely, free trade
in periodicals. Second, it makes a contribution to ongoing debates about the nature and
importance of methodology in International Relations (IR) and International Political
Economy (IPE). As this second contribution is likely to be the more controversial of the two,

most of this introduction will be directed at locating this thesis within existing

! Iris Marion Young, Justice and the Politics of Difference (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
1990), p. 173.



methodological debates. Before turning to metatheory, however, it is important to locate the

thesis within the existing literature on free trade and protectionism.
Theoretical Context

Introductions to international trade invariably begin from Adam Smith’s conception of
absolute advantage and its modification in David Ricardo’s tale of British cloth and
Portuguese wine. According to Ricardo, if the cost ratios of commodities differ within
national economies, then each can benefit by producing and trading the good in which they
are relatively more efficient.” Not surprisingly, this story has been retold and refined over the
years. In particular, more recent theories have added considerations of factor endowments,
technological development, innovation, and national industrial policies.’ Economies of scale,
too, have received significant attention.* Nonetheless, the fundamental idea that there are
demonstrable welfare gains from free trade has continued to guide economic thinking on
international trade.

As Chapter 2 will show, a great deal of economic analysis has demonstrated that
Canadian protection of magazines is inefficient and can lead to domestic and international
market distortions. There remains some dispute about whether any of the main economic
exceptions to free trade (such as externalities or public goods) can legitimately be applied to
the Canadian case. However, for the most part, economists agree that significant welfare
gains would result from government non-interference in the magazine market. As a result,
they argue that Canada should abandon its protectionist measures. If there is sufficient
demand for Canadian magazines as a distinct product, then the industry will survive and
market distortions arising from protection will be eliminated. If not, then the market will
shift towards US magazine producers, who enjoy the economies of scale provided by the size
and vitality of their domestic market.

This economic approach has much in common with numerous IPE approaches to trade
more generally. As Susan Strange has described it, ‘a great deal of the literature in IPE
written in the United States has displayed a marked tendency to imitate the methods and

concepts of liberal or neo-classical economics’.’ For these analysts, the desirability of free

? David Ricardo, Principles of Political Economy and Taxation (London: J.M. Dent & Sons, 1911
[1817]), pp. 82-83.

* See, for example, the theories developed by Eli Heckscher and Bertil Ohlin, Wassily Leontief,
Raymond Vernon, and Paul Krugman. These are ably described in Paul R. Krugman and Maurice
Obstfeld, International Economics: Theory and Policy, Second Edition (New York, NY:
HarperCollins, 1991).

* On economies of scale and classical trade theory, see Krugman and Obstfeld, op. cit., in note 3,
Chapter 6.

% Susan Strange, ‘Political Economy and International Relations’, in Steve Smith and Ken Booth (eds.),
International Relations Theory Today (Cambridge: Polity, 1995), p. 167.



trade is not open to debate—its advantages have already been demonstrated by the economic
model. The central question of this type of IPE analysis is how to create and maintain the
political preconditions for mutual gains from free trade to be achieved. In Craig Murphy and
Roger Tooze’s words, ‘the first political problem is that of assuring that a liberal trade
regime is maintained’.® Specifically, as James Mayall has noted, this has been posed as a
question of will: ‘since liberal trade theory is well-grounded and well-understood, why is it
that...governments. . .repeatedly fail to deliver what they profess?’” The assumption clearly is
that states must be helped, as much as possible, from taking actions that would hurt their own
economic interests. These claims have generated reams of analysis concerned with
understanding and predicting relationships between actor behaviour and system
management.® Hegemonic stability theory and regime theory are both central examples of
this kind of work.” More importantly, however, such approaches assume that the role of
politics is to facilitate the smooth running of the economy. As Stephen Rosow has put it the
effect of such an assumption ‘is to reduce the interpretation of civil society in modern states
to an echo of commercial practice’.'

Importantly, not all IPE scholars have been so keen to embrace the primacy of
neoclassical trade theory. Many differing critics of neoclassical trade theory have focused on
the impediments to trade inherent in a system of sovereign states. For example, Mayall has
described the importance of national defence for the liberal system, arguing it constitutes ‘a
major concession to realism’.!' Taking the idea of national security to its neorealist extreme,
Joseph Grieco has claimed that the relative gains of one state may often override the absolute
gains of all."?

Some of these scholars have also focused on concerns beyond a limited idea of
national security. Indeed, many have focused on the more general ties of obligation between
nation and citizens and have offered more scope for the state’s role in protecting the national

community. According to E.H. Carr, ‘the first obligation of the modern national government,

¢ Craig N. Murphy and Roger Tooze, ‘Getting Beyond the “Common Sense” of the IPE Orthodoxy’, in
Craig N. Murphy and Roger Tooze (eds.), The New International Political Economy (Boulder, CO:
Lynne Rienner, 1991), p. 16.

7 James Mayall, ‘Reflections on the “New” Economic Nationalism’, Review of International Studies
(Vol. 10, No. 4, 1984), p. 313.

¥ Murphy and Tooze, op. cit., in note 6, p. 15.

® See, for example, Robert O. Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World
Political Economy (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1984).

' Stephen J. Rosow, ‘Echoes of Commercial Society: Liberal Political Theory in Mainstream IPE’, in
Kurt Burch and Robert A. Denemark (eds.), Constituting International Political Economy (Boulder,
CO: Lynne Rienner, 1997), p. 43.

"' James Mayall, ‘The Liberal Economy’, in James Mayall (ed.), The Community of States: A Study in
International Political Theory (London: Allen & Unwin, 1982), p. 99.

' Joseph M. Grieco, Cooperation Among Nations.: Europe, America, and Non-Tariff Barriers to Trade
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1990).



which no obligation will be allowed to override, is to its own people’." Similarly, Mayall has
claimed that ‘[n]o one has ever successfully challenged the claim that the first duty of a state
is to its citizens’." As a result, ‘economic policies which are adopted to defend and
strengthen the state against foreign competition are adopted for explicitly nationalist
reasons’.”” In a similar vein, Strange has argued that all governments are faced with the task
of trading off four different values, namely, wealth, order, justice, and freedom. As a result,
‘[e}fficiency never has been and never can be the sole consideration in the choice of state
policies’.' Indeed, Joan Robinson sums it up when she claims that economists ignore the fact
that there are some good national arguments for protection.

Importantly, however, the case that is made by Strange, Mayall, and Robinson is
hardly the simplistic one decried by economists as mere lobbying for particular interests. All
three have a profound sense of the metaphysics at work in the legitimation of neoclassical
claims. Not surprisingly, then, all three also stress the importance of ethical considerations in
IPE. In Mayall’s words, ‘the major economic problems in international relations in one way
or another all raise the question of justice’. However, this is no simple concept of allocative
justice: ‘[t]o talk about justice, of what is owed by men to each other, is necessarily to
examine the nature, purpose and possibility of human community’."” Similarly, Strange
argues that IPE scholars must abandon realism and liberalism and ‘start again at the
beginning’. For Strange, this means °‘starting with what used to be called moral
philosophy....[M]oral philosophers were concerned with fundamental values—how they
could be reflected in the ordering of human society and how conflicts between them might be
resolved’.’® At an even deeper level, Robinson makes a case for revealing the very roots of
the ethical system that we take for granted. Such a task is clearly relevant to IPE, not least
because, in her words, ‘[a]ny economic system requires a set of rules, an ideology to justify
them, and a conscience in the individual which makes him strive to carry them out’."”

This thesis is sympathetic to these nationalist and statist criticisms of neoclassical
trade theory. In fact, one important task of this research is to investigate some of the non-
commercial motivations for protectionism in the case of Canadian magazines. Furthermore,
the purpose of this thesis is to heed these calls for an ethical renewal in IPE, by exploring
what an ethical analysis might entail in the specific case of periodicals and trade. In so doing,

however, I will question the ideas of community and the good life which underlie both

1 E.H. Carr, Nationalism and After (London: Macmillan, 1968), p. 31.

' Mayall, op. cit., in note 11, p. 99.

'> James Mayall, Nationalism and International Society (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1990), p. 72.

'® Susan Strange, ‘Protectionism and World Politics’, International Organization (Vol. 39, No. 2,
1985), pp. 233-59.

'” Mayall, op. cit., in note 11, p. 97.

'® Strange, op. cit., in note 5, p. 171.



neoclassical and nationalist approaches. I will suggest that to read the politics of culture and
trade from exclusively an economic or a nationalist approach is to miss something
fundamental about culture and cultural products. In this regard, I aim to bring an IPE
argument to bear on considerations of culture and trade; though, as will become clear,
heeding the calls for ethical theory results in analysis quite different from very many other

accounts of IPE. A preview of what this entails is set out below.

Methodological Context

The past few decades has witnessed the steady rise of critical theorising in IR. In less than
twenty years, critical theory has moved from the periphery of enquiry to a position where it
can claim some significant gains, not least in terms of the re-invocation and re-articulation of
cultural concerns. Even though culture is not always itself a direct subject of theorising, the
return of culture and identity as key concerns in IR was a crucial element in the process of
reflection on the discipline’s motives, methods, and achievements.”® That culture is so central
becomes clear in a perusal of the achievements of critical IR theory. Andrew Linklater, for
one, has recently discussed these achievements, cataloguing them into four central
categories. First, he claims that critical theory has taken issue with the firm subject-object
divide in positivist social science theorising. This suggested the impossibility of a neutral
observer, thereby placing questions of value and of cultural understanding to the fore. It also
demanded that social theorists engage with their own, culturalised, role in the social world.
Second, critical theory has enabled IR theorists to understand historical change and the
central role of human agency in the international system. In this regard, as will be highlighted
again below, the move away from the more structural nature of Cold War theorising focused
attention on underlying questions of identity and values. Third, critical theory has been able
to extend beyond its Marxist roots, thereby revealing forms of identity other than class, and
forms of interaction beyond production. Finally, critical theory has embraced the role of open
dialogue in envisaging and creating new forms of community.! Indeed, specifically
intercultural dialogue and a respect for cultural difference have since come to be seen as key
to the creation of just social orders. In each of these cases, the recognition of cultural

difference and the acceptance of a plurality of relevant (and legitimate) understandings of the

'% Joan Robinson, Economic Philosophy (Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1962), p. 18.

%0 On the idea that culture and identity are ‘returning’ to IR, rather than visiting for the first time, see
Yosef Lapid, ‘Culture’s Ship: Returns and Departures in IR Theory’, in Yosef Lapid and Friedrich
Kratochwil (eds.), The Return of Culture and Identity in IR Theory (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner,
1997), pp. 3-20.

' Andrew Linklater, ‘The Achievements of Critical Theory’, in Steve Smith, Ken Booth, and Marysia
Zalewski (eds.), International Theory: Positivism and Beyond (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996), pp. 279-98.

10



world was central to dethroning the positivist approach to the social sciences and this
approach’s characterisation of the theorist as a neutral observer.

In contrast to the proliferation of approaches in IR, IPE has shown a marked reluctance
to stray from the dictates of scientific methodology. This tendency is often not directly
admitted. Indeed, most IPE theorists have refused to engage in metatheoretical debate,
preferring to draw their legitimacy instead from the fact that they remain within the confines
of accepted, ‘normal’ science.”? As Murphy and Tooze have noted, ‘orthodox IPE has
accommodated “paradigmatism” only to a limited extent’.® Stephen Krasner, however, is
one traditional IPE theorist who has acknowledged and responded to the methodological
challenge posed by critical theory. In an article entitled ‘The Accomplishments of
International Political Economy’, Krasner directly addresses the methodological question in
IPE. He claims that IPE ‘has been guided almost exclusively by the...assumption that reality
exists independently of the way in which it is represented by humans and that the truth of a
statement depends on how well it conforms with this independent reality’.*

If this claim is accepted, the key points of difference between approaches to IPE can
be characterised as existing within a broad agreement on positivist epistemology.” In other
words, approaches can be distinguished according to the positions they take on, for example,
the possibilities for interstate cooperation under anarchy. In this way, as Murphy and Tooze
note, ‘although at one level the frameworks are contesting (liberalism versus nationalism
versus Marxism), at another they...maintain and reproduce a particular form of
knowledge’.? Indeed, this triad, along with domestic politics approaches, is seen by Krasner
and others as defining the range of approaches to IPE. To his credit, Krasner does
acknowledge that positivist theorising has numerous faults, not least that it only rarely is able

to show policy makers what the best course of action is.”’ However, he nevertheless

2 Much has been written on this position and the epistemological claims that sustain it. See, for
example, Robert W. Cox, ‘Gramsci, Hegemony and International Relations: An Essay in Method’, in
Stephen Gill (ed.), Gramsci, Historical Materialism and International Relations (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1993), pp. 49-66; Murphy and Tooze, op. cit., in note 6; Ralph Pettman,
Understanding International Political Economy, With Readings for the Fatigued (Boulder, CO: Lynne
Rienner, 1996); Roger Tooze, ‘Constructive Criticism: Threats, Imperatives, and Opportunities of a
Constitutive IPE’, in Burch and Denemark (eds.), op. cit., in note 10, pp. 207-12; and Stephen Gill,
‘Epistemology, Ontology and the “Italian School™, in Gill (ed.), Gramsci, Historical Materialism and
International Relations, pp. 21-48.

2 Murphy and Tooze, op. cit., in note 6, p. 22.

24 Stephen Krasner, ‘The Accomplishments of International Political Economy’, in Smith, Booth, and
Zalewski (eds.), op. cit., in note 21, p. 108.

%5 There is significant debate about what constitutes positivism. For useful discussion of the relevant
issues, see Mark Neufeld, The Restructuring of International Relations Theory (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1995), Chapter 2, and Steve Smith, ‘Positivism and Beyond’, in Smith, Booth, and
Zalewski (eds.), op. cit., in note 21, especially pp. 17-18.

% Murphy and Tooze, op. cit., in note 6, p. 14.

7 Krasner, op. cit., in note 24, p. 125.
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concludes by endorsing conventional methodology because any other method would be anti-
foundationalist, ‘lead[ing] directly to nihilism’.”*

It should be clear that Krasner’s defence of (what he terms) ‘Western Rationalism’ is
based on a gross overstatement of the dangers of alternative approaches. It delegitimises all
non-conventional approaches and in so doing, excludes the possibilities held out by critical
and post-structuralist approaches that fall short of full-fledged anti-foundationalism or
nihilism.” Indeed, as Chris Brown stressed in his 1994 article, there is no ‘mythical beast
called “post-modern (or critical) international relations theory”....[T]here are only critical
theories in the plural’.*® More importantly, as this introduction has already suggested, these
theories are not simply marginal contributors to an already existing debate, but are
flourishing and have already succeeded in making important contributions to our
understanding of IR. In IPE, however, the variety of new approaches has been more limited.
One approach that clearly occupies this critical space between ‘normal’ science and radical
postmodernism is neo-Gramscianism. Because of its central position in the critical IPE
debate, a discussion of neo-Gramscianism is a crucial first step in orienting the position taken
by this thesis.

