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Abstract. The article deals with the concepts and problems of creative society. The
author analyses the postmodern, post-industrial, post-rational, post-democratic,
post-economic, post-capitalistic distinctiveness of creative society. According to the
author, creative society has characteristics such as “outstanding-ness” (of both
individual and society), creative living, and casual work relations. The paper deals
with the creative aspects of entertainment and with the role of technologies in
creative society. The author presents the sketches of creative ecology and creative
ethics, the difficulties of empirically researching creativity and potential creative
indexes as well as the problems regarding their evaluation. The research appeals to
different approaches of creative society (including sociological, and philosophical) as
well as methods used in different fields of the humanities (communication, media
studies, narrative studies, and cultural studies). The author presents the key scholars
of creative society and possible avenues of research emerging from this new subject.
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INTRODUCTION

The concept of creative society! is both old and new. By developing the
arts and sciences, as well as seeking political and military achievements,
every historical society is a creative one. In other words, creativity, which
is often identified with culture, is that which allowed the society or
civilization to rise above the others. We can talk here about creativity in
both narrow and broad senses: the former covers the professional
activities of a society’s members, and the latter covers social creativity,
including searching for a safer, more sustainable, and more fruitful
coexistence. A society’s creative advantage has ensured its happiness and
persistence as well. Here a question emerges regarding which form of
political coexistence ensures the most effective social creativity in both
senses. Nevertheless, by warranting social mobility and novelty, creativity
constitutes a threat for social identity must be connected with certain
stability. An unstable social environment disturbs not only social and
individual identities but also creativity itself. Considering that identity is
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connected with accumulated social capital, creative capital should not be
exchanged with social capital like a new currency during a monetary
reform (which commonly impoverishes society) but, rather be allowed to
interact with it by appealing to creative identity inseparable from the
social one.

Despite the fact that the importance of creativity has been considered
by both historical actors and social theoreticians (since at least Plato),
treating creativity as a measure of civilization in historical scholarship
presents many obstacles. First, it is unclear both what kind of creative
criteria should be used and to what parts of society they should be
applied. Second, it is unclear whether creativity and ingenuity are the
distinctive features of an outstanding society or civilization. Third, it is
unclear to what area should creativity’s importance be attached. For
example, military ingenuity does not guarantee outstanding creative
achievements. Here follows the fourth problem: can untrammelled
creativity be considered as an unconditional good? In other words, it is
unclear what creativity’s limits are.

These mentioned problems do not disappear by analysing contempo-
rary society and its features. Furthermore, the arrival of new media pre-
supposes new questions, the most relevant of which are as follows: how
could creative tendencies emerge in a unified media environment and
what advantages does creativity enjoy in a society oriented toward uni-
form seeing and thinking? In addition, following the Frankfurt School,
the culture industry ensures not only permanent production and con-
sumption of cultural products but also the serial formation of individuals
as cogs in the production of happiness. For mass communication, these
individuals become an easily hunted ,meat”. Nevertheless, the mass
distribution of happiness guarantees neither a happy society nor a happy
individual within it. Finally, this mechanism becomes a source of social
neurosis and psychosis.

It would seem that the rise of the discourse of creative industries, in
contrast to the culture industry, presupposes a creative society, in which
creativity provides a competitive advantage. The creative industries are
often considered as a tangle of the arts, technology and business. Under-
standing these different areas of activity demands a corresponding
knowledge and skillset. Furthermore, the creative industries are insepa-
rable from the mediated environment, to which they owe not only their
spread but also their rise. Nevertheless, technology, business and media
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are precisely that, which encumber creativity by directing it to the narrow
rut of mass demand. Similarly, fine art, that is creativity in a narrow
sense, has been forced to be receptive to technology, to be marketable,
and to be easily distributed in the media, even though these also allow
new forms of art to emerge.

The rise of creative industries enables the formation of the creative
class as a new social body. The creative class is the core of creative
society; its abundance, gravity, and activity determine the role of
creativity in society. Nevertheless, some problems arise. First, the
creative class is actually not a new social body. It could even be
considered as evidence of an outstanding historical civilization. Second,
there is no clear definition of the creative class. For example, do the
engineers and technologists, who play an important role in the creative
industries, belong to this class or not? If we define the creative class too
narrowly (for example, only the artists), its role in society would seem
insignificant. If we define it too broadly (including not only the engineers
but also the doctors, financiers, and businessmen) it would lose its
identity as a class within a creative society.

