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Introduction

This article draws on empirical research with young people 
who are involved in the creative industries in Australia. 
While this work is located in the Australian context, the 
broader principles arising from our analysis suggest that the 
way the creative industries have developed globally can be 
seen as curbing the production of what we call creativity. 
Drawing on Deleuze and Guattari’s writing on fabulation 
and creativity, alongside the work of Harris (2014) and oth-
ers, we develop a definition of creativity and creative ecolo-
gies that might expand some of the professional activities 
that take place within the creative industries. We bring new 
theoretical resources to the argument developed by Harris 
(2014) in the chapter titled “Creative Industries or Creative 
Imaginaries,” in which Harris explicates the problems 
caused by commodifying creativity and demonstrates the 
limits that a commodified version of creativity can have on 
our social imagination.

Defining Creativity and the  
Creative Industries

The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) uses the 
“Australian and New Zealand Standard Industrial 

Classification” 2006 (ANZSIC) framework to group all 
businesses carrying out productive activity. The ANZSIC 
framework consists of 19 industry categories and the cre-
ative industries fit within the ABS classification of “Arts 
and Recreation Services.” Arts and Recreation Services 
jobs are grouped together into 12 industry domains and 
organized under the umbrella of “Cultural and Creative 
Activity Satellite Accounts.” Australia’s cultural and cre-
ative industries include a broad sweep: broadcasting, elec-
tronic, or digital media and film; design; environmental 
heritage; fashion; library and archives; literature and print 
media; museum; music composition and publishing; other 
cultural goods and manufacturing and sales; performing 
arts; supporting activities; visual arts and crafts (https://
newapproach.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/5-ANA-
InsightReportFive-FullReport.pdf). Importantly, in the 
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ABS on the Cultural and Creative Activity Satellite 
Accounts, “[p]eople in employment in creative industries 
include specialist creatives and people employed in support 
roles.” Moreover, as Marion McCutcheon and Stuart 
Cunningham (2022) find,

[e]mployment trends in the creative services and cultural 
production industries are highly polarised, with more jobs, 
higher growth and higher incomes to be found in the more 
commercially-oriented creative services industries than in 
cultural production. (p. 4)

The ABS’s usage of the ANZSIC framework to determine 
where creative industries sit within the economy incorpo-
rates 12 industries and statistics that merge those employed 
in support roles as well as specialist creatives. ABS data do 
not distinguish between cultural production and outwardly 
commercialized creative services, which represent the part 
of the sector that receives most funding, and have the high-
est employment figures. The majority of growth in what is 
presented within the ABS data sets on creativity and the cre-
ative industries comes from commercialized creative ser-
vices such as advertising which have a noncritical 
relationship with capitalism. Cash is king, and as long as a 
product can be sold, advertising agencies are ready to make 
money from it.

In articulating the cultural and creative industries, the 
ABS is informed by a number of resources and stakeholders 
that place importance on money above other forms of cul-
tural value. It is especially influenced by the “National 
Culture-Leisure Industry Statistical Framework,” devel-
oped by the ABS and Statistics Working Group (SWG). 
Other independent stakeholders who inform larger govern-
ment bodies like the ABS utilize the “Creative Intensity 
Model,” which comprises a set of five criteria that the occu-
pation must fit into to be considered a creative job. These 
criteria are the following: (a) Does the occupation use novel 
processes? (b) Is the work of the occupation mechanization 
resistant? (c) Are processes or outcomes of this occupation 
nonrepetitive/nonuniform? (d) Does this occupation make a 
creative contribution to the value chain? And, (e) does this 
occupation produce new interpretations, or merely trans-
form existing ideas to fit new contexts? (Trembath & 
Fielding, 2020, p. 26) It is important to consider that, in the 
Australian Census data gathered through the ABS, the main 
source of an individual’s income is requested, without the 
inclusion of supplementary income. This is significant 
because much creative employment is not a practitioner’s 
main income source, especially newer and/or younger cre-
atives. For example,

[t]he 2017-18 Cultural Participation Survey indicates that the 
number of musicians who receive income from singing or 
playing is 11 times the number reported in the 2016 Census. For 

visual artists, it is nine times as many and it is four times for 
actors and dancers. (McCutcheon & Cunningham, 2022, p. 2)

In applying the ABS definition of cultural and creative 
industries, it is important to consider that they do not pro-
duce a cultural and creative industries satellite account 
every year as is the case for, say, tourism, which also  
contributes highly to gross domestic product (GDP; 
McCutcheon & Cunningham, 2022). Given the speed at 
which digital capitalism operates today, this means data 
may not always reflect the deeper reality of creative work 
“on the ground.”

It has been recognized in industry reports, policy, critical 
theory, and scholarship more generally that the whole econ-
omy could be considered creative (Escaith, 2022). In soci-
ology, for instance, a number of concepts have been 
deployed to define broad trends in contemporary work, 
employment, and economy that speak to the idea of a cre-
ative economy, such as the knowledge economy, the atten-
tion economy, the cultural economy, the immaterial 
economy, the experience economy, the information econ-
omy, and so on (Du Gay & Pryck, 2002; Franck, 2019; 
Frenkel, 1999; Lazzarato, 1996; Pine & Gilmore, 1998; 
Powell & Snellman, 2004). From a Deleuzian standpoint, 
creativity cuts across these various economies and forms of 
work. As Richard Florida (2012) espouses,

Many say that we now live in an information economy or a 
knowledge economy. But what’s more fundamentally true is 
that for the first time, our economy is powered by creativity . . 
. the shared commitment to the creative spirit in all its many 
manifestations is what underpins the new creative ethos that 
powers our age. (p. 6)

While, as Florida (2012) suggests, creativity is a widely 
deployed buzzword in the private sector as well as in 
research and public institutions, its slippery affective make-
up means it is oftentimes used in policy and scholarship in 
narrow, overly literal, reductionist, and stereotypical terms 
(Cameron, 2021; McCutcheon & Cunningham, 2022). 
Harris (2014) has also made this argument astutely, sug-
gesting that creative economies are so closely entwined 
with capitalist agendas that they lose meaning:

Building on the 1990s knowledge economy, and Florida’s 
(2007) articulation of the creative class that characterises our 
post-industrial culture, this new creative economy portends a 
shift from production to information, and calls for new “modes 
of education” (p. xvii) to accompany new modes of knowledge. 
Yet this new creative economy—reflected in schools— is 
never far from considerations of material conditions and 
capital. The Creative Capital Report (2008) in Peters and Araya 
(2010) defines “creativity in relation to artistic, scientific and 
economic creativity” (p. xvii); like Robinson (2010) and 
Joubert (2001), these are conceptualisations of creativity as 
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“original ideas that have value.” This chapter problematises the 
question of who is defining that value. (p. 19)

By staying bound within the formulated creative trident 
researchers, policymakers and employers are able to “. . . 
make more conclusive arguments about Australia’s cultural 
and creative economy” (Trembath & Fielding, 2020, p. 23). 
Creativity may better describe the optics with which 
“work,” in its broadest sense, can and could be undertaken 
as an active force of becoming, born out of resistance, more 
than simply being used to delineate the arts and acts that 
cannot be mechanized from the rest of the industrial 
lifeworld.

