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Abstract

As high-volume nexuses between different modes of transportation interfacing with various
other employment, retail, residential and recreational land-uses, mobility hubs are a key
component of expected future improvements in Toronto’s transit infrastructure. Transit-
oriented considerations have increasingly become a central factor guiding urban
development and growth. The inherent challenge of engaging a diverse urban population in
decisions about the built environment can be further compounded when seeking to animate
communities with marginalized populations while using ‘one size fits all’ engagement
methods. Nonetheless, the dynamic nature of sustainability creates a need to revise
community visions frequently. This paper draws on interviews with community arts
professionals and art educators, as well as representatives from transportation, urban
planning, urban design and architecture to explore the potential of community art as a
transformative tool and as a way of fostering more inclusive urban regeneration. The
potential for community art as a more central element in the planning and development of
mobility hubs is also examined. The results identified that community arts and arts-based
engagement strategies have the potential to help overcome many of the pervasive barriers
to participation associated with traditional engagement methods. A host of process- and
outcome-oriented benefits were identified by participants, including the potential for
fostering inter- and intra-neighbourhood dialogue, building a stronger sense of
neighbourhood identity, and developing capacity towards community-led neighbourhood
regeneration. The results have implications for the transformative and capacity-building
potential of community art and arts-informed engagement strategies as perceived and
utilized by urban planners.

Keywords: community arts, community development, participation, place-making, diversity,
urban regeneration, capacity-building, social transformation, mobility hub, urban planning,
Toronto.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1  Background and Relevance to Urban Planning

Rooted in a positivist tradition, whereby a linear, homogenous treatment of the
issues of a heterogeneous public interest were therein employed and deemed to be
adequate, urban planning practice was very different prior to the recognition of a pluralist
view of society (Grant, 2005; Talen & Ellis, 2002; Watson, 2006). The public interest has,
nonetheless remained a central pivot in the ethical theory informing planning practice. The
possibility of a unitary public interest is generally accepted is non-existent in the context of a
post-modern\global paradigm of subjective value systems, outlooks and experiences.

Instead, there has been a shift towards the idea of an ongoing dynamic between
many different publics. When this is considered in relation to multiculturalism and
sustainability, where culture and community can be understood as ongoing hegemonic
processes of definition and redefinition, a broader range of methods and tools is required in
order to create meaningful opportunities for participation across a wider-cross section of
society. In order to create greater inclusivity, a contemporary need in planning practice has
arisen for more than the traditional modalities of communication and expression. This
research explores the possibility of community art as one such method for fostering dialogue
between different groups and to engage the public in deliberations of the public interest and
in decisions about the built environment.

Where urban planning can be compared on some level to “persuasive storytelling in a
global-scale web of relationships” (Throgmorton, 2003, p 126), then the exclusion of
outsider or innovator voices in this communal forum of story-telling could be seen as a

means of asserting hegemonic dominance (Watson, 2003; 2006; Yiftachel, 1998). Some



theorists have proposed that community arts can help democratize the process of urban
development, as a means of engaging a fragmented society in a shared dialogue about the
relationship of the built environment with individual and collective identity, sense of place
and neighbourhood vitality (Lowe, 2000; 2001; Shaw, 2003; Sharp et al., 2005).

Community visioning, is defined as: “an inclusive and participatory process that
brings together people from across the community and empowers marginalized groups to
contribute” (Newman & Jennings, 2008, p. 10). This concept can be contrasted with
community consultation, a standard component of the urban development process that has
been criticized in the literature as more of a tokenist gesture than an opportunity for
meaningful public participation, a ‘speed-bump’ in the path to furthering the interests of a
particular few. It has been proposed that community art can offer both process and
outcome-oriented benefits which can overcome a number of pervasive barriers to
participation associated with conventional methods of public participation.

Proponents of this position have defend that community art possesses a strong
capacity as a communicative and regenerative instrument for diverse, and often, rapidly
changing urban communities (Amadahy, 2003; 2004; Borrup, 2006; Cameron, 2004,
Carmon, 1997;Kay, 2000; Lowe, 2000; 2001; Minty, 2006; Orton, 1999; Shaw, 2003).
However, with insufficient evidence-based study to substantiate such claims, the
development of critical comparison and strong research tools is hampered (Antoci et al.,
2003; Clements, 2007; Evans, 2005; Shaw, 2003). As a result, policy-makers have
increasingly questioned whether the purported significance of community art as a
transformative tool justifies the required investment of resources.

As outlined in Metrolinx’s report, ‘The Big Move’ (2008), the future holds a number of

planned improvements in transit infrastructure throughout the City of Toronto, including the



development of 51 mobility hubs across the Greater Toronto Hamilton Area (GTHA). As high-
volume nexuses between different modes of transportation interfacing with various other
employment, retail, residential and recreational land-uses, mobility hubs are a key
component of expected future improvements in Toronto’s transit infrastructure. This plan
has been received in concert with a shift in planning paradigm, towards the use of transit-
oriented considerations as a primary factor shaping urban development and growth
(Bertolini, 1999; Tumlin & Millard-Ball, 2003; Springer, 2011). The rationale behind this
shift is that mobility within and between different regions is crucial for the vitality of post-
modern cities, and that intensification ought to be directed in concert with the anticipated
transportation requirements of such development and growth (Bertolini, 1999; Tumlin &
Millard-Ball, 2003; Springer, 2011). Given this ‘lay of the land’, we can expect new
opportunities in transitional public space at the points of convergence between different
modes of transportation and a variety of urban land-uses (Bertolini, 1999; 2007; Metrolinx,
2008).

Community art has traditionally been a peripheral consideration in urban planning, if
at all; as a surface treatment ‘after the fact’. This has often been justified on the basis of the
allegedly intangible nature of benefits offered through public art and cultural programming
at large (Evans, 2005; Shaw, 2003). In the case of ‘mobility hubs,” as transitional spaces of
convergence in a growingly mobile urban community (Metrolinx, 2011), the transformative
potential of community art with respect to engaging and empowering diverse communities
and to facilitate collaborative place-making in traditionally underutilized space has yet to be
developed. The possibility of making community art a more central considering in the

planning and development of mobility hubs, is therefore explored in this research study.



1.2  Defining Key Concepts and Terms

It is acknowledged that an entire research study could be dedicated to an analysis of
the multiple and contested interpretations of each of the concepts and terms that are
defined in this sub-section. However, for the purpose of this research study, the following
interpretations of key concepts and terms have been adopted:

1.2.1 Diversity

Diversity is defined as: individual differences that play an important role in shaping the
social, political, cultural and economic structure and function of any given population. The
cultural dimension of diversity includes customs, assumptions, beliefs, values, rules, norms
and practices. Some of the most common dimensions of difference that have been used to
measure diversity include, but are not limited to: race; ethnicity; social class; gender; sexual
orientation; age; income; educational background; employment and work experience;
physical and mental ability; geographic area of origin or residence (national, regional, local
scales); faith; religion and spiritual practices; family status; and rural, urban or semi-urban
area of residence. (Adapted from: Goonewardena et al., 2004; Sardari Sayyar & Marcus,

2011)

1.2.2 Community

Community is defined as: a group of people, often living in a defined geographical area with
commonality in some measure of culture, values or norms, arranged in a social structure
according to relationships which have been developed over a period of time. Individuals do

not necessarily belong to a single, distinct community, but rather can maintain membership



of a range of communities based on a number of different variables besides a common
geography of residence (Adapted from Bartle, 2011).

1.2.3 Community Development

Community Development is defined as: “...a way of strengthening civil society by prioritising
the actions of communities, and their perspectives in the development of social, economic
and environmental policy. It seeks the empowerment of local communities, taken to mean
both geographical communities, communities of interest or identity and communities
organizing around specific themes or policy initiatives. It strengthens the capacity of people
as active citizens ...to shape and determine change in their communities,” and “plays a
crucial role in supporting active democratic life by promoting the autonomous voice of
disadvantaged and vulnerable communities... covering human rights, social inclusion,

equality and respect for diversity” (Craig, 2007, p xxiii).