What is the relationship between the knowledge society and the
creative society? By demanding ever more knowledge and skills within a
media- and technology-rich entrepreneurial environment, it would seem
that creativity emerges as merely one aspect of the knowledge society.
Nevertheless, creative interactions presuppose social relations that atfect
both labour relations and life art, which differ from those found in the
knowledge society. Furthermore, the priorities demanded by the creative
society determine as well changes in the political body. Finally, the
inseparability of creativity and knowledge does not imply that a former is
an aspect of latter and not vice versa. Considering how it stresses certain
tendencies of social development, a discourse of the creative society is
neither replaced nor subordinated by a discourse of the knowledge
society.

The creative society has been described, usually indirectly, by
M. McLuhan, M. Horkheimer and T. W. Adorno, H. Marcuse,
J. D. Peters, J. Fiske, V. Flusser, J. Howkins, R. Florida, R. Caves,
C. Landry, Z. Bauman and others. M. McLuhan (1994) investigated the
media as an extensions of man and as a family of artefacts where every
new member changes the relations between all members. The represen-

tatives of the Frankfurt School (M. Horkheimer and T. W. Adorno (2002),
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as well as H. Marcuse (1960)) criticized the negative social tendencies in
how cultural development was influenced by technology and the media.
J. D. Peters (2011) has presented the basis of a communication theory by
appealing to the history of philosophical discourse. J. Fiske (2010) has
shown two tendencies in the theory of communication, a process school
and a semiotic school. V. Flusser (2007) has developed a specific com-
munication discourse, mediology. J. Howkins (2007) has stressed the
influence of the creative economy on changes in the social body.
R. Florida (2012) has raised the creative class as the most significant part
of society. R. Caves (2002) has investigated creative industries from an
economical point of view, specifically contract theory. C. Landry (2002)
has analysed creative cities, and, finally, Z. Bauman (2007) has consid-
ered the negative aspects of consumer society. Despite these productive
lines of investigation, these different scholatly approaches (presented by
Frankfurt school, communication theories, creative industries discoutse,
sociology of creative class) toward the creative society constitute dis-
courses marked by their incommensurability. By subordinating these dis-
courses to an investigation of creative society, the incommensurabilities
begin to fade, while the discourses maintain their utility.

In Lithuania, creativity has been discussed most prominently by
A. Juzefovi¢ (2013), J. Lavrinec (2014), J. Cerneviciaté et al. (2014a; 2014b),
P. Skorupa (2014)2.

THE CREATIVE SOCIETY ENVIRONMENT

A creative society’s environment is a postmodern one. This vague though
oft used term presupposes eclecticism, diversity and dynamism while a
critical and ironic view towards its predecessors predominates. Post-
modernity continues the ,,endless discourse of modernity* (J. Habermas)
and appeals to modern phenomena: the ,,post™ signifies an intangible
limit between different cultural layers that do not negate but rather
supplement each other by constituting the new wrinkles in the cultural
fabric. Other facets of the postmodern creative society include the post-
industrial, post-mediated, post-soviet, post-rational, post-ethical, post-
democratic, post-creative, post-economic, post-capitalistic.

The post-industrial society signifies changes in not only industry but
also in leisure and entertainment. Automation and robots have deprived
workers of positions in the manufacturing industry. If not for the
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subsequent loss of income, this freedom from both hard physical work
and the forty-hour week would herald the liberation of the masses to
pursue creative lives. As in ancient Greece, where slavery gave citizens the
liberty to engage in creative activity (poetry, philosophy), politics (mee-
tings, randomly assigned official duties), and entertainment (theatregoing,
physical exercise in gymnasia). Post-industrial relationships assume the
emptying out of not only factories but also offices. Means of com-
munication and new media have enabled an employ to work remotely,
either from a forest or while on the beach. However, this confluence of
work and leisure does not signal the end of exploitation in the workplace.
On the contrary, once the possibility of counting every employee’s hour
on the clock disappears, (hopefully creative) work crowds out time for
leisure and entertainment. An account of work (and creativity, and
leisure, and entertainment) is impossible both in time and space. Industry
in postmodern society assumes unusual forms. Every media consumer
becomes a media product. Although it seems that this “product” is
inconsistent with creativity, it can also stimulate a creative resistance to
this unified mediated environment.

