Creative Arts Educ Ther (2024) 10(2):268-279 DOI: 10.15212/CAET/2024/10/21

The Enactive Nature of the Relationship between Criticism
and Aesthetics: From Practice to Theory to Pedagogy

IHESEZFAMEENXTR : M. EiCHHFENLRERDE

Ivan Magrin-Chagnolleau
Chapman University, USA

Abstract

This article delves into the intricate relationship between criticism and aesthetics, emphasizing
its enactive nature. It explores how this relationship informs pedagogy and has culminated in the
creation of an innovative undergraduate aesthetics course centered around the practice of writing
critiques. Moreover, it illustrates the dynamic process through which practice gives rise to theory,
subsequently influencing pedagogical approaches, and, intriguingly, circling back to practice. To
elucidate this flow of ideas across the realms of practice, theory, and pedagogy, we introduce
several key concepts. These include the paradigm of creation research, also known as practice as
research, which forms the foundation for much of our exploration. Additionally, we delve into the
paradigm of enaction, inspired by the work of Francisco Varela in the cognitive sciences, to shed
light on the cognitive processes underpinning our study. This article is the culmination of nearly
a decade of interdisciplinary research that traverses the domains of creation research, enaction,
phenomenology, criticism, aesthetics, and pedagogy. Throughout this journey, we have sought to
unravel the intricate connections between criticism and aesthetics, ultimately paving the way for
an innovative approach to teaching aesthetics at the undergraduate level.
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The Enactive Nature of the Relationship between Criticism and Aesthetics 269

Introduction

This article delves into the intricate relationship between criticism and aesthetics,
emphasizing its enactive nature. The culmination of nearly a decade of interdisciplinary
research spanning creation research (practice as research), enaction, phenomenology,
criticism, aesthetics, and pedagogy, this work strives to explore the connections
between these diverse fields. Given the interdisciplinary nature of our research, we
aim to establish a foundational understanding of each discipline involved, providing
sufficient context to guide readers through our central argument: the interplay between
criticism and aesthetics, its enactive character, and how these insights have led to the
development of a novel approach to teaching aesthetics at the undergraduate level.

In contrast, traditional approaches to teaching aesthetics typically involve exposing
students to seminal texts within the field and familiarizing them with abstract concepts.
However, these methods often fall short in bridging the gap between theory and
practical application. Students may gain theoretical knowledge but lack opportunities
to understand how these concepts can be put into practical use, whether for the purpose
of describing artwork through written or oral expression.

Additionally, this article endeavors to illustrate the cross-pollination of ideas across
disciplinary boundaries, tracing their journey from practical application to theoretical
formulation and subsequently to pedagogical implementation. It highlights the cyclical
nature of knowledge dissemination, where concepts migrate from practice to theory,
and, in some instances, return to practical application.

To provide readers with a comprehensive understanding of our research trajectory,
we structure this article as follows:

Creation Research and Its Role: In the initial part of this article, we elucidate the
concept of creation research (practice as research) and its pivotal role in shaping the ideas
presented here. By offering a clear definition and providing two pertinent examples, we
lay the foundation for our exploration. The rationale for commencing with creation
research lies in the fact that most of the ideas underpinning this article were cultivated
within this paradigm, making it the logical point of origin for our research journey.

Although our personal experiences often serve as a starting point for our inquiry, it
may be tempting to categorize this work within the realm of autoethnographic research.
However, we contend that a more precise framework for our research lies in the domain
of phenomenology. Importantly, our approach to phenomenology is grounded in
its practical utility rather than its theoretical aspects. While figures like Husserl have
provided the theoretical foundations of phenomenology (as demonstrated in Husserl,
1985), our approach aligns more closely with the practical application of phenomenology,
as exemplified by methods like the explicitation interview developed by Vermersch
(refer to Vermersch, 2012, for instance). This practical orientation allows us to employ
phenomenology as a robust tool for our research, transcending its role as mere theory.