1.2.4 Community Art

Community Art, also referred to as community-based art, neighbourhood arts, and
community-engaged arts, is a form of public art, defined as: “...a grassroots discipline to
empower and influence personal and community wellbeing. ...with the underlying goal to
impact social change by using art as a method to work within specific issues, geographies
and populations. Positive outcomes include community development, social inclusion and
public and mental health benefits. Community arts cultivate social capital through skill
building, education and relationships that in turn provide a platform for individuals to

engage with each other, their community and larger social issues” (Artscape, 2012).



1.2.5 Place-Making

Place-Making is defined as: “a multi-faceted approach to the planning, design and
management of public spaces...it involves looking at, listening to, and asking questions of
the people who live, work and play in a particular space, to discover their needs and
aspirations. This information is then used to create a common vision for that place. The
vision can evolve quickly into an implementation strategy, beginning with small-scale, do-
able improvements that can immediately bring benefits to public spaces and the people who
use them. Place-making capitalizes on a local community’s assets, inspiration, and
potential, ultimately creating good public spaces that promote people’s health, happiness,

and well- being” (Project for Public Spaces, 2012).

1.2.6 Community Engagement

Community Engagement is defined as: “a process of involving, at various levels of
participation, empowerment and capacity, groups of citizens affiliated by geographic
proximity and/or special interest and/or similar situations to address issues affecting the
well-being of those citizens. The process is based on interpersonal communication, respect
and trust, and a common understanding and purpose. It strengthens the capacity of
communities to take action that produces positive and sustainable changes locally,
promotes and facilitates community participation in the formation of policy and delivery of
services, and fosters collaboration across government departments and throughout the
community in relation to issues affecting quality of life” (adapted from Centers for Disease

Control and Prevention, 1995).



1.2.7 Urban Regeneration

Urban Regeneration is defined as: “a comprehensive and integrated vision and action which
leads to the resolution of urban problems and which seeks to bring about a lasting
improvement in the economic, physical, social and environmental conditions of an area that

has been subject to change” (Roberts & Syke, 2000, p 17).

1.2.8 Mobility Hubs

Mobility Hubs are defined as: “Major transit station areas...that are particularly significant
given the level of transit service that is planned for them and the development potential
around them. They are places of connectivity between regional rapid transit services, and
also places where different modes of transportation...come together seamlessly. They have,
or are planned to have an attractive, intensive concentration of employment, living,
shopping and enjoyment around a major transit station...with the potential to become
vibrant places of activity and destinations in themselves.” (Metrolinx, 2008, p 98).

1.3 Research Question

In the context of divergent concept of the public interest, what ways have community arts
and arts-based engagement methods been used to foster more inclusive urban regeneration
and as a means of community development?

With respect to place-making and engaging diverse communities, how could the use of
community arts become a more central consideration in the planning and development of

Toronto’s mobility hubs?



1.4  Biases, Assumptions and Limitations

Biases

My involvement and education in the arts and urban planning, in addition to my
general interest in community arts and culture-led regeneration have led to significant
anecdotal confirmation of community arts’ potential as a tool for place-making and engaging
diverse communities, and that the effects community arts programming are generally
positive. It is the goal of this study to identify, qualify, and otherwise describe these

opportunities within the context of urban planning.

Assumptions

This research assumes that a qualitative study of community arts has the potential to
inform the broader topic of arts-led regeneration. Because all community-based arts
organizations differ in terms of programming, client group, mission, budget, and medium,

results cannot be generalized to other organizations in the city, province, or nation.

Limitations

The greatest limitation of this study relates to the fact that there has been a great
deal of community arts programming within Toronto in the past 5 years, often within
overlapping jurisdictions. It is not always possible to identify the effects of one organization
when considered with other projects and initiatives that have been in progress within the
same frame of time. In order to address this limitation, interviews focus on personal
perceptions of change, and differences noticed in various contexts given the implementation

of the community arts initiatives experienced/led by participants.



Although a single definition of community art has been adopted for the purpose of this
study, it is important to acknowledge that what constitutes community art is understood
differently across various stakeholders. This is acknowledged as a potential limitation of this

study.

Metrolinx’s transit infrastructure improvement plan, entitled ‘The Big Move,” and the
concept of mobility hubs put forth within it are relatively new (2008). While place-making is
one focus of the Metrolinx’s mobility hub implementation guidelines, the specificities of how
these guidelines will translate in practice for communities have yet to emerge. Some
participants were not as familiar with the concept of mobility hubs as they may be in the not

too distant future.

Lastly, scope and time are limitations of this study. Time permitted the completion of
thirteen interviews. While this allowed for a meaningful qualitative study, a richer cross-
section of participants would have provided a more diverse sample of opinions and
experiences. Similarly, limitations on time and funding did not permit in-depth study of

community art organizations outside of North America.

1.5 Outline of Document

This discussion begins with a brief account of the ‘Moral Aestheticism’ movement in
Toronto during the early 1900s. | explore the social conditions that fostered a conception of
beauty and art as synonymous with morality and goodness, and moreover, as possible
agents of social renovation for Toronto’s working and immigrant classes. In this sub-section,
I show how the concept of the moral good has been historically used to advance the

interests of a select few, at the cost of excluding the interests and experience of certain



others. Following this, | unpack the traditional utilitarian concept of a unitary public interest
as problematic in a contemporary global paradigm of subjective values and experiences in
sub-section 2.1. This is followed by a discussion of multiculturalism and cultural
sustainability, where | outline the key principles set forth in the literature which are adopted

as a guiding framework for my research.

An overview of place-theory is then provided in the context of mobile society. In this
sub-section | examine the shift from a static to a dynamic concept of place-based individual
and collective identity, and highlight the political and sometimes exclusionary way in which
this meaning is expressed in spatial and temporal terms. | examine mobility hubs in the sub-
section to follow, providing some background on this interface of multi-modal transportation
and multiple surrounding land-uses. | then apply the theory surrounding place, mobility,
identity and power from sub-section 2.5 to mobility hubs, as on such example of transitional
space in a mobile society. Before moving to my review of the literature on community art, |
include a brief discussion of the significance of public space in promoting the vitality of

contemporary cities.

| then provide two sub-sections on community art, examining its significance as a
form of public art followed by a brief overview its roots in activism and the civil-rights
movement between 1950 and the 1980’s. This is followed by a review of the transformative
claims associated with community art as a means of fostering dialogue and promoting
community development. After looking at the methodological pitfalls of these claims, the
discussion turns to how community arts could be used as a means of engaging a diverse
citizenry in deliberations of the public interest, and as a means of creating more meaningful

opportunities for public participation in decisions about the built environment. The focus

10



becomes how we might propose to evaluate arts-based practices more effectively in this

context.

Following my chapter on methods, | report the results of 13 qualitative interviews,
beginning with purported benefits as organized according to regenerative themes set forth
by Zebracki et al. (2010). | then report the purported challenges and threats to community
art, followed by the perceived opportunities and challenges of community art programming
within mobility hubs. In the next results sub-section, | report the perceived opportunities and
challenges of community art programming within mobility hubs. In my discussion and
conclusions, | recommend some possible directions for improved support of community arts

in mobility hubs and the public-realm at large.