Outside the ABS, in Universities as well as independent 
bodies, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), think 
tanks and policy informers more generally, the creative tri-
dent (McCutcheon & Cunningham, 2022) tends to be 
widely used for delineating creative from noncreative jobs. 
The creative trident incorporates specialist creatives (who 
“work in creative occupations within the creative indus-
tries”), embedded creatives (who “work in creative occupa-
tions in industries other than creative industries”), and 
support professionals (who “work in support roles—not 
defined as creative occupations—within the creative indus-
tries”; McCutcheon & Cunningham, 2022, p. 2). In fact, in 
their briefing paper, led by University of Canberra in part-
nership with the Australia Council, the City of Sydney, the 
South Australian Government’s Department for Industry, 
Innovation and Science and the Western Australian 
Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural 
Industries, McCutcheon and Cunningham (2022) argue that 
“Support workers in other occupations in the creative indus-
tries earned the highest incomes of all, at $90,500” (p. 1). In 
other words, higher than average incomes appear in creative 
industries support roles as opposed to the artists themselves 
who “have lower incomes and work fewer hours (e.g. music 
& performing arts)” (McCutcheon & Cunningham, 2022, p. 
1). Moreover, the creative industries employ, on average, 
“1.5 times as many people in support roles as in core cre-
ative roles” (McCutcheon & Cunningham, 2022, p. 3). 
Following the dynamic model approach grounded in the 
creative trident, their briefing paper, The Creative Economy 
in Australia: What Census 2021 Tells Us, groups the Culture 
and Creative Industries into seven sectors split between two 
core classifications:

1.	 business-to-business creative services and
2.	 business-to-consumer cultural production.

Business-to-business creative services include advertising 
and marketing, architecture and design, and software and 
digital content development. Business-to-consumer cultural 
production includes film, TV, and radio; music and per-
forming arts; publishing; and visual arts.

Independent think tank: A New Approach, in their report, 
“Australia’s Cultural and Creative Economy: A 21st Century 
Guide,” deploy the terms culture and creativity to refer to

activities, objects, goods, services, industries, occupations and 
qualifications that require creativity to be produced, and create 
some kind of symbolic (and therefore cultural) meaning. 
There is both an input component (creativity goes in when 
making a thing) and an output component (cultural symbolism 
is evident in the finished product). (Trembath & Fielding, 
2020, p. 25)

The inclusion of both creativity as praxis and creativity as 
symbolism in this report’s definition is useful in thinking 
more abstractly about creativity and culture. This definition 
highlights the way creativity has greater spillover effects 
into other industries. For example, “[T]here are more peo-
ple in creative roles working in industries other than the 
creative industries than within them” (McCutcheon & 
Cunningham, 2022, p. 1). The higher than average industry 
spillover of the creative sector is suggestive of creativity’s 
ontological basis, seeded in affect as a force of becoming, 
which we explore in the following sections. We illustrate 
these ideas through qualitative fieldwork undertaken with 
both professionals working in Australian arts organizations 
and young people who are engaged in different capacities 
within the arts in Australia. Creativity is a highly transfer-
able skill, one that traverses, and in many ways overrides, 
modes and mediums that have for too long dictated the sup-
posed capacity of creativity in the world of work, as well as 
its funding, distribution, and access.

As noted above, the empirical research we draw on in this 
article comes from our Australian Research Council Funded 
Industry Linkage Project Creative Industries Pathways for 
Youth Employment in the COVID-19 Recession. We call this 
the Vital Arts project: The arts are vital to many young peo-
ple’s senses of self and also to their skill development. This 
project runs for 3 years and develops systems for accrediting 
informal, transferable learning undertaken in youth arts. We 
asked 10 of our Action Research Industry Group (ARIG) 
members (made up of representatives from each of the part-
ner arts organizations who have volunteered to take part in 
our research project) what they consider “creativity” to 
mean. Most respondents considered creativity to be largely 
defined by a cognitive capacity to “problem-solve.” Despite 
critiquing its industrial usage in business discourse as some-
thing of an overused buzz-word, many associated creativity 
with more institutional and managerial discourse rather than 
artistic discourse or theory, aligning it with corporate notions 
of innovation, problem-solving, and flexibility. For exam-
ple, Steve explained that

Because working in the Performing Arts, of course, all we talk 
about all the time is creativity and creative approaches and 
creative problem solving. But it’s been my experience over the 
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years that when government or industry wants to talk about 
creativity they don’t look to the Arts for creativity, they look 
for industries like architecture and IT and Engineering, [that] is 
where they refer to creativity. So I think it’s become like the 
notion of innovation, it’s become a buzzword that has very 
little meaning. I think one of the things that’s clear is that we 
need to create young people who can problem solve, who can 
work collaboratively and who can adapt to change, and I think 
young people who have those skills as a general rule, tend to be 
creative. People that can’t work as collaboratively or can’t 
problem-solve, often are not as skilled in my experience in 
creativity. (Steve)

Others spoke of creativity as problem-solving in terms of 
the reimagining of alternatives and different possibilities, 
developing new perspectives, and finding new patterns. 
Speaking to embodied creativity as force and becoming, or 
affect, others defined creativity in terms of it informing the 
individual’s sensibility and the life of the mind. For exam-
ple, Alexandra, who works in the field of music production, 
draws on her past experience working in youth mental 
health where the imagination is a crucial motor in becom-
ing: “The imagination is part of creativity and having the 
capacity to imagine different possibilities” (Alexandra). 
Similarly, Nik, an artist whose primary medium is painting, 
explained creativity’s premise within the individual and 
their personhood:

I think it must start with the person rather than having a product 
type skill set. I think it comes from the person that they will 
develop in their actions. So, it’s illuminating, what their actions 
are saying in that creative aspect. (Nik)

Furthermore, critiquing the vocationalization of creativity 
within the arts in favor of seeing it more esoterically—as 
embodied and affective—Marcus, who works presently in 
advertising and marketing, expressed the arbitrary, often-
times paralyzing, categorical imperative around creativity 
that begins initially in the abstract machine of schooling:

. . . really early on, you are either a creative and you’ve gone to 
some version of art school, or you are not. Then you tend to be 
channelled into something, like, strategy, or account director, 
something like that. In the traditional agency model anyway, 
and I think what it points to is, this longer-term vocationalisation 
of the arts and that starts, you know, way back in early school, 
where your art is either valued by your teachers and so forth 
and therefore, you should think about a career in the Arts, or 
it’s not and you need to focus on another part of your brain. 
(Marcus)

Similarly, Maree, who mentors disadvantaged young peo-
ple, spoke to the potential of creativity as a force driving the 
individual’s capacity to act in the world as “giving us the 
tools to become unstuck.” Others such as Arlie and Riko see 
creativity as an opportunity to rewire and reconfigure the 

existing nature of things, rather than escaping the lived real-
ity altogether expressed in such uses of creativity to “reor-
ganise existing elements to create new patterns, structures, 
designs etc.” (Arlie), and “[t]hink outside of the box and 
look for solutions that are not obvious” (Riko).

Deleuze & Guattari (1986) does not separate art from 
other disciplines that are not traditionally considered arts, or 
creativity from disciplines that are not strictly categorized 
as art. But, he does separate ideas from the disciplines out 
of which different creative ideas arise. This, he argues, is 
because ideas are consecrated in terms of the discipline in 
which they arise. For example, an idea in cinema will only 
work in the cinematographic process, or a philosopher’s 
idea will only work in a piece of philosophy. In other words, 
as ideas are conjured, they are also shaped by normative 
disciplinary framing in the very process of their conception, 
rather than forming in abstract isolation. For Deleuze, cre-
ative disciplines are a series of inventions: painting, sci-
ence, philosophy, cinema are inventions of blocks of 
perception, inventions of functions, inventions of concepts, 
or movements in time. Moreover, creativity does not dis-
cover, but rather it invents; it creates (Deleuze, 2007). The 
creator, furthermore, is not working for pleasure; creators 
do nothing but what they feel they have to do and their cre-
ation—as an act of resistance—comes from necessity 
(Deleuze & Guattari, 1986). Necessity motors the solitary 
act of creating art as resistance. This necessity-driven nature 
of creativity and art led Deleuze and Guattari, (1994) to also 
suggest there is a fundamental affinity between art and the 
act of resistance, as there is a fundamental affinity between 
human struggle and the act of resistance. Following André 
Malraux, he reinforces the implicit resistance of art markers 
and creative practice (Deleuze & Guattari, 1994). For 
Deleuze, creativity produces objects and experiences that 
we do not yet know how to understand. We have to develop 
new ways of thinking to make sense of creative products. 
As such, creativity is inherently pedagogical. It forces us to 
think anew to comprehend it. Snepvangers et al. (2018) 
extend a similar argument and develop the concept of cre-
ative ecologies as a way to understand the critical potential 
of creativity as opposed to the neoliberal appropriation of 
creativity mapped by Florida. They suggest that the concept 
of creative ecologies allows us “to encourage a more com-
plex approach to creative onto-epistemologies . . . [and to] 
elaborate critical theoretical approaches in creativity and 
educational contexts” (Snepvangers et al., 2018, p. 4).

In Deleuze and Guattari’s (1994) language, creative 
ecologies or what they call “creativity” expresses an active 
force of becoming: “[t]he artist is a seer, a becomer” 
(Deleuze & Guattari, 1994, p. 171). That is to say, creativity 
is specifically an act of resistance; a force of becoming-
active. Its antithesis is nonbeing, expressed in, for example, 
capitalist repetition, or the total fulfillment of desire through 
pleasure that, in turn, lessens the necessity of the artmaker 
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to produce out of resistance. Through exploring the work of 
artist Francis Bacon, Deleuze (2003) develops a very spe-
cific conceptual underpinning of creativity that is described 
as, essentially, an act of defying, or undoing cliché. His 
book on Bacon, first published in 1981, titled Francis 
Bacon: The Logic of Sensation, offers a unique philosophi-
cal interpretation of Bacon’s paintings and his approach to 
art-making. Bacon’s art is characterized by the “logic of 
sensation,” which is akin to Deleuze and Guattari’s first fac-
ulty in the chain of faculties, that is, affect. Unlike “repre-
sentational” art that aims to depict recognizable objects and 
ideas, Bacon’s paintings’ focus is on conveying raw and 
intense sensations. Bacon seeks to capture the force of life, 
the underlying currents of existence, and the inherent chaos 
and violence of the world.

For Deleuze (2003), creativity in Bacon’s work lies in 
his ability to create new forms that express intense sensa-
tions rather than merely reproducing familiar images. 
Bacon’s paintings evoke emotions and affect the viewer on 
a visceral level, offering an experience that defies conven-
tional symbolic representation. Within this context, he 
develops the concept of cliché, art is that which escapes the 
cliché. Capitalism sells the cliché. For Deleuze, clichés are 
ready-made images that have become overly familiar and 
conventionalized in the collective imagination. These cli-
chés can include iconic images from art history, popular 
culture, or even personal memories and experiences. Bacon 
does not simply seek to escape cliché but, instead, con-
fronts and transforms it through his paintings. He uses cli-
chéd images as a starting point, but in the process of 
creation, he distorts, mutilates, and reconfigures them. By 
doing so, he liberates the cliché from its fixed, representa-
tional meaning and turns it into a “force of sensation”: a 
feeling that pushes the observer to think in new ways 
(Deleuze, 2003).

