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URBAN NIGHTSCAPES

Youth Cultures, Pleasure Spaces and Corporate Power.

Despite unprecedented growth in the entertainment economy, in many western
cities, urban nightlife is increasingly experiencing a form of ‘McDonaldisation’,
with big brands taking over large parts of downtown areas, leaving consumers
with an increasingly standardised experience and a lack of alternative, creative
provision. Urban Nightscapes takes a new look at this rapidly changing aspect of
urban life, examining the relationships between young adults, nightlife and city
spaces.

The first part of the book explores three inter-related aspects of these night-
scapes: production and the role of large-scale corporate entertainment operators,
who provide branded, themed and stylised experiences; regulation through
practices which aid capital accumulation and city ‘image-building’; and
consumption, where a night out is characterised by not only pleasure-seeking
hedonism, but by a segmentation of youth identity and activity as well. Urban
Nightscapes highlights who owns and controls the night-time economy and, in
particular, the increasing amount of mergers and concentration of ownership; the
pervasive use of surveillance (both technological and social); and how
mainstream, commercial nightlife is squeezing out both historic and alternative/
independent forms of enjoyment. The second part of the book then colourfully
explores these ideas through detailed ethnographic case studies of young
professionals, students, women and gay consumers, excluded youth groups and
also alternative nightlife activity, such as squats and free parties.

Throughout the book the authors explore pockets of resistance to this
standardised experience and suggest a number of potential future scenarios for
cities at night beyond the corporate nightlife machine. Urban Nightscapes presents
a theoretical and lively ethnographic account for understanding contemporary
youth cultures, political urban change and city nightlife.

Paul Chatterton is Lecturer in the Department of Geography, and Robert
Hollands is a Senior Lecturer in the Department of Sociology and Social Policy,
both at the University of Newcastle upon Tyne in the UK.
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PREFACE

This book is a truly collectively written and produced endeavour in terms of work-
load and intellectual input which emerged from extended discussions and debates
over many hours (and the occasional beer). It goes without saying, then, that it is
the product of a longstanding set of personal and academic interests we both have
held around youth cultures, nightlife and cities. As with many collaborative works,
the initial idea came through a meeting of two people who were working and
thinking in similar areas, theoretically, methodologically and politically. One of
us, a sociologist, has been researching and teaching in the area of youth studies
for many years, writing books on working-class leisure (Cantelon and Hollands,
1988), youth transitions (Hollands, 1990) and youth cultures and nightlife
(Hollands, 1995, 1997, 2000). The other, a geographer whose PhD was on student
cultures and their impact on cities (Chatterton, 1998), continues to teach and
research around urban cultures, youth identities and political activism (Chatterton,
1999, 2000, 2002). Both of us share an outlook which combines the study of
political-economic forces, and in particular a concern about the increasing power
of corporate and global capital in our daily lives, with critical ethnographies
sensitive to the nuances of locality, agency and political resistance.

These personal and academic biographies came together most fruitfully
between 2000 and 2002 at the University of Newcastle upon Tyne, when we jointly
managed a research project funded by the Economic and Social Research Council
(ESRC) entitled ‘Youth cultures, identities and the consumption of nightlife city
spaces in three English cities’ (award number R000238288). Much of the
empirical data presented here is derived from this research project, which looked
at the production, regulation and consumption of urban nightlife in several UK
cities. This book, then, while partly emanating from our UK research project, also
draws upon examples outside the UK and represents a significant extension of our
thinking reported elsewhere (see Hollands and Chatterton, 2003; Chatterton and
Hollands, 2001, 2002; Hollands, 2002). A more detailed methodological note
appears in the introduction.

As the research progressed, a story of corporate power, greed, domination and
marginalisation, not to mention hedonism/pleasure, dissatisfaction and resistance
across city streets at night, unravelled itself. The book is driven by a concern for
who loses and who wins in the constant ‘merry-go-round’ of urban change,



xi

renewal and gentrification. While there are many readings of urban nightlife, and
hence many different books which could have been written, this book aims to be
a powerful reminder of the consequences of letting corporate power, profit and
the pro-growth entrepreneurial state go unchecked. As such, it is not only an
invitation to critically engage with theory and detailed empirical findings about
the making of urban nightlife—it is also a call for radical thinking and praxis about
possible new urban worlds.
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1
INTRODUCTION
Making urban nightscapes

This book is about the making and re-making of urban nightlife. While a night out
is a common and widespread experience, many of us do not spend much time
thinking about what exactly goes into its making, which is not surprising as most
of the time we are too busy enjoying ourselves. For example, rarely do we pose
questions such as: who owns and profits from the nightlife venues we socialise
in? Who develops, designs and promotes nights out and for which groups? What
laws and legislations govern nightlife and how it is policed? What implicit and
explicit codes structure a night out, which people go to which venues and why,
and what do young people actually think about their nightlife experiences? What
follows in this book is an attempt to unpack these related sets of issues.

What this book is not is a celebration of the diversity and the countless
experiences which a night out can offer. Such a venture is clearly another project
in itself. This is also not another book solely about clubbing or rave culture, or
indeed drug and Ecstasy cultures (of which there have been numerous examples:
see, Malbon, 1999; Saunders, 1995; Redhead et al., 1997), but more broadly ‘urban
nightscapes’, which entails a variety of youth cultural spaces and groups, including
those who are excluded from, or challenge, what’s on offer downtown at night.
Instead, in what follows we pursue a more political-economy perspective of a
night out, which not only looks at consumer experiences and draws upon our real
experiences with young people during a night out, but also explores issues of
production and regulation. Hence, our work takes a critical look at the role of the
entrepreneurial local state, the various effects of corporate capital, and the
increasing uniformity and standardisation of many modern-day consumer
practices. To give the reader some idea of what to expect in the following pages,
our main concern relates to the growing dominance of large corporate operators
and their nightlife brands, and what this means for the future character and
liveability of urban areas.

We start this book within a context of change and transformation. Social and
economic restructuring over the last three decades has resulted in the development
of a new urban ‘brand’ which has reshaped many parts of city landscapes into
corporate entertainment and leisure hubs (Gottdiener, 2001; Hannigan, 1998).
While urban areas have always been sites of pleasure-seeking, a central focus of
recent rebranding has been the promotion of the night-time economy, much of
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Plate 1.1 Maremagnum Entertainment Complex; Port Vell, Barcelona, Spain, 2002

which is characterised by the ritual descent of young adults into city-centre bars,
pubs and clubs, especially during the weekend (Hollands, 1995; Thornton, 1995;
Chan, 1999; Andersson, 2002). One stark example which provides a glimpse into
the widespread nature of the growth of night-time entertainment, and gives us a
way into thinking about the making, remaking and unmaking of urban nightscapes,
comes from Barcelona in the Catalunya region of Spain, and more specifically the
Port Vell area on the city’s water-front. This area has been unrecognisably
transformed since the mid 1990s, from a decaying old dock area into one of the
city’s foremost and most fashionable party zones. The main quay is dominated by
the Maremagnum complex, an entertainment and shopping area opened in 1995
containing around fifty shops, twenty-five restaurants and dozens of bars and clubs
(see Plate 1.1). The 2001 Time Out guide to Barcelona states: ‘Maremagnum
gleams temptingly in the middle of the Port Vell and draws in huge crowds both
night and day.’

An initial and indeed understandable response is to applaud such a development
as a positive example of ‘urban cultural revival’ (Landry, 2000; Comedia and
Demos 1997). Indeed, the night-time economy in many cities has now become an
accepted part of wider urban renewal strategies and is seen as a significant source
of income, employment and civic ‘image-building’ (Chatterton and Hollands,
2001, 2002). However, there is another largely untold story here. Port Vell, for
example, the once-glistening jewel in the gentrified regeneration of Barcelona’s
waterfront has recently lost some of its lustre. The reality by 2002 was that the
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city’s wealthier population, who once danced and drank here with style, have
moved on to the latest nightlife venues elsewhere. As a result, Maremagnum has
become a more middle-ground ‘mainstream’ nightlife space for young, often
under-age, tourists and the city’s immigrant and working-class communities. After
forty incidents involving the police at the leisure complex between 2000 and 2002,
complete with security guards armed with batons, the problem finally came to a
head. In January 2002, it was alleged that four door staff from Bar Caipirinha in
Maremagnum beat and then threw a young Ecuadorian immigrant, Wilson
Pacheco, into the sea when he became aggressive after he was denied entry to the
bar. Pacheco drowned, creating a media frenzy calling for a new set of nightlife
regulations, and Bar Caipirinha was closed. Subsequently, the Catalan Interior
Ministry, along with the Barcelona city government and the port authority,
developed a plan to restrict late-night bar and alcohol-led activity in the area and
promote a greater diversity of more cultural and family-oriented activities.!

Although only a single example, what exactly does this ‘other’ story reveal
about the making and remaking of urban nightscapes generally? First, it
demonstrates that while there is a growing popularity and domination of large-
scale, glossy corporate nightlife developments in many cities around the world,
they often contain their own set of contradictions. Constant attempts to upgrade
and gentrify urban waterfronts and central areas, which include nightlife facilities,
invariably result in a tail-chasing game of ‘cool-hunting’ (Klein, 2000), as young
professionals go in search of the latest cool, chic, fashionable bar or club, leaving
yesterday’s stylish haunt in their wake. Indeed, much of the new nightlife economy
is all about being ‘cool’. In their attempt to define this rather tricky term, Pountain
and Robins (2000) point out that coolness, as a consumption strategy, is largely
an individual identity strategy rather than a collective political response. As the
authors suggest, ‘no-one wants to be good any more, they want to be Cool’ (ibid.:
10). Yet, more importantly for this book, coolness has also become a vehicle for
big business, the media and advertisers to push their way further into the wallets
of young consumers.

Second, while such upgrading initially appears to be enforced through pricing
and various stylistic codes, it often requires more ‘direct’ and violent forms of
regulation (i.e. bouncers, security staff; see Hobbs et al., 2000) which, as the
Maremagnum example shows, can quickly spiral out of control. Finally, attempts
to gentrify leisure and the night-time economy in the city have resulted in various
nightlife consumption groups jockeying for position and territory, leading to a
socially segregated, conflictual and increasingly polarised use of space (Hollands,
2002).

The above example from Barcelona, then, reflects some of the main concerns
of Urban Nightscapes. Our focus is ‘urban’—and in particular downtown—areas,
which continue to represent the most visible manifestation of these trends,
especially in Europe. However, we are cognisant that our discussion reflects
broader social and cultural changes rather than mere ‘city-based’ phenomena (see
Gottdiener, 2001). In this sense, many of the processes we emphasise, including
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economic concentration, corporatisation, branding and theming, segmentation of
consumer markets and pandering to middle-class tastes, are occurring across
central, suburban and complex polycentric city-regions (Soja, 2000) across the
western world, and clearly here North America is leading the way. This is not to
say that there are not important variations in nightlife cultures between countries
and cities and that wider processes do not work themselves out at different rates
in specific local conditions. For example, there are clear differences in nightlife
infrastructures between larger global cities, established metropolitan centres and
smaller cities. However, the phenomena we are studying are increasingly global,
or at least western, in their orientation, and hence it is possible to generalise
findings to some degree, as the night-time economies of many post-industrial
countries continue to converge and follow similar trends.