A mediated environment is not the result of a postmodern creative
society. Every historical period of creative humanity has had its own
media, from cave painting, Greek theatre, political rhetoric, ecclesiastical
stained glass, to incunabula, books and newspapers. These media both
stimulate further creativity and establish a uniform creative environment
by pushing outstanding creative works from the mainstream. Never-
theless, postmodern society has “demanded” these so-called new media
that have inconceivably both increased the communicated message’s
content and reduced its duration. By “combing” the life-world, these
media not only overload creative workers with cultural fragments im-
ported from distant times and places, but also produce a total market
environment where both economic and ethical values can be exchanged.
This exchangeability is the “revenge of the system” (J. Baudrillard) for
the inability to account for an individual’s work, either in time or space.
Nevertheless, the existential aspirations (including those of existential
creativity) of an individual is that which can disturb this total market
environment.

Post-mediated society refers to the diversity of (new and old) media,
to the commodification of economic and ethical values, and to the exis-
tential resistance to these tendencies. Similarly, post-democratic society
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covers the anti-creative attitudes of the majority, policies encouraging
creativity, and majority publics that emerged under the new media. The
move from capital accumulation to its tendency toward exhaustion and
discardment indicates that this society is post-capitalistic. Beside eco-
nomic capital and social capital, a new form of capital, a creative capital,
emerges. Unlike with resources to be accumulated, creative capital is
aligned with a changing environment and dynamic phenomena. Never-
theless, creative and social capitals are inseparable; a sufficiently rich
social environment always entails creative activity.

Although creativity often depends on economic transactions (com-
missions etc.) and one key field, or “region,” of creative industries is the
economic (creative business and business as creativity), by orienting itself
less to economic welfare as opposed to happiness, creative society is
nonchalant towards the economy. This nonchalance ensures a base level
of economic activity that doesn’t suffer during economic crises and
recessions. On the other hand, the economy etymologically refers to
oikos, 1. e. the home that is unhappy without a certain minimum of
material comfort. Finally, economic activity itself demands creativity.
This lump of contradictions forces a consideration of the post-economic
tendencies of the creative society.

The diversity of the creative society also opens up the different
regions of ethics (individual, community and society), whose triple agent
is the creative worker. Creative ethics has been based on a fragile
principle of distribution between these ethics: an individual’s autonomy
is vulnerable once his or her ethical decisions have been delegated to
society. The other side of post-ethics is post-rationality: in place of a
general, rational ethics, we now see creative and “regional” ethics. A
certain un-ethics of creative ethics maps the flexibility of ethical limits as
different ethical regions interact with each other. In other words, a
creative society’s context demonstrates that the essence of ethics is not at
all ethical.

The above-mentioned “post”s depend on the post-creativity of the
creative society. First, the mediated character of creative society leads to
uniformity. Second, the most banal phenomena of mediated culture
emerge as the creative factors (“creatials”) that inspire an individual’s
outstanding creativity that forces the relations of creative society to rec-
reate themselves. Furthermore, the phenomenon of outstanding-ness is
possible only in the uniform environment of mediated society. Within

32



Cultura. International Journal of Philosophy of Culture and Axiology 12(2)/2015: 27-44

cultural diversity, even the most exceptional individual’s creativity is
unable to achieve outstanding-ness as an influential creative phenome-
non. As result, post-creativity appeals both to the creativity deficit in a
mediated environment and to the social creativity initiated by the crea-
tivity of an individual.

