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Chapter 7
Materiality and urban

commumcation
The rhetoric of communicative spaces

Victoria J. Gallagher, Kenneth S. Zagacki, and
Kelly Norris Martin

gy

[n recent sessions in both Paris and Washington D.C., scholars interested in
issues including media policy, architecture, communication, and urban plan-
ning met to discuss the concept and qualities of a “communicative city.”
When asked to develop five normative criteria to determine whether a city
could be considered especially “communicative,” one of the key themes that
emerged from these scholars’ responses was the necessity for such a city to
have “places to interact/places of feeling.” When asked what would disqua-
lify a city from being considered “communicative,” a major theme that
emerged from the responses was “lack of public spaces for interaction.”
These were not the only suggested normative criteria for qualification or dis-
qualification. Other suggested qualifying criteria included the need for a
sound infrastructure (including technological infrastructure) and for elements
of a civil society, whereas disqualifying criteria included segregation, political
corruption and repression, and overly controlled social spaces and practices.
However, all these responses suggest that, in order to understand the nature
and possibility of communicative cities more fully, we would do well to actu-
ally examine the spaces within cities that enable citizens to engage communi-
catively, We refer to these spaces as “communicative spaces.”

Scholars in rhetoric have taken materialistic principles and, by applying
them to artifacts and structures within urban spaces, shown how they func-
tion to encourage and evoke interaction and feeling. Gallagher and LaWare
(2007) address this issue, arguing that public art in urban spaces serves scv-
gral important rhetorical functions, including highlighting, evoking, and
intensifying emotional responses; inviting judgment; and invigorating or
enabling agency. They write that public art sculptures evoke a very different
type of embodied emotional response than what is elicited in more tradi-
tional advertising and marketing appeals.1 And, in one of the few contem-
porary essays to examine urban landscape architecture or “garden design”

h'm_“ a rhetorical perspective, Rosenfield (1989) investigates the extent to
which Central Park — the first urban park expressly constructed for general
public use — served much the same function as that of civic oratory or
eloquence, providing the means “to celebrate institutions and
principles thought to be the genius of those cultures.”’

ideological
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Indeed, the late nineteenth century ;md' turn of rh_@ twentieth e

DORESs ssed a great deal of interest in the relarmnship betwe
America w;mi)lic art/memorials/monuments and civic and cjy
landscapsjig:nce d by the City Beautiful and urban park Movemengs,
P e hethetorical mprs o these 7cs of i s
ing that because “social st.atus 15”noF h_\n.c (:1 C cauﬂly ldc-tancd“ in the US, i
yi; deice “objective evldt‘ﬂCF of rhrt‘lr. status (_|l\.|d.: 5). Clark [3(111.4.
- sher el Burke’s thesis, e?(lennTg“tht n;mnn.al parks repyeq.
symbolic settings that encourage VISITOrs to “enact both individual ang
lective identity” (ibid.: 3). Burke’s project of c,\'pg?ndmg the concept of ey,
i st the various symbols that C()ns[l[lln‘. a shared culture offy,
an explanation of how people are prompted by their shared eXperience .
a5 well as verbal - to understand themselves and their comm

nfllry i
o1 N urhy
tlizing engay

118

material Unities

in similar ways. _
These two concepts, rhetorical landscapes and communicative spaces
dCES,

provide a critical lens fo.r evaluating [h.c rhetorical enactments of 2y urban

space that has been described as STI’:IdL”I.H‘Li the past md the future, Chicago}
Millennium Park is “acclaimed as a unique fusion of art, architecture, and
landscaping; embraced by diverse Chicagoans as a park for all people’
(Gilfoyle 2006: x). In this chapter, we examine the extent to whig
Millennium Park lives up to these claims. In order to determine its potenis
as a rhetorical-communicative landscape, we examine how the material and
symbolic features of the park create a space that is both inside and outsife
of the urban experience and of the city’s history, and that demonstrates the
possibilities of the human-nature, human-human, and human-urban inter
face. In order to determine its potential as a communicative space, we
explore how the park situates visitors as engaging in modes of performanc,
related to interacting and feeling. In what follows, we flesh out our critica
framework and then apply it to an analysis of Millennium Park. We con
clude with an evaluation of the communicative nature of the park and the
potentials and pitfalls of this approach to defining and assessing urban
spaces more generally. Our analysis is very much in concert with the themes
of this collection because it directs attention to the role of “materiality” i
communication in a very particular way. By examining and interpreting the
materiality of Millennium Park - literally its brick and mortar construction-
we illuminate the extent to which it functions as an important physical infra-
structure of communication.