Enaction as a Key Concept: Following our introduction to creation research, we delve
into the concept of enaction and its application to the creative process and pedagogy.
This concept serves as a crucial bridge, connecting our exploration of the relationship
between criticism and aesthetics and our subsequent focus on pedagogical innovation.
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The Discovery of the Criticism-Aesthetics Relationship: We proceed to elucidate
how we unearthed the intricate relationship between criticism and aesthetics, primarily
through practical experiences (hence our detailed exploration in the first section
dedicated to practice as research). We will also address the enactive nature of this
relationship, as mentioned in the second section on enaction.

Application to Pedagogy: Finally, we discuss the practical application of our
findings to pedagogy. This phase serves as both a testing ground for the relationship
between criticism and aesthetics in the classroom and a demonstration of the enactive
nature of pedagogy.

Creation Research and Its Role

Let us embark on the task of defining creation research, often referred to as practice as
research. In the body of literature dedicated to this paradigm, we encounter a range of
synonymous terms, each closely related but not entirely interchangeable. According
to the classification developed by Giacco (2018, 2021), these terms include practice-
based research (Candy, 2006; Candy & Edmonds, 2018), art as research (Macleod &
Holdridge, 2006), practice as research (Elkins, 2009, 2014), practice-led research and
research-led practice (Easton, 2011; Smith & Dean, 2009), art practice as research
(Sullivan, 2009), artistic research (Borgdorff, 2012), research in art (Borgdorff, 2012),
research-creation (Chapman & Sawchuk, 2015), and creation as research (Chapman &
Sawchuk, 2015).

In the French language, a similar array of terms exists, including “recherche
création” (Bruneau & Villeneuve, 2007; Gosseling & Le Coguiec, 2006), “recherche et
creation” (Fourmentraux, 2011), “recherche-création” (Giacco et al., 2020; Stévance &
Lacasse, 2013), and “recherche en création” (Martinez & Naugrette, 2020).

Personally, I advocate for the use of the term “création recherche” in the French
language, which can be aptly translated into English as “creation research.” By
presenting this plethora of terms for the same research paradigm, it becomes evident that
encapsulating the essence of this paradigm in a single term is a formidable challenge due
to its inherently polymorphic nature. Furthermore, the issue of translation compounds
this challenge, as each native language endeavors to grasp the concept within its own
cultural context.

As one might expect, defining the creation research paradigm is also a complex
endeavor. Its inherently polymorphic nature presents a formidable challenge in
encapsulating its essence within a single definition. This paradigm embodies a multitude
of approaches, each contributing to its rich tapestry and making it resistant to being
neatly encapsulated by any single concept or term. Nevertheless, despite its multifaceted
nature, we can begin to unravel its essence by highlighting a few key characteristics.

Within the realm of practice, and particularly through artistic endeavors, lies the
potential to cultivate novel forms of knowledge. Thus, art practice emerges as a distinct
avenue for the generation of new insights. However, the incorporation of such knowledge
into the broader pool of “scientific knowledge” necessitates certain conditions, among
which we can traditionally find reproducibility or falsifiability.
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Indeed, the question of what qualifies as scientific research is inherently complex
and nuanced. Although scientific communities endeavor to adhere to certain criteria
and standards, the practical application of these criteria often varies significantly from
one community to another. This variability underscores the dynamic and context-
dependent nature of scientific inquiry.

As a practitioner—setting aside the designation of “artist” for the moment—I am
immersed in a field of knowledge through my practice. In the course of engaging with
my practice, I am compelled to draw upon both practical and theoretical knowledge
to inform the decisions I make. Moreover, the act of practice itself engenders the
generation of novel ideas, concepts, and decision-making frameworks—essentially,
new knowledge emerges from the crucible of practice.

However, not all of this newly generated knowledge may attain the status of
scientific knowledge. Yet, there exists a subset that possesses the potential to do so—it
hinges upon the practitioner’s ability to articulate this new knowledge in relation to the
corpus of accepted scientific knowledge within their community. Herein lies a paradox:
If the newly generated knowledge bears sufficient resemblance to existing paradigms,
it is more readily accepted by the community. Conversely, if it proves too disruptive or
innovative, the risk of rejection looms large.

