
CRITIQUE OF R. FLORIDA’S CREATIVITY INDICES
The paper critiques R. Florida’s creativity indices from the perspective of creative economy. The argument evolves along eleven specific points of critique. 1. The social impact of high technology does not allow a separation of different (“high” and “low”) technologies. 2. High technology often becomes a substitute for creativity and an instrument in the homogenisation of society. 3. Patenting performs a social function by expropriating patents and by freeing inventors from promoting their patents. Meanwhile, the number of not yet implemented patents creates no additional value or impact on social development. 4. The innovation index reflects neither the state’s ability to innovate nor its creativity. 5. Counting the gay index is problematic because of the fact that “gay” is a cultural, social and ethical category, but not a physical one. 6. As university education becomes more and more attractive, it becomes more easily attainable, and, hence, becomes devalued and, thus, less attractive. 7. The talent index expresses something fundamentally contradictory to talent, that is, an orientation toward an average consumer’s taste.  As the talent index rises, the actual talent of a society is decreased and loses value. 8. Instead of contradicting one another, social and creative capital supplement each other. 9. There is a saturation point to immigration, and increasing immigration past this point no longer also increases creativity. 10. The melting pot index should be extended by accounting for second- or third-generation immigrants. 11. The creativity of a society is nourished not only by its variety but also by the identity it has, inseparable from the traditions that have been handed-down over generations. 
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Introduction
By presenting creative economy, J. Howkins (2010) reviews different branches of creative industries and their place in economy. R. Florida (2012) raises a question what are the indices of creative class as an agent of creative economy.  As result, raised by him bohemian, high tech, gay, talent and melting pot indices could be treated as qualitative indices of creative economy. Beside this, he speaks about two integrative creativity indices that could be called major index and minor index according to their more or less scope (see table No 1).  Nevertheless, these indices raise more questions instead of giving answers. Why creative economy has been represented namely by these but no other indices? How to measure them if the social groups represented by them are not definable in principle? Who could be attributed to these groups represented by creativity indices? Whether some of mentioned indices do not show rather social uniformity instead of creativity? Whether integral indices mean that R. Florida claims to account all possible creative indices? Who raise these indices – theorists of creative economy or its politicians? Whether the development of creative economy does not presupposes modified and very new indices?  
Table No 1. R. Florida’s indices of creative economy 

	No.
	Index
	Integral indices
	

	1.
	Bohemian
	Minor (variety)
	

	2.
	Melting pot 
	integral index
	Major integral index

	3.
	Gay
	
	

	4.
	High tech
	–
	

	5.
	Innovation
	–
	

	6.
	Talent
	–
	


Lietuvoje ekonomikos rodiklius nagrinėja R. Ginevičius (Ginevičius et al. 2013; Brauers et al. 2013), V. Keršulienė (Keršulienė et al. 2014), A. Krivka (2014), M. Tvaronavičienė (Tvaronavičienė et al. 2013), R. Drejeris, J. Bivainis (Drejeris et al. 2013) ir kt., kūrybingumo diskursą, įskaitant kūrybos ekonomikos klausimus – A. Juzefovič (2013), J. Lavrinec (2014a; 2014b), A. Kaklauskas (Kačerauskas et al. 2014) ir kt
.
The paper deals with these and other questions connected with suggested by R. Florida creative indices that could be treated also as qualitative indices of creative economy. First I analyse high tech and innovation indices (1. High tech and innovation indices), later – gay index (2. Gay index), talent and melting pot indices (3. Talent and melting pot indices), finally – integral indices that appeal to the mentioned ones above (4. Integral creativity indices).  

1. High tech and innovation indices
High tech index has been defined by R. Florida (2012) as per cent of high technologies in the perspective of regional technologies. This index is comparative in twofold sense: high technologies have been compared with not high or traditional technologies, beside this, it has been compared with national average. According to R. Florida, high technologies witness creativity of the society, provide competitive advantage, finally, ensure high welfare.   

