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CREATIVITY A N D A U T H O R I T Y 

The te rm "crea t iv i ty" is used i n a great many di f ferent w^ays. Some 
might ca l l a sipider weaving its web creative, and its web the spider's 
creation. Others w o u l d not. A young c h i l d migh t paint a picture w h i c h 
his mother — and no one else — takes to prove his creat ivi ty. Fo r 
some creat ivi ty is a personal characteristic, potential i ty, power, or 
disposition. Fo r others creat ivi ty is a process. Fo r s t i l l others creat ivi ty 
is found on ly i n an or ig ina l product. 

Though i n a sense the spider weaving its web can be ca l led crea
t ive, i t w i l l a lways weave the same basic pattern, as w i l l a l l other 
spiders of the same k i n d . N o spider, w h e n compared w i t h other spiders, 
is par t icu la r ly or iginal , distinctive, or d i f fe ren t i n weaving its web i n 
such a w a y as to inf luence other spiders to f o l l o w and imitate it. 
This aspect of creat iv i ty pertains most appropriately to human ex
perience, and i t is to the rea lm of the human that I sha l l l i m i t m y 
discussion of creat ivi ty i n this paper. A c h i l d might show or iginal i ty 
i n a paint ing or drawing, where this means that he produces something 
that he has never before seen, or reproduces what he has seen i n 
a d i f ferent way. B u t unless what he produces is s t r ik ing ly d i f ferent 
f r o m what other ch i ld ren of a comparable age produce, his or ig inal i ty 
is based on a comparison w i t h what he himself has' previously done, 
not on a comparison either w i t h his peers or w i t h other members of 
his society, much less w i t h the products of a l l of mankind . 

Crea t iv i ty is thus not on ly a t e rm used to designate or ig ina l i ty i n 
a product ive process, but o r ig ina l i ty i n comxparison to some base. A n d 
vvdthin that comparison we can dist inguish degrees of creat ivi ty. The 
or ig inal i ty of genius is measured against the base of general human 
ac t iv i ty , or at least of human ac t iv i ty i n a given his tor ical and cu l tu ra l 
setting. 

Crea t iv i ty can be expressed i n a var ie ty of ways i n any f i e l d of 
human endeavor. F o r the sake of s impl ic i ty we can consider i n a rough 
w a y four pertinent areas of human endeavor: the area of everyday 
l i f e , the area of art ist ic expression, the area of science and technology, 
and the area of intel lectual ac t iv i ty general ly designated as the h u 
manities. The four areas are not c lear ly distinguishable i n a l l cases. 
B u t they represent rough divisions that are commonly used for a var ie ty 
of purposes. W i t h i n these areas I sha l l restr ict m y discussion of 
creat iv i ty to those acts and products w h i c h are s t r ik ing ly or ig ina l i n 
the context of any g iven culture. 

Paradigms i n the art ist ic and sc ient i f ic realms are the clearest 
and easiest to exempl i fy . In the art ist ic rea lm a painter who starts 
a n e w movement or school and whose work and style are imita ted 
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demonstrates creative genius. Lesser artists who fo l l ow i n his foot
steps and produce good works of art are creative and demonstrate 
crea t iv i ty to a s ignif icant but lesser degree. S i m i l a r l y i n the r ea lm of 
science a N e w t o n or an E ins te in sets the model of creative ac t iv i ty . 
The i r new conceptions of the w o r l d of physics open up new possibili t ies 
and set new parameters i n terms of w h i c h those of lesser, though s t i l l 
s igni f icant , creative ab i l i ty f i l l i n the pieces and f l e sh out the details. 
In the r ea lm of other in te l lectual ac t iv i ty philosophers, fo r instance, 
have funct ioned s imi l a r ly . P la to , Ar i s to t le , Thomas Aquinas , Hegel , 
M a r x , and Wit tgenstein have a l l forged new ways of phi losophizing 
and have d rawn fol lowers who have adopted their methods and con
t inued their work . 

Though i n a sense everyone can be creative i n his o w n w a y and 
to some degree — even i f i t be the f o r m i n g of sentences he has never 
heard before — not everyone can be or is a Newton or an Eins te in , 
an Ar i s to t l e or a M a r x , a Michelangelo or a Picasso. A host of psycho
logica l and sociological theories attempt to expla in genius and crea
t iv i ty . F o r present purposes i t suff ices that for the product ion of 
a w o r k of exceptional crea t iv i ty the producer must have more than 
o rd ina ry ab i l i ty , perception, intell igence, imaginat ion, or whatever 
else is necessary for a product ion of such or iginal i ty . It is not obvious 
that i n the r ea lm of everyday l i f e he needs special t r a in ing fo r such 
creative expression; and i t may be questioned how much t ra in ing is 
needed i n some of the arts fo r great or ig ina l i ty to express itself. B u t 
i t is beyond doubt that for or ig ina l i ty i n the rea lm of modern science 
one must be a scientist, just as i n mathematics he must k n o w mathe
matics. There are thus some realms i n wh ich t ra in ing is neces£tary for 
genuine or ig ina l i ty and creat iv i ty to express itself, and i t is w i t h 
these areas and cases that I sha l l be p r i m a r i l y concerned. 