By now, it is our hope that the reader has gained a clearer understanding of what is
meant by “création recherche” (creation research)—a form of practice-based research
that sits at the intersection of practical engagement and scholarly inquiry.

Before delving into how this paradigm of creation research relates to the central
topic of this article—a topic we will explore in greater detail later—allow me to present
two examples of how I apply this approach in my own research.

One of the primary focuses of my research is the creative process itself. As an artist,
I immerse myself in the creative process through practice, thereby gaining insights,
ideas, and intuitions about its inner workings. Subsequently, I don my scholar’s hat
and subject these emergent ideas—this new knowledge—to scholarly scrutiny,
contextualizing them within the existing literature.

In addition to this contextualization, I employ methodological tools to refine and
elaborate upon these initial insights. For instance, I utilize the explicitation interview
(Vermersch, 2012, 2014) or its autoexplicitation variant (Vermersch, 2007) to delve
deeper into the nuances of my preliminary ideas. This iterative process underscores
the reciprocal relationship between practice and research: practice begets research, and
research, in turn, informs practice.

However, as mentioned earlier, certain conditions must be met to facilitate this
seamless articulation between practice and research and between creation and
scholarship. These conditions serve as the scaffolding upon which the symbiotic
relationship between practice and research is erected.

The second example pertains to pedagogy. Indeed, the endeavor to formulate
theories about pedagogy without direct teaching experience proves to be a formidable
challenge. It is through the act of teaching, through immersive classroom experiences,
that educators glean new insights and generate novel ideas about pedagogical practices.
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Rarely does a new theory about pedagogy materialize out of thin air; rather, it emerges
from the crucible of practical application in the classroom.

Once again, we witness the reciprocal relationship between practice and research in
action. Through direct engagement in the classroom, educators generate theories about
pedagogy—practice serves as research. Subsequently, these theories are revisited and
refined through ongoing classroom experimentation and application, thereby enriching
both theory and practice.

Indeed, this bidirectional flow between practice and research underscores the
dynamic and iterative nature of the pedagogical process. The classroom serves as
both a laboratory for theory generation and a testing ground for theory validation and
refinement. In the subsequent section, I will revisit these two examples to illustrate how
they are pertinent to the central theme of our inquiry.

Enaction as a Key Concept

Before delving deeper into the concept of creation research (or practice-based research),
it is imperative to explore the concept of enaction, as it forms a pivotal cornerstone
of our subsequent discussion. Enaction, as elucidated by Varela et al. (1991) in their
seminal work The Embodied Mind, initially emerged within the realm of cognitive
science, with a particular focus on the visual perception of colors.

In essence, enaction posits that our perceptions are not passive reflections of an
external reality but are actively shaped by our cognitive frameworks. Conversely, our
cognitive frameworks are also dynamically influenced by the stimuli we perceive. In
simpler terms, our ability to perceive something is contingent upon it making sense
to us within the context of our existing cognitive structures. However, the act of
perception itself serves to expand and refine our cognitive frameworks, allowing for
the assimilation of new information and experiences.

In essence, enaction underscores the reciprocal relationship between perception
and cognition, wherein perception is not merely a passive reception of stimuli but an
active process of sense-making that continually shapes and is shaped by our cognitive
understanding of the world through our way of interacting with it.

The revolutionary nature and profound implications of the concept of enaction
spurred its widespread application across various disciplines. Originally rooted in
cognitive science, enaction swiftly became a pivotal paradigm that transcended
disciplinary boundaries and found resonance in diverse fields.

In the realm of cognitive sciences, enaction emerged as a transformative framework,
reshaping fundamental understandings of perception, cognition, and embodiment
(Stewart et al., 2010). Its influence extended into the domain of pedagogy, where scholars
explored its implications for teaching and learning processes (Duzert, 2016; Magrin-
Chagnolleau, 2015; Trocmé-Fabre, 1987, 1999). Moreover, enaction made significant
inroads into philosophy, particularly within phenomenology, where it enriched
discussions on embodied experience and intersubjectivity (Depraz et al., 2011).

