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Anarea is not a slum simply because the people living there are poor and
black. A community becomes a shum when the space is represented for
‘ everyone (including those who live there) by those who don’t live there.

—Marback (1998, p. 82) |

Wh,at is urban space? How is it connected to urban life and communication? b
Sociologists, urban planners, cultural theorists, and rhetorical critics are I
among those who have sought to address these questions. The answers have
ranged from definitions based in social groups and networks, to a specific
collection of economic and public policies and practices, t0, as Marback’s
qQuote derponstrates, a rhetorical practice. Gombrich (1982), the art historian,
characterized city life as visual-intensive: People are bombarded with visual
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objects that act as soci;.al codes and evoke a sense of cultural v
sider the extent to which L}rban spaces contain competing d
nitions, images, and narratives, there is a need 1o move the ¢
description and definition to analysis: to an examination of the g
which urban spaces are created and enacted through diSCourSQS, matel‘].afs'b‘l
and experiences, processes central to !1uman Communication, Itieg

Ong gmporeant way. o accomplish chis is through an €Xaminatiop
public art. Because of its materiality, public art both inhabies 4 Crem:.‘
place and a space whe.re tensions are projected, illuminated, ang articuleg
Multiple meanings exist and are evoked on both an emotional and iy
tual level, yet the materiality of the work and the space suggest a cong
that is rarely, if ever, attained. Indeed, the very processes by which public 11
works come to be are themselves indicative of the struggles, the hopes, Ihc.
promises, and the practices that make up urban life. Public gt i ke
spaces holds out the promise of public, democratic deliberation, even as i
reminds us repeatedly of the realities of imposed control by elites, whether
corporate, governmental, or cultural. There are many examples of publc
projects located in urban spaces that enact the desire of elites to control why
is valued and who is worthy of power and recognition. For instance, elies
may argue that a particular aesthetic use of a space .is desirable and good and
that the public eventually will come to appreciate it (e.g., the Monument 1
Joe Lowuis in Detroit, Richard Serra’s Tilted Arc in New York). Bur, by
imposing a particular interpretation of a site, public art also ca'lls attentionto
those power structures and power struggles that may therw15e remain hid-
den or unspoken. Indeed, as Senie and Webster (1992) indicated:
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Public art with its built-in social focus would seem to be an ideal genre
for a democracy. Yet, since its inception, issues surrounding its appro-
priate form and placement, as well as its funding, have made pubhc. art
an object of controversy more often tha.n consensus or celebrau.(t))?.
Originally viewed by many in the new nation as a luxury incompatible
with republican values, public art (mdccq art in general) was (and con-
tinues to be) regarded with distrust. (p. xi)

This leads to our second thesis, namely, thgt public art servfs”f»ff:;“}
important rhetorical functions. This argument is b.asc'd on the'o)o ul:
observations: First, that by its focus on values (-an epideictic funcélotn izﬁlikf
lic art highlights, evokes, and inFen51fies emotional res_ponse.slé :n;otioﬂi
other contemporary forms of discourse that seek to mtepfl}’) i
responses as a means for ensuring consumption (e.g., advertlsmge, pthrw
evokes a very different type of Cmbpdled emotional _respon.so r‘ml e
advertising uses emotional appeals quite often to ovem;le rana Ao
argumentative capacity—it speaks to us at the level of our app
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ublic art inspires a sense-making impulse. Public art is difficult
0 ignore; instead it becomes a material e_:xigence i_nviting response and
ceflection every time it is cj:na.)qntered by a viewer. .It directs attention (in the
Burkean sense) such that individuals are led'to notice the m.atenal context in
1 way that previously may not have been significant. Public art does this at
|east partly because 1t 1s.less ephemeral _than many other rhetonc.al artifacts.
[t cannot be consumed like a prodpct—1_t continues to stay there in our path,
in our city, in our day-to- day seeing of it long after the last candy bar, burg-
er, pizza slice, Bud Light are gone. : .

Second, public art invites viewers to make a judgment. This, too, is an
essentially rhetorical f unction requiring a person to both think through their
emotional, visceral responses, and to make sense of them in light of stan-
dards—it moves people in to the role of critic, a role that requires quite a dif-
ferent st of understandings than the mere act of consumption. This gets
back to the issue that public art holds open the promise that the public has
some (opportunity) for control in urban space, spaces that tend to be large-
ly corporatized and/or institutionalized.