Rhetorical enactments in urban parks

WREA - ; . at the North
In a recent essay examining the rhetoric of the Museum Park at the No

Carolina Museum of Art (NCMA), Zagacki and Gallagher (2009) exempli

75 ¢ : : e 25
how artifacts, such as the sculptures and installations in the park, ser¥t &
oA o2 : : . , : CIVl
enactments” that invoke a kind of collective consciousness and sense of c1vi¢
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and cultural understanding_. Zagacki apd Gallagher’s analysis centers on two
distinctive enactments which they' claim are celntral to representations and
xperiences of the }?uman-—nat.ure interface: inside/outside and regenerative/
yansformative. By inside/outside they refer to:

the experience of moving 1) between constructed spaces, such as a
museum space or an urban landscape, to less constructed, more organic
spaces such as the outdoor Rark or the rural landscape; and 2) between
natural history and human history. By regenerative/transformative [they]
mean moving 1) from natural states to human constructed states and
back again to nature, and 2) from one state of understanding to another.

In this essay, we extend the concept of inside/outside enactments to an
examination of the human-human and human-urban interfaces, in addition
to the human—nature interface. As a result, inside/outside is used to refer also
1o the experience of moving (1) between highly constructed urban spaces
and more organic urban landscapes and (2) between the past/present and
present/future history of the city.

A key aspect of Zagacki and Gallagher’s analysis of enactments is the extent
to which parks may function as performative spaces. In the case of the
Museum Park at the NCMA, the environmental sculptures and other artworks
combined with natural elements to create an innovative public space ripe with
meaning. In addition to supplying local residents with recreational and leisure
opportunities, the NCMA and, as we will demonstrate, Millennium Park, rep-
resent an emerging trend in landscapes that seek to mediate the human-nature,
human-urban, and human~human interfaces. The material rhetorics of parks
and public art sites do not so much function to articulate policy proposals in
an argumentative space. Rather, such sites open up an experimental, performa-
tive space, in which visitors are pushed to look beyond the normal conventions
and boundaries of urban and rural landscape design, to experience what Crary
calls “counter-forms of attention” (1999: 18).

In short, parks like the NMCA and Millennium point to how natural and
urban/suburban spaces in Raleigh, Chicago, and elsewhere might co-exist or
be alternatively imagined and how new versions of community might be
experienced in these urban/rural settings. And, in this sense, they function as
communicative spaces that enhance the “communicativety” of the respective
cities in which they are located. As Gumpert and Drucker (2008) point out,
communicative cities and the public parks that comprise them constitute
places in which “to encounter others” (ibid.: 198), to encourage “civic
engagement” (ibid.: 199), and to enhance “identity and identification” (ibid.:
199). Especially important to community are parks and other public spaces,
which are “places to congregate and play to offset the constricting density”
of the surrounding urban landscape (ibid.: 202).

Both the Museum Park and Millennium Park were developed as
responses to (1) environmental issues of direct concern to citizens and/or
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ith en"im“mema”y ?enSiFiVC programs and initiatives, and ()
bring urban populations mt\% ;li)sc; contact with each oghe ;
ways that foster 2 sense of co_r:mllﬂlf}’-d 1 et IC Ut}] of Raleigh is kn““;‘
for its green SPaces, many rest o il _tdﬁ'lf po l}ma lcadc:fs are wreslip,
with ways of managing the, area’s rapid growth am_d dwindling m[“r']“
resources. The Museum Park§ sculpn!res and installations enable visigy,

| space into which they enter, and the e"‘t’irnnmmri'

ienc natura
experience the. : wiich the '
concerns associated with (spaces llke_) it in innovative ways, through yh,
Cant and Morris (2006) call “embodied-sensuous experience .. and " al
3 or.

mative, ‘non-representational' and rgflcxivc approaches.”