In aesthetics and the philosophy of art, enaction sparked new inquiries into the
nature of aesthetic experience and the relationship among perception, creation,

© 2024 Inspirees International. Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs 2.0 Generic License



The Enactive Nature of the Relationship between Criticism and Aesthetics 273

and interpretation (Magrin-Chagnolleau, 2017a). Its relevance also extended into
consciousness studies, where scholars explored the role of embodied cognition in
shaping subjective awareness and phenomenal experience (Bitbol, 2014).

The widespread adoption of enaction across these diverse fields underscores its
versatility and transformative potential as a theoretical framework. Its ability to shed
light on the dynamic interplay among embodied action, perception, and cognition has
fueled innovative research agendas and opened new avenues of inquiry across the
sciences and humanities alike.

The creative process, like many cognitive processes, exhibits an inherently enactive
nature. Enaction provides a compelling framework for understanding the dynamics
of the creative process, which unfolds as a complex interplay among cognition,
embodiment, and environmental stimuli.

At the outset of the creative endeavor, individuals draw upon their existing cognitive
knowledge and experiences related to the task at hand. This cognitive foundation often
serves as the impetus for initiating the creative project—it shapes the initial idea and
informs the initial approach to the task. However, as individuals begin to engage with
the creative project—whether it be an artistic endeavor, a research project, or a writing
project—they do so within a specific environment characterized by various contextual
factors, such as the physical space, social interactions, and external constraints.

These environmental stimuli, in turn, exert a profound influence on the creative
process, shaping and refining individuals’ cognitive understanding and approach
to the task at hand. The iterative interaction between the individual and their
environment—wherein perceptions, sensations, cognition, feelings, and affects are
deeply intertwined—constitutes the essence of embodied cognition.

One example of such an enactive creative process is a work I did as a photographer
many years ago on Muir Woods Monument Park. [ went there with a friend and started
taking pictures, relying on my experience and knowledge as a photographer. At the
same time, | was living a new experience and being in a new environment, which
guided me to approach taking pictures in a different way, one that was more in relation
to the experience I was going through. It resulted in a series of photographs and the
publication of a book (Magrin-Chagnolleau, 2017b). One example of these pictures is
presented here (Figure 1).

Embodied cognition, as encapsulated by the concept of enaction, underscores
the inseparable relationship between mind and body in the process of cognition. It
emphasizes that cognition does not occur in isolation within the confines of the brain
but is intricately intertwined with bodily experiences, actions, and interactions with
the environment. Thus, the creative process unfolds not only within the confines of
individual thought but also through embodied engagement with the world.

The concept of enaction can also be applied to pedagogy, shedding light on the
dynamic interplay among teachers, students, and the learning environment. Although
not every pedagogical approach is explicitly enactive, elements of enaction can be
found to varying degrees across different instructional methodologies.

At one end of the spectrum, even the most structured and predetermined pedagogies
contain enactive components, as teachers inevitably respond and adapt to the unique
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FIGURE 1 | Muir Woods Spirits #16.

dynamics of each classroom setting. However, at the opposite end of the spectrum lies
an explicitly enactive pedagogy—one in which the teacher relinquishes strict control
over the instructional process and allows the learning environment to shape their
teaching approach.

In an enactive pedagogical framework, teachers set broad learning objectives
for their classes but refrain from prescribing rigid instructional methods in advance.
Instead, they remain open to the unfolding dynamics of the classroom, attentively
observing and responding to the needs, interests, and expectations of their students
in real time. This approach requires teachers to actively engage with their students,
seeking to understand their backgrounds, motivations, and learning preferences to
tailor the learning experience accordingly.

An enactive pedagogy prioritizes flexibility, spontaneity, and responsiveness,
eschewing the rigidity of predetermined lesson plans in favor of an adaptive and
emergent teaching style. By embracing the unpredictability of the learning process,
teachers create opportunities for meaningful engagement, exploration, and discovery
within the classroom.