Third, the values of public art are not universal but are local, the prod-
ut of an epoch—they are, in other words, historically contingent
(Beardsley, 1981). As a result, public art links history and memory together
in a way that says something about a community at a particular moment in
history. Rhetoric deals with the contingent and the transcendent by focus-
ing our attention on context and its complexities, complexities that include
deep-seated and subtle issues of race, control, power, and privilege; in other
words, who has agency to determine what appears in public spaces.

By bringing these three rhetorical functions of public art together, the
emotive function, the invitation to express opinion and make a judgment,
and the ability to concretize and offer a reflection on public memory and
history (agency), public art in urban spaces contributes to discourses of pub-
lic identity, providing a space of attention, a space to pause and reflect, a
space of public engagement. Identity formation itself is very much a rhetor-
ical process that is, again, historically contingent, dependent on meaning-
making and reflections on the self within the context of a localized social,
poiitical and physical or material environment. This is why, as suggested ear-
lier, public art often becomes a source of controversy, encouraging individ-
u_als to respond both emotionally as well as rationally, to articulate a posi-
tion and further, to identify themselves as a member of the public being
addressed by the art. As art critic Amy Goldin (1974) explained, “public art
‘fidrffsses its audience as participants in a public world. Sympathetic atten-
tion is not enough. We are encouraged to take sides” (p. 32). And as Arthur
C. DanEo (1985) pointed out, public art draws in anyone willing to take part
in the discussion. Controversies over public art have provided opportunities
for individuals to articulate their own positions in relation to urban, public
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spaces, and the meaning these spaces have for individuals ang commypj;
As Harriet Senie (1992) argued, “many controversies that —reL bunmes.
public art are actually about the use and meaning of the sjte” (.9) ®abou
Through examination of three brief case studies of .
lic art in urban spaces, we demonstrate how a rhetorically informeq &
tive contributes to our understanding of the complexities of contestfd i::t
spaces including who controls the articulation of the meaning of 4 e aag
who controls the way public memory is represented. The first two Ca:
focus on public art controversy, particularly the visual manifestation of e]i::
control and the response that it elicits. The two cases are the controy
over Tilted Arc in Manhattan and the Monument to Joe Louis in Detrojr
third focuses on public art as vernacular expression, which articulates
resistance to the imposition of meaning, in the form of community myr.

contemporary
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RICHARD SERRA’S TILTED ARC

Tilted Arc, commissioned for Federal Plaza in lower Manhattan in 1979 and
installed in 1981, made evident efforts to control the space in lower
Manhattan in front of the federal Court House. Cultural elites, through the
General Services Administration’s (GSA) “Art-in-Architecture” program
claimed the space as an opportunity for an aesthetic expression by a sculp-
tor, Richard Serra, who had received acclaim by the established art worldin
which the avant-garde in general, and minimalism in particular, were insi-
tutionalized. Serra had already exhibited sculptures in elite museums and
numerous public installations around the world. For this commission, he
created a long, arcing steel wall that stretched across and occupied the cen-
ter of Federal Plaza, towering above the heads of passersbys. It was ]arge.
imposing, and aggressive, forcing visitors and workers to walk around its
rusting steel face. It was a wall in a crowded urban area, not far from Wal
Street and the Twin Towers.

Tilted Arc functioned as a wall both physically and symbolically, andar
especially urban wall, because it attracted graffiti. Many nonelites who
worked or lived within the context of the Federal Plaza saw the sculpture &
an imposition, functioning as a means to literally and figuratively divide d'j
community. To them, the sculpture contained and controlled movementfl;l
limited access to a space that had previously been communally accessiot
and open to diverse uses and meanings in an urban area where such ‘:gfﬂ
space is highly limited. References to the sculpture such as the “F&.‘:rlmf I:Ite
of Foley Square” reflected this perception of the wall as a function of € lﬂ_
control and oppression. Others also spoke of the sculpture as creating n
man’s land” and constituting a “visual assault.” (GSA Transcript, 1985).
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n the hearing on whether to con§ider th.e scu.lprure’ts rem.ova_l, meaning-
1aking became paramount, along wuh deln}eatllqn of identity in terms gf
what claim an individual or a community of mdlyiduals had on the space in
the plaza. For example, prior to the creation pf Tilted Arc, th_e hf:alth c_lepart-
d used the plaza as a site of health fairs and for public dissemination
formation. According to the head of the health department, the
presence of the sculpture disrupted the coordination and success of these
fairs, wresting opportunities for diverse and publicly directed uses of the
cpace. Those in positions of political power—the political elite—who con-
ducted the hearing, and who were appointees of a conservative administra-
tion, also challenged the authority of the cultural elites to control and define
the plaza space. They perceived the sculpture to be an affront and a threat to
their authority, magnifying their fears of who might be lurking in public
“behind the wall.” Furthermore, they equated the wall with symbols of ter-
rorist attacks. The sculpture referenced terrorist barricades on the one hand,
as well as a potential blast wall for directing the destructive force of a bomb
towards their building.

