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Abstract

Creativity: what might this mean for art and art educators in the creative economies of globalisation? This research focuses on art and art education in context of the knowledge economy. It considers creativity in respect of two philosophical frames – one is a means-end, performative mode of instrumental thought and action that infuses educational politics, policies and practices; and the other seeks not to presuppose a pre-scripted destination, does not set up a means-end, input-output expectation, neither does it marry itself to a grand world view of progressive economies. 

Some crucial questions are raised: How can these two world-views relate and work together? How can art maintain its creative potential to reveal our processes of ‘becoming’ and throw light on the world while sustaining the pressures of business models of enterprise where creativity is defined by market forces? What matters in this discussion is to find a way to argue for art and art education as a legitimate field of creative enquiry through which we know and are known.
Creativity

A la porte de la maison qui viendra frapper?

Une porte ouverte on entre

Une porte fermée un antre

Le monde bat de l’autre côté de ma porte.

At the door of the house who will come knocking?

An open door, we enter

A closed door, a den

The world pulse beats beyond my door.

(Pierre Albert Birot, Les Amusements Naturels, p. 127, in Gaston Bachelard, The Poetics of Space).

Creativity it has been said, consists largely of re-arranging what we know in order to find out what we do not know (George Keller, Wikipedia online).

To Create: is to bring (something) into existence; from Latin, creare.

A sense of immanence is revealed.

Creativity is a word that suggests different meanings in different political contexts. In the creative knowledge economies of globalisation when meanings are assumed, and once assumed, are politicised, what might creativity mean? 

My research deals with questions of art, meaning and identity in the creative economies of the twenty-first century and in particular a consideration of the future of fine arts in the academy. In this context, at a previous PESA conference I sought to locate a philosophy of the creative subject somewhere between Leonardo’s “Last Supper” and Dan Brown’s mediated tale (Grierson, 2004). There can be no doubt that creativity has become the ‘buzz-word’ for innovative growth in the global economies of knowledge and author Dan Brown exemplifies how the publishing and tourist industries can market the best of Western art via popularist mediations. Coincident with innovative production, the human subject is undergoing transformations of identity formation as homo economicus, the globalised market subject of productive economies. My interest is to consider questions of creativity in this context asking what creativity might now mean for art, the artist and art education. 

In my professional environment I work with artists and hence I am surrounded daily by the endless creative inventions and materialisations of practice that are called forth in the name of ‘art’ – be they in digital formations of hybrid and new media, digital photography, video, animation and sound art, or the craft-based materialisations of gold and silversmithing, contemporary jewellery and ceramics, or the more familiar fine arts traditions of painting, sculpture, drawing, printmaking. As an artist who exhibited for twenty years, I know what it means to think through creative practice, to engage with materials and ideas, to speculate and seek resolved and satisfying solutions; and in researching and writing about the role of art in the global knowledge economies, I know what it means to argue for art as a creative site of knowledge; and I know the difficulties of mounting arguments for funding of the creative arts in an over rationalised, economically-driven research environment. 

My concern is to identify creativity in its knowledge frameworks of the creative arts, through networks of knowledge transfer at aesthetic, experiential, communal and relational levels, sites through which we know and are known. What is of particular importance through this research is the way we think about and approach creativity and the way it is legitimated politically in these present global times. 

Art, identity and creative processes

“Our cultural identities are always in the state of becoming, a journey in which we never arrive…” wrote Vilisoni Hereniko (cited in Neale, 1999: 192). Hereniko speaks the voice of an artist, one who identifies the process of being and becoming in our daily rituals and experiences of living. A significant register is indicated, to do with ‘culture’ in its broadest sense, and an ongoing-ness of ‘identity’ in the processes of time, space and belonging. This register does not presuppose a destination, does not plan a prescriptive cohesion, does not set up a means-end, input-output expectation, neither does it marry itself to a grand world view or finite ambition, nor work in the finite edges of representation to match this with that as an exact correspondence or identikit. In other words Hereniko is not saying that his identity is being represented by his presence on this planet. Through the process of journeying, there is something openly creative in the way Hereniko expresses his proposition; and likewise there is something potentially creative in the outcomes of his proposition, i.e. that we are always in a state of becoming, moving as beings in time, never arriving at the finite place of Being. This proposition applies to our subjectivities as much as to our subject, art.
This discussion positions the creative arts – or more specifically, art – in the following ways: 

· One is art as a site of embedded, conceptual and material knowledge through which we know and are known: an epistemological site recognisable through a creative process; be it visual, auditory, kinaesthetic, artefactual, this art is a ‘language’ of identity formation;

· Secondly, art as a repository of cultural rituals, stories, myths and beliefs; an archive of cultural knowledge; a place where the soul of a nation, family or ‘tribe’ may be sourced, reflected upon, expressed, legitimated, situated; 

· Thirdly, art as a bridge between people, ideas, policy and practice; a processual place where difference can reverberate in the creative conditions of thought; where thinking through practice can be experiential; a condition of thinking and making whereby knowledge can be translated and transferred;

· Fourthly, art as a process of revealing self to the world, and bringing the world into the line of sight and recognition.

