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Practices of Art

ciation with other artists and with the products of their
work.

What applies to the creator of genetically standard
instances of works of art, to the artist working within a
framework of established practices, applies also to the
members of his audience. The capacity of the reader to
appreciate a novel as a work of art, no less than the
capacities of the writer, depends upon the acceptance of
shared practices of an appropriate sort. A manifested
competence in the given practices is a necessary presup-
position of someone’s counting as a member of the liter-
ary audience. These practices, and the associated compet-
ences, are sustained by a never-ending process of self-
training on the part of the audience as a whole, by a
process of work, whose instruments are existing works of
literature and whose materials are the individual members
of the audience themselves.?®

Because the receptive practices of the audience will, of
necessity, reflect the structures of actually existing works
of art, and because the creative practices of the artist
will be sensitive, at least in part, to the practices shared
in common by the members of his audience, it will follow
that these two sets of practices are reciprocally dependent
on each other. Each is to some degree sensitive in its
internal structure to changes in the structure of the
other. Both sets of practices are, in their turn, generically
dependent upon the totality of individuals in whose beha-
viour and competences they are manifested. These indi-
viduals constitute what we shall call the general public
(for some given art, within some given culture or society).
The audience within this public is that ever-changing
group of individuals who have acquired, to differing
degrees, the relevant receptive competences, and who

manifest these competences in their appreciative association

with specific works of art. But the general public com-
prehends also artists: individuals who have acquired
relevant creative competences and who manifest these
competences with varying degrees of success in the
production of works of art.2° ,

What, then, is the structure of the process of artistic
creation for genetically standard works of art? Here
again, it is useful to return to our original description
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of the structure of work in general. We can distinguish,
as before, six interconnected elements:

(i) the individual artist,

(ii) the material upon which he works,3°
(iii) the instruments of his work,

(iv) his creative actions as an artist,

(v) the goal of these actions,

(vi) their end-product (the new form that is
acquired by (i)).

These elements are connected by relations of source and
dependence precisely as in Figure 1 above. Where we are
dealing with genetically standard instances of works of
art, we must recognise also at least the following addi-
tional elements:

(vii) the specific individual competence of the artist
(which has its source in prior processes of training) —
it is upon these competences that both the specific goal
of the given process of work and also the creative
actions of the artist will depend.

This competence will in turn reflect:

(viil) practices which the artist shares in common with
his fellow artists.

We are assuming that the end-product of a given pro-
cess of artistic production is in fact a work of art.3' But
of course it is not within the power of the artist himself
to determine that the product of his activities shall be
anything more than, say, a lump of stone. That this end-
product should be art would seem to depend upon certain
qualities of the relevant audience. Imagine, for example, 2
piece of chiselled stone, produced for private (devotional)
purposes by an individual living in isolation from other
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essentially social phenomena, connected by relations of
generic dependence. The work of art itself can be seen

to straddle the boundary between what is individual and
what is social, On the one hand it may be a specific indi-
vidual thing (for example a lump of stone). On the other
hand, however, in virtue of its dependence (as a work of
art) upon appropriate audience practices (upon a tendency
existing in society toward appropriate kinds of receptive
appreciation), it must also be an intrinsically social phe-
nomena, and in the case of music and literature this in-
trinsically social nature is clearly manifested in the fact
that here the work itself is an abstractum which can be
identified with-no specific individual object.

S. The Problem of Creativity

In offering a description of the creative process which
places so central an emphasis upon training, competence
and practice, we may be accused of having propounded
an exaggeratedly conservative theory of art. This emphasis
upon the essential role of practice (of tradition, observance,
respect) seems, however, to be unavoidable where we are
dealing with what we have called genetically standard
instances of works of art, with works of art produced
according to accepted patterns by artists who take for
granted established standards and techniques. But what
account is to be given of exceptional works of art, of
those products of truly creative activity which overturn
existing standards and, by instituting new patterns and
techniques, serve as the motor of artistic development?
There are, as we have already had occasion to mention,
isolated instances of works or forms of art which have
been brought into existence in part by accident. Innova-
tions generated by accident raise no difficulties for the
conservative theory: here society itself constitutes the
filtering mechanism which determines the sorts of acci-
dental innovation which will be allowed to survive and to
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exert an influence upon subsequent developments in prac-
tice and technique.