As material rhetoric, sculptures 1n the park contextualized their regp,
linking those who wandged there with an adjacent W()I!]l -L]('
college and the rest of the city of Raleigh’s Greenway trail sx'stiwlw\
Accordingly, the sites were evocative of community in that they acteq 5
gathering places and as public passageways where visitors could cr:nvan

ve to and from the surrounding urban areas. Minennmn;

converse, and mo
park is also built in such a manner that visitors are connected - by
bridges, railways, sidewalks, and bike lanes — to the rest of Chicago and

with other visitors to the park and is, at least in part, a result of Chicagy
Mayor Daley’s commitment to environmentally sensitive programs.’ A;\ )
focal point in the center of the city, the park extends outward in a scriul\
of nodes and networks constantly reminding visitors of their connected-
ness to the larger whole. But the interior set of walking paths, garden pas-
sages, lawns and other material features bring park-goers into contact
with one another and thus, like the Museum Park, resist the sense of
urban alienation and anomie sometimes experienced by urban dwellers.
Gumpert and Drucker (2008) note that streets and transportation are cru-
cial to communicative cities: even though they are physical, fixed, and
semi-permanent features, they carry “emotional impact as well,” setting
agendas and communicating “to the [city’s| inhabitants” (ibid.: 202)
Indeed, the interconnectedness of Millennium Park to the surrounding
okes a kind of comfort in the knowledge that people can eas-
ark and stands as a kind of material invitation
center city into a

associated W
the desire tO

tive grounds,

cityscape ev
ily flow in and out of the p
for citizens to travel to downtown Chicago, turning
place of play and gathering rather than simply an area for business and

shopping.
To the extent that Millennium Park’s sculptures and material features, lik
ature interface and

those at the NCMA, provide enactments of the human-n
interactive networks to increase citizen contact, Gilfoyle (2006) argues that,

Each component was designed to stimulate a reaction from Viewers.
Observers look into a sculpture, walk on water, listen to music, pass
through a prairie landscape, or cross a bridge. The art still pmqleges{hr

individual...but the viewer, not the artist interprets the art.

(Ibid.: 314
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interpretation of the viewer, the stimulation of a reac-

el as placing yisitors into .dlrECt contact with eth other, is .?on?r.is-
non, “‘5: he notion of “places to interact/places of feeling” as a criterion
- tﬂicafive cities. In the analysis below, we examine the rhetorical
rcomml; of Millennium Park’s symbolic and material features to assess

tment . A
e;:ﬂ: pe which the park lives up to this criterion.
the €2

This focus on the

|.|i||ennium park and its enactments

The forces that generated I\’li“ffﬂnl'll..lm Park “are a reﬂegtion of nearly two
enturies Of Chicago history, politics, and cu]tur.e"_(Gllfoyle 2006: xiii).
indeed, prior to the 1850s, the waters of Lake Michigan covered the area.
This was followed by nearly a century of land creation and usage deter-
mined by the Illinois Central Railway Company, which was followed by
reation and development of Grant Park by civic leaders. The
development of the final corner, of what is sometimes referred to as
Chicago’s “front yard,” into a “combined park, outdoor art museum and
cultural center” was completed in 2004, with the grand opening on July
16, Daley is credited with insisting that culture, including visual art, liter-
ature, music, and architecture, is “a primary agent of personal expression
and social cohesion” and therefore necessary to urban life (Gilfoyle 2006:

the grndual c

xii).
Of course, the park was not without its detractors, and in fact, gener-

ated considerable controversy during the process of raising public funds to
help defray the cost of construction. Many critics raised questions about
the cost overrun, complaining that the enormous tax expenditures could
have been allocated to other worthy causes — namely, helping Chicago’s
impoverished citizens and inner city schools. An article in the New York
Times raised the specter of big-city corruption and nepotism when it
reported that an overcharged contract for cleaning up the park had been
given to a company that funneled large contributions to Daley’s election
ampaign (Kinzer 2004). Other critics have raised concerns about the use
of mixed taxpayer and corporate funding and associated naming rights
for sections of the park.
_These_ criticisms notwithstanding, the Millennium Park experienced by
visitors is a collection of powerful, large-scale art located within a series of
spacious, open plazas and surrounded on two sides by some of the world’s
?&t“ Sl;(YS_Crapers and on a third .sidc by the expanse of La_lke Micl'}igan.
PaviliF:: arii Cﬁmprlsed of a pavilion (the Frank Gehry desngncd Pntzke'r
v 1:/18 grea: Lawn), a theatf:r (the Joan W. and Irving B Harris
ey, usic and Dance); a hrldgf.: (the Frank Gehry 'desngned BP
ke G;Stafsuntzm .(the ]aum'e Plﬂensa designed Crown Fountal'n), a garde?
Coud G on designed Lur'uc Garden), and a sculpturel (Anish Kapoor’s
sate). Other features include the peristyle Millennium Monument 1n
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Wrigley Square which is a historical retf(erence ;\0 the peristyle thag y,
long a part of the lake fror_ltIGrapt Par afea. Qdmonally, Millenpjy,
park features the McCormick Trlbpne Plaza,' which SEIVES as a skapip
rink in winter and an outdoor music 'and eating venue in the humm“.'f
below-ground intermodal _transportgtum center .(connect.ing antonmln‘[:',
bus, and rail traffic); the BlCYleE Station (a 300-h1kc parking facility L..”.'
ith lockers, showers, bike rentals, a repair area, a café, and :I»l
Chicago Police Department’s Bike Patrol Group); the Exelon Pﬂ\'l!u.y_;
(four structures that incorporate solar panels and photovoltaic technggg,
and serve as entrances to the underground garage and transportation ce,
ter); the Chase promenade and the Boeing Gallery which accommndd_[.'
rotating public art exhibits. A -second pedestrian bridge, the Nichui;
Bridgeway, designed by Renzo Piano a_nd connecting the Modern Wiy,
(also designed by Piano) of the Art Institute of Chicago with Millenpjyy,