This art of which I speak is not one of representing something else, as I showed through Hereniko’s concept of identity as becoming. But, you might say, representation has always been part of art’s intention or capacity. This may be so; yet if art is simply a way of representing, then it would follow that it is a way of replicating something already existing ‘out there’, a mimetic process whereby the Platonic ideal forms are re-created for human perceptions and interpretations. 

What happens if we do not claim that unified re-creation and replication? What if we think of ‘art’ as a way of revealing the world, rather than representing the world; what then? I would answer this way: Art then becomes a conditional practice with endless potential to initiate a reverberating ground between social action and coexisting histories, assumptions, social and political economies; and furthermore, when critically, sensitively, technically and aesthetically engaged art has the capacity to negotiate and lead to deeper understandings or attitudes to shed light on our present moment in the world; revealing the world to us and ourselves to the world. 

To arrive at these understandings, this proposition suggests there must be an element of the creative, the sensitive edge of thought and experience, of risk-taking and concentrated application through embedded or embodied materiality of practice. But in offering these definitions and seeking some understandings of the term creative we find the meanings vary according to the methodology and contexts with which they are engaged. 

Methodology and Context: Defining the creative

Creatus, to have grown; Creare to grow, to bring (something) into existence (Latin root), gives rise to the concept of creativity as being in process, in flux, change, transformation, growth, moving, making something new. This might mean inflecting the old with innovative characteristics or expressions, making cognitive or intuitive leaps, journeying or working through the materiality of practice to invent an idea, object, artefact, dance, image, sound or text. This process can be highly technologised and/or essentially affective; but overall it tends towards methodologies that are embedded, embodied, phenomenological, heuristic, and may be understood via poststructuralist ways of approaching questions of knowledge, meaning and being.

Different sets of definitions for creativity will be found through management or business literature, industrial design and architecture, science and engineering, economics, psychology and psychiatry, arts and literature. Seeking definitions through art, I asked some colleagues in fine arts. Here are some of the answers: creativity is a set of dispositions; diversity and heterogeneity (compared to unity and homogeneity); the maverick edge; feral; freedom fighters; linking ideas in new ways; the filtrate of thought to make new; working through material practice. But what is there in these explanations that might be specific to ‘art’? Political terrorists might be freedom fighters might be terrorists but does this make them creative artists?

The field of art as a field of knowledge has long been aligned with creativity. At different times and places questions of aesthetics have arisen to prominence, but essentially art’s one constant characteristic is that it comes from a creative process in the maker. Wikipedia online refers to characteristics of creativity’s products as, “The products of creative thought (sometimes referred to as divergent thought) usually have both originality and appropriateness. Although intuitively a simple phenomenon, it is in fact quite complex” (2006: 1). 

This complexity has been the subject of cognitive psychology and educational theorising through the twentieth to twenty-first century and has reignited its popularity in line with economic rationalism and in the interests of increased creative efficiencies in education. It was in 1982 that Howard Gardner had proposed his cognitive approach to creativity by working through Jean Piaget’s psychologism and structural symbology. Gardner’s theories of multiple intelligences have given rise to numerous educational texts on creative thinking and the combining of thinking skills in the interests of preparing students for life-long learning and better equip them for twenty-first century demands. Translating creative thinking from the affective responses in the creative arts to achieve critical and productive thinking in a range of other fields has become an important goal of education, with the creative as the generator of ideas and the critical as the evaluator. Creative thinking is one of those skills for the whole-child thinking abilities, and it is noticeably one of those marketable enterprises in the innovative conditions of educational commercialisation, but is this bringing us closer to art as a creative condition of knowledge?

Those of us in fine arts or art education will quickly relate to the proposition that creativity is “intuitively a simple phenomenon” as we also recognise its complexity. Can we cultivate creativity through education? Or do we destroy its potential as soon as we focus on the products and try to organise its functional attributes and delivery? 

