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CHAPTER FOUR

Music education with ears wide open – some new sounds 

for some old ways of thinking? About open access and 

licensing of artistic and intellectual property and possible 

implications for music education

Ketil Thorgersen

Imagine spending years learning how to play an instrument. To have put down hours 

to come to grips with the most intimate, subtle and intriguing aspects of producing 

music with the instrument. Then one day, you discover that the instrument no longer 

works. The instrument has developed a defect and needs repair badly. Traditionally, 

the fix could have been provided by an instrument maker or a repair shop, but 

imagine tracking down an instrument repair shop only to be told that you do not 

own the right to repair your own instrument. However you could still try to use the 

broken one...

Imagine doing research funded by the state. You develop interesting theories and 

some are published in highly ranked journals. The rest, unpublished excerpts, 

interview transcripts and video observations are saved on your computer, and on the 

university network. Imagine doing something else for a while and then returning to 

the topic, only to find out that the old files on the network are inaccessible by any of 

your new and flashy computer programs. Not even text from the published articles 

are accessible electronically, and even if they were, would be of no use since you no 

longer owned the content...

The two introductory scenarios serve as examples of problems of ownership, 

copyright and democracy in the digital age concerning creators of music and creators 

of research. These are examples of what can be regarded a (sub)cultural trend of 

dissolving borders of intellectual property, not necessarily introduced by, but at least 
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accelerated through, the invasion of digital media for communication, distribution 

and copying in almost every household in the industrialized world. The later years 

the press has been filled with headlines predicting the death of the movie, music and 

software industry, due to pirating or illegal copying. The record industry has 

repeatedly cried out for the wolf, stating that piracy will lead to the death of the 

music industry, and even to the death of music. The industry has engaged bureaus 

like the MPAA in the USA or Antipiratbyrån in Sweden to hunt down the pirates/file 

sharers.  Simultaneously, artists and even record companies release their music for 

free listening on the Internet through services like Spotify, Last.fm, Pandora, 

Myspace and personal homepages. Some artists, like Nine Inch Nails, release whole 

albums for free – letting the listener decide whether to pay or not, while others such 

as Metallica, refuses any internet service to stream any of their music. On the 

listeners’ side, others cry out for the ‘democratic’ value of sharing and start 

organisations, demonstrations and in Sweden, even a political party: The Pirate Party 

which gained enough support to be elected for representation in the European 

parliament. 

The 17th of April 2009, the four founders of the world’s largest file sharing site, 

The Pirate Bay, lost in the Stockholm district court in Sweden, and was sentenced to 

pay the media industry 30 million SEK, and spend one year in jail (BBC, 2009). Only 

a few months later, a newly established Swedish political party, The Pirate Party, was 

elected for a seat in the European Parliament. A proposed new law in Sweden to 

allow for surveillance of network traffic in order to catch file sharers or pirates, 

stirred nation-wide riots which in turn changed the law. Free access to music 

obviously engages people.

In an article in Orkesterjournalen, Lina Nyberg (2010), a well-established 

Swedish jazz singer, presents her view of the life conditions a musician has to deal 

with. She explains that for almost every musician, a side job is a necessity, that the 

payment for live gigs has not changed the last 15 years in Sweden, and that the 

revenue generated from being played by the on-demand internet radio Spotify is 
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0,0023 SEK per played song1. The article, though discussed and embraced by the 

readers of Orkesterjournalen, has not been picked up by any of the big public media 

in Sweden. 

On the issue of publication of research, a similar debate as with digital media 

has been growing for the last ten to fifteen years. Why should private publishers earn 

money on publicly funded research, and in turn set the premises for further funding 

through the increasing linking between an institution’s publication rate, the rank of 

the journals in which its researchers publish, and the money granted for research? 

While editors, reviewers and authors perform competent work for free for the 

journals in order to secure and increase the academic quality of the journals, the 

ownership of the research articles has been handed over to the privately owned 

journals, denying the unfortunate, and less wealthy, access to research results. 

Slowly generating momentum, a movement has been growing from groups of a 

few individuals with similar ideas about how openness and total freedom of access 

can gain the quality of knowledge, secure individuals’ ownership of generated 

content, while at the same time provide opportunities for high level communication 

and involvement in the recreation of society. The movements have been labelled open 

source for software, open access for scientific publishing, open standards for formats, and 

creative commons for artistic publishing. A genuine wonder that leads me into this 

chapter is whether these movements might provide the field of music education with 

ideas and ideals to develop in a desirable manner. 