Ultimately, Tilted Arc was removed, and this reflected, we argue, more
he ascendance of a political elite over a cultural elite than the resistance of a
group of nonelites connected to the site through their quotidian activities.
However, the controversy over Tilted Arc and the hearing that ensued did
provide an opportunity for articulation and definition—perhaps most sig-
nificantly, for articulating and visually graphing the convergence of power
struggles within the public realm, within a complex, socially and politically
significant urban space.

ment ha
of hea]th in

MONUMENT TO JOE LOUIS,
AKA, “THE FIST”

In the city of Detroit, located at the terminus of Woodward Avenue as it
intersects with Jefferson Avenue, resides a sculpture of a Black forearm and
fist, hung by cables from a triangular frame. It is situated directly across
from a classical, allegorical statue known as the Spirit of Detroit, thrusting
toward the futuristic fountain and pylon of Hart Plaza. This sculpture, rep-
resentative yet also abstract in its disembodied form, and referred to in the
vernacular of the city simply as “The Fist,” is more formally known as the
Monument to Joe Louis. What is the meaning, the significance, the potential,
and t}}e reality, of a huge bronze fist in the middle of a downtown intersec-
tion, in the heart of a city radically reconfigured by the affects of racial
strife? It is heroic in scale, yet anti-heroic; it honors, yet cautions; it evokes
memory and provokes debate; it is both glorious and grim.

e
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On one level, the Monument to Joe Louis is unique becayge ;

"y . . . 3 2 . use |
evokes the memory of an Atrican-Americ t expliy
_ an | an-/ Ican man who | 1ty

€came 3 b, .

Cro o

both Black and White Americans during the 19305 when K
embody the spirit, strength, and determination of Ameriin . Seemed 1
tight with the German boxer, Max Schmelling (“the Nazi”) aI " h] :
in that there are few public representations of African A e "

; . o mericans in pyon:
nent urban locations. Yet the sculpture itself represents trends i n];{om;.
0 public g

that favor prominent artists chosen and approved by art world ¢l
_ VT Clites 35
. | _ deny opportunities fo
tion in the selection and design stages by representatives of the
lic. Furthermore, under the guise of *

opposed to locally rooted artists, and that s
Particip.

o = larger pub-
. realism,” the sculpture as a realistic by
li:-cmlmdlcd tist, 1s more representanve ot thg‘ Jl)s[rdc[ art [ha{ tends th}

it

ture inviges
various and often contradictory readings. Thus, the disembodied foregy
and fist may reference not only a fighter's punch, but intentionally or no'k
other images of forearms and fists, whether that be the Black powerﬁs[o‘j‘
the 1960s or, more recently, the strange and disturbing images of Saddin
Hussein’s “Hands of Victory”: forearms holding swords at the entrance
his parade ground in Baghdad.

On the one hand then, the sculpture needs to be understood in 2 broad:
er context of the history of commemorative public art commissions and

the mainstay of public arts commissions. Abstract art by its na

controversies and the tenuous relationship between the public, commission-
ing agencies or patrons (in this case a corporate patron), the artists, and th
public. Monument to Joe Louis is connected to this larger history involving
the struggle over both defining and representing local and national histories
and significant figures in that history and the struggles regarding the control
of public space, particularly in an era when public space that is not con
trolled by private corporate interests is increasingly limited. Monument t
Joe Louis, commissioned by Sports Illustrated, was created durin?; the lae
1980s when corporations became heavily involved in the arts and in flmanc-
ing public art commissions as a form of public relations as well as invest
ment. As a consequence, corporate sponsorship influenced the shﬂPE,‘md
development of art in the public sphere, and in certain ways reflected efon
to control and influence the development of public culture. Corporators
looked to art experts for advice, which as Erika Doss (1995) pointed ov
makes the process more bureaucratic and less likely to incorporatt

the
Joe
re’s

account for the interests and concerns of the local public who are (;12
receiving end of the commission. In many ways, this was reflected mlt
Louis commission, because the selection of the artist ,‘md 0.{ s S(f:uff)m s
location was controlled by art experts from the Detroit Insutute 0 the
and then-mayor Coleman Young. e mbodit,
“The Fist” itself, although anatomically precise, 15 015¢

s OWD
s iors form for 1150
abstracted, and decontextualized. Its aesthetic is modernist: fo