Park, opened in May 2009.

plete w

Inside/outside
One of the concerns voiced by critics of Millennium Park was that having
so many large scale, distinctive sculptures, and architectural elements would
leave visitors feeling as if the individual elements were screaming at each
other. However, given the many entrances to the park and the ways in which
it is experienced from both outside of the park (from a car window, a sky-
scraper window, while walking along Michigan Avenue, speeding by in a
bus, etc.) and inside the park’s physical boundaries, the sculptures, and ele-
ments function more as moments of performativity. For instance, Anish
Kapoor’s Cloud Gate, referred to by Chicagoans simply as “the Bean,” is the
most arresting site for visitors entering the park from the far northwest cor
ner of Michigan Avenue. Cloud Gate “is one of the world’s largest outdoor
sculptures: 110 tons, sixty-six feet long, forty-two feet wide and thirty-three
feet high” (Gilfoyle 2006: 261). The massive sculpture’s gleaming, elliptical
surface is forged of a seamless series of 168 highly polished stainless steel
plates, each weighing between 1,000 and 2,000 pounds. Visitors can walk
under and around the sculpture because of the concave opening along its
underside. Once a visitor is underneath, his or her eyes are drawn upward
into the 27-foot-high omphalos, a mirrored indentation providing multiple
reflections of those below.

While the sculpture is literally inside the park, its reflective surface, as vis
itors approach, projects images of what is outside of the park — the su
rounding cityscape, the sky, and the clouds. This sense of seeing Wh.if. s
outside, just as one is moving further inside the park and closer to the sculp
ture, provides a heightened sense of one’s urban surroundings even I
accentuates the separateness, indeed, the set-apartness of the park. Yet, 0%
never feels that the park is separate from the larger city. As a visitor draws
closer, the reflection begins to change to include some of the park and I8
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to include the visitor. Passing under and through,
ide” the sculpture. As it were, they can look up to
. of themselves and others that situates them both as individ-
oda el of human kaleidoscope piece, one of a larger collective of
il t)z:llalema:wing and twirling and shifting as they look up into the
; face of the sculpture’s underbelly. But, as suggesFed above,
eflective Sur homage to the magnificence of the reflected cityscape as
Cloud Gate P aysellates viewers to be participants in, or citizens of, it. This
g lt'vl:t:;rrfment isolates the viewer even as it calls upon him/her to be
aio:??}t:e larger city stpace to which they find themselves both literally
uratively connected.
m‘:nﬁfﬁ:gilio its arresting size and quality, the‘ organic shape of f‘the
fean” cONrasts sharply v-v1th the hlghlylgeometrlc sha-pes of the citys-
cape that surrounds and is reflected by it. Conceptualized as a gate, it
ecomes the metaphorical entrance both into and out of the park, fur-
her solidifying the inside/outside enactment 1t Fntallg. The creation of
maltiple reflections, depending on one’s physical distance from and
srientation to the sculpture further enhances the. performative nature of
the experience — visitors enact multiple viewpoints of the surrounc;lmg
cityscape, the park, the ground, and, eventually, a.s'they are drawn into
the sculpture itself, themselves and their fellow citizens/visitors. In this
way, experiencing Cloud Gate changes the way people see the world
aound them, making them aware of the move from cityscape to art
space/landscape and back again as well as supplying them with the cog-
aitive frame from which to appreciate and partake in a city that claims
to be cosmopolitan and multicultural.