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF CREATIVE SOCIETY
AND CREATIVE LIFE-ART

Another phenomenon of the creative society is the outstandingness that
emerges in different spheres. First, there is the outstanding artist in the
narrow sense and creative worker in the broad sense. Their outstanding-
ness is problematic. Any artist or creative worker is influenced by his or
her environment, so standing out over the environment becomes an
impossible mission. Next, individual outstanding-ness fails to bridge
hermeneutic and communicational gaps. His or her creativity remains
misunderstood and ignored. Finally, in a mediated environment ruled by
ratings and mass audiences, individual outstanding-ness fails to gain
traction. Second, the outstanding-ness of a community includes a class
element. For example, the creative class (if we recognize such a thing) is
outstanding in both its creative achievements and its influence towards
society, despite not being the largest class. The problem is as follows: a
comparatively sparse creative class can hardly stand out in order to
influence political decisions in a democratic society under majority rule.
The consequence that follows is the unpleasant idea that democratic and
creative societies are incompatible. A scholar like R. Florida tries to solve
this problem by extending the creative class, which causes an identity
crisis for the class.

Finally, we can speak about the outstanding creative society. Now, we
face another difficulty: if we perceive society as a social whole made up
of individuals and communities, from what perspective could it be
outstanding? I intentionally use the singular “creative society” instead of
the plural while considering its horizontal (transnational) relations. The
creative society can only stand out if the knowledge or industrial society
presuppose different theoretical approaches and different priorities.
However, outstanding-ness refers not to different societies but rather to
the development of society as a whole, as certain aspects become more
and less urgent over time. Outstanding-ness remains one of the most
important indices of creativity, though it is barely measurable empirically.
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In general, we should not follow the euphoric dicta that creativity
solves all problems. On the contrary, creativity generates many dif-
ficulties, clashes and even obsolescences. Additionally, contradiction and
conflict could be considered criteria of creativity.

Even considering the above, new questions emerge. What is the rela-
tionship between creativity and entertainment? Is creative society the
same as entertainment society? First, regarding its creative aspects, en-
tertainment should be created responding to the demand in a post-
modern, post-industrial and post-mediated society. In a certain sense,
entertainment constitutes the content of these “post”s. Second, creative
activity is considered the largest form of entertainment. Third, enter-
tainment emerges in the context of happiness. If the creative society is
happy (or searching for happiness), entertainment as a short-term pleas-
ure contradistinguishes itself from happiness as a long-term pleasure,
thereby showing its characteristics. And vice versa, we can consider long-
term entertainment (that is, creativity) as happiness.

In general, the analyses of creative society are inseparable from those
of the happy life. When unhappy, creative society loses its base of exis-
tence. Happiness is likely the biggest requirement of creative society. The
question 1s what role does creativity play in encouraging happiness. Is it
one of the criteria of happiness or does it somehow flow through all of
them? Theorists since Aristotle define happiness as a long-term pleasure
connected with wise and virtuous activity and with satisfied life needs.
Another criterion of happiness is the creativity found in activity. This
criterion is connected with the structure of happiness instead of with our
subject of analysis, creative society. Also to be considered as criteria of
happiness are the ability to stand out past material consumption and the
resistance to the unifying technologies of media and politics. Neverthe-
less, creativity is a peculiar criterion of happiness not only because it
flows through all of the other ones but also because the other criteria are
considered as factors in a creative ecology that does not allow creativity
to break through destructively.

The creative society works in concert with a creative life art. We see
this in our changed work relations, such as in the freedom to choose our
work schedule, in the long vacations that are typically sacrificed for
creative pursuits, in the informal work relations simultaneous with the
decline of office culture, in the greater independence and responsibility
over decisions made both inside and outside of work, and in uncounted
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work hours, whose other side is intensive work, short-term com-
mitments to the employer, and a diminished social safety net. In other
words, a creative worker balances between a desire for distance from
formal work relations and the necessity to stay in the labour market
providing social security. In general, diversity is characteristic regarding
the life art of creative workers. Nevertheless, we often face intense work
and self-discipline instead of waiting for rare moments of inspiration, or
we feel the creative rhythm that determines our sexual lives instead of a
creative content dictated by secret sexual desires. Finally, the principle of
uncertainty, which expresses itself not only in the uncertainty of the
future influence of creative work but also in the importance of the
assimilation of an unknown creative region, is characteristic both for the
creative worker and the creative society. This is one more way, in which
the knowledge society does not coincide with the creative society,
though creativity needs certain knowledge. On the one hand, knowledge
relations are unable to cover creative relations. On the other hand, not
knowing is no less important than knowing where previous creative
experience has been phenomenologically bracketed.