The aim of this chapter is as such to discuss what the word ‘open’ implies in 

some key texts about open source, open access, open standards and open licensing and what 

possible philosophical implications these movements might have for music 

education. Democracy as presented by Dewey will constitute the theoretical 

framework through which these issues will be discussed.  

In the following paragraphs, I will leave music education for a while in an 

attempt to understand what possible meanings ‘open’ has. In the next phase of the 

1  As an example, Lady Gaga, who was the most played artist on Spotify the first months of the 
service, received 1150 SEK after having shared the total sum of 2300 SEK with her co-writer, for 
having her songs listened to 1 million times according to Svenska Dagbladet (2009).
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text, these meanings are connected to pragmatism. Finally the combination of ‘open’ 

and pragmatism lays the foundation for an attempt of a philosophy of music 

education, which I label Open music education: “some new words for some old ways of 

thinking” (James, 1907).

An analysis of  conceptions of  ‘open’

As already Wittgenstein (1963) stated, a word is not a direct representation of a 

phenomenon that is perceived, and it has no possible demarcative definitions 

connected. The meaning of a word is a part of a social game we play in which a 

word will mean different things to different people in different situations. However, 

since we, the users of the words agree upon the rules of the language game through 

social interaction we are still able to communicate. This is very much in line with how 

Dewey (1916, 1958, 2005) regarded the way meaning is constantly created and 

reconstructed through communication. In this section I will try to analyze the rules 

the word ‘open’ plays by, in central documents in the open movements described 

earlier. The documents analysed are chosen in order to be as representative as 

possible for the movements they represent. This is done by browsing through a large 

set of web-pages about open source, open access, open standards and creative 

commons, to see which documents these websites link to as constituting documents.  

The documents that were analysed were: 

• Representing open access: The Budapest Open Access Initiative (Chan et al., 

2002), The European Union’s Council Conclusions on Scientific  Information in the 

Digital Age: Access, Dissemination and Preservation (European Union, 2007), and 

the Berlin Declaration on Open Access to Knowledge in the Sciences and Humanities 

(Berlin Declaration, 2003).

• Representing open source: The open source definition, by the Open Source 

Initiative (Open Source Initiative, 1999) and an article by Richard Stallman 

(2007) who is the founder of the most common license for open source: Why 

“Open Source” misses the point of  free software.
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• Representing open standards the chosen texts were the definitions by the 

European Union (2004), the American ITU-T (2005) and the Open Source 

Initiative’s (2010) definitions.

• Representing open licensing (which is related, but not ‘open’ to the same 

extent) are the Creative Commons (2010) licenses. 

These texts were analysed from a pragmatist point of view  inspired by critical 

discourse analysis (Fairclough, 1995) and the previously mentioned Wittgenstein. I 

ventured the texts looking for the smallest units of meaning and what they could be 

representing within and between the texts, and further on – even outside of the texts 

in the society they represent and (seek to) influence. The texts were scrutinised on 

the level of sentences, trying to uncover different usages or discourses embedded in 

the presented texts. Except for the text by Stallman, which is an article comparing 

‘open source’ and ‘free software’, the other texts can all be considered political or 

ideological manifests, and must therefore be read in that context. They should be 

read as compromises between different subject positions and discourses attempting 

to create a unified view covering possible disagreements or conflicts within the 

groups the texts are supposed to represent (Fairclough, 1998; Luke, 1995). This 

approach provided me with an opportunity to observe the material in the light of my 

own pre-understanding in a way that increased the transparency regarding how my 

own values influenced the way I was looking at the material, and therefore enabled 

me to see possible other interpretations.

The analysis went in cycles. After the first round of analysis, I had a list of 19 

possibly different discourses represented in the texts.  These were then reduced and 

organised based on their content, into 3 main themes: Descriptions of ‘open’; 

legitimations for ‘open’; and obstacles for ‘open’. In the following sections these 

themes will be discussed from the perspectives of a creator, producer and recipient 

of knowledge, software and art, in relation to society and interests. This is of course 

a gross simplification since human beings, according to the pragmatist point of 

departure in this text, constantly reconstruct meaning and knowledge in a 
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communicative setting. One implication of such a view of knowledge is that when a 

person is producing, she is simultaneously a recipient, simultaneously an individual 

with agency and a part of  the social dynamics. 

Conceptions of  ‘open’

Among the analysed texts there are several descriptions of features of what ‘open’ is 

supposed to mean. As expected, based on the earlier proposed argument about 

language games, no definition covers all meanings. The word ‘open’ in these 

documents can be understood as having the following possible meanings: Free, 

transparent, democratic, emancipatory, and generative.