There is, of course, no unified view on what constitutes the ‘Italian school’ or the new
‘Gramscian approach’. Indeed, many theorists who have been labelled neo-Gramscians have
rejected the characterisation as one-sided and inaccurate.® However, it is nonetheless
possible (and important) to speak of the numerous historical materialist (and post-Marxist)
approaches to IPE that have been spawned by Robert Cox’s now-famous comment that
‘theory is always for someone and for some purpose’.’”? As Randall Germain and Michael
Kenny have noted, the notion of a school ‘is useful to the extent that it highlights how a
particular set of ideas has come to exert an important influence within the discipline’.”®
Indeed, while acknowledging the impossibility of faithfully discussing a single ‘school’, we
can nonetheleés summarise the main invocations of these Gramscian-inspired approaches.

First, and contrary to structural Marxism, Antonio Gramsci stressed the role of human

consciousness in historical development. Indeed, ‘he consistently argues for a more

empowering self-understanding in which humans are actively self-constitutive in the process

3 Ibid.

*# Indeed, this diversity within the critical camp is emphasised by Chris Brown in his ‘““Turtles All the
Way Down”: Anti-Foundationalism, Critical Theory and International Relations’, Millennium: Journal
of International Studies (Vol. 23, No. 2, 1994), pp. 213-36.

* Ibid., p. 236. :

*' Robert Cox, for example, has indicated that he does not identify with any ‘school’. See Randall
Germain and Michael Kenny, ‘International Relations Theory and the New Gramscians’, Review of
International Studies (Vol. 24, No. 1, 1998), p. 4, note 3.

32 Robert W. Cox, ‘Social Forces, States and World Orders’, in Robert W. Cox with Timothy J.
Sinclair, Approaches to World Order (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), p. 87.

3 Germain and Kenny, op. cit., in note 31, p. 4.
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of consciously reconstructing their internal relation with society and nature’.”® In other
words, not only are humans conscious of their involvement in the natural and social world,
but they are further able to consciously affect the course of history.

Second, while human consciousness is central to historical development, this
consciousness does not have influence independently of material conditions. In particular,
Gramsci stressed the importance of specific historical circumstances as the inescapable
context of historical struggle. As Cox has claimed, ‘[ij]n Gramsci’s historical
materialism,. ..ideas and material conditions are always bound together, mutually influencing
one another, and not reducible one to the other’.* '

Third, Gramsci identified a conception of social power that is complex and not easily
reducible to economic, political or cultural factors alone. Ideology, for example, is central to
hegemonic leadership and distinguishes it from material dominance. In particular, a
hegemonic class can only become so by ‘combining the interests of other... groups...with its
own interests so as to create a national-popular collective will’.> Further, ‘there must be a
cultural-social unity through which a multiplicity of dispersed wills...are welded together
with a single aim’.*” Revolutionary struggle, then, must take place on both ideological and
material grounds.

Finally, we must note Gramsci’s political goals, namely transcending the divisions of
capitalist society and creating a new historic bloc based on proletarian leadership. In Mark
Rupert’s words, ‘Gramsci’s radical politics envisions a comprehensive transformation of
social reality through the creation of an effective counter-culture, an alternative world view
and a new form of political organization’.*®

The specific methodological contribution made by Gramscian-inspired approaches has
been summed up by Stephen Gill. In particular, Gill argues that neo-Gramscian approaches
do not accept ‘symmetry between the social and natural sciences with regard to concept
formation and the logic of inquiry and explanation’.* Further, unlike the natural scientist, the
social scientist cannot be a neutral, distant observer. The separation of observer and observed
which is so central to positivist accounts is rejected by neo-Gramscian approaches. In other
words, ‘the Gramscian approach is an epistemological and ontological critique of the
empiricism and positivism which underpin the prevailing theorisations’.** According to Gill,

neo-Gramscian approaches provide this critique through historicism, methodological holism,

3 Mark Rupert, Producing Hegemony: The Politics of Mass Production and American Global Power
(Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1995), p. 26.

% Cox, op. cit., in note 22, p. 56.

% Roger Simon, Gramsci’s Political Thought, Revised Edition (London: Lawrence and Wishart, 1991),
p. 61.

¥ Ibid.

* Rupert, op. cit., in note 34, p. 28.

* Gill, op. cit., in note 22, p. 21.

13



dialecticism, and a deliberate involvement in botH theorising and bringing about human
emancipation.*' Indeed, Gill even claims that Gramsci’s work is overtly ethical, displaying
‘something akin to the Aristotelian view of politics as the search to establish the conditions
of the good society’.** As a result, ‘questions of justice, legitimacy and moral credibility are
integrated sociologically into the whole’.**

Neo-Gramscian political economy has been attractive precisely because of the
methodological claims just described. In particular, neo-Gramscianism is often seen to offer
the possibility of reconciling subject and object, material and ideal, theory and praxis.* It is
perceived as the ultimate alternative to the individualism of liberal IPE and the rigid
structuralism of Marxist IPE. However, as Germain and Kenny are correct to point out, such
an interpretation hardly does justice to the inherent contradictions and irreconcilable tensions
within Gramsci’s own work. In particular, Germain and Kenny are not convinced that
Gramsci’s thought holds the possibility of overcoming the subject-object dualism.*’ In
response, they call for a careful reconsideration of Gramsci’s concepts and their applicability
to IR and IPE. Although I agree that such a reconsideration is necessary, this thesis does not
aim to undertake this type of critical engagement with neo-Gramscianism. However, it
originates in a similar unease about the methodological claims made on behalf of neo-
Gramscianism and shares the view that alternative, critical theories must be developed.

In particular, the method taken by this thesis developed out of a sense of the ethical
inadequacy of neo-Gramscian approaches. As noted above, neo-Gramscians are apt to make
claims about the capacity of their theory to transcend the subject-object divide, or the gulf
between theory and praxis. This transcendence is intimately connected to the process by
which a proletarian historic bloc will gain power and legitimacy. However, this vision is
problematic for two reasons. First, the neo-Gramscians are quick to show the political and
normative implications of ‘normal’ science, but they rarely acknowledge that their own
vision is also only a singular and contestable vision of a particular moral order. They gain
great moral purchase by portraying themselves as the liberators of IR from the shackles of
problem-solving theory. The reason that they succeed in this offers the second reason that
neo-Gramscianism is ethically inadequate. In particular, neo-Gramscians often refer to the
goal of emancipation, but rarely specify what emancipation might actually entail. It is not
clear if they wish to see a new hegemony grow out of subaltern forces or if they are striving

for a post-hegemonic order. In other words, they fail to set out and defend their specific

“ Ibid., p. 22.

“! Ibid., pp. 22-24.

“ Ibid., p. 25.

“ Ibid., p. 24.

“ Ibid., p. 22.

> Germain and Kenny, op. cit., in note 31, p. 12.
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vision of the good life. This is highly problematic for a theory which purports to assume the
critical mantle in IPE and which seeks to dethrone conventional methodologies for their
inability to recognise the role of theory in serving particular political ends.

However, the ethical critique of neo-Gramscians runs even deeper than this. It is not
merely the case that neo-Gramscians refuse to elaborate on the content of their new world
order, but rather that they are actually incapable of doing so without violating some of their
central assumptions. In particular, if the role of human consciousness is to be taken seriously,
then a theorist can hardly presume to dictate the actual shape of any future social
organisation. Indeed, Gill goes further than any other neo-Gramscian theorist in outlining the
desired characteristics of a new order: rational, democratic, and open. However, even he
stops short of further explanation or justification, claiming that he ‘offers no promises or
prescriptions for the form that such a society might take’.*® According to he and Cox,
Gramsci described ‘a normative force, but not a normative plan or set of normative
criteria’.*’ As a result, although neo-Gramscians are consistently emphasising the importance
of emancipation as a goal of their theory, they remain fundamentally incapable of thoroughly
elaborating or justifying this vision of the good life. This is a serious ethical shortcoming that
prevents neo-Gramscianism from offering any useful conceptualisation of what constitutes
the good and, more importantly, the terms on which we can understand one theory or state of
life as better than any other.

In this context, one aim of this thesis is to further exploit the spacé for counter-
discourse that has been opened in IPE by neo-Gramscian approaches. Indeed, paralleling the
neo-Gramscians, this thesis aims to expand considerations of IPE beyond the
liberal/realist/structural Marxist triad. However, it seeks to chart a different course from that
of the ‘Italian school’. In particular, since I have found the problems of neo-Gramscian ethics
to be their most significant failing, this thesis adopts an explicitly normative approach. In
other words, it begins with an IPE problem—trade and culture—but then considers it
normatively, focusing on many of the cultural and critical questions that have informed
recent discussions within IR. In so doing, it seeks to extend our ways of understanding IPE,
thereby expanding the range of questions that may legitimately be asked about IPE and the
range of reasons for action that may be taken as legitimate. In this sense, then, the thesis
seeks to comprehend what a normative approach to IPE might entail.

In light of the discussion above, the choice made to rely upon normative theory should
be clear. Indeed, for some time already, IR theorists have made the claim that normative
theorising is not simply desirable. It is unavoidable. Indeed, as has been often repeated in IR

literature, even the most scientific observer cannot hope to be neutral in his starting

% Gill, op. cit., in note 22, p. 25.
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assumptions, methods, and desires for the future. In Isaiah Berlin’s words, ‘[sJuch men are in
the first place students of facts, and aspire to formulate hypotheses and laws like the natural
scientists. Yet as a rule these thinkers cannot go any further: they tend to analyse men’s
social and political ideas in the light of some overriding belief of their own’.*® The central
problem, then, centres around a need for what Mark Neufeld has referred to as reflexivity or
‘theoretical self-consciousness’. Reflexivity entails ‘(i) self-consciousness about underlying
premises; (ii) the recognition of the inherently politico-normative dimension of paradigms
and the normal science tradition they sustain; and (iii) the affirmation that reasoned
judgements about the merits of contending paradigms are possible in the absence of a neutral
observation language’.* Without a neutral language, ‘judgements about contending
paradigms are possible by means of reasoned assessments of the politico-normative content
of the projects they serve, of the ways of life to which they correspond’.*® Without such
reflexivity, we are ill-placed to recognise that ‘to engage in paradigm-directed puzzle-solving
is—intentionally or not—to direct one’s energies to the establishment and maintenance of a
specific global order’,’" nor can we question the methods and conclusions of normal science.
Indeed, as Berlin has noted, only where society is dominated by a single goal can scientific
methods be of use, since ‘there could in principle only be arguments about the best means to
attain this end—and arguments about means are technical, that is, scientific and empirical in
character’.®> Where there is no total acceptance of any single end, then we cannot avoid a
‘critical examination of presuppositions and assumptions, and the questioning of the order of
priorities and ultimate ends’.” Despite having so far avoided the question of reflexivity, IPE
embodies no greater agreement on the goals of society and the purposes of theorising than
any other social science discipline. In this respect, the aim of this thesis is to take one very
modest step towards this theoretical self-awareness in IPE.

It should be noted, however, that the idea of normative theory has developed a
radically new meaning in the context of the developments in IR theory that were detailed in
the first paragraphs of this introduction. Indeed, the connection between critical theory and
culture has completely altered the meaning of ethics for those who see themselves in the
critical tradition. Most importantly, ethics is no longer considered as a realm of inquiry that
is separable from the considerations of IR theorists. In other words, ethics is not a domain of

external questions that can either be heeded or ignored by IR. Indeed, if, as Cox noted, theory

7 Ibid.

8 Isaiah Berlin, ‘Does Political Theory Still Exist?’, in Peter Laslett and W.G. Runciman (eds.),
Philosophy, Politics and Society, Second Series (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1962), p. 27.

“ Neufeld, op. cit., in note 25, p. 40.

% Ibid., p. 46.

S! bid., p. 69.

52 Berlin, op. cit., in note 48, p. 8.
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is always for someone or something, then the task of theorising itself cannot be considered
morally or culturally neutral. In consequence every act of theorising is considered to embody,
if implicitly, normative claims about the nature of the individual and the appropriate ends of
human endeavour. Method and meaning are no longer clearly separable. In this context,
critical theory takes on many roles. One task, in particular, is to ask, ‘what constitutes good
theory with regard to world politics?’** Providing a preliminary and contestable answer to
this question in the realm of IPE is one goal of this thesis.

Importantly, in light of this shift in understanding normative theory, the question of
good theory is no longer separable from questions of value and meaning. Moreover, and as a
result, cultural issues have clearly returned into view. For normative theory, the result is that
justice is no longer understood primarily as an end-state between individuals. Instead, justice
is often conceived of as a process, in which the establishment of adequate intercultural
dialogue is key. The rise of cultural concerns, then, has forced a reconsideration of the ethical
premises and implications of different theories in an effort to establish their capacity to
seriously endorse and enable value pluralism. For IPE, a concern for processes and
institutions as well as outcomes has meant a challenge to traditional notions of distributive
justice.
A In this context, another purpose of the thesis is to show how an adequate understanding
of social life and an adequate emancipatory method for IPE entails taking seriously the
meaning and importance of culture. In other words, culture as a moral referent, however it is
conceptualised, is an inescapable element of critical theory. In this light, this thesis asks (i)
what are the ethical premises underlying the conventional approaches to trade and culture,
and (ii) what legitimate alternatives can we envisage? The purpose is not to refuse the merit
of conventional approaches, but to reevaluate their centrality or obviousness and to make a
case for an altémative, culturally-informed way of understanding and legitimising
government policy. Indeed, the thesis is intended, in part, to challenge the economic notion
that state activity is only legitimate if it is ‘adjusting national economic activities to the
exigencies of the global economy’.”” However, as we will see, the position taken here
nonetheless remains very distant from the realist notion that the national interest is the

ultimate justification for any policy.
Method of the Thesis

Answering these questions will require a serious consideration of the normative bases of

different approaches to trade and culture. More importantly, it will demand a wide-ranging

% Neufeld, op. cit., in note 25, p. 2.
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and often theoretically dense discussion of the importance of culture in the constitution of
identity and moral personality, and the relevance of this relationship for considerations and
evaluations of government action. The thesis will proceed by questioning the normative
foundations of different approaches, enquiring whether these premises are adequate for our
task and for society. The thesis will then seek to build an alternative picture based on
normative premises that, according to the argument, better reflect our values and self-
understandings. In taking such an approach, I must begin by being clear about my own values
and foundations. This work is clearly located within the broad spectrum of critical theory
(small c, small t) that developed out of western Marxism. It is, however, post-Marxist, in the
sense that it seeks to go well beyond the narrow and often-teleological considerations of class
and production that have dominated much Marxist analysis. In particular, the thesis must be
understood as taking a broadly interpretive or hermeneutic approach to trade and culture,

drawing on insights developed most recently by Taylor and Young.*®
Culture

But why focus on culture? In one sense, an ability to accommodate the relevance of cultural
pluralism is now perceived by theorists of all stripes to be important to understanding the
post-Cold War world. Indeed, the reemergence of identity politics in IR has clearly posed a
challenge to realist conceptions of power and interests. Moreover, for critics of neo-realism,
cultural factors are an important element of theorising which can conceptualise difference
and change in the international system.