By contrast, one of the rotating art exhibits, on the Chase Promenade
and Boeing Gallery (exhibited during 2007 and 2008) featured five sculp-
wres by Mark di Suvero, whose works are known for the way they appear
to balance heavy industrial metal and natural forces, solids and vacant
spaces, earth and sky, and human-constructed materials and nature. The
choice of di Suvero’s sculptures for (temporary) residence in Millennium
fark was a good one. His works formed a conceptual bridge with the
cityscape outside the park. With their steely surfaces and crisscrossing rec-
tilinear planes and columns, di Suvero’s sculptures mimicked the skyscra-
pers of downtown Chicago and in this sense brought them inside the
?ark, :vherc they could become both an object of commemoration and of
oz!ras?de 1:11;8, by allowin-g visitors/viewers to see the massive buildings
s erving essentnally humgn fL.Jnc.tlons, and by inviting them to
quie literally) play on the imitations inside the park, di Suvero “huma-

nized” . :
outs‘ijd the glass, concrete, and steel cityscape standing all around on the
.

and, ultimately,
ctually enter “ins

il

als and :
other VsIfOIS,

Furth L ? : :
er down Michigan Avenue is the Crown Fountain. It consists of two

;::E;Ei?{rg}ass brick towers which are 50 feet tall, 23 feet wide, and 16

he towers are illuminated by over 1 million light-emitting diodes
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that line the interior of each tower’s fagade, turning them into hj h-ri
eens. The towers display the video portraits of apr%ro_”-sf tele.
1,000 Chicago citizens that change every 5 minutes. At timed i;“mam}.
the faces on the towers purse their lips and water spouts out [a g; tervalg
erence to the European, Renaissance-era gargoyles that impireslt{:{l ref-
(Gilfoyle 2006: 277)]. The towers also periodically broadcast a y Engy
nature scenes, interspersed between the faces. At night, the three siq
the towers not facing each other display changing colors of OranSl es of
yellow, green, purple, and white. The towers face one another agE» red,
232-foot-long, 48-foot-wide rectangular reflecting “skin pool,” [nCrossa
cascades down the sides of the towers into the Sh;’;flaor:

vision SCr

ariety of

weather, water
quarrer-inch-dccp pool paved in black African granite, enabling visj;
110rs

to “walk on water.”

With its two tall towers facing one another, the Crown Fountain becope
interactive and embodied experience: when a visitor is “inside’ tl:,
_ that is, when he or she is standing between the two towers - b e
she experiences the faces of two (fellow) Chicagoans, apparently lookin ‘;
one another and/or at the visitor him or herself. The visitor also feelsg[he
water during the warm weather months — a welcome intrusion from outsie
of nature entering into the heated cityscape and experiences the “surprise;
of the sudden stoppage of the cascading water and the streaming from the
pursed lips. The experience is one that is uniquely inside the urban i
ence (but with hints of the natural), since for many people, it is only in urban
space that they encounter and interact with people of multiple races, ethnic
backgrounds, diverse economic classes, and so on. The fountain emphasizes

a highly
fountain

the playfulness as well as the unexpectedness of such encounters, involving
visitors’ senses of sight, hearing, and touch crearing a multimodal, performa-
tive space of interaction.”

The fountain also enacts a move between the past/present and present
Thus. Crown Fountain provides additional communica-
tive infrastructure because, as Gumpert and Drucker (2008) might
observe. it transcends and stores “time and place” (ibid.: 203). Crown
| its enactment as a public four-
tain. Fountains have historically played significant roles in civic life, i
initially serving functional needs
such as washing and drinking and eventually serving more abstract, ep

deictic needs such as celebrating the values “of religion, health, purit,
)77). Plensa’s instantiation of the ide

past of public fountains whete
people came to wash. and, by incorporating the giant LED screens
city pushing into the future. In

moving to the L‘it_\’" (is bq[h
is something that changes ¥il
(3) enables “later gemt
and outside of the

future of the city.

Fountain does so through its location anc

cities across America and in Europe,

wisdom. or vouth” (Gilfoyle 2006: .
of a public fountain gestures to the historic

becomes a visual archive of a progressive

so doing it (1) “offers something ete rnally
.

inside and outside of the city’s history

the seasons (exists |||\|li(' and outside of nature)

tions to nterpret and reinterpret the art 1S \H\I\i\'

4_4‘
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nt: Gilfoyle 2006: 288), and (4) with its combination

orary mome 2 ; - Pk
coﬂ'fegl_p_ nal and yet more contemporary digital design, the fountain sig-
tional and ) : e : : :
of tra (ljh'cagO'S vision for urban living which, while rooted in the past,
# i :
nifies pointed toward the future.