We face here some problems. First, a question arises how to measure a part of high technologies in the perspective of all technologies. Even if we agree that high technologies are information technologies or biotechnologies, they transfuse all other: one of high technologies’ criterions is their social impact and application. Being applied, they interflow with other technologies (for example, with art technologies). Say, such traditional area as agriculture (technology of earth cultivation) demands more and more technologies of information or of management. This symbiosis does not allow separating different (“high” and “low”) technologies. Second, innovativeness of high tech is a specific variety of creativity that has little to do with creativity of the artists. True, creative economy covers both of them; however they are rather incommensurable or conflicting sides of creativity while they witness rather social contradiction of creativity. Third, orientation to high technologies does not necessary provide a competitive advantage or ensure high welfare. Although state of California with developed high techs in Silicon valley is one of most dynamic in USA, state of Texas with orientation towards traditional business and production does not bow down to the first one while it applies low taxes (source). Beside this, some of creative industries areas (for example, the crafts) distance deliberately from high technologies in production (although not necessary in management) by using certain social antipathy to them and nostalgia for time before them. Culture of high tech with electronic music presupposes anti-culture towards classical music. Finally, we should decide concerning the priorities: creative society, welfare society or happy society. Creative society is not necessary a welfare society (with developed economy) that is not necessary happy, although creativity is one of happiness’ conditions.
The social priorities have been confused while need of high tech is motivating by welfare society. Beside this, paradox is as follows: high tech, especially IT, serves the strategies of mass consuming without strategies. In other words, high technology often becomes a substitute for creativity and an instrument in the homogenisation of society. That is why this index can show consumer society, i.e. society as rating “meal” to be manipulated instead of creative society. Finally, high tech is not necessary ecologic, rather on the contrary.        

  Other creativity index suggested by R. Florida (2012) is innovation index. It is number of the patents comparing with number of the habitants in a region. Number of the patents reflects a specific (technological) creativity that is called innovativeness. It is very practical empirical index because of the fact that it could be easy accounted. Beside this, there are enough clear criterions and rules of patenting. The main principle here is as follows: the inventions instead of the discoveries have been patented. Nevertheless, there are certain problems also here, first of all if we treat this index of creative economy. In general, origin of patent institution in USA of 19th century should be connected not as much with creativity of the society or of its part as with its entrepreneurship: the private patent offices had been established by using available information and by seeking for profit from both the inventors and producers, i.e. from the consumers of inventions
. 
Patent institution takes least care of social guarantees of the inventors: all it promises is certain guarantee concerning prior right of an inventor to the incomes from his (her) invention. Naturally, this guarantee must be paid. The tax is so big that the single inventors usually are unable to pay for the patent – only the companies and universities. After covering the patent costs, the companies take the rights to the inventions. In other words, patenting performs a social function by expropriating patents and by freeing inventors from promoting their patents. Nevertheless, patent institution is a good example how a new additional value has been created with help of management technologies: without this institution would be no demand of patent. Very patent institution is a fruit of its establishers’ invention (creativity) (source).
Having in mind all this, I come back to the question whether and how much absolute or relative number of the patents expresses creativity of society. Whether the societies with small number of the patents are not creative? Does the fact that this index in Central and Eastern Europe including Lithuania is low means that we face here not creative societies? It is not the case. It means only that patent industry has been less developed here, i.e. the societies are less enterprising in this view. Beside this, it means high taxing threshold for the inventors and insufficient financial ability of the companies and universities interested in having the patents.  Finally, it means insufficient support and attention in general of the government towards this sector. If patent industry expresses exceptionally business relations, interference of the government can even harm: the prices have been dumping by ruining corresponding branch of the business or property rights of the inventors have been nationalized by ruining them as the agents of creative society. A contra-argument can be as follows: low number of the patents witness not enterprising society that is such being not enough creative one. Although entrepreneurship is certain variety of creativity, patent institution is a heritage of industrial society.    
Meanwhile, the number of not yet implemented patents creates no additional value or impact on social development, i.e. do not show quality of the inventions. Say, significance of a tree from the noodles or a dragon from the matches is not equal to significance of a robot that overturns industry. While seeking after high indices, the institutions patent everything without selection: having certain policy of patenting, high barriers of patenting do not stop avalanche of  the inventions to be patented. Exponent increasing of patent number that correspondents increasing of scientific texts in certain period allows speaking about enlargement of D. S. Price’ (1963) low towards the patents. It shows also the devaluation of patent’s significance despite the fact that there is no inflation concerning the price of a patent. Extensive increasing of patents’ number reflects the tendencies of consumer society instead of creative society: the inventions have been patented for the statistics, after that they have been thrown on the scrapheap. 
Finally, we face one more problem, speaking about the patents. Namely, we have different borders of patenting region in different societies. For example, compering patent right in Europe and USA shows that not only the standards of patenting but the attitudes towards patenting are different. For instance, human genome has been successfully patented in USA (source); this would be absolutely impossible in Europe where genome has been treated as an area to be discovered but not to be invented. It shows not as much more liberal attitudes concerning patenting in USA as an attempt to extent region of inventions at the expense of discovery’s territory while the latter has been annexed and privatised. In general, the content of patenting is providing of property rights for innovative activity that helps to create additional value. The distribution of a territory to be discovered as a social property to the vassals shows both strength (wilfulness) and weakness of the ruler while he (she) seeks a support of the vassals.  The question arises here as follows: who is the ruler and who are the vassals. Since it is connected with the strategies of consuming, the ruler is often anonymous, i.e. “the they” who enforce us to conduct in usual way. According to Z. Bauman, the real possessor of the power in consuming society is market of the goods (Bauman 2011: 122), i.e. an anonymous.  