Chapter 2: Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

Since the 1980s, community arts and the use of arts-based engagement strategies
in the public sphere have seen a renaissance, with the ‘creative city’ model (Florida, 2002)
becoming a symbol of revitalization initiatives in urban Europe and North America (Antoci et
al., 2003; Miles, 1997). The significance of visual experience in advertising, promoting,
place selling and place attachment have been embraced by members of the public and
private sectors alike, and even through some hybrid partnerships involving players from both
sides (Shaw, 2003). Some of the common types of claims made of community art’s

capacity for urban regeneration, as identified by Zebracki et al. (2010) include:

11



“i) Physical-aesthetic claims

Enhancing aesthetic quality: improving the attractiveness of a place and thereby
encouraging more intensive use of a public space; upgrading the visual or aesthetic
quality of place, and turning a former anonymous place into a physical reference
point,

i) Economic claims

Enhancing economic activity; attracting and increasing investments in the arts;
improving economic regeneration conditions through creating richer visual
environments; providing marketing and place-promotion opportunities in city
marketing; boosting cultural tourism; creating employment for artists; craftspeople,
manufacturers, suppliers, and transporters; encouraging public-private partnerships;
and improving land values,

iii) Social claims

Enhancing community and social interactions; addressing community needs;
eradicating social exclusion; promoting social change by revealing fundamental social
contradictions or undermining dominant meanings of urban space; reducing
vandalism and increasing safety; and encouraging links between artists and
professions that shape the environment, such as planning, landscaping, architecture,
design, and engineering.

iv) Cultural-symbolic claims

Creating symbolic value; enhancing awareness of local history and identity; promoting
national identity; creating stimuli and ideas for other actors in the creative industry;
contributing to local distinctiveness; developing civic identity; and creating
educational and pedagogical values and benefits.”

(Zebracki, et al., 2010, p 971)

A possible reason for a contemporary resurgence in the haphazard application of

these transformative claims is that theory on the societal effects of cultural products has

overlooked the processes of production and consumption, as well as a corresponding host

of related dominance structures (Sharp et al., 2005; Stenglin, 2007; Zebracki et al., 2010).

That is to say, the reciprocally reinforcing power dynamic inherent in determining which

practices, meanings and values are chosen for emphasis or reinterpretation and which

12



meanings are neglected or excluded has been overlooked Instead, an ‘injection-model’
approach has been typically adopted, designating a passive and uncritical role for the public,
with cultural products imposed as inherently good, ignoring the role that culture plays in
reifying meanings and values that systematically empower some while excluding the
histories and experiences of certain others, across the lines of race, ethnicity, gender, and
social class, just to name a few (Mackintosh, 2005; Minty, 2006; Rodriguez, 1998; Deener,

2009; Zebracki et al., 2010).

Also problematic, is that transformative claims within and between different groups
are all reciprocally related, and inherently difficult to disentangle (Evans, 2005; Markusen &
Gadwa, 2010). Moreover, claims in the literature from all categories seem to simultaneously
perceive a lack of critical intervention in the use of community art and arts-based practices,
while providing no reliable paradigm/instrumentation for measurement (Antoci et al., 2003;
Hall & Robertson, 2001; Sharp, 2007; Zebracki et al., 2010). The rationale for ‘intangible
deliverables’ holds, that:

“The outcomes of social inclusion as part of urban policy become expressed in

material terms...as the consequences of arts-based practices are perceived to be

symbolic rather than material; this tends to increase the conflict surrounding its use,
which in turn is amplified by the difficulties in measuring the benefits which are
claimed for it.”

(Antoci et al., 2003: pg. 265)

With a lack of evidence-based study to substantiate the transformative claims of such
practices, the development of critical comparison and strong research tools is hampered
(Antoci et al., 2003; Evans, 2005; Shaw, 2003). As a result, policy makers in the public

sector have increasingly questioned whether the purported significance of community

art/arts-informed practices justifies continued expenditure, where other approaches to

13



creating more sustainable development have had to be proven through more empirically
reliable methods (Clark, 2005; Markusen & Gadwa, 2010, Russel, 1979).
“Impact studies do not include cost-benefit analysis of outcomes nor opportunity cost
assessments of alternative public investments that would address efficiency
concerns, and they generally do not inquire into equity consequences...the attention
to the high-cost and high-profile culture-led regeneration projects is in inverse
proportion to the strength and quality of evidence of their regenerative effects.”
(Markusen & Gadwa, 2010, pg. 381)
Here, as indicated by Markusen & Gadwa, there is a link between an equitable urban
development process, and the distributive and procedural tenets of environmental justice
framework, where amongst the overall costs and benefits, the equity consequences of
culture-led regeneration projects are difficult to quantify. The lack of evaluative tools for
community art and arts-informed practices has commonly been attributed to the difficulty of
measuring inclusionary practices in empirical terms (Antoci et al., 2003; Benedict, 1991,
Goldstein, 2005). Other justifications for the lack of evaluative tools include scarcity of
funding, widespread and uncritical acceptance of community and public art and arts-based
public engagement methods, doubts of the relevance of social-science criteria in evaluation,
and the questioning of whether these benefits are quantifiable at all (Markusen & Gadwa,
2010; Zebracki et al., 2010). Notwithstanding the pitfalls inherent in the transformative
claims of community arts and arts-based practices discussed here, this study attempts to
situate a legitimate capacity for community arts as a means of fostering more inclusive
urban regeneration. It then goes on to explore what potential may exist for community arts

programming within mobility hubs, which are comprised of an interface of multiple transient

users, land-uses and high-volume intermodal transportation.
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2.2 1900’s and Moral Aestheticism

Historical accounts tend to acknowledge two main objectives that drove the practice
of city-planning past the point of its initial critical mass. These two categories consist of
those motivations of a primarily utilitarian sort, focused on efficient urbanization and
economic progress, and those of a beautification sort; concerned with 'moral aesthetics:

“...the belief that beauty and art, and beautiful and artful appearance were attached

to morality and goodness; beauty was necessarily moral, necessarily good. This

moral goodness of beautiful appearance acquired significance in modern cities

suffering the ills of a service crisis.” (Mackintosh, 2005, p 690)

Here, Mackintosh touches on an element which often drives many contemporary urban
renewal initiatives, namely that of ‘the moral good’. At the turn of the century, many middle-
classed North-Americans fell in love with art and aesthetics (Mackintosh, 2005; Schrank,
2009). These individuals were strongly convinced of art’s influence; an ability to use beauty
to visually inspire, and a practical utility to “reform the morals of an increasingly artless,
working class, and immigrant society” (Mackintosh, 2005, p 689). The lack of basic
infrastructure in Toronto during a period of unprecedented intensification led bourgeois
reformers to turn instead to the social merits of beauty (Mackintosh, 2005). During this
formative period in city-planning’s emergence as a professional practice, these reformers
envisioned beauty as a solution to the problems of modern industrial cities:

“Reformers simply knew that beautiful things exuded moral goodness; it was, for

example, a truism that a beautifully appointed parlor had a moralizing and civilizing

influence on the middle class family. The comprehensive implementation of beauty
in the urban environment, then, surely would have the potential of improving the

proliferating immigrant working classes through a type of moral osmosis”
(Mackintosh, 2005, p 690)

Through the support of the Toronto Guild of Civic Art, British architect and city planner, Aston

Webb produced a comprehensive plan for the systematic improvement of the city. This
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marked the first city-wide planning proposal in Canada (Mackintosh, 2005). The Plan of
1909, which was never officially endorsed by Toronto City Council, attempted to:
“...affect the beautification of the urban environment through the artful use of
greenspace (city beautifiers commonly held that parks were a form of ‘municipal art’,
and frequently the ‘only “municipal art” which the municipality prided itself in
possessing). This comprehensive plan to beautify and order Toronto was a bourgeois
attempt to modernize the city...the alleviation of Toronto’s woes through
environmental moral aesthetics would contribute to the social renovation of the city’s
working and immigrant classes.” (Mackintosh, 2005, p 693)
Bourgeois parks, as the first form of art in the public sphere to ever be recommended in a
Canadian city-wide planning proposal, and in contrast with the high density inner city
immigrant and working class neighbourhoods associated with deviance , were proposed as
the magic remedy for the multitude of conflicting infrastructure demands in Toronto;
conflicts, which in the culture of moral aestheticism, had been reduced to the ‘uncultured
folly” of the working and immigrant classes of society. The moral aestheticism movement
illustrates how ideas of beautification and urban regeneration have historically been
conceptualized in tandem with each other, without any sort of qualification as to why, how,
or for whom. In this sense, this section has shown how assumptions of the ‘moral good’
have often been used to develop the city in the image of a select few, whilst excluding the
experiences and right to the city of those constituents deemed as the ‘other’. The next
section turns to the discussion of the public interest as a guiding principle of planning

practice.