Deleuze (2003) argues that Bacon’s approach subverts 
traditional representational practices. Instead of trying to 
depict an object or a figure in a straightforward manner, 
Bacon engages in a process of deformation and metamor-
phosis. His paintings are a confrontation between the visi-
ble and the invisible, the figurative and the abstract, the 
form and the formless. Through his creative process, Bacon 
breaks down the barriers between figure and ground, dis-
solving the boundaries between the subject and its environ-
ment. He creates an intensive space of sensation where the 
viewer is confronted with the conflicting forces of existence 
rather than a clear representation of reality. If we take this 
notion of dissolving clichés as a key characteristic of 
Deleuze’s conception of creativity and creative labor, or 
what Harris would call a creative ecology (2014), then it 
becomes clear that there are numerous contemporary cre-
ative jobs and creative industries that are currently outside 
of the bureaucratic category of creative industries. We 
explore these creative industry and labor dynamics in the 

following sections, beginning with a discussion of Deleuze 
and Guattari’s concepts of the major and the minor.

Minor Versus Major arts

The measures used to delineate between different creative 
industries often run counter to a Deleuzian concept of cre-
ativity. If, after Deleuze, we define creativity as not having 
an end-goal, as escaping cliché through reconfiguring com-
mon thoughts and practices within the industry, as a form of 
becoming born out of resistance, and as driven by artists 
and creatives who are not working out of pleasure as much 
as an inner sense of necessity or striving, then a hierarchy of 
valuation becomes clear. Deleuze discusses the concepts of 
minor and major arts in his collaborative work with Félix 
Guattari, namely, in A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and 
Schizophrenia (2013), What is Philosophy? (1994), and 
Kafka: Towards a Minor Literature (1986), as well as his 
solo work on Francis Bacon (Deleuze, 2003). The minor 
and the major are useful concepts through which to think 
about creativity as a process of becoming, an ethics and 
politics rather than something that is attached to a specific 
discipline or vocation (or as being germane to the creative 
industries). Through the ideas of major and minor arts, we 
can see that work in the creative industries is not necessarily 
always creative, and conversely, work in industries that are 
not necessarily considered creative can often require sub-
stantial creativity and innovation. To develop this analysis, 
we explore these Deleuzian concepts in the following 
sections.

In A Thousand Plateaus and What is Philosophy? 
Deleuze and Guattari (1994, 2013) propose a distinction 
between major and minor arts as a way to understand and 
analyze different artistic practices. Major arts refer to estab-
lished, canonical, and dominant forms of art that have been 
historically recognized and celebrated by society. These 
forms of art are associated with institutional structures, tra-
ditional conventions, and standardized techniques, for 
example, naturalist still life painting, ballet, classical music 
and narrative-based theater. Other examples of major arts 
include mainstream cinema, and literature from the literary 
canon. Major arts often serve the purpose of reinforcing 
existing power structures and social hierarchies. The authors 
argue that major arts tend to operate within the confines of 
established norms and do not challenge existing power 
structures or ways of thinking. Minor arts, on the contrary, 
are nonstandardized, unconventional, and often marginal-
ized forms of artistic expression that do not necessarily 
operate according to established rules. These art forms 
emerge outside the dominant institutional frameworks and 
challenge the traditional boundaries and conventions of 
major arts (O’Sullivan, 2005a, 2009). Minor arts are associ-
ated with experimentation, innovation, and alternative cul-
tural practices (Bogue, 2011b). Examples that Deleuze and 
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Guattari (2013) give of minor arts include underground 
music genres, literature that does not conform to preestab-
lished stylistic rules, like that of William Burroughs and 
Henry Miller, experimental and avant-garde cinema, street 
art, zines, and outsider art more generally (Bogue, 2003). 
Minor art may sit within a major discipline, but it neverthe-
less finds new lines of flights that subvert the established 
dominant rules. Deleuze and Guattari (2013) view minor 
arts as a way to resist and subvert dominant power struc-
tures, providing potential spaces for creativity and libera-
tion. In contemporary economies, minor arts also extend 
outside what might be popularly considered as the creative 
industries, to include work across coding, hospitality, edu-
cation, disability work: many jobs that require innovative 
labor.

For Deleuze and Guattari, the distinction between minor 
and major arts is not intended to place one above the other, 
but rather, to explore the differences in their modes of pro-
duction, reception, and sociopolitical implications. They 
suggest that minor arts can influence major arts by chal-
lenging established norms and pushing the boundaries of 
what art can be; minor arts can deterritorialize major arts by 
forming new lines of flight (O’Sullivan, 2005b). We take 
this argument further, in suggesting that training for the cre-
ative industries also influences creative practice in fields 
that are not traditionally considered “creative,” and vice 
versa: Some “creative” work actually manufactures clichés. 
For example, as pointed out earlier, “[T]here are more peo-
ple in creative roles working in industries other than the 
creative industries than within them” (McCutcheon & 
Cunningham, 2022, p. 1). Moreover, in statistical models 
categorized by industry, discussed in the previous section, 
as well as the funding models used in policy and by govern-
ments to distribute resources to creative industries, which 
we discuss in the following section, major creative indus-
tries tend to be featured predominantly as pillars in justify-
ing the place of the arts in cultural economy leaving little 
visibility for the minor arts.

Even in the creative work of dancers, located in an estab-
lished artform and creative industry, there is a devaluation 
of certain forms of dance over others within the industry 
itself. For example, major ballet companies can be com-
pared with alternative not-for-profit hip hop spaces in the 
distribution of funding. At the level of the creative indus-
tries, dance can be devalued through being compared with 
larger, major arts industries like popular music or main-
stream publishing (Zhuang, 2023). When we spoke with 
Dahlia, an employee at one of Melbourne’s not-for-profit 
dance organizations specializing in hip-hop as a means of 
strengthening community, she explained this hierarchy of 
support in the creative industries:

I mean, yeah, especially in dance, I feel that there’s not this 
kind of advocacy that music has. Like, I know you guys have 

worked with The Push that, you know, they do have a lot of 
support. There’s government support. It’s yeah, there’s Music 
Victoria, there’s The Push, there’s FReeZa groups. So (it’s) 
different, whereas in dance we don’t really have any of that, 
we’ve got Ausdance. You know there’s not that sharing of 
knowledge and information and you know, if you want to talk 
about rates in the music industry you can talk to someone about 
exactly that. You know how to put on a gig, who to talk to. It’s 
yeah, there’s nothing . . . (Dahlia)