Free is a central word with several layers of meaning – some contradictory and 

some complementary. To start from the perspective of the creator, free could mean 

to work without being paid as e.g. in the Budapest initiative which refers to a 

“willingness of scientists and scholars to publish the fruits of their research in 

scholarly journals without payment, for the sake of inquiry and knowledge” (Chan et 

al., 2002). A related meaning could be taken to mean not for profit as in the three 

definitions of open standards.  However, free from the creator’s perspective rarely 

refers to economical conceptions of free, but rather refers to free as related to the 

word liberty or freedom. This involves freedom both in a narrow personal sense, as 

in the right to choose to what extent a recipient should be allowed to modify the 

content as is the basis of the creative commons licenses, but even in a larger sense as 

in evoking freedom for people in general. Programming open source software, 

distributing open access research results or creative commons arts could in that sense 

be understood as doing charity. In a larger perspective, free is also seen as liberating 

in the sense that if everyone was sharing in this manner, it would lead to both 

heightening the quality and improving a society from a democratic point of view. 

That free in these senses is central in all the documents is particularly interesting when 

comparing it  with the Stallman (2007) article which aims to prove that open source is 

something else than free software. This is an example of an internal struggle for 

power over definitions.
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A central condition is that the recipient is considered to have the right to obtain 

art and knowledge presently as well in the future. Anyone is supposed to be able to 

use whatever knowledge or art in her or his own derivative works. 

This license lets others remix, tweak, and build upon your work non-commercially, and although 

their new works must also acknowledge you and be non-commercial, they don’t have to license 

their derivative works on the same terms (Creative Commons, 2010).

To me, the Creative Commons licenses, while a part of the ‘open’ movement, 

acknowledges the personal agency of the creator more than the societal good. 

Nonetheless, the idea that derivative work is encouraged, is central in two of the 

three licenses. Derivative work is also central for the idea of the process of 

production of knowledge: knowledge production is supposed to be open and free in 

the meaning that the process should be open for participation and insights into how 

the knowledge, art or standard has come into existence, and/or is being transformed 

in continuing processes.  

The word transparency describes well a central meaning of ‘open’ in that insights 

into all stages of decision-making and processes of production are open for inquiry 

or even input from anyone. Regarding open access this is treated in the Berlin 

Declaration (2003) as the content that should be published involves “original 

scientific research results, raw data and metadata, source materials, digital 

representations of pictorial and graphical materials and scholarly multimedia 

material”. Transparency of course connects tightly to democracy – as both a 

precondition for, and an identifying feature of, democracy. 

Democracy, both in a broad societal, and in a more individual sense, is central in 

the descriptions of ‘open’ in the analysed texts. In the individual sense it means that 

all voices should be allowed to speak, and its negative counterpart; that “the license 

must not discriminate against any person or group of persons” (Open Source 

Initiative, 1999). Human beings are what constitute a society, and on a societal and 

even worldwide level, ‘open’ is described as “uniting humanity” (Chan et al., 2002) 
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and “ensures that the process is not dominated by any one interest group” (ITU-T, 

2005).  Emancipation of the human being is in other words a central feature of 

‘open’ – and emancipation has to be understood in relation to something: What kind 

of  advocacy is put forward – against what are the polemic arguments?

Advocacy for ‘open’

The documents analysed in this text are to a varying degree meant to function as 

help in advocating ‘open’. However, as with any subject identifying process, a text 

positions itself in relation to other texts, in agreement with certain values, trends and 

discourses and in opposition with others. The opposition that is explicitly identified 

in the texts, is constituted by past practices and capitalist business models. ‘Open’ is 

something newer, freer, more democratic, more liberating, more accessible than 

other current or past practices. These qualities are the ones described in the previous 

paragraphs, and are based on ideologies of transparency, freedom and equal rights. 

Through advocating however, the texts even claim that an ‘open’ model of 

production even leads to a higher quality than other existing models: 

Removing access barriers to this literature will accelerate research, enrich education, share the 

learning of  the rich with the poor and the poor with the rich (Chan et al., 2002).

The idea seems to be that since everything is available, and the decision process 

transparent, it will be much quicker to correct errors and stay on course, and thereby 

ensure a higher quality in a shorter time. Higher quality in this case seems to be 

defined in almost a utilitarian sense, where high quality refers to increased knowledge 

or benefit for a majority of the interested people. Through an open process where 

everyone can help out correcting, developing and adding to the knowledge, art or 

standard, the ideal is increased quality for more people for less money. Another part 

of the quality increase, is an ideal of ensuring eternal life for whatever is produced. 

