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ABSTRACT

Music, art, and theater critics have long invoked “scenes,” but social scientists have barely addressed the concept (Blum and Snow began). This paper outlines a theory of scenes as elements of urban/neighborhood life. Scenes have risen in salience as analysts recognize that jobs and distance explain less, and amenities and lifestyle are critical elements driving economic development and migration. We thus build on recent work by Edward Glaeser, Richard Florida, Terry Clark, Richard Lloyd, Sharon Zukin, and Harvey Molotch which take consumption seriously.

Our theory of scenes is more than 1. neighborhood 2. physical structures 3. persons labeled by race, class, gender, education, etc. We include these but stress 4. the specific combinations of these and activities (like attending a concert) which join them. These four components are in turn defined by 5. the values people pursue in a scene. General values are legitimacy, defining a right or wrong way to live; theatricality, a way of seeing and being seen by others; and authenticity, as a meaningful sense of identity. We add sub-dimensions, like egalitarianism, traditionalism, exhibitionism, localism, ethnicity, transgression, corporateness, and more. All the dimensions combine in specific ideal-types of scenes like Disney Heaven, Beaudelaire’s River Styx, and Bobo’s Paradise.

Simultaneous with our theorizing, we have assembled over 700 indicators of amenities from Starbucks to public schools for every zip code in the US. We code the indicators using the above analytical dimensions of scenes, to model the processes that lead neighborhoods to develop or decline. All the above components join in our models. We stress not a single process like gay tolerance or Veblenesque conspicuousness, but how multiple subcultures support distinct scenes and development patterns.

1. Varieties of Cultural Experience

1.1 In the last decade, urban development researchers increasingly stress culture as attracting “high human capital individuals” whose innovations drive regional economic development (Glaeser, Kolko and Saiz 2001; Florida, 2002; Clark 2004; Markusen, Schrock and Cameron 2004). A vibrant artistic community, thriving music and theater, lively restaurants, beautiful buildings, fine schools, libraries, and museums contribute to a better local “quality of life”. But this simple formulation raises many questions. 

Translating cultural attractiveness into concrete terms has been far from easy, first because “culture” is a diffuse concept.  Does culture mean the traditional “high arts” of opera, Shakespearean theater, classical symphonies
? Or “local,” “authentic” items like Chicago blues or Carolina barbecue?  Is culture also experimental, innovative art like avant-garde galleries, cutting edge theater, and novel architectural forms?  Does it extend as far as adding an aesthetic perspective to more standard items: street level culture, beachfront activities, farmers’ markets, bike paths, arts and crafts fairs
? These issues are more than definitional when they become competing priorities for policymakers, to invest in or ignore. Not to mention issues of class, race, gender, and neighborhood as associated criteria that are intertwined in policy allocation debates by political leaders, foundation officials, and public intellectuals.

The earlier urban development theorists did not explore the specifics of culture and amenities. Economists pioneered in adding amenities to urban research, long before most other social scientists. But typically they did so by adding some gingival amenities like humidity or clean air and studying their impact on land value (Zelenev 2004 reviews this tradition.) This tradition of work by economists like Roback 1982 essentially conceptualized culture as part of “amenities.” Amenities were important if they increased land value, but the process of how and why was largely ignored. Some Continental economists (e.g. Santagata 2004) write about cultural districts, extending industrial district ideas. Richard Florida’s Rise of the Creative Class, suggests that street life and bicycling, rather than opera and bowling, attract the creative class people who favor multi-tasking and autonomy – but his evidence for this part of his interpretation is largely anecdotal and based on the unwarranted assumption that “the creative class” constitutes a homogenous consumption block (cf. Prosperi). 

More generally, theorizing by literature critics, philosophers, and various public intellectuals has increasingly criticized the distinctiveness of broad divisions like “high” vs. “low” culture, “formal” vs. “informal”, “elite” vs. “popular”, or “passive” vs. “participatory” as meaningful dimensions to capture cultural experiences (e.g. Peterson 1996, Abbing 2005.)  

1.2 Further issues that may shift the impact of culture on urban development include: 


*Density. Is impact less if theaters and restaurants are spread over a larger area rather than concentrated geographically (Broadway versus LA) (Glaeser et al., 2000)? 


*Subcultural variations (e.g. for avant garde versus traditional, and how these are associated with race, class, gender, neighborhood, and region (Clark 1998, 2003)?  


*Does visible corporate sponsorship add cachet or imply selling out to capitalism?


*How important is authenticity, in such forms as locally grown and cooked vegetables, “green” services or local musicians and composers of Chicago Blues or Austin texmex ? 


*How does quality of the performance compare to its heritage and pedigree? 


*Is civic sponsored theater a moral duty, an aesthetic ornament, or an indulgent subsidy? 

These and related issues often surface in discussions of culture when cultural activities becomes serious concerns for urban theorists. 

This paper adds a sharper framework for conceptualizing these issues that seeks to move analysis away from labeling disagreements over options as mere “personal ideology” or “taste” or “class interest”. We do so by adding the concept of scene in a way that links cultural activities to other institutions (like restaurants) as well as the key values and concerns of the participants (like seeking an authentic black cultural experience).  We suggest that unless cultural analysts add these related concerns, which we label the components of scenes, they will omit many of the core components that explain the success or failure of cultural institutions and the potential of cultural life to play a role in driving urban development.

1.3 We must transcend the idea of investing in individual cultural atoms as a means to build human capital. More sensitive human capital “cultivation” or urban policy intervention is more holistic.  It seeks not just to promote theater, or consider economic impacts of artists, or analyze separate amenities like juice bars and cafes as separate and unrelated sources of urban growth; this truncates the phenomena under study and leads to misinterpreting their impacts. All amenities are not created equal.  A theater can be a moral force, helping to educate the impoverished and bind a community together through shared experience of its basic values.  Or a theater can be a playful experiment, or a place for pleasurable entertainment. To assess how much a theater does one or more of these demands considering the other institutions, amenities, government and business practices that surround and support the theater. The power of any one theater depends on its membership in a larger scene
.  And the idea of a scene, we suggest, takes on analytical power insofar as it incorporates nuances of what is right or wrong, authentic or inauthentic, and creative or boring in shaping people’s decisions about where and how they spend time and with whom they associate.

Admittedly, these issues are complex. But ignoring the more subtle problems does not make them go away. Ignoring them just weakens simpler models.  Sharper analysis can build stronger social science models and inform better policy making.

This paper suggests that the many disparate concepts and data used in the past can be combined in a more powerful way by use of the concept of “scene”.  It offers new answers to these difficult questions about what it means to rigorously study the impact of cultural life on urban development. The very notion of “cultural policy” is given new shape through the analysis of what we call scenes. As elaborated below, scenes capture the distinct ways in which concrete patterns of cultural amenities and personality characteristics attract groups of people according to shared sensibilities.  Coming to understand how scenes work, where they are, who joins them, and how they inform decisions about how consumers spend their time and money has much to offer students of social theory, culture, cultural policy, and policymakers.