When viewed through a Deleuzian frame that does not sep-
arate creativity from other disciplines, or creativity from 
disciplines that are not strictly categorized as art, creativity 
includes things like philosophy, design, illustration, teach-
ing, engineering, repurposing and recycling, gardening and 
landscaping, video games, technology, street art, skate-
boarding, fashion subcultures and digital media production, 
and more. As mentioned earlier, industry spillover is chronic 
within the creative industries. Minor arts are often threat-
ened by major appropriation, too, minor deterritorializing 
only to be reterritorialized by the major once accepted into 
the popular vernacular—usually through sheer volume or 
becoming viral (Bogue, 2011b). For example, the video 
game industry has grown exponentially over the years, with 
a massive global audience and revenue. Street art involves 
creating art in public spaces, often illegally tagged on pri-
vate property outside the traditional gallery context. It 
includes graffiti, murals, and installations in urban environ-
ments. Street artists (such as GhostPatrol and MISO / 
Stanislava Pinchuk) have gained recognition and commer-
cial success, blurring the lines between conventional art and 
public expression. In addition, while the mainstream fash-
ion industry is a well-established multibillion dollar capital-
ist machine, there are numerous fashion subcultures 
(notably, sustainable fashion) and independent noncon-
forming fashion designers that exist outside the traditional 
fashion system. These subcultures often challenge main-
stream norms and incorporate DIY (Do It Yourself) ele-
ments and alternative aesthetics.

The rise of digital platforms and music streaming ser-
vices have also allowed independent musicians and artists 
to reach broader audiences without relying solely on major 
record labels. In this respect, digital technology has fostered 
a more diverse and decentralized music landscape. But, 
again, the minor is always under major threat: Music 
streaming platforms, such as Spotify, take profits away 
from artists and remake the exchange of music consump-
tion as a practice that financially supports advertising agen-
cies rather than artists. Furthermore, with the advancements 
in technology, industries related to virtual reality (VR) and 
augmented reality (AR) have emerged. This includes VR 
gaming, AR applications in various sectors (e.g., marketing, 
education, and health care), and immersive experiences. 
Here, the line between creativity and education is blurred, 
as the new experiences that are shaped in VR have a 
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creative aspect, but they are also pedagogical, they have 
been designed for a purpose, and they are teaching people 
how to behave in new settings. They are not pushing users 
to think in new ways, as much as to negotiate new situations 
they might not otherwise get to experience. As such, the 
lines between capitalism and creativity are constantly being 
over coded, and the minor is constantly vulnerable to major 
appropriation, as the capitalist machine continues to con-
sume its own outsides.

The Market for Creativity: Creative 
Industries Funding in the Australian 
Context

As we have argued, in Australia the creative industries tend 
to be identified according to the “Australian and  
New Zealand Standard Industrial Classification” 2006 
(ANZSIC) framework made up of 19 industry categories. 
Australia’s cultural and creative industries are broadly 
defined by ABS as “Arts and Recreation,” and are broken 
into 12 industry domains organized under the umbrella of 
“Cultural and Creative Activity Satellite Accounts.” The 
ABS is informed by a number of resources and stakehold-
ers, including Australian Census data, and especially influ-
enced by the “National Culture-Leisure Industry Statistical 
Framework,” which is developed in conjunction with the 
SWG. Other independent stakeholders who inform larger 
bodies like the ABS utilize the “Creative Intensity Model,” 
which is a set of five criteria that an occupation must fit 
into to be considered a creative job. Outside the ABS, in 
Universities as well as independent bodies, NGOs, think 
tanks and policy informers more generally, the creative tri-
dent tends to be widely used for delineating creative from 
noncreative jobs (Specialist creatives; Embedded creatives; 
Support professionals).

We have identified a number of empirical gaps within 
the statistical model of defining the creative industries 
through the major arts: Namely, (a) people employed in the 
cultural and creative activity satellite accounts include spe-
cialist creatives and people employed in support roles; thus, 
caution should be exercised when interpreting the data 
which are not solely referring to those creating per se; (b) 
there are disproportionately more jobs, there is higher 
growth, and there are higher incomes in the more commer-
cially oriented creative services industries than in cultural 
production; (c) Australian Census data gathered through the 
ABS request only the main source of an individual’s income, 
without the inclusion of supplementary income, yet, we 
know that much creative employment is not a practitioner’s 
main income source, especially newer and/or younger cre-
atives; (d) the ABS do not produce a cultural and creative 
industries satellite account every year as is done with other 
industries, like tourism, for example; (e) the creative indus-
tries employ “1.5 times as many people in support roles as 

in core creative roles”; and (f) higher than average incomes 
appear in creative industries support roles as opposed to the 
artists themselves who “have lower incomes and work 
fewer hours (e.g. music & performing arts)” (McCutcheon 
& Cunningham, 2022, p. 1). With these empirical gaps in 
the measurement of creative industries in mind, we can see 
that in contemporary economies minor arts also extend out-
side what might be popularly considered as the creative 
industries. Creativity is a highly transferable skill. While 
Deleuze did not explicitly conceptualize creativity as a 
transferable skill in the conventional sense, his ideas can be 
interpreted to highlight the idea that creativity is a dynamic 
and transformative process that can be applied across vari-
ous domains. Ideas that are central to his understanding of 
creativity are ideas that move between spaces and which 
defy preexisting systems. These include his idea of differ-
ence. Deleuze argued that the world is not composed of 
fixed, stable entities but is instead a complex network of 
differences. Everything is in a state of constant change, and 
reality is a product of these differences. This notion of dif-
ference underlines the dynamic and ever-evolving nature of 
existence and is expressed clearly in creative acts which 
embody change and new thought.

We have also noted that Deleuze develops a specific con-
cept of “becoming” as opposed to “being.” He believed that 
individuals and things are not static entities but are continu-
ally in a state of becoming something else. This perspective 
encourages an openness to transformation and a rejection of 
rigid categories and identities. With his collaborator, Deleuze 
and Guattari (2013) also introduced the now popular con-
cept of the rhizome, which is a model for understanding non-
linear and interconnected processes that have no common 
root unlike arborescent forms. The rhizome represents a net-
work where ideas and influences can disperse, flow, and 
connect in multiple directions. This idea challenges conven-
tional hierarchical thinking and encourages a more fluid and 
creative approach to knowledge and problem-solving.