2.3 Post-Modernism and Planning in the Public Interest

“...As community advisors [planners]...must make our values explicit and illuminate
the ethical choices embedded within planning outcomes. Planning involves political
choices about the disposition of land, facilities and resources...Our role involves
exposing issues and options for those who make decisions and to those affected by
the decision...We do not serve anyone’s long-term interest by presuming that we
know the formula for the good community” (Grant, 2005, p 49).
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Here, Grant touches on a point of contention in the world of planning—whether the
concept of the public interest ought to be used as a guiding principle for planning practice,
given that the economic and political interests of dominant stakeholders can often become
equated with the interests of the public at large. This point of contention is often used in
sparking the debate of whether planning ought to abandon the concept of the public interest
all together. Planning has undergone a tremendous transformation from the point of its
outset in the modern era, to its current positioning in a postmodern context, from the
conception of a single public, with a unitary set of values and beliefs to that of multiple and
diverse publics. The concept of the public interest has assumed many permutations from a
multitude of perspectives, and across spatially and temporally specific contexts. Accordingly,
the application of the public interest in planning practice has been has been identified with
advantages and limitations.

The adequacy of the public interest as a guiding principle of urban planning has been
challenged when considered in the context of an increasingly fragmented constituency, and
when evaluated in concert with the difficulty of deciding which approach, or combination of
approaches to adopt for any particular application in the field—not to mention the potentially
countervailing requirements of institutionally-designated objectives. This section provides a
brief theoretical exploration of the concept of the public interest, as originating historically
through the utilitarian perspective. The challenges of arriving at an equitably representative
conception of the public interest is informed through a critique of utilitarianism and a
discussion of the public interest and social exclusion. A pluralist or integrative approach to

the concept of the public interest, that takes into account notions of equity and a broader
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approach to citizenship and belonging is proposed as a possible way of reconciling the
diverse and locally specific interests of contemporary cities such as Toronto.

It is defended that while a number of difficulties are inherent in arriving at a
contemporaneously adequate conception of the public interest, that this idea nevertheless
be revised/updated and not be abandoned as a guiding principle of planning practice, as it
remains the pivot about which such deliberations are centered. This ethical framework is
used to identify the potential gap in contemporary planning practice that may be filled by
community arts as a means of engaging a diverse population as a place-making method and
in communal deliberations about the built environment.

Traditionally, ideas of the common good and the public interest have been used as a
way to explain and justify the distribution of costs and benefits. Lewis (2005) asserts that
“the common good should not simply be identified with the state, nor should it be exclusively
identified with what economists call ‘collective goods’ ” (p 7). Brownstein (1980) explains
that a collective good in the economist sense, is comprised of two fundamental criteria,
namely that “consumption of the good by one person does not reduce the amount available
to anybody else, and that the costs of exclusion are high” (p 100). This is not to be confused
with the broader philosophical concept of the public interest, however, which cannot simply
be reduced to an aggregation of separate useful goods, material or otherwise. Lloyd defines
the public interest as involving “a range of issues around political thinking, legal theory,
welfare economics and mediation,” and goes on to assert that, “while nearly everyone
claims that aiding the common well-being or general welfare is positive, there is little, if any
consensus on what exactly constitutes the public interest...it is a poorly defined concept in

political thinking” (p 8).
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A widely established theory of practical reason espoused by the modernist view of a
unitary public interest is utilitarianism, most notably championed by British philosopher and
social reformer Jeremy Bentham during the late 18th Century (Campbell & Marshall, 2002).
Although different formulations of utilitarianism have varied in the way that interest is
situated along a subjective/objective polarity, “...the dominant view within the western
liberal tradition has been the notion that only the individual affected can determine whether
she or he has something at stake, and this view was central to utilitarianism as it took shape
in the writings of Bentham and his followers” (p 165). From Bentham'’s perspective, the
goods of individuals (often lacking any substantive operational definition), are summed and
measured up against one another in an effort to arrive at effective public policy which
maximizes the greatest good for the greatest number of people—a task charged to the state
to sort out (Campbell & Marshall, 2002).

This can be contrasted with what American liberalism developed around the same
time as a concept of ‘interest,” whereby a primary objective of those who wrote the US
Constitution was:

“...to ensure that a governing faction would not use its power and authority to exploit

other (minority) groups in the population. Interests were viewed negatively rather

than positively...in the late 18th Century, America was anticipating the idea of a plural
society in which the government would balance and adjust sectional interests rather
than responding directly to a majoritarian preference or seeing its role as one of
taking an objective deliberative view of the public interest”

(Campbell & Marshall, 2002, p 166).

Bentham acknowledged that every individual has both social and self-regarding interests,
but since individuals mostly choose to pursue private interests, he asserted, the task of the

state should be to push citizens to act in the interests of the common good, either through

legislation or coercion (Campbell & Marshall, 2002).
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This view of interest, referred to as the ‘synoptic’ or ‘spectator’ view is often premised
on the assumption that government “could discern the ‘real’ interests of individuals better
than they could themselves. This “...was a long-range and often remote perspective which
individuals could not easily perceive” (Campbell & Marshall, 2002, p 167). This inevitably
begs the question of how a subjectively-defined and experienced individual interest, could
be reconciled with a synoptic-oriented capacity for government (Healey, 2003)—if each
individual is the only one who can truly understand his or her needs, then how could it be
that the state is sufficiently qualified to represent the public interest? This line of criticism is
one of the primary limitations of Utilitarianism, but has also been put forth as justification for
abandoning the concept of the public interest as a guiding principle of planning practice.

The utilitarian approach to defining the public interest has many merits, and has
largely been the approach adopted and accredited with managing a number of the
fundamental considerations of planning during its infancy, including and up until the first
half of the 20th Century. Nevertheless, a number of criticisms of the utilitarianism have
been put forth by theorists in the time since the end of the Second World War, where “the
legitimization of planning...has rested on the proposition that the state’s intervention in land
and property development is necessary to safeguard the public interest against private and
sectional interests” (Campbell & Marshall, 2002, p 163).

The rationale underlying many of the expressed difficulties of a utilitarian view of the
public interest within contemporary planning practice can be transposed with a larger
transition in thinking that is still taking place in many fields of knowledge. This shift is from a
positivist, Enlightenment-rooted philosophy of objective knowledge, necessitated as falling

from the skilful application of reason and expertise during modernism, to the post-modern
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subjectivist paradigm for knowledge and experience. Central to this movement in thought,
as pertaining to planning, is that:

“...Contexts differ, and that the rationalities of Western modernity and capitalism

apply in highly varied forms between (and within) different parts of the

world...Contemporary planning theory continues to grapple with the tension between
the acknowledgement of context-related diversity, and the desire to produce
normative theoretical positions (relating to both procedure and product) which can be

of generalized use to planners in practice” (Watson, 2003, p 403).

In this quote, Watson identifies one of the primary limitations of the concept of the public
interest in the assessment of whether or not it ought be used as a guiding principle of
planning practice. Namely, that the normative application of an inherently subjective
concept is difficult to operationalize for the purpose of application.