Beside this, phenomenon of patent has pointed up the vanishing border between the regions of invention and discovery. It could be treated as an attribute of postmodern culture while different cultural territories cover each other. On the one hand, this covering can become a source of the new creative ideas. On the other hand, the regions without clearly defined borders not only lead to the conflicts between them but also to the large density of the ideas. Finally, it works against creativity that needs a support of the tradition. Invention and discovery presuppose not only different approaches but also different attitudes towards the world to be recognized. Finally, it nourishes the different sciences, different methods and different terms. If the different regions of science, of worldview, and of culture have been jumbled, it becomes a media without traditions that serve as the combs for the honey of creative ideas. As result, this blatant hive has no more neither combs, nor honey, nor apiaries (scientists, cultural or creative workers).   Different relationship between inventions and discoveries witnesses different cultural, scientific and social environment. The fact that this border is more liquid in USA witnesses not as much more creative compering with European society as the different cultural attitudes. So the innovation index reflects neither the state’s ability to innovativeness nor its creativity. That is why this index could not be used as main index of creativity, unless as auxiliary together with other indices.
2. Gay index

Gay index is per cent of the homosexual pairs in a region comparing with state index. R. Florida (2012) does not state that the gays are especially creative individuals who improve the statistics of creative economy. R. Florida distances (source) from this sexual racism that still finds place in postmodern society. Actually, the fact that the society is postmodern and post-industrial does not mean that it is less superstitious
. On the contrary, this and other superstitions are characteristic to postmodern society; the less is religious region and the larger is region of scientific knowledge, the more superstitious we have. According to attention of the society, astrology wins certainly against astronomy. Ipso facto, logos in this compound word appeals both to scientific knowledge (it is one more vanishing of the borders, in this case, between regions of science and superstitions) and to divine immovable order. This mimicry is an attribute of postmodern society: everybody pretends of others by changing easily his (her) identities that colour with different colours like the chameleons depending on the environment.  