In light of these concepts, one can argue that Deleuze 
and Guattari’s philosophy implies that creativity is not con-
fined to a specific domain or skill set but is a fundamental 
aspect of existence. Creativity, according to Deleuze, 
involves embracing the multiplicity of perspectives, explor-
ing the potential for change and transformation, and break-
ing free from fixed and constraining structures.

From this perspective, creativity can indeed be seen as a 
transferable skill because it is not limited to artistic or cre-
ative endeavors alone. Instead, it becomes a way of 
approaching the world and engaging with different domains, 
whether they are philosophical, scientific, artistic, or practi-
cal. Deleuze’s philosophy invites individuals to think cre-
atively, to challenge established norms, and to seek new 
connections and possibilities, thereby suggesting that cre-
ativity is a skill that can be applied across various contexts 
and disciplines.
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In developing our argument, it is necessary to consider—
in addition to the modes of categorization deployed by gov-
ernmental organizations and NGOs to define and organize 
creative work—the logic of funding models that are applied 
to the creative industries. Because, funding of the creative 
industries also implies a definition of creativity that runs 
counter to the Deleuzian formulation being applied in this 
article. In delineating between creative industries funding 
in the context of policy and governance, Potts and 
Cunningham (2008) provide a useful framework for explor-
ing the ways the creative industries tend to be conceptual-
ized at the macro policy, governance, bureaucratic, and 
funding levels dictating the allocation of resources to cre-
ativity in Australia. The authors’ explore the treatment of 
creative industries funding and its general place in the econ-
omy according to three models, in addition to a fourth 
potential category. These are the Welfare Model, the 
Competition Model, the Growth Model, and the Innovation 
Model. They begin with the Welfare Model, whereby “the 
creative industries are a net drain on the economy, although 
a net drain worth having, as the overall effect is welfare 
positive” (Potts & Cunningham, 2008, p. 5). This is because 
the immaterial value of the cultural commodity is dispro-
portionately higher compared with its low market value; 
thus, discourse around the creative and cultural industries, 
framed in classical economic terms, sees these industries as 
unprofitable but socially necessary; this is the welfare 
model. In Australia, Model 1 could be considered the most 
likely ideological perspective of the previous coalition gov-
ernment, prior to the current government’s unveiling of 
Revive, explored further below.

Model 2, the Competition Model, Potts and Cunningham 
(2008) explain, “differs from model 1 in allowing that the 
creative industries are not economic laggards, nor providers 
of special goods of higher moral significance, but effec-
tively ‘just another industry’: in effect, the entertainment or 
leisure industry” (p. 6). According to the authors, Model 2 
is the default microeconomic position used in policy analy-
sis, which assumes that changes in the funding, “size or 
value of the creative industries has a proportionate (but 
structurally neutral) effect on the whole economy” (the 
same as with the other industries; Potts & Cunningham, 
2008, p. 6). Model 3, on the contrary, the Growth Model, 
sees the creative industries as much more of a driver in the 
general economy in similar fashion to the driving forces of 
the agricultural industry in the early 20th century, manufac-
turing in the Industrial Revolution, and ICT in the 21st cen-
tury, based on the way these industries “. . . introduce novel 
ideas into the economy that then percolate to other sectors 
(e.g., design-led innovation)” (Potts & Cunningham, 2008, 
p. 8). The Growth Model, then, correlates growth in the cre-
ative industries with growth in the economy more generally, 
assuming that the creative industries would crystallize to 
form a host of new industries, niches, and markets. Whereas 

Model 1 sees funding creative industries as leading to net 
losses, Model 3 sees funding as growth generation: “[t]he 
creative industries are a driver of growth, and the more the 
better” (Potts & Cunningham, 2008, p. 9). Finally, the 
authors present a potential fourth model—the Innovation 
Model—which sees creative work less as an industry but 
rather as an element in a complex evolving system, “an ele-
ment of the innovation system of the whole economy” (Potts 
& Cunningham, 2008, p. 9). The value of the creative indus-
tries and arts in Model 4 lies in its emphasis on innovation 
and how the creative industries feed into an evolving sys-
tem, perhaps suggestive of praxis and the more psychic 
qualities that help define creativity as practice. The ways in 
which the creative industries are being funded through these 
four models speaks to how creativity is considered by gov-
ernments, policymakers, and bureaucrats in deciding where 
funds are allocated. Furthermore, Models 1 and 2 especially 
treat creative practice in starkly different ways to the 
Deleuzian notion of what creativity means.

Applying Deleuze and Guattari’s notion of creativity to 
the creative industries funding and policy discourse reveals 
how Models 3 and 4—the Growth and Innovation Models—
are the most theoretically aligned depictions of Deleuzian 
creativity being enacted in policy arts funding modeling, 
that is, creativity as practice and becoming-active; creativ-
ity as escaping cliché; creativity as inventions of blocks of 
movement in time, inventions of concepts, and inventions 
of functions; and creativity as driven by necessity. In juxta-
position to the growth and innovation models, when look-
ing at real-world policy and funding of the creative 
industries “on the ground,” Models 1 and 2 are the most 
commonly applied paradigms for thinking about what con-
stitutes the creative industries, as well as decisions around 
which of these industry territories gets funded. For exam-
ple, in the recent unveiling of the Revive government policy, 
which is widely considered to be a step-up in diversifying 
and broadening arts funding in Australia, in addition to the 
important step of providing more targeted funding for 
Indigenous arts and culture, the program of funding now 
has a much more commercial orientation to creative indus-
tries funding than in previous years. Revive is investing 
more substantially in commercial and mainstream art forms 
such as contemporary music, popular music, literature, and 
games. This newer, marketized arts funding policy echoes 
Model 2—the Competition Model—where the creative 
industries are monetized and seen neutrally as having a pro-
portionate effect on the economy when funded as in any 
other industry as a return on investment. Prior to the intro-
duction of Revive, arts funding in Australia has been criti-
cized for prioritizing art that is built for the elite population: 
“large heritage companies and traditional Western art forms, 
like opera and classical music.” In this prior model, funding 
tended to be awarded to particular organizations who were 
deemed “necessary to the national cultural infrastructure” 
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(Zhuang, 2023). Here, creative industries funding seems to 
actualize Model 1 more—the Welfare Model—where the 
arts are premised as being economically sluggish yet of 
vague social value, thus worthy of some funding, yet, this 
funding is applied with little faith in the Welfare Model, in 
which the arts are seen as unprofitable yet somewhat 
socially necessary.