Yiftachel (1998) asserts that the use of the public interest as a guiding principle for
planning practice as progressive is over-represented in the literature, with an under-
represented consideration of the public interest as a potential tool of social control and
oppression. If the concept of the public interest as a guiding principle of planning practice,
can be compared on some level to persuasive storytelling in a global-scale web of
relationships (Throgmorton, 2003), then the exclusion of outsider or innovator voices in this
communal story-telling forum, on the basis of being ‘unreasonable’ or otherwise, could be
seen as a means of asserting hegemonic dominance (Watson, 2003;2006). The critics
maintain that the objectivist “view from nowhere” is in fact a view from the position of the
established groups in society (Maginn, 2007; Saarikoski, 2002; Throgmorton, 2003), and
assert that the concept of the public interest should therefore be abandoned as a guiding
principal of planning practice.

John Dewey (1927), said that “modern societies are marked by a fragmentation of

public life...the essential need is the improvement of a unified system of methods and
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conditions of debate, discussion, and persuasion” (as cited in Keane, 1995, p 19). Where
this demand for an improved system for deliberations of the common good has risen, other
concepts of the public interest have come into existence to fill this gap in theory and
practice (Agger & Lofgren, 2008; Campbell, 2006; Fabbro, 2005; Grant, 2005; Healey,
2003). Some of these rationalities are ‘procedurally-focused,’ not to be confused with the
more ‘outcome-focused’ approaches, a distinction that has been used to categorize ethical
approaches to planning (Campbell & Marshall, 2002, p 174). This process versus outcome
distinction is examined later in the literature on community art, which has collaboration and
process-based learning as its foundation.

A number of theorists have come to embrace process over outcome in response to
the inability of traditional planning to provide an equitable system for societal decision
making in practice (Bayley & French, 2007; Hudson, 1979). Process-focused approaches
have also been host to a number of criticisms, however, including the idea that more
collaborative and participatory paradigms for planning are simply less effective at producing
results (Talen & Cliff, 2002; Irvin & Stansbury, 2004). Where a single approach to many
planning considerations is simply not sufficient for adequately tending to all of a societal
decision making process’s needs, theorist such as Fabbro (2005) and Alexander (2000)
have proposed that a pluralist approach to planning be adopted.

Beauregard maintains that planning is currently stuck between “a modernist
sensibility whose validity is problematic and a post-modern reality posing serious challenges
to planning’s underlying assumptions. The result is an undesirable practical and intellectual
ambivalence” (1991, p 189). Regardless of this practical and intellectual ambivalence,
Campbell and Marshall (2002) argue that “...the discourse central to the idea of the public

interest remains the pivot around which discussions concerning the purpose and role of
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planning must turn” (p 164). Similarly, Talen and Cliff (2002) argue that planners should
return to a normative, versus a procedurally oriented focus, in a renewed quest for elements
of a good city form. They suggest that “antirelativistic positions are receiving renewed
attention in part because postmodernism has reached a point of diminishing returns, and in
its more extreme forms has veered toward incoherence” (Talen & Cliff, 2002, p 36).

This section has explored the concept of the public interest as a guiding principle for
planning practice. It was shown how the overarching modernist conception of a unitary
public interest had a tremendous influence on the way in which ethical considerations of
planning have come to develop. Process, as well as outcome-oriented planning paradigms,
and their corresponding rationalities were introduced. Additionally, the idea of a pluralistic
approach to planning rationalities was developed as a possible way of addressing the
modernist theoretical concerns of planning within a postmodern reality of practice.

While there are many inherent difficulties associated with the concept of the public
interest in making societal decisions about the future of public policy and governance, it is
herein defended that it is crucial to contemporary planners to try and resituate this concept
through a more comprehensive range and/or combination of updated rationales and
viewpoints. It is asserted that while a number of difficulties are inherent in arriving at a
contemporaneously adequate conception of the public interest, that this idea nevertheless
be revised/updated and not be abandoned as a guiding principle of planning practice, as it
remains the pivot about which such deliberations are centered. Within a framework of
pluralism, the potential for community arts as a means of fostering dialogue amongst a
fragmented and often divergent public in communal decisions about the built environment

is herein examined, as one means of bridging this gap in contemporary planning practice.
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2.4 Multiculturalism and Cultural Sustainability

Sandercock (2003) describes the multiplicity of meanings associated with the term
multiculturalism. A commonly made oversight in Canada, is that multiculturalism—no matter
which lens we transform its scope and objectives through—was originally formulated as a
framework, a set of policies to accommodate national non-white immigration, overlooking
the racialized constitution of liberal society, masking institutionalized racism (Sandercock,
2003). “As a fact, multiculturalism describes the increasing cultural diversity of societies in
late modernity” (Sandercock, 2003, pp. 101). By this standard, many nations qualify as
being multicultural. However, few countries are truly multicultural in the sense of having
institutionally embraced the ideology of multiculturalism. Even in those countries that have
institutionally adopted such an ideology there are “...different definitions of multiculturalism,
different sets of public policies to deal with/respond to cultural difference, and
correspondingly different definitions of citizenship” (Sandercock, 2003, pp. 101).
Sandercock (2003) has developed a multicultural perspective for the 21st, placing emphasis
on a number of key premises that have been adopted to guide my research. Core to
multiculturalism as a daily political practice are:

“The right to difference (legitimacy and specific needs of minority cultures);
The right to the city (to occupy public space and be equal in public affairs);
‘Culture’ is inherently always evolving, dynamic and hybrid;

A positive and intercultural dialogue is a necessary element of culturally diverse
societies: cultures grow through the everyday practices of social interaction; and

A sense of belonging in a multicultural society cannot be based on race, religion,
or ethnicity but needs to be based on a shared commitment to political
community, and therefore requires an empowered citizenry.”

(Sandercock, 2003, pp. 102)
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Hence, we will resolve to the fact that multiculturalism has multiple histories and meanings,
and that these instances are context specific, that “multiculturalism is not a single doctrine
and does not represent an already achieved state of affairs,” but “a variety of political
strategies and processes that are different multiculturalisms” (Sandercock, 2003, p 102).
The way that we contextualize and interpret those (cultural) processes and products
within and comprising the built environment, for consumption as a societal good has bearing
on the accessibility and relevance of any such productions to ‘us,” as members of the public
(Minty, 2006; Rodriguez, 1998; Sharp at al., 2005; Stenglin, 2007). Beynan describes
cultural sustainability and this tension in the built environment between preserving the past
and forging the future:
“... Cultural sustainability is not just a matter of the preservation or reinvigoration of
the past, but an ongoing dialogue between a locality and the people who inhabit or
otherwise interact with it...it is inextricably linked to notions of cultural diversity,
pluralism, and culture more generally as a fluid process of forming, expressing, and
enforcing identities of individuals, social groups, or spatially constructed
communities. The built environment is an integral part of this spatial construction,
and the history of building is a history of identity. On the one hand, buildings exist as
stand-alone artifacts, and on the other, they are artifacts that express the deep
meanings, aspirations, and social order of a culture. Alterations to buildings, like
their original construction, involve elements and forms that relate to particular
cultural and societal patterns, a process that is not without contention.”
(Beynan, 2010, p 255)
This level of accessibility (or lack thereof), in turn, influences subjective experiences of
membership to space, place, and society at large and is an important measure of cultural
sustainability (Minty, 2006; Rodriguez, 1998; Sharp et al. 2005). As such, developing
different methods to engage citizens and encourage participation in the definition and
redefinition of the built environment is an important part of cultural sustainability and urban

regeneration efforts.