However, implementing an enactive pedagogy can pose challenges within
educational systems that prioritize standardized curricula and predefined learning
outcomes. Nevertheless, creative strategies and innovative approaches can be
employed to navigate these challenges and create space for enactive teaching practices
to flourish.
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In the subsequent sections of this article, we will revisit the concept of enactive
pedagogy, exploring its potential benefits and implications for student learning and
engagement within the contemporary educational landscape.

The Discovery of the Criticism-Aesthetics Relationship

My journey into criticism as a practice commenced with the founding of an academic
journal' dedicated to creation research in 2014. The journal, encompassing performing arts,
visual arts, and sound arts, provided a platform for the exploration and dissemination of
critical insights. Initially focusing on film, I gradually extended my critiques to encompass
theater, music, dance, painting, and literature.

Engaging in criticism necessitated reflection on the subjects at hand and the manner
of articulating insights. Despite possessing a foundational understanding of aesthetics,
the practical act of writing critiques spurred a deeper exploration of aesthetic concepts.
Through this experiential engagement, criticism became a pathway to the enrichment
of aesthetic knowledge.

Conversely, insights gleaned from aesthetics found resonance in the process of
critiquing artworks. Pre-existing notions about aesthetics were recontextualized and
deepened through the act of engaging with diverse artistic expressions and articulating
critical perspectives.

This reciprocal relationship between criticism and aesthetics, wherein each informs
and enriches the other, underscores the dynamic nature of artistic engagement. The
interplay between critique and aesthetic understanding serves as a cornerstone for further
exploration, paving the way for insights into creation research and its implications for
pedagogy and artistic practice.

Before delving further into the intricate relationship between criticism and
aesthetics, it is imperative to acknowledge another activity that significantly contributed
to my understanding of artworks: making art. Engaging in the creative process provided
invaluable insights into the nuances of artistic expression, deepened my appreciation for
the vocabulary of art, and honed my ability to articulate aesthetic concepts.

The journey through experiencing artworks, writing about them, and engaging
in artmaking embodies a series of practices that have culminated in a deeper
understanding of art and its manifold dimensions. These practices have not only
facilitated engagement with artworks but have also led to scholarly research and
theoretical reflection on art, the creative process, and the experiences associated with
these practices.

Indeed, the act of experiencing artworks, whether through observation,
contemplation, or participation, constitutes a practice in its own right. It involves the
active engagement of the senses, emotions, and intellect, fostering a dynamic interaction

1 The journal p-e-r-f-o-r-m-a-n-c-e.

2 Phenomenology, as delineated by Husserl (1985, 1992), has been a significant area of interest for me
due to its ability to probe lived experiences and provide tools for comprehension. This interest also led me
to explore the explicitation interview developed by Vermersch (2012, 2014).
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between the viewer and the artwork. Similarly, writing about artworks involves the
practice of critical analysis, interpretation, and articulation—a process that deepens
one’s understanding of art and its various meanings.?

The Enactive Nature of the Criticism-Aesthetics Relationship

Let us now delve deeper into the nature of the relationship between criticism and
aesthetics. For the scope of this discussion, I will focus solely on elucidating the
interconnection between criticism and aesthetics, refraining from delving into their
respective relationships with the act of making art, a topic that warrants separate
exploration.

The concept of enaction, as discussed earlier in this article, proves to be highly
relevant here. As previously mentioned, the act of writing about art not only involves
conveying existing aesthetic notions but also entails the potential discovery of new
concepts through the process of writing. Put simply, as I articulate my thoughts on art,
I draw upon a cognitive framework and vocabulary that are already embedded within
my mind. However, the act of writing about art also serves to expand my understanding
of aesthetics. Through the act of critiquing, my cognition undergoes modification,
transformation, and expansion, thereby enriching my knowledge of aesthetics. In
essence, the relationship between criticism and aesthetics is inherently enactive in
nature, as the process of critiquing actively shapes and enhances my understanding of
aesthetic principles and concepts.