Following a Deleuzian line of thinking, when creative 
industries and art more generally are reduced to commercial 
and symbolic value, much of what constitutes creative work 
as a force of becoming-active is lost. This results in a con-
siderably narrower set of relevant aggregates to measure 
creativity around, as well as a narrower cohort of players 
being funded and deemed worthy and chosen, territorializ-
ing the creative industries in the process. If we are to follow 
Deleuze’s conceptualization, the more minor and on the 
fringe, the less commercial, the more inventive, the less cli-
ché, and the less pleasure-bound the artist is—and the more 
necessity-bound place that they are working from in their 
art practice—correlates with a more generally creative 
praxis and a force seeded in becoming that is akin to a 
Deleuzian conception of art-marking.

Deleuzian notions of creativity often run counter to the 
capitalist framework/profit, and within the creative indus-
tries this contradiction is illuminated. This is largely because 
of the ontological principle of becoming that creativity 
stems from which is a distinctly temporal process drawing 
on past affects as well as openness and a forward-looking 
outlook. As Emrah Karakilic and Mollie Painter (2022, p. 
91) put it, “. . . the way in which our bodies operate in and 
through time is central to the understanding of how human 
beings undergo creative transformations.” Thus, “Deleuze 
insists on thinking beyond the possibilities of capital, 
towards other ways of becoming” (Karakilic & Painter, 
2022, p. 98). The Competition Model, for example, which 
the latest creative industries funding model in Australia 
appears to embody most, emphasizes the end-goal and out-
come of fiscal return through buffering the major arts and 
major modes of distribution, rather than emphasizing the 
temporal characteristics and minor forms and modes of 
becoming-creative. Moreover, the broader bureaucratic 
indicators presented by institutions like the ABS around 
what does and does not constitute creativity and creative 
work also appear to focus this measurement around quanti-
fying consumable outcomes more than identifying all of the 
“other ways of becoming” (Karakilic & Painter, 2022, p. 
98). Deleuze, however, emphasizes the body in becoming-
creative, and sees creativity as not having an end-goal; it is 
pure bodily process and praxis.

The question of how creative work becomes priced and 
commodified, then, becomes key to the Competition Model 
that frames funding decisions and exposes the disjuncture 
between freelancer creative workers and those in commer-
cial organizations whose work is union-backed and 

industry-backed. For example, when we spoke with young 
freelance street and hip hop dancers, there was consensus 
among the group around how little advocacy, transparency, 
and support they had access to when selling their creative 
work. As mentioned above, Dahlia spoke about how, as 
opposed to arts like music,

in dance we don’t really have any of that, we’ve got Ausdance. 
You know there’s not that sharing of knowledge and information 
and you know, if you want to talk about rates in the music 
industry you can talk to someone about exactly that.

Hector, another dancer, explained an instance when he was 
working with a commercial shoe brand who had recruited 
him as a freelance dancer among a collective of other peo-
ple whom he knew. While all of them were freelance danc-
ers contracting themselves out, the group were offered 
different rates by the company. In a confused tone, he retells 
the story:

. . . because when they reached out to all of us, they reached out 
with different rates; some were lower than the others and we 
were trying to understand like, what’s their logic? Like, what 
are they looking for exactly? And so we had to be like, we all 
are gonna go for the same amount of pay. And so we were all 
like, “Hi so we all want to be paid this, because we have to do 
this and this and this and this,” kind of like explain “oh we have 
to get the camera guy and pay them and like you know all type 
of stuff and yeah it really got me thinking like what exactly are 
they paying for?” . . . So are they paying for my skills that I 
could be bringing into the content, are they paying for the 
content itself? (Hector)

The interviewer responds with an understanding nod about 
the blurring of lines in creative work and how the modes 
and categories relied upon in measuring the creative indus-
tries quickly muddy and reduce values. He sympathizes,

It’s a complex one to like, and I think even more complex with 
social media because like you said, is it local, is it global and 
you know, like, what’s the audience for this? Yeah, yeah. How 
do you and how do you price it? Yeah yeah. And the reuse of 
content and where does stuff go?

The blurring of skills and value involved in creativity and the 
creative industries further reinforces Deleuze’s point that it is 
not so much about the end-goal and output as it is the process: 
Creative “process is an interminable and heterogeneous 
becoming rather than a homogenous and teleological path” 
(Karakilic & Painter, 2022, p. 90). The creative industries—
and works being promoted and funded—do not seem neces-
sarily creative in the respect that they do not need to push 
people to think in new ways. They do not connect previously 
unrelated fields or develop new models. Often, they are man-
ufactured clichés that fit into preexisting stereotypes: profit, 
competition, growth, representation, political correctness, 
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potential for becoming major through such notions as “fame” 
and “going viral,” palatability, marketability, clout, social 
media engagement, organizational credentials, public poli-
cies informed by potentially reductionist statistics and state/
city/council incentives that drive the decisions to promote, 
fund, and include some creative industries and arts above 
others. Like Hector asked above, “what’s their logic?” We 
stop short at suggesting that strategies to save money and to 
make money can be considered “logic,” but that is the sum 
total of what is happening in most of these situations.

Fabulation, Affects, and the Theatrical 
Reality of Working in the Creative 
Industries