The change of the identities is characteristic also to the gays. If gender is a cultural (not physical) category
, sexual deviation is such even more. In other words, not as much inborn inclination as certain cultural and social role form the identity of a (no) gay. It could be illustrated by the examples when after having been married for decades a man accidently “understands” that he is a gay. He could be both pushed into the region of gay-ness by his wife and attracted by other agents. Beside this, every gay is a woman in certain sense while other men are attractive for him. It could be said not only about a passive partner. Every gay is more creative than no gay in the sense that he creates other identity despite the attributes of his biological gender. As result, the superstition of gays’ especial creativity has been supported not only by the obscurant superstitious in the period before modernity or during modernity but by the postmodern attitudes that gender and sexuality are the cultural categories that change together with changing environment of individual identity. 
It is worth to notice that change of an individual and his (her) environment is not synchronic, rather diachronic especially speaking about the creative individuals who seek to stand out in his (her) environment. That is why “successful” marital life or especially puritan society can push the individual to become a gay. Puritanism is an attribute of social capital that more and more vanishes in postmodern society. In this way, an environment very contrary to modern industrial society forms; now the gays seek to stand out above this environment by appealing to traditional values. If the heterosexuals are the supporters of free partnership without marriage ties, the gays are the biggest fighters for marriage in a society of the unmarried people who compose postmodern creative society. As result, the social capital is very important speaking about the gays who create their identity. It is another argument against R. Florida’s statement that social capital is to be changed by creative one. So these two capitals do not remove but add each other by changing their roles and inclinations in motley creative society.    

Other aspect important by trying to account gay index is acknowledge of his (her) identity. Creation of identity is movement towards raised aim that has been changed in depend on reached or not reached results that have been evaluated also in his (her) social environment. If an individual does not recognize having certain identity created by him (he), it means his (her) uncertainty concerning social role that has been token. Anyway identity is a category of relationship with social environment. Uncertainty is also certain role, rather passive than active: passivity can mean not only absence of activities concerning his (her) identity to be created but also the individual passions by taking the faults of environment
. The fact that gay index is so different in different countries (source) does not mean that the gays have been expropriated and does not mean that they are scared being such but means rather that they do not take the faults of their society; it is possible only for sufficiently large group of the individuals. Consequently, identity is also ethical category. The identity of the gays is not any exception.   

All these considerations lead to the conclusion that it is impossible to count the gays. It is impossible not only because of the fact that a part of the individuals are not self-determined being the gays. The problem of bisexuality follows also from the fact that “gay” first of all is a cultural, social and ethical category, but not a physical one. Bisexualities emerge in the social environments that cover each other and where the inclinations and the deviations are changing. This covering and changing are the attributes of creative society: creativity has been nourished by migrating ideas that fills up with unique content after being in different identity regions. Although it is impossible to account gay-ness, it witnesses indirectly diversity of society and nourishes its creativity.  Nevertheless, R. Florida’s (2012) optimism concerning this “empirical” index is unreasoned. In this case, empiricism (visuality) of a phenomenon is only one way of its manifestation: by trying it to demarcate from other (invisible) aspects it loses its empirical content.     

3. Talent and melting pot indices

Talent index is per cent of persons with bachelor and higher grade in a region. The biggest problem of this index is its title. A question arises as follows: if you are able to be graduated from a college at least with bachelor degree, are you already enough talented? A good example is Lithuania that is one of the leaders in Europe according to this index. However, it cannot be a direct index because of the fact that it expresses rather available colleges and university or cheapness of education. That is why it shows not as much purposeful policy of creativity as social national policy by seeking the young persons to keep from overfilled work market. Beside this, it shows high hallmark of university education (i.e. certain tradition) in a society, the members of which seek this prestigious education at any cost. We face a paradox here: as university education becomes more and more attractive, it becomes more easily attainable, and, hence, becomes devalued and, thus, less attractive. In this way we face an inflation of university education, ipso facto with talents’ inflation that has been increased also by the competition of the university and colleges. As result, the studies have been cheapened by reducing their cost. 
Beside this, the struggle for higher ratings in the eyes of the consumers leads not as much to the original works (i.e. study programmes) that would form taste of the consumers as subservience to it. The similar situation we have in the media. If so, the talent index expresses something fundamentally contradictory to the talent, that is, an orientation toward an average consumer’s taste. Any mentioned index embodies policy (of creativity) to increase it by increasing creativity of society. We face a contradiction in the case of talent index: as the talent index rises, the actual talent of a society is decreased and loses value. It is impossible to account talent that is unique. After becoming accountable i.e. mass, it loses its core. In summary, this index is accountable easily but it is doubtful as creativity index.


Melting pot index is per cent of the persons who are born abroad or in other region. R. Florida (2012) appeals to the idea as follows: the more immigrants from other countries there are the more tolerant is society of a region, consequently, more creative. Beside this, the immigrants import creative ideas that provide additional creative impulses after crossing with other ideas developed in a region. Nevertheless, high melting pot index is a threat for social capital (sources about social capital). If wasting of social capital does contribute to creativity, than high melting pot index does, too.  Namely this idea follows from R. Florida’s considerations. Nevertheless, my thesis is as follows: instead of contradicting one another, social and creative capital supplements each other. If so, significance of melting pot index for creativity is doubtful. High melting pot index leads to incommensurable communication instead of creative ideas’ changes. In other words, the more immigrants from certain region there are the more closed communication is between them: a city in the city has been created. First of all, melting pot index shows attractiveness of a state for the immigrants and low threshold of immigration. The question stays open whether society attractive for the immigrants with low immigration threshold is also creative. There is a saturation point to immigration, and increasing immigration past this point no longer also increases creativity. There is a need of purposeful immigration policy because of both emigration’s compensation and creative environment’s fermenting. It could be illustrated by the cases from history. In Lithuania, the first who understood significance of the immigrants was the great duke Gediminas invited the craftsmen and merchants from West Europe in the beginning of 14th century. This policy served the purpose as follows: not only the crafts and trade must be revived but also general economic environment that provides new spaces for creative expression. This policy of openness for the immigrants had been continued successfully by a grandson of Gediminas Vytautas the Great who has established the colonies of the Karaims and Tatars and privileged the Jews in Lithuania
. 

Melting pot index could be extended speaking about historical periods, compering of which leads to interesting results concerning creativity. For example, high melting pot index in Baltic republics during Soviet period witnesses both policy (of industrialization and Russification) and attractiveness of these republics for the immigrants from other Soviet republics. Does it mean that Baltic societies during Soviet period had been more creative comparing with democratic post-soviet period when immigration has been replaced by emigration? It is far from it. Having it in mind, the melting pot index could be extended by accounting for second- or third-generation immigrants. Closeness of Tatars’, Karaims’ and Jews’ communities allows accounting the immigrants for 600 years old. 

Return of Vilnius land to Lithuania in 1940 added Lithuanian pot of foreign-borns with some hundred thousands of Poles and Jews who have nowhere arrived and gone; instead of them Vilnius region has “arrived”. Similarly, collapse of Soviet Union turned thirty or forty millions of Russian-speakings to the emigrants after the rims of the empire have drifted to other states with other state languages. Comparing the habitants of Lithuanian region that has “arrived” with the immigrants in Soviet time, the latters have emerged as easer integrated into national society than the first ones. It is a paradox of the “roots”: the immigrants become easer the ingredients to be boiled than the local people, the roots of which has been sunk into cultural media including language. In this sense, there is no more resistant attitude towards national “integration” than locality, i.e. attitude that changing environment and drifted regions must regard the traditions (roots) of local communities. Locality that seeks to keep cultural roots and while being contrary principle to imagined nation
, is right in naïve way with its resistance to the tendencies of melting pot: piercing central culture is an ingredient of melting pot but not local culture of a rim is an ingredient of central melting pot. This change of melting pot perspectives (the pots in a pot) allows viewing very conception of melting pot (pots) from other side while it should be harmonized with conception of cultural regionalistics. Nevertheless, the main question arisen here is as follows: how the phenomena of melting pot, of regionality and of locality are to be connected with creativity of society? My presumption is as follows: creativity has been nourished not by an integral, levelled and uniform society but by the clashes between the centre and the rims within it. If so, creative society should nourish cultural and national differences instead of levelling them. As result, the idea of melting pot and its index is not proper index of creativity. Instead of it, we face another index, namely one of regionality. It would express locality and local resistance to the tendencies of levelling tendencies of central culture.        

4. Integral creativity indices

In general, variety and diversity that had so troubled Plato (2000), who had criticised democratic society, are inseparable from creativity that stimulates the innovations and economic grouth, i.e. leads the society to welfare state. Probable, variety of the nations and traditions presupposes a pot of the ideas and creative products. Nevertheless, we face here a danger of society’s disintegration that had frightened also Plato: a society should be not as big as integral. All mentioned creativity indices witness namely variety and diversity of a society. The creativity of a society is nourished not only by its variety but also by the identity it has, inseparable from the traditions that have been handed-down over generations. Identity is a vessel of creativity: after losing its borders, creativity becomes destructive by threatening to whole society.  

That is why the R. Florida’s (2012) integral indices are paradoxical: integrity appeals to a homogeneous society although the components of the integral indices appeal to its variety or even disunity. First or minor integral index has been named accordingly: integral index of variety. It joins the gay, Bohemian, and melting pot indices. The question arises as follows: how this index expresses creativity of society while it expresses social variety. It was mentioned that at least two indices (gay and melting pot) from them are very doubtful as creativity indices. After conjunction of the doubtful indices, they do not become more reliable, rather on the contrary. Other problem is their accountability. Bohemian and gay index are hardly accountable because of unclear borders of their regions to be defined by them. That is why minor integral index is even less accountable.    

Another is major integral creativity index that join all indices mentioned by R. Florida (2012): Bohemian, high tech, innovation, talent, gay, and melting pot indices. In this case, both difficulties characteristic to minor creativity index stay not overcome. Beside this, they even increase because of bigger scope of this integral index. In the case of different societies and different regions, this index could be very different because of different content of its components. For example, the melting pot index is very law in eastern rim of European Union (actually, it is Middle Europe). As mentioned, it is not necessary connected with creativity, rather – with political and economic situation. On the contrary, talent index is very high in Lithuania but it shows not as much high creativity of the society as devaluation of university education.  An index is the more empirical the less is a region and the narrower is the content of an index, i.e. the less it is integral. 

Conclusions
In the case of the integral indices, the biggest problem is not how to sum some indices but on what base they should be summed, i.e. whether they could be summed in principle and what does express such integral index. Both minor and major indices lose their empirical content not as much being hardly countable as appealing to the region beyond empirical one, i.e. to historical consciousness, world view, religious conviniences, and nourishing of tradition. A question arises as follows: whether the overstepped borders of empirical region do mean worse scientific approach in a research? From all mentioned follows contrary conclusion: treatment of empirical region as limited region to be overstepped shows the limits of a method (in this case, empirical). It is possible by looking at it from a removed perspective. More removed perspective for sociological and economic research is philosophy. The merit contributed to R. Florida that he has reasoned creativity discourse in scientific way should not be connected with his orientation to empirical methods of creativity accounting. It is rather on the contrary: his approach is scientific as much as it allows overstepping these methods, i.e. shows their borders.
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� More about it J. Howkins 2010 and (sources).


� Remember H.-G. Gadamer (1975): the biggest superstition is a convenience that the superstitions could be removed.


� According to the feminists of dofferent generations S. de Beauvoir (), J. Butler (), and L. Irrigeray ().


� Remember E. Levinas (1984).


� The people In Lithuania say: if yuo want to destroy a city, must banish the jews from it. 


� Comp. B. Anderson 1999.






