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Independent Project
“An investigation into the nature and purpose of art in modern society, with reference to Hip-Hop.”

Within this essay I will diving into the broad discussion on the relationship between morality and art. What relationship if any is present? I will choose from two theories, whichever is most tenable. Following from this I shall further explore another two theories from Marx and Plato about what to do with art given the previously mentioned conclusion. Finally, after critiquing both Marxist and Platonic theories on art in society I will make a conclusion on the topic. Within this essay I will talk about many art forms; music, film, paintings, et cetera.

However, first, let me talk about Hip-Hop. Hip-Hop has been one of my greatest passions for many years. The comradery, energy, freedom, and expressiveness that come from Hip-Hop, although not exclusive to the genre, is truly one of life’s greatest gifts for me personally. Hip-Hop has many activities associated with it; rhyming, break-dancing, graffiti painting, and disk-scratching/beat making. To me Hip-Hop gives a voice to the little people through the ability to write rhymes. Within this essay I shall be exclusively focusing on the rhyming aspect of Hip-Hop. 
What I personally find great about Hip-Hop is its ability and efficiency to create art with a message. This exact way of thinking is what enabled Hip-Hop to be the people’s political voice that it started out as. Groups such as “Public Enemy”, “Grand Master Flash and the Furious 5”, “KRS-One & Boogie Down Productions”, all pioneered the “Conscious Hip-Hop” sub-genre and sharing the same goal: to spread a message worth spreading. The “Stop the violence” movement, started in 1987 by rapper KRS-ONE, was specifically created in response to rising levels of violence in Hip-Hop as a genre and within the African American communities. Hip-Hop doesn’t have to exclusively focus on these issues; it can be about anything that anyone has a problem with, or simply wants to speak their mind on. 
Hip-Hop has incredible lyrical potential but, what can the genre really do for us? Great lyrical potential does not guarantee ethical potential, but there definitely is a possibility of there being so. I will hope to give reason to my suspicion that Hip-Hop can be a truly great and efficient form of societal discourse and progression.
When I first started listening to the genre I was attracted to the more conscious lyricists, those who had a message for me. As I became more involved in the genre, discovering new artists from all generations, I became aware of the divide found within the lyricists. It was obvious that there were two sides to the lyrics of Hip-Hop; those who wrote rhymes for purely fun and pleasure and those who wrote rhymes with a specific message in mind. Not all artists can be divided into only two groups, of course. There are multiple sub-genres to be found in Hip-Hop each with their own unique style and lyrics. 
When I initially started listening to the genre I found it obvious to applaud the ‘Ethicists’ over the ‘Aestheticists’. Surely those striving to educate others with moral lessons are worthy of more applause than those purely creating art for art’s sake? This conclusion stayed with me for some time, until I started studying philosophy in UWTSD. The more theories I discovered, the more I learned, the less obvious my conclusions seemed. Where I’d once internally chuckle at my friends ‘poor taste in music’ (specifically hip-hop artists whose lyrics I found distasteful) I found myself questioning: “are ethics more valuable than aesthetic pleasure? Should Hip-Hop strive to be an educational tool or simply used to create good sounding music?”.

To answer these questions, I shall be first looking at “meta-aesthetical” theories, such as Moderate Moralism and Moderate Autonomism. This will allow me to analyse and critique the broader scale of the relationship between art and morality. I will then move onto questioning what should we do with art, based on the previous conclusions developed. Finally, I will close with a general conclusion on the topic of art: what do we do with it and how do we handle it?

Within the philosophy of art, the debate is between two dominant aesthetical ethics theories; each questioning the nature of art and its purpose. The first of these theories, “radical moralism”, believes that art must mainly be judged by moral standards, if not totally. Radical Moralism reduces all aesthetical value to moral value; this is problematic because the Radical Moralist would have difficulty defining and differentiating ‘art’, as an institution, from any other societal institutions such as politics and economics. If art cannot be judged by aesthetic value, arguably its essence, then what separates it from everything else? Due to its reductive nature Radical Moralism fails to fully capture art as an institution. [footnoteRef:1] [1:  Peek, E. (2018). Art, Ethical Criticism of | Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy. [online] Iep.utm.edu. Available at: http://www.iep.utm.edu/art-eth/#H3 [Accessed 2 May 2018].] 

There are two versions of the second view; firstly, “Autonomism”; and secondly, “Aestheticism”. Autonomism puts emphasis on aesthetic value being ‘autonomous’ from moral value; or any other kind of value judgement. Aestheticism instead puts emphasis on the aesthetic itself; the piece’s formal features and beauty. While the distinction between the two theories is minor, ‘Aestheticism’ could be argued to be a more appropriate title for an extreme aesthetical theory, due to its focusing on pure aesthetic value and nothing else. Autonomism has become the predominant title however due to its focus on arts autonomy from other institutions, therefore granting the artists the highest form of artistic freedom. The radical autonomists motto has become ‘art for art’s sake’. [footnoteRef:2] [2:  Peek, E. (2018). Art, Ethical Criticism of | Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy. [online] Iep.utm.edu. Available at: http://www.iep.utm.edu/art-eth/#H3 [Accessed 2 May 2018].] 

An apparent issue with the Radical Autonomist’s argument is that by excluding moral values from the realm of art, they are ironically reducing the potential for artistic appreciation. When an artist creates a piece, they are not simply creating art for art’s sake, there is an emotional investment in the painting; one cannot create unless motivated to create, and this motivation lies in the realm of morality. Like Radical Moralism, the reductive nature of the Radical Autonomist position fails to capture what is really happening when we create art. [footnoteRef:3] [3:  Ibid] 

Both views are untenable; the extreme nature of their ideology is holding them back from truly understanding what it is we are doing when we make art, and therefore, what we should then do about art.
This leads me to the moderate alterations of these theories; “Moderate Moralism”[footnoteRef:4] and “Moderate Autonomism”[footnoteRef:5]. Moderate Autonomism is more tenable position than its extreme relative; the theory contends that moral features in a work are relevant to its total judgement, however, it is still an Autonomist position and therefore still contends that moral values and aesthetic values are autonomous from each other; according to a Moderate Autonomist a piece will never be aesthetically better or worse due to moral strengths/defects. For example, an artist could create an aesthetically pleasing piece whilst demonstrating a moral defect, but the piece would be no less aesthetically pleasing than it already is. [footnoteRef:6] [4:  Ibid]  [5:  Ibid]  [6:  Peek, E. (2018). Art, Ethical Criticism of | Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy. [online] Iep.utm.edu. Available at: http://www.iep.utm.edu/art-eth/#H3 [Accessed 2 May 2018].] 

Moderate Moralism on the other hand contends that moral values sometimes play a role in our aesthetic judgement, but not exclusively, therefore sometimes the moral defects/merits in a peace may contribute towards its aesthetic judgement. What differentiates the two moderate theories is this: while Moderate Moralist would contend that some moral judgements can also be aesthetic judgements, and vice versa, Moderate Autonomism would contend moral judgements are outside the sphere of aesthetics due to both being distinct and ‘autonomous’ institutions. A Moderate Autonomist finds it baffling to package aesthetic and moral judgements together; they are two separate entities, why judge them as one? Whilst a Moderate Moralist contends that moral values play a crucial role in the structuring of art as an institution; where would art be without morality as a motivational force to drive artists to create beautiful pieces? [footnoteRef:7] [7:  Ibid] 


The core issue creating such discourse in the aesthetic discussion is due to our lack of understanding of both art and morality as societal institutions. Debate exists not only on the relationship between the two pillars, but on the very nature of the two independent from the other. We are still none the wiser on what morality exactly is and likewise with art. Our definitions and boundaries on what is and what is not art and/or morality are vague and unclear. If the dedicated scholars of both fields cannot agree on the nature of their respective topics then how can we compare the two and create an accurate theory based on said comparison? However, with this being the case one could make an argument for Moderate Moralism.
Both Moderate theories find difficulty in providing a unified description of both art and morality, receptively, however, due to the issue being a matter of uncertainty, couldn’t Moderate Moralism be an appropriate theory for now due to its inclusive nature? At least until a more tenable position is released? It seems absurd to imagine being moved by a narrative purely by its aesthetic values? We are moved by stories because they reflect ideas and situations found in our own personal lives which allow us to truly feel and empathise with nothing but fiction; to have such deeply emotional responses to pure aesthetic pleasure seems absurd. [footnoteRef:8] [8:  Peek, E. (2018). Art, Ethical Criticism of | Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy. [online] Iep.utm.edu. Available at: http://www.iep.utm.edu/art-eth/#H3 [Accessed 2 May 2018].] 

Noel Carroll proposes an argument for this line of thinking: the “Common reason argument”[footnoteRef:9]. The argument begins with our previous analysis: art appears incomplete without moral judgements being considered alongside aesthetic judgement. This argument is especially prevalent within pieces driven by narrative. If a film were to have a moral defect, one must also consider that as an aesthetic defect as it has prevented us from being fully engaged with the piece. Carroll argues that the tension within a piece that creates a moral defect would also be the same tension that creates an aesthetic defect and so in these examples a piece that would be under moral scrutiny would also be under aesthetic scrutiny.  [9:  Ibid] 

An example of this can be found in “Triumph of the Will”, a Nazi propaganda film made in 1935. Despite the films apparent merits, excellent camera work, awe inspiring shots, a sense of nationality, it is argued that these qualities are lessened due to the moral, or immoral, nature of the film itself. The purpose of the film is to glorify Hitler and the Nazi regime; one could argue if the film fails to generate the appropriate response the film maker desired then the piece fails not only morally, but aesthetically. This is because our aesthetic enjoyment of the film is limited due to the morally obscene central premise, to promote Nazism. The reason for the films moral defect is the same reason for the films aesthetic defect, thus a relationship is found between the two schools of thought. [footnoteRef:10] [10:  Peek, E. (2018). Art, Ethical Criticism of | Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy. [online] Iep.utm.edu. Available at: http://www.iep.utm.edu/art-eth/#H3 [Accessed 2 May 2018].] 

The main factor in Moderate Moralism’s tenability is to show if the same reason a work is morally defective is the same reason a work is aesthetically defective. Carroll’s succeeds in showing this in his argument and therefore, can show Moderate Autonomism to be incorrect. [footnoteRef:11] [11:  Ibid] 

Previously, I had been focusing on ethical theories of art. I have reached a conclusion: Moderate Moralism is a more tenable theory than Moderate Autonomism, by default. The theory is not without faults and once a more tenable position arises I will happily abandon Moderate Moralism. For the sake of this essay I will accept Moderate Moralism as a position. Given this, I will go onto analyse grander theories focusing on society as whole from Plato and Marx, with attention to their thoughts on arts role in our society. I will run through their ideas and their problems before reaching a second conclusion. Firstly, Plato. 
Plato thought about a lot. The man is known throughout history as ‘the smartest man alive’. Although probably not true, Plato contributed a respectable amount of thought and effort into the very foundations of philosophy; ‘Greek Philosophy’. His magnum opus, ‘Republic’, contains complex thoughts about all strains of life; politics; ethics; economics; the arts; metaphysics and science; education; friends and family. To Plato all of it was connected. There is no such thing as a single and independent ‘institution of society’; politics cannot exist without the people and rulers, which in turn create an economy, which in turn creates a society, which then requires ethical rules and laws. To focus on one aspect of society would be foolish to Plato. Everything must be considered. [footnoteRef:12]  [12:  Sheppard, A. (2009). Aesthetics. Oxford [Oxfordshire]: Oxford University Press.
] 

At the time of writing Plato was a follower of Aristotle’s “Virtue Ethics”[footnoteRef:13].  Virtue ethics is unique from most ethical theories as it does not contain any explicit rules. Other ethical theories such as Utilitarianisms or Kantianism often entail a certain set of rules or practices; such as ‘choose what makes the most amount of people the highest amount of happy’ or ‘do not lie to others’. Virtue Ethics has no such explicit rules. Instead Virtue Ethics believes that each of us possess several distinct virtues; such as “Temperance, Wisdom, Friendliness”[footnoteRef:14]. Plato believed that through interacting with other people, observing the world around us, and introspecting upon ourselves that we could change our virtues, for better or for worse. [footnoteRef:15] [13:  Sachs, J. (2018). Aristotle: Ethics | Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy. [online] Iep.utm.edu. Available at: http://www.iep.utm.edu/aris-eth/ [Accessed 2 May 2018].]  [14:  Ibid]  [15:  Sheppard, A. (2009). Aesthetics. Oxford [Oxfordshire]: Oxford University Press.] 

Plato induced a unique view when combining Aristotle’s Virtue Ethics with theories of Art/The Aesthetic. Due to his belief in the virtues, Plato held that art had a direct relationship with our emotions, and therefore our virtues. Art showing courageous actions will inspire the observer with courageous virtues, art showing with displaying cowardice will inspire the observer with cowardice, along with doubt, sorrow, joy, et cetera. [footnoteRef:16] [16:  Ibid] 

Plato believed that this ability art had on us was immensely powerful if used as a tool. As was mentioned, all aspects of society to Plato we connected so if art had moral implications then art has the power to influence the thinking of every individual in a society, and therefore has the power to inspire change. When first hearing Plato’s thoughts one is almost delighted to hear of someone praising the arts with such existential relevance. However, Plato was cautious about what art could do if used in the wrong way; if art can be used as a medium for societal change it is implied that said change could be for better or for worse. Due to Plato’s mindfulness towards the possible degradation and corruption of art, and therefore society, he posited a notion of censorship: that all art must be held to the exact same standards of moral ‘decency’. The goal being to preserve art as a moral medium to ensure its purity as a societal institution. Plato’s idea and goal is admirable, but flies in the face of freedom of expression. [footnoteRef:17] [17:  Sheppard, A. (2009). Aesthetics. Oxford [Oxfordshire]: Oxford University Press.
] 

A prevalent issue within this line of thinking is that Plato cannot guarantee that art has definite moral implications. According to Plato, if one were to listen to a lot of ‘gangsta rap music’, one will become more violent, aggressive, and iniquitous person, but this is not the case. Plato does have a point: that art possessing and presenting certain virtues will often inspire the same said virtues into the art’s audience. However, what Plato does not account for is the process of our observation. Plato believes that irrelevant of who I am watching a violent play will make me violent but, he fails to factor in many variables which determine the type of virtues I’ve accumulated prior to my viewing and therefore, fails to encapsulate what really happens to our emotions when presented with art. Aristotle offers an acute counter to Plato’s argument: both philosophers agree that art has an emotional effect on us, what they disagree on is what we do with that emotions. Plato believed we adopted that emotion allowing it to enter our personal psyche and therefore changing who we are. Aristotle on the other hand believed that the emotions we experience are almost ‘quasi-emotions’. This is because when watching a play or listening to a song that makes us sad, we are not sad for ourselves, but instead we are sad for the characters/performers through a proxy like empathetic emotional response. These ‘quasi-emotions’ allow us to experience and relieve our psyches of emotions expressed through a safe and healthy process Aristotle called “Catharsis”[footnoteRef:18]. It is debated which of the two were closer to the truth, but point being Aristotle’s “Catharsis” theory shows a discourse within Plato’s argument. Plato cannot account for a guaranteed reaction from art to audience, and therefore his argument for censorship of said art is untenable to say the least. [footnoteRef:19] [18:  Sachs, J. (2018). Aristotle: Poetics | Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy. [online] Iep.utm.edu. Available at: http://www.iep.utm.edu/aris-poe/ [Accessed 2 May 2018].]  [19:  Sheppard, A. (2009). Aesthetics. Oxford [Oxfordshire]: Oxford University Press.] 

A contemporary example showing the flaws in Plato’s argument can be found when considering the Nazi’s of 1940’s Germany. The Nazi’s were known to be connoisseurs of art, food, and music. One can already see the issue at hand; having fine tastes in music, art, and food is no guarantee for moral goodness. Clearly whatever effect art and music has on an individual is subtle at the very least, and therefore Plato’s argument should be rejected if not altered. [footnoteRef:20] [20:  Ibid] 


We will now consider the Marxist theory of aesthetics. There are many aesthetical sub-theories contained within Marxism so it would be impossible to run through all of them in this essay; instead I will be analysing the general Marxist Aesthetic theory. 
All Marxist theories concur on one distinction: the “economic base”[footnoteRef:21] and the “superstructure”[footnoteRef:22]. The economic base includes the production of goods and the relationships people have between one another, such as producer and consumer. The superstructure of a society contains the political and legal institutions along with the society’s own view of itself; its ideology. In layman’s terms, the superstructure reflects the reality of the economic base; actions and reactions within the base, within people’s relationships and the production of goods, will ultimately directly alter said society’s superstructure; its ideology. [footnoteRef:23] [21:  Sheppard, A. (2009). Aesthetics. Oxford [Oxfordshire]: Oxford University Press. p.143]  [22:  Ibid]  [23:     Sheppard, A. (2009). Aesthetics. Oxford [Oxfordshire]: Oxford University Press. p.143] 

For the Aesthetical Marxist art would fall into the ‘superstructure’ of a society; it would be a part of and exist alongside ‘ideology’. Because of this art must reflect the economic base as that is the nature of the ‘superstructure’. The moral and political content found within art therefore reflects the society’s economic base, thus granting it “relative autonomy”[footnoteRef:24]. The Marxist view contends that art has the potential to be a moral or political tool, but that is not exclusively its purpose; hence “relative autonomy”. Art is not a fully independent institution just alike every other societal institution through the eyes of a Marxist. This is where Plato and Marx reach a small similarity; both agree society is one big integrated web of institutions and people; there is no singular exclusive institution independent from any other. [footnoteRef:25] [24:  Ibid]  [25:  Sachs, J. (2018). Aristotle: Poetics | Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy. [online] Iep.utm.edu. Available at: http://www.iep.utm.edu/aris-poe/ [Accessed 2 May 2018].] 

The core issue with the Aesthetic Marxist’s point of view is not too far from the issue with Plato’s: Aesthetic Marxist’s cannot guarantee their concept of art reflects the true nature of art itself. The issue being the Marxist view that art must reflect the economic base and the realities that lie within it. This idea is prevalent in Soviet Russia and Communist China with murals depicting hard working proletariats forging their mother/fatherland; often to inspire hope and patriotism (moral implications). However, as many of us know this is not the sole purpose of art nor its most pleasurable form. Despite the beauty and raw immensity these Marxist murals may present it doesn’t make Van Gogh’s ‘Starry night’ any less aesthetically relevant. This view of art reduces a lot of the previous discussion and debate on art into simply a societal mechanism, almost like its nothing more than a by-product of a societal construct. 

The theories of Plato and Marx are admirable to say the least. They’re attempting to paint a whole succinct image of society into one philosophy is goal worthy of praise. However, complexity in theory often leads to complex problems. Neither theory has produced a fully tenable alteration to this date. Plato aspires for absolute perfection but in the process, misses out on true creative expression. Without creative expression there could be no possibility for rebellious art in which challenges the system it’s established in forcing change. Whether the change is for better or for worse, one cannot challenge the very notion of creative freedom whilst still maintaining a humanist position. Marx on the other hand is willing to throw away everything that makes art stand out from the other societal institutions; instead labelling artists creation as nothing more than a societal tool. Both theories miss out on something crucial in their evaluation of art. 

One fact is persistent throughout the study of art: we are uncertain of its exact nature. No philosopher yet has managed to truly capture what art is for and what it means to us. The debate between arts autonomy or arts relation to morality is ongoing, with no clear end in sight. Whether its Marxist theory, where art can be used as a societal tool despite its relative autonomy, or Plato’s theory of censorship, due to his belief in art’s immense and uncontrolled power, no theory really nails it. That is, no theory has a consensus yet. We all have a feeling about what art means and is to us. Granted, these feelings are hyper-subjective, I, however, contend that the greatest philosophies came from the simplest of thoughts, sometimes not even a thought, but a feeling. These feelings, these philosophical leads, spearhead philosophical investigation and with it: innovation and progression.
This idea to create something new, to discover and unthought idea, in the process creates something new in ourselves. Perception, ideology, actions, outcome, these are the basics of humanitarian change. We all strive for the same goals: happiness, contentment, peace, family, love. What differs is method. We are not quite sure how to get what we want, sometimes we are even unsure about what we want. This leaves us as individuals and as a societal whole in a peculiar position.
We live in a society that consists of multiple and distinct ideologies. What initially seems like a problem is instead an inherent necessity of the nature of progression: not everyone agrees. Initially this can be quite jarring for most to accept; why cannot everyone see it the way I do? One first sees this as a problem because all one sees is discourse. From Ancient Greece’s ‘Agora’s’ to modern day Parliament; everywhere in the world there is discourse. However, A shift in paradigm will occur when one ceases to perceive discourse as a negative trait and instead as a necessary tool for progression.
Philosopher Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel popularised the notion of: “Thesis, Antithesis, Synthesis”. Although Hegel never used this exact term himself, the quote neatly summarises his thoughts. One starts with a thesis, an induced possibility attempting to make a truth-claim. What is necessary to the original thesis’ tenability is how  the argument maintains its consistency in the face of an ‘antithesis’. Hegel posited that the more likely, but less desirable, outcome was for either the thesis or antithesis to break down the other into untenability; one theory stays, the other is forgotten. However, Hegel contended there was a second, better, option: ‘synthesis’. Synthesis occurs when two opposing ideas compromise on a position. This process fundamentally changes both the thesis and antithesis into one coherent idea. This exact principle is what is driving progression. 
True progression occurs when a new tenable idea comes into play. If we remained with all our thesis’ or antithesis’ we would eventually reach a philosophical dead end, where no more could be discussed. Synthesis, however, allows for further dialogue into the more nuanced matters, such as art and morality. 
To say our society’s ideologies are nuanced would be an understatement. Human civilisation has grown and expended so far to the point where we have many ideologies all existing with one another, and not always peacefully. Some such as Plato and Marx celebrate a society in which there is a singular shared ideal. However, I would argue to live in a society so chaotic surely implies there is something to get chaotic about; in this regard: ideology. Chaos is not an inherently bad concept; a chaotic society is not a faulted society, but a society going through genuine change and evolution. Granted, change itself is not always good; Nazi Germany for a small example. 
I would disagree with Plato and argue that because a society has the potential to go through ‘negative change’ (meaning of negative is relative) does not mean we should prevent society from going through the changes naturally. We need to let our world play out the way it’s supposed to.
However, this is not a promotion of inaction. I am not positing a notion of ‘sit back and watch it play out’. Discourse can only occur when there are people to discourse with one another; change can only come about from action, but what are the right actions? How do we know what to do and when? This is where I bring back art and Hip-Hop.
Art is an efficient form of expression. So much can be said in one painting that would require many books to convey. Because of this inherent efficiency of expression in art, it has naturally become a popular medium for political movements. We need voices to be heard in order for discourse to occur and there is no louder voice than that of a world-famous artist, or your neighbourhood rapper. Whether its Rage Against the Machine or Public Enemy, people listen to who they think has a good message; a message that resonates with their beliefs and their ideals. Through this method art is an immense ally to the concept of ‘progression through discourse’. 
To get a little personal, this is what I love about Hip-Hop more than any other genre. Yes, music from all genres can create wonderful sounds and melodies that resonates with people all around the world. However, I contend that Hip-Hop’s ability to create meaningful messages through complex rhymes and styles is unmatched by any other genre. The only genre that even gets close to Hip-Hop’s raw ‘everyday people power’ is punk/rock music, with bands such as Rage Against the Machine or The Clash. The main ethos of these genres is to provide a voice for the people. Unaltered, independent voices to challenge the social and political norms to match the needs of those who support the music. 
Where is this all leading? To conclude I will contend that a society must have the freedom to makes its own mistakes; one cannot cradle a society into making the right decisions, as Plato thought he should. Think about it like this: a parent will always want the best for their child and in the process will attempt to pass down any useful knowledge the parent sees as crucial to their child’s wellbeing. However, as we all know this process hardly ever works as the parents intends. A child typically will always learn best from their own mistakes, and therefore their own lessons. Just like a child we must permit society with the freedoms to make its own mistakes in order for it to learn from them. The reason I bring up Hip-Hop in this essay is because of my belief that the genre has the potential to be a fiery crucible for ideological battle. In the ancient times poets were philosophers and vice versa, I see no reason for this blurring of roles to resurface in the modern day. In my own naïve optimism, I picture a world in which people perform intense and meaningful political discussion through the medium of Hip-Hop. If one can make a ‘diss-track’ with the purpose to degrade another’s personality and identity, could we not do the same but with an ideology or political belief as the target for our lyrical scrutiny?
[bookmark: _GoBack]This essay more than anything is a promotion of art not only as a moral medium, but to promote Hip-Hop as a political medium. Art is not only one of life’s greatest joys, but also one of the society’s greatest tools. I want art to be free but directed towards a purpose. Granted one can simply create art for art’s sake, but is this not missing out on a fundamental aspect on what drives us to create? Let art be free, meaningful, and always in the hands of the people. 
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