The concepts of fabulation and affect highlight the onto-
logical basis of creativity and corresponding blind spots in 
the ways creative industries are designated and measured, 
provided exposure, valued, and funded. Deleuze and 
Guattari draw on Bergson’s notion of fabulation in develop-
ing the concept further by applying it to the realm of cre-
ativity (Bogue, 2006). Bergson’s initial conceptualization 
of fabulation places it squarely in the realm of religion, as a 
kind of cognitive and visionary faculty that “creates gods 
and giants” (Deleuze & Guattari, 1994, p. 230). Similarly, 
like the visions of gods and giants created by the semi-per-
sonal powers of the self in the religious context, artists also 
fabulate through their pursuit of the symbolic character of 
perspective—itself a giant—but through an aesthetic frame, 
rather than the transcendental frame of religion (Deleuze & 
Guattari, 1994). Regardless of its context, Bergson describes 
fabulation as “. . . a protective illusion that saves us from the 
void of social dissolution and individual despair” (Bogue, 
2006, p. 206). There is a utopian and political quality to 
fabulation, which Deleuze and Guattari (1994) unravel in 
their development of Bergson’s fabulation. This is because 
of the way—through envisioning symbolic characters—
fabulation “activate(s) the ‘powers of the false,’ to falsify 
orthodox truths in the process of generating emergent 
truths” (Bogue, 2011a, p. 81). It is born out of people engag-
ing with minor practices and, in doing so, engaging with a 
process of self-invention. This can oftentimes be initiated 
by activating creative emotion in the form of minor prac-
tices, which in turn invents a people to come. For example, 
by the (somewhat rare) writer’s efforts to do violence to 
words and strain them in forging new concepts and sensi-
bilities, in turn they summon forth a people to come—like 
the emergence of the Beat Generation of writers through the 
likes of Burroughs’s and Allen Ginsberg’s unorthodox and 
unruly early works (Bogue, 2006, p. 207; Deleuze & 
Guattari, 2013). For Deleuze and Guattari (1994), this is 
where the utopian potential lies in the concept—its capacity 
to deterritorialize and to create new forms out of the 

resistance of minor people. Deleuze and Guattari (1994) 
suggests that “Fabulation is a way to emerge from our dura-
tion to recognize other durations of different kinds. Creation 
as fabulation is the capacity to emerge when singular living 
beings close themselves” (p. 104).

One of the key routes for a minor people engaged in a 
minor process of artmaking, in activating creative emo-
tion—out of which fabulation often emerges—is through the 
production of affects. Originally termed sensibility, affect, 
for Deleuze and Guattari (1994), represents nonhuman 
becoming; sensations awakened in the collisions between 
bodies and other bodies, objects, and ideas (Massumi, 2014). 
And while the individual is affected uniquely—in accor-
dance with the history of ideas that make up the life of their 
own mind, in works of art, “affections go beyond the strength 
of those who undergo them. Sensations, percepts, and affects 
are beings whose validity lies in themselves and exceeds any 
lived” (Deleuze & Guattari, 1994, p. 164). When a creator 
manifests a work of art, the work of art becomes a being of 
sensation in itself. In this way, art is the language of sensa-
tions (Deleuze & Guattari, 1994). Using the earlier example 
of a (rare) writer, engaged in a minor practice of doing vio-
lence to words in “summoning forth a people to come”; this 
writer is an example of an artist becoming-minor and, in 
doing so, inventing a people to come through affect that 
shocks people with its new-ness and deeply unordinary 
qualities that dismantle the cliché (Bogue, 2006, p. 207). 
This artist “invents unknown or unrecognized affects and 
brings them to light as the becoming of his characters . . .” 
(Deleuze & Guattari, 1994, p. 174). However, this artist 
engaged in minor practice, through virtue of their uncatego-
rizable nature, is likely unseen in the funding models and 
creative industries vocational categories commonly being 
used—as we have been arguing throughout this article. As 
Susan Luckman (2022) makes clear,

Certainly one thing such statistics are not really set up to 
understand is the modern reality of precarious employment. 
This is important for any discussion of craft and inequality, for 
much craft income generation occurs of necessity in the cracks 
between the neat statistical classifications: through self-
employment, second (or third, or fourth) jobs, cash-in-hand or 
volunteer work, and work that can move variously between 
being understood as amateur or professional. It is in this 
complex balancing act of multiple income streams that much 
craft labour is to be found. (p. 942)

Fabulation, affect, the minor, and creativity align in 
Deleuze’s conceptual world as processes of becoming. 
They emerge at the crossroads of social pressure (major 
practices) and intelligence (which rationalizes). Creative 
ecologies and the practices of those engaged with minor 
disciplines produce affects—sensations of nonhuman 
becoming as bodies collide with other bodies, objects and 
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ideas. Affects born out of creative emotion form artworks 
that are in and of themselves affective compounds tran-
scending the lived experience. Fabulation, or legending, 
emerges out of resistance, as does art and creativity: to cre-
ate is to resist (Bogue, 2011a). Furthermore, affects, cre-
ativity, and fabulation all deny an external goal as motivation 
in their “irreducibly temporal process of becoming-other” 
(Bogue, 2011a, p. 82).

Applying a Deleuzian-informed framework of creativity 
or creative ecologies to the creative industries in exploring 
the measures used to delineate, fund, value, and categorize 
them illuminates the disjuncture between creativity in prac-
tice. Through the concept of fabulation, which Deleuze and 
Guattari (1994) develop out of Bergson’s initial application 
to religious transcendence, it becomes clear that artists engag-
ing in minor practices may be the strongest vector for rede-
fining and revaluing creativity. Similar arguments are 
advanced by  Harris (2014) and Snepvangers et al. (2018). 
Fabulation may help to create a future way of seeing and 
viewing creativity that does not restrict and demean artists 
according to their commercial value as in the dominant fund-
ing models. This is the storytelling capacity of fabulation: 
storytelling for a people to come, rather than storytelling as a 
representation of an imagined, projected, world (Deleuze & 
Guattari, 1994, p. 110).

Conclusion

There are blind spots in how the creative industries—and 
art practice more generally—are conceived and governed. 
Our analysis follows the work of Harris (2014), Luckman 
(2020, 2022), and others such as McCutcheon and 
Cunningham, each of whom has illuminated the way cre-
ativity is an ontological mode of becoming-active, embed-
ded in our everyday life experiences of affecting and being 
affected. Creativity is a transferable skill that traverses 
institutional and vocational boundaries. Minor arts that 
deterritorialize the creative industry space present interest-
ing opportunities for artists and creatives of all kinds to 
engage in fabulation, as “summoning a people to come” 
(Bogue, 2006, p. 207).

The conclusion of our argument is more of an invitation 
than a demonstration of mastery. It does not serve anyone to 
open out “creative” practice into the many dispersed areas 
of practice that we have identified as providing a home for 
new ways of modeling thought and practice. However, if we 
can develop a sensibility and funding model that allows us 
to read the practice of creating forms that need to be thought 
of in new ways as “creative practice,” then the remit of what 
is financially supported by the government as being ger-
mane to creative practice will change. We need to support 
experimental practice and provide opportunities for work-
ing outside the status quo in ways that current models for 
the creative industries do not allow.
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