I
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ake. This type gf aesthetic came to dominate the “public” art scene in
Detroit, as it did in many cities during the 1970s. In the aftermath of the race
ciots of 1967, civic and corporate leaders atter.npted to rejuvenate the city of
Detroit by instituting 2 .remwgorated public art program (Nawroi:k.l &
Holleman, 1980)- As Senie and Webste_r (1.992) pqmted out, such an initia-
five Was somewhat common dunng this time Perxod: “Pubhc art became a

art of urban renewal programs, as it had k.)cen in centuries past, functioning
1 an emblem of culture and a.mamfes_tauon of economic wealth, a sign of
the power of its patmn’.’ (p. xiv). Various works of art were thus sited in
downtown Detroit public spaces. These works embodied a modernist aes-
thetic, and sometimes also invoked futuristic forms. They included geomet-
fc wall paintings and murals by various local and not-so-local artists, a
wisted steel pylon and a steel fountain (shaped like a donut held up by two
«eel straws) designed by Isamu Noguchi, and various other abstract steel
sculptures including ones by Alexander Calder and John Piet. The culmina-
tion of this “renaissance” was the building of the Renaissance Center on the
rverfront in downtown Detroit. Resembling a fortress of steel and glass, the
Renaissance Center has had a mixed history. Its gigantic scale and “cold”
interior and exterior, plus its inaccessibility from the street, make it an
impressive spectacle which people soon grow tired of. It continually strug-
gles to attract and keep tenants and patrons.

Given that the concept of public art presupposes a fairly homogenous
public and a language of art that speaks to all (Senie, 1992), the motive for,
the aesthetic style, and the timing of Detroit’s public art campaign during the
1970s are highly ironic. The campaign is a demonstration of the extent to
which White elites continued to see the city as “theirs” despite the fact that
they had played a significant role in creating and then ignoring the city’s
social and economic problems. Despite or perhaps even because of the riots,
the White elites along with the emerging Black political elite, continued to
neglect the views and values of their fellow citizens, whose perceptions of
the art being foisted on the city were likely to be quite different from those
of the elites, as Senie and Webster (1992) pointed out:

Seen from the vantage point of economic underclasses, public art is affir-
mation of their exclusion from power and privilege. Art in the public
domain, a sign of the power of its patrons, frequently becomes the focus
for discontents that often have nothing to do with art. Small wonder

fll';al) public art and controversy seem to have been joined at birth. (p.
1

2 dCerFalnly, public art has had a mixed history in the United States and the
0:}1 b des}gn aesthetic has caused controversy in other cities in regard to
er installations as indicated by the analysis here of 7itled Arc. But the aes-
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thetic of the Monument to Joe Louis has an additional distyr
The disembodied forearm and fist function as a metonym
such, the sculpture is both a grotesque caricature of the man and a glorif;

tion of his limb. Using one body part to symbolize the whole of : rifica.
objectifies the person, dismembers him or her, leaving the person nPeel‘Sfon
consumption, domination, even violence. Feminist critiques of contgm or
rary advertising center on this type of objectification of the female body |, .
the male gaze and the troubling power relations thereby advocated, Gyw:;:
| the level of control exercised by dominant elites over “The Fist,”

bing side 5 well
for Louis, anq o

: i it can by
read similarly: a piece of a (subhu)man, whose life can be reduced to on:
limb, to be held up for the gaze of the “public,” a curiosity, 4 carnival

sideshow, a burlesque oddity. The fact that “The Fist” is hung from 3 tripod
by chains simply underscores such a reading. Perhaps it is not surprising
then, that upon secing the sculpture for the first time, Joe Louis’s widoy
murmured, “It could be anybody’s arm” (Carswell, 1987).