We face a question regarding the role technologies have in the
development of a creative society. Creativity is inseparable from the
means by which creative ideas are brought to life, i. e. from the
techniques of art. The etymology of fechne, after all, refers to art.
Nevertheless, technology involves more than simply technique. The new
component /ogos emerges, one that covers science and theoretical views
in general. Yet the sense of this Greek compound has been flipped.
Today we understand technology as an activity inseparable from practice,
as vita activa. Sometimes technology is so active that it drowns out any
“passive” theoretical view. In this sense, they correspond to the creative
work served by the activity. Creative industries as phenomena have
emerged thanks to certain technologies (new media, first and foremost).
Nevertheless, media technologies make members of society mere passive
users disinclined and unable to demonstrate their outstandingness over
an environment of uniformity and mediocrity. The same could be said
about political technologies that level out seemingly diverse democratic
regions, within which both politicians and the voters toward whom the
politicians seek to ingratiate themselves become equally passive.

Nevertheless, not only are activity and mobility characteristic for
creative activity, but so do is a certain passivity. First, an active actor
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requires a comparatively passive environment, in which she can demon-
strate her outstandingness. A creative environment must be passive
enough in order for its heroes to distinguish themselves. Second, creative
activity demands certain passions, a certain amount of suffering. It mani-
fests itself not only in incubating creativity but also in the long years
during which the creator remains unrecognized. In general, one of the
criteria of artistic achievement could be a work’s lack of recognition. A
work’s popularity suggests a preexisting subservience to the public, a de-
sire to please, that shows itself with a short-term influence on society. In
contrast, the “suffering” of an unrecognized work of art and the artist’s
passivity in distributing her work invites a kind of attention. Perhaps the
artist, able to see more deeply than the public, is better able to guarantee
the work’s future.

THE RESEARCH DIFFICULTIES REGARDING
AND LIMITS OF A CREATIVE SOCIETY

Does creativity have limits, and what kinds of limits might those be?
Alongside these questions emerge as well questions about creative
ecology and creative ethics. Being unique, every piece of art is limited by
the social environment that either promotes or kills it. Like its creator, a
piece of art lives a limited life that approaches death. The mortality of a
work is an aspect of its vitality. The fact that an artist tries to overcome
her mortality in her creativity reveals her vulnerability. Likewise, an
outstanding piece of art is vulnerable when threatened by social amnesia,
especially if the work had been targeted at a limited public. The limits of
social aesthetic perception have been defined (more exactly, transferred)
by outstanding works. On the other hand, the limits of every work’s
outstandingness are defined by the creative society.

Creative ecology is connected, first of all, with purging creative pollu-
tion from a creative worker’s consciousness. Creative ecology is a strat-
egy of bracketing consciousness’s content that is necessary both for indi-
vidual creativity and for the rebuilding of society. Creative ecology is a
narrow shift from social mobility to social stagnation. In general, creative
ecology is directed toward nurturing creative individuality under the
conditions of both social engineering and mass happiness production,
but it also directed towards the spread of a work’s social horizon. Ecol-
ogy, whose etymology refers to the home, must resist the power of the
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threat posed by the mediated environment, namely a uniform and
mediocre creative home.

Creative ethics also appeals to the limits of creativity, although it treats
immobility as an unethical attitude regarding creative society. A diverse
creative society without equal rules requires also different behaviour.
Although for Immanuel Kant ethics are related to cleverness and
rationality, creative ethics face the irrational cleverness of an individual’s
behaviour that has been determined by her creative sensations and
impulses. There are, then, two parts to a creative ethics: the creative
aspects of ethics and the ethical questions of creativity. But we can also
distinguish a third ethics considering social collections. There can be
separate ethics for the individual, community, and society. The first
covers a creative worketr’s objectives, the second one appeals to
professional or other group activity, and the third considers the general
human maximas. A creative worker is the agent of all of these ethics and
their parts. Additionally, a certain tension or even conflict between these
ethics generates creative impulses. Creative ethics appeals to outstanding
acts that emerge within these contradictory ethics, acts that seem
unethical from a single ethical perspective. This is why the essence of
creative ethics is not at all ethical. The last instance of ethics, unlike that
of morality, is the individual, not society. However, an individual is
responsible for her creativity by acting in a community and society as
their ethical agent.