Our second focus is on the term ‘nightscapes’, which refers specifically to young
adults’ varied nightlife activities in licensed premises such as bars, pubs,
nightclubs and music venues, as well as the streets and spaces in-between. We
recognise that other activities such as cinema, theatre, restaurants, casinos, cafés
and sporting events also combine to make up these nightscapes, but these are not
our concern here as they are not primarily the preserve of young people in cities.
2 Our use of the term ‘nightscapes’ also refers to issues raised by Zukin (1992)
about the aestheticisation and commodification of urban landscapes, but also to
the increased use of the city as a place of consumption, play and hedonism in the
evening (Featherstone, 1991).

The framework

Studying nightscapes entails unravelling certain inherent difficulties,
contradictions and dichotomies involved in the actual ‘experience’ of nightlife.
We are acutely aware that framing it through academic discourse and theoretical
concepts erodes much of the fluidity, excitement and sociability of a night out. It
is quite impossible to capture what the city is about at night within the stiff pages
of an academic text. In fact, any attempt to represent nightlife will automatically
make certain groups and actions more visible than others. The city, especially at
night, contains many contradictory elements that cannot always be resolved,
understood or related. Nightlife is simultaneously conflictual and transgressive,
at the same time as being segregated, commodified and sanitised. It also has
emotional (enhanced through alcohol, drugs, dance, sex, encounter) and rational
elements (planning, surveillance and policing), which are not always easy to
understand and reconcile. Nevertheless, it is worth highlighting, to quote Thornton
(1995:91), that ‘the seemingly chaotic paths along which people move through
the city are really remarkably routine’.

Our perspective is to stress the active making and remaking of urban
nightscapes, an approach which is sensitive to processes as well as possibilities.
As such, the book operates on two levels (see Table 1.1). First, we present an
understanding of nightscapes through an integrated ‘circuit of culture’ which
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comprise the three processes of production, regulation and consumption (Du Gay,
1997). By this we mean that, to fully understand an area of activity such as
nightlife, it is imperative to simultaneously explore who and what is involved in
producing nightlife spaces (i.e. designing, marketing, selling, property markets,
corporate strategies, etc.), who and what is involved in regulating them (i.e. laws
and legislations, surveillance, entrance requirements, codes of conduct), and who
and what is involved in consuming them (i.e. lived experience, perceptions,
stereotypes, etc.). Hence, while nightlife venues are clearly commercially
manufactured by a range of multinational, national, regional and local operators,
and regulated by various legislative frameworks and formal and informal
surveillance mechanisms, it is also necessary to explore the lived consumer
experience and the role young adults play in shaping such spaces.

Second, urban nightscapes can be understood as a mixture of mainstream,
residual and alternative nightlife spaces. Mainstream spaces are the well-
recognised commercially provided bars, pubs and nightclubs that exist in most
large urban centres. While there are a range of venue types here, the unifying
feature of the mainstream is that it is driven by commercial gain and the profit-
motive, rather than the other concerns such as access, equality or creativity. The
mainstream is also characterised by ownership by large national and international
corporate players who are increasingly using strategies like branding and theming
to target and segment certain cash-rich groups such as professionals and service
sector workers (including professional women and the gentrifying gay population)
and higher education students. These spaces cater for much of the hedonistic rituals
and raucous behaviour one normally associates with a night out. Residual
community spaces such as traditional pubs, ale-houses and saloons, as well as the
purview of the street, which were a common feature of most industrial city centres
have been left to decline or are disappearing altogether, due to the changing
priorities of nightlife operators and consumer tastes. Finally, there is a range of
independently run and alternative nightlife spaces which cater for more specific
youth cultures, identities and tastes, some of which are self-organised, such as free
parties, unofficial raves and squatted social centres. Clearly, spaces such as the
mainstream, the residual and the alternative and resistant margins are constantly
shifting entities, with rather nebulous boundaries. Today’s fringe cultures become
tomorrow’s mainstream fashions. Hence, we have tried to avoid over-literal
interpretations which regard the mainstream as mere commercial blandness while
the underground is teeming with resistance and creativity. Instead, we have
focused upon how different spaces and boundaries are made and remade, regulated
and experienced.

The central argument of Urban Nightscapes is that urban nightlife is
increasingly characterised by dominant regimes of: mainstream production,
through the corporatisation of ownership via processes of branding and theming
(Klein, 2000; Gottdiener, 2001); regulation, through practices which increasingly
aid capital accumulation and urban image-building (Zukin, 1995; Harvey, 1989b)
yet increase surveillance (Davis, 1992); and consumption, through new forms of
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segmented nightlife activity driven by processes of gentrification and the adoption

of ‘up-market’ lifestyle identities among groups of young adults (Butler, 1997;
Wynne and O’Connor, 1998; Savage and Butler, 1995). In this sense, although

many city centres have achieved a ‘cool’ status through branded and upgraded

nightlife, they are also increasingly becoming more exclusive, segmented and

conflictual arenas (Smith, 1996; Sibley, 1995). And while we stress that new
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opportunities have opened up, especially for young women (McRobbie, 2000),
ethnic cultures and music (Forman, 2002) students (Chatterton, 1999), and gay
nightlife in particular (Knopp, 1992), these have often been sanitised and
commercially incorporated into the mainstream. Moreover, historic, residual and
alternative forms of nightlife are increasingly marginalised to the geographic
periphery of the urban core, over-regulated until they simply disappear,
transformed by the changing corporate priorities of their owners, or are bought
out under the weight of urban renewal and gentrified leisure.

Our concern, then, is how to make sense of production, regulation and
consumption patterns within urban nightlife infrastructures, with a focus on young
adults’ experience and use of particular spaces. Our emphasis on processes and
the ‘making’ of nightlife circumvents, we hope, some of the rather unhelpful
dichotomies used in understanding youth lifestyles, such as culturalism versus
structuralism, objective versus subjective and material versus symbolic
constructions of society (see Miles, 2000 for a discussion of some of these
approaches). As such, throughout the book we use examples of how young people
actively talk about, and make sense of, their social and spatial world and that of
others in the night-time economy.

In this regard, first, it is fair to say that much youth cultural analysis has been
implicitly aspatial in its orientation (for an exception, see Skelton and Valentine,
1998; Massey, 1998). Therefore, we seek to locate nightlife provision and youth
experiences in a spatial context, both in our use of notions like mainstream,
alternative and residual spaces, and also in terms of different national and local
conditions. Second, with regard to understanding the relationship between
‘circuits of culture’, there are many ways to unpack consumer experiences,
including nightlife. ‘Horizontal’ readings explore the relations and meanings
circulated between consumers, while Vertical’ readings consider consumers as
part of a commodity chain including production as well as consumption (Williams
et al., 2001). While we attempt to utilise both of these approaches, we give
particular weight to the relationship between the production and regulation of
nightlife, and its consumption by young adults. In this sense, we adopt a spatialised
‘political economy’ of youth cultural activity in the night-time economy,
combined with a neo-gramscian perspective which stresses the interplay of
dominant, residual and emergent tendencies (Williams, 1977). Political economy
has been sorely neglected within the study of popular and youth culture generally
(although see Fine and Leopold, 1993; Hollands, 1998), and traditionally much
youth cultural analysis has focused on cultural resistance (Hall and Jefferson,
1976; Willis, 1990), postmodern hybrids (Muggleton, 1998) and the active making
of lifestyles (Miles, 2000), without exploring this wider context of the changing
role of the state and corporate strategies.

So, while we are sympathetic to elements of an ‘agency-based’ or ‘experiential’
approach (see Malbon, 1999), we also feel that a preoccupation solely with cultural
creativity underestimates the material constraints in which consumers operate, as
well as ignoring ongoing fundamental inequalities within the youth population.
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Clearly, young adults are actively involved in meaning-making in the night-time
economy (see Malbon, 1999); however, at the same time many nightlife premises
have become, to paraphrase Le Corbusier, ‘gentrified machines for drinking in’.
Similarly, it is important to stress the endurance of significant consumption divides
within youth populations (Furlong and Cartmel, 1997)—between, for example,
unemployed young people or those dependent on unstable employment, university
students and those in high-level training, and young professionals in stable, well-
paid and mobile employment—as well as to understand how social divisions have
become more complex today. Our approach, then, is that wider processes of capital
accumulation and restructuring, especially through the globalisation and
corporatisation of the cultural industries (Klein, 2000; Monbiot, 2000), enduring
social inequalities, and the changing role of the state, all are extremely influential
in shaping modern-day nightlife experiences. Hence, to borrow from Marx:
“Young adults make their own nightlife, but not under conditions of their own
choosing.’

Key concepts in understanding change and transformation
within youthful nightlife spaces

Within this book, we draw upon a number of key concepts within social science
research which will help the reader understand some of the processes of change
and transformation shaping urban nightscapes and the lives of young people. The
three chapters which comprise Part I of the book discuss these ideas and concepts
in depth and illustrate them with examples. Here, in this first chapter, we briefly
introduce and outline various key terms to help the reader locate this book in some
ongoing and longstanding conceptual debates.

Our first context explores some of the productive forces underlying the
emergence of a new entertainment economy. Service employment, and especially
activity in the ‘cultural economy’, has grown rapidly in many cities to offset
manufacturing loss. As a result of this shift, the entertainment and nightlife
economies have become a central rather than add-on part of urban economic
growth and employment. This transformation has been partly explained through
ideas of post-Fordism, in which there has been a saturation of Fordist mass
markets, and subsequent changes in consumer preferences towards more
individualised, reflexive and globally oriented forms of consumption. These
changes can also be set within a context of economic and cultural globalisation,
and a rationalisation and concentration of the organisation of production across
many sectors of the economy (Held et al., 1999). Hence, in what follows we utilise
a more neo-Fordist approach which stresses the continuance of mass markets
combined with a concentration of ownership and shift in control away from
national ownership towards a small number of global corporate entities.
Economies of scale, standardisation and homogeneity, then, still play a key role
for many global firms in terms of ordering consumer markets.
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Branding and the use of themes have also become a central element for today’s
global firm, with value generated not solely from price or product differentiation
but also through symbolic, lifestyle or brand differentiation (Gottdiener, 2001).
Along with the use of branding has come the heavy stylising and scripting of
consumer spaces around certain accepted, sanitised and safe norms and codes of
behaviour. Further, branding and themes are used to create not only product loyalty
but also consumer identity, social status and differentiation.

These changes in production and the economic organisation of entertainment
and nightlife have taken place against a backdrop of rapid urban change and
restructuring over the last three decades. After decades of decay and neglect
created through economic restructuring (Harvey, 2000; Sugrue, 1998; Hudson and
Williams, 1994; Taylor et al., 1996), many traditional metropolitan and industrial
centres have slowly been remodelled as places to live, work and be entertained.
The specific characteristics of this ‘return to the centre’ are a renewed emphasis
on the so-called knowledge-based economy, city-centre living and the idea of the
24-hour city, a greater economic role for corporately organised leisure and retail,
and consumption-based (cultural) rather than production-based activities (Zukin,
1995; Hall, 1999). Clearly, each urban area has steered its own course through
this reinvention process and has borrowed differentially from both the excesses
of the North American model of casinos, multiplexes and malls (Davis, 1992;
Hannigan, 1998) and the continental European model associated with ‘café
culture’ and socially inclusive city-centre living.