2. What does the concept of “scene” add to existing research programs?

2.1 Before giving a positive account of what we mean by “scenes,” consider how our approach extends past work on similar topics. This contribution builds on the best recent efforts by cultural economists and urban analysts to incorporate consumption, amenities, and the arts in modern urban life.

In recent years, several important studies of the arts in particular and consumption practices in general have included Markusen, Shrock, and Cameron, 2003; Markusen and King, 2003), (Glaeser, 2001), and (Clark, 2004, ch.3, ch. 7). These have focused attention, respectively, on the impact of artists on local economies, the increasing importance of consumption over and against production, and the ways amenities drive urban growth.  For example, Markusen claims that there is a “hidden artistic dividend.”  High levels of artistic activity are not parasitic on a successful business economy.  Instead, the presence of many artists in a city is itself a major contributor to a thriving economy.  The value of artistic activity is not exhausted by art sales.  Artists “export” their work to “customers, firms, and patrons,” contributing to, among other things, product design, work environment, and marketing (Markusen et al., 2004).  Similarly, Edward Glaeser finds that cities with high numbers of amenities like restaurants and live performances, good weather and beautiful scenery, good public services, and high levels of social proximity (density), are growing quickly.  He associates such findings with a larger change in the nature of the modern city: cities are now largely sites of consumption rather than production, and so cities try to “educate and attract high human capital individuals” (Glaeser, 2001, p. 29).  Finally, Terry Clark has shown that different classes of amenities appeal to distinct subpopulations: natural amenities like moderate temperature and mountains attract the elderly, but constructed amenities like opera, juice bars, and museums attract college graduates.  Clark uses amenities and migration patterns to illustrate deeper changes in political culture across sub regions of the US, especially the rise of a new political culture.

2.2 Though Markusen, Glaeser, and Clark are at the forefront of recognizing the economic and social relevance of artistic activity, consumption, and amenities, they do not situate these within the larger constellations of shared tastes and values such activities presuppose and foster. In a word, their approaches are overly atomistic.  None of the three, for example, studies how consumers’ judgments about the quality of the arts and amenities they purchase and appreciate affect their decisions.  Nor do they study the contexts within which arts and amenities are embedded, the ways in which the presence or absence of arts and other amenities – in different degrees of differentiation and density – shape a neighborhood or city into a lively, thriving environment (a scene!).   Such locales can, and we believe do, have an overall social and economic impact far greater than measured by ticket sales, wages, or paintings sold. Quality and context are essential for cultural policy research.

Omitting these two elements is a major oversight, for quality and context define what artists do and who consumes their art, which amenities are deemed attractive and which ones are shunned, which modes of consumption are nurtured and which are vilified. In poetry, for example, academic poets and “slam” poets usually avoid each other.  Though each group is engaged in artistic activity, they do not think of themselves as part of one “scene.”  Similarly, punk musicians and opera singers – all artists – move in different circles, eat at different restaurants, and attract different audiences seeking different experiences
 (though, of course, some audiences enjoy going to punk concerts on Friday and Don Giovanni on Saturday – this is not, however, because of some vague love of “the arts” or of the “consumptive life” but in part we suggest, such individuals are comfortable moving across multiple scenes, a trait associated with larger urban areas and high cultural differentiation, which in turn fosters a set of values we call “urbanity”). The cultural life of a city is not defined by the aggregate number of arts organizations or amenities it contains.  How they cluster into scenes is what we must address. Researchers can build better theory and more usefully advise policymakers by detailing how different demographic profiles support different clusters of amenities (different scenes), how different amenities that support similar values and attitudes may mutually support one another (cafes, book stores, independent record stores, punk music clubs) and show where a certain type of amenity (used bookstores, opera companies, small or large theaters) is under or overdeveloped relative to the residents and amenities nearby.

2.3 Perhaps previous research has ignored questions about quality and context due to a laudable sense of measured, scientific prudence.  Indeed, the data required to study such questions have often simply been unavailable or hard to acquire. The census, for example, does not provide enough detailed information about different kinds of amenities to make many of the distinctions we propose. Therefore, until now, answers to questions about the role of the arts and culture in social life have been hard to come by, because, despite the lip-service paid to creative industries by urban development scholars, there has been very little empirically-based research focusing on how culture more broadly writ – encompassing both the non-profit and the for-profit arts, as well as entertainment, sports, and recreation -- contributes to urban development. Instead, researchers have offered anecdotal evidence (bicycle paths, Richard Florida suggests, attract the creative class), or they are limited to case-studies of particular cultural amenities (Scott 2000 for instance, on movie theatres in France or jewelers in Los Angeles), or fine-grained appreciations of a neighborhood or two (Richard Lloyd on Wicker Park) (Florida 2002, Lloyd 2006). Where researchers have turned to comparative, cross-urban data in studies of amenity impacts on urban development, they have done so in a piecemeal way (Glaeser on live performances, Markusen on artists). This is hardly surprising, given that the cultural sector has traditionally been subdivided: those interested in opera or ballet have not considered restaurants or bookstores, while others exploring football or country music have ignored museums and jazz clubs. Omitting these associated key elements of a scene, however, has meant that past estimates of how amenities have an impact on urban development have been “misspecified,” statistically biased by omission of key variables. We thus propose adding combinations of these interrelated amenities to assess their joint impacts.

In the absence of a unified national database of amenities, research on the relationship between culture and urban development has remained conjectural. To move beyond conjecture to testable hypotheses about the impact of a particular amenity on a neighborhood, city, or metropolitan area, we are creating a unified national database of amenities. It includes hundreds of arts and cultural amenities such as types of theatre, bookstores, dance companies, jazz clubs, museums, gospel choirs, poetry centers, liberal arts colleges, etc.  It covers all U.S. metro areas and zip codes. The database also incorporates time-series information about other more traditional factors such as schools, crime, housing prices, racial and class demographics, etc., against which the relative contribution of amenities must be measured. No such massive and comprehensive database has previously been generated. Gathering such information into one place will allow us and others to address questions about the role of culture in urban development in ways that have been previously impossible. 

2.4 The process of assembling this comprehensive database led us to ask some new questions that go beyond past theories. Perhaps the most useful formulation in recent past work is by Richard Florida, and Florida in turn summarizes many past studies. Consider first how he helped codify past work. Florida did groundbreaking work in his “The Rise of The Creative Class.” He there stresses that the “power of place” shapes how people make their career decisions joined to geographic moves (Florida, p. 223).  People increasingly, he claims, do not view their locations as worksites, separate from vacation and entertainment centers elsewhere.  Rather, cities fuse work and leisure, defining themselves as distinct “places” by the unique “mix” of “historic buildings, established neighborhoods, a unique music scene or specific cultural attributes” (Florida, p. 228).  A good mix creates a high quality of place that can powerfully determine location decisions.  Quality of place, he suggests, has three dimensions: what’s there (the built environment and the natural environment); who’s there (the diverse and stimulating people that make a community interesting); and what’s going on (street life, café culture, arts, etc.).  A theoretically informed cultural policy, Florida claims, should identify how such factors combine to create different cultural “mixes” which thus specify what is attractive to individuals whose creativity most drives the post-industrial economy.