The difficulty in studying creativity empirically follows from the non-
empirical nature of creativity. Analysis of a creative society demands
empirical creative indexes, otherwise the society would be indeterminate
and lacking an identity. That is why R. Florida creates certain creative
indices: bohemian, high-tech, innovation, gay, talent, melting pot, and
the integral indices that contain them. It seems that all that remains is to
count the indices and forming a policy at the national, professional and
regional community levels that stimulates creativity is easy. However, the
problems only start here. Methodological difficulties regarding every
aspect of this empirical index are apparent, and these difficulties force us
to doubt the efficacy of an empirical approach towards creativity. Either
these empirical indexes don’t suitably ground creativity or it is impossible
to count creativity in an empirical way.

For instance, it is not clear in the case of the bohemian index, made
up of creative workers in narrow sense, what should be attributed to this
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group. Should we consider as artists performers, actors, designers
(including computer designers), inventors, educators, scientists, DJs, and
graffiti painters? The problem here is similar to the case of creative class;
eager to ascribe a larger influence to this part of the creative society, the
scholars are inclined to expand its boundaries, which subsequently
threatens the group’s identity. Additionally, in a postmodern and post-
industrial society, it is not quite so easy to separate an artist from a
manager or a technologist. Finally, it is not clear how outstanding an
artist should be before being considered a part of this social substratum.
So the bohemian index’s coverage depends on a question begged by the
politics of art and creativity: how important to the society that consumes
the art is an artist with a disinterested view toward that society.

Defining a high-tech index immediately calls to question how to sepa-
rate high-tech from “low”. Additionally, developing high-tech in place of
creativity becomes a means of producing a uniform creative activity. In
this sense, it is an index of anti-creativity instead of creativity. Likewise,
the innovation index that is derived from counting patents reveals more
about the social barriers towards patenting ideas than it does about
creativity. What is more, the number of the patents doesn’t show the
influence the inventions, once realized, have on social development.
Finally, the increase in the number of patents reveals more about con-
sumer tendencies than creativity.

A gay index is nearly impossible to count. Not only are the statistics
on this delicate question uncertain, but bisexuality reveals the uncertainty
of the limits of gayness. The accounting difficulties follow from the fact
that “gay” is first of all considered a cultural but not sexual category. The
talent index that expresses the percentage of college and university
graduates testifies less to the talent (and, indirectly, creativity) of a society
as much as to the attractiveness of higher education. A high index of
talent also reveals the devaluation of higher education. That is, once eve-
ryone has bachelot’s degrees, the society will have a uniformity that is
contrary to creativity. The melting pot index that expresses the percent-
age of the immigrants shows not only social diversity but also the poten-
tially insular nature of immigrant communities. Additionally, the idea of
the melting pot relies on the idea of a centre that attracts the cultural
edges. As a result, it doesn’t express a kind of creativity that relies on the
reciprocal interaction between a cultural centre and the cultural edges.
The empiricism of the integral indexes (major and minor) that cover
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these mentioned indices is challenged in three ways. First, the compo-
nents of the indices are problematic and difficultly counted. Second, the
indices cover only part of the set of potential creative indices. Third,
these indices refer to that which is beyond the empirical, including
historical consciousness, worldview, and the development of tradition.

We can consider alternative creative indices beside the ones already
mentioned. There is an emigration index contrary one to the melting pot
index. This index expresses the freedom and tolerance in a society; a
totalitarian, and, hence, hardly creative society produces few emigrants.
A suicide index expresses a social unhappiness inconsistent with creativ-
ity. Nevertheless, it also shows the freedom to “exit” a creative society.
Creativity is also indirectly expressed by indices of economic growth,
sociability, and urbanism; economic growth requires intense creative
activity, sociability (including social networks) requires the exchange of
creative ideas, and the number of sufficiently large cities yields additional
creative possibilities.