However, as this introduction has highlighted, cultural issues are also inextricably
intertwined with the project of critical theory itself. By questioning the dominance of
scientific epistemology, critical theorists have forced open the question of what constitutes
good knowledge. They have challenged the universality of Western rationalism as the only
standard by which knowledge can be evaluated. The recognition of fundamental differences
between cultures and the consequent problem of cross-cultural understanding have thus come
to dominant the epistemological landscape. In this sense, prioritising metatheory and taking

an interpretive approach is in one sense to already have accepted a focus on culture.

33 Robert W. Cox, ‘Structural Issues of Global Governance’, in Gill (ed.), op. cit., in note 22, p. 260.

%6 For more on interpretive or hermeneutic approaches generally, see Michael T. Gibbons,
‘Interpretation, Geneaology and Human Agency’, in Terence Ball (ed.), Idioms of Inquiry: Critique
and Renewal in Political Science (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1987), pp. 137-
66; Craig Calhoun, Critical Social Theory: Culture, History and the Challenge of Difference (Oxford:
Blackwell, 1995), especially Chapter 2; Smith, op. cit, in note 25; Neufeld, op. cit., in note 25,
especially Chapter 4; Charles Taylor, ‘Interpretation and the Sciences of Man’, in Charles Taylor,
Philosophy and the Human Sciences: Philosophical Papers 2 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1985), pp. 15-57; and Jere Paul Surber, Culture and Critique: An Introduction to the Critical
Discourses of Cultural Studies (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1988), Chapter 2.
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But what understanding of culture underlies such a position? Craig Calhoun has noted
that there are numerous ways in which sociologists have attempted to understand culture.
However, many of them, including the idea of culture as a commodity or as an intervening
variable, represent attempts to ‘scientise’ the study of culture. In other words, many studies
of culture have felt ‘obliged to interpret the social world as one in which meaning was not
problematic’.”” However, unless meaning is taken as problematic, there is little opening for
the insights of hermeneutic approaches. Or, to consider the problem from a different point of
view, hermeneutic approaches both require and generate a culturalisation of social science.
As a result, the only sense of culture that fully accords with the methodological imperatives
of interpretive social science is one that ‘starts with the recognition that social life is
inherently cultural, that is, inherently shaped and even constituted in part by differences in
the ways in which people generate...meaning’.”® This is the type of definition of culture
adopted by this thesis, which follows Taylor in defining culture as ‘the background of
practices, institutions, and understandings which form the langue-analogue for our action in a
given society’.” In this regard, Taylor has been significantly influenced by Clifford Geertz,
whose anthropological, symbolic, and interpretive approach to culture has received a great
deal of attention throughout the social sciences.*

Clearly, this conception of culture is necessarily a broad one. In this respect, it goes
well beyond approaches that define the whole of culture in terms of certain particular cultural
forms or manifestations, such as cultural goods. Particularly, this thesis does not accept the
relevance of distinctions that are often drawn between ‘high’ and ‘low’ culture or between
culture and entertainment. Taking such a position, however, implicitly raises the question of
the status of cultural ‘goods’ such as magazines. Indeed, if so many elements of social life
can be considered cultural, what special justification is there for focusing on magazines?
More importantly, can the insights of this thesis be applied to justify protectionism in any
sector deemed broadly ‘cultural’? It is clearly important to ‘draw the line’ in terms of the
goods that can appropriately be considered cultural. However, doing so adequately would
require a very extensive discussion; and, indeed, the issue is very likely to be one that ought
not to be established once and for all. In this context, the argument of this thesis requires only
that magazines are amongst the goods that can be described as cultural. The position taken
here is that once culture is understood as consisting of background languages (including the
symbolic) that are developed through dialogue and interaction, we must accord a special

importance to sites of debate and forms of communication. Magazines, amongst many other

57 Calhoun, op. cit., in note 56, p. 63.

%8 Ibid.

% Charles Taylor, ‘Irreducibly Social Goods’, in Charles Taylor, Philosophical Arguments (Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 1995), p. 136.

® Clifford Geertz, The Interpretation of Cultures (London: Hutchinson and Company, 1975).
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social forms, are clearly important to the process of communal ‘self-understanding’ and the
development and contestation of the cultural background language.®! For this reason,
wherever the line is drawn in the Canadian context, magazines are clearly within the cultural
realm. Furthermore, as we will see, it is precisely the importance of magazines in providing a
forum for dialogue and outlets for cultural expression which justifies the theoretical
weightiness of the argument presented in this thesis. Indeed, unlike other protectionist
arguments which also appeal to the security or survival of the community, the argument
surrounding magazines necessarily raises important questions about our understanding of
culture and identity, our view of the community, and the implications of the relationship
between them. Adequately addressing these questions demands the extended theoretical
discussion undertaken in this thesis.

It should be made clear from the outset that this thesis will focus specifically on the
cultural claims being made by proponents and opponents of free trade in magazines between
Canada and the United States. Considerations of space have meant the exclusion of many
approaches to culture that could potentially generate very interesting insights into culture and
trade. In particular, the argument that is set out in this thesis does not consider Theodor
Adomo’s comments on cultural industries, Nicholas Garnham’s Marxist political economy of

culture, or the varied positions taken by members of the British cultural studies school.

Outline of Chapters

Having delineated the context in which this thesis is located and the methodology to which it
adheres, the only remaining task for this introduction is to outline the argument which
follows. Chapters 2 and 3 analyse the existing literature on trade and culture in the Canada-
United States context. This literature is divided into two categories corresponding to the two
main approaches, namely market-based approaches and community-based approaches.
Chapter 2 discusses market-based approaches. Market-based approaches begin from a very
firm commitment to the free market. When the market is functioning properly, it is seen to
provide the best guarantee of individual welfare. Moreover, although very few market-based
authors define culture, it is clear from their analyses that it is both possible and desirable for

culture to be understood through a market paradigm. They view culture as essentially like

¢ It is important to note here that this thesis does not oppose cultural change. Indeed, foreign
influences have always been a central force in the constitution and adaptation of cultures. In this
context, this thesis is concerned to ensure that differential economies of scale in the magazine industry
do not inhibit adequate cultural exchange.

¢ See Theodor W. Adomno, The Culture Industry: Selected Essays on Mass Culture (London:
Routledge, 1991) and Nicholas Garnham, Capitalism and Communication: Global Culture and the
Economics of Information (London: SAGE, 1990). For a very useful introduction to cultural studies,
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any other good, with a market for its creation, its sale, and even its subsidisation. As a result,
the question of culture and trade resolves itself into the question of when government can
legitimately interfere in the free market. ‘Good’ policy, in this context, is that which uses
(measurable) welfare effects to guide government intervention in the free market.

Chapter 3 sets out what are termed community-based approaches. Community-based‘
approaches to trade and culture all begin from the premise that cultural activity fulfils
important social functions. They stress the benefits to the community of cultural production
by, for, and representing that community. In turn, the good of the community, broadly
defined, is the ultimate justification for policy. Beyond this premise, however, there are many
differences between community-based approaches, not least in their assessments of what
constitutes the community and what constitutes the ‘good’, as well as in their ideas of how
this good can be promoted. Within the literature, there emerge six different dimensions
through which culture can be seen to contribute to the ‘good’ life of the community. These
are identity, unity, sovereignty, prosperity, democracy, and artistic fulfilment. These themes
are each drawn out in detail.

Chapter 4 offers a brief synopsis of the Canadian periodicals industry. It discusses the
overall health of the Canadian periodicals industry and sets out the main policies that govern
trade in periodicals. This chapter pays particular attention to the details of the Canadian
policy context and the economic position of different magazines in the Canadian market. It
also addresses the central points of contention in the trade and periodicals debate.

Building on the previous chapter, Chapter 5 shows how market-based and community-
based approaches have been relevant in Canada-United States disputes relating to trade in
periodicals. It highlights two particular instances in which Canadian attempts to implement a
policy protecting Canadian periodicals resulted in disputes between the Canadian and
American governments. An examination of the positions taken by the governments,
opposition groups, publishers, and advertisers demonstrates the precise ways in which the
market-based and community-based approaches have played out in practice. The chapter
concludes with the claim that US publishers and policy-makers rely very heavily upon
market-based assertions, even when their actions are not consistent with free market logic.
Similarly, the Canadian government has trumpeted the rhetoric of community-based
positions (national identity, in particular), even when, in practice, it has sometimes balanced
these concerns against economic or other policy interests.

Chapters 6 and 7 will begin the process of ethical critique. Chapter 6 focuses on the
market-based approach, with particular attention to its ethical premises and implications. The

chapter discusses the core values of market-based approaches, namely, individual well-being

see Graeme Turner, British Cultural Studies: An Introduction (Boston, MA: Unwin Hyman, 1990), or
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and freedom. Each value is discussed in turn, demonstrating that the manner in which
market-based approaches deal with culture is flawed in two related ways. First, proponents of
market-based approaches do not recognise that their values are particular. In other words,
they do not acknowledge that their own assertions are culturally-grounded and have both
moral premises and implications. Because proponents of these approaches perceive their
values to be universally-accepted (or at least universally acceptable), they have great
difficulty in understanding that cultural particularity may be morally significant. As a result,
and second, the conception of social justice suggested by market-based approaches is
fundamentally incapable of conceptualising the moral relevance of culture.

Chapter 7 addresses the question of whether and in what ways it is possible to provide
a moral justification for community-based approaches to trade and culture. In other words,
are there good ethical reasons why the state should intervene to support culture, and, if so,
what might these reasons be? This chapter argues that, in considering community-based
approaches, we can and ought to distinguish between community-based approaches which
are morally acceptable and those which are not. Having made this distinction, this chapter
focuses on those community-based approaches which are not ethically justifiable, delineating
the reasons why these community-based approaches are unacceptable as a basis for Canadian
_periodicals policy.

Building on this discussion, Chapter 8 offers a detailed delineation of an ethics which
can support the acceptable forms of community-based approach. The first part of this chapter
sets out Taylor’s ontology and especially the main points of his understanding of culture and
its relationship to identity.® The second part of the chapter focuses on the cultural ethics
which is generated by Taylor’s work. It also addresses several criticisms of Taylor which are
the most relevant for the application of Taylor’s work to Canadian cultural policy. The
chapter concludeé by suggesting the most important connections between Taylor’s work and
the policy debate on free trade and culture.

Chapter 8 also sets out the foundations of the approach that this thesis takes towards
free trade and culture. It establishes the value of Taylor’s ontology, even though it argues that
his ethical and political positions contain serious difficulties and are inappropriate for this
project. In this light, Chapter 9 shows how Taylor’s ontology can be developed to produce a
different and more useful ethics for cultural policy. This is achieved by drawing on the work
of Young. In terms of the concerns of this thesis, Young’s ethics clearly have value. Her
work builds upon the many attributes of Taylor’s ontology, developing a sound and useful

statement of how culture should be accommodated in social theory and practice. Her

Marjorie Ferguson and Peter Golding, Cultural Studies in Question (London: SAGE, 1997).
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conception of social justice and its manifestation in radical democracy will be taken up by
this thesis as the ethical basis for its claims about Canadian policy towards culture and trade.
Finally, the conclusion of the thesis suggests ways in which these theoretical and
methodological gains can be used to generate new and more ethically acceptable forms of
policy for trade in periodicals. This concluding chapter will first rely on Young’s ethics to
address the outstanding question of why magazines are so important for the community. It
will also briefly discuss the concept of community that is implied by this approach. Second,
the conclusion will argue that Canadian magazines policy must be as enabling, participatory,
and, ultimately, democratic as possible. The particular implications of these demands will be
discussed in detail. Finally, the conclusion will offer suggestions as to the ways in which
ethical considerations can be incorporated into trade debates and negotiations within North
America and at the World Trade Organisation (WTO). The conclusions of the thesis are not
meant to be once-and-for-all solutions to the dilemmas presented by culture and trade.
Instead, they are presented suggestively, as examples of the gains in understanding that can

result from the ethics suggested here.

% This thesis understands the ontology of a theory to refer to ‘the list of sorts of things whose existence
is presupposed by that theory’. Rob Martin, The Philosopher’s Dictionary, Second Edition
(Peterborough: Broadview Press, 1994), p. 166.
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Chapter 2

Market-Based Approaches to Trade and Culture

Market-based approaches to trade and culture have significantly influenced the cultural
policy debate within Canada as well as the free trade debate between Canada and the United
States. Moreover, such approaches have gained increasing attention during periods of fiscal
restraint. This chapter will first outline the claims of several key proponents of market-based
approaches. Subsequently, it will draw out the key features of market-based approaches by
examining the claims of its proponents on three central issues: definition of culture, criteria
for ‘good’ policy, and conclusions about Canadian culture and free trade. Finally, a critique

of market-based approaches will be offered.
The Approaches Described

Market-based approaches to trade and culture can be identified primarily by an ideological
commitment to the free market. All of the approaches described below seek to apply the tools
of welfare economics to generate a better understanding of culture.! However, since this
chapter is concerned with the relationship between culture and trade, it will focus specifically
on the question of government intervention in support of cultural endeavours. Nonethelesé,
within this framework there remains much room for debate. The two most important
positions are set out below.

First, there are those cultural economists® who believe that there are few, if any,
grounds for government intervention in the cultural market. In the Canadian context, Steven

Globerman is the foremost proponent of this approach. In several books and articles, he has

! See, for example, the contributions in Ruth Towse and Abdul Khakee (eds.), Cultural Economics
(Berlin: Springer-Verlag, 1992), and in Ruth Towse (ed.) Cultural Economics.: The Arts, the Heritage,
and the Media Industries, 2 vols. (Lyme, NH: Edward Elgar, 1997). See also Douglas V. Shaw,
William S. Hendon, and Virginia Lee Owen (eds.), Cultural Economics 88: An American Perspective
(Akron, OH: The University of Akron for the Association for Cultural Economics, 1989), and James
Heilbrun and Charles M. Gray, The Economics of Art and Culture: An American Perspective
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993). Finally, the Journal of Cultural Economics provides
numerous examples of this approach.

% There are others who seek to apply the precepts of economics more generally to culture, in other
words, who ‘view cultural economics as a field of applied economics’. Towse and Khakee (eds.), op.
cit,innote 1, p. 1.

? The term cultural economist refers to those who study the economics of cultural industries and the
efficiency implications of state support for culture.
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repeatedly challenged the assumption of cultural nationalists* and policy-makers alike that
the sphere of culture must be insulated from the constraints of economic theory. He argues
that if policy is to be effective and if limited resources are to be efficiently used, cultural
policy must be subjected to economic analysis. Thus, in his 1983 book, Globerman sets out
to critically address the justifications and the instruments of Canadian government
intervention in the cultural marketplace.” Not surprisingly, Globerman concludes that the
rationales for intervention are either insufficiently defended at a theoretical level (for
example, the idea that Canadian culture is required to preserve Canadian identity) or are
empirically irrelevant (for example, the argument that intervention is necessary to remedy
externalities).® Moreover, he argues that the instruments chosen for government intervention
are, at best, ‘hardly contributory to alleviating obvious market failure problems’.” Combining
this assessment with a public choice approach to the formation of domestic policy,
Globerman concludes by arguing that ‘[i]n the absence of an identification of genuine market
failure problems, one would anticipate the imposition of policies that serve no obvious social
function but, rather, benefit a small number of individuals who assume certain costs
associated with lobbying for their favoured policies’.? Globerman makes some very
important points, not least of which is that the assumptions of cultural nationalists should not
be immune from critical and popular assessment. However, his approach also has serious
limitations, as will become apparent in the final section of this chapter.