These various urban reinventions, although successful in terms of reanimating
and transforming the physical aesthetics of city centres, have done little to address
questions of equality and access. Hence, the contemporary urban entertainment
economy is marked by social and spatial inequality and segmentation of consumer
markets. While both niche and mass brands are developed within entertainment
and consumer markets, the key point is that both are increasingly controlled by a
small number of global players who develop a portfolio of brands to dominate
markets. Within both these markets there is a general pandering towards cash-rich
groups of consumers and a tendency to create safe entertainment which offers
‘riskless risk’ (Hannigan, 1998; Hubbard, 2002). Here, concepts of gentrification,
stylisation and sanitisation are key—that is to say, there has been a displacement
of lower-order activities and working-class communities by higher-order activities
aimed at cash-rich groups. Hence, within such urban transformations, it is
important to note who gains and who loses, who is guiding urban nightscapes and
to what ends, and who, literally, has been invited to the ‘party’.

Our second context concerns the regulation and governance of nightlife.
Nightlife has been subject to much legal, political and indeed moral regulation,
fuelled largely by a longstanding anti-urbanism and a fear of crime and disorder,
especially at night. Currently, governing the night involves a number of formal
and informal dimensions which include legal (laws and legislation), technical
(closed-circuit television (CCTV) and radio-nets), economic (drinks and door
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entry prices) and social—cultural (musical taste, youth cultural styles and dress
codes) elements.

While there has been an erosion of the strict times and spaces of industrial work,
where nightlife was carefully regulated to ensure that workers’ leisure did not
interfere with their productivity, contemporary nightlife is still subject to moral
panics, regulation, rationalisation and planning. While there is a demand for a
greater variety of nightlife compared to fifty years ago, current nightlife
developments point to the increased use of formal and informal surveillance and
control techniques (including CCTV, door entry policies, design, pricing) aimed
at sanitising and controlling access to certain consumer groups. Hence, urban
nightlife contains a number of contradictory tendencies towards both deregulation
and (re)regulation, and fun and disorder.

Urban nightlife has also become an arena for a more complex set of negotiations
between a range of groups. Traditional bodies (the judiciary and police), primarily
concerned with social order and public safety, now increasingly have to negotiate
with private capital and the more entrepreneurial local state with their imperatives
of capital accumulation. Current nightlife developments backed by increasingly
cash-strapped local urban authorities, have a tendency to benefit private capital
rather than meet older notions within city planning such as civic pride, cultural
diversity and universal access.

Our final context concerns the changing nature of consumption experiences,
and in particular stresses that the social meaning of what it means to be young is
constantly changing. One of the fundamental shifts in the last two decades has
been the extension of a youthful phase, as evidenced by terms like ‘post-
adolescence’ and ‘middle youth’ (Irwin, 1995; Goldscheider and Goldscheider,
1999; Roberts 1997), characterised by liminality and experimentation with
youthful cultural activity for an extended period of time. By this we are referring
to well-recognised delayed transitions into adulthood, marriage or full-time work
due to staying on in education and training, increased dependency on the parental
household, erosion of income benefits or student grants, and a changing labour
market. The extended suspension of adult roles has meant that increasing numbers
of youth are remaining at home into their twen ties and even early thirties, which
also implies that many have more disposable income for consumer spending.
Marketing agents such as Mintel (1998) use phrases such as ‘young adults’ and
‘pre-family adults’ to reflect this extended period. In this book, we use such
extended definitions of young people, and hence ethnographic material is drawn
from young people aged between their late-teens and mid-thirties.

Moreover, the so-called process of individualisation (where there is a presumed
greater level of individual choice in terms of style and identity) and a greater
global reach of consumer goods and media forms has fuelled a seemingly complex
array of youthful, and not so young, lifestyles and identities (Miles, 2000; Bennett,
2000; Epstein, 1998). More specifically, as traditional social relations and sites of
identity for young adults are affected by social and economic change (Wilkinson,
1994a), consumption and leisure, especially in cities, have become more central
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elements of youth identity (Willis, 1990; White, 1999; Hollands, 1995). Re-
imagined urban centres, then, have become important contexts in which young
adults continue to deal with changes in their lifeworlds and forge roles and
identities. Gender issues (McRobbie, 2000; Henderson, 1997; Wilkinson, 1994a),
sexual orientation (Knopp, 1992; Whittle, 1994) and ethnic identities (Back, 1996)
have also become more prominent within urban popular culture and nightlife.

The contemporary city at night, then, is often regarded as a ‘stage’ which acts
as a backdrop for a diverse and varied collection of ‘mix and match’ youth styles,
cultures and lifestyles (Redhead, 1997). Hence, many young people appear to be
able to choose from a greater range of consumer goods and services and images
than in the past. In this sense, the city can be seen to offer abundant resources for
experimentation and play, and opens up liminal and carnivalesque social spaces
(Featherstone and Lash, 1999; Shields, 1991). Many such postmodern readings
of the urban explore the metaphors of play and hedonism rather than work and
order.

However enticing such readings can be, it is important not to uncritically accept
postmodern analyses of either youth consumption or urban change. Behind the
seemingly fragmented and individualised patterns of consumption and underneath
the ‘free-floating’ array of consumer goods and urban lifestyles, differential
transitions, inequalities and exclusions continue to assert their influence in both
social and spatial terms on young people (Hollands, 2002; MacDonald and Marsh,
2001). Hence, large numbers of young people remain excluded from pleasurable
consumer spaces, with unemployment and poverty continuing to be a reality for
many. The significant aspect for what follows in this book is that while urban
nightlife is a popular pursuit for many young people, some remain socially and
economically excluded from new downtown entertainment playgrounds, while
others choose to openly reject and contest it and build alternatives.

Organisation of the book

The book explores the making of a ‘night out’ in two main parts. Part I develops
in more detail the conceptual framework and context alluded to above for
understanding urban nightscapes, and young people’s involvement in them, by
examining the production, regulation and consumption of different types of
nightlife. Chapter 2 focuses specifically on ownership in the night-time economy,
and looks at the role of corporatisation, branding and theming in creating a
dominant nightlife infrastructure, while Chapter 3 examines the changing
regulatory context behind nightlife activity. Chapter 4 focuses on a critical
appraisal of theories of youth identities, cultures, lifestyles and transitions, and
looks at how they aid an understanding of young adults’ segmented nightlife
consumption patterns.

Part 1T of the book empirically and ethnographically explores in detail how
different youth groupings experience the three general spatial forms of nightlife
activity—mainstream, residual and alternative—and looks at processes of
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production, regulation and consumption within each sphere. Chapter 5 explores
some of the variations and complexities within the dominant mainstream, while
Chapters 6 and 7 look at how specific sub-groups like students, young women and
gay consumers are increasingly being drawn into the commercial mainstream.
Chapter 8 examines the fate of residual youth groups and the demise of traditional
nightlife spaces, while Chapter 9 looks at examples of alternative and resistant
forms of nightlife on the margins. Finally, in the conclusion (Chapter 10) we
explore the changing relationship between these processes and spaces, and suggest
a number of potential future scenarios for youth and nightlife development beyond
the corporate nightlife machine—including visions based on inclusion, diversity
and creativity, rather than more limited notions of exclusion, social control and
commodification.

Methodological note

At the outset, it is important to note that although this book attempts to provide a
general theoretical treatment and analysis of urban nightlife trends, and seeks,
wherever possible, to draw on a range of international examples and cases, like
all empirically grounded social science research it reflects particular contexts,
places and spaces. Further, due to the rapidly evolving nature of urban nightlife,
the reader needs to keep in mind that many things will have changed since this
book was researched and written, such as ownership patterns, regulatory laws,
consumer trends, brands and venue styles. Nevertheless, we are confident that the
themes and ideas we have drawn out can be used as tools for understanding some
of the more general trends concerning the past, present and future of a night out.

The material presented in this book is the outcome of a number of years of
thinking, researching and writing on youth cultures and cities by the authors, and
a number of specific research projects including an examination of youth culture
in a post-industrial city (Hollands, 1995), a PhD looking at youth and student
cultures (Chatterton, 1998) and, most recently, a two-year research project
undertaken jointly by the two authors looking at youth and urban nightlife
(Chatterton and Hollands, 2001). This later project, funded by the UK
government’s Economic and Social Research Council, was based upon intensive
case studies in several city centres in the UK, undertaken between 1999 and 2002
(principally Leeds, Newcastle upon Tyne and Bristol, with a smaller amount of
additional material drawn from Edinburgh, Manchester and Liverpool).

Three principal cities in the UK (Leeds, Bristol, Newcastle) were chosen
because they offered different backdrops against which to examine changes in
youth culture and nightlife, including: diversity and reputation of cultural and
nightlife infrastructure; character of urban and regional economic base; nature of
past, current and future development trajectories; class and occupational
structures; and local cultural traits and identity. In this sense, the former industrial
city of Leeds represents a move towards a post-industrial corporate city which has
been successful in attracting high-level business services and transforming its city
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core into a high value-added consumption, housing and leisure zone (Haughton
and Whitney, 1994). It has developed a strong creative, independent nightlife
alongside a growing corporate branded sector, which is increasingly utilised by a
young affluent population who have benefited from the city’s economic
prosperity. In contrast, Newcastle represents a city struggling with the post-
industrial transition (Tomaney and Ward, 2001) in terms of capturing new
investment and encouraging service employment and high-level retail and leisure
activities, despite having a rash of recent arts projects and attracting accolades for
its bid to become the European Capital of Culture in 2008. As aresult, Newcastle’s
nightlife, although changing (Chatterton and Hollands, 2001), continues to be
marked more by established gender roles, local embedded working-class customs
and a stronger regional ownership structure. Finally, Bristol represents one of the
UK’s ‘sunbelt’ cities (Boddy et al., 1986) which has not been scarred to the same
extent by industrial decline. Quality of life and cultural amenity is high, with
medium income 25 per cent above the national average, a varied nightlife
infrastructure, albeit with a strong corporate presence in the centre, and a
substantial underground and subversive nightlife scene in the periphery.

During the course of this research into youth and urban nightlife in the UK, a
number of techniques were used to gather material. First, an extensive survey was
conducted in our three main UK cities—Leeds, Bristol and Newcastle—to gather
base-line data on nightlife venues (defined here as pubs, bars, nightclubs and music
venues) in the city centre area delineated by metropolitan police boundaries. Data
gathered in these three cities included number and capacities of venues (pubs,
bars, clubs, music venues), number of Section 77 special hours certificates
(allowing bars to open past 11 p.m.); ownership of venues (whether international,
national, regional or local); and style of venues (broken down into seven types:
style bar, café-bar, traditional pub, ale-house, theme pub/bar, disco bar, alternative
venue). This quantitative material is drawn upon at several points in the book in
the form of charts and graphs.