A counter movement culminated in the siting of a representational star.
ue of Louis in the Cobo Hall Convention Center just 1 year later, An
anonymous donor whose gift was “matched by Detroit citizens, Louis’s
family, public school students, teachers and staff” funded this second sculp-
ture (Graves, 1992). The stated purpose of the commission was to site 2
‘ sculpture that “the community could identify with,” one that would serve s
‘ a corrective to “The Fist”. The result was a 12-foot representational bronze

statue of Louis in a boxing stance created by Ed Hamilton, an African-
American sculptor who won the design competition (Graves, 1992). This
second time around, the community chose a traditional, honorific style of
commemoration associated with memorializing of the past and the cultural
and political elites accepted the community’s right to participation in the
public representation of history.
| As this discussion demonstrates, the Monument to Joe Louis is thetori
cally powerful. Its aesthetic qualities and surrounding context (both physi-
cal and historical) provide the resources from which controversy, debat,
| and other forms of material rhetoric have emerged. Unlike other sites of
' memory that tend to emphasize progress and amnesia at the expense of con-
testation and debate, the arresting material and symbolic qualities of “The
Fist” are hard to ignore. The memories evoked are much broader an:ld more
scattered than one might suppose from a sculpture titled for a sgecnflc per-
son. Indeed, the hegemonic process by which the sculpture came into being,
and the vernacular nature of the counter memorial in Cobo Hall, may b¢
more apt, when taken together, to achieve a counter hegemony than a%
; number of representational sculptures celebrating civil rights al}d/."r the
' African-American experience. The Monument to Joe Louis materialized 2

g2y i = . ‘e citizens but
an attempt to inscribe an elite group vision onto a city and its ciizens
became, in addition, a resource for engagement.
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COMMUNITY MURAL PROJECTS

er memorial to Joe Louis in the case just illustrates, public art
may also represent efforts”by nonelites to provide what ]_ohn Eodnar (1992)
referred to as “vernacular forms of public memory and identity, that essen-
tially resist control by elites, w_het_hv._er they be poht}c.al, corporate, or cultur-
a clites. In this third case, individual communities within the broader
visual means to resist control and insert their own images and
perceptions of themselves “{it}}in public space, rhetorically framing and
asserting their own agency within that space. These “vernacular” efforts are

robably best represented by the community mural movement that began in
the late 1960s in urban neighborhoods inhabited mainly by African
American and Latino communities, and which gained inspiration from the
Mexican Muralists such as Diego Rivera and built on the legacy of the Work
Progress Administration murals of the 1930s and 1940s in America. The
community mural movement, which is also called “people’s art” or “street
art,” seeks to reclaim the meanings of urban space for the people living with-
in them, and not leaving such meaning-making to outside elites who often
defined such spaces as “ghettos,” spaces sited for urban renewal.

One of the first examples of the “community-based mural movement”
or “people’s art,” was the creation of the Wall of Respect on the south side
of Chicago in 1967. The local city government, without consulting local res-
idents, had designated a particular neighborhood to be razed as part of an
urban renewal initiative. By reclaiming community space for the communi-
ty, the Wall of Respect delayed those plans (see Cockeroft, Weber, &
Cockcroft, 1977, p. 1). The project combined poetry, mural painting, and
easel painting (boards installed on the wall) and was originally created as
part of a festival of arts for the primarily Black citizens who lived nearby.
Later, the mural became a rallying point for the community, an effort to
reclaim the space of the community through images of pride, history and
communal struggle. The inscription on the mural stated, “This Wall was cre-
ated to Honor our Black Heroes, and to Beautify our Community”
(Cockeroft et al., 1977, p. 3). The mural incorporated the rhetorical judg-
ment of citizens as they determined who to include on the wall. In fact,
images on the wall continued to change and evolve until the wall itself was
finally destroyed as a result of another round of urban renewal efforts on the
south side of Chicago.

More recently, this use of community-based murals to reclaim space,
Pal'TlCl'ﬂarly spaces that have been abandoned for economic and political rea-
sons, in neighborhoods that have little political or economic clout, has
helped to revive democratic and community impulses. Community murals,
as suggested by the case of the Wall of Respect, help to call attention to par-

As the count

cityscape use
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ticular types of urban exigencies such as the need for
| images and memories of a communi.t)_' or the need to recognize the pligh