¢0 remains solidly

Th inside/outside enactments of the other features of the park are just
el .

o and interesting to consider. The Jay Pritzker Music Pavilion
-4 have together attracted more attention than perhaps any

lement, not least because of a design that provides for multiple
e ef[he ir’:sidc:’()utsidc enactment and the interactive possibilities that
l;};?ﬁong with it. A sculprural “headdress” of steel ribbons supporrcd_
by 12 trusses provides cover for the closest seats nnd the stage portion of
the pavilion 1s both an outdoor music stage and an indoor reception area.
Additionally, two massive fifty-by-thirty-foot \ll‘Llltlg glass doors can be
shut to completely enclose the stage. On the Great Lawn, 4,000 fixed
scats remain available for some visitors while ﬁ.()()(!ff,l)l)(l pr.'uplu can
spread out on the lawn itself and easily mingle with fellow concert-goers.
Like other city parks, the grassy surface gestures to the natural world that
once dominated the landscape and captures the longing for nature many
urban dwellers feel in a concrete and steel-dominated place. Here, too,
however, the experience is one of moving between the past/present and
present/future of the city, or inside and outside of history. As a unique
instantiation of an outdoor music pavilion, the Pritzker Pavilion gestures
roward the historical uses of the landscape and to the Grant Park Music

al

28
and Great Lawn

Pavilion that preceded it.

The Gehry designed BP Bridge both complements the Pritzker Pavilion
and provides another, distinct enactment of inside/outside. The bridge is
925 feet in length, 10 times the width of Columbus Avenue below, and is
clad in brushed stainless steel plates that overlap like scales, transforming
the structure into a slithering, snakelike shape. The form is both whimsical
and functional: the large number of curves allows for a gentle, 5 percent
slope, making the bridge accessible to wheelchair users. In addition, the
bridge connects the newer, twenty-first century park with the older, lake-
front park, linking past with present. As visitors cross the bridge, they reach
a point where the waters of Lake Michigan become visible, the breeze from
thff lake can be felt, and the park becomes more of a traditional city park
with tennis courts, trees, benches, and paths. The visitor has enacted a move
from the highly constructed cityscape through the estheticized and highly
experiential Millennium Park to the landscape of the traditional lakefront
park. This is a walk that entails moving from supremely geometric to more
and more organic shapes and ends in the lake itself. Thus, visitors experi-
;“Cﬁ enactments of human-urban, human-human, and human-nature inter-
S;Ezlf;ti(lg(};o\;?lli l]':]l'(‘)llf.’,l]]'[hk‘ park. The Emdgc acts as, wl.mt (il![11]1t‘r[ dnd‘
Sy “f]exibilti:. ‘ .11 dy n;Tnm‘ [L‘.lrll‘ll‘r.‘“ of cml;nmm:‘;m\'c cities, one of
ity the authors })-l'm .ll‘lll:t()l'llhll\lil[y (ibid.: 203). “In terms ”t, flexibil-

s explain, “space and place are convertible: sidewalks
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become cafes, streets beclome fairs, park‘s ‘be‘comc concert ll_aHg e
204). Millennium park itself represcn(tj.s %’ULh F; d}"l?aml A fC.'JlLlre‘ bur rh;
bridge in particu[ar conyerts space and time. urjun('mally, It transport ,
traveler from one point in the park to another while smmltnncnm]y serving
as a symbolic bridge between past and present and hctwcc.n the organjc and
the human-made; it is both a means of transport and a suitable resting spoy
or a place from which to peer at the magnificent lake beyond. As archite.
tural critic Kamin says about the bridge:

It’s a bridge, in a sense, tO nowhere ... People cross it, then they _—
back to where they started. They just want to be on it ... The fi’"ﬁrh‘kg
shape of the bridge forms eddies where, on occasion, people stop ang

talk to one another.
(Tbid.: 2004

Implications and conclusions

As this discussion of the inside/outside enactments of Millennium Park sug-
gests, the park may be said to meet the criteria of a communicative city, a
space of feeling and a space for interaction — that is, it is a distinctly comm)u-
nicative space. The park’s elements, taken together, are characterized by
their highly interactive nature: visitors perform certain types of relationship‘s
between themselves and the cityscape around them as well as between them-
selves and other citizens. In so doing, they experience their city from a much
richer and varied set of sensibilities, opening them up to interactions and
new perspectives.