If native ab i l i t y of some sort is a prerequisite for genuine creative 
ac t iv i ty of a s igni f icant degree, then obviously i t cannot be commanded. 
It makes no sense to command someone without the requisite ab i l i ty 
to be o r ig ina l or creative. Though t ra in ing and education m.ay have 
as one of their purposes the enabling of individuals to give m a x i m u m 
expression to the creative potential w i t h i n them, no one can e f fec t ive ly 
be commanded tO' do more than he is capable of. 

Secondly, i t is impossible to command the person w i t h creative 
talent to produce a new paraidigm or a new s ty le or a new vogue, i f 
by this we mean te l l ing h i m not s i m p l y to produce a new paradigm 
but w h a t paradigm to produce. The reason, obviously, i s that to com
m a n d the n e w product i n any detai l is to produce i t . A n d i f the one 
g iv ing the command had al ready produced i t i n suf f ic ien t detai l to 
command it , then the creative talents of the one commanded w o u l d 
not be required. O n l y the less creative talents of the competent craf ts
man, imita tor , or fo l lower w o u l d be necessary. 

T h i r d l y , i n those areas where t ra in ing is necessary fo r creative 
achievement, nat ive ab i l i t y is not enough. Creat ive talent must i n 
these cases be fostered and can be kept f r o m f lour i sh ing . B u t promise 
ea r ly i n l i f e is not a necessary condit ion for creat iv i ty later. N o r can 
anyone predict i n any case who w i l l make a s ignif icant breakthrough 
i n any area. B y i ts v e r y nature creat ivi ty of a h igh order f r equen t ly 
breaks w i t h past patterns a n d so is the contr ibut ion of someone out
side the mainstream of accepted and acceptable practice. 
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Four th ly , creat ivi ty is not necessarily productive of human welfare . 
Not a l l innovat ion is progressive and not a l l change is fo r the best. 
Unless prevented by stipulation, we can have a creative genius i n the 
r ea lm of what i ^ e v i l as w e l l as i n the r ea lm of what fosters human 
wel l -be ing . 

N o w i f creat ivi ty as I have characterized it thus f a r does not consist 
s imp ly of adding new pieces to an established v i e w or theory, position 
or trend, then t ru th is not something w h i c h is discovered once and 
lo r a l l to wh ich w ^ s imp ly add new pieces. A bu i ld ing block theory 
of knowledge tends' to suggest this v i e w of t ru th . Y e t this is c lear ly 
not the case i n some areas, and we can question whether i t is the 
case in any area. 

The r ea lm of art provides us w i t h the clearest example. One mode 
of art ist ic expression, one k i n d of paint ing or one genre of w r i t i n g 
doies not preclude other kinds of paint ing or other genres. One style 
is no more or less true than another, though i t may w e l l be more 
or less representative of nature, closer to a mi r ro r image, and so on. 
Creat ive genius may inspire or may repel; but styles and techniques 
are not true or false. 

This m a y seem less applicable to the rea lm of science. Y e t here too 
there is good reason to ho ld that Eins te in d i d not show that Newton 
was wrong, that Newton's theory was false whi le Einstein 's was true. 
The terms true and false do not seem to be the appropriate ones to 
app ly to this case. M a n y recent philosophers have argued persuasively 
that sc ient i f ic hypotheses, laws, and claims are theory laden. Obvious ly 
some scient i f ic theories are more useful , account for more of the data, 
have fewer d i f f icu l t i es than others*. B u t hard ly anyone expects that 
vve have reached the last stage of scientif ic knowledge, that a l l we 
have to do f r o m now on is f i l l i n the gaps i n our knowledge, that 
there is no more room for another Copernicus or Newton or Eins te in . 
That we cannot see what a new creative breakthrough i n science w o u l d 
look l ike is no surprise. For , as I have already noted, before the crea
tive step is taken i t cannot be foreseen. We can know what a new 
theoretical breakthrough might do i n the sense of knowing what 
problems i t might solve; but to know how it wou ld solve them is 
to know the theory. In science, as i n art, there is no reason to th ink 
that our theories are true i n the sense that we know the universe 
as it iŝ  i n itself. W e have no reason to believe that we have reached 
the l imi t s of our creative representations of nature, or that there 
w i l l be no more conceptual breakthroughs, or that no creative, or iginal , 
revolut ionary theories w i l l replace our present ones. 