Focussing on the individual and his/her path to creativity

Perhaps we need to turn to the individual who is the one, after all, who will work with a creative mind to produce creative outcomes. Twentieth century psychiatrist and psychoanalyst, Silvano Arieti considers the ways to cultivate creativity in terms of ‘the individual’, who in the twentieth century was the focus of his disciplinary enquiries. Arieti sites nine attributes in “Dynamics of Creativity” (1977: 13-16): 

· Aloneness (removal from stimuli); 

· Inactivity (give time to do nothing); 

· Daydreaming (a source of fantasy life); 

· Free Thinking (suspension of control); 

· Gullibility (suspension of judgement); 

· Remember trauma (inner replay); 

· Alertness (heightened awareness); 

· Disciplined productivity (have commitment – practical skills). 

There may well be elements of any or all of these in creative moments of activity and thought that give rise to art and its outcomes. However, when present day pressures of accountability and standards-setting in education are brought into the frame, would “daydreaming” or “inactivity” meet those external criteria for excellent performance? It seems there may be a problem when the psychologically identified attributes of creativity are out of line with rationalised educational policy and deterministic practice. Arieti’s last two attributes would seem to have the closest application to the field of art and art education: “Alertness (heightened awareness); (and) Disciplined productivity (have commitment – practical skills)”. We expect our students of art to come to the domain of creative subjects in education highly aware of the world around them, alert to themselves within the world, and able to grasp the interrelationships of diverse and complex stimuli and social conditions. We then train our students in the mastery of skills, techniques and material practices through which to explore and express these conditions. The question of whether we can teach the former dispositions in the escalating pressures of mastering the latter is a crucial one to consider. When it comes to curriculum requirements, deadlines, standard setting and assessment measures, what then becomes the focus?

Art education, globalisation, and creative industries 

This question calls for close attention to globalised knowledge conditions where creative industries are the new discourses of innovation and enterprise. The challenge for artists and art educators is to locate the conditions of the creative arts within wider social and political contexts, to see how the creative arts fare in these reframed knowledge conditions. 

In the wave of globalised, creative, knowledge transfers, I suggest that a crucial requirement for the artist and arts educator is the need to consider what precisely is the place and/or role of the creative arts as a knowledge field, and where is the room given for its creativity, its public and institutional legitimation, its place to breathe and live – beyond that of serving the needs of the marketplace as a sole provider of value? The emphasis on creativity is undeniable in the new cultures of commercial enterprise and innovation, but where stands 'art' in this new economy? Let us see what sort of creativity is being promoted in the new alignments of creativity and industry.

In Aotearoa New Zealand 2002, Creative Industries was the category named by the New Zealand Prime Minister, the Right Honourable Helen Clark, targeted for its capacity to enhance economic enterprise and growth, along with Biotechnology and Information Technology. Since then, fortuitously, New Zealand has been riding on the successes of Peter Jackson’s “The Lord of the Rings Trilogy”, enhancing the economies of cultural tourism, and opening the way for lands of Narnia and other film makers to transform mountains and planes, seascapes and whales into other imaginative inventions. 

Questions of the accumulation of value and exchange are crucial for understanding creativity as a cultural value proposition in a global age. The creative industries is one of the fastest growing sectors in the economies of technologised societies of the global world – and this includes entertainments, music, media technologies and design, fashion and film, video and visual culture, performance, dance, publishing, magazines, IT, games and web design. Creative enterprise spills into the tourist industry and feeds the capacities of trade policies to deliver their advantage. Creative enterprises rely largely on the amalgam of technologised alliances and representational faculties, i.e. how aptly and efficiently do digital media, film and video, technical productions of digitisation, sound and gaming, represent the conditions, styles, desires and ever-changing identities of the creative economies of our global world? With newfound focus for economic growth, and new emphasis on quick-to-market efficiencies of commercial enterprise, we need to consider what forms of knowledge we are creating, valuing and validating. 

The popular writer on creativity, Richard Florida (2002, 2005) claims the creative class is an important driver of modern economies arguing that people are the best asset for economic growth. He speaks of high technology industry concentrations, and of the enhancement of three Ts, Technology, Talent, Tolerance, proposing that creative cities and regions are places that attract high concentrations of creative and diverse people, and this in turn enhances lifestyles and job creation, all of which has the positive effect of economic positioning of place. In a Harvard Business Review article, Florida places Melbourne in fourth or fifth rank of world creativity with 49.5% workforce of the central city in creative occupations (Victoria Government website, 2004) (further discussed in Grierson, 2005: 9).