a particular neighborhood and to initiate and direct a response, Commg tof
murals initiate impulses in the community that include seeing indi"idu:]m
| part of the community and as agents of change. This effort i also c:viclr:ni;as
| community murals on urban neighborhood centers such a5 Casa Azt n
; Chicago where images of historic revolutionary figures in Mexico ey lan
’ figures from 20th-century liberation movements in the United States inc]udf
ing Cesar Chavez, adorn the brilliantly colored outer and interjor walls (see
LaWare, 1998). These images serve to create a space of identification g4
pride where families and young people from the community seek assistance
for better integrating into the dominant culture without completely forgo-
ing their cultural memory or their community affiliation. As Cockeroft etal,
(1977) explained, “people’s art” incorporates and makes visible the rea expe-
riences of the people it addresses; “their history and struggles, their dignity
and hopes” (p. xxii). “People’s art” therefore, makes these localized experi-
ences real and visible to those not only within the community but to publics
outside the community as well. Community-based mural art makes visible
meanings inherent to the identity of the local community to those who
might be inclined to project or impose their own vision on the community
from the outside.
i Murals can also call attention to the need for beauty and care and can
l help people to not only feel that they are deserving of such beauty and care
| but that they can act to expand the beauty reflected in the mural into their
own lives and neighborhoods. Philadelphia is a city where this is perhaps
most visible. Community muralists working in progressively deteriorating
neighborhoods have collaborated with the local residents to create beautiful
; images of hope and transformation. For example, graffiti artists whose work
' tends to reflect the deterioration of community and the control of neighbor-
f hoods by gangs and drug lords, have been transformed into muralists. One
“ mural artist reported that members of the neighborhood asked her to paint
i waterfalls, because they wanted images of flowing water, “to show how
| things were going to be cleaned up and get better” (Halpern, 2002, p.1). Jant
I
I

creatng posiy,

| Golden, a community mural artist who has been working in north and west
Philadelphia neighborhoods since 1984, emphasized the power of commu-

‘ nity murals to not only make art accessible to people, but to “create real

I neighborhood change” (Halpern, 2002, p. 2). Near murals, community peo-
ple feel empowered to take charge of their neighborhoods, plant gardens
plan neighborhood gatherings, and even force out drug dealers. The mural
communicate that the people who live there do care and cherish beauty a
morn the devastation engulfing not only the material context of their lives,
but also the human context, particularly the young who find no anchors 0
hope in the built environment or in other local settings. Murals commuf®

_4
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ate Possibilities for hope and transformation from within the community,
roviding a space for recognizing agency, the ability to assert a collective
will against hopelessness and neglect resulting from poverty and racism and

10 suggest alternative possibilities for the future.

CONCLUSION

As indicated by the cases cited here, examining public art in urban spaces
provides a rhetorical means for coming to understaqd some of the complex
dynamics that define urban communication, dynan‘pcs that reflect struggles
for power and control over the creation, meaning, and use of public
resources, including public spaces. The examples above show the way pub-
lic art, both through controversy and through community involvement,
essentially highlights and brings to attention, often as diverse exigencies, the
particular forces beneath the surface that shape the contours of urban life.
Tilted Arc and the hearing concerning its removal delineated the conflicting
power bases of conservative political elites and established cultural elites, as
well as efforts by the local community to insert their own meaning into pub-
lic space. The controversy over Tilted Arc ultimately transformed the con-
duct of public arts commissions by compelling commissioning agencies to
better incorporate the needs and interests of local publics more effectively
and to reflect diverse uses of a site. Monument to Joe Louis also delineated
conflicting efforts to define and control Detroit’s urban spaces, bringing
head to head corporate, cultural, and political elites and, ultimately, the com-
munity. As a monument to a prominent individual, “The Fist” also evoked
other feelings and memories as a result of its aesthetic and visual properties,
its racial connotations, and its location, all of which are indicative of its
thetorical character. Citizens were (and continue to be) emotionally engaged
by it, taking on the role first of critic and then of agents who successfully
d'cmanded the right to participate in decisions about the public representa-
tion of history. Finally, the community murals discussed illuminate not only
the devastating results of ongoing struggles berween corporate, political, and
Even cultural elites in marking out territory in urban areas for attention and
territory for neglect and abuse, but also efforts by local communities to
r.Edefine those spaces for themselves. All three examples show the way pub-
lic art can create opportunities for :dentification, and ultimately agency, by
making visible the citizens and the communities whose interests are incor-
porated into, reflected, and often challenged, by the material and discursive
symbols used to frame and define urban spaces.

Examining the rhetorical functions of public art enables us to chart the
Processes by which urban spaces are created and enacted through discours-
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es, materialities, and experiences, thereby providin
tion: shared commitments to beauty and commy
community murals project), the attractions of accessible, open spaee:
urban environment (7ilted Arc), and the community nature of i;‘ies In the
ory (Monument to Joe Iiums}. Such resources are necessary thJ)de\ic|mflm-
theories and practices of urban communication that move us be oe?gPln
restrictions of current economic, political, and racially grounded l)':lo[:ie:};?
enactment.

§ resources fo, invey
ity revitalizag, (the
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