If we tu rn to the rea lm of the humanities, and of philosophy in 
part icular , I believe we can say the same thing. There is l i t t le reason 
to th ink that several hundred years hence philosophy w i l l be done 
as it is done today, w i t h the same methods or techniques. If the 
his tory of philosophy is any indicat ion of what might happen in the 
fu ture , there w i l l probably s t i l l be Platonists and Aris totel ians. These 
l ines of thought have withstood the changes of fashion and time for 
over two thousand years, and w i l l probably s t i l l have some advocates 
some years hence. It is more d i f f i c u l t to predict that there w i l l s t i l l 
be Kant ians , or Hegelians, or Marxis t s , or Wittgensteinians, though 
there w o u l d be nothing surpr is ing if there were. W h a t w o u l d be 
surpr is ing wou ld be the absence of any new, different , or iginal p h i -
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loßophy develoiping over the next several hundred years. N o w i f this 
is the case, phi losophical systems a n d approaches, l i ke art and scien
t i f i c theories, are neither true or false. They invo lve interpretat ion, 
insight , new ways of looking at real i ty , new ways of par t ic ipa t ing i n 
i t . To k n o w and to theorize is to interact w i t h real i ty . W h a t is presup
posed i n this v i ew is that rea l i ty is not s imp ly object ively somewhere 
outside of us wai t ing to be foiund. In f i n d i n g it we i n part interpret 
i t . L e n i n noted this i n his Philosophical Notebooks, and he was led 
tO' c l a im that an intel l igent idealist was closer to seeing this correct ly 
than a non-so-intell igent material ist . The insight is not restr icted to 
Hege l or to L e n i n , and i t is i n fact one that is shared b y many 
philosophers f r o m many di f ferent persuasions inc lud ing both Marx i s t s 
a n d phenomenologists. 

H a v i n g noted this m u c h about creat ivi ty, let me now b r i e f l y turn 
to authori ty . Fo r these f e w remarks and elementary observations are 
a l ready su f f i c i en t fo r d rawing some conclusions concerning the re la t ion 
between the two, once we have dist inguished and c l a r i f i ed a number 
of d i f ferent , pertinent k inds of authori ty . 

Just as there are disputes about creat ivi ty, so there are many 
about author i ty . B u t there is no doubt that wha t can be characterized 
as au thor i ty relations are f o u n d i n society. Hence I sha l l start w i t h 
a de facto author i ty and define h i m as fo l lows: In general, X (the 
bearer of authori ty) is a de facto au thor i ty fo r Y (the subject of 
aiuthority) i f they stand i n a re la t ion of superior to in fe r io r w i t h respect 
to som^e r ea lm (R), and i f Y acts or reacts i n certain appropriate and 
designatable ways w i t h respect to X i n R. The appropriate ways of 
act ing or react ing are necessary tO' spec i fy any par t icular k i n d of 
author i ty , of w h i c h there are many. B u t i n general they can be d iv ided 
into two kinds, executive and non-executive. X is a de facto executive 
au thor i ty fo r Y i f , s imp ly as a result of X ' s hav ing g iven a n order i n 
R, Y does what X has commanded. The context will f u r the r different ia te 
the k inds of executive authori ty . W i t h i n a legal system or a govern
ment, the off ices of author i ty may be def ined and the conditions and 
extent of obedience spel led out. In an organization the posi t ion and 
relat ions m a y s i m i l a r l y be defined. In addi t ion to a de facto author i ty 
we can alsO' speak of a de jure au thor i ty (according to some system), 
a legit imate and i l legi t imate author i ty (i.e. whether the author i ty is 
ex te rna l ly just if ied), and the extent, scope, ground, and in tensi ty 
of each k i n d of an author i ty . W e can make the relevant changes to 
speak of the author i ty wh ich a n author i ty exercises.^ 

Non-execut ive author i ty involves no r igh t to command on the part 
of the bearer a n d no duty to obey on the part of the subject of 
author i ty . Thus X might be an epistemic author i ty fo r Y , where the 
proper response on Y ' s part is that he believes or tends tO' believe 
some proposit ion in f i e l d R ut tered by X because X has uttered it. 

^ For fuller discussion of these points see my articles "The Concept of 
Authority", in Power and Authority in Law Enforcement (ed. T. Armstrong 
and K . Cinnamon), Springfield, 111.: Charles C. Thomas, 1976, pp. 39—55; "Freedom 
and Authority", Freedom: ACPA Proceedings, L (1976), pp. 134—45; and "Anarchism 
and Authority", Anarchism (Nomos XVI), New York: New York University 
Press, 1978, pp. 91—110. 
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There are conditions for legi t imacy and so on w h i c h we can develop.^ 
B u t even i f author i ty were never legitimate, we f i n d de facto author i ty 
relations i n society. It is a commonplace that people d i f f e r i n the 
amount they know, that d i f ferent people k n o w d i f fe ren t things, and 
that we can each learn a great dea l by bel ieving what others te l l us 
w h e n they speak or wr i t e i n some f i e l d i n w h i c h they are competent, 
have no reason fo r deceiving us, and so on. M a n y of us OIDO f o l l ow 
the example of others. They are sole or exemplary authorities for us. 
Bu t though we choose to imitate them or their style, this gives them 
no r ight to command us, nor does it impose any obligation on our 
part to» obey them. 