“Frequently, regeneration programs are developed without reference to, or inclusion
of, incumbent arts and cultural groups, or past heritage associations/communities.
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This arises due to the different nature and perspective of ‘regenerators’ and
community based activity (including municipal arts). Evaluation of the processes
which measure decision-making and stakeholder consultation is therefore
important, since this will influence a posteriori assessment of community
involvement, ownership and the success of a particular scheme.”
(Evans, 2005, p 970)
With an ever-changing set of neighbourhood outlooks and concerns, it is important to
acknowledge specificities in social patterns of representation, interpretation, and
communication in the community art process (Minty, 2006; Rodriguez, 1998; Sharp, 2007;
Sharp et al., 2005; Zebracki et al., 2010). In the context of multiculturalism, community art
has shown to be effective at creating a more inclusive regeneration process, by engaging the
multiple narratives of a diverse citizenry and by connecting the subjective experience of
multiple users within. However, this does not mean shying away from controversy and
fragmentation in the pursuit of ingenuous agreement (Evans, 2005; Sharp et al., 2005;
Shaw, 2003). This is captured in the following quote from Sharp et. al., in reference to public
art:
“The role...should be to encourage the sound of contradictory voices—voices that
represent the diversity of people using the space—rather than aspire to myths of
harmony based around essentialist concepts. These essentialist claims to nature,
identity, place and community fail to acknowledge the contested, fragmented and
mutable nature of concepts such as ‘the public’. Public space and the controversies
surrounding public art can only reflect their constituent communities”
(Sharp et al., 2005, p 1004)
In relation to this quote, the role of community art as a way of engaging multiple and often
conflicting voices around decisions that influence the built environment is a key
consideration of this study. It is important to acknowledge that an equitable community or
public art process, like any public process to be certain, can be very messy and can often

lead to inflamed tensions between different interest groups (Gerin & McLean, 2009;

Goldstein, 2005; Sharp et al., 2005). Here, inclusivity does not equate to neat consensus
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(Evans, 2005). It is this very process of negotiating differences of identity, place, and
community that truly qualifies any planning practice as inclusive (Markusen & Gadwa,
2010). In this sense, community arts and arts-informed practices in the public sphere have
an advantage over other forms of public good, wherein the questioning of subjective
experience is intrinsic to any artistic form used to communicate the multiple narratives of
diverse populations (Sharp et al., 2005; Shaw, 2003). In the next section, the interplay
between the politics of individual and collective identity in a mobile society and the
experience of place are explored as pertaining to the built environment.

2.5 Place, Mobility, Identity & Power

Early works of humanistic geographers has been criticized in the literature as having
been overly reductive and exclusionary (Massey, 1994; Rose, 1993). It has been asserted by
some theorists that the features of the built environment that are associated with place as
home are often the product of the aestheticized politics of exclusion (Duncan & Duncan,
2001). Pierre Bordieu (1984) defended that the potential exists for cultural capital to act as
the foundation for social difference and the legitimization of social and/or political power
claims.

This early typology of place theory has been said to be in direct opposition with the
concept of mobility (Cresswell, 1996). According to this way of thinking, place is not possible
outside of a static conception of space (Tuan, 1977). Here, place is described as an
essentialist concept that is not compatible with the contemporary experience of mobility and
movement. The idea of ‘placelessness’ or ‘non-paces’ as put forth by Relph (1992) draws on
the concept of meaningless place in relation to modern day mobility, describing a trend

towards the reduced significance of ‘home’. Eyles (1989) has claimed that such conceptions
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of ‘placelessness’ are elitist in nature, denying the possibility for meaning in commonplace
elements of the built environment. He holds instead that identities can and are formed in all
places, and not necessarily in those conditions of an individual’s choosing (Eyles, 1989).

Other areas of social theory including feminism, post-modernism, post-structuralism
and post-colonialism have added multiple viewpoints to the study of place, challenging the
antithetical positioning of meaningful place and mobility ubiquitous with early humanistic
geography. The idea of identity without territorial restrictions challenges the static cultural
identity model in this way, allowing for “...constructed and disputed historicities, sites of
displacement, interference, and interaction, to come more sharply into view” (Clifford, 1992,
p 101).

The concept of ‘non-places’ has been used by Augé (2000) to refer to spaces that are
primarily utilized for travel, or transitional space. This includes elements in the built
environment that are also elements of transportation infrastructure, including roads,
pathways, and in the context of the current study, mobility hubs. In a complete rethinking of
early humanistic geography’s tenet of static space as a necessary condition for meaningful
place, theorists have celebrated the dynamic nature of these so called ‘non-places’ as
representing movement and flow, demanding that a new way of thinking around place and
identity is necessary in the state of perpetual movement characteristic of modern day city
life (Augé, 2000; Chambers, 1990; Creswell, 1996; Malkki, 1992).

This shift in thinking has been accompanied by a sentiment of caution, however.
Wolff, (1992) warns us that the celebration of mobility has the potential to ignore the politics
of difference, as voluntary mobility is not equally accessible to all segments of the
population: “...the consequent suggestion of free and equal mobility is itself deception since

we don't all have the same access to the road” (p 253). This is not to say that place is
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entirely a product of social construction, but at the same time the way in which space and
time is constructed by society is not completely free of social order either: “Indeed the social
does not exist prior to place nor is it given expression except in and through place- and
through spatialized, temporalized ordering...it is within the structure of place that the very
possibility of the social arises” (Malpas, 1999, p. 35-36).

It has been asserted that the distinctiveness of place is comprised of its relations
and exchanges (Massey, 1999; 2005). “Places gather things, thoughts, and memories in
particular configurations,” as said by Escobar (2001, p 143). According to Massey (1999;
2005), places are permeable nexus points of movement. This permeability, however, has
been articulated as being based on the politics of social inclusion (Latour, 2004). This
differentiated mobility is experienced in distinctive ways amongst various social groups:
“...some are more in charge of it than others; some initiate flows and movement, others
don’t; some are more on the receiving end than others; some are effectively imprisoned by
it” (Massey, 1993, p. 61). The challenges of creating shared social experiences are herein
clearly underscored, given this heterogeneous composition and subjective experience of
place (Massey, 2005).

Contrary to the view that mobility detracts from the possibility of identity in place,
contemporary views of mobility have embraced this movement as part of the process of
place and identity (Relph, 1992). This has opened up the conceptual arena to the possibility
that, while mobility practices reconfigure the terms of connectivity, nearness and distance,
they do not inevitably lead to placelessness. Furthermore, some theorists have gone as far
as defending that mobility can actually build a stronger potential for interactions of place
and identity (Hovgaard & Kristiansen, 2008; Larsen et al., 2008). According to Graham

(1998), place “...is not is not a discrete social construction that is territorially bounded;
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rather, identities . . . overlap in complex ways and geographical scales” (p. 2). In this way,
identities of place can be understood as contested meanings across a diverse population,
with group-based battles over the material future of a given place on the basis of competing
interpretations of the past (Massey, 1994). In this sense, community art may serve as one
such medium with which to empower those members of the population who have been left
without a meaningful opportunity to participate in the traditional social and political arena(s)
for debate over place-based meaning and the material future of a given place.

On the topic of collective memory, O’Keeffe states that: “...personal memories are
reshaped into collective memories by forms of political intervention...in landscapes,
particularly through ‘official’ acts and objects of commemoration” (2007, p 6). In this way,
place-based meanings on the basis of history and heritage are said to be used to support
particular ideologies or any particular interpretations of the past, used in the present day to
legitimize claims for the future (Graham, 1998; 1998a). Thus, the role of urban planning as
one such means of official commemoration is explored in the context of this research study,
using the medium of community art as a way of engaging diverse narratives in transitional
public space.