More intensive, in-depth fieldwork was also conducted based around a number
of largely ethnographic and qualitative methods. Most central here were eighteen
focus groups in which over eighty young adults participated, ranging in age from
16 to 32. Here we use broader notions of youth, where, due to extended
adolescence and delayed transitions into adulthood, being young includes those
from their mid teens to their mid thirties.The focus groups represented a
‘purposive’ (Hammersley, 1983) rather than random sample, and were chosen to
reflect a number of ‘commonly discussed’ nightlife groups, which emerged from
pilot studies, previous research, conversations with those involved in nightlife,
and current labels used by nightlife operators and marketing agencies. These
groups included: gay men, lesbians and their friends; higher education students;
young professionals and graduates; alternative/ subcultural groups including
Goths, rockers, skaters, squatters and participants in warehouse parties and raves;
local working-class youths who had not attended further or higher education; and
‘all-women’ groups on a night out. Groups were contacted through a variety of
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means in order to avoid a straightforward ‘snowballing’ or ‘known contacts’ effect
(May, 1993), and these included placing adverts in local listings press and contacts
through venue managers, DJs, promoters and local music journalists, as well as
through workplace managers of large firms and universities. Focus groups were
generally held on neutral territory—in bars, cafés and pubs—where the
participants felt more at ease to share their views. Following the initial focus
groups, particular individuals were subsequently contacted and accompanied on
a night out to help follow up research themes in a less formal setting.

Each focus group was taped and transcribed, providing over thirty hours of
material. Semi-structured and open-ended questions pursued during the sessions
included biographical information; information on types of nightlife participation;
views on identities and groups in the city’s nightlife; opinions on nightlife
infrastructures, the role of the city council, police, venues; and areas of satisfaction
and dissatisfaction. Our research aims during the focus groups were overtly stated,
and confidentiality was preserved by changing all names.

Further, one-to-one interviews with forty-one producers of nightlife (owners,
company directors, area and regional managers, bar managers, bar staff,
journalists, DJs, musicians) and thirty-two regulators (various city council
personnel, magistrates, police, doormen, residents’ associations) were undertaken
across the three cities. These were selected on a ‘representative’ basis—with, for
example, all city-centre managers and police inspectors with responsibility for the
city centre across the three locations interviewed (for comparative purposes)—
and were chosen strategically to represent ‘types’ of producers (i.e. a cross-section
of large corporate firms with a national and international scope, smaller
independent micro-businesses and regional firms).

All this interview material, along with previous research and other written and
overseas sources, was read, reread and analysed and used as the basis to formulate
ideas and approaches and explore a number of nightlife groups and spaces which
are set out in this book. Hence, quotations appear in the following chapters which
were directly taken from the focus groups and interview transcripts. When we
have used this material, names have been changed to preserve anonymity, but we
have provided a small amount of biographical information for context. Hence, for
quotes from the focus groups with young adults we have provided an assumed
name, age and the city where the focus group took place; for the more formal one-
to-one interviews we have labelled them sequentially, such as ‘Bar manager 1°,
and provided the person’s job position and the city, but for venue owners we have
omitted the name of the venue to ensure anonymity. We have also included a
number of boxed texts to provide more in-depth case-study material. Three of
these boxes (5.3, 8.2, 9.1) recount our real experiences from a selection of nights
out with our focus group participants, and here we use a more informal writing
style. These portraits are intended to provide more ethnographic material, and
reflect the pleasures, fears and aspirations of those we shared moments with during
their actual nightlives. We locate these stories in the cities in which they occurred,
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but all names of people and venues and some of the details have been changed to
ensure confidentiality.

While much of the empirical material and quotations in this book stem from
this UK research project, we also felt it was important to provide a glimpse into
how these processes we identified in the UK were working out in other parts of
the western world. Hence, we use several examples of nightlife developments
from cities in continental Europe and North America. Here, additional material
was collected for this book through brief visits and fieldwork in North America
and Spain (in Barcelona and the nearby renowned gay tourist destination of
Sitges). The choice of locations largely reflected our existing research links and
hence ease of access to material. In terms of Spain, the inclusion of Barcelona was
part of an ongoing collaboration with the Youth Observatory of Catalunya, which
provided opportunities and research material for a comparative glance at a
European city much heralded as a first-class nightlife and cultural destination.

It is not the intention that this material should form the basis of in-depth
comparative portraits, but it is offered so that readers in other geographical
contexts can formulate their own comparisons with the situation and trends we
outline in the UK. In particular, we invite students and researchers in North
America, continental Europe and the Asia-Pacific region to use the material in
this book to look at nightlife in their own locality and explore the similarities and
differences they find compared with the UK situation to guide their own work and
thoughts. We have also drawn upon our previous research and academic and
journalistic writings, as well as various internet sources, to look at what was
happening in other contexts. Hence, while our stories are flavoured by a particular
national context and indeed specific localities, it is clear to us that some of the
processes discussed in this book—such as increasing corporate control, economic
mergers, and the standardisation and globalisation of much youth cultural activity
—are fairly endemic to cities throughout the west.

Clearly, pursuing questions such as young people’s habits, opinions and use of
nightlife spaces raised a number of tensions and conflicts during our fieldwork.
In particular, many research participants revealed sensitive and personal
information about certain people, friends, venue owners or members of the police,
judiciary and the local state during focus groups and interviews. Many personal
grudges, past arguments, likes and dislikes also emerged. In places where a number
of research participants clearly knew one another, we had to use and report such
research findings very carefully to avoid inflaming tensions. Nevertheless, all of
our findings were disseminated in our case-study cities through seminars, written
reports and on the web (www.ncl.ac.uk/youthnightlife). Additionally, while
researching the night may initially seem inviting and exciting, there were a number
of pitfalls, not least the unpredictability of making arrangements with those
directly involved in nightlife (young consumers, DJs, bar owners, etc.), gaining
trust and access with groups such as the police, and issues of security for the
research team.



16 MAKING URBAN NIGHTSCAPES

Finally, while this is an academic project, the ideas in this book have also been
developed through our own lived experiences, participation and perceptions of
what makes a night out, as well as through direct experience and interaction with
the many people who took part in our research (ranging from producers to
regulators and consumers). We have been keen to find a balance between letting
our nightlife participants speak for themselves—using, for example, direct quotes
and recounting experiences from nights out—and drawing upon theory to make
interpretations about what they have said. In sum, what follows in this book reveals
some important questions to be addressed which relate to people’s daily and
nightly experiences of the city. We realise that, in translation, something of the
excitement and intangibility of a night out will be lost. However, we hope that we
have adequately captured something of that experience, and the urgency of the
issues presented, in the many voices expressed here.



Part I

UNDERSTANDING NIGHTLIFE
PROCESSES AND SPACES

Producing, regulating and consuming urban nightscapes
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2
PRODUCING NIGHTLIFE
Corporatisation, branding and market segmentation in the
urban entertainment economy'

The Ministry of Sound, which started life as a London club in the early 1990s,
now has the largest global dance record label and the most popular music website
in the world, and publishes the UK’s fastest growing music magazine, Ministry.
It promotes club events around the globe and broadcasts its radio show on fifty
stations in thirty-two countries, thus becoming the world’s most famous dance
and clubbing lifestyle brand for young people. Universal Studios Japan, which
opened in Osaka in 1999, combines theme park rides with media studios creating
a modern-day ‘symbiotic’ media production and consumption entertainment
destination (Davis, 1999:439). On 57th Street West Manhattan, Nike Town, Nike
Corporation’s flagship retail outlet, is described by Klein (2000:56) as a hallowed
shrine to the heroic ideals of athleticism rather than simply a sporting goods shop,
with its three-storey-high screens and famed sports memorabilia. And Mythos, a
theme park based on Greek mythology which opens in 2004 to coincide with the
Olympic Games in Athens, comes complete with rides, mythological figures and
wandering minstrels (Emmons, 2000).

These are just a few examples typifying the world-wide spread of the
entertainment and leisure industries (Gottdiener, 2001; Sorkin, 1992) and the
emergence of an economy rooted in an infrastructure of themed restaurants and
bars, nightclubs, casinos, sport stadia, arenas, concert hall/music venues, multiplex
cinemas and various types of virtual arcades, rides and theatres (Hannigan, 1998).
While it is clear that popular culture has long played an important role in cities,
we would argue that the current urban entertainment economy is distinguishable
by a concentration of corporate ownership, increased use of branding and theming,
and conscious attempts to segment its markets, especially through the
gentrification and sanitisation of leisure activities. The night-time economy,
especially through the growth of up-market style and café-bars and nightclubs,
has a key part to play in contemporary entertainment infrastructures.

Our approach in this book is concerned with how corporate control in the urban
entertainment and nightlife economies is usurping and commercialising public
space, segmenting and gentrifying markets and marginalising historic, alternative
and creative local development. In this first chapter, we outline the emergence of
a dominant mode of urban entertainment and night-time production, and situate
it within critical discussions concerning the transformation from Fordist> to post-
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Fordist production and the related shift from mass to more segmented and varied
forms of consumption (Kumar, 1995; Amin, 1994), the move from the welfarist
to the entrepreneurial state and city (Harvey, 1989b) and the growing globalisation
and corporatisation of economic activity (Held et al., 1999; Monbiot, 2000; Klein,
2000). Beyond the rather seductive argument surrounding ‘flexibility’ and post-
modern consumption, we stress a more neo-Fordist interpretation of the nightlife
industry, characterised by some novel features but also by a continuation and
intensification of concentration and conglomeration of ownership, a lack of real
consumer choice and diversity in spite of increases in designs and branding, and
continued social and spatial segregation due to market segmentation. This
dominant mode of production is displacing older, historic modes of nightlife based
around the community bar and pub (Mass Observation, 1970) connected largely
to Fordist forms of collective consumption in the working-class industrial city,
and marginalising more independent modes of nightlife associated with various
alternative youth and subcultures (McKay, 1998). What we highlight throughout
this book are the implications of this shifting balance between different modes of
nightlife production.

Understanding the urban entertainment and night-time
economy

The boom in the urban entertainment economy is well documented beyond the
obvious visual transformations of city landscapes. Scott (2000), for example,
claims that over three million Americans work in the ‘cultural economy’,’
Hannigan (1998:2) argues that jobs in the entertainment industry in California
now surpass those in the aerospace industry, while it has been calculated that ‘fun’
services grew by over 7 per cent in the USA between 1960 and 1984 (Esping-
Andersen, 1990). Davis (1999:437) meanwhile states that entertainment is one of
the hottest sectors in real-estate circles, and Gottdiener et al. (1999:256) have
referred to the spread of its ethos and architecture in the USA as ‘the Las
Vegasization of city downtowns’.