N o w given this sketch of authori ty, what can we say of the relat ion 
of c rea t iv i ty and authori ty? 

Since I have defined one type of creat ivi ty — that of the genius — 
as setting a tone, s tar t ing a trend, serving as a model for others, i t 
i s clear that he serves as an authori ty fo r them. This is the case whether 
w e are concerned w i t h the arts, w i t h science, w i t h the humanities or 
w i t h everyday l i fe . A Leonardo i n art, a Newton i n physics, a P la to 
i n philosophy, a Gandh i i n the rea lm of mora l i ty each draw about 
them fol lowers, imitators, and others who continue their work . Bu t 
i n none of these cases does the author i ty relat ionship entail the r ight 
tio command or any obligat ion of obedience on the par t of the fol lowers . 
They may decide to do as the author i ty says, but not because of any 
obUgation coming f r o m position, contract, or f o r m a l organizational 
relations. 

H o w a creative genius becomes an authori ty d i f fers i n each of the 
four realms. The scientist addresses himself p r i m a r i l y to his f e l low 
scientists and proposies' a theory w h i c h he must demonstrate. The de
monstrat ion must be logical ly persuasive, not s imp ly the utterance of 
the propounder of the theory. O n l y af ter some degree of conf i rmat ion 
is what he ssays accepted by those competent to judge. Thei r acceptance 
cert if ies h i m as an author i ty for others^, for those not competent tO' 
judge on their own but who have som.e reason to believe the endorse
ment of those i n the f i e ld . Where there is great d iv is ion i n the f i e ld , 
then those outside the f i e l d do not know w h o m tô  believe. His to r ica l ly 
those i n the f i e l d have tended to organize, to become o f f i c i a l l y re
cognized by government or other parts of society, and so have estab
l ished themselves as the ones to be believed i n that f i e ld . Because of 
their competence they are g iven positions i n w h i c h they m a y exercise 
not on ly epistemic or exemplary authori ty, but executive author i ty as 
w e l l . They are given the power of of f ice , positions of importance i n 
organizing the f i e ld , w r i t i n g and publ ish ing the authori tat ive works , 
advis ing those i n publ ic l i f e to w h o m such knowledge is useful , and 
so on. In short, they tend to become inst i tut ionalized. A n d when this 
happens the next genius, the creative i nd iv idua l who arises to challenge 
the accepted ideas and views f inds that he must battle those who 
h o l d the entrenched position. It is not unusual for the creative i n d i 
v i d u a l i n any f i e l d tO' be ignored or not accepted by his peers i n his' 
o w n t ime. F o r the t r u l y creative i nd iv idua l i n any f i e l d threatens those 

^ For some of these see my article "The Nature and Function of Epistemic 
Authority", in Authority: A Philosophical Analysis (ed. R. B. Harris), University, 
Ala.: Alabama University Press, 1976, pp. 76—93. 
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who have spent their l ives and bui l t their careers developing, p ro
mot ing, and defending the previous views. The author i ty of the re 
cognized experts outweighs the authori ty of the innovator, who must 
prove his new v iews and theii^ wor th to sceptical peers. It is? l i k e l y that 
the more he threatens the established beliefs and ways of doing things, 
the more he w i l l be resisted. H e can expect a better reception f r o m 
those newer i n the f i e l d who have less authori ty or posit ion to lose 
by recognizing and f o l l o w i n g his achievements. 

In the r ea lm of art the same is f requent ly true as w e l l . The artist 
receives his author i ty not on ly f r o m other artists, but more of ten f r o m 
cri t ics . If he is ha i led as a creative genius by the cri t ics, and so ac
cepted by them, he wields more author i ty among the general populace 
than otherwise. It is not unusual , however, fo r the t r u l y creative 
art is t ic talent to be round ly cr i t ic ized or ignored by the cri t ics who 
f a i l to appreciate h im, on ly to be discovered later by others. Whether 
an art ist i n a n author i ty i n his own l i fe t ime or not makes l i t t le d i f 
ference as fa r as those who imitate h i m and work i n his s tyle are 
concerned. F o r i t is the creative genius i n his works of ar t that inspires 
them, not his discussion about his art. B u t just as the scient i f ic com
m u n i t y has tended to organize and w i e l d power as authorit ies whose 
orders are fo l l owed because of their positions, so the criticsj, the o f f i c i a l 
guardians of taste, the art historians, and others s i m i l a r l y placed w i e l d 
power and serve as a brake on the reception accorded to the next 
innovator . 