2.6 Mobility Hubs

Mobility hubs are places of connectivity where different modes of transportation
including walking, bicycling and transit converge with an array of land-uses dedicated to
working, living, shopping, and recreation (Metrolinx, 2008). They are composed of major
transit stations with significant levels of existing or planned transit service, and a
surrounding concentration of land uses and/or potential developments. “Within regional

transportation...mobility hubs serve a critical function in the regional transportation system
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as the origin, destination, or transfer point for a significant portion of trips” (2008, p 98). As
set forth in the Mobility Hub Guidelines (Metrolinx, 2011), The key elements of a mobility

hub are illustrated in the diagram below:

(Metrolinx, 2011, p 4)

Figure 1: Key Elements of a Mobility Hub

In The Big Move (2008), Metrolinx identifies 51 Mobility Hubs to be developed in their 25
year growth plan for the GTHA regional rapid transit network, 26 of which will include GO

Transit facilities. These 51 planned mobility hubs are illustrated in the maps below:
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(Metrolinx, 2008, p 104-105)

Figure 1: Metrolinx Map of 51 Planned Mobility Hubs Across the GTHA
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Metrolinx (2011) has defined the catchment area of a mobility hub as: “...the broader
area of influence outside of the hub. Most travellers who access the regional rapid transit
system through the hub will come from the catchment area” (Metrolinx, 2011 p 17). ltis
explained that the size of the catchment area will vary according to the type of transit
service based out of the mobility hub, as well as the location and function of the hub within
the regional transit system (Metrolinx, 2011). The catchment area for terminus stations
such as Kipling or Union as examples, are described as drawing “...riders from farther
distances. While mobility hubs located nearby a number of other rapid transit stations or
parallel services will have smaller catchment areas...” (Metrolinx, 2011, p16). The mobility

zones and catchment area are illustrated in the following diagram:

(Metrolinx, 2011, p 16)

Figure 2: Metrolinx Diagram of Mobility Hub Zones
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Metrolinx distinguishes between primary, secondary and tertiary zones surrounding a
mobility hub based on a walking distance (approximately) of 250 metres (2.5 minute walk),
500 metres (5 minute walk), and 800 metres (10 minute walk), respectively (Metrolinx,

2011, p 16).

In conjunction with planned locations of the 51 mobility hubs, and the set forth
guidelines for mobility hub zones and catchment area, Metrolinx has also outlined areas of
social need across the GTHA, based on compiled data from the Ministry of Energy and

Infrastructure, Ministry of Transportation and Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing;:

(Metrolinx, 2011, p 16)

Figure 3: Metrolinx Map of GTHA Mobility Hub & Areas of Social Need

In the above map, the darker blue regions indicate areas of greater social need, and can be
seen to follow the morphology of transit infrastructure and major areas of growth. Within the
GTA portion of the above map, it can be seen that the data on social need is relatively

consistent with the positioning of Toronto’s 13 priority neighbourhoods, areas of
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intensification and potential tower renewal projects identified in the following map from ERA

Architects:

(ERA Architects, 2011)

Figure 4: Map of Intensification, Potential Tower Renewal Zones, & 13 GTA Priority
Neighbourhoods

Hence, we can resolve to the fact that a diverse and rapidly changing urban fabric coincides
with many of the City-based mobility hubs planned for development by Metrolinx in the next
25 years (2008; 2011). In this way, the necessity for a broader range of methods and tools
in order to create meaningful opportunities for public participation in matters of the built
environment, across a wider-cross section of society using more than conventional
modalities of communication and expression is made readily apparent. Community art is

explored in this study as one such medium to achieve this.
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2.6.1 A Multiplicity of Users and Narratives

Given their definition as a land use interface comprised of high volume intermodal
transportation, retail, employment, residential and recreational areas (Metrolinx, 2008),
mobility hubs can be said to be sites of multiple and unanticipated user narratives. Urban
planners play an important part in the coordination of urban events. Amongst other
objectives, planners try to understand the built environment and the way in which people
interact within it. However, with a land-use interface such as a mobility hub, and a diverse
and often transient user-base, there is an inherent challenge in creating a unifying narrative
(Bertolini, 1999). Creating a number of time-based spatial trajectories throughout different
times of day and different days of the week, people pass by others each with their own story
and typically knowing nothing of each other’s lives. This poses both a challenge and an
opportunity, however, as this multiplicity of users and subjective narratives can create
unique convergences that would be typically unseen in other elements or configurations of
elements within the urban landscape (Bertolini, 1999). In designing mobility hubs, urban
planners, architects, and urban designers are faced with having to anticipate this multiplicity
of trajectories and subjective-interpretations in more open terms than with many other land-

use interfaces (Bertolini, 1999).

In any given space, an individual redefines the narrative and can also subvert
programmed spaces in order to create their own place-based meanings. Unintended
interpretations of a given built environment are regarded in the architectural literature as a
disjunction between user and space based on the subjective experience of individuals. This
disjunction creates indeterminate narratives which do not cohere with the constructed,

written and pre-scripted space. In mobility hubs, there is an opportunity for urban planners
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to welcome these disjunctions and the multiplicity of readings as a way of fostering user
interaction, and to articulate the collective identity of the local community as it shapes and
evolves over time.
2.6.2 Transitional Space and Collective Memory

Where is the collective memory of the contemporary city situated? As shown in sub-
section 2.5, the relationship between memory and place is an intimate one. “There is an
intimate reciprocity between a group or collective and the space it inhabits: one imprints
upon the other" (Livesy, 2004, p 106). Planning for mobility hubs presents an opportunity to
participate in the cycle of collective memory by facilitating the interface for repeated visits
and social rituals. In this sense, mobility hubs, like other elements of the urban fabric can be
seen as a mnemonic device. The mobility hub is a special interaction of land-uses where the
potential to be imprinted by collective memory is even greater because it is the site of
repetitive routines, such as the daily commute to and from work and home, shopping and
recreational activities. Mobility hubs can engage users in the unique character of the site
(both historically and from the present day). The question of anchoring mobility hubs
programmatically to the neighbourhood to create the potential for social interactions, and to
users’ experience of place and collective memory, is an important element explored in this
research project. It is suggested in this study that community art may be a powerful tool to
facilitate this dialogue between individual and collective experiences of place using a
medium that is more universally accessible than conventional methods of expression and
communication.

2.8  Public Space

It has been said by Ray Oldenburg that the loss of public space is responsible for the

demise of community. Oldenburg calls the “Great Good Place,” the third place which
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mediates our day to day experience between home and work. It is described as a space
where we can interact with community members on equal ground, overcoming potential
group divisions on the basis of features such as social-class, ethnicity, gender, etc.
(Oldenburg, 1989). According to Oldenburg, these ‘third places’ are “...the core settings of

informal public life” (1989, p 15).

With the increased privatization of public space, the availability of these ‘third places’
has significantly declined in many modern-day cities, providing less of an opportunity for
community to develop organically. It has even been suggested by some theorists that some
features of common contemporary urban design can even discourage interaction between
community members (Harvey, 1970). In this research study, mobility hubs are the ‘third-
place’ of interest in exploring how community arts might be used as a mechanism and/or
catalyst for place-making and engaging diverse communities.

2.9 Community Art

2.9.1 AType of Public Art

The community art process is described by Lowe as: “...a ritualistic setting for social
interaction... [and] the construction of neighbourhood community” (2000, p. 358). Lowe
goes on to distinguish community art as “...a form of public art that is characterized by its
experiential and inclusive nature” (2000, p 364). Additionally Lowe describes community
art as contributing to community development through improved solidarity. By bringing
neighbourhood residents together, providing a shared goal, and setting a common mood,
community art is posited as a tool to be used towards an invigorated cycle of collective

identity formation through self-reflexivity:
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“Identity development is the emergence or growth of feelings and ideas about
oneself or one’s group... Collective identity is an expression of the nature of group
cohesiveness and the commonality shared among individuals within a group. Given
that the individual and the collective are influenced by and influence each other, it is
relevant to examine both individual and collective identities as they relate to
community development.” (Lowe, 2000, p. 374)

The participatory nature of community art is said to allow participants to drop their guard in
an attempt to find common ground over shared concerns within the community (Lowe,
2000), and to harness that momentum in supporting inclusive arts and culture-led urban
regeneration (Zebracki et al., 2010). Some of the examples of community art identified by
the Ontario Arts Council (1998), include: community play productions, processions, labour

arts projects, and the transfer of cultural practices within communities.