In the UK, the leisure sector has become an important job creator, employing
nearly 1.8 million people, or 8 per cent of the workforce, a figure which has more
than doubled since the 1930s (Gershuny and Fisher, 2000:50). There has also been
a steady influx of Urban Entertainment Destinations (UEDs) in downtown areas
in the UK bringing together cinema, retail, eating and nightlife and drawing upon
anchor tenants such as Warner Brothers, TGI Fridays, Starbucks coffee shops,
Hard Rock Cafés, Planet Hollywoods and Disney Stores. The most famous among
them is the Trocadero in Londons Piccadilly Circus, an entertainment and retail
destination comprising global brands such as UGC Cinemas, Planet Hollywood,
Bar Rumba and the Rainforest Café. DLG Architects have built a new wave of
urban entertainment complexes including the Light in Leeds, heralded as a ‘whole
new city-centre experience’, the Great Northern Experience in Manchester and
Broadway Plaza in Birmingham, all comprising multiplex, family entertainment
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centres, health and fitness suites, bars, restaurants and residential and retail uses.
In Spain, our opening discussion of Port Vell in Barcelona is one of the most well-
known examples among the growing number of ‘waterside leisure areas’
composed of shops, bars/clubs, restaurants, hotels, IMAX theatres and marinas/
aquariums, while China has seen the building of forty-one theme parks over the
last decade (Hannigan, 1998:2).

While there are a host of examples and strong empirical support documenting
the growth and development of these new urban ‘landscapes of consumption’,
especially shopping malls (Wrigley and Lowe, 1996; Shields, 1992; Goss, 1993;
Connell, 1999), the night-time economy has received far less attention. Despite
the fact that much of the current entertainment economy is being fuelled by the
growth of night-time activity, very little work has analysed the transformation of
many cities into ‘nightlife hotspots’ (although see Chatterton and Hollands, 2001;
Chatterton and Hollands, 2002). To aid us here, the current development of the
entertainment and nightlife economy can be theoretically situated with reference
to wider economic, political and socio-cultural changes characterised generally
under the rubrics of Fordism, post-Fordism and neo-Fordism (Kumar, 1995; Amin,
1994; Harvey, 1989b; Lash and Urry, 1987). More specific discussions about
flexible specialisation and accumulation (see Piore and Sabel, 1984; Harvey,
1989c), a growing literature on (anti) globalisation and corporatisation (Held et
al., 1999; Monbiot, 2000; Klein, 2000), the move towards a service-based, cultural
and ‘symbolic’ economy (Lash and Urry, 1994), changes in the local/welfare state
and the rise of the entrepreneurial city (Harvey, 1989b; Jessop, 1997; Burrows
and Loader, 1994), and critiques of post-modern consumption (Hollands, 2002;
Warde, 1994), especially in relation to market segmentation, gentrification and
branding: all these are useful components of this wider debate, which we discuss
below.

Fundamentally, the post-Fordist transition refers to changes in the production
process, although this clearly implies broader political and cultural
transformations (Kumar, 1995:37). Rooted in the development of new types of
small-scale, flexible, specialised, integrated and high-tech production units
clustered in industrial districts (epitomised through the “Third Italy’ phenomenon
of the 1970s and 1980s; see Goodman et al., 1989; also Piore and Sabel, 1984),
it is viewed by some as a new stage of capitalist and political organisation (Lash
and Urry, 1987). Responding to the inflexibility and saturation of national mass
production markets, post-Fordism is supposedly characterised not only by more
flexible production techniques, but also by organisational changes like the
decentralisation and globalisation of capital, outsourcing and subcontracting, a
decline in the function of national welfare states, and changes in consumer
preferences towards more individualised forms of global consumption (Kumar,
1995; Urry, 1990; 1995). In effect, crisis-ridden western capitalist economies since
the 1970s, faced with declining growth, dis-investment of material production and
‘manufacturing flight’ to lower-cost locations (Held et al., 1999; Massey and
Allen, 1988), have sought new avenues of wealth generation. Service employment,
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especially business and financial services, and increasingly activity in the ‘cultural
economy’ (Scott, 2000), have grown rapidly to offset manufacturing loss. In its
constant search for new profit areas, then, ‘capitalism itself is moving into a phase
in which the cultural forms and meanings of its outputs are becoming critical if
not dominating elements of productive strategies’ (ibid.: 2).

Flexible accumulation, one particular take on the post-Fordist transition
(Harvey, 1989a), is based upon the assumption of increased flexibility, not only
in relation to the labour process but also with respect to types of products, services
and markets. In this sense, Kumar (1995) points out that saturation of markets for
mass goods, the exhaustion of groups of mass consumers and the dictates of new
styles of life, along with ceaseless technological innovation, have all resulted in
a rapid turnover and swift changes in production. Such flexibility suits firms, too,
as they eagerly search for ways to exploit and expand new markets. Not
surprisingly, there has been a shift towards investment in, and the marketing of,
different types of products and services in the cultural economy. To quote Harvey
(1989c: 285): ‘If there are limits to the accumulation and turnover of physical
goods...then it makes sense for capitalists to turn towards the provision of very
ephemeral services in consumption.” Perhaps more accurately in terms of the
production of entertainment, Lash and Urry (1994) point to the emergence of
‘reflexive accumulation’ in which the accumulation process is based around more
knowledge—and service-intensive activities and a concentration on signs,
symbols and lifestyles, rather than just material goods.

In general terms, under this model, production is more knowledge-intensive
and involves small-batch tasks undertaken within dense networks of vertically
disintegrated units. Capital flows towards the production of goods and services
that are more ephemeral and spectacular (a live music concert, a casino),
disposable (beer, fast food), lifestyle-based (branded venues and products,
including ‘premium’ brands) and even ‘virtual’ (internet, virtual reality parks,
computer games). In other words, ‘fast-moving consumer goods and services’, as
they are known in the business world (du Chernatony and Malcolm, 1998)—
epitomised by entertainment, popular culture and nightlife activity—require
constant replenishment and are a particularly effective tool for speeding up capital
accumulation. Moreover, while cultural and entertainment products might initially
involve high start-up costs, reproduction and distribution can generate economies
of scale and almost ceaseless profits (Scott, 2000). Entertainment, and especially
nightlife, for example, involves a temporal expansion of capital accumulation past
the typical retail ‘flight’, encouraging late-night activities catering for pre-family
young adults, students and tourists. Finally, multifunctionality is now the
cornerstone of many leisure developments (Gottdiener, 2001:101), developing
synergies between retail, media, real estate, sports, nightlife, dancing, eating and
other pursuits. Such multifunctionality requires new spaces for profit-making, like
UEDs (see Plate 2.1), which often combine theme bars and restaurants, cinemas,
arcades, internet cafés, retail outlets and licensed merchandise shops, generating
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Plate 2.1 Urban Entertainment Destination at Fountain Park, on the fringe of Edinburgh’s
city centre; Scotland, 2002

entertainment hybrids such as edutainment, eatertainment and shopertainment
(Hannigan, 1998).

While the Fordist/post-Fordist typology is a useful ‘ideal type’ for an analysis
of the entertainment and night-time industries, there are a number of important
caveats and reservations around the idea of a linear and unfettered transition. First
and foremost, it might be argued that some versions of the transition have
overstated the flexibility argument and have mistakenly assumed that standardised
mass markets have indeed been exhausted under capitalism (Fine, 1995:136).
There is clearly a degree of continuity within this restructuring, whereby post-
Fordism is a reworking of earlier mass systems of Fordism (Aglietta, 1979). Hasse
and Leiulfsrud (2001: 111) have recently written that ‘flexible modes of
production are predominately integrated into established forms of mass
production’, while Kumar (1995:58) notes that for the transnational globalisers,
the ‘global standardisation of Dallas and McDonald’s can co-exist quite happily
with the artificial diversity of Disneyland and the manufactured localism of the
heritage industry’. Present-day consumer markets are characterised as much by
the non-differentiated mass production of standardised goods by certain global
producers as they are by a preference for non-mass, specialist goods, new
consumer lifestyles and greater aesthetic rather than functional consumption
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patterns (Urry, 1990:14; 1995:151). As such, it might be argued that elements of
Fordist production remain alongside more differentiated, post-Fordist forms in
many parts of the entertainment economy, including the alcohol/brewing and
nightlife sectors.

In this regard, one notable trend in the current urban entertainment economy
has been the continuing shift in ownership and control away from national entities
and more locally grounded collections of self-made entrepreneurs towards a small
number of global corporate entities (Hannigan, 1998). Clearly, this trend should
not imply that monopolies did not exist historically under Fordist mass
entertainment production. Although the contemporary processes of globalisation
and market concentration vary across space and are tempered by national and
international regulatory frameworks, their impact on everyday culture and
entertainment activities is increasingly visible. Some commentators have
recognised that large corporations themselves have begun to take on aspects of
post-Fordism, including decentralisation and flexible specialisation, alongside
standardisation and market domination (Kumar, 1995:44-5). As Held et al. (1999:
158) comment: ‘in the post-war era every sector of the communications and
cultural industries has seen the rise of larger and larger corporations, which have
become increasingly multinational in terms of their sales, products and
organisation’. For example, while a small number of major global entertainment
entities such as Time Warner, Sony, Viacom, Disney, Bertelsmann and NewsCorp
have come to play a key role in production, more importantly they now also play
a central role in the distribution of cultural forms (Held et al., 1999; Scott, 2000)
and so dominate everything from the conception to the consumption of cultural
goods and services. Ultimately, then, the goal for most global corporations is
market expansion and domination, and hence global mergers, synergies and cross-
promotions abound. With the erosion of anti-trust and anti-monopoly laws across
the USA and Europe, such large companies increasingly have a free hand in
directing and controlling entertainment across the world.

Beneath the spectacle and carnivalesque atmosphere of entertainment and the
production of individualised niche markets, then, lurks an increased concentration
and conglomeration of ownership by a small number of large corporate firms. As
Klein (2000:130) suggests, ‘despite the embrace of the polyethnic imagery,
market-driven globalisation doesn’t want diversity; quite the opposite. Its enemies
are national habits, local brands and distinctive regional tastes.” The globalisation
of the entertainment industries and products is a reminder that the logic of capital
is still based at least partly on economies of scale, standardisation and homogeneity
(Kumar, 1995:188-9; Ritzer, 1993). De-nationalisation and de-localisation of
entertainment, in conjunction with concentration of ownership, is thus a central
feature of this transformation. While global players seek to create the impression
that they are sensitive to local and national contexts with their language of ‘global
localities’, the overall effect, however, is often one of ‘serial’ monotony or
reproduction (Harvey, 1989b), with the majority of cities and regions around the
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world adopting a familiar approach in their creation of an entertainment economy
infrastructure.

One of the most obvious features of the current entertainment and nightlife
economies, then, is that they have become highly branded, theme-centric and
stylised (Hannigan, 1998; Gottdiener, 2001; Chatterton and Hollands, 2002). To
brand’ originally meant ‘to burn’, or to mark a product in some way to distinguish
it from other similar items (Stobart, 1994:1; Murphy, 1998:1), while ‘theming’
refers to entertainment venues being rolled out across the globe accorded to a
scripted idea, such as the all-pervasive Irish pub or the Las Vegas-style casino.
While branding is not a new phenomenon—Bass beer is often considered to be
one of the first product brands, created in 1876 (Stobart, 1994:3)—it has developed
over the last hundred or so years into a ‘business process’ which is designed to
exemplify a company’s core essence. There have been crucial changes in the
nature of branding over the past fifty years which are important for our later
discussion of nightlife. For example, with the move from a manufacturing to a
service economy, there has been a corresponding shift towards the branding of
services and images, and not just products. In this sense, the physical elements of
commodities have increasingly given way to ‘intangible’ or ‘product-surround’
qualities—i.e. aesthetic and emotional elements (Hart, 1998).