The creative genius tends not to be immediate ly accepted by his 
society. It is of course not impossible that he be; nor is i t necessary 
that he be accepted later. Undoubtedly some creative geniuses appear 
at the wrong time and are s imp ly ignored and forgotten. Some are 
pernicious a n d are r i gh t l y ignored. The general trend I have described, 
however, is one that is f a i r l y common. It serves to point out the d i f 
f i c u l t y of the creative genius vis-a-vis his peers. 

Consider next the re la t ion of crea t iv i ty to the executive author i ty 
w h i c h is found i n governments. F i rs t , creat ivi ty i n government (which I 
inc lude i n m y category of everyday l i fe) may be of several types. 
If the creative ru le r is bound by the laws and traditions of his country, 
the scope fo r o r ig ina l i ty and creative ru le is restricted. H i s to r i c a l l y 
i t has o f t en been purpos ive ly restr icted for fear of what an absolute 
ru l e r might do. The rules wh ich restrict the ha rm that a poor ru le r 
can dô  also restr ict the good that the creative ru le r can achieve. The 
k i n d of creat iv i ty i n government that corresponds to the revolut ions 
i n art, l i terature, music, philosophy, physics, and so on, is possible 
under conditions of pol i t ica l revolut ion. Otherwise the entrenched po
wers of the established author i ty brake radical , new and possibly 
threatening changes. A n d we have noted that the more creative the 
changes, the more they d i f f e r f r o m what has been previously accepted. 

Secondly, a government is i n a d i f f i c u l t position w i t h respect to 
non-pol i t ica l creat ivi ty. W e have seen that crea t iv i ty cannot be com
manded. If a government wishes to foster creat iv i ty i n a l l areas of 
l i f e i n the belief that this is the way m a n k i n d develops and the 
society prospers, i t w i l l f i n d that i t is f requent ly unable to k n o w 
w h o is the creative i n d i v i d u a l or group deserving of support . Those 
in government are not usual ly the experts i n the areas of the arts, 
the sciences, and the humanit ies. If they wish to foster these areas. 
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they must re ly on those w h o are the acknowledged authori t ies i n these 
f ields . B u t we have seen that i f they do, they may empower those 
who w i l l be most threatened by true creative advances. Y e t paradoxica l 
l y those are the best qua l i f i ed to judge t r u l y creative advances. 

The situation is on ly exacerbated w h e n a government turns not to 
those i n a f i e l d to evaluate the contributions i n the various areas, but 
instead identif ies itself w i t h or adopts a par t icular art style, philosophy, 
scient i f ic v iew, and so on. It is one thing for a government to attempt 
to foster creat ivi ty i n a l l realms. It is another for leaders of a govern-
m.ent to consider themselves authorities i n a l l realms of human en
deavor. In general, the more closely a government identifies i tself 
w i t h any of the non-governmental realms, the more l i k e l y i t w i l l 
squash, prevent, and preclude the g rowth of creative, innovative de
velopment i n those areas. Fo r i f the governmental leaders are not 
expert i n those areas, they w i l l tend to see creative innovat ion as poor 
science, art, philosophy, and so on, or as a threat to their own power. 

Ea r l i e r i n this paper I a l luded to the bu i ld ing block theory of 
knowledge and argued that i t d id not sit w e l l w i t h the v i e w of 
creat ivi ty I had described. The bu i ld ing block v i e w of any f i e l d is the 
one that those outside the f i e l d f requent ly have of it. Where that 
v i e w w held by those w i t h power to enforce the accepted position and 
to preclude the development or dissemination of alternatives, either 
we can expect the suppression of creat ivi ty or w e can expect that 
i t w i l l go unrecognized or unappreciated. In either case the society 
can be on ly poorer than it wou ld be i f the creat ivi ty had been a l lowed 
to f lour i sh . 

I have claimed that the relat ion of creat ivi ty and authori ty is 
mult i faceted. Sometimes one's creat ivi ty makes h i m a non-executive 
author i ty for others, and sometimes such an author i ty is given execu
tive author i ty as w e l l . I have argued, however, that those i n authori ty 
are f requent ly threatened by innovation, and that where a government 
adopts or identif ies itself w i t h some area of the arts or sciences or 
humanit ies it is l i k e l y to serve as a brake on the development of 
creat iv i ty i n those areas. The connection is not a logical one. B u t 
there are good reasons — both historical and conceptual — support ing 
the assumption of the trend. 