We concur with Florida’s insights here, but take them much further. He includes several colorful anecdotes but does not develop conceptual specifics about “quality of place.” One of his main concepts is tolerance or openness. But his main empirical indicator is a gay index which closer analysis (Clark 2003) shows is largely spurious, due to its very high association with percent college graduates. This gay index is thus a spurious measure of the elements-- diversity, tolerance, and openness -- which Florida claims form a creative environment.  The Cultural Amenities Database provides far richer and more reliable indicators of “creative places,” as well as places organized around other values. Moreover, the idea of a “mix” of amenities, people, and activities needs to be conceptually joined more clearly (in the idea of a “scene,” we suggest), different types of mixes (scenes) must be identified, the specific values define different mixes (scenes), what makes them attractive to different groups must be defined, and the effects such combinations on economic and social well-being need to be measured.  Urban studies, in other words, needs an analytic of scenes: what they are, how they can be recognized, and how they can be measured.  Below, we attempt to work towards one, and to use this idea to suggest the sorts of powerful questions we will be able to pose and propositions we will be able to test with the concept and measures of scenes we are developing.

3. What is a scene?

As several authors have noted, the emergence of scenes as social arrangements seems to be linked with broader historical trends.  Irwin (1977) suggests that scenes arose through general patterns of modernization, including the industrialization, bureaucratization, and individualization of society.  These tend to increase mobility and education across society and to generate wedges between the work one does and who one is, which in turn weaken the primordial ties of place, ethnicity, kinship, and class.  New, less-deterministic social patterns built around consumption, leisure, and ideals emerge: scenes.  Straw (2002) adds that the notion of scene gains energy because it fuses a sense of the warm intimacy of community with the “fluid cosmopolitanism of urban life,” offering forms of belonging that do not require pre-modern nostalgia.  And Blum (2003) following Irwin’s strong emphasis on the connections between scenes and the growth of national theaters, links the rise of scenes to the dynamics of urban theatricality and emphemerality.

In general, we agree that scenes are strongly linked to the processes these authors have identified.  However, we take a more multi-dimensional approach, resisting the idea that theater provides the Ur-Scene of Everyscene.  Moreover, we territorialize scenes, viewing their emergence and effects not as the result of one unified, sweeping process but as subject to local variation in which different dimensions and relations may come to the fore.  

But our purpose here is not to provide an account of the broad social forces that have generated scenes.  Rather, our aim is more structural and analytic: to elaborate a concept of scene that can be used operationally to locate, measure, and test the impacts of scenes.  To do this, it is helpful to bring the concept into view through a brief description of its key analytic elements and comparison to similar social phenomena.  

3. Imagine a city block. You may see many things: apartments, houses, shops, traffic, and a whole range of people from police officers to shoppers to joggers to cashiers.  But which of these matter to you, in what way, and to what end?  The answers you give to these questions depend on what you are looking for and the standpoint from which you are looking.  From the perspective of a resident, you would likely be approaching the street with an eye to the necessities of life for the sake of their necessity (rather than, say, their beauty or goodness): is it safe to live here, will the police be able to protect me?  Are there grocery stores nearby where I can find the food and drink I need?  Are there quality hospitals, fast responding paramedics, and sanitary living conditions? Can I find a proper school to train my children to be able to sustain themselves in the future? What are my neighbors like; are they neighborly, meddling, distant, or strange? When approaching a city block from the perspective of these and related questions, you are treating it is a neighborhood – a distinct territory devoted to providing for the necessities of and organizing the social relations among its residents, where social ties are defined by living nearby, and healthy social ties are defined by sticking close-by, remaining near to one’s roots (the root of “neighbor,” is, after all, “near”). Neighborhoods, that is, structure social residence.

But that same city block might look very different when approached from the standpoint of somebody seeking not to meet life’s necessities and to associate according to close living but to work.  From this standpoint, what is important in the grocery store is not that the food will keep you alive but the possibility that you might find a job there as a cashier or be able to add the store to your real estate portfolio.  You might be able to work as a doctor or nurse in the hospital, and the clean streets could mean there are jobs available in the sanitation sector.  From this perspective, a clothing store may be a place where you could find a job producing your new winter fashion ideas rather than a place to acquire the necessary means to stay warm.  The local bar might not be a place to get a drink but a place to find a job as a musician.  And the relevant social question is not what your neighbor is like, but what you share in common with people situated similarly to you in terms of jobs and income.  What is the musician’s union like here, are interest-rates favorable to investment, how is labor treated. When approaching a city block from this perspective – as a producer rather than a resident – you are treating it as an industrial district – a distinct territory devoted to providing opportunities for making products, to using human labor to transform what we are given into useful goods and services, and to organizing the interactions among workers.  Viewed in this way, social ties are defined by work, and healthy social ties pursued by promoting the interests of those who share one’s position in relation to the means of production.  Industrial districts, that is, structure social production.

Yet it is possible to view the same city block neither from the perspective of the resident nor from the perspective of the worker but instead from the perspective of the consumer out to spend time and money on leisure and experiences rather than to acquire life’s necessities or to engage in productive labor.  From this standpoint, you would not view the clothing store as providing the means to stay warm or as supplying a potential fashion design job but as offering an array of fashions fitted to your taste or simply a cool place to browse and enjoy the latest designs.  The grocery store might not be a place to find the food you need to survive or to seek a job in the produce section – you might view it instead as a place to pursue your interest in organic farming, ethical treatment of labor, exotic cooking techniques, or in meeting potential dates who share these interests.  From this perspective, you, the consumer, might view the grimy café not as a place to get your morning caffeine fix or to find a job as a barista but instead as a place that might satisfy your desire to take in the latest jazz music, the hottest band, or the edgiest poetry.  The nutrition provided by the local restaurants may be less important to you than whether they offer the ambiance, character, and creatively prepared dishes by famous chefs that cater not only to your needs but also to your wishes.   Baudelaire expresses this standpoint well when he writes in “The Exposition Universelle,” that “setting aside their utility or the quantity of nutritive substance which they contain, the only way in which dishes differ form one another is in the idea which they reveal to the palate” (Art in Paris, 125).  From this standpoint, the relevant social question is not focused on who you live or work with, but whether you can find others with whom to share your dreams and ideals, others with whom you can enjoy the amenities of life: is there a good jazz scene here, can I find martial arts clubs in the style I prefer, are there civil war reenactment societies?   To view the city block, its institutions, and its people in this way is to view all of them as things to be consumed, enjoyed, and appreciated.  When viewing a city block from this perspective – the consumer’s – you are approaching it not as a neighborhood or industrial sector but as a scene – a distinct territory devoted to offering not just spaces to live and work but for amenities and pleasures, where social ties are defined by wishes, desires, and dreams, and healthy social ties by the energy with which those ideals are lived out.  Scenes, that is, structure social consumption.

Table #1 lays out how the notions of scene, neighborhood, and industrial district can be distinguished in terms of how they pick out different types of spaces, goals, agents, physical units, and bases of the social bond.