Branding has also become an international phenomenon, with numerous
successful ‘power brands’ (Murphy, 1998) emerging across the world aided by
the impact of global marketing and advertising. A whole host of corporate
strategies are used to manage the ever-increasing global portfolio of consumer
brands. Globally recognised brands are bought and sold daily on international
stock markets, often signalling significant modifications to, or the end of, well-
known brands, but at other times equating to few changes. What is clear is that
the world’s largest branders have busily been divesting from material production
and shifting it overseas to cheap-cost locations to concentrate on high-value added
activities such as marketing, advertising and branding rather than making
products. Brand value, not necessarily the financial stability of a company, is
increasingly important in today’s climate of corporate mergers and takeovers, as
evidenced by Interbrew’s recent purchase of Beck’s Beer for £1 billion because
it was seen as a ‘good brand’ (Clark, 2001). In late capitalist economies awash
with consumer goods, then, surplus value is generated not from price or product
differentiation, but rather through symbolic or brand differentiation (Gottdiener,
2001).

Branded entertainment spaces draw heavily upon design and stylisation. As
Julier (2000) points out, a ‘culture of design’ pervades not just leisure and retail
spaces but the fabric and image of whole localities. Design involves a complex
mesh of symbolic, material and textual factors, with symbolic aspects taking on
a particularly important role in today’s ephemeral culture (Lash and Urry, 1994).
Designers now play a key role in the development of branded, stylised spaces with
design geared increasingly towards attracting desirable consumers, repelling
undesirable ones and maximising consumer spending. Mainstream commercial
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spaces are designed environments which connect with widely held social and
ideological values and the desire of particular social groups to distinguish
themselves through not only material but symbolic or positional goods (Veblen
1994; Bourdieu 1984). Branding, then, is designed to create not only product
loyalty but consumer identity, social status and differentiation (Klein, 2000),
especially in relationship to other style groups (Julier, 2000:98). In this sense,
there are variations in the form of design within the mainstream, correlating to
different taste groups within the city which cluster around particular environments,
each with their own ambience, design and social codes.

The current entertainment economy has also flourished due to political
processes and regulatory responses by the national (Burrows and Loader, 1994)
and local state to changes in the global economy and shifts in production (Harvey,
1989b). The ‘return to the urban centre’ or ‘downtown’ (O’Connor and Wynne,
1995; Harvey, 2000) is underpinned by a belief that the revitalisation of core areas
of old industrial cities is crucial for economic renewal. This has resulted in a
fundamental rethink of the role of the local state, in particular, chronicling a shift
in its historic managerial and welfarist functions towards aiding urban
regeneration via property development, deregulation and encouraging corporate
inward investment (Jessop, 1997). Along with a renaissance of city-centre
employment and housing markets, cultural or creative industries have been used
in the economic and symbolic rejuvenation of local economies throughout the
west in the wake of manufacturing decline (Williams, 1997; Hall, 1999; Pratt,
1997; Scott, 2000).

Entertainment and nightlife activities have become central components of this
economic restructuring process and have provided many localities assumed escape
routes to offset decline in the local economy (Chatterton and Hollands, 2002).
While the city at night has historically been regarded as the shadowy ‘other’ of
the working day as a place for marginal, crime-ridden and liminal pleasures
(Lovatt, 1995), since the 1980s nightlife and a host of popular cultural activities,
often promoted through the idea of the ‘24-hour city’, have become an accepted
part of urban growth (Lovatt, 1995; Bianchini, 1995; Heath and Stickland, 1997).
As a result, a raft of public subsidies, public-private partnerships and regulatory
changes (see Chapter 3) have emerged, not only to help kick-start the urban
housing and office markets, but also to develop cultural, night-time and
entertainment facilities (Harvey, 2000). Numerous commentators have noted that
such developments, as well as having had a tendency to aid private capital, are
stylistically partial to catering for cash-rich groups at the expense of more locally
grounded economic development and the needs of the urban poor (Smith, 1996;
Harvey, 1989b).

The rise of the entertainment economy also parallels changes in traditional sites
of identity formation such as the home, work and the church and the rise of new
consumer identities in the mall, stadium, nightclub and bar (Sennett, 1998; Lash
and Urry, 1994; Rojek, 1995). Young adults have a particular role to play here,
as they are often identified most strongly with the changing relationship between
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work and leisure, and the growing demand for specialised lifestyle goods and
services (Miles, 2000; Roberts, 1997). Part of this relates to changes in the
economy which have resulted in extended youth transitions—exemplified by
higher rates of unemployment and terms like ‘post-adolescence’ and ‘middle
youth’—and involvement in nightlife and entertainment for much longer periods
of time (Hollands, 1995).

Additionally, elements of the post-Fordism paradigm have drawn attention to
the move away from mass to more individualised forms of consumption (Hall and
Jacques, 1989; Urry, 1990), as well as the rise of new social identities in relation
to gender, sexuality, ethnicity and more specific youth cultural and hybrid forms
(Muggleton, 1997). However, in this regard it is also important not to overstate
the flexibility thesis in cultural terms (i.e. the ‘cultural turn’), and simply read off
a particular set of more differentiated postmodern consumption practices from a
supposed more flexible mode of production (see Warde, 1994, for example). As
we argue in Chapter 4 (also see Hollands, 2002), there remain significant cleavages
in the youth population between highly paid young professionals, those in lower-
level service and manual work, and a section either permanently unemployed or
in unstable employment (Ball et al., 2000), not to mention significant gender,
sexual (see Chapter 7) and ethnic divisions (see Chapter 8), which continue to
contour nightlife destinations and spaces. In fact, despite an apparent opening up
of markets to new groups of consumers (women, students, gay and ethnic groups)
it is increasingly the cash-rich, middle-class factions of these populations that are
the industry’s favoured consumers of entertainment and nightlife facilities
(Hannigan, 1998; Wynne and O’Connor, 1998; Chatterton and Hollands, 2002).

This brings us to our final feature of the contemporary urban entertainment
economy—the social and spatial segmentation of consumer markets. As
Christopherson (1994:409) suggests:

The signal qualities of the contemporary urban landscape are not playfulness
but control, not spontaneity but manipulation, not interaction but separation.
The need to manage urban space and particularly to separate different kinds
of people in space is a pre-eminent consideration in contemporary urban
design.

Market segmentation (both socially and spatially) exists in tandem with the
emergence of standardised globally branded products and services, exploiting
economies of scale as well as scope (Kumar, 1995:190). The development and co-
existence of niche and mass brands is particularly important for understanding
tendencies towards segregation in the entertainment economy. Urry’s (1990)
discussion of the travel industry is a good initial model here. For example, he
outlines how differences in historic ownership patterns in the industry—between,
for example, smallholders and the landed classes—have determined the social
tone of consumption destinations, differentiating mass/cheap from elite/niche
travel destinations. Urry (1990) further elaborates on these different consumer
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markets through the duality of the ‘collective gaze’ of the sociable working classes
and the ‘romantic gaze’ of the more detached middle classes. Hiding major social
divisions beneath trendy lifestyle categories, the entertainment sector, then, is in
reality carved up between mainstream and premium lifestyle provision, with a
general pandering towards middle-class taste, ‘riskless risk’ (Hannigan, 1998),
and conscious attempts to sanitise and exclude the poor and disenfranchised (Toon,
2000; Ruddick, 1998; MacDonald, 1997; Sibley, 1995).

City-centre gentrification (see Smith 1996; Ley, 1996), traditionally conceived
through changes in the housing market, has become increasingly concerned with
the production and consumption of urban social and spatial differentiation.* Smith
(1996:114) argues: ‘Gentrification is a redifferentiation of the cultural, social and
economic landscape, and to that extent one can see in the very patterns of
consumption clear attempts at social differentiation.” In his terms, it is the ‘class
remake of the central urban landscape’ (Smith, 1996:39). Gentrification is also
tied up with economic, social and cultural restructuring, broadening its focus to
include the cultural and aesthetic infrastructure necessary to support different
lifestyles and identities in the new urban economy (Zukin, 1988).

Hence, the rise of incomes among wealthy city-livers and the urban service
professional class (Ley, 1996; Savage and Butler, 1995; Butler, 1997) has
stimulated demand for gentrified and ‘safe’ entertainment, on top of mainstream
and commercially oriented provision for those in more routine and lower-order
service jobs seeking weekend escapism and ‘hedonism in hard times’ (Redhead,
1993). Additionally, when many previously marginalised groups such as women,
gay and ethnic populations are brought into the arena of entertainment
consumption, they are either absorbed into mainstream or gentrified sectors (see
Chapter 7; also Whittle, 1994; Chasin, 2001) or simultaneously separated into
entertainment ghettos such as gay villages, ethnic entertainment zones, women-
only nights, etc. In contrast, unemployed, low-income and welfare-dependent
groups literally have no space here. Gentrified spaces, then, not only reaffirm
existing structures in the labour market (Smith, 1996), they also hide the ‘dirty’
back regions of entertainment production by constructing the illusion of a wealthy
urban oasis (Zukin, 1995).

These branded and segmented entertainment markets have spatially encroached
into the everyday urban public realm of ‘the street’ (Klein, 2000). One of the most
significant markers here is the transformation of abandoned, ageing architecture
into leisure and consumption destinations, a notable recent trend being the
conversion of banks, churches, schools and hospitals into restaurants or large chain
bars (see Figure Plate 5.4). Industrial buildings once rooted in the fabric of
working-class and community life have become the infrastructure for a new class
of high-income pleasure-seekers and city-livers (Zukin, 1992). Increasingly, the
shapers of these new urban spaces are multinational media and entertainment
conglomerates who have shifted their emphasis to making ‘places’ as much as
making products (Davis, 1999)—so much so that some commentators have begun
to talk about the creation of urban ‘brandscapes’ rather than community landscapes
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(Hart, 1998), subsequently involving the squeezing out of what one might refer
to as ‘unmarketed cultural spaces’ and dispossessed groups in cities (Klein, 2000:
45; Sibley, 1995). The dominance of this urban entertainment economy, and how
it specifically relates to the nightlife industries, is the focus of the next section.

Corporatisation, branding and market segmentation in the
nightlife industries

In the first section of this chapter, we have sought to generally theorise the
emergence of the entertainment and night-time economy and reveal some of its
general features, including transformations in its mode of production, increased
concentration of ownership, and use of branding/theming and market
segmentation. The following section empirically examines the emergence of this
dominant pattern with specific reference to urban nightlife in various contexts,
and examines some of the implications for older historic and newer alternative
forms of production.

Nightlife restructuring and corporate concentration

One of the most striking features of the current mode of nightlife production is
the shift towards the concentration of corporate activity across a number of areas
such as alcohol manufacturing, venue ownership and product distribution. Despite
being a global trend, concentration and restructuring takes on varied forms in
different locations (see Held er al., 1999). Of particular importance here are
national regimes of production and regulation which have historically shaped
economic sectors such as brewing and the ownership of nightlife venues.