The conclusion fo l lows that creat ivi ty, i f social ly desirable, is best 
fostered by a government i f it does not i den t i fy itself w i t h any 
par t icular position i n the arts .̂, sciences, philosophy, or other humanities. 
This is not to say that it should not support these activities. A n d it 
does not make easier the task of deciding w h i c h creative innovators 
are wor thy of support and wh ich innovations are wor thy of fu r the r 
development. B u t this is best decided, I have argued, by those i n 
a position to k n o w and judge on the basis of the merits of the case. 
Though they may f a i l to appreciate the great creative innovator, 
they and those i n the f i e l d who have the least to lose are i n a better 
posi t ion than governments to decide what is wor th whi l e and what 
is not i n a f i e ld . 

O n l y by a society's- being open to change can i t hope to reap the 
advantages of its creative members. Such openness, how^ever, may take 
its t o l l i n social order and possibly i n social harmony. Each society 
i n the last analysis mus)t determine how m u c h creat ivi ty i t r ea l ly 
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wants and how m u c h disrupt ion it is w i l l i n g to bear f o r creative 
advances. 

N o w a number of objections might be raised to m y position. I sha l l 
deal w i t h fou r of them, the answers to which , I hope, w i l l c l a r i f y 
m y views. 

F i rs t , i t might be c la imed that I have not presented any theory of 
creat iv i ty . I have not analyzed the re la t ion between consciousness and 
performance, intell igence and emotions, and so on. I acknowledge 
this. I d i d not in tend to present a theory of creat ivi ty . F o r much 
empir ica l psychological and sociological work s t i l l has to be done 
before any theory of creat iv i ty can be successful ly defended. What 
I d id instead was to base myse l f both on the most obvious casies and 
on the concept of crea t iv i ty i n what I took to be the simplest and 
most unproblematic formula t ion . 

The second objection is a more serious one. It mig l i t be asserted 
that I take creat iv i ty to be p r i m a r i l y an ind iv idua l phenomenon, choos
ing as m y examples Michelangelo and Leonardo, Newton and Eins te in , 
P l a to and M a r x . I f a i l ed tô  consider either the social dimension of 
these f igures or the possibi l i ty of collective creat ivi ty. The object ion 
is a complex one, and one w h i c h I sha l l t r y to answer by d iv id ing i t . 
I have a l ready stated the reason fo r m y choosing the obvious (examples 
I did. The posit ion w h i c h holds that the creat iv i ty of ind iv idua ls is to 
be expla ined by social complexes, and that the creative process is a n 
ongoing one w h i c h s i m p l y f inds its clear expression i n i n d i v i d u a l 
f igures is a theory of creat ivi ty . It is a disputed theory, though one 
v/hich has a certain strength. B u t m y a im, once again, was neither to 
present nor to cri t icize any par t icular theory. 

The stronger impl ica t ion of the object ion is that w h i l e I have 
chosen what I have cal led the clear cases, they are not i n fac t clear. 
A n d the phenomenon w h i c h needs analysis is the social one, not the 
ind iv idua l expression. M y r ep ly here is that though the social aspect 
of c rea t iv i ty may, and undoubtedly does, need fur ther explanat ion and 
explorat ion, the fact of i n d i v i d u a l crea t iv i ty cannot be denied. N o r can 
the battles of a Copernicus or of a Gal i l eo w i t h established authori ty , 
of a Hobbes and a Hume, and so on, be ignored. That I have chosen 
to deal w i t h these rather than w i t h the social aspects is, once again, 
because they seem to me clear and lessi theory laden than the social 
v iew. 

Bu t , the object ion continues, I have chosen to deal w i t h i n d i v i d u a l 
instances of creat ive indiv iduals and have ignored vast ar-eas of crea
t i v i t y w h i c h invo lve a social dimension. The creative ar t is t ic force of 
the midd le ages, f o r instance, f o u n d expression i n its magni f icen t 
cathedrals. They are not the products of any single i nd iv idua l . They 
are the creation of many ind iv idua ls w o r k i n g together, bo r rowing f r o m 
each other, r e f i n i n g a n d s i m p l i f y i n g and creating together. T h e y involve 
workers directed by those i n charge, work ing according to a p l an or 
blueprint , w h i c h itself changed as t ime went on and the o r ig ina l 
workers and planners died and were replaced i n succeeding generations. 
I n sjuoh projects we can see the need for operative executive authori ty , 
the r i g h t of those i n charge to give orders to those be low and the 
need tO' have their orders fo l lowed . Those f o l l o w i n g orders and sub
ordinate to those i n author i ty m a y or m a y not themselves be creative. 
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They may 'be s imple laborers fo l l owing the directions needed to l i f t 
stones and move dirt . They may be creative sculptors creating statues 
to f i l l niches according to some ove ra l l plan. Such authori ty is i n no 
way necessarily destructive of creativi ty, and i n fact is an essential 
part of a cooperative creative endeavor. 