As opposed to one of the introductory examples where knowledge is no longer 

available in an accessible format, ‘open’ refers to a way of ensuring that the product 



74

can be understood, read and improved upon in any foreseeable future because of its 

clearly formulated and explicit  documentation and open licensing. While the bright 

future and idyllic image of ‘open’ dominates, the documents even present some 

possible problems.

Challenges to ‘open’

While advocating ‘open’ through painting an idyllic image of how open models 

(might) work, these texts point to a few  challenges. The most obvious one is the 

problem of economical compensation for the creator. If a programmer or an artist 

gives away both the actual product as well as the rights for anyone to use both the 

product and means utilised in the documented process reports, how can anyone 

make a living? In the case of open access, the actual production of knowledge is 

already paid for by different kinds of research financing, it is the production of the 

distribution of knowledge that has cost money. Open access can therefore be 

considered the least controversial of these kinds of ‘open’ since the only identifiable 

losers are the big publishers, which are presented as impersonalised capitalist 

extortionists. In the cases of programmers or artists, the issue is harder to advocate 

because actual people depend on being commercially successful in order to live and 

continue to produce. The texts in focus of this chapter are not the proper 

documents to look for solutions to this problem because of their advocating and 

descriptive nature. However, the obvious hints point to either alternative financial 

models or that the creator still may charge for the work or to help out supporting the 

usage of the work. Still this issue is in my opinion left unresolved in the current 

documents.

Another challenge that is put forward is an issue of the creator’s integrity. This is 

resolved to a larger extent, in particular in the open access documents and the 

Creative Commons licenses. Here it is underlined that the author should be 

acknowledged. In the case of open source, while not mentioned in these documents, 

the practice of the model ensures the author control of the project since (s)he can 

accept or reject any code or suggestion for developing the project in question. 
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However, nothing can prevent anyone from ‘forking’ the code – meaning that people 

take the current code base and start a parallel or different development if they for 

some reason disagree with, or has other interests than the original creator. Despite 

the overall rejection of copyrights, the agency and integrity is attended to in all these 

‘opens’, at least to some extent. Most important is, however, that the creator, being a 

part of society, profits by the model being for the common good. Such a balance 

between common good and personal integrity is however nothing new.

‘Open’ mirrored through a pragmatist lens

In Dewey’s writings, democracy is more than a political system. Democracy is a 

desirable way of social interaction in “conjoint communicated experience” (Dewey, 

1916, p. 130). Experience is seen as shared, and education is seen in the light of a 

pragmatist meaning of truth, where meaning is created and recreated through social 

interaction. For education to be good in a Deweyan democratic sense, it would have 

to facilitate free speech, respect, free access to knowledge and multiple ways of 

accessing and producing knowledge. Since democracy is regarded a necessity for 

good education, communication is regarded as “the greatest of human 

goods” (Dewey, 1958, p. 202) and art as “the most effective mode of communication 

that exists” (Dewey, 2005, p. 298). Dewey’s theories of education will provide a 

decent mirror in which to frame the ‘open’ movements in relation to a music 

education philosophy of  openness. 

The ideal that knowledge – and even truth – is generated collectively, through 

constant reconstructions of the present, is a central aspect of pragmatism and the 

‘open’ movement. Pragmatism is both an ideal for education and a description of 

how human beings construct their image of the world they inhabit. The ‘open’ 

movements similarly believe that the quality of the products improve through 

accessibility, transparency and collective impulses and competences. Also the idea 

that the individual’s good is the common good as in a society where every voice is 

allowed space, no-one is silenced and even experience is considered both personal 

and collective. The combination of idealistic philosophical thought and action also 
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has its counterpart in the Deweyan pragmatism. Dewey advocated democratic 

experiential education, aesthetic experiences for the masses and healthy bodily 

practices. His ideal was to live the consequences of his philosophical thoughts. Like 

in the much later post-structural works of Deleuze and Guattari (2002), the borders 

between politics, aesthetics philosophy and daily life are blurred, mixed up and even 

turned upside down. 

How is it possible that one of the most revolting movements of the present 

society can have such striking similarities with pragmatist ideas which are almost a 

hundred years old? All things considered, Dewey is regarded the most influential 

philosopher in the shaping of our school system, so how can a system that adheres 

to the same philosophical ideas revolt against its own ideas? Or could it be that the 

ideas Dewey presented were not really adapted; that the ‘Deweyan education’ that 

developed, never really became anything besides the odd ‘learning by doing’ that 

Dewey fought against in his later years. The fact that the ‘open’ movements 

successfully revolt against other values and ideas than what Dewey’s writings suggest, 

as well as recent trends of target-based research, earlier grades for pupils and so 

forth in Swedish school, points in the same direction: A Deweyan – or open 

educational system still has a long way to go. Consequently, if the school system is 

not ‘open’, it is not likely that music education is either. So what would an ‘open’ 

music education look like?

Open music education?

The website Wikipedia2 is one of the best known, and perhaps also best examples of 

the ‘open’ generation of knowledge. It is for the public, by the public and corrected 

by the public. The criteria for rejection or acceptance for entries or corrections are 

available and these criteria are debated (even if they are hard to change). In the 

following I will briefly speculate upon the possible consequences of such an ideology 

of learning in relation to four areas of music education: Music  education outside of the 

2 http://www.wikipedia.org
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institutions; instrumental teaching and learning; classroom teaching and learning; and research in 

music education. 

In a recent article in British Journal of Music Education, the theories of formalised 

informal learning strategies developed by Lucy Green (2001, 2008) are discussed. 

Lauri Väkevä (2010) brings up an important issue in his article when he points to the 

fact that popular music learning strategies are far more diverse than the now fairly 

established view of a garage band of friends learning as peers. This does not just 

connect to the obvious connection for music education – to utilise open-sourced 

music technology in the education – but even more so to the fact that in most 

respects, in informal music contexts outside of the professional sphere, the learning 

is often fairly ‘open’. ‘Open’ in this setting refers to its generative nature where 

learning takes place through cooperation, a transparent process and collective 

generation of new  content. However, transparency of decisions is not necessarily 

found, and different music collectives have different systems of decision-making – 

not all of them are democratic and open, which may imply danger of suppression 

and even abuse. The typified ‘Garage band’ presented by e.g. Johansson (2002) and 

Green (2001, 2008) is however fairly close to what might be considered ‘open’ music 

education. 

Institutionalised instrumental music education, could traditionally almost be 

called the antithesis of open music education. The master-apprentice tradition, which 

has been dominating the western instrumental education, places the master as the 

one defining the content and the method, while also installing the master as the role 

model – the incarnation of what content the pupil needs to learn. The pupil is the 

voluntary heir with little or no impact on his/her own learning situation and 

knowledge creation. The knowledge, i.e. the music, is seen as predefined and 

canonised – at least temporarily until the pupil has become master and thereby 

trusted to help create knowledge.  While there exist other kinds of instrumental 

education such as the organ education, which focuses improvisation and chord 

analysis in playing to a large extent, or instrumental education on popular music 

instruments, I believe that most such educations would need to change in order to 
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become an open instrumental music education. Imagine an education where the 

musical content is constantly redefined and recreated in communication between the 

individual pupil, the teacher and other pupils. These other pupils act as peer coaches 

in an environment where they are all encouraged to critically help each other to 

improve on the basis of the explicit long-term and short-term goals, needs, desires 

and hopes of each individual. Such an education would be less focused on 

reproduction and more focused on reconstruction and construction. Imagine an 

education, which actively takes advantage of society and brings back, interacts and 

plays an active part in the paths for society. 

In classroom education, the ideal would be the same. However, the present state 

of the education is fairly diverted from the classrooms where the teacher has almost 

abdicated as leader in favour of garage band-like processes where the pupils 

supposedly lead their own processes, to more authoritative approaches (Ericsson & 

Lindgren, 2010). An open music classroom education would have to have a teacher 

who recognises the responsibility of the position as teacher, while simultaneously 

facilitating the collective generative and synergistic processes of musical knowledge 

production. Transparency and mutual respect would of course have to be central 

ideals.

Finally – what could an open music education research environment look like? 

An environment in which knowledge production is shared through all levels of the 

process, and where the participants of a collective help each other achieve the 

desired standards. A group in which the creation of knowledge and research is seen 

as the primary goal, rather than personal gain and the failure of others. I believe I 

experienced a milieu of that spirit in Piteå during my PhD education. The text 

seminars, which are presented elsewhere in this book (Ferm Thorgersen & 

Wennergren, this volume), were collectively created by common need, in mutual 

respect and with genuine interest for each other’s processes and needs. The model 

was constantly re-evaluated, experimented with and developed in recognition that 

there is no such thing as a perfect model – even if we wanted to reach it.  This 

coupled with a kind of individual supervision that challenged me, but in which I was 
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always left with the last word, ensured an open PhD in music education. Thank you 

Sture Brändström!

References

BBC (2009). Pirates’ convicted. Retrieved June 24, 2010, from http://www.bbc.co.uk/

6music/news/20090417_pirate_bay.shtml

Berlin Declaration (2003). Berlin declaration on open access to knowledge in the sciences and 

humanities. Retrieved June 24, 2010, from http://www. zim. mpg.de/openaccess-

berlin/berlindeclaration.html

Chan, L., et al. (2002). Budapest open access initiative. Retrieved June 24, 2010, from 

http://www.soros.org/openaccess/read.shtml

Creative Commons (2010). Choosing a license-creative commons. Retrieved June 24, 2010, 

from http://creativecommons.org/about/licenses/meet-the-licenses

Deleuze, G., & Guattari, F. (2002). A thousand plateaus: Capitalism and schizophrenia. 

London: Continuum.

Dewey, J. (1916). Democracy and education: An introduction to the philosophy of education. 

New York: The Macmillan company.

Dewey, J. (1958). Experience and nature. New York: Courier Dover.

Dewey, J. (2005). Art as experience. New York: Perigee.

Ericsson, C., & Lindgren, M. (2010). Musikklassrummet i blickfånget – vardagskultur, 

identitet, styrning och kunskapsbildning. Halmstad: Högskolan i Halmstad.

European Union (2004). IDABC – The European Interoperability Framework for pan-

European eGo. Retrieved June 24, 2010, from http://ec.europa.eu/idabc/en/

document/3761

European Union (2007). Council conclusions on scientific  information in the digital age: access, 

dissemination and preservation. Retrieved June 24, 2010, from http://



80

www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/intm/

97236.pdf

Fairclough, N. (1995). Critical discourse analysis: The critical study of language. London: 

Longman.

Fairclough, N. (1998). Political discourse in the media: An analytical framework. In A. 

Bell & P. Garrett (Eds.), Approaches to media discourse (pp. 142-162). Oxford: 

Blackwell.

Ferm Thorgersen, C., & Wennergren, A.-C. (2010). How to challenge seminar 

traditions in an academic community. In C. Ferm Thorgersen & S. Karlsen 

(Eds.), Music, education and innovation: Festschrift for Sture Brändström (pp. 145-164). 

Luleå: Luleå University of  Technology.

Green, L. (2001). How popular musicians learn: A way ahead for music  education. Aldershot: 

Ashgate.

Green, L. (2008). Music, informal learning and the school: A new classroom pedagogy. 

Aldershot: Ashgate.

ITU-T (2005). ITU-T's definition of “Open Standards”. Retrieved June 24, 2010, from 

http://www.itu.int/ITU-T/othergroups/ipr-adhoc/openstandards.html

James, W. (1907). Pragmatism, a new name for some old ways of thinking: Popular lectures on 

philosophy. New York: Longmans, Green and Co.

Johansson, KG (2002). Can you hear what they're playing? A study of strategies among ear 

players in rock music (Diss.). Luleå: Luleå University of  Technology.

Luke, A. (1995). Text and discourse in education: An introduction to critical 

discourse analysis. Review of  research in education, 21(1), 3-48.

Nyberg, L. (2010). Musikernas ekonomiska situation är ohållbar. Retrieved June 24, 2010, 

f r o m h t t p : / / w w w. o r k e s t e r j o u r n a l e n . c o m / i n d e x . p h p ?

option=com_content&task=view&id=574&Itemid=56



81

Open Source Initiative (1999). The open source definition. Retrieved June 24, 2010, from 

http://www.opensource.org/osd.html

Open Source Initiative (2010). Open standards requirement for software. Retrieved June 24, 

2010, from http://opensource.org/osr

Stallman, R. (2007). Why «open source» misses the point of free software. Retrieved June 24, 

2010, from http://www.gnu.org/philosophy/open-source-misses-the-point.html

Svenska Dagbladet (2009). Gaga tjänar en tusenlapp på Spotify. Retrieved June 24, 2010, 

from http://www.svd.se/kulturnoje/nyheter/gaga-tjanar-en-tusenlapp-pa-

spotify_3830667.svd

Väkevä, L. (2010). Garage band or GarageBand®? Remixing musical futures. British 

Journal of  Music Education, 27(1), 59-70.



82

Wittgenstein, L. (1963). Philosophical investigations. New York: Blackwell.