In the broadest sense what is particularly compelling about a place like
Millennium Park is the degree to which it and other cultural public works
projects fit within a history of attempts to redirect or reorient the conduct
of individuals. Millennium Park, from this perspective, is an effort to gov-
ern particular forms of interactions with others, with the self, and with
objects. As Ron Greene (1998) has pointed out, such material spaces are
important because of the ways in which they “create conditions of possi-
bility for a governing apparatus to judge and program reality” (ibid.: 22).
In this respect, what remains to be examined in the future is, first, the
extent to which these possible modes of governable performance (in this
case, a specific form of reflection or interaction which occurs in
Millennium Park - i.e., in the “places to interact/places of feeling”) actu-
ally emerge and how they are constitutive of certain pre-existing or shift-
ing normative criteria of citizenship. The critical question here, of cours¢,
concerns whose criteria of citizenship are disciplined and the ways in
which these criteria define one sort of citizenship over another. Second, if
in fact public parks actually do work to alter people’s behavior and/or
alter their mode of reflection and interaction, it is important t0 consider
how these projects of material rhetoric are more «material” than other
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n the analysis above, our claims of Millennium Park
frankly, ontological. That is, we have suggested that
¢ more material than what rhetorical scholars
. oly been studying, such as live speeches, texts filled with
egserio” Y erhaps digital recordings taken by someone walking

hes, evellz '[;‘his is precisely because the materials (and the forms into
through 2 PA¥ lshapde) have the potential to make a difference in how
which they 27 them and in the larger modes of performa-

: ici in

ew and participate 1 : : rfo
Opk:ilated to urban living. As Blair explains about the materiality of
ivity T :
:::gorials and other constructed sites,

of discourse: I
: matcrialist are,
£t of the park 7

they do perhaps even more obvious work on the body. They direct
the vision to particular features, and Fh_ey direct — sometimes even
control — the vector, spee'c_i, or possibilities _of physical movement.
Touching them is very different from touching a book and th:3|t
touch sometimes yields profound responses ... [Material] rhetoric
acts on the whole person, not just on the “hearts and minds” of its

audience.
(1999: 46)

At the same time, it is important to point out once again that
Millennium Park was not without (and continues to have) its critics.
Indeed the contested nature of the park reveals the fact that it emerged as
part of a complex series of negotiations between political officials, local
community and business leaders, artists, engineers, and architects, and
other major officials who helped to plan for Millennium Park or who
opposed it. These negotiations raise critical questions, similar to those
nised above, that go to the heart of the notion of a communicative city:
To what extent does the goal of urban “communication,” as a public good
with material instantiation, come to trump the interests of underprivi-
leged urban populations potentially made even more impoverished when
publicly financed social programs fail to be funded because those monies
are diverted to city park projects? Should the subordination of such inter-
ests actually disqualify a city as communicative, given that Gumpert and
Drucker (2008) cite as some disqualifying features corruption, censorship
and repression of speech, discouraging heterogeneous urban populations,
eung the concerns of citizens who believe they do not have a stake in a
:ﬂ:&::fs‘;’em;m, ‘;lnd so on? ‘And in yvhat sense ‘does tlhe rhetoric of
Sty :}:‘e Ezln esign favoring pubh.c projects like M:I‘lenmum Park
o eeﬁl?lr interests of multma.nonal corporations and neo-

e ors w Le devalu;ng or reducing the concerns of a particu-

Alternative| iy clas§. i ek . :
= sl :reF)ir;sz:s pa;ltlal antidotes to this critique, we might consu.ier

i Ennium. : » a huge and somewhat coqtroversnla_l endeavor like

ark actually suggests how social, political, and other
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e the interaction (i.e., political deliberatiop Gk

rate fundraising, etc.) nf:cessary t.() bring ];ll:gC, controversial puhfic p:::
ects of any sort to fruition — projects tha‘t gould be ;lpp:lrc.mly beneficiy
to all. Just as Lanham (1995) has W”ﬂ“ﬁ‘"{: out the productive debgge e
rounding Christo’s “Running Fence, t e arguments over Mi”ﬂmmm
park may reveal much about the poss‘}bﬂny.ot human transformatjg,
Lanham described the outcome of the “Running Fence” controversy g,
way: “the hearing]s], the plan[_s,], the rendering][s], ic F’”"imnmcma;
Impact Statement; the construction worker, the \{Uunmlmun, the artjg”
all of this demonstrated that “human purpose will be both the same 454
utterly transformed” (ibid.: 50). SeC(_md, despite the problems associateg
with planning (not to mentiomn th§ mte.rnul structural defects and other
shortcomings of) projects like Millennium Park, the Park nevertheles
marks a hopeful move toward what many cities might yet become, A,