Different approaches make up the analysis of the creative society,
including cultural, sociological, philosophical, communicative, phenome-
nological, narratological, and regional approaches. Cultural studies
extend the concept of the creative society; culture is often treated as a
product of human creativity. Beside this, the cultural environment and
cultural identity of a cultural worker are important for creativity. The dif-
terent conceptions of culture and strategies of cultural studies do not
disturb the research subject; on the contrary, they force it to focus in the
face of this methodological “danger”. The discourse of a creative society
integrates many different cultural studies. For instance, the incommen-
surable discourses of the culture industry and creative industries have
found their niches among the growing number of topics related to the
creative society. On the one hand, we need a critical (philosophical)
approach towards the tendencies of a (postymediated society that is
rendered uniform and mediocre under the conditions of consumption;
on the other hand, a it is necessary to maintain a certain enthusiasm con-
cerning creative activities that force a society’s development. In other
words, the discourse of creativity is to nurtured in perceiving the limits
of creativity. Finally, cultural studies depend upon a certain tradition of
theoretical thought and context, within which a developing discourse of
creative society takes on a problematic weight.

The sociological approach is the predetermined result of choosing
the subject and topics of analysis. It would be useful to separate social
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theories from empirical sociological analysis. The context of one or
another theory is unavoidable when analysing topics like the environ-
ment of social creation, social capital vis-a-vis creative capital, creative
sociability, and so on. Nevertheless, the problematic of creativity forces
us to correct social theories, thereby granting the theories a new per-
spective. The empirical analyses play a certain role in the development of
a creative society’s discourse. On the one hand, the analysed indices of
creativity allow the opening of a creative society’s important dimensions.
On the other hand, the context of a creative society is a good opportu-
nity to demonstrate the limits of empiricism. Although an empirical
analysis should be the basis of any theoretical attitude, it is blind without
a theoretical view. The empiricism of most creative indices is doubtful;
either they insufficiently ground creativity, or it is impossible to take
stock of them.

The role of philosophy is twofold here. First, there is need to com-
pensate for the lack of philosophical knowledge shown by many scholars
of creativity. Second, appealing to the precedents of the history of phi-
losophy supplements the discourse of the creative society. In using
philosophy, reference can be made to thinkers of various times when
considering creativity and a creative society; philosophy provides the
scholarship a capaciousness and fullness, while also avoiding fragmenta-
tion and randomness. But it also allows one to see the limits of this
discourse and avoid an unnecessary euphoria emerging from both its
novelty and urgency. Second, a philosophical approach presupposes a
critical attitude towards both the analysed subject and other scholars.
Only a philosophical approach allows one to think about the limits of a
creative society (and of its discourse). Additionally, the otherness of this
discourse can be reasoned only philosophically.

In analysing the topics of creative society, communication and media
studies suggest not only a problematic but also certain perspective.
Maybe the largest lesson communication studies teaches is that the lack
of communication and its disruption play very important roles in how a
message is transferred. Although every creative work emerges as a result
of creative communication, an outstanding work is to be considered also
as a communicative disruption that unravels the steady social order on
the behalf of a2 new one. The lesson of media studies, on the other hand,
is that although the media makes transferring a message simpler, the
media environment renders uniform the largest creative initiatives, and
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the most outstanding works become simply mediocre. Furthermore, a
certain kind of unifying or disrupting communication between different
creative industries can also be considered media. Still, the media and
communication remain the result of a social creativity that emerges only
a social need requires it.

Phenomenology is no longer just one school of philosophy, especially
nowadays when phenomenological approaches have caught on in differ-
ent social and humanistic endeavours, including sociology, pedagogy,
aesthetics, psychology, media studies. In short, any area of study that is
important to developing a discourse of the creative society reveals a reli-
ance on phenomenology. Having enriched these disciplines, phenome-
nology returns with its traditional means — bracketing, ¢poche, phenome-
nological reduction — and new perspectives. Phenomenology not only
suggests the problematic of the interconnection between a creative
worker and her environment, but it also provides the concept of creatials
that recreate both the consciousness of a creative worker and her envi-
ronment. Here it 1s necessary to stress —phenomenologically— that the
role of creatial could be performed by even the most quotidian phe-
nomenon in a mediated culture.