	Space
	Scene
	Neighborhood
	Industrial-District

	Goal
	Experiences
	Necessities
	Works, products

	Agent
	Consumer
	Resident
	Producer

	Physical Units
	Amenities
	Homes/Apartments
	Firms

	Basis of social bond
	Ideals
	Being born and raised nearby, long local residence, ethnicity, heritage
	Work / production relations 


Can one not simultaneously view society from all three of these perspectives? Yes to some degree, yet each is tending to become relatively separated, but still interdependent with, the others.  Sociologists especially in the 1950’s (Smelser, Parsons, many others?) became very interested in how occupational roles had become separated from kinship roles.  This led to intense analysis of social systems structured through occupational position and employment relations rather than kinship (with bureaucratic, hierarchical, line, and now, flexible, adaptive, organization all being sub-dimensions of these broader categories).   And it led to studies about how the two spheres – the occupational and the familial – interacted: do hierarchically organized family structures lead to hierarchically organized occupational structures, or vice versa, and so on, who are the primary mediating agents between these spheres (up until fairly recently it was the father/employee), and how do these agents carry their values from one to the other?

Relatively new is the more marked separation of consumption roles from both occupational and kinship/residential roles (cite all the “rise of consumption” and “productivist bias” literature, Zukin, Knorr, Campbell, etc.).   As the rise of employment based labor outside of the home was linked with new social forms (the firm which employs free, contract laborers), the rise of consumption based leisure is too: the scene, which organizes free, voluntary consumers. As the relation between occupational and kinship structures has been a major line of research in sociology for some time, our concern is to make the relation between consumption structures (scenes) and other social systems a central question too (not only the relation to kinship and occupational systems, but also political and religious too) – do egalitarian scenes tend to correlate with egalitarian workplaces, or not; who are the mediators between scenes and social systems (at the bar on Saturday and the Church on Sunday) and do these agents “carry” the values of one to the other? These are some of the types of questions that an analysis of the concept of scene can allow us to ask and address with the social-scientific rigor that has and continues to be applied to other social systems.

Thus, residence, work, and consumption provide three perspectives from which people can approach their worlds.  Each yields characteristic ways of viewing space (as neighborhoods, industrial-districts, or scenes); each turns our attention to different sorts of goals (necessities, products, and experiences), different sorts of agents (residents, producers, and consumers), and different bases for social bonds (shared upbringing, class, and ideals).  Further, each perspective will tend to view the others through its own looking glass.  From the perspective of work and class, the experiences offered in scenes operate to promote or stymie the interests of different classes – elite art for the elite class, mass art for the non-elite, both judged according to the extent to which they block or support the dominating or emancipatory interests of classes, depending on where one stands (Bourdieu, Dimaggio).  From the perspective of the residential neighborhood, the looser, more transient glue that holds a scene together seems to offer hotbeds of short-term commitment, shallow friendships, and anomie in comparison to the warm ties of close neighborhoods (Wirth).  And from the perspective of scenes and amenities, the job one holds and the place one lives will be subordinated to the dreams one can imagine (Florida, Brooks, Clark). 

The history of social theory has been dominated by attempts to extend the domain of one of these three over all the rest – to explain consumption and residence by production (Bourdieu, Veblen, Marx, Frankfurt School), work and interest by upbringing (like W.L. Warner, or ethnic-oriented writers like Andrew Greeley), and even, though this is more recent, job and residence by dreams and ideals (Brooks, Florida, Lloyd, Clark).  These attempts are all too simple, too overstated, and limited by a bias to the effect that consumption is neither an activity capable of generating qualitative distinctions nor a practice capable of generating shareable and holistic bonds in its own terms.  The idea of scene, however, seeks to correct this bias by building on recent work that seeks to introduce the perspective of consumption alongside that of labor and production as including its own norms and driving growth in its own ways (Sharon Zukin has been a pioneer in this regard).  But it takes this shift in perspective further by stressing that just as residents and workers are bound together in distinct social and symbolic ties (neighborhoods, classes, communities, cultural industries, and so on), so are consumers, and these formations are what we in everyday language call scenes with such terms as “jazz scene,” “restaurant scene,” “soccer scene,” and so on.  Researchers have long recognized that the organization of life’s necessities into meaningful social formations (neighborhoods) and that the organization of labor into larger formations (firms, industrial districts, classes) can produces significant consequences that go beyond the sum of these formations’ parts (Putnam, Marx, and many others).  Our proposal is that scenes organize consumption into a meaningful social activity and that these social formations can and must be studied in their own terms as modes of association – just as Marx taught generations to study not simply production but the social organization of the means of production, we want to learn to study not simply consumption, but the social organization of consumption.

Once this shift is made, a number of issues become salient that make the introduction and analysis of the concept of scene valuable.  First, it becomes clear that territories do not merely provide goods, but instead provide amenities as transmitters of different sorts of pleasurable experiences to consumers (not just a meal, but an idea), experiences whose pleasurability is determined according to different standards of what makes consumer activity valuable.  They create spaces where what is consumed is, quite literally, the symbolic values and attitudes revealed in the practices they make possible: identifying with the message of the music being heard, appreciating the creativity poured into the food being eaten, respecting the solemn formality in the way the waiters carry themselves, supporting the ethical production of coffee beans, or gaping at the overwhelming beauty and celebrity of the patrons.  The concept of a scene allows us to explore the different kinds and combinations of these practices.

Second, the concept of scene makes it possible, indeed necessary, to view individual amenities as parts of larger wholes. As potential elements of scenes, cultural amenities cannot be understood atomistically, because what is being consumed is a holistic experience.  The values at stake in consuming individual amenities bind amenities and their consumers into larger wholes (scenes).  Think of a beach.  What are consumers consuming when they enjoy a beach?  The answer to that question depends on the values embodied in the practice of taking pleasure in a beach.  The Miami beach scene, for example, is the scene it is because it provides opportunities to look at other people (girls in bikinis, boys with muscles) and to be looked at by them, to party in the bars on the nearby streets, listen to certain kinds of music, eat at certain sorts of restaurant, and, in general, to enter into the total entertainment culture of hedonism that pushes work out of mind.  But a windswept beach on the coast of northern California supports an entirely different set of practices – awed respect for nature, quiet contemplation, environmentalism.  It is not just the presence or absence of restaurants, people, and natural amenities, then, that make a place into an attractive scene to those who enjoy it.  Instead, it is the way various collections of amenities and people serve to foster certain shared values, certain ways of acting, being, and choosing (or not acting – legitimating leisure can be an important function of some scenes).  The beach qua amenity is what it is in virtue of its being positioned within a territory of values to be consumed – within a scene.  The concept of scene gives us a valuable tool by which we can see individual amenities as part of a larger whole.

This shift in focus away from residents and producers and toward consumers requires new methods by which we recognize and measure the impact of consumer activity in cities.   In other words, in order to understand the nature and impact of these territories of social consumption – scenes – a new sort of theoretical language becomes necessary, a language by which we can recognize the characteristic patterns of values enacted in scenes across the United States and the world.  And we need to find new ways to “catch” those values as they are embedded in cultural amenities.  Only then can we then begin to understand what sorts of effects on urban development and demographic change scenes as territories of cultural consumption can have.  The concept of scene thus provides us a way to name the fact that amenities are consumed because they provide pleasures that consumers find valuable; that amenities are not isolated atoms but exist in holistic networks; and that there are recognizable patterns, located in space and time, to experiences of consuming amenities, patterns whose operations we need to identify and systematize.  It is to these issues of recognition and measurement that we now turn our attention.

4..  How is a scene recognized?

4. Scenes are spaces within which different kinds and aspects of consumption are given symbolic meaning. If scenes exist, they can be recognized and measured – but only in terms appropriate to the standpoint they embody.  How, then, do we know what sort of scene a given area offers?  We propose that it is possible to recognize a given scene based on the different ways in which scenes can give meaning to different aspects of the consuming self.  Just as community, in the sense we’ve been using the term, gives symbolic meaning to different aspects of the natural life course such as birth, death, maturation, procreation, etc., scenes give symbolic meaning to different aspects of the life of consumption.  

In the following section, we argue that there are three broad dimensions of experience that define what it is to approach the world as a consumer out to experience the world (rather than to reside in it or to make new products).  If we can successfully identify these broad elements of being a consumer, we can thus recognize the presence of a scene in terms of the ways in which amenities available in a place reflect values that give some determinate meaning to these broad dimensions of consumer experience.  We believe that being a consumer means being oriented toward 1) the pleasures of appearances, the way we display ourselves to others and see their images in turn.  This we call theatricality.  Determinate scenes give determinate meaning to the theatricality of consumers’ lives.  Being a consumer also means 2) being oriented toward the pleasures of having an identity, who we are and what it means to be genuine and real rather than fake and phony.  This we call authenticity.  Determinate scenes give determinate meaning to the authenticity of consumers’ lives.  And finally, being a consumer means 3) orienting oneself toward the pleasures of holding moral beliefs and intentions, the authorities on which we take our judgments to be right or wrong.  This we call legitimacy.  Determinate scenes give determinate meaning to the legitimacy of consumers’ lives.  

If “scene” names the world viewed as a territory which makes mutual consumption, pleasure, and enjoyment, meaningful, then different scenes can be understood as organizing this meaning-making activity into characteristic, recognizable, and repeatable patterns.  We now want to defend the claim that it is possible to work out of grammar of these patterns of pleasure-taking in terms of the ways in which scenes promote different types and combinations of pleasurable appearances, identities, and beliefs – of theatricality, authenticity, and legitimacy. 

Scenes are spaces devoted to making our life as consumers meaningful, orienting us toward what is enjoyable, disgusting, beautiful, ugly, right, wrong, real, or phony.  We derive the three dimensions of scenes from the way these dimensions specify key elements of shared consumer activity (again, as opposed to shared residence, or shared occupation).  Each dimensions defines goals toward which consumers can strive, activities that characterize consumption, and the substance or aspect of a person that shared consumption shapes or works on. Table #2 for provides an overview of how these goals, activities, and substances define what makes for consumer activity.

Table #2.  Conceptual Map of Scenes

	Dimension
	Goal (of Consumers)
	Activity
	Substance (what is worked on, shaped)

	Legitimacy
	Right Intention, Good Will
	Submission to/Rejection of imperatives and prohibitions
	Will (intention to act)

	Theatricality
	Performing Beautifully
	Fitting into patterns of self-display, performance, seeing and being seen
	behavior, orientation, manners, theatricality

	Authenticity
	Being genuine
	self-realization
	Identity


4.1 Dimensions of Scenes: The Pleasures of Appearance, or, Theatricality

In what follows, we attempt to explain in more detail why we believe these dimensions are the right way to recognize the elements to which scenes give meaning, beginning with the concept of “theatricality.” We are trying to systematically determine a grammar for how the world as a field for meaningful consumption might be organized.  What defines the ways in which subjects interact with others and the world as consumers?   At the most basic level, to view the world as an opportunity for consumption is to view the world in terms of how we receive things and how we are received in turn, in terms of taking things into ourselves and being taken in.  Our attitude towards what we take in has traditionally been called “taste.”  Taste involves pleasures, pains, and disgust.  But it is also no accident that the process of taking things in, especially visually -- perceptio in Latin, aesthesis in Greek -- has been associated with the pleasures of beauty and the disgusts of ugliness.  As a process of reception and perception, consumption is thus joined with aesthetic categories and experiences.  To speak of a “space of consumption” is to provide a social science name for an area in which people can respond to one another and the world in aesthetic categories, in which fitting oneself into, and judging others according to, patterns of self-display can define key components of what holds an association together (as opposed to shared residency, working together, or shared heritage).  The world as a space for meaningful consumption – as a scene -- provides spaces not only for living and working together but also for delighting in how we appear to and for one another.  We call this dimension of consumption, and thus of a scene, its theatricality.

Theatricality expresses a distinct type of aim, substance, and activity the determination of which partially determines what type of scene a given area offers.  Theatricality specifies that aspect of consumer life devoted to, aiming at, making ourselves and our world theatrical, into beautiful (or ugly) performances to be enjoyed.  Scenes make the pursuit of this sort of goal meaningful by determining the sorts of public spaces, arts, restaurants, shops, styles of dress, forms of street life, etc. that allow consumers to confront one another as if playing certain kinds of scene, scenically – taking part or observing it in a scene.  The activity of theatricality is constituted by seeing and being seen – sitting in a café and looking at (and being looked at by) passers-by, wearing the right suit to an upscale restaurant, sewing punk-band insignia on a backpack so others can see.  The substance of theatrical behavior is the etiquette, manners, orientation, bearing, and posture by which we approach one another.  Theatrical behavior works on these by providing answers to questions like: will I wear formal or casual clothing, will I whisper during a performance or hoot and holler, will I introduce myself to others, and by first or last name? 

Theatricality thus defines for the practices of being a consumer a goal (beautiful performance), an activity (mutual self display, showing off), and a set of substances to be worked on (etiquette, manners, orientation, dispositions, posture, habits).  Of course, there can be different versions of what it means to be a consumer who successfully lives up to these goals, engages in this activity, and behaves with the proper manners: there is the theatricality of consuming in such a way that promotes resistance and transgression, formal dress and speech, intimacy and warmth, fashion and style, exhibitionism and voyeurism.  Since each way of giving determinate meaning to the theatricality of consumer life has its own internal structure, our analysis focuses on five specifications, or sub-dimensions, of theatricality that we find to be particularly important ways of providing symbolic significance to consumption: transgressive theatricality, formal theatricality, neighborly theatricality, glamorous theatricality, and exhibitionistic theatricality.  We discuss these dimensions in more detail elsewhere (see website?).  Because these sub-dimensions provide different standards of theatricality that may sometimes be found together and sometimes repel one another in empirical reality, we strictly avoid speaking of one scene as more or less theatrical than another simpliciter, but instead assess various scenes in terms of the sub-dimensions: as more or less transgressive, more or less exhibitionistic, more or less formal, etc. 

4.2.  Dimensions of Scenes: The Pleasures of Will, or, Legitimacy

To enter into a space of shared consumer activity is, as we have seen, to open oneself up to a world of seeing and being seen as if playing a scene, as if one were a work of art to be enjoyed and taken in.  Scenes give specific meaning to this part of the consuming self through the ways they determine what counts as successful theatrical behavior.  But the activity of consuming is not exhausted by its theatricality; scenes are more than human showcases.  The activity of consuming is an intentional activity in which one makes decisions about what to consume, what to enjoy, what to appreciate.  Intentions imply reasons; and reasons rest on authoritative standards of judgment.  

Scenes therefore do not merely supply spaces for giving significance to showing off one’s appearance and delighting in the appearances of others.  They also promote the pleasures of believing oneself right and thinking others wrong, of trading in products and experiences the consumption of which affirms a shared moral outlook on the world.  An example may help to bring out the importance of this distinction between legitimacy and theatricality.  American Apparel is a clothing chain that caters to the tastes of young, urban, alternative hipsters.  Though its clothes are often relatively indistinguishable from boutiques targeting a similar audience or from what is available in chic second hand thrift stores, what sells American Apparel is its morality: all of its clothing is produced without sweat shop labor in downtown Los Angeles.  The entire production process is vertically integrated so that, as the website announces, the company can 

stay competitive while paying the highest wages in the garment industry. Because we don't outsource to local or developing-nation sweatshops (or to ad agencies, for that matter) the entire process is time-efficient, and we can respond faster to market demand… We're just out to try something different, to make a buck, to bring people the clothes they love, to be human, and have a good time in the process
. 

What is being advertised here is, quite literally, a sense for the pleasure in treating all humans equally and humanely (together with the value of efficiency and fun, however complexly mixed), a sense that the pleasure we take in our appearance must be mixed with the pleasure we take in the legitimacy of our beliefs – in this case, belief in the authority of the principle of equal respect and dignity for all.  Though the principle of equality is but one standard of legitimate authority among many, the example highlights how important it is to consider the ways in which scenes project moral standards that give meaning to consumption.  We call this dimension of consumption, and so of scenes, legitimacy.

The dimension of scenes devoted to their legitimacy specifies a second set of aims, activities, and substances, that can help us to recognize what sort of scene a given area offers its participants, distinct from those concerned with theatricality.   This dimension specifies those aspects of a scene devoted to the goal of establishing, for ourselves and others, that our buying and selling, our enjoying and appreciating, is not frivolous, wasteful, or even immoral but right, in the service of an authority we recognize as valid.  The activity of legitimating consumption involves participating in amenities that promote a sense that one is submitting to or rejecting imperatives and prohibitions – submitting to or rejecting the legitimate authority of traditional art forms, submitting to or rejecting the principle of universal human equality, submitting to or rejecting the words of a charismatic person, and so on.  The substance of legitimacy is the will, the decisions we make about how to act.  When scenes promote a sense that it is right for us to consume certain products, they seek to shape our intentions to act in one way or another. 

Legitimacy thus defines for consumers a goal (right belief), an activity (submission/rejection of imperatives and prohibitions), and a set of substances to be worked on (the will, the intention to act).  But these goals and activities can give determinate meanings to consumer life in different ways, and determinate scenes will provide different sorts of symbolic legitimations to the activity of consuming: legitimacy may be rooted in ancestral heritage and the wisdom of generations, in the exceptional personality of charismatic individuals, in the notion of equal respect for all, in the efficient and productive pursuit of individuals’ material self-interest, in the expression of each person’s unique creative imagination.  Specific scenes become the scenes they are in part by making this aspect of the consuming self determinately meaningful in these various ways.  Because the goals, activities, and standards that legitimate consumption must always be determinately specified, we focus on five specifications, or, again, sub-dimensions, that allow us to recognize specific forms of scenes in terms of the specific ways in which they promote different senses of the legitimacy of the consumption: traditionalistic legitimacy, egalitarian legitimacy, charismatic legitimacy, utilitarian-individualistic legitimacy, and self-expressively individualistic legitimacy.  Readers interested in a more detailed presentation of these dimensions are encouraged to refer to (website) for an account of why they were chosen, and a brief review of relevant literature.  
4.3 Dimensions of Scenes: The Pleasures of Identity, or, Authenticity.

The activity of consumption includes, then, an internal conceptual connection to a sense of being on display and viewing the world as itself on display (theatricality) as well as to a sense of choosing to consume based on some authoritative standards of belief recognized as valid (legitimacy).  In giving meaning to our consumption, in participating in scenes, we shape our manners, behavior, and etiquette as well as our intentions, beliefs, and wills.  But the activity of consumption is not exhausted by its theatricality and legitimacy; scenes not only do more than provide human showcases, they also do more than provide moral education.  The activity of consuming is an expressive activity in which one seeks a sense of self-realization in what one enjoys, appreciates, and consumes.  Self-realization implies an identity that is actualized (or not); and identities rest on a sense of who one really is. Scenes therefore cannot merely supply spaces for the theatrical pleasure in showing off one’s appearance and delighting in the appearances of others together with the pleasures in submitting to or resisting the legitimacy of imperatives and prohibitions.  They also promote the pleasures of being genuine and feeling others to be phony, of trading in products and experiences the consumption of which affirms a sense for sharing an underlying, real being with others, whether that essence is rooted in ethnicity, state, locality, company, or reason. We call this dimension of a scene its authenticity.

Authenticity is a famously slippery category, and the importance of distinguishing between authenticity and legitimacy can sometimes seem difficult to make out.  Some examples may help to bring out the difference as well as why this is a distinction that makes a difference.  Identities provide agents with a sense of being rooted, and one important way this rooting can take place is in terms of identification with a distinct locality, in terms of being-from this particular place.  In Chicago, perhaps nothing does this more powerfully than allegiance to professional sports teams.  When the Cubs are playing a playoff game (a rare occurrence!), it is nearly impossible to walk down the street without discussing the game with passers by.  People throughout the world routinely stop strangers in the street who are wearing Bears caps, immediately feeling some shared bond as displaced Chicagoans. Children who grow up White Sox fans often retain that allegiance, and thereby express their sense of being at bottom a Chicagoan, through their entire lives, often carrying that source of identity with them around the world.  To become a fan of a different baseball team often implies a kind of formal announcement that one considers oneself to be “from” this new city. The Chicago Cubs even sell bricks taken from the walls of Wrigley Field.  What is being produced and consumed here is quite literally a sense of taking pleasure in being a real Chicagoan, a sense of being bound together as from this place, independently of whatever moral views about tradition, equality, self-expression, utilitarianism, we might hold.  Though Chicagoans may dress differently and may hold drastically different moral beliefs, the stands of a Bears game are filled with people with a sense of shared identity that, at times, can seem deeper than their beliefs or their appearances (just as those who feel a sense of identity rooted in ethnicity can hold very different opinions).   Sports amenities can thus be understood as contributing to consumers’ senses of authenticity, of sharing an identity behind whatever differences in belief and appearance divide us.  This means that in order to understand what spaces of consumption, that is, scenes, offer, we need to recognize that amenities provide not only a sense to the pleasures we take in appearing to one another and in having our intentions legitimated but also to the pleasure we take in having our identities realized.  

In order to recognize a scene we therefore need to identify not only the ways in which it promotes different senses of theatricality and legitimacy but also the ways it promotes a sense of authentic identity.  This dimension of a scene’s authenticity can be recognized in terms of how it specifies a third set of aims, activities, and substances.  The authenticity of a scene determines those aspects of a scene devoted to the goal of making our buying and selling, our enjoying and appreciating, not fake or phony but genuine and real – real Chicagoans, real Americans, etc. This involves making life not only beautiful or right but rooted as well, linking us to some larger whole that grips us, prior to our decisions and appearances (or, negatively, that we are not alienated, made to feel other than who we take ourselves to genuinely be).  This is the sense in which we enjoy locally made products in order to identify with our homes, the sense in which in enjoying ethnic restaurants we feel that we are (or at least somebody is) linked by shared customs and blood.  The activity of making consumption authentic involves participating in amenities that promote a sense that one is realizing oneself – realizing oneself as a citizen, as a rational being, as Irish or Jewish, as the vice-president of one’s company. The substance of legitimacy is identity, our background sense of who we really are.  When scenes promote a sense that we remain authentic in consuming certain products, they seek to affirm or shape our sense of identity – does watching this action movie realize my essence as a rational being or is this mind-numbing escapism, in buying non-Kosher meat am I betraying my Jewish identity?  These are the questions to which scenes respond. 

Authenticity thus defines a goal (rootedness), an activity (self-realization), and a set of substances to be worked on (identities).  But pursuing these goals and undertaking these activities can work on the substance of authenticity (identity) in different ways: there is the authenticity rooted in being local and homegrown, in being a member of a people or Volk, in citizenship, in the realization of our rational nature, in becoming branded by corporate success – or rejecting these.  Because the goals, activities, and standards that authenticate consumption must always be determinately specified, we focus on five specifications, or, again, sub-dimensions, that allow us to recognize specific forms of scenes in terms of the specific ways in which they promote different senses of the authenticity of the consumption they offer: local authenticity, ethnic authenticity, state authenticity, rational authenticity, corporate authenticity.  Please refer to [website] for a more detailed account of these dimensions.

5. A Grammar of Scenes

We believe that these three dimensions – theatricality, legitimacy, and authenticity – provide a grammar of life in scenes.  In the foregoing, we have attempted to demonstrate that these dimensions flow analytically out of the concept of scene we are developing: from the idea of scene to the idea of territory of consumption to the practice of consumption as composed of appearance, decisions, and identity, each of which defines specific goals, activities, substances, and sciences, internal to approaching the world from the perspective of the consumer.  Beyond this, we have specified each broader dimensions (theatricality, legitimacy, and authenticity) in terms of five sub-dimensions (see appendix #1).  

This conceptual structure allows us to recognize specific empirical scenes as combinations of the dimensions we have derived from the concept of a scene.  A given scene may promote a sense of self-expressive legitimacy, transgressive theatricality, local authenticity, anti-rational authenticity, and anti-corporate authenticity – this combination we could call a bohemian scene.  Areas that offer amenities promoting this combination of values could be identified and contrasted with collections of amenities that promote a sense of neighborly theatricality, traditional legitimacy, and local authenticity – a communitarian scene.  Our conceptual apparatus thus makes it possible to compare the values promoted by different collections of amenities across the country and to find patterns and differences that might not be readily apparent by simply counting amenities – several amenities can reveal the same value, just as one amenity can reveal several values. Table #3 lays out this broad analytic connection from the concept of scene to dimensions to sub-dimensions and back to determinate scenes.

Table #3: A Grammar of Scenes


CONCEPT:








DIMENSIONS:  




SUB-DIMENSIONS


Specific Scene = empirically discovered correlation or theoretically defined linkage among sub-dimensions.  Example: sub-dimensions in red could combine as a bohemian scene.  For a list of 12 ideal-typical scenes we are studying, see [website]. Sub-dimensions in blue could combine as a communitarian scene [(--) indicates the negative version of the sub-dimensions: anti-rationality or anti-corporateness).

Our grammar provides us with a language with which to move from local level analyses of cultural practices to more general patterns by which the meaning and impact of these practices can be compared and their relative impact on demographic change, political attitudes, and urban development can be studied.  In particular, we can use the language provided by this grammar to identify the more holistic combinations of values that are so key in making a scene.  For example, we can express (and thus measure) with our grammar the bohemian scene that grows from the example of Charles Baudelaire and lives on in places like Chicago’s Wicker Park (Lloyd 2005).  Such scenes fuse high levels of self-expressive individualism and transgressive threatricality together with moderate levels of exhibitionistic theatricality (think of Baudelaire’s dandy and flaneur) and a strong sense of anti-utilitarianism and anti-corporate values.  Similarly, we could use our grammar to identify communitarian scenes as those collections of amenities that promote a combination of traditional legitimacy, neighborly theatricality, local and perhaps ethnic authenticity, together with a strong mood of anti-transgressivism, anti-glamoursness and exhibitionism, and a moderate resistance to self-expressive and utilitarian individualism.  A more detailed description of 12 holistic scenes in which we are most interested can be found at [website].     

With this grammar in place, we can ask how the values and experiences at play, for example, in the various neighborhoods of Chicago or Los Angeles relate to the cities’ political cultures, do different scenes tend to be associated with certain demographic, political, or economic changes when they are nearby, do they behave differently when isolated, how much or little are they driven by class, gender, or ethnicity, etc.?  We can also ask whether we can identify scenes in different cities made up of different amenities but which nevertheless reveal similar profiles (in terms of their authenticity, theatricality, and legitimacy), and so which make consumption meaningful according to similar patterns.  Do these scenes tend to be associated with similar political cultures, and are they associated with similar economic and demographic consequences?   This grammar thus allows us to see cultural connections among cities and neighborhoods that would be invisible or implicit without a language by which we could identify the structural patterns by which the consuming self is given meaning by different collections of amenities. 

6. How is a scene measured?

Our grammar of scene provides a language by which we can recognize what elements combine to make a scene.  It also provides clear direction by which the presence or absence of scenes can be measured.  For if scenes are spaces of consumption, and when we make our consumption meaningful we do so in terms of the dimensions of theatricality, legitimacy, and authenticity, then amenities can be viewed as transmitters of these dimensions, transmission devices for the various forms of pleasure we take in our appearances, wills, and identities.  

We use this grammar to operationalize the conceptual structure developed above in two steps: 1. we weight the over 700 amenities for which we have data in terms of the 15 sub-dimensions and 2.  We develop formulas to apply these weights to the actual data.  Let us take these steps in turn.

6.1 Code the amenities in terms of the 15 sub-dimensions.

We have developed a weighting system in order to “catch” the sub-dimensions of theatricality, legitimacy, and authenticity promoted by individual amenities.  A detailed description of the thinking behind this system, an account of its details, and a defense of its methodology is available upon request.   Here, a sketch of the process will suffice.

We have compiled a database that includes national data for over 700 amenities and 150 lifestyle survey questions.  The amenities are drawn from the U.S. census of business, online yellow pages sources, and the Unified Database of Arts Organizations compiled by the Urban Institute.  The survey questions are part of the DDB Lifestyle Survey.

Each amenity was assigned a score for each of the 15 sub-dimensions by a group of coders.  Scores range from 1-5, where 5 indicates that participation in the activities promoted by an amenity is fundamentally defined by the given sub-dimension, 1 indicates that participation in these activities fundamentally and actively opposes the sub-dimensions, and 3 indicates that the amenity is neutral with respect to the sub-dimensions.  Coders were provided extensive training material, including a web tutorial (http://home.uchicago.edu/~hotzet/tutorial/), a set of very specific yes or no questions to pose to each amenity in terms of each sub-dimension, and a detailed manual we call the coder’s handbook.

These methods were designed to produce, to the extent possible, clear rationales according to which weights could be assigned to each amenity.  This process, it should be stressed, was not intended to be a survey of coders’ responses to the amenities, but a controlled, constrained system whereby each coder, regardless of background, would ideally produce the same code based on the same reasoning as specified by the handbook.  Though weights did of course vary, inter-correlations of coders’ scores showed a high degree of reliability.  

These scores provide us with a way to transform amenities into the terms of our grammar of scenes, that is, to view amenities from the standpoint of consumers out to experience them.  Once these scores were established, the weights themselves become the units of analysis because, again, we view amenities as vehicles for transmitting the 15 sub-dimensions that define spaces of consumer activity. 

 6.2 Apply the coding to the data

All amenities received a weight in terms of the 15 sub-dimensions.   But those weights still need to be applied to the actual data.  This poses both technical and methodological questions.  We may have decided that, for example, genealogy societies score 5 in traditional legitimacy, but that by itself does not tell us how to relate that score to the actual amenity for which we have data, whether to give more weight to larger or more specialized amenities, whether to measure the total score for all amenities in each zip code or assess zip codes on a per capita or per firm basis, or whether to look for zip codes with the most amenities that received extreme scores (just to name a few options – there are many more).

Our current analysis begins with the simplest approach: 1. We multiply the number of amenities of a given type in a zip code by that amenity-type’s score, and then sum the results for each sub-dimension.  We call this measure the “intensity score.”  Each zip receives a score for each sub-dimension that indicates that zip code’s total output of the values associated with each sub-dimension.  2.  We divide the intensity score for each zip code by the total number of amenities in the zip code.  We call this measure the “performance rating.”  This rating shows the average degree to which a zip code’s amenities support a given sub-dimensions.  For example, a performance rating of 3.9 in traditional legitimacy tells us that in this zip code the average amenity one tends to encounter positively supports a sense that one’s decisions are legitimated by appeals to the authority of tradition.  The clear advantage of the performance rating is that it adjusts for size and yields a measure in terms of our 1-5 weighting system.  A detailed account and walk-through of the formulas by which we derive these measures, as well as explanations of other measures, is available upon request.

With these measures, a profile can be elaborated for each zip code in terms of the 15 sub-dimensions.  We use these profiles to determine the characteristic patterns according to which the sub-dimensions cluster (and so to identify common scenes in the U.S.).  We can also use these profiles to create rankings and maps of the U.S. in terms of zip codes’ scores on individual sub-dimensions as well as their scores in terms of different groups of sub-dimensions.  This by itself is another major undertaking that obviously goes far beyond the scope of this paper.  However, a simple graph helps to illustrate the intuitive power of this analytic method for measuring the extent to which the organization of urban life revolves around varieties of ideals and aspirations.  Graph #1 compares the profiles of New York, Los Angeles, and Chicago.

INSERT TERRY’S GRAPHS HERE.

To be sure, these graphs paint a very broad stroke.  But it is worth noting how they allow us to see some interesting similarities and variations among the cities.  The profile of all three cities shows a similar overall shape, which we find roughly mirrored in most large urban centers.  But the shape varies in culturally important ways across the three cities: the value of formality is strongly affirmed -- one needs standard codes to make interaction possible in dense human environments (but note that New York is more formal than the others); the value of warm, intimate relations with neighbors is downplayed – empirical confirmation of a fundamental concept of urban studies from Simmel to Wirth (and yet in Chicago, neighborliness is much stronger, perhaps suggesting that the old Chicago neighborhood still exerts pressure in the Chicago cultural scene); all strongly value utilitarian individualism – the city frees the individual to discipline himself to his own goals (but originally Dutch New York continues the individual work ethic more strongly than do the others); all strongly value individual self-expression – the city frees the individual from the observation of parents and elders in order for each to develop his own unique personality (but Los Angeles, apotheosis of the expressive individual, far outpaces the others); all resist basing the legitimacy of their way of life on the traditional wisdom of the fore-fathers – the city tends to be a space for innovation and experimentation  (and yet, the weight of tradition is much more powerfully present in Midwest Chicago); all are centers for the pleasures of fashioning oneself anew through glamour – urban life minimizes primordial status differences and accentuates the need to distinguish oneself through distinctive outer appearance (and yet Hollywood makes this need much more central than do the others); and though Chicago and New York do not seem to provide powerful spaces in which charismatic individuals rise out of the urban crowd, Los Angeles makes this aspiration central.
One can certainly add much to this brief interpretation of the data.  But the general point is that our procedures seem to map onto empirical reality.  This in turn allows us to develop propositions about the relative importance of different combinations of our 15 sub-dimensions for standard indicators such as income, education, mobility, etc. 

7. Conclusion: A New Research Program

To elaborate and test such propositions is clearly a massive program, far beyond what we can do here.  But a brief discussion of the payoff for research into cities, culture, consumption, and more (?) is in order. 

LARRY TO ADD THIS FROM POWERPOINT.
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� See DiMaggio, 1982 for a class-based analysis of high art consumption in nineteenth-century Boston. 


� Mayor James Norquist of Milwaukee, who started tearing down freeways in his city to promote street life (Norquist, 1998), is perhaps the most dramatic example of a public official serioulsy committed to recreating the vital street life praised by Jane Jacobs (Jacobs, 1961).


� Alan Blum is the first social theorist to develop the concept of a “scene” with serious attention to the inner experience and dynamic of scenes, rather than simply denouncing them as pretentious or celebrating them as transgressive.  (Blum, 2003).


� For a study of how scenes such as punk, video game, anti-fascism, and others define themselves against one another or overlap in Germany, especially in relation to an emerging notion of “youth culture,” see Hitzler, 2005.  Hitzler focuses almost exclusively on transgressive scenes, however, and does not situate these in relation to more mainstream or high art scenes. Still his work is among the few close to ours.


� http://www.americanapparel.net/mission/