Like Globerman, the second type of market-based approach to culture, the market-
failure school, begins with a firm commitment to the free market. However, proponents of
this approach use the arguments of welfare economics to show why culture should be

considered an exception to the free market.” These are often theorists who have some

* In the Canadian context, cultural nationalists are those who wish to see culture protected from the
demands of freer trade. Usually, they also see culture as a national phenomenon. They are not referred
to as nationalists more generally, since their views on other issues cannot in all cases be inferred from
their cultural position.

5 Steven Globerman, Cultural Regulation in Canada (Montréal: The Institute for Research on Public
Policy, 1983). See also Steven Globerman and Aidan Vining (eds.), Foreign Ownership and Canada's
Feature Film Distribution Sector: An Economic Analysis (Vancouver: Fraser Institute, 1987); Steven
Globerman, ‘Price Awareness in the Performing Arts’, Journal of Cultural Economics (Vol. 2, 1978),
pp. 27-42; and S.H. Book and Steven Globerman, The Audience for the Performing Arts (Toronto:
Ontario Arts Council, 1975).

¢ Globerman, Cultural Regulation, op. cit., in note 5, Chapter 3, especially pp. 60-61.

7 Ibid., p. 85.

¥ Ibid., p. 90.

® See the arguments in Dick Netzer, The Subsidized Muse: Public Support for the Arts in the United
States (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press for the Twentieth Century Fund, 1978); J. Mark
Davidson Schuster, ‘Arguing for Government Support of the Arts: An American View’, in Olin
Robison, Robert Freeman, and Charles A. Riley II (eds.), The Arts in the World Economy: Public
Policy and Private Philanthropy for a Global Cultural Community (Hanover, NH: University Press of
New England for Salzburg Seminar, 1994), pp. 42-55; and David Cwi, ‘Merit Good or Market Failure:
Justifying and Analyzing Public Support for the Arts’, in Kevin V. Mulcahy and C. Richard Swaim
(eds.), Public Policy and the Arts (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1982), pp. 59-89.
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sympathy with the arguments of arts groups and cultural nationalists, but have sought to
justify government support for culture in terms acceptable to most economists. As Abraham
Rotstein has noted, ‘[t]he intellectual challenge as they see it, is to find a suitable rationale
for such intervention within the parameters and concepts that economics establishes’.!® Like
Globerman, these theorists examine the concepts of merit goods, public goods, market
failure, and externality as exceptions to the market rule. However, compared to Globerman,
these cultural economists are more supportive of the legitimacy of government intervention
in the cultural sphere. However, even though they might advocate cultural protection, these
cultural economists remain firmly part of the market-based school. This is because they agree
with Globerman in accepting that the justifiability of reasons for cultural policy derives from
considerations of market efficiency. The problems with this assertion will be drawn out in
Chapter 6.

The above approaches can be analysed according to their views on several important

dimensions of cultural policy. These views will be addressed in the following sections.

Conception of Culture

Within the literature of cultural economics, there is surprisingly little attention paid to the
definition of the terms ‘culture’, ‘cultural industries’, or ‘the arts’. In fact, most analyses use
these words interchangeably and as though there already existed a commonly-agreed
meaning of them.!" Nonetheless, a careful reading of the work of the cultural economists
reveals that, with few exceptions, they use a very narrow definition of culture.'? Several
characteristics of this definition are immediately obvious. In the first place, in order for an
economic analysis of culture to make sense, culture must be understood in supply and
demand terms; it must be something that can be bought and sold. Moreover, culture must
have a price, which, in turn, is seen to reflect its value to consumers. Finally, those who
produce, buy, and sell culture must be seen as sovereign economic agents who are presumed

to act in the interests of their own individual welfare.

19 Abraham Rotstein, ‘The Use and Misuse of Economics in Cultural Policy’, in Rowland Lorimer and
Donald C. Wilson (eds.), Communication Canada: Issues in Broadcasting and New Technologies
. (Toronto: Kagan and Woo, 1988), p. 142.

" In order to do justice to the work being discussed, this chapter will follow the terminology used by
each author. This will result in the term ‘art’ being used to mean ‘culture’, even though this rests
uneasily with the understanding of culture adopted by this thesis. Clearly, the authors discussed here
are often referring to cultural forms that would traditionally have been considered ‘high’ culture.
However, it is generally accepted that economic arguments for supporting the arts can be applied
equally to many cultural forms, including magazines.

'2 One notable exception is Tibor Scitovsky, who extends his economic analysis to understand the
process of learning to enjoy the arts as a necessary component of human satisfaction. See Tibor
Scitovsky, ‘Subsidies for the Arts: The Economic Argument’, in James L. Shanahan, William S.
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Remarkably, these three characteristics say nothing about the substantive nature of
culture. One article explains this as follows: ‘[i]t is not the economist’s task to provide a
definition of culture; in a paradigm dominated by consumer sovereignty, the necessary and
sufficient conditions to identify culture are to be determined by each individual, according to
his experience and preferences’." Given the invocation of consumer sovereignty, this
statement can only be understood to mean that no policy-maker or scholar should dictate to
the consumer which types of activities should be considered culture and which are merely
leisure activities or entertainment. Nonetheless, this still presumes that, at a fundamental
level, we all share an idea of what is implied by the term ‘culture’. Clearly, this approach
avoids the difficult issues involved in defining culture. However, as will become clear in
Chapter 6, it also artificially limits the ways in which we understand and legitimate cultural
activity.

Globerman is one of the few cultural economists who attempts to define the subject
which he is discussing. He initially argues that ‘there is no one universally accepted
definition of culture industries’."* However, the candidates for this definition, according to
Globerman, are limited to Statistics Canada’s definition of ‘culture’ and the Federal Cultural
Policy Review Committee’s definition of the ‘cultural sector’. After reviewing these options,
Globerman ‘admittedly somewhat arbitrarily’ chooses to follow the statistical definition of
culture employed by the federal government.”” This conception defines culture as ‘the
creative and expressive artistic activities generally referred to as the performing, visual and
creative arts and those functions related to their preservation and dissemination’.'®

This definition of culture is notable for several reasons. First, although it claims to be a
definition of culture, it focuses mainly on cultural activities and products. It says nothing
about the relationship of these discrete activities to other, broader understandings of culture
as a social force or as a way of life. This is not surprising, given that the originator, Statistics
Canada (Canada’s statistical agency), would want to define culture in a way that would allow
them to quantify its social and economic effects. However, because it ignores the broader
social context of cultural activities, this is a very limited definition for the purposes of
evaluating policy-making. Moreover, to complicate matters further, Globerman uses the
terms ‘culture’, ‘cultural sector’, and ‘culture industries’ interchangeably throughout his

work. The implication of this loose use of terms is that culture is not relevant beyond its

Hendon, Izaak Th. H. Hilhorst, and Jaap van Straalen (eds.), Economic Support for the Arts (Akron,
OH: The University of Akron for the Association for Cultural Economics, 1983), pp. 15-25.

"* Michele Trimarchi, ‘The Funding Process in a Comparative Perspective: Some Methodological
Issues’, in Alan Peacock and Ilde Rizzo (eds.), Cultural Economics and Cultural Policies (Dordrecht:
Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1994), p. 24.

" Globerman, op. cit., in note 6, p. 4.

B Ibid., p. 5.
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‘industrial’ or commercial manifestations. For Globerman, culture is essentially like any
other good that can be bought and sold on the open market; it is a commodity with no social
role apart from the generation of national income and the satisfaction of wants.

The market-failure school takes a substantively similar position, although culture is
rarely explicitly defined. Nonetheless, a survey of the main texts on the subject quickly
confirms the supposition that culture must be defined in a fairly limited sense for the
application of economic tools to be fruitful. In this context, economic analysis has been
applied to explain the costs and benefits of government intervention as well as such diverse
topics as the demand for opera tickets, the market in fake art, artists’ income, and taste-
formation. In all of these cases, for economic analysis to make sense, culture must be defined
as a product, with a market for its creation, its sale, and even its subsidisation. As James
Heilbrun and Charles M. Gray attest, ‘[w]e have suggested that the arts share most attributes
of ordinary consumer goods, and that the standard tools of demand analysis can usefully be
brought to bear on them’."” Cultural economists do often recognise that their subject of study
has social or individual value. However, this value is usually understood quantitatively,
manifesting itself through the price mechanism. In this sense, cultural goods play the same

role as all other commodities in society—they satisfy consumer wants.
Criteria for ‘Good’ Policy

For both types of market-based approaches, the question of what is good policy can be
answered by addressing the question of what constitutes a strong economic argument for
government support of cultural activities. This is because market-based approaches agree that
the free market is the best guarantee of individual welfare. ‘Good’ policy, in this context, is
that which uses (measurable) welfare effects as its guide to government intervention in the
free market.'® For example, Globerman describes the object of his book as to ‘set out clearly
and explicitly the conditions under which government intervention into cultural activities
might improve the welfare of Canadians’, using neoclassical economics as a tool ‘for
evaluating the efficiency with which resources will be used under alternative institutional
arrangements’.'” Thus, government intervention can only be justified when it will produce a

more optimal allocation of resources than the market. Indeed, market-based approaches see

' Ibid., pp. 4-5. Quoted from Statistics Canada, Culture Statistics, Vol. 3, No. 9 (Ottawa: Ministry of
Supply and Services, 1980), p. 1. '

'7 James Heilbrun and Charles M. Gray, The Economics of Art and Culture: An American Perspective
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993), p. 97.

'® For a more detailed discussion of the principles of welfare economics, see Yew-Kwang Ng, Welfare
Economics. Introduction and Basic Development of Concepts, Revised Edition (London: Macmillan,
1983), especially Chapter 1, and Robin Broadway and Neil Bruce, Welfare Economics (Oxford: Basil
Blackwell, 1984).
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their own task as the very limited one of providing analysis so that intervention occurs only
when it is justified. In this context, Mark Schuster has set out the constraints on any

explanation which seeks to interfere with the free market:

[a] strong economic argument would demonstrate that financial resources other
than government support are not likely to support the arts....[It] would specify
the amount of support necessary. It would also specify the form of support
necessary and would be able to cite research demonstrating that this type of
government support would be effective.”

In other words, market-based approaches agree that welfare economics is the ultimate source
of legitimacy of intervention. In other words, as we will see in Chapter 6, the ends of society
are presumed to be settled. However, their conclusions as to the legitimacy of individual
policies differ. These differences will become apparent in the following discussion of the
three main economic justifications for government intervention: market failure, equity, and

merit goods.

i) Market Failure

A first economic justification for government intervention relates to cases of market
failure. It is acknowledged by most economists that, in some cases and for fairly specific
reasons, the market will fail to produce optimal economic outcomes. In these cases,
continuing a free trade policy would not be optimal and the government should intervene to
rectify the particular market failure. Several types of market failure arguments have been
applied to the case of culture. First, market failure may arise due to imperfect information.
For the market to produce the optimum allocation of resources, it is presumed that both
consumers and producers have cost-free access to all available information. However, in
many circumstances, this is not the case, leading to a diversion of resources from more
productive activities into less productive ones. In these cases, government intervention is
justified. In the particular case of the arts, David Cwi has argued that a taste for art may
never be developed without the opportunity to sample it. Similarly, Globerman has
highlighted the argument that many people are ignorant of the net benefits of the arts and
therefore do not consume cultural goods.?' In these cases, government subsidies have been
called for to lower ticket prices, to increase the number of performances available, and to aid
with advertising. However, as Globerman has argued, it is not clear that there actually is an

information problem. According to Globerman, although potential consumers of the

' Globerman, op. cit., in note 6, pp. 4 and 2.

¥ Schuster, op. cit., in note 9, p. 44, emphasis in original.

2! Cwi, op. cit., in note 9, p. 74, and Globerman, op. cit., in note 6, p. 51. This argument originates with
Netzer, op. cit., in note 9.
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performing arts do consistently overestimate ticket prices, many do not attend due to lack of
interest, rather than poor information or lack of opportunity.?

The second example of market failure in cultural industries relates to William Baumol
and William Bowen’s ‘cost disease’. This is an example of market failure particular to the
labour-intensive cultural industries, in particular the performing arts.” In essence, they argue
that the labour-intensive nature of the performing arts means that these industries cannot
substitute capital for labour at the same rate as other industries. As a result, they will not
experience the same rates of productivity growth as other sectors. Moreover, the production
costs of performing arts organisations will increase relative to other industries and their
relative prices will consistently rise. Baumol and Bowen conclude that government subsidy is
therefore necessary just to maintain the existing level of cultural output. The Baumol and
Bowen thesis has been refuted many times over by proponents of both types of market-based
approach. Dick Netzer, for example, has argued that, even in the performing arts, there are
significant opportunities to increase technical efficiency. Moreover, he claims that consumer
demand is not highly sensitive to increases in ticket prices. Nonetheless, he tempers his
criticism by reminding us that ‘[p]ublic intervention to prevent economic pressures from
causing any change whatever in the arts is a reductio ad absurdum of the Baumol-Bowen
thesis’.?* In other words, the thesis has limited relevance and can justify government subsidy
only in certain specific cases. Globerman, however, is far less charitable in his analysis of the
Baumol-Bowen thesis. He claims that there are significant opportunities for arts
organisations to market more effectively, to increase earned and charitable revenue, and to
reduce fixed costs without significantly damaging the quality of production. He
acknowledges that ‘some contraction of arts activities would result from a significant real
reduction in government support to the arts’. Nonetheless, ‘such a contraction would not be
per se evidence of market failure’.” In sum, according to cultural economists, the Baumol
and Bowen thesis alone does not justify increased government subsidy to the arts. It is even
less relevant to more technology-intensive cultural activities such as book or magazine
publishing and television broadcasting.

Third, markets are also acknowledged to fail in the provision of public goods. These
goods are defined according to two characteristics: non-excludability and non-rivalry. In
other words, people cannot be excluded from consuming them once they have been produced

(or the costs of collecting payment would be prohibitive) and one individual’s consumption

22 Globerman, op. cit., in note 6, p. 51. Survey information on people’s estimated costs of attending is
drawn from Globerman, ‘Price Awareness’, op. cit., in note 5. Survey information on interest and
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MIT Press, 1966).
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does not preclude another’s.® General examples of such goods might include national
defence, crime prevention, and public parks. The market failure arises because of the free-
rider problem: no individual will agree to pay for the service if the benefits of it can still be
achieved when it is paid for by others. Thus, payment for this ‘social infrastructure’ must be
secured through government intervention, usually in the form of taxes. Following a strict
interpretation of the idea of public goods, most cultural products, including magazines, do
not qualify: for the most part, individuals can easily be excluded from consuming them.”’
Nonetheless, it is possible that culture could be seen as a public good by virtue of its
connection to broader social values or national defence. The question of broader social
values will be addressed in the next chapter.