Additionally, existential phenomenology allows treating a creative
society as analogous to an existing individual steadily bracketing her
consciousness and creating her being while inching towards death. The
analogy refers here less to similarity as to reciprocity in exchanging the
roles. In place of discussing the consciousness of an individual or a soci-
ety, it is more valuable to consider becoming conscious. An individual
becomes conscious under the influence of her creative environment and
a soclety becomes conscious under the influence of the activity of out-
standing creative workers.

A narratological approach allows us to consider the twofold narration
in the context of a creative society. On the one hand, an individual cre-
ates her existential narration by seeking to become outstanding in her
social environment; on the other hand, social narrations manifest them-
selves as traditions that provide coherence to both social development
and individual identity.

Identity is another important dimension when considering both
outstanding creative workers and society as their creative background.
Becoming is also to be stressed here, as it depends on the intercon-
nection of its participants, the creative worker and creative society. Both
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narrativity and becoming identic express the mobility, inseparable from
creative activity, of a society and of an individual within it.

Finally, a regionalist study of culture allows us to investigate the inter-
connection between the global centre and the local edges. Global culture
is supported by its contrast to localized cultures. Locality, by providing a
contrast to uniformity and mediocrity, earns a global dimension. And,
vice versa, outstanding creative works push uniform global phenomena
to the cultural edges, where, under ideal circumstances, they serve as a
creative background. A regional approach lets us consider the regions of
both life-world and existence when an individual chooses a creative life-
art. The principle of creative diversity is inconsistent with a singular,
forced life-art. Instead of this, we speak about the path of a creative
worker’s life as a unique puzzle of opportunities.

A final question arises. Does this variety of intellectual approaches
make scholarly research overbearingly eclectic? Although the analysis ap-
peals to the universality, its novelty (and, hopefully, creativity) manifests
itself through the unique combination of approaches both mentioned
and not. The incommensurability of two approaches paired with each
other reveals both the narrow passes between them and the fissures
within them. The passes and the breaks are those local places, within
which a creative thought can spark. Whether that happens is a decision
for the reader to make; any kind of hermeneutic spark is the care of both
sides.

CONCLUSION

The topic of a creative society relies upon the triangle of creativity,
culture and society, while it also appeals to research issues by analysing
of the problems of cultural and creative industries and by comparing the
different regions of creative industries. The core of the creative society is
the creative class. The biggest difficulty is how to define it. Define it too
narrowly, and its influence on the development of creative society falls
under doubt. Yet defining it too broadly threatens to whitewash its
identity. The creative capital that embodies social mobility and renewing
is inseparable from the social capital that embodies traditional social
connections. Managing creativity relies upon a “soft” control of creative
workers. Creative ecology relies upon the ideas that creation needs limits,
that the content of a creative worker’s consciousness is to be renewed
over and over, and that ecology is a disrupting strategy that resists the
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unifying tendencies of social engineering. Creative ethics has been
analysed by appealing to (unethical) regions of otherness. Creative ethics
is contradictory in that it treats non-creativity as unethical regarding the
creative society.

The topic of creative maps has been nourished by cultural regionalis-
tics, which appeal to different creative regions and meta-regions, as well
to policies regarding them. One creative region is the creative city that
should be analysed in the context of both a mediated and a global society
by trying to disclose the myth that the city is a haven of tolerance, open-
ness and creativity. The topic of creative society also relies upon the re-
lations between politics and creativity that has been analysed by looking
to the creative aspects of politics. The sociability of creativity should be
analysed by appealing to both the asociability of the creative workers and
the social environment of creativity. The empiricism of creativity should
be analysed by appealing to the aforementioned methodological difficul-
ties. An investigation of a creative society cannot avoid the topic of crea-
tive dialog that has been developed in the context of a cultural identity’s
environment.
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Notes

1'The paper is based on monograph “Creative Society” published in Lithuanian.
2 Others in Lithuania investigating aspects of creativity include Kacerauskas et al.
2014; Kacerauskas, 2014a; Kacerauskas, 2014b; Kacerauskas, 2014c.
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