In terms of brewing, the trend towards global concentration continues at a rapid
pace. World-wide, around thirty big brewery companies currently account for two-
thirds of the beer produced (European Commission, 2001:1). Moreover, trade in
hops has become concentrated in the hands of two major groups over the last four
years, accounting for 40 per cent and 30 per cent respectively of the total world
market in hops (ibid.: 3). A number of large firms have grown from their home
markets to dominate large geographical regions. These include Anhduser—Busch

(A—B) the world’s largest brewer, Adolph Coors Co. and Miller Brewing Co.
(owned by Philip Morris) in the USA, AmBev in South America, Kirin/Lion
Nathan in the Asia-Pacific, South African Breweries in Africa, and Scottish &
Newcastle (S&N), Heineken, Carlsberg and Interbrew in Europe (see Table 2.1).

Interbrew, the second-largest brewer in the world after a spate of acquisitions,
is particularly intent on market domination and has an unashamed goal of beating
America’s Anhduser—Busch to be the world’s largest brewer. Interbrew’s
products are sold in 110 countries, and in the highly competitive UK market it is
already the market leader. Over the 1990s, Interbrew entered a phase of rapid
expansion, and completed thirty acquisitions and strategic joint ventures, the
largest of which were Labatts (Canada), Oriental Breweries (South Korea), SUN
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Table 2.1 World’s biggest brewers: by sales volume, 1999

Rank  Company (country HQ) Million hecto
litres

1 Anhiuser—Busch (USA) 154.7
2 Interbrew (Belgium) 79.6
3 Heineken (Netherlands) 74.0
4 Ambev (Brazil) 59.0
5 South African Breweries (South Africa) 55.2
6 Miller (USA) 51.8
7 Kirin/Lion Nathan (Japan/New Zealand) 39.7
8 Carlsberg (Denmark) 37.0
9 S & N/Kronenburg (UK/France) 33.0

10 Coors (USA) 30.0

Source: Bilefsky, 2000

Interbrew (Russia) and Bass Brewers and Whitbread Beer Company (UK).
Interbrew’s recent acquisition of the German family-owned Becks company for
£1.1 billion signals its ongoing commitment to gaining a foothold and expanding
in the world’s most prosperous alcohol markets. The company motto, ‘the world’s
local brewer’, demonstrates its desire to be both global and local and its
commitment to the rather awkward goal of the ‘glocalisation’ of its markets.
Although the beer sector is increasingly concentrated, what is also evident are
highly intricate webs of interrelationships, cross-investments, collaboration and
competition which have been woven by the leading international beer companies
in their fight for geographical domination (Bellas, 2001). Recent mergers between,
for example, Antarctica and Brahma in South America and Interbrew, Bass and
Whitbread in Europe are evidence of this.

In terms of both brewing and the ownership of venues, levels of concentration
vary considerably between countries. In the USA, the production of beer is highly
concentrated, with A—B, Miller and Coors accounting for 80 per cent of the
industry’s shipments in 1997. A progressive tax is in place in the USA which has
helped to create a microbrewing industry with a $ 1 billion turnover, and ‘brew
pubs’ are a distinctive part of the North American mode of nightlife production
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(see Box 2.1). However, the 1,610 microbreweries, brew pubs and regional
speciality brewers (known together as ‘craft brewers’) hold only 3.0 per cent of
the market share in the USA and face intense competition from large national
brewers (Institute for Brewing Studies, 2001). In particular, the US Department
of Justice has looked into allegations that A—B is engaging in unfair sales and
distributions practices, when three California micro-breweries allegedly filed a
class action suit against the company for using its large market share to coerce
independent wholesalers into dropping smaller brands (All About Beer, 1997). A
—B is also engaged in micro-brewing in order to gain a share in the growing
independent market.

BOX 2.1
: NORTH AMERICAN NIGHTLIFE OWNERSHIP PATTERNS

The ownership of nightlife venues in North America differs somewhat
from the UK situation where, historically, brewers controlled the majority
of pubs, either through direct ownership or through a ‘tied’ system
whereby the tenant leased the premises and had to stock a certain
percentage of beers and ales made by their brewery landlord (see Mason
and McNally, 1997, and the subsequent discussion below), In contrast,
control of liquor licensing in the USA and Canada rests with individual
states and provinces, and various examples here suggest that regulations
generally prohibit drinks manufacturers from gaining access to a licence
to sell to the public, with some exceptions (i.e. brewpubs), Indeed, in New
York state, the Alcohol Beverage Control Law says that ‘no brewer shall
sell any beer, wine or liquor at retail’,’ while the Liquor License Act of
Qntario states that a licence to sell liquor shall not be issued to a
manufacturer, or any person likely to promote the sale of liquor or to sell
the liquor of a manufacturer exclusive of any other manufacturer.® As
such, nightlife ownership in the USA is more diffuse and is characterised
by a mix of; corporate chain ‘bar-restaurants’ in which a number of
activities such as seated drinking, food and entertainment are mixed (see
Gottdiener, 2001; Hannigan, 1998); independent operators who have
promotional deals with the major breweries; and brew pubs, which
combine making and selling their own beer but also offer a full range of
commercial beers as well. All three types invariably offer food as well as
drink. Despite this mix, the general pattern of dominance by large chain
bar—restaurants, like Hard Rock Café, Planet Hollywood, ESPN Zone,
Hooters and Dave & Buster’s, in many cities around North America (and
the activities of the Firkin Group of Pubs and Prime Restaurants in
Canada) is comparable to some of the branding and theming patterns
which we note in the UK. Similarly, as we outline in Chapter 5, parts of
North America are also currently experiencing a growth in themed English
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and Irish pubs in both the independent and corporate chain sector of the
industry. (see also Box 5.2)

Germany, the world’s third largest beer market and a country internationally
renowned for its beer and drinking cultures, still has a diffuse pattern of ownership
and an unconsolidated beer market. This is underpinned by dynastic family control
of beer production and a system of ‘progressive beer taxation’ which enables small
companies to survive alongside larger ones. As a result of this tax, Germany is
home to 1,270 breweries, accounting for three-quarters of all the beer production
sites in the European Union. However, the centuries-old traditions associated with
small-scale family brewing are being eroded by the imperatives of the global
market. In 2001, the family-dominated board of the Becks company decided that
the company was too small to compete internationally. The subsequent sale of
Becks to Interbrew for £1 billion signals the beginning of the end of Germany’s
position as the last bastion of independent local brewers (Clark, 2001). Similarly,
in Belgium the number of breweries has fallen from 3,223 at the start of the
twentieth century to 115 by 2000. These fewer remaining companies, rather than
focusing upon the domestic market, are focusing on export. For example, in 1960
Belgian breweries exported 2 per cent of their beer production, whereas by 2000
Belgian brewers exported 37.5 per cent, nearly five and a half million hecto litres
(The Confederation of Belgian Breweries, 2001).

The British story is interesting due to the considerable ongoing consolidation
of ownership in both the brewing sector and the ownership of nightlife venues.
The watershed event was the 1989 Monopolies and Mergers Commission Report,
which concluded that a complex monopoly existed in the brewing industry largely
as aresult of high levels of vertical integration, in which brewers owned everything
from production to the point of sale (Mason and McNally, 1997). At this time, 88
per cent of public houses were either managed or tied as tenanted houses to a small
number of large breweries. This report led to the Supply of Beer Orders Act, which
aimed to break the monopoly ownership of the national brewers by restricting the
‘tied house’ system so that no brewer could own, lease or have any other interest
in more than 2,000 pubs; in addition, at least one guest beer should be sold, and
loan tying should be abolished (Mason and McNally, 1997:412). As a result of
this legislation, most large national brewers sold off large stocks of public houses
to come within these limits or divested from brewing altogether to get around the
limits on pub ownership imposed upon them. However, the Act was never fully
implemented, as breweries only had to release ties on half the pubs held over the
2,000 limit, and the loan ties were never completely abolished (ibid.). Since then,
the brewing and pub-owning sectors have grown increasingly functionally
separated, and there has been an acceleration of mergers, concentration and
rationalisation within both. In terms of brewing, while in 1930 there were 559
brewery companies in Britain, by 1998 there were only 59 (BLRA, 1999). By
2000, Scottish-Courage remained the only national-level brewer with annual beer
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sales in excess of £2 billion (Ritchie, 1999) and alongside Interbrew, Carlsberg—
Tetley and Guinness, these four super-brewers continue to control 81 per cent of
beer sales in the UK.

More significant has been the restructuring of the ownership of nightlife venues
in the UK. Traditional operators, such as local or regional brewers or independent
entrepreneurs, declined in importance over the twentieth century as they were
acquired by and merged with a small number of large national brewers. Over the
last decade of the twentieth century the monopoly of these national brewers was
broken up by the Beer Orders Act, and the ownership and production of nightlife
spaces now represents a complex hierarchy between a number of types of
operators. First, many well-established historic brewers, such as Scottish &
Newcastle, Bass (now Six Continents) and Whitbread, have grown into large
national and multinational entertainment conglomerates. Their retail wings
continue to own large pub estates and have the resources to manage a wide
portfolio of venues, including premium-branded bar venues and unbranded
tenanted pubs. However, many of them are increasingly divesting their unbranded,
smaller and older stock, which includes traditional community pubs, and are
concentrating on branded mixed-use lifestyle venues, restaurants, health centres
and hotels (Leisure and Hospitality Business, 2000).

Second, an emerging breed of highly profitable ‘pubcos’ also play a dominate
role in the high-street nightlife market, which is a rapidly growing sector worth
an estimated £2.5 billion (The Publican, 5 February 2001:17). These companies
are highly acquisitive, are usually backed by international corporate financial
houses, and are profiting greatly as former brewers continue to sell off pub estates.
For example, 70 per cent of the Punch Group is owned by the US investment firm
Texas Pacific Group, Pubmaster is backed by WestLB, one of the largest German
banks, and Morgan Grenfell Investment Company has acquired much of
Whitbread’s pub estate. Venture capitalists such as Alchemy and 3i are also getting
in on the act and are buying up nightlife venues (Leisure and Hospitality Business,
2000). Over the last decade, such ‘pubcos’ have expanded, with around seventy
such companies existing across the UK owning nightlife estates of thirty or more
venues. Most of these companies are undergoing internal restructuring in
preparation for floating on the stock market. While the number of pubs has stayed
roughly static at about 62,000, the number owned by national brewers has fallen
from 32,000 to 3,300 over the last ten years (now accounting for 5.3 per cent of
the pub market). In contrast, ‘pubcos’, who owned 16,000 outlets in 1989, owned
around 48,000 in 2000 (accounting for nearly 80 per cent of the market). In
particular, the growth of multi-site ‘pubcos’ has been dramatic, accounting for
nearly 50 per cent of all pubs in the UK in the same year (Table 2.2). Many of
these ‘pubcos’ have shown remarkable levels of growth: for example, Nomura
Principal Investment Group has prospered by buying up premises from brewers
or former brewers (see Box 2.2). Similarly, the JD Wetherspoon pub chain, which
started from a single premises in London, was touted as the fastest growing
company in the UK and the ninth in Europe in early 2002 (JD Wetherspoon, 2002).
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Table 2.2 Change in pub ownership in the UK, 1989-2000