National defence is widely-acknowledged to be the ‘classic example’ of a public
good.? It is non-excludable and non-rival in consumption and is acknowledged by most to be
crucial to the public interest. In the context of the perceived American challenge to Canadian
culture, many cultural advocates have claimed that culture should rightfully be considered an
element of national defence.?”’ Clearly, however, many people would disagree. Globerman,
for example, questions whether culture actually establishes national identity and therefore
contributes to a more easily defended nation.*® What this illustrates, however, is that what
actually comprises the public good called ‘national defence’ cannot be take for granted.
There are, of course, certain elements of defence which we would all agree are meritous.
Nonetheless, the question of whether culture can be considered an element of a public good
like national defence is a political one. It is for this reason, along with the difficulties of
classing cultural goods as public goods, that the national defence argument for cultural
protectionism will be treated more extensively in the following chapter on community-based
approaches to culture and trade.

A fourth source of market failure involves the presence of externalities. Externalities
can be defined as ‘the unintended social effects, desirable or undesirable, of production or
consumption’.*’ Whether positive or negative, it is an entailment of externalities that the
exact cost or value of the good in question is not reflected in consumer choices or in price. In
some cases, this disparity occurs because part of the value of the good in question is

unquantifiable, such as the appreciation of scenic countryside. In other cases, however, such

% William C. Apgar and H. James Brown, Microeconomics and Public Policy (Glenview, IL: Scott,
Foresman and Company, 1987), pp. 226-27.
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as the common example of industrial pollution, externalities arise because the polluting firm
is not responsible for the costs of cleanup and so these ‘costs to society’ are not reflected in
the price of the good being produced.

Arguments relating to externalities have often been applied to justify Canadian cultural
protectionism. Four specific arguments are relevant here. In the first place, it has been argued
that production in one cultural field has important spillover effects for other fields.”? In
particular, it is argued that valuable training and employment opportunities may be provided
for some industries by others. As Netzer argues, by way of example, ‘[v]irtually all the
musical art forms tend to support one another.... Thus the consumer of one form of music is
likely to derive some benefit from the flourishing of another form even if he does not
actively patronize it’.** These benefits are not realised in the market for cultural goods, it is
argued, and, pursuing Netzer’s example, ‘[i]f that form [of music] cannot flourish on its own,
it may have a legitimate claim to public subsidy’.> Not surprisingly, Globerman has argued
against this justification, questioning the extent to which there is cross-fertilisation between
art forms, Moreover, he has suggested that, to the extent that interdisciplinary training
improves the marketability of the artist, its costs can be internalised and thereby reflected
more accurately in the cultural marketplace.” In any case, the spillover argument entails
limited and specific support for the arts on the grounds of artistic development. It could not
provide a firm justification for the wide-ranging cultural measures undertaken by the
Canadian government.

Another common example of externalities in cultural production is the argument that
government should support experimental cultural endeavours. Many of these undertakings
will fail, or at least, they will be very high risk, and so the market support for them is limited.
However, without the benefit of such experiments, future creative efforts will be less well-
informed and, more importantly, some cultural products might never materialise.”® As Netzer
has argued, ‘[f]ailure may cause a theater company to go out of business or a writer to stop
writing, but other artists and society at large may learn a lot from the failed experiment’.”’
Moreover, in Netzer’s view, given that no one can convincingly assert which art will be
valuable to society, support for risky endeavours is necessary to counter the weight of
government support for conventional artistic projects.

A third example of externalities in cultural markets relates to the benefits accruing to

future generations as a result of the preservation and nurturing of cultural activities in the
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present. It is usually argued that subsidy is necessary to preserve ‘continuity and access in
future years to the product of current artistic endeavour’.*® It is also sometimes argued that
cultural skills will be forgotten and therefore lost to future generations if particular industries
are allowed to flounder. There is an element of this argument in the claim that Canadian
culture is necessary to preserve Canadian social values and traditions, and to keep these alive
for future generations. A version of this argument also appears as the ‘option demand’ claim,
namely that cultural activities should be supported so that they are available for consumption
by existing consumers at a later date. Globerman dismisses all of these arguments in relation
to the performing arts, on the grounds that the art of performing is not likely to disappear
with the bankruptcy of a few performing companies. Moreover, new technologies allow
particular performances to be recorded and stored indefinitely.*® However, this argument may
not be so persuasive in the context of other cultural goods, particularly if it is deemed
important that Canadian culture remain a ‘lived’ culture. This latter argument, however,
depends on a strong connection being drawn between Canadian cultural products and the
preservation of Canadian traditions and values. This link will be addressed in greater detail in
Chapter 7.

The final externality which is commonly discussed in relation to cultural protectionism
is what Cwi has called a public externality.** He argues against the assumption that cultural
goods are public goods on the grounds that there is both excludability and rival consumption
in the cultural goods markets. However, he also points out that the private consumption of
cultural goods produces public externalities. Government support could be justified on the
grounds that these goods ‘redound to the acknowledged benefit of the general public; that
these goods are generally desired; and that additional benefits can only accrue if the private
market is augmented by public support’.*' Such public benefit could accrue in an economic
form, such as positive national income and employment effects, or it could be purely social.*?
Netzer suppoﬁs such subsidisation, but argues that it should not be justified on the grounds
of economic development, since this development can better be achieved through other

means.” Globerman has dismissed the public externalities argument on the grounds that it

% Ibid.

* Globerman, op. cit., in note 6, p. 48.

“ Cwi, op. cit., in note 9, pp. 59-89.

“ Ibid., p. 79.

“2 On national income effects, see particularly, Joanne Boucher, Funding Culture: Current Arguments
on the Economic Importance of the Arts and Culture, Ontario Legislative Library Current Issue Paper
158 (Toronto: Legislative Research Service, 1995). See also Canadian Conference of the Arts, ‘Fast
Facts on Arts and Culture’ (Ottawa: Canadian Conference of the Arts, 1995), and Canadian Magazine
Publishers Association, ‘The Canadian Magazine Industry: General Statistics’ (Toronto: Canadian
Magazine Publishers Association, 1994). On social effects, see Cwi, op. cit., in note 9, pp. 79-80.

“ Netzer, op. cit., in note 9, p. 25.

33



leads to a tendency to overstate demand, especially when the taxpayer will foot the bill.*

Nonetheless, this argument has much appeal in the Canadian context, especially when it is
understood that the public benefits arising out of cultural consumption may include national
identity. In the case of Canadian culture, it is not universally agreed that cultural goods are to
the benefit of the general public (as opposed to a large minority), nor that these goods are
generally desired. Both of these measures are highly political and, in this respect, are more

usefully dealt with under the ‘merit goods’ justification below.

i) Equity

A second economic argument for government intervention is sometimes made on the
grounds of equity. For example, Schuster argues that ‘[i]f, from society’s point of view, it is
determined that people who deserve to enjoy artistic output cannot because it is too
expensive, overcoming that barrier needs to be considered as a part of public policy’.*
Netzer further argues that, ‘[m]ost economists would agree that market processes, if left to
themselves, will result in a distribution of personal income that is unacceptably unequal’.*
Moreover, he draws attention to the fact that a primary goal of many cultural granting bodies
and a common condition of government support is that the arts are made more widely
available.

Globerman also discusses government intervention to fulfil one of its democratic
responsibilities, namely to ‘assure equitable treatment for all individuals in society’.*’
According to Globerman, this is a legitimate reason for intervention. However, he dismisses
this justification in cultural cases on the grounds that ‘the “rationale” for income
redistribution must be found in the operations of political markets, whereby policies directed
at redistributing income are, in turn, largely the outcome of supply and demand forces in the
“market” for government intervention’.”® By treating the political process as itself a market,
Globerman is able to conclude that government intervention to support distributional
outcomes will ‘reduce allocative efficiency in the culture industries’.*’ Netzer, however, is
more optimistic. He acknowledges that government subsidies have not been very successful

in making the arts more accessible.’® Nonetheless, he maintains committed to the principle

that income barriers to arts consumption must be overcome and argues for ‘long-term
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subsidies for audience development...which provides initial exposure to the arts to large
numbers of people’.”!

As we will see in Chapter 6, considerations of equity rest uneasily with the market-
based approach. In particular, it is difficult to achieve greater equity without sacrificing well-
being or freedom. Clearly, such a trade-off has been accepted in many spheres. However,
market-based approaches have, in general, been loathe to accept equity as a legitimate
justification for cultural protectionism. In particular, for reasons discussed in Chapter 6,
market-based approaches are unlikely to consider access to cultural forms as sufficiently

important to justify the negative effects of such a policy for allocative efficiency.

iii) Merit Goods

A third and final economic justification for government intervention falls under the
heading of ‘merit goods’. There exists no single agreed-upon definition of a merit good. The
most useful definition, from the point of view of analysing cultural protectionism, is that
provided by David Austen-Smith. He argues that a merit good is one which is intrinsically
good, and is thereby necessary for the good society.> Moreover, to justify state support, this
good must not only be meritous, but must be unable to be financially self-supporting within
the free market. The argument that culture deserves protection because it is intrinsically good
is an attractive one, particularly for those who already have a natural or financial interest in
the cultural industries. Not surprisingly, the merit good argument has been applied frequently
to urge or justify state support for the cultural industries, not least in the 1982 Report of the
Federal Cultural Policy Review Committee which argued that the merit goods approach
provides a ‘congenial setting for the view of the Committee that the manifest value of
cultural activity is in releasing the creative potential of a society and in illuminating and
enriching the human condition’.*®

Despite, or perhaps because of this public attention, the merit goods argument has
been extensively criticised by both types of market-based approach. The essence of these
criticisms relates to conceptions of consumer sovereignty. Alan Peacock has argued that the
central premise of consumer sovereignty, and the linchpin of welfare economics is that the
individual is presumed to be the best judge of his or her own interests.** Not only is this

principle crucial to the functioning of the economy as a whole, it is linked to a faith in
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individual judgement and acts as an endorsement of individual free will. However, a
questioning of individual preferences is implicit in the merit goods argument.”® In some
cases, these preferences are challenged on the grounds that people do not know what is good
for them, while in others, consumers are presumed to have poor, but alterable, tastes.*® In all
cases, however, the merit goods argument entails that someone must be allowed to judge
what has merit. Following Austen-Smith, Globerman has argued that ‘if there is no
consensus within society on what constitutes “the good society” with a high degree of arts
activity, then the argument can be reduced to a claim that some tastes are “better” than
others’.”’

In this understanding, the merit goods justification would only be valid if it could be
shown that it is supported by the majority of the population. Many surveys have been
conducted in an attempt to substantiate the merit goods case. Ironically, however, even if it
were the case that the majority agreed with state support for cultural activities, then the merit
goods argument would reduce to a case of market failure and the question would become
how to encourage the market to reflect the desires of these consumers. Even so, as Schuster
argues, ‘the strong [economic] argument essentially requires as its first step a determination
that the arts are a merit good....But it is impossible to imagine this argument being made in
solely economic terms; and so, from an economic perspective, the first link in the argument
may also be the weakest’.”® Despite these weaknesses, the argument is one of the most
frequently referred-to and it is for this reason that significant attention will be paid to its
treatment in the critique section below.

The discussion above has focused on the question of the circumstances in which
government may intervene in the free market. In market terms, however, as was noted above,
a description of ‘good’ policy must go further, to show also how such intervention should be
undertaken and to what magnitude. There are many debates, particularly within welfare
economics, but also within cultural economics, about the efficiency of subsidies as opposed
to tax breaks, or tariffs, and about the appropriate extent of government support.” These
latter arguments reinforce the measurable welfare criteria for ‘good’ policy described above.
However, the terms of the culture and trade debate for market-based approaches is, in the
first place, defined by the question of whether government should intervene and so this has

been the primary focus of this section.
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From the above arguments, it should be clear that for market-based approaches, ‘good’
policy for culture and trade is defined primarily by whether it will promote consumer
welfare, defined in measurable, if not strictly economic terms. Differences exist between
proponents of the market-based approach as to whether or not government intervention in
cultural markets can be justified. Moreover, even though they rely on the same conceptual
apparatus, different analysts come to different conclusions about the allocative and

distributional effects of the same policies.
Canadian Culture and Free Trade

The argument above has largely been concerned with the criteria for government intervention
in the cultural market generally. There are very few economic analyses that deal specifically
with culture and free trade. Those that do will be discussed in this section. Notably, however,
the arguments which follow deal with the general case of free trade in culture. A more
specific discussion of magazines will be provided in Chapters 4 and 5. Nonetheless, it will be
clear from the arguments below that free trade arguments are derived from the same welfare
economics principles as are those dealing with the free market domestically and basically the
'same conditions for government intervention apply.* For market-based approaches, ‘good’
trade policy is that which can be shown to have positive welfare effects.

In this spirit, Globerman is very clear about the costs and benefits of freer trade in
cultural products. In a 1985 conference paper, he and Aidan Vining aim to assess the
potential impact on Canadian culture of a free trade deal with the United States.®’ They
reiterate Globerman’s argument that the central economic justifications for government
intervention are is highly problematic in its application to the Canadian case.®? Having
decided that there are no good (economic) theoretical grounds upon which to exclude culture
from a free trade agreement, they move on to explore the likely distributional effects of such

an agreement.
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Globerman and Vining propose that the effects of free trade on cultural industries vary
according to whether the cultural activity is nationality specific (such as local news) or non-
nationality specific (such as Star Wars) and according to whether the activity is a ‘highly
specialized asset’ or a ‘massed economy’ good (these terms are never defined).” They
conclude that free trade will have little effect on highly specialised assets that are nationality
specific, while for non-nationality specific and massed economy goods, there will be a shift
in production following the sizeable US comparative advantage in these goods. However,
since these goods are non-nationality specific, the location in which these are produced
should have little relevance to Canadian national identity. Globerman and Vining are less
certain about the other two categories. For goods which are nationality specific but are mass
goods, they argue that there will be substitution according to price. For example, Canadians
might prefer to read Maclean’s, but they will substitute Newsweek at the margin. Finally, for
goods which are non-nationality specific and highly specialised, such as trade magazines,
there will be increased specialisation. However, since the United States will not necessarily
have a comparative advantage in these goods, there is no reason, according to Globerman and
Vining, for production to necessarily move from Canada to the United States.

In conclusion, Globerman and Vining argue that the United States would be expected
to desire free trade in cultural industries with Canada because they would not be worse off in
any quadrant of the typology. Moreover, Canada has more trade barriers in cultural industries
than does the United States. Canada, however, is likely to be worse off as a result of trade in
all mass cultural goods, regardless of nationality specificity. In particular, free trade in
nationality specific, mass goods would likely result in an influx of American mass culture at
the expense of Canadian goods.* However, Globerman and Vining argue that this
substitution at the margin for American goods would actually allow Canadians to buy more
nationality specific, highly specialised goods with the same income than they would have
been able to before free trade. In light of this, they conclude that ‘[i]t is conceivable...that
total Canadian-specific cultural output will increase pursuant to free trade’.” Thus, they
assert that ‘[o]n balance, it would therefore seem that free trade is a first-best solution for
both countries, at least in a partial equilibrium sense’.