Gumpert and Drucker (2008) put it,

networks can stimulat

A chasm separates the normative criteria — our expectations and desires
[for what, ideally, constitutes a communicative city] — from what occurs
within the structures of the city - life as it is played out 24 hours a day

in its harsh and multifaceted scope.
(Ibid.: 200)

As a product of machine politics but also noble philanthropy, civic
engagement, and esthetic vision, Millennium Park reflects this deeper ten-
sion. Insofar as we believe the park can be seen as a material enactment
of these norms, it may also resolve this deeper tension in a productive
manner.

In providing an understanding of the rhetorical nature of the park’s
materiality, through an exploration of the inside/outside enactment, this
analysis suggests how we can identify and evaluate the qualities that
lead to interaction and enhanced agency for all citizens and, ultimately,
to a way of theorizing communicative spaces and the cities which house

them.

Notes

1 Whereas advertising uses emotional appeals quite often to override rational
and/or argumentative capacity ... public art inspires a sense-making impulse
... It cannot be consumed like a product — it continues to stay in there in our
path, in our city, in our day-to-day seeing of it long after the last candy bar,

burger, pizza slice, Bud Light, are gone. lond
(LaWare and Gallagher 2007: 163

shift, by rhetorical critics, o™

2 Blair used the term “enactment” to advocate for a ]
consequences 10

a focus strictly on symbolicity to a consideration of material
performativity in their analyses.
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ark district planted an estimated 7,000 trees
ppmxnn.ttcly 300,000 between 1989 and
2003, 63 miles of Chicago streets included new median plantings.
o0 1999, under the Campus Parks Program, Chicago built or
arks. Daley also ... helped establish the Chicago Center
. a former Brownfield site that was transformed into a

he 1990s, the p
in city parks, totaling a

Throughout

annually
2002 ... BY
From 1997 t
restored 53 school p
for Green Technology:

model for sustainable environmental design.
((|Ilf‘€l}'|(‘ 2006: 8 3)

lic/private, interior/exterior, absence/presence, opa-
's work as is the desire to “integrate the viewer
l(]l]h: l:\‘ {—lﬂg ).

s such as pub

are central to Plensa
lationship with the art” (Gilfoy le

4 In fact, dualitie
que!translucem

into an interactive re
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Chapter 8

the birth of the “neoliberal”
city and its media

James Hay

Beyond the “new media’ city

of the birth of “neoliberal” city and its media shares
with various veins of research in Communication and Media Studies, Urban
Sociology, and Geography an interest in the “new media” city. However, this
chapter proposes an alternative theory, history, and analysis of the past and
current relation between media and cities, specifically questioning recent
formulations of the (new) media city. To what extent have recent theories’
and analyses’ understanding of the linkage between media and urban space
emphasized that one is the primary determination of the other? To what
extent have they emphasized politics, economy, culture, or technology as the
single, primary, or most important determination? To what extent have they
understood any of these determinations as singular and self-determining?
These questions lead me to ask another set of questions. What would a
study of the production of a media city involve if it did not place “media”
or media-making at the center of a chain of productivity? What would be
involved instead in an analysis that considers the current media city (the
“newness” of the linkage between media and the city) through a history of
spatial practice and the production of space? Addressing these questions
involves recognizing the Modern bias of most studies of the media/city, as
well as the possibilities of a counter-Modern form of thought and analysis
from and about the media city.
o n’:‘i‘jirg;s'oﬂfgt;hese questions also allows me to e).(amine how‘the current
St specificetne}‘:r ﬂlled}a city hgs :‘alled forth, instrumentalized, and/qr
s e i ec ng ogies (“media”) of frf:edpm and government. In this
o Pl'Ograni anCdOnSll.e.rs how the new Fnedlg city became the object Qf lib-
i nar oriemp:i) icies (a recent ranpnallty and arrangement of liberal
iberal ey forma: towgrd a new regime of urban renewal. The current
new he city has bean a;: breformlsm as media space and network are not
o nineteenthen a laboratory an'd perforrr}ance stage of liberal ref(?rm
oy ey discouienmrﬁ. By chqrtmg this history, the chaptf-:r examines
out of and pErpetuatse and reasoning abput the new media city develops
es a Modern reasoning about progress, renewal, and

This chapter’s account