My r ep ly is to deny none of this. C lea r ly the products of creat ivi ty 
m a y require cooperation and joint enterprises. La rge creative works 
such as a cathedral require the creat ivi ty of many individuals w^hich 
are brought together. There must be some overal l design and concept 
f o r the whole to f o r m a uni ty . A n d m a n y unsk i l l ed and re la t ively 
uncreative persons may be invo lved i n the joint undertaking. What 
I a f f i r m , however, is that the example of a cathedral as a creative 
work is a complex one requi r ing analysis to sort out the creative 
elementsi. Some w o u l d choose to put the emphasis on the person or 
persons who discovered the art of vaul t ing; others w o u l d focus on 
the architect and his conception of the cathedral as a whole; others 
Vvould look elsewhere. M y point is that since this is a complex example 
and one wh ich al lows fo r disagreement of analysi?, i t is not ap
propriate as a clear example of creat ivi ty. Nor does it i n any way 
deny the kinds and examples of creat ivi ty I chose to focus upon. 
Social creat ivi ty does not involve the denial of i nd iv idua l creativi ty, 
and it is the latter w i t h w h i c h I a m concerned i n this paper. 

The th i rd object ion is related to the second one. It says that i n 
discussing the re la t ion of creat ivi ty and governmental authori ty I f a i l 
to take into account the possibil i ty that a government might itself 
have a creative image of society, that i t might itself be the product 
of a creative image of society, and that it need not be a brake on 
creat ivi ty. M y f i r s t r ep ly is s imi lar to that above, namely, that even 
i f such creat ivi ty wiere admitted, it does not preclude the type that 
1 discussed. Fur ther , even i f such social creativity were admitted, 
there wou ld s t i l l be the tendency to repress that creativity not i n 
accord w i t h the overa l l p lan; and unless those i n the positions of 
leadership were also experts i n the various f ie lds i n question, there 
w o u l d s t i l l be the tendency to restrict support of and development 
of any but those products wh ich f i t and fo l lowed the established and 
accepted style, mode, and perspective. 

I admit ted that there could be creat ivi ty i n government, and that 
such creat ivi ty seemed best exempl i f i ed i n governments i n wh ich the 
creative leader is unrestricted or i n those cases i n w h i c h a revolut ion 
has just occurred. The f i r s t type leaves society open to such abuses 
that h is tor ica l ly many societies have chosen to restr ict the k inds of 
activit ies government could engage i n and the violence that it could 
do to i nd iv idua l citizens i n the name of creat ivi ty. The second al lows 
fo r creat ivi ty. B u t creat ivi ty here takes on various forms. The C o n 
st i tut ional Convent ion a f te r the A m e r i c a n Revo lu t ion produced a con
s t i tu t ion w h i c h was i n many ways a creative product w h i c h has been 
f o l l o w e d by other countries. Sett ing up structures of government is 
a k i n d of creat ivi ty w h i c h can be isolated and in te l l ig ib ly discussed. 
S i m i l a r l y , the Russian Revolu t ion opened up the possibi l i ty of a new 
f o r m of government and economic system, w h i c h also has been fo l lowed 
by other societies w h i c h have taken i t as a model . This type of crea
t iv i ty , however, is d i f fe rent f r o m the creat ivi ty envisaged by a govern-



24 Richard T. De George 

ment wh ich , as the chief social architect, seeks to m o l d society as 
its creative product, even i f this is put i n terms of leading the society 
to some new goal. 

Conceptual ly there is no reason a priori to disal low this type of 
creat iv i ty . I have not used i t as a paradigm because I do not f i n d 
consensus on this example. The col lect ive creat ivi ty i nvo lved i n b u i l d 
i n g a cathedral is l im i t ed tô  a par t icular product. The collective 
creat ivi ty invo lved i n conceiving a whole society as the product of the 
creative combined energy of a l l its members w o r k i n g according to 
some agreed upon bluepr in t is one for w h i c h we can point, to m y 
knowledge, to no part icular instance. The d i f f i c u l t y of a government 
orcKestrating a l l the aspects of social development f a l l s p rey to the 
d i f f i c u l t y of those i n government not having the expertise i n a l l realms 
of endeavor to recognize and proper ly channel the creative work i n 
each of the realms. We a k o have counterinstances i n w h i c h govern
ments have attempted to control a l l the aspects of society — science, 
art, philosophy, and so on — the detriment of the creative aspects 
of those f ie lds i n their society. A society is not a par t icular s tructure 
l ike a cathedral; nor is> i t clear that a blueprint fo r social development, 
even i f creative, can be implemented creat ively wi thout too great cost 
to i n d i v i d u a l f reedom a n d to creative developments w h i c h do not f a l l 
w i t h i n the plan, cannot be foreseen, and may not be either fostered 
or recognized. 