Other proponents of market-based approaches have argued for free trade in cultural
goods from the point of view of freedom of information. As discussed above, in order for the
market to function efficiently (and in order for consumer sovereignty to have any meaning)
there must be adequate information. Culture, by some accounts, constitutes such information.

In this sense, free trade in cultural goods is necessary to facilitate the efficient functioning of

% Ibid., p. 20.
% Ibid., p. 25.
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38



the market more generally. As Donald Armstrong has argued, ‘[i]f free choice and the
offering of alternatives among competing beans and beers can enhance human welfare, how
much more important it must be to have that free market in the competition of ideas, and
values, and cultures’.%’” The real rhetorical force of this argument, however, arises less from
welfare economics than from the general importance attached to freedom of speech. In this
sense, framing the argument in terms of freedom of information is a powerful rhetorical
move, and one that does not necessarily reflect the differing sets of values at stake.* In this
context, the freedom of information argument is a powerful example of market-based
approaches to trade and culture. It will be dealt with again in the critiques section of this
chapter, while the importance of freedom more generally will arise in Chapter 6.
Market-failure school analyses of culture and free trade are sparse. Many argue that
free trade is a valuable thing, but there are few who exempt culture on welfare grounds.
Nonetheless, it is possible to extrapolate from the criteria for ‘good’ policy set out in the last
section in order to ascertain what such ‘good’ policy might look like in practice. In
particular, those market-based analysts, such as Netzer, who accept the legitimacy of a
significant degree of government support for culture are likely to maintain the same position
when free trade is introduced. If domestic market distortions were significant enough to merit
subsidy in the domestic case, then a consistent argument from welfare economics would also
claim that the international market would not produce optimal results without government
intervention. Elements of this reasoning can be seen, for example, in Richard Lipsey’s
assessment of the cultural provisions of the Canada-United States Free Trade Agreement
(FTA). In replying to claims that Canada’s cultural policies will be put at risk, he argues that
‘the Agreement does not affect any cultural support policy that does not conflict with free
trade’.® According to Lipsey, such policies include those which support non-tradable cultural
goods such as ballet, music, and sports, but also those which support ‘the publication of
Canadian authors, and all other cultural activities’.” He does not explain what distinguishes
those cultural activities which interfere with free trade from those that do not. Nonetheless, it
is clear that, within a welfare economics framework, Lipsey is willing to acknowledge that
some cultural policies can be consistent with free trade. Admittedly, this is far from a

complete analysis of the ways in which such cultural exemptions would generate positive
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welfare effects. However, it does provide one example of the ways in which the assumptions
of welfare economics can be reconciled with an interventionist cultural policy. Nonetheless,
as will become clear in Chapters 6 and 7, it is not merely the resulting policy that matters, but
also the reasoning behind it and the overall social goals towards which it is directed.

From the above analysis, it is clear that the criteria for ‘good’ policy established by
welfare economists are the primary determinants of good trade policy. Moreover, these
criteria are applied by cultural economists to determine whether culture should be exempted
from freer trading arrangements. Not surprisingly, most analysts, including Globerman, are
extremely sceptical of the possibility of exempting cultural industries from free trade.
Judging from the market-failure literature in general, there should also be others who argue
for the exemption of Canadian cultural industries from free trade on the grounds of market-
failure, equity, or merit goods. However, there are very few who argue this latter case. Most
likely, this lack of attention to market-failure arguments is due to the extreme polarisation of
the recent debate surrounding Canadian culture and free trade compared to the academic
discussions cited above. Thus, in discussing Canada-United States free trade, advocates of
market-based approaches have tended to be very ardent believers in the market, downplaying
the possibilities of market-failure. Advocates of special treatment for culture have mainly
been cultural nationalists, rather than cultural economists. Thus, they have sought to explain
the need for an interventionist cultural policy, but they do so on the grounds of cultural and

political values, rather than with reference to efficiency or consumer welfare.

Critique

This final section of the chapter will address some of the main critiques of market-based
approaches to trade and culture. Most critiques focus on the problems associated with
applying economic methodology to the cultural sphere. Some, however, focus on the
inadequacy of the approach itself in a cultural context, while others point to empirical
problems associated with economic analysis in this field. It is important to note that some of
these critiques will be further developed in Chapter 6. However, it is important to set them
out briefly here in the general context in which they appear.

One of the most common critiques challenges the conception of culture employed by
market-based approaches. A non-economic definition of culture is implicit in the approaches
to be described in the next chapter. However, some analysts have directly challenged the
market-based understanding of culture and it is their arguments which will be discussed here.
Critics allege that market-based approaches treat culture as though it is purely a commodity.
In so doing, they neglect the many other understandings of culture, namely, culture as a way

of life or a set of shared values. Abraham Rotstein, for example, argues that it is impossible
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to separate the artefacts of cultural expression (i.e., cultural products) from the social
languages and values of the society which they represent. He argues against an economic
approach on the grounds that ‘[t]he intrinsic properties of the artifact [sic], its functions
within a society, the intentions of its producer...are all beside the point when it appears for
sale on the market’.”" This is not to deny that economic factors play a role in culture. Rotstein
agrees that culture and particularly cultural industries do have an important economic
component. Nonetheless, this economic dimension does not justify the complete
subsumption of culture by economic analysis. Moreover, Rotstein acknowledges that
economic livelihood may provide some of the impetus for cultural production, but it does not
completely explain why such production takes place, nor what meaning it holds for society at
large: ‘[t]he cultural expressions of a society have their own integrity and their own intricate
rules and forms. They are not produced anonymously for sale on the market and they
generally are not substitutable for other homogenous alternatives’.”

This point is also taken up by other critics who focus specifically on the question of
meaning. Mark Freiman argues that to talk about consumer welfare in terms of maximisation
of efficiency is to miss out on the most essential parts of what culture is.” In particular, the
fundamental point about a policy of Canadian culture is not simply to favour local over
foreign producers. Rather, if one understands that culture also has meaning, then the demand
for indigenous Canadian production becomes a request ‘that some component of the social
construction of reality have an input grounded in Canadian reality’.” In other words, culture
is socially relevant because it has meaning. To neglect this, according to critics, would be to
misunderstand the social relevance of cultural products and to underestimate the need for
their preservation. In a similar vein, Freiman also argues that a commercial conception of
culture imposes a ‘monopoly of meanings, not because of any conspiracy, but because the
media naturally gravitate towards certain messages’.”” This, he argues, is a threat to
democracy because citizens are deprived of the wide diversity of meanings which is
necessary for them to make intelligent decisions. In other words, a conception of culture
which deprives it of any social and personal meaning is one which cannot perceive the
possibility of danger to the democratic state arising from the subjection of culture to the

rigours of the free market.
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A second and related point of critique deals with the relationship between conceptions
of culture and the legitimate role of economics in society. In particular, these criteria
highlight the dangers of allowing economic analysis and the economy in general to
circumscribe social and political spheres of life. Rotstein argues that the various spheres of
society all interact and ‘virtually all of them have budgets and, hence, interact with the
economy’.”® Nonetheless, the needs and aims of different spheres are different, and thus,
different elements of social policy have different goals and responsibilities. In this context,
cultural advocates have often argued that to subject cultural activities to criteria of economic
viability would be to lose the essence of meaningful art and culture. Moreover, in Rotstein’s
words, ‘[u]nless the economy is clearly defined and circumscribed, there is a risk...that it will
be regarded as a proxy for society itself....[TThe analytical paraphemnalia associated with the
economy will be taken to represent the reigning norms everywhere and will be
indiscriminately applied in all realms of public policy’.” For Rotstein, this would be ‘an
artificial and arbitrary distortion’ of the goals and operations of the diverse spheres of
society.”® The economics of culture, in this sense represents just one example of the
economisation of society. Moreover, in the Canadian case, ‘[t]he economics of culture...in
this pristine form becomes an intellectual Trojan horse for the further intrusion of American
culture in a fragile Canadian setting’.”

Bernard Ostry takes this point one step further. He argues that ‘[t]o rack the arts on the
Procrustean bed of the marketplace—to give the marketplace the supreme value, that is—is
itself a cultural choice’.*¥® In this context, he argues that freer trade need not be incompatible
with a preservation of national culture. However, the acceptance of the free market and the
limits of its applicability should be considered in ‘its proper setting, which is the public
good’® In other words, rather than assuming, as market-based approaches do, that
economics is applicable and valid for all spheres of society, it is possible and even legitimate
to make the limits of the free market a subject of public policy. Indeed, this too is a cultural
choice.

Market-based approaches have also been criticised for their reliance on a simple
conception of consumer sovereignty. As discussed above, consumer sovereignty is the
principle of welfare economics which dictates that government should not intervene to affect
the consumption decisions or the tastes of consumers. Freiman, has challenged market-based

approaches for their reliance on this concept on several grounds. He argues that there are two
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preconditions for the principle of consumer sovereignty to be meaningful. First, there must
be sufficient information about a product in order to allow consumers to make an intelligent
decision. Second, there must ‘be a meaningful choice from among which to exercise
selection’.®? If culture is understood, at least in one of its dimensions, as information, then
Freiman argues that there is a case for culture as a precondition of the effective operation of
consumer sovereignty. At face value, this argument seems to support those market-based
approaches which argue for free trade in cultural goods on the grounds of freedom of
information. However, Freiman argues that those kinds of culture which conform most
closely to the definition provided by market-based approaches have a tendency to gravitate
towards the satisfaction of consumer needs. This is because these forms of culture display a
concern for maximising profit, utilising excess capacity, and reaching the largest audience
possible. ‘[W]ithin the economic paradigm’, argues Freiman, ‘that’s rational behaviour’.®
However, he continues, ‘[t]here may be needs beyond consumer needs, needs that are
incapable of being met by commercial media and needs that commercial media have no need
to generate’.® Thus, for Freiman the monopoly of meanings (as discussed above) means that,
without government intervention to preserve cultural diversity, there is actually not sufficient
information and therefore, there is a threat to meaningful choice in the cultural sphere. In
other words, without state support to assure that a variety of cultural forms can survive, the
two preconditions for consumer sovereignty have not been met and thus there is no guarantee
that government non-intervention will produce the best welfare results. As Freiman sums up,
‘[t]he point is not to introduce a new monopoly of meaning...but rather to allow precisely the
sort of choice that is the ostensible underpinning of the consumer welfare argument, but that
in fact is made impossible by that precise consumer welfare argument when put into
practice’.®

The concept of merit goods has been criticised by economists on the grounds that it
implies that consumers are incapable of determining what is good for them. Nonetheless,
government regulation to promote social choices and even to regulate what is good for its
citizens is one of the defining functions of a national polity. In essence, then, the concept of
merit goods may not be, as economists would have it, an example of unreasonable
government interference in consumer choice. Rather, it is at the heart of political decisions

about what will be considered meritous: which values and institutions contribute to our
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conception of the good life. These questions of value are precisely the focus of analysis in
Chapters 6 through 9.

It is important to note here that, for some, it is precisely this political dimension of
merit goods that is its greatest failing. David Mitchell, for example, has argued that the
concept of merit goods is ‘nothing other than an intrinsic rationale for support now dressed in
the economic language of goods and services’.*” Nonetheless, in Rotstein’s words, ‘merit
goods’ as a way of talking about the value of culture is ‘a cross we have to bear’ only if ‘we
are mired in the market as our original point of departure’.*® Removing the market from this
central place is precisely the purpose of Chapter 6.

Finally, there exists a group of critiques of market-based approaches which question
the feasibility of applying economic analysis to cultural issues. Globerman himself has
claimed that ‘publicly available data are inadequate for evaluating (in a rigorous statistical
manner) the distributional impacts of cultural intervention’.* This claim is reiterated by
numerous other proponents of the market-based approach.”® Moreover, critics and proponents
alike have pointed to the inherent difficulties of defining and measuring cultural indicators.
Due to lack of public information, and inadequate measuring techniques, as well as the
important non-quantifiable elements of culture, it has been impossible to even be sure of the
extent to which different governments offer support to cultural endeavours. Leaving aside the
narrow definition of culture which is applied, a lack of data and adequate measuring
techniques are serious problems for an approach based on quantifiable welfare effects. This
critique will be extended in Chapter 6 to show how the non-quantifiability of culture creates
even further difficulties for the market-based approach.

The critiques presented above are clearly fallible themselves. As Globerman himself
has commented, there are many connections and assumptions that would need to be drawn
out and substantiated if these arguments were to replace those of the market school.” Indeed,
it is not the purpose of this thesis to replace market-based approaches, but only to challenged
their centrality. In this respect, these critiques suggest ways of looking at culture beyond
those implied by the market-based approaches. In so doing, they highlight the limited vision
of these approaches and the possibility of other explanations of culture and trade. These
explanations will be dealt with in the following chapter. Subsequent chapters will interrogate

the conceptions of the good life invoked by these different sets of explanations.

% Ibid.

¥ David Mitchell, ‘Culture as Political Discourse in Canada’, in Rowland Lorimer and Donald C.
Wilson (eds.), Communication Canada: Issues in Broadcasting and New Technologies (Toronto:
Kagan and Woo, 1988), p. 163.

8 Rotstein, op. cit., in note 10, p. 152.

¥ Globerman, op. cit., in note 6, p. 67.

% See also Schuster, op. cit., in note 9, p. 46.

°' Globerman, op. cit., in note 6.

44



Chapter 3

Community-Based Approaches to Trade and Culture

Community-based approaches are manifold and are implicit in many of the nationalist,
political, and cultural arguments surrounding Canada-United States free trade. This chapter
will first briefly outline the defining characteristics of community-based approaches.
Subsequently, it will draw out the central premises of these approaches by examining the
claims of their proponents on three central issues: definition of culture, criteria for ‘good’
policy, and conclusions about Canadian culture and free trade. Third, this chapter will offer a

critique of these approaches.
The Approaches Described

Community-based approaches to trade and culture all begin from the premise that cultural
activity fulfils important social functions. They stress the benefits to the community of
cultural production by, for, and representing that community. In turn, the good of the
community, broadly defined, is the ultimate justification for cultural policy. Beyond this
premise, however, there are many differences between community-based approaches, not
least in their assessments of what constitutes the community and what constitutes the ‘good’,
not to mention how this good can be promoted. The parameters of these debates will become

clear in the following sections.
Conception of Culture

There is little disagreement within community-based approaches about the definition of
culture to be applied. Proponents of community-based approaches do not deny the validity of
the market-based understanding of culture as an industry. However, for community-based
approaches, this is only one of several aspects of culture. All community-based approaches
also see culture as an artistic process, while many go even further, understanding culture as
the way of life of a people.