While there might be much to contest in the Florida case, he has succeeded in opening questions of creativity to a general audience for some sort of further reflection. Having said this, the emphasis in Florida’s thesis on the liberal notions of growth in the creative economy, conceptualising the conditions of creativity as the essential ingredient to the building of urban economies, serves to reinvent the historical, liberal, assumptions of creativity as a progressive enterprise. Neoliberalism invests the transformative nexus of technology and progress with new and innovative determinisms via the marketplace. By these means the broader principles of creativity reflect the dominant assumptions of Western knowledge as a metanarrative of progress. Art is thus inevitably folded back into the logic of enterprise as a reductive determinism starts to appear. As knowledge is invested with business values, so art as a form of knowledge is pulled inexorably into the enterprise frame. 

As Lyotard had predicted in “The Postmodern Condition” (1984), “the status of knowledge is altered as societies enter what is known as the postindustrial age and cultures enter what is known as the postmodern age” (3).

Lyotard’s prophetic text shows the ‘old ways’ of knowledge as an end in itself have been replaced by new modes of knowledge as the principle force of production and that ‘knowledge in the form of an informational commodity indispensable to productive power is already, and will continue to be, a major — perhaps the major — stake in the worldwide competition for power’ (Lyotard, 1984: 5). We may thus trace the way knowledge is now attached politically to the accumulation of value in national and global exchange, and then ask what this might mean for our present time. (Grierson and Mansfield, 2003: 30)

It seems that the difficulty for art as a form of knowledge is that it is more than mere information, more than mere commodity, and it is this ‘more’ that we must identify and defend.

Representing or revealing?

Art is more than mere technology, making. As mercantalised and technologised practices of information-transfer demarcate new identities and learning modes are we creating new ways to merely represent the world through art practice? If this is so then art could be losing its creative impetus to become an easily commercialisable and technologised mode of replication. Technology itself is not the problem here – after all technology has always been a tool of art making. What matters, as knowledge environments are redesigned, is the way we use and understand technology and our relationship with technology. 

This discussion proposes that while living in the conditions of globalisation with its digitally technologised knowledge frameworks and economically rationalised transfers, we must also hold to, and advocate for the potency of the affective and the critical realms of this subject ‘art’, while understanding and revealing the politics of standard- setting and externalised measures and pressures of economic accountability. In this sense, art is a creative form of knowledge that serves to reveal the world and its politics and social conditions as well as taking its economically defined place in the creative industries sector. Art produces the archives of culture, history, geopolitical identities, beliefs, community experiences and personal expressions, and communicates the rituals of our people, be they in digitalised and technologised form, or ephemeral, embodied and immersive practice. In the interactive, personal, material and immaterial practices of art we can read the tales of social and political struggles, see the economic and technological imprints, hear the language of loss, memory and mortality, perceive new notations of self in a global world of identity formations. 

While means-end strategies and management solutions might characterise our institutional practices, could it be that art may still reveal something more than a teleological, representational equation of knowledge with technology, technology with economy, economy with progress? Can art retain its creative role as a power for revealing the conditions of practice within which we live and work?

Threading this thought through deeper questions to do with technology and our being in the world, takes us to the writings of Martin Heidegger. Here was a philosopher who worked through questions of technology and art, representation and truth in his lifetime project of dismantling metaphysics and rethinking the nature of Being to displace the a-priori state of being with the Dasein, the Being-in time. Heidegger looked back to the Ancient Greeks, and there we find no exact equivalence for our word creativity, other than poiein, “to make”. And as we know it was poetry, poiësis, that was so highly prized in Greek culture, whereas art, technë, was “making things according to rules”, a mere imitation of reality and containing no creativity. Heidegger reflects on these Ancient Greek meanings in “The Question Concerning Technology” (1977) where he challenges humankind’s obsession with technology as a way of thinking, and technology as a way of enframing the conditions of the world including our being within the world. His concern is to refigure technë by aligning it with poiësis proposing that the question concerning technology is not actually technological.

In “Heeding Heidegger’s Way: Questions of the Work of Art” (2003a: 23-33) I explored the way Heidegger takes us beyond representation as a condition of creative practice and thought. 

In the essay The Origin of the Work of Art, Heidegger speaks of Van Gogh’s painting of a pair of old, well-worn peasant shoes. ‘But what is there to see here?’ he asks. ‘Everyone knows what shoes consist of’ (1999: 158). Thus in emphasising what is commonly known he is effectively problematising the given-ness of art as a visual field of representation that corresponds to some object or other ‘out-there’ in the world, and the endless interpretations of content and form that art commentators are given to, that come under the umbrella of ‘representation’ – locating through image and language the ‘known’ objects or entities in the world of appearances. ‘Form and content are the most hackneyed concepts under which anything and everything may be subsumed’, iterates Heidegger (1999: 153); and then takes us further in our considerations by stating, ‘The work makes public something other than itself’ (145). So, it is the ‘other’ in the work, or elsewhere, that we must be open to when confronted with art (Grierson, 2003a: 28).