This process is inherently experiential, rooted in the act of engaging with art and
conveying those experiences through writing—a domain that aligns closely with
phenomenology (Husserl, 1985, 1992). Phenomenology and enaction have long been
intertwined, as highlighted by scholars such as Depraz et al. (2011). Indeed, much of our
engagement with art is experiential in nature: From observing artworks to articulating
our impressions in critiques, each step involves a subjective encounter with aesthetic
phenomena.

The close relationship between enaction and phenomenology stems from their
shared emphasis on the transformative power of experience on cognition. As we
engage with the world, our experiences shape and mold our cognitive frameworks,
leading to an enactive process of cognitive transformation. This interconnectedness
underscores the profound impact of lived experience on our understanding of the
world and ourselves.

Given the transformative nature of experiential engagement with art, it becomes
pertinent to explore how these insights can inform pedagogy.

Application to Pedagogy

The enactive connection between criticism and aesthetics underscores the transformative
potential of writing critiques—an experiential process capable of reshaping cognition
regarding both criticism and aesthetics. Recognizing this, it became evident that
integrating criticism and aesthetics could offer an effective approach to teaching
aesthetics to students.

© 2024 Inspirees International. Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs 2.0 Generic License



The Enactive Nature of the Relationship between Criticism and Aesthetics 277

That is how I conceived the idea of offering a course titled “Criticism as a way
to train the aesthetic judgement.” The premise of this course is to engage students
in the practice of writing about artworks they admire while articulating the reasons
behind their preferences. Through this exercise, students draw upon their existing
knowledge of art, discourse, and aesthetics. During class discussions where students
present their texts, peers can provide feedback, and I, as the instructor, can subtly
introduce additional aesthetic concepts and vocabulary. This process enables students
to gradually incorporate new ideas and concepts into their critiques, thereby broadening
their understanding of aesthetics with each subsequent writing endeavor.

I had the fortunate opportunity to pilot such a course in 2020 at Chapman University
as part of their Honors program. This program is designed for the university’s top
students and is tailored for smaller class sizes, typically capped at 15 students but often
comprising around 12 to 14. Emphasizing extensive in-class discussions, I approached
the course within the framework of enactive pedagogy. Although I maintained clear
objectives as an instructor, I allowed myself ample flexibility in structuring activities
for each class throughout the semester. Additionally, [ was fortunate to be in a situation
where a detailed syllabus was not required of me.

Theactivity of writing about art proved highly effective in fostering an understanding
of aesthetics among the students. Engaging in peer feedback sessions allowed for an
initial expansion of everyone’s knowledge regarding aesthetic vocabulary and concepts.
My interventions further complemented this process, always anchored in the ongoing
class discussions—a testament to the enactive nature of my pedagogy.

To bolster their theoretical understanding, I selected several relevant books for
the class (Berleant, 2016; Caroll et al., 2019; Cazeaux, 2011; Goldblatt et al., 2017,
Klevan & Clayton, 2011; Rawls et al., 2019; Wood & Lodge, 2013) and occasionally
distributed chapters from these texts to be discussed in the following week’s session.
However, 1 adhered to the principles of enactive pedagogy even in this aspect:
while I pre-selected the books, I chose the chapters for discussion based on the
relevance to the preceding class discourse. This approach facilitated students’ ability
to relate the chapter content to their recent discussions, enhancing comprehension
and engagement.

The final critique they composed, in comparison to the initial critique crafted at
the outset of the semester, exhibited notable advancements in their grasp of aesthetic
concepts. This improvement aligns with the objectives of the class and underscores the
efficacy of the enactive approach employed therein.