All proponents of community-based approaches see culture as a process of artistic
creation. However, this creation is not understood as autonomous individual production.
Instead, it is perceived to be inseparable from its social context. Cultural products, in this

sense, are responses to the artist’s interaction with the social and material reality around him.
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The process of cultural creation and the cultural artefact which results serve to give meaning
to this reality, both for the artist and for society at large. In this sense, for all community-
based approaches, cultural artefacts are the result of an individual and social process of
meaning-creation; they arise out of and reflect the community from which they emanate.
Most proponents of community-based approaches to culture also make a further step
in their understanding of the term. They argue that culture must be also understood as a ‘way
of life’ of a particular people. Moreover, for these community-based approaches, all of the
meanings of the term culture—as industry, as artistic process, and as a way of life—are
inextricably linked. In other words, they see cultural goods as manifest forms of cultural
expression, inescapably bound up with their broader cultural origins. Culture, as Bernard

Ostry has famously put it,

is central to everything we do and think. It is what we do and the reason why we
do it, what we wish and why we imagine it, what we perceive and how we
express it, how we live and in what manner we approach death. It is our
environment and the patterns of our adaptation to it. It is the world we have
created and are still creating; it is the way we see that world and the motives
that urge us to change it. It is the way we know ourselves and each other; it is
our web of personal relationships, it is the images and abstractions that allow us
to live together in communities and nations. It is the element in which we live.'

For community-based approaches, then, culture is much more than an undifferentiated
commodity. At the very least, it is a representation of a community; potentially, it is an
integral element in the very constitution of the community. In either case, culture is a much

broader (and more complicated) concept than it is for market-based approaches.
Criteria for Good Policy

In general, for all community-based approaches, ‘good’ policy is that which contributes to
the good life of the community. Within this broad school, differences arise over the
definition of community and over the primary dimensions through which culture can be seen
to contribute to the good of the community. Six different aspects of community are
highlighted in the literature: identity, unity, sovereignty, prosperity, democracy, and artistic
fulfilment. Obviously, these themes overlap quite substantially, especially as they are all, in
one respect or another, tied to the preservation and enhancement of the community.
Nonetheless, each of them stresses a different element of the relationship of culture to the

good life and each embodies a different conception of the community.
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i) Identity

The conception that cultural activity is crucial for the development and maintenance of
community identity is very popular, whether such identity is presumed to be based around
the nation, the state, the ethnic group, the region, or any other collectivity. Most of the
arguments dealing with Canadian culture focus on the ‘Canadian nation’ as the primary locus
of cultural identity. This is particularly tricky territory in the Canadian case as, by most
definitions, it is difficult to see Canada as a single nation. Nonetheless, the term is often
applied loosely to refer to the political loyalties of the community of people encompassed
within the state, whether these people feel themselves to be part of a single nation or not. As
we will see in Chapter 7, it is in this way that the term ‘nation’ has often been applied in
reference to Canada, though it equally applies to other nationalisms within the Canadian
state. Both meanings will be discussed below. Other, non-national, identities will also be
considered.

The work of A.W. Johnson emphasises the connection between culture and Canadian
national identity. He defines culture broadly, as ‘the whole complex of knowledge and
beliefs and attitudes and practices which are embodied in the society, and in its social,
political and economic arrangements’.? In this definition, he refers to society generally, but it
soon becomes clear that his primary point of reference is specifically the nation. For
example, Johnson draws a connection between culture and cultural industries in specifically
national terms: ‘[t]he cultural industries are simply the vehicles by which the expressions of a
nation’s culture are “published”’.> Moreover, he argues that the appreciation of the quality of
a work stems, in part, from an understanding of the cultural roots of that work. These roots,
for Johnson, are nationally-based. Because Canadians will necessarily have a greater
appreciation of the value of Canadian cultural expressions, Canadian ownership is crucial to
the survival of Canadian culture and therefore national identity. In particular, he comments
that ‘[t]here is, in short, such as thing as an intrinsically Canadian work, and it should, as a
generalization, be judged by Canadians’.* Thus, Johnson argues that culture is rooted in and
reflects the natural and social realities faced by the nation. Moreover, if culture is taken to
include values and beliefs, as Johnson intends, then it is clearly a defining element of
national identity. ‘Good’ policy is therefore that which supports culture and, hence,

buttresses national identity.
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Similarly, Allan Smith focuses on the importance of national self-knowledge in
linking cultural policy to nationalist ideas. In particular, he relies on the idea that the state, as
a national community, is ‘held together by the ability of its people to communicate with and
understand one another’.’ Moreover, he argues that contact with one’s own culture is a
‘normal attribute of national life’ and it ‘makes life in definable and self-conscious
communities possible’.’ In this context, he shows how the ideas of romantic nationalism,
including the connection between culture and nation, have consistently underlain Canadian
cultural policy since the time of Confederation. He argues that the proliferation of cultural
activity after Confederation was ‘stimulated by the seriousness with which cultural producers
viewed the need to equip their new national society with what they saw as a key attribute of
national life’, namely an indigenous national culture with a consciousness of its own.” This
was again reflected later in the century when government established the Dominion Archives
and the National Gallery, according to Smith, as a means of ‘promoting national self-
awareness through the establishment of cultural institutions’.® Smith also highlights the fear
of American influences as a driving force in the creation of a national culture. In other words,
the creation or fostering of a national identity was perceived to be a matter of national
survival in face of the threat posed by foreign influences. Discussing the twentieth century,
Smith continues to emphasise the nationalist dimension of the continued development of
Canadian culture. Drawing a specific connection between culture and national identity, he
argues that cultural activity ‘strengthened the confidence and certainty with which Canadians
went about the task of explaining its character and meaning, a development that not
unnaturally found its clearest expression in the new forcefulness and determination with
which issues of identity were approached’.’ In this sense, Smith argues that, in the Canadian
case, cultural policy has been essential for the development of national identity. Since Smith
places a high value on national identity for the good life of the community, then this cultural
policy provides an example of ‘good’ policy. ‘

Ostry, too, has a very definite understanding of the relationship between culture and
national identity. At the heart of Ostry’s understanding of culture is its basis in human
imagination. In this context, he argues that ‘[iJt is with the eye of imagination that we
perceive Canada, and perceive it as belonging to us and ourselves as belonging to it’.'"° In this
sense, it is culture which provides the ‘image of the nation’ by demonstrating the ‘best that

has been thought and felt and imagined by its artists and writers, its scientists and historians’
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and by turning the territory of the nation into an emotional symbol."! Moreover, it is culture
which highlights the common history and destiny of a people and thereby allows them to
‘connect’ and to understand the ‘things we cherish in common’."?

However, for Ostry, culture goes further than simply representing a national identity to
the people. First, culture is more than just a finished work—it is an active and ongoing
process. As a result, all of the members of the nation may potentially be agents in their own
cultural development. Thus, allowing for the importance of culture means also ‘giving a
society the ability to create its own life and environment’."” Second, however, cultural
participation plays the role of critic in society, challenging people’s views and continuing ‘to
feed the sources of change’." In other words, culture not only reflects a nation, but it also
creates and continuously recreates it. Thus, policy which supports cultural activity is ‘good’
policy.

In discussing the nation, questions of identity can hardly be addressed without
recognising the relationship between culture and national identity in the Québecois context.
The tradition of provincial government involvement in culture is stronger in Québec than
anywhere else in Canada. Moreover, the importance of Québecois culture is clearly seen
within the context of a Québecois national identity. Cultural policy in the province does not
reflect the same strength of commitment to the arm’s length policy typical of English
Canada; in other words, cultural production is more deliberately politically driven.'* Another
sign that culture is tied to Québecois, rather than Canadian, national identity is the repeated
demand by Québec’s political leaders that all federal monies for culture in the province
should be turned over to the provincial government. As Ostry has remarked, ‘they recognize
the centrality of culture in the development of the sense of community essential to the
preservation of a minority’s identity. They equate certain conditions of life with zheir cultural
security and not necessarily Canada’s’.'®

Finally, several authors are notable because they include non-national identities in

their analysis. Paul Audley, for example, focuses on the relationship between culture and
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identity, though his conception is broadened to include identities beyond the national. In
relationship to national identity, he stresses the role played by culture in recreating and
keeping alive the past experiences of the nation. He argues that ‘[cJommunities and nations
whose past is not reflected in publications, broadcast programs, films, and video and audio
productions are as handicapped as individuals afflicted with amnesia’.'” He also shows how
the historic focus of Canadian cultural policy has been on meeting the needs of citizens,
rather than consumers. This has very important implications for the relationship between
culture and democracy, which will be discussed below. However, it also impacts on
questions of national identity, especially if it is understood that the formal recognition of
non-national identities might also place demands on government. Indeed, for Audley, the
principles outlined in this section also apply to describe the role culture plays in promoting
other, non-national identities. He does not spend much time developing this strand of
argument, although he does cite government publications which discuss the way in which
broadcasting reflects who we are and thereby contributes to national, regional, and local
identities."

Abraham Rotstein makes similar points when he discusses community or social
identity. For him, culture can be understood as a ‘domain of discourse that links seemingly
autonomous individuals into a coherent and living entity, that is, a society cognizant of its
past and in control of its future’."” Culture, in this sense, comprises many social activities, but
at its broadest, is a language which provides unity and coherence to a society, ‘[i]t is the
essential binding feature without which any semblance of orderly discourse and interaction
would disappear’.”’ In this sense, it is the framework through which people are shaped but
also in which they come to recognise themselves. Without culture, there could be no
common identity, whether national or non-national, and, in the words of Raymond Breton,
‘individuals feel like social strangers’.?!

Whether the identity under discussion is national, regional, or local, all of the above
commentators agree that identity is essential to the ‘good’ life of the community. They also

agree that culture is an essential element in the formulation and contestation of identities.

7 Paul Audley, ‘Cultural Industries Policy: Objectives, Formulation, and Evaluation’, in Stuart
McFadyen, Colin Hoskins, Adam Finn, and Rowland Lorimer (eds.), Cultural Development in an
Open Economy (Bumaby: Canadian Journal of Communication Corporation (distributed by Wilfred
Laurier University Press, Waterloo, 1994), p. 64.

'8 Audley refers to Canada, Department of Communications, Canadian Voices, Canadian Choices: A
New Broadcasting Policy for Canada (Ottawa: Minister of Supply and Services Canada, 1988).

' Abraham Rotstein, ‘The Use and Misuse of Economics in Cultural Policy’, in Rowland Lorimer and
Donald C. Wilson (eds.), Communication Canada: Issues in Broadcasting and New Technologies
(Toronto: Kagan and Woo, 1988), p. 143.

® Ibid., p. 144.

2 Ibid., p. 143. Originally from Raymond Breton, ‘The Production and Allocation of Symbolic
Resources: An Analysis of the Linguistic and Ethnocultural Fields in Canada’, Canadian Review of
Sociology and Anthropology (Vol. 21, No. 2, 1984), p. 125.
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‘Good’ policy, in this context, is one which supports the development of culture towards

these goals.

i) Unity

National unity has appeared often as a concern of federal cultural policy. Surprisingly,
this level of concern has not been reflected in scholarly writings, where the question of
culture in the service of national unity arises relatively infrequently. National unity is clearly
perceived by the federal government to be a key element of the ‘good’ society and culture
has been allocated a role in promoting this. On this basis, a few observations can be made
about the relationship between culture and national unity.

It should be noted that in all discussions of national unity in the Canadian context,
‘national’ is intended to refer to the Canadian federal state, while ‘unity’ is usually a
constitutional term entailing agreement between all of Canada’s provinces and territories. In
this sense, national unity as a goal of cultural policy places the Canadian federation as the
primary locus of community whose ‘good’ should be served. Moreover, in the second
example, below, the goal of cultural policy is not only to create greater material connections
between the provinces, but also to create a singular Canadian national identity. In this latter
understanding, the community is accepted as the state, but there is also an attempt to create a
coterminous sense of nationhood.

The first way in which culture can contribute to the goal of national unity can be found
in the \'vork of those scholars who emphasise the uniqueness of Canada’s political culture,
especially as it compares with the United States. They argue that specifically Canadian
political institutions are a reflection of national needs and interests as well as an important
factor in the development of a distinctive Canadian sense of self.? In this context, it is argued
that a tradition of state intervention to build an East to West oriented economy as well as a
national communications and transportation network has been crucial to the creation of a
Canadian nation from such a vast territory and disparate population. Public cultural
institutions have also been crucial in this regard. Moreover, state intervention has created
national social programs whereby society as a whole takes responsibility for the health and
welfare of even the poorest. Finally, government intervention has ensured a net shift of
income from the most prosperous regions and provinces to the most needy. All of these
actions, it is argued, are seen as justifiable interventions by government into the private
sphere and the values which underlie them are seen as reflections of a distinct Canadian

political culture. Moreover, all of these actions contribute to the maintenance of the Canadian

%2 See, for example, Michelle Landsberg’s contribution to Laurier LaPierre (assembler), If You Love
This Country: Facts and Feelings on Free Trade (Toronto: McClelland and Stewart, 1987), pp. 51-54,
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federation. In this sense, the promotion of culture is crucial to national unity, where the
nation is understood to be the sum of all the Canadian provinces and territories.

Secondly, culture can contribute to a sense of national unity, if cultural products are
understood as a means to promote a common or even singular vision of Canadian identity.
Taken to its extreme, this vision of cultural politics would imply the direction and/or
censorship of all cultural activity, so that only an acceptable vision of the nation or
community would be available. Because of these connotations, cultural groups are rightly
wary of such policies. Moreover, viewed in this extreme way, there is an inevitable conflict
between the ideals of cultural diversity and those of national identity or unity in federal
cultural policy. Nonetheless, these goals need not be completely incompatible, as we will see
below, if any kind of cultural expression by Canadians is accepted as the nationalist premise.
Despite all of this, however, there is still room for the argument that culture promotes
national unity, whatever the nation, by reminding the nation of its common past and future
and by interpreting the natural and social challenges faced by the nation as a commonality of
experience.”

Despite their differences about what is implied by national unity, commentators who
support the above positions all agree that ‘good’ policy is that which supports culture and

therefore contributes to the maintenance of national unity.

iii) Sovereignty

Some scholars maintain that the primary contribution of culture to the ‘good’ society
is through its role in buttressing and defending the sovereignty of the state. Most often, these
arguments refer to sovereignty as the freedom of Canadians (or their government) to choose
what is best for them. In these understandings, the territorial state is clearly the primary
embodiment of community.

In an article tracing the development of Canadian cultural nationalism, Ramsay Cook
argues that the link between culture and national sovereignty is an important one. He argues
that, despite persistent Canadian concerns about the American cultural threat, Canada has
been drifting towards increased cultural continentalism. As he comments, ‘whether for
ideological reasons, lack of will, conflicting vested interests, varying regional needs, or just
plain lack of imagination, only a few definite policies have emerged out of the clouds of

rhetoric’.?* Nonetheless, for Cook, the preservation of national culture, understood broadly, is

and Randall White, Fur Trade to Free Trade: Putting the Canada-U.S. Trade Agreement in Historical
Perspective, Second Edition (Toronto: Dundurn Press, 1988).