The fou r th objection c la ims that the posit ion I have out l ined makes 
t ru th relat ive, makes the implementat ion of any creative discoveries 
a lways temporary, wi thout the possibi l i ty of developing them f u l l y , 
and makes i t impossible to b u i l d on the past and its creations. If the 
object ion were va l id , i t w o u l d be a good reason fo r re ject ing m y 
posit ion. B u t I do not th ink the objectio'n holds. It is complex and 
each of its parts needs an answer. 

M y v i ew does not hold that t ru th is relat ive. It is objective, where 
this means that i t is* t rans indiv idual , interpersonal, and realist ic , i.e. 
knowledge is of and depends on what exists independently of the 
knower . B u t the knower interacts w i t h the object i n k n o w i n g it; and 
i n any theoretical enterprise, such as science, we have no reason to 
th ink that any theory we have yet reached is the last w o r d i n our 
knowledge of the wor ld . E v e n now there are many puzzles about the 
nature of the phys ica l universe, the contradictory descriptions of 
quan tum phenomena being on ly one, w h i c h lead us> to expect that 
a better, more comprehensive, stronger theory may one day be put 
f o r t h that w i l l enable us toi handle and understand the w o r l d better 
than we presently can. I have indicated that the te rm t ru th is not 
proper ly applicable i n evaluat ing d i f ferent styles of art. This neither 
means that art and its interpretat ion are completely relat ive, v/here 
this means subjective, nor that a l l styles are equal ly aesthetically 
pleasing, emot ive ly moving , and so on. To c l a im that no philosophy 
is the last w o r d i n the his tory of thought is not to deny that some 
are more comprehensive, others tighter, s t i l l others more adequate 
fo r certain purposesi, and so on. Philosophies are un i f i ed , integrated 
attempts to make sense of the w o r l d of our i nd iv idua l and joint ex 
perience. W e have no more reason to th ink that the last w^ord has 
been said i n this area than i n any other. Each system of philosophy, 
moreover, develops its o w n v i e w of t ruth , def in ing wha t this means 
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and the cr i ter ion or the cr i ter ia by w h i c h i t m determined. To ca l l 
phi losophical systems as a whole true or false, therefore, seems to 
me as mistaken as ca l l ing scient i f ic systems or artistic movements true 
or false. The terms true and false are more accurately predicaited of 
propositions or declarative sentences, w i t h i n a f ramework w h i c h sets 
down the conditions of decidabil i ty and the meaning of t ru th and 
fa ls i ty . 

M y v iew does not i m p l y that creative discoveries are temporary, 
if this means that they are never a l lowed to develop f u l l y . The whole 
thrust of m y discussion of the fo l lowers of the t ru ly great creative 
geniuses is that the latter provide the f rameworks and styles foUov/ed 
by many creative persons who come af ter them. This is true i n the 
realms of ord inary l i fe , the arts, the siciences, and the humanities. 
B u t m y v i e w does not suppose that the last or iginal contr ibut ion in 
any f i e l d has yet been made. In every f i e l d once a new, creative 
breakthrough has been accepted and its development is i n process, 
i t and its exponents take on an authori ty i n the part icular f i e l d w h i c h 
serves as a barr ier to fur ther innovat ion and crea t iv i ty outside of the 
current phase. To say, as I have, that sometimes a creative genius is 
ahead of his t ime is to say that he is not recognized, perhaps that 
others of his t ime are not prepared to fo l l ow and develop where he 
has led. This is compatible w i t h the notion of entrenched ideas and 
trends serving as a brake on new ideas and trends. 

F i n a l l y , m y position i n no way denies that new creative develop-
mens f requent ly bu i ld on the past and its creations. B u t i n under l in ing 
the new it emphasises the necessity for openness to what is new. 
Ent renched pol i t ical as w e l l as other kinds of executive author i ty 
w h i c h attempt to dictate the development of the various spheres of 
ac t iv i ty are less l i k e l y to be open to new . developments the more 
closiely they have l inked themselves w i t h the prevai l ing art trends, 
philoisophical views, or scient if ic theories. It is d i f f i c u l t enough, for 
instance, for the creative genius i n science to present and get his 
views accepted by the scient if ic communi ty when there is no pol i t ica l 
or religious or other extraneous- authori ty attempting to pass judgment 
on it and using its power to silence it. When these forces as w e l l are 
marshal led against it, the chances of its success are that much more 
diminished, f requent ly to the detriment of the swie ty . 

I started by saying tiiat creat ivi ty was a relat ive concept, relat ive 
to an ind iv idua l , to groups in w h i c h the comparison is made, or to 
m a n k i n d as a whole. Crea t iv i ty carries w i t h it its o w n authori ty of 
authentici ty. The more open and progressive a society and the less 
a state's author i ty is used to control non-governmental areas, the more 
that society is l i k e l y to enjoy the f ru i t s not only of its own creative 
citizens but the f ru i t s of human creat ivi ty generally. 

Richard T. De George 