Conclusion

In this article, I pursued several objectives. First, I introduced the concept of creation
research (also known as artistic practice as research), highlighting its relevance in
understanding the dynamic interplay between criticism and aesthetics. Second, I
explored the concept of enaction as a lens through which to comprehend cognitive
activities, particularly the relationship between criticism and aesthetics.
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Next, I shared my personal journey with criticism, illustrating how it enhanced my
understanding of aesthetics—a tangible demonstration of creation research in action,
specifically as a critic writer. Through this exploration, [ uncovered the enactive nature
of the relationship between criticism and aesthetics, inspiring the creation of a new
course aimed at teaching aesthetics through critique writing, employing an enactive
pedagogical approach.

For me, this endeavor represents the culmination of years of interdisciplinary
research spanning creation research, enaction, phenomenology, criticism, aesthetics,
and pedagogy—a convergence of diverse fields into a singular course that embodies
the collective knowledge derived from these threads, interwoven into a cohesive whole.

Moving forward, the next phase of this research involves further testing the efficacy
of this course in diverse educational settings (pedagogy), as well as validating the
enactive relationship between criticism and aesthetics (phenomenology).

About the author

Ivan Magrin-Chagnolleau is an artist philosopher who has been involved in art making
as well as academic research and teaching for many years. He is affiliated with
Chapman University in California. His current interests include: the creative process
and its phenomenology, art and philosophy, artificial intelligence and creativity, art and
spirituality, art and environment. Ivan can be found online at: ivanhereandnow.com |
(@ivanhereandnow

Author to whom correspondence should be addressed; E-Mail: magrinchagnolleau@
chapman.edu.

Conflicts of Interest

The author declare no conflicts of interests.

References

Berleant, A. (2016). Re-thinking aesthetics. New York: Routledge.

Bitbol, M. (2014). La conscience a-t-elle une origine? Des neurosciences a la pleine conscience: Une
nouvelle approche de [’esprit. Paris: Flammarion.

Borgdorff, H. 2012. The conflict of the faculties: Perspectives on artistic research and academia. Leiden:
Leiden University Press.

Bruneau, M., & Villeneuve, A. (Eds.). (2007). Traiter de recherche création en art: Entre la quéte d’un
territoire et la singularité des parcours. Québec, QC: Presses de I’Université du Québec.

Candy, L. (2006). Practice based research: A guide. Creativity and Cognition Studios Report. Accessed
May 31, 2021, from https://www.creativityandcognition.com/wp-content/uploads/2011/04/PBR-
Guide-1.1-2006.pdf.

Candy, L., & Edmonds, E. (2018). Practice-based research in the creative arts. Leonardo, 51(1), 63—69.

Caroll, N., Di Summa, L. T., & Loht, S. (Eds.). (2019). The Palgrave handbook of the philosophy of film
and motion pictures. UK: Palgrave Macmillan.

Cazeaux, C. (Ed.). (2011). The continental aesthetics reader (2nd ed.). New York: Routledge.

Chapman, O., & Sawchuk, K. (2015). Creation-as-research: Critical making in complex environments.
RACAR: Revue d’art canadienne, 40(1), 49-52.

© 2024 Inspirees International. Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs 2.0 Generic License


https://www.ivanhereandnow.com/
mailto:magrinchagnolleau@chapman.edu
mailto:magrinchagnolleau@chapman.edu
https://www.creativityandcognition.com/wp-content/uploads/2011/04/PBR-Guide-1.1-2006.pdf
https://www.creativityandcognition.com/wp-content/uploads/2011/04/PBR-Guide-1.1-2006.pdf

The Enactive Nature of the Relationship between Criticism and Aesthetics 279

Depraz, N., Varela, F. J., & Vermersch, P. (2011). A !’épreuve de ’expérience. Pour une pratique
phénoménologique. Bucharest, Romania: Zeta Books.

Dugzert, M. (2016). Vivre ensemble son autonomie. Editions L’Harmattan.

Easton, L. (2011). Rapport sur les méthodes utilisées en recherche artistique dans le domaine des arts de
la scene. Unpublished manuscript, Lausanne: La Manufacture-Haute école de théatre de Suisse romande.

Elkins, J. (2009). The three configurations of studio-art PhDs. In S. R. Riley & L. Hunter (Eds.), Mapping
landscapes for performance as research: Scholarly acts and creative cartographies (pp. 107-113). UK:
Palgrave Macmillan. DOI: 10.1057/9780230244481 13.