3 See, for example, Meisel and Van Loon, op. cit., in note 15, p. 277.

% Ramsay Cook, ‘Cultural Nationalism in Canada: An Historical Perspective’, in Janice L. Murray
(ed.), Canadian Cultural Nationalism: The Fourth Lester B. Pearson Conference on the Canada—
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inextricably connected to national sovereignty: ‘[t]he wellspring of cultural nationalism in
Canada has always been the desire to make our own judgements about what is best for us’.?
Clearly, without the preservation of national culture, sovereignty would be circumscribed.
Moreover, he ties sovereignty to culture in a deeper way, arguing that ‘[m]aking your own
decisions, after all, is itself an evidence of a distinctive national culture’.2

Franklyn Griffiths makes a connection between culture, sovereignty, and defence,
arguing that the defence of sovereignty increasingly requires a vibrant cultural life. Griffiths
begins by distinguishing between two types of threats to sovereignty. Type One threats are
those which challenge the right of the state to exercise exclusive jurisdiction within a given
space. These are traditional military threats. In contrast, Type Two threats are transboundary
processes that threaten the quality of life, environment, or government within Canada. By
way of illustration, Griffiths describes how processes of economic globalisation are creating
new governance issues for all nation-states despite the fact that their territorial integrity
remains intact. To a certain extent, this has always been the case. Nonetheless, Griffiths
perceives that these threats are now superseding traditional military threats. The result is that
conceptions of national defence must be rethought. In so doing, the defence of sovereignty
must have as a key element the defence of a national cultural life. As Griffiths writes, ‘[flor
Canada, defence of sovereignty comes down to our ability to nourish the processes that hold
us together as a people with purposes and a destiny of our own....Defence of sovereignty is,
au fond, a matter of culture—political culture very much included’.” Griffiths clearly draws
upon the themes discussed in the previous sections on identity and unity. However, he builds
on these to argue for a renewed defence policy with expenditures for cultural policy in the
order of current spending on military security. In this sense, as Griffiths himself argues,
‘[t]he state of our cultural life becomes a key variable in our security, in our survival as a
people with the caﬁacity to decide for ourselves in an interdependent world’.?

‘Good’ policy, in this context, is that which supports culture as a means to the

preservation of state sovereignty.

United States Relationship (New York, NY: New York University Press for the Canadian Institute of
International Affairs and the Council on Foreign Relations, 1977), p. 37.

% Ibid., p. 38.

* Ibid., p. 37.

7 Franklyn Griffiths, Strong and Free: Canada and the New Sovereignty (Toronto: Stoddart
Publishing Co. Limited for Caradian Foreign Policy, 1996), p. 7.

2 Ibid., p. 9.
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1v) Prosperity

Since the early 1980s, cultural lobby groups have increasingly tried to demonstrate the
economic advantages provided to society by their activities.”” Essentially, these cultural
groups attempt to use the rhetoric of economics to justify state cultural support for the arts.
They have emphasised that culture is an industry which employs increasing numbers of
people, contributes to the GDP, and generates sales and export revenues.*® These arguments,
however, are not based on the free-market premises of neo-classical welfare economics.
They are strategic industry-specific claims made in an attempt to secure revenues during a
decade where fiscal restraint generally has become the government’s ‘order of the day’.*'
What is most interesting about these arguments, however, is that they are based on the
presumption that the economic policy of governments is oriented towards increasing the
wealth of the nation (very broadly defined), even if this comes at the expense of a completely
free market. In this sense, while the actual arguments may be interpreted as nothing more

than self-interested rent-seeking, they betray a perception that governments value national

prosperity as an element of the good life of the community.

v) Democracy

The argument that culture is necessary for any democracy to function effectively is
expressed mainly in the work of the cultural development school, although it is implicit in
many other analyses, particularly those which focus on high culture. In all cases, the
community is perceived to be embodied in the liberal democratic state, while its members are
defined by the established norms of citizenship. The argument is set out best by Marc Raboy,
Ivan Bernier, Florian Savageau, and Dave Atkinson in their 1994 article. First, however, the
work of Matthew Arnold will be discussed.

Although he did not write in the Canadian context, Amold’s ideas are important in
understanding the early roots of the cultural democracy argument. Writing in the late
nineteenth century, Amold sought to defend high culture on the grounds that the values

which it naturally produced were essential to the proper functioning of liberal democracy. In

? On this point, see Joanne Boucher, Funding Culture: Current Arguments on the Economic
Importance of the Arts and Culture, Ontario Legislative Library Current Issue Paper 158 (Toronto:
Legislative Research Service, 1995). See also Canadian Conference of the Arts, ‘Fast Facts on Arts and
Culture’ (Ottawa: Canadian Conference of the Arts, 1995); Canadian Magazine Publishers Association,
‘The Canadian Magazine Industry: General Statistics’ (Toronto: Canadian Magazine Publishers
Association, 1994); and excerpt in Duncan Cameron (ed.), The Free Trade Papers (Toronto: James
Lorimer, 1986), pp. 167-73. The exception to this has been the Canada Council, the Canadian arts
organisation which has most vociferously defended arts funding against political, nationalist,
bureaucratic, and economic interference. See David Mitchell, ‘Culture as Political Discourse in
Canada’, in Rowland Lorimer and Donald C. Wilson (eds.), Communication Canada: Issues in
Broadcasting and New Technologies (Toronto: Kagan and Woo, 1988), pp. 165-66.

% See, for example, Canadian Conference of the Arts, op. cit., in note 29.

*! Mitchell, op. cit., in note 29, pp. 171-72.
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particular, he argued that culture provided a ‘source of concern for the common good’, which
would act as an antidote to the more selfish values which Amold perceived to have
accompanied the liberal progress of the nineteenth century. Arnold saw that there was a
tendency in Victorian society to confuse ‘political liberalism with purposeless freedom,
economic liberalism with selfish materialism, and liberal progress with mere technological
innovation’.*> Culture would balance these tendencies and aid democracy by producing a
concern for the common good.

This was further reinforced by Amold’s second claim on behalf of culture, namely,
that it was intrinsically a force for freedom. This was a liberal humanist conception of
freedom which emphasised that man was never truly free until his intellectual, moral, and
spiritual qualities were fully developed.® Moreover, this was a very elitist conception of
freedom, stressing the civilisational and educational virtues of high culture in contrast to the
more pluralistic conceptions of culture and freedom emphasised more recently. For Arnold,
the importance of culture was not primarily a matter of self-awareness, of communication
amongst the members of society, or of social criticism. His was a defence of high culture and
its relevance to a civilised democracy. In particular, the social function of culture was ‘the
pursuit of our total perfection by means of getting to know, on all the matters which concern
us, the best which has been said and thought in the world’.** Only with this insight could
people be effective citizens of a democracy. |

In a more recent context, Raboy et al., argue that the government should support
cultural activities because these contribute to cultural development, namely, ‘the process by
which human beings acquire the individual and collective resources necessary to participate
in public life’.® The goals of cultural policy, in this context, should be oriented towards
increasing access to the ‘means of cultural production, distribution and consumption’ both in

absolute terms and also to generate a greater equality of cultural opportunity within society.*

*2 Paul Litt, ‘The Massey Commission as Intellectual History: Matthew Amold Meets Jack Kent
Cooke’, in Canadian Issues Volume IX: Practising the Arts in Canada, proceedings of the Annual
Conference of the Association for Canadian Studies, University of Windsor, 31 May—2 June 1988
(Montréal: Association for Canadian Studies, 1990), p. 24.

3 Ibid.

* Matthew Amold, Culture and Anarchy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981 [1869]), pp.
58-62 and 165-68.

3 Marc Raboy, Ivan Bemier, Florian Savageau, and Dave Atkinson, ‘Cultural Development and the
Open Economy: A Democratic Issue and a Challenge to Public Policy’, in Stuart McFadyen, Colin
Hoskins, Adam Finn, and Rowland Lorimer (eds.), Cultural Development in an Open Economy
(Burmnaby: Canadian Journal of Communication Corporation (distributed by Wilfred Laurier University
Press, Waterloo, 1994), p. 48.

% Ibid., p. 45. Originally from Nicholas Garnham, Contribution to the Project ‘Le développement
culturel dans un context d’économie ouverte’ (Québec: Centre québecois des relations internationales,
1992), pp. 2-3. This would entail, specifically, a focus on accessibility in networks of distribution, a
broadening of the range of cultural institutions that enjoy public support, media regulation oriented to
non-market goals, broader public participation in the policy process, and greater public accountability
in cultural policy. See Raboy et al., op. cit., in note 35, pp. 52-54.

55



This vision of culture as an instrument of democratic development is explained and
buttressed by a Habermasian concept of the public sphere. In essence, the public sphere
comprises ‘all types of information, communication, and symbolic exchange—in sum,...the
entire sphere of culture’.*’ The social role of the public sphere is to provide a forum which is
‘free, transparent, and accessible to all, where citizens can discuss and be informed about the
social and political issues that concern them’.*® Thus, a focus on culture and specifically a
cultural development approach is crucial in that it promotes an enlightened public. Moreover,
‘the values it generates constitute the best insurance that basic democratic rights will be
exercised intelligently, and that democratic behaviour spreads throughout the society’.”
Audley also picks up on the increasing concermn of government for the needs of
consumers at the expense of the needs of citizens. In particular, he highlights the work of
Mark Starowicz. Starowicz defines culture as the aggregate values of the national group,
however diverse (and even incompatible) these may be.* In this context, Starowicz argues
that television is an instrument of the process by which such national culture is continuously
being made and remade. Starowicz clearly draws on the arguments linking culture and
national identity which were discussed above. Nonetheless, his work has important
implications for democracy. In particular, he argues that ‘[t]elevision has become essential to
the maintenance and functioning of any body politic today’, in the sense that it is integral to
‘the power to set the national agenda in all fields, not just entertainment’.*" Moreover, he
shows how foreign programming does not deal adequately with Canadian realities. He argues
that ‘our problems and the solutions are not those we are watching on our screens. Our mirror
is showing us someone else’s reality’.*> For Audley, this is an issue of democracy. In his
words, ‘[s]ocieties whose current realities are not adequately explored, reflected, debated,
and contested through works that are widely available, and create a substantial body of
shared knowledge, will increasingly become democratic in name only, with propaganda,
social management, and manipulation becoming ever easier’. Notably, for these

approaches, good policy furthers democracy, but does not necessarily prioritise national

identity.

’7 Raboy.et al., op. cit., in note 35, p. 51.

3 Ibid., p. 50.

» Ibid., p. 52.

“ Audley, op. cit.,, in note 17, p. 85. Originally from Mark Starowicz, ‘Citizens of Video-America:
What Happened to Canadian Television in the Satellite Age’, paper presented at the symposium on
Television, Entertainment and National Culture, sponsored by Duke and Laval Universities, Québec
City, 1989, p. 11.

4! Starowicz, op. cit., in note 40, p. 12.

2 Ibid., p. 15.

# Audley, op. cit., in note 17, p. 64
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vi) Artistic Fulfilment

Finally, there is a group of scholars who maintain that culture is good for society
because it provides a channel for artistic and creative fulfilment. Often, these arguments are
referred to as ‘intrinsic’ justifications for cultural subsidy, because they argue that it is the
intrinsic properties of cultural activity which are valuable, rather than its potential political
uses.* In one sense, however, this is a false distinction, since most of these ‘intrinsic’
justifications ultimately justify cultural subsidy in terms external to cultural activity.
Nonetheless, in most artistic fulfilment arguments, the external referent is not a political
actor, such as the nation or the state. Instead, the external referent is usually society as a
whole. Society, in these understandings, is a fairly open-ended concept. It is not necessarily
defined by any political, national, or economic criteria (although it may be). At its broadest,
it refers to all bonds of human association. Correspondingly, these arguments are inherently
sceptical of the potential for government interference in culture in support of political aims.
Moreover, they believe that cultural activity, on its own terms, can make a substantial
contribution to the good life.

Some of the arguments for the social value of artistic and creative fulfilment are
reflected in the arguments for a cultural contribution to democracy. However, there are a few
scholars who make the case specifically on the grounds of artistic fulfilment. The most
notable example of this argument is probably the 1982 Report of the Federal Cultural Policy
Review Committee (the Applebaum-Hébert Committee). The sympathy of this Committee
for intrinsic justifications for cultural subsidy was noted in the previous chapter’s discussion
of merit goods. More specifically, however, the Committee placed priority on a view of ‘the
manifest value of cultural activity in releasing the creative potential of a society, and in
illuminating and enriching the human condition—celebrating its strengths and exposing its
frailties’.*’ It argued very vehemently against any attempt to subjugate the arts to political
purposes, commenting that, ‘[t]he well-being of society is threatened if the state intrudes into
the cultural realm in ways that subordinate the role and purposes of the latter to the role and
purposes of government itself”.* For the Committee, the prior and most important variable in
cultural policy must be the creative artist and, in turn, the relationship between that artist and
his audience. This relationship must be facilitated by government, but it must not be
subjected to political aims. In order to achieve this, the Committee re-emphasised the
government’s commitment to ‘arm’s length’ support for cultural activities. The report also

argued for the principle of diversity in Canadian cultural experience, including support for

“ See, for example, Mitchell, op. cit., in note 29, p. 161.

* Canada, Federal Cultural Policy Review Committee, Report (Ottawa: Ministry of Supply and
Services, 1982), p. 68.

“ Ibid., p. 16.
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increased participation by women and minorities, an increased priority for native peoples,
and increased exposure to arts and culture for Canadian youth.

Many critics have argued that the recommendations of the Applebaum-Hébert
Committee belied their stated commitment to the primacy of cultural activity. In particular,
those recommendations which involved serious restructuring of the Canadian Broadcasting
Corporation and the National Film Board were seen to demonstrate a real lack of
understanding of the cultural role of these institutions.”’” Nonetheless, many of the pluralistic
themes of the cultural development school are reflected in the report, though without the
concern for democracy and good citizenship. Clearly, however, even if it did not entirely
succeed in reconciling the imperatives of government with the intrinsic value of cultural
activity, the Applebaum-Hébert Committee nevertheless reflected a commitment to the
intrinsic value of cultural activity for the ‘good’ society.

Audley also reflects this concern for the intrinsic social value of artistic activity.
Specifically, he argues that ‘communities in which talented individuals lack opportunities to
create works of the imagination that grow out of their character and knowledge will
atrophy—Ilosing vitality, energy and depth of understanding’.*® For Audley, however, this is
only one element of the social importance of culture. The other elements, namely, its national
and democratic potential are mentioned first in his work and take priority throughout his
analysis.

From the above discussion, it should by now be clear that for community-based
approaches to culture and trade, ‘good’ policy is that which places the best interests of the
community at the forefront. These best interests, and the community in question, differ
substantially within the community-based school. Nonetheless, and especially in comparison
to market-based approaches, all of the approaches described above have a relatively strong
sense of community to which all policy must be addressed if the ‘good life’ is to be achieved

for its members.
Canadian Culture and Free Trade

Having set out the views of community-based approaches on the nature of culture and the
criteria for good policy, this section will move on to address their positions on culture and
free trade. Community-based approaches to Canadian cu