What, however, of those cases where it is impossible
to assert that an innovation is merely the result of acci-
dent? The history of art bears witness to the existence of
individuals who seem to manifest a power or capacity to
initiate new forms or styles, and to carry their audiences
and fellow artists with them to such a degree that,
through their influence, a succession of novel practices
comes to be established. Here, surely, it is the individual,
and not society as a whole, who serves as filter through
which innovation flows.

The problem of providing an account of what might
be called radical creativity must be faced by every theory
which would wish to draw attention to the essentially
social nature of the phenomena of art. It is particularly
pressing for conservative or traditionalistic theories of the
type sketched above, for the insistence upon the deter-
mining role of practices, i.e. of entities inextricably social
in nature, may seem in the end to be capable of being
supported without reservation only in relation to works
of art which are such as to exhibit no trace of originality
whatsoever. Theories of this kind, it could then be ar-
gued, would have ignored precisely what is essential to
the artistic process.

How, then, are we to give an account of artistic innov-
ation or originality, of the capacity of exceptional indi-
viduals to initiate new artistic forms or techniques or to
produce works of art which are exceptional in some rele-
vant respect? It would be straining credibility to assert
that such individuals are extraordinary only in the sense
that they had served as the point of convergence for a
whole series of innovatory accidents. It would, on the
other hand, be to seek refuge in irrationality to talk
instead of the given individuals as manifesting peculiar,
not further explicable qualities of ‘genius’ or ‘inspiration’.
This would be to abandon the project of a theory of
creativity,

Such considerations have given rise to the attempt to
construct psychological theories of the artistic process,
to conceptions of the creative artist as an individual who
has a capacity to think out for himself new standards and
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7. Marx 1975, pp. 194f.

18. Again, it must be borne in mind that we are at t}:.is
stage dealing always with standard instances of the kinds
in question.

19. Marx 1975, p. 195.
20. Ibid., p. 192.

21. See Sowell, p. 14 et passim, for a useful discussion of
this aspect of Marx’s thought.

22. 1971, p. 24. Compare also Marx 1975, p. 198.

23. Cf. Marx 1975, pp. 196f.; Rossi-Landi 1975, especially
2.3.2.

24. 1971, p. 18.

25. Generic dependence is in some respects a generalisa-
tion of the multi-rayed dependence introduced in note 7
above. A related notion of generic dependence is discussed
in Simons 1982.

26. See e.g. the discussion of derived and non-derived
purely intentional objects in Ingarden 1931, esp. pp. 126f.
of trans.

27. Because Ingarden, in his aesthetic writings, concen-
trates almost always on such genetically standard works of
art, it has often been supposed that his theory is unable
to account satisfactorily for innovatory forms (see e.g.
Lissa 1975). This is, however, to misunderstand the more
general philosophical background to Ingarden’s views. His
concentration on standard cases derives simply from the
fact that the non-standard case can be understood only
against the background of a prior understanding of the
standard cases. Thus it is in relation to the latter that

the ontological peculiarities of works of art, and of in-
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tentional objects in general, must first of all be estab-
lished.

28. The instruments of this process will include also,
for example, works of criticism and of literary history,
courses of lectures on literary theory, and so on. Ingar-
den's extensive writings on literary concretisation and
on the ‘life’ of the literary work (see e.g. 1931, ch. 13)
consist, in effect, in a discussion of these systems of
mutual interdependence between literary work and liter-
ary audience.

29. For the sake of simplicity we shall ignore further
aspects of the complex institutional structure and sub-
divisions of this general public. Thus we shall ignore, for
example, the special roles of critics, teachers, publishers,
gallery owners and so on.

30. It is not always clear what this material is; consider,
for example, the case of literature. (Rossi-Landi would
have argued that it is here language itself that is the ma-
terial worked.)

31. More precisely: that the new form which comes to be g
possessed by the materials of this process is the form of ‘
something which can properly count as a work of art.

32. It should be noted that we are not committing our-
selves to the stronger claim, characteristic of the subject-
ivist current in much recent philosophy of art, that a
work of art exists only to the extent that it is the object
of specific appreciative reactions on the part of some
individual member of the relevant audience. Ingarden sees
the literary work as a complex but unified structure,
dependent for its existence upon but not reducible to
certain tendencies towards appreciative reaction on the
part of its readership (1931, sections 18 and 64ff.). The
subjectivist, on the other hand, sees the work itself as
being reborn in each successive reading. Thus he rejects
the very idea of a literary work as a common pole of the
responses of its readers. There exist, he argues, only the
various readings which each successive subject creates for
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