(Cleveland, 2011, p 21)

Figure 5: Diagram of the Ecology of Arts-Based Community Development
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As outlined in the previous diagram, Cleveland has coined the term for a new field which he
has entitled “arts-based community development,” defending the existence of significant
tangible benefits beyond those of an aesthetic\beautification sort (2011, p 21). It has been
stated that these types of art initiatives can play an important role in the social and

economic development of communities (Kay, 2000).

2.9.2 A Brief History

The roots of community art go back to the second half of the 1900s during a period
of rapid change in the socio-political landscape, providing the right setting for the creation of
alternative practices and new forms of art (Ford-Smith, 2001; Lowe, 2001). New forms of
activist art evolved as early as the 1950’s and during the civil rights movement in the
1960's. The rise of identity politics helped to forge the path to what we now understand as
community art (Cohen-Cruz, 2002; Lowe, 2001). Through the 1970’s and 1980’s ethnically
diverse, feminist, Marxist and gay activist art emerged interrogating the cultural status quo
and forcing the scope of art to include a number of different representations beyond that of
its institutionalized Western forms, including that of ‘guerilla’ public art installations and

performance art (Ford-Smith, 2001).

In the face of increased commercialization of art throughout the 1980’s (Barndt,
2004), and the reduced support for art education in the public school curriculum, art
educators began to expand artistic programming into communities in the search for
employment (Haggar, 2000). During this period of decline in social welfare programming,
the increased strain on marginalized groups and communities became glaringly apparent. In
this way communities assumed a new role as the site of engagement and mobilization

surrounding a range of societal concerns (Ford-Smith, 2001).
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The contemporary permutation of community art evolved from these conditions and
various influences, with the emergence of a number of community art projects and
programming in North America and Europe in the past 25 years (Bishop, 2004; Lowe,
2000). The multidisciplinary composition of the community arts sector is readily apparent,
given the wide range of interested public and not-for profit agencies, institutions, and social
service organizations that have turned their attention to community art as a means of
engaging a diverse urban population in a variety of different participatory, educational and

empowerment contexts (Barndt, 2004).

2.9.3 Transformative Claims

Community art is often referred to in the literature in concert with the concept of
transformation (Amadahy, 2003; 2004; Borrup, 2006; Cameron, 2004; Carmon, 1997; Kay,
2000; Lowe, 2000; 2001; Minty, 2006; Orton, 1999; Shaw, 2003). Holloway and Krensky
(2001) describe this perspective as integrating the general societal welfare and self-
discovery\self-definition dimensions of art, using “...the imagination as a catalyst for social
change” (p 357-358). The transformative perspective specifically focuses on how
individuals can use art in the community to resist oppressive social forces while developing
a sense of individual and collective identity (Holloway & Krensky, 2001). Lowe builds on this
model of transformation, asserting that community art “results in social change by
challenging the normative boundaries of the status hierarchy...through its collaborative art-

making process” (2002, p 9).

These claims of community art are problematic, however, as there is little in the
literature examining what the particular foci and outcomes of this sort of social

transformation are, the process through which this transformation occurs, and how the
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results of this transformation can be tangibly situated (Evans et al., 2002; Shaw, 2003).
Notwithstanding the pitfalls inherent in the transformative claims of community arts and
arts-based practices discussed here, this study attempts to situate a legitimate capacity for
community art as a means of fostering more inclusive urban regeneration. Using examples
from the experience of community art professionals, architects, urban designers, urban
planners, and transportation professionals in examining the physical-aesthetic, social,
economic and cultural-symbolic benefits of community arts, it then goes on to explore what
potential may exist for community arts programming within mobility hubs, which are
comprised of an interface of multiple types of land-uses and high-volume intermodal

transportation.

Chapter 3: Methods
3.1 Semi-Structured Interviews

Qualitative interviews were conducted with public and private sector representatives
from Toronto who have had experience with community arts. Interviews followed a semi-
structured format and took place over the telephone or in a private space of the
participant’s choosing. The semi-structured interview script is included as Appendix D.

3.2 Participant Recruitment and Selection

A combination of snowball and purposeful sampling were used in this study. Potential
participants were sent an information letter by mail or email (Appendix B), and were also
contacted by phone approximately one week after to follow-up and answer questions that
they had about the project. Participants were recruited from the fields of community art, art
education, architecture, urban design, urban planning, social work, and transportation. |
have worked closely with a number of community arts organizations serving Toronto. This

network was used to aid in the recruitment process for the proposed project.
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3.3 Sample Size

13 qualitative interviews were conducted drawing on the experiences of different
types of interview participants. Given the overall number of individuals in Toronto with
experience in the aforementioned subject-areas as well as the large amount and complexity
of data generated from qualitative interviews, a sample size of 13 participants was deemed
as an adequate representation to ensure internal validity.

3.4  Coding & Analysis

Interviews were transcribed verbatim, and coded thematically using MS Word.
Analysis was guided by principles of grounded theory, and theme codes were developed
using inductive (line-by-line) coding (Cope, 2000; Baxter & Eyles, 1997). Grounded theory
emphasizes the development of theory through data analysis, starting with individual cases
to explain patterns emerging in the data. This methodology is useful in the study of local
interactions and meanings as related to a specific social context (Cope, 2000; Baxter &
Eyles, 1997). Interview data was sorted according to the different themes integrated into the
semi-structured interview script included as Appendix A. Analysis of interview data began by
building on and refining themes that were identified by Evans et al. (2005). New issues and
themes that emerged from the interviews were investigated in relation to the research

questions described in section 1.3.

Chapter 4:  Results
4.1  Benefits of Community Arts According to Themes
4.1.1 Physical-Aesthetic
Benefits of a community beautification sort were very common in all of the
interviews. Participants had a wide range of examples to share of physical improvements in

the built environment achieved through community art projects. In neighbourhoods where
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degradation of the urban landscape was prevalent with an aged housing stock or
abandoned industrial areas, community art projects were shown to improve the
neighbourhood members’ experience of the built form, as measured on the basis of
feedback given in community meetings and at community events that were held at the site
of these interventions. This included numerous examples from within community housing
developments, as described by the participants interviewed. A number of instances included
the temporary adaptive reuse of abandoned buildings for the purpose of community art
projects/programming as exemplified in the following series of images from the ArtStarts
Demolition House in 2007. The project involved the temporary adaptive reuse of a
dilapidated privately owned property into a piece of community-based installation art

(ArtStarts, 2012):

Figure 6: ArtStarts Demolition House, 2007 Before Community Art Intervention
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Figure 7: ArtStarts Demolition House, 2007 After Community Art Intervention

Figure 8: ArtStarts Demolition House, 2007, Community Feedback Board
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Furthermore, interactions between community leaders and political representatives through
these projects were said to create a positive raised profile for host neighbourhoods and to
lead to the investment of further funds for the improvement of the public realm in a number
of examples given by participants.

In many cases physical-aesthetic benefits through community art projects were
described as improving community members’ sense of safety in public areas that were
previously avoided by some members of the community, thereby improving accessibility as

well, as indicated in the following interview quote from a community art practitioner:

“... There was a lot of tension in the community... It came out that it [their basketball
court] was a totally under-used resource...There had been a history of violence there.
| think someone had been shot on the court a few years before. The Toronto
Community Housing Corporation was shutting off the lights on the court at night, so it
was where a lot of drug deals were going down and stuff. It was just an area that
people didn’'t necessarily want to be associated with or where they wanted their kids
to play. There was also fear, like there were territory issues with it”.

(ArtStarts, 2