Identities

Notions of subjectivity and identity, artists’ intentionality and the death of meaning have been well rehearsed through twentieth century cultural theories. However, this discussion posits the significance and relevance of Heidegger’s writings to art and the artist in the age of creative enterprise. Seeking that “something other than itself”, Heidegger opens our minds to think about identity and Being in another way. For him the Western metaphysical assumptions of Being are at the root of our separation of self and world. When we re-present the world through our processes of art, then we are not revealing the world or ourselves to the world; we are not bringing the world into our line of sight. If the processes of time and being can be activated as a process of revealing in the creative moments of art, pedagogy and educational enterprises, then creativity restores a reconnection of self and world. This will serve to disrupt the priority of the business model of creativity as a means-end, economically inscribed equation, through which the “whatever is, is” of the Aristotle categories reinforces mimetic representations of an ideal unity of self. Any disruption or problematisation of mimesis will have implications for our field of study, which has too often regarded ‘self-expression’ as the ultimate creative manifestation or representation of inner ‘truths’. When art is reconsidered as a process of revealing then a reconstitution of our Being-in-time might be possible. 

Proliferating globally the industrial model of knowledge generation and transfer is characterised by methodologies of external accountabilities, quantifiable measures of audit and standard setting, and economic determinations of the ‘shopping-cart’ mentality of educational value. Along with science, technology and business, art as a field of educational study is drawn inexorably into the rational ordering of knowledge. We are already implicated as homo economicus. This becomes our reframed a priori state of being. As Cherryholmes (1988: 185) cautions, “We are as much a product of time and place as are the texts and discourse-practices around us”. Questions of being and the time in which we be, must therefore walk with us in our educational pursuit. 

Beyond the door

At the door of the house who will come knocking?

An open door, we enter

A closed door, a den

The world pulse beats beyond my door.

(Birot in Bachelard, The Poetics of Space)

If we do not find a way to feel the “world pulse” beating beyond the door, to harness and network our creative energies through art in education, to reconceptualise our creative potentials, and reframe our social and political identities by activating some sort of transgressive or transformative practice, then we may not acclaim the sustainable futures hoped for and envisaged. Time must be claimed for risk-taking, innovative thinking and imaginative invention, to “free fall into new territories” (Crimmin, 2002, cited in Grierson, 2003b: 112) in order to revisit those notions of creativity that Hereniko proposed, where identity is always in a state of becoming. As artists and art educators, and in the name of art as a field of study, we are the inheritors of the creative capacities, processes, convictions and possibilities.

Beyond the problems of over-rationalised answers to under-explicated questions, beyond the endless repetitions of representation in the creative cultures of public discourse, beyond the heavy emphases on skills and technologies in means-end, quick-to-market business enterprise, there is still a creative pulse that beats, and that is what we must harness. 

Conclusion

The imperative to fold creativity into the industrial paradigm of economic knowledge raises many questions for artists and art educators; and it is up to artists and art educators to ask them – of policy-makers and budget-setters, curriculum writers and national researchers – at each and every practical and political level. 

Art is driven by the impetus to create, to bring (something) into existence, manifested through ideas, imagination, materiality, thinking through practice, coupled with risk-taking, making unlikely connections, accepting failure and success, and transferring this knowledge to others via a range of dissemination practices. Artists know the difficulties, frustrations, incessant and reductive political conditions that would call forth certain and easily assessable responses to the variable and diverse knowledges they seek to explore, capture and transfer. 

Artists and educators in art must be vigilant in these new times called globalisation, marked by the formulations of enterprise culture in institutional policy and practice. Artists and educators in art must pose to the powers of governance in which they move and operate at local, national and regional levels, that in the stakes of creativity it is the subject, art, that is imbued with the powers of transformation, imaginative invention, material thinking, languages of difference, and cultural positioning through which we might see and articulate a globally sustainable world-view as a glimmering possibility on the horizon.

When the power of art is fully regarded as a potent and important form of knowledge, which nourishes the people, improves the conditions and living spaces of our cities, feeds the creative industries, and mobilises the creative class, then we may truly witness the transformative potential of our enterprise. 

Elizabeth M. Grierson  

elizabeth.grierson@rmit.edu.au
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