1989 2000 january 2000 July

National brewers

Tenanted 22.000 2,724 1,000
Managed 10,000 7.336 2,300
Sub-total 32,000 10,060 3,300°
Regional brewers

Tenanted 9,000 5,939 5,939
Managed 3,000 3,498 3,498
Sub-total 12,000 9,437 9,437
Non-brewer operators

Single /independent 16,000 18,098 18,008
Multi-site pubcos 24,196 30,956
Sub-total 16,000 42,294 49,054
Total 60,000 61,791 61,791

Source: The Publican newspaper, 2000
@ Bass, Scottish & Newcastle, Whitbread

b Scottish & Newcastle only

BOX 2.2
: NOMURA: A GLOBAL—LOCAL LANDLORD

One of the UK’s biggest pub landlords, Nomura is also the largest
securities firm in Japan, playing a significant role in many key markets
around the world through its banking, investment and venture capital
divisions. The firm has operations in some thirty countries around the
world, 12,310 employees and total assets of some ¥20,529,135 in 2001.
While its main business is providing individual and corporate trading
services in its home market, it has also sought to revive its fortunes with
a range of mergers and acquisitions outside Japan, Under the direction of
the former managing director of its Principal Finance Group, Guy Hands,
reportedly said to personally earn in the region of £40 million a year,
Nomura embarked on a £10 billion buying spree, acquiring some of the
UK’s best-known brand names, The Nomura portfolio includes betting
chains, off-licences, international hotel chain Le Meridien, the Ministry
of Defence married quarters, and joint ownership of Boxclever (an
amalgamation of Granada and Radio Rentals). It also paid £700 million
for one third of British Rail’s rolling stock, and won the bidding contest
to redevelop the Millennium Dome after attempts to buy it failed. Nomura
is well known for buying companies, turning them around and selling
them at a profit. Nomura’s recent acquisition of nearly a thousand pubs
from Bass plc and 1,800) from GrandMet vaulted it to number one among
pub owners in the UK, with around 5,500) pubs. Through such mergers
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it aims to move away from a centrally managed estate to ‘tenanted’ outlets,
leased to local entrepreneurs who pay rent. Nomura continues to get even
more dominant as market leader, as it bids for more pubs recently put on
the market.

By 2000, the ten largest pub operators owned nearly 50 per cent of all pubs and
bars in the UK; only three still have a connection with brewing. The biggest
included Nomura, the Punch Group, Whitbread, Six Continents Leisure, and
Scottish & Newcastle Retail, who each owned over four thousand venues (The
Publican, 2000). Smaller, independent pub companies owning only a handful of
venues do still exist and have introduced innovative new nightlife venue concepts,
and there are also a number of regional brewers with sizeable pub estates, such as
Greene King, Wolverhampton and Dudley and Young & Co. However, both
independent operators and regional brewers have been extremely susceptible to
buy-outs from larger predatory operators, eager to buy successful bar brands to
expand and be able to float on the stock exchange. As one independent bar owner
from the UK commented:

If you look around in cities you will find a handful of people involved in
setting up bars and the rest of it is just the corporates. But then the corporates
come straight in afterwards and if you’re setting up a bar and struggling to
make a living and somebody comes along and says, well, we’ll give you
half a million, you take it and run.

(Bar manager 1, Leeds)

This ongoing restructuring has significant implications for the ways in which pubs
and bars are operated in the UK, with a shifting balance between managed or
tenanted/leased outlets. Up until the massive changes in pub ownership in the
1990s, most traditional pubs owned by the brewers were operated as tenancies.
However, the number of tenanted premises fell dramatically from nearly 45,000
to just under 10,000 between 1967 and 1998, while the number run as managed
houses dramatically increased (BLRA, 1999). The recent growth of super-pubs,
style bars and branded restaurants has shifted ownership in favour of managed
rather than tenanted outlets, which is indicative of a resurgence of more ‘Fordist’
centre-branch plant management structures (see Piore and Sabel, 1984).

There are some signs that tenanted outlets were enjoying a limited renaissance
by 2000, as they offered stable rental income and reduced overhead costs for pub
operators, with less need for area managers, head-office staff, personnel and
marketing departments. Moreover, these operators are aware that tenancies can
offer a differentiated product, in contrast to the large glut of branded pubs and
bars which continue to fill Britain’s high streets. This counter-trend is more
indicative of post-Fordist notions of subcontracting and outsourcing (Kumar,
1995:60-1). However, there are limits to diversity even here: companies like
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Nomura tie their tenants into particular buying agreements which inevitably lead
to a standardisation of product availability—arrangements which resonate with
the idea of ‘flexible mass production’ (Piore and Sabel, 1984). Nomura has even
set up a website for its tenants, listing potential suppliers to buy from. The Nomura-
owned ‘Inntrepreneur pubco’ is currently facing a number of legal challenges from
tenants for illegally ‘tying’ them into above-market-price buying arrangements
with suppliers, a practice which was outlawed under the Beer Orders Act (Clark,
2001).

Clearly, such dramatic restructuring has implications for older (residual),
independent and alternative modes of nightlife production. Many small
independent operators were pessimistic about the encroaching influence of large
corporate operators. As one independent owner commented:

With corporate enterprise taking over more and more, they have a game
plan that they will follow, which is domination of city-centre sites...but I
think the long-term view is that corporate rape and pillage will continue.
You know they’re all gobbling each other up because they’ve got to grow.

(Bar owner 1, Newcastle)

Large, corporately backed ‘pubcos’ are able to put up large sums of money to
transform high-value listed city-centre buildings in prime locations into new
premises, spatially squeezing out independent entrepreneurs and dominating the
urban landscape. Urban nightlife, then, has become a competitive arena with only
the strongest, or wealthiest, able to survive (Zukin, 1995).

As Figure 2.1 shows, across a number of older industrial cities in the UK by
2000 ownership of bars and pubs is concentrated in the hands of a small number
of national/multinational operators, notably S&N and Bass, plus a number of
growing ‘pubcos’. While there are also a number of regional brewers, recent
indications suggest they are likely either to divest from brewing or to sell off
their successful bar brands to expanding ‘pubcos’. The revocation of the Beer
Orders Act in 2001 however, has opened up opportunities for companies,
especially former brewers, to make bulk purchases of nightlife venues. The
prospect of such acquisitions could lead to a re-integration of the industry. Market
concentration is likely to increase further as many traditional operators also slowly
divest from alcohol-oriented nightlife into higher-profit areas such as pub-
restaurants, fitness centres and hotels, due to perceived shifts in demographic and
consumption patterns.

Nightclubs are currently experiencing similar levels of market concentration,
although overall less so than bars and pubs. In the UK, for example, the nightclub
industry had sales of over £2 billion in 1997, and admitted around 185 million
people through their doors (Mintel, 1998:15). However, many nightclub operators
are facing new challenges due to falling audiences and the blurring of divisions
between pubs and clubs, which has made the nightclub sector particularly difficult
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Figure 2.1 Ownership in the night-time economy—Newcastle, Leeds and Bristol, UK, 2000
Source: Chatterton and Hollands, 2001

for small operators. These tight margins opened the way for large operators in the
UK, such as the Po Na Na Group and Luminar Leisure. Luminar, for example,
grew through the £360 million acquisition of Northern Leisure and Rank Leisure,
to become one of the most established entertainment operators in the UK. Luminar
runs 250 late-night venues, including brands such as Chicago Rock Café, Jumpin
Jacks and Life Café Bars, and by 2002 had established itself as the largest nightclub
operator in the UK, owning 15 per cent of all nightclubs. British dance clubs, in
particular, are eager to play on their reputation as the birthplace of dance culture
to expand their global reach. As a result, established and world-recognised dance
clubs such as Cream and Ministry of Sound have been able to expand their
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operations by staging huge festivals which have commodified some of the original
elements of rave culture. Such a winning formula has been extended across the
globe from India to South Africa.

In sum, the nighlife sector is a highly volatile and unstable, with a significant
proportion of the country’s pubs up for sale, and takeovers, mergers and
divestments continue apace in both the club and bar sectors. In particular, the
British pub and bar sector has virtually been severed from its historical association
with national and place-based brewers and pub retailers and, more recently, its
monopolisation by the big breweries since the 1950s. However, deregulation has
not produced a post-Fordist panacea of small companies emerging to drive forward
nightlife production. Rather, there has simply been a carving up of the different
wings of the industry, with the overwhelming proportion of urban nightlife venues
now owned by a handful of corporate operators. Many of these are backed by
global equity and finance houses, while the UK beer market is dominated by two
multinationals, Interbrew and Scottish—Courage. Brewers and former brewers
staying in the pub business are increasingly concentrating company efforts on their
branded premises, while competing with ‘pubcos’ and corporately financed
companies who are pursuing both branding and theming strategies, with both
busy developing more ‘premium’ markets. It is to this aspect that we now turn.

Branding and market segmentation in the production of urban
nightlife

While branding is far from a new phenomenon in urban nightlife, it has grown
from its origins in alcoholic products (Tennant, 1994) to apply to whole/multiple
retail outlets and has become a central part of the expansion strategies of many
pub and bar-restaurant operators. Well-known global brands such as Hard Rock
Café (fortyone outlets world-wide) and Planet Hollywood (sixty-eight outlets
world-wide) combine drinking with eating, while in the USA many of the branded
bars and clubs are combined with restaurants or other entertainment packages such
as sport, virtual arcades, the sex industry or live music, and include ESPN Zone,
Dave & Buster’s, Hooters, Spearmint Rhino and Billboard Live (for a more
detailed discussion of some of these examples, see Box 5.2). So, while the branding
and theming of nightlife destinations is a global phenomenon, it has become
particularly strong in the UK over the last decade. Eight per cent of all pubs in the
UK are now branded using one of 206 brands, with the top five pub operators
controlling 63 per cent of branded pubs (The Publican, 2000). In city centres the
branding process is much higher, with about 30 per cent of premises branded. In
particular, out of its 3,300 outlets, Scottish & Newcastle Retail claim that ‘50 per
cent of the estate is currently branded. This will rise to 70 per cent by April 2002’
(Scottish & Newcastle, 2001). All nation-wide operators are now organised around
branded divisions rather than geographical areas.

Branding has also become a key driver for the nightclub sector, especially with
the growth of ‘super-clubs’ such as Gatecrasher, Ministry of Sound and Cream.
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Plate 2.2 The Pacha brand goes global. Flier for Pacha nightclub; Barcelona, Spain, 2002

Source: Carlos Aparicio

Pacha, with a 34—year history and over eighty venues world-wide marked by the
distinctive two-cherries logo, is the biggest global nightclubbing brand. First
opened by Ricardo Urgell in Sitges, near Barcelona, in 1966, and then on the party
island of Ibiza in 1973, the brand has expanded through franchises across the world
in places such as Buenos Aires, Munich and Budapest. Nineteen more opened in
2002 with the prospect of Pacha restaurant franchises, and the brand has developed
out of nightclubs and into the music sector through Pacha R