Elkins, J. (Ed.). (2014). Artists with PhDs: On the new doctoral degree in studio art. Washington, DC: New
Academia Publishing.

Fourmentraux, J.-P. (2011). Artistes de laboratoire. Recherche et création a [’ére numérique. Paris:
Hermann.

Giacco, G. (2018). Recherche-création et didactique de la création artistique. Le chercheur travaillé par
la création. Louvain-la-Neuve: EME.

Giacco, G. (2021). Quelles recherches-créations? Une cartographie entre singularité et pluralité de la
recherche artistique dans les institutions de 3e cycle en France. Communication presented at the monthly
Research Seminar of the PRISM Laboratory, Marseille, April 8.

Giacco, G., Didier, J., Chatelain, S., & Verry, F. (Eds.). (2020). Définir la recherche-création. FEtat des lieux
et au-dela. Louvain-la-Neuve: EME.

Goldblatt, D., Brown, L. B., & Patridge, S. (Eds.). (2017). desthetics: A reader in philosophy of the arts
(4th ed.). New York: Routledge.

Gosselin, P., & Le Coguiec, E. (Eds.). (2006). La recherche création: Pour une compréhension de la
recherche en pratique artistique. Québec, QC: Presses de 1I’Université du Québec.

Husserl, E. (1985). Idées directrices pour une phénoménologie. Paris: Gallimard.

Husserl, E. (1992). L’idée de la phénoménologie. Paris: PUF.

Klevan, A., & Clayton, A. (Eds.). (2011). The language and style of film criticism. New York: Routledge.

Macleod, K., & Holdridge, L. (Eds.). (20006). Thinking through art: Reflections on art as research. New
York: Routledge.

Magrin-Chagnolleau, I. (2015). Du chaos a la création: Une expérience de pédagogie €nactive pour
expérimenter le processus créatif en performance. p-e-r-f-o-r-m-a-n-c-e, 2.

Magrin-Chagnolleau, I. (2017a). L’énaction dans la création artistique: Théatre, cinéma et performance. In
Action, énaction (pp. 213-224). Paris: L’Harmattan.

Magrin-Chagnolleau, 1. (2017b). Muir Woods spirits. Fontenay-sous-Bois: Aloha Edition.

Martinez Thomas, M., & Naugrette, C. (Eds.). (2020). Le doctorat et la recherche en creation. Paris:
L’Harmattan.

Rawls, C., Neiva, D., & Gouveia, S. S. (Eds.). (2019). Philosophy and film: Bridging divides. New York:
Routledge.

Smith, H., & Dean, R. T. (Eds.). (2009). Practice-led research, research-led practice in the creative arts.
UK: Edinburgh University Press.

Stévance, S., & Lacasse, S. (2013). Les enjeux de la recherche-création en musique. Laval, QC: PUL.

Stewart, J., Gapenne, O., & Di Paolo, E. A. (Eds.). (2010). Enaction: Toward a new paradigm for cognitive
science. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Sullivan, G. (2009). Art practice as research. Sage Publishing.

Trocmé-Fabre, H. (1987). J apprends, donc je suis. Paris: Editions d’Organisation.

Trocmé-Fabre, H. (1999). Réinventer le métier d’apprendre. Paris: Editions d’Organisation.

Varela, F., Thomson, E., & Rosch, E. (1991). The embodied mind. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Vermersch, P. (2007). Bases de 1’auto-explicitation. Expliciter, 69, 1-31.

Vermersch, P. (2012). Explicitation et phénoménologie: vers une psychophénoménologie. Paris: PUF.

Vermersch, P. (2014). L entretien d’explicitation. Issy-les-Moulineaux: ESF Editeur.

Wood, N., & Lodge, D. (Eds.). (2013). Modern criticism and theory (3rd ed.). New York: Routledge.

© 2024 Inspirees International. Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs 2.0 Generic License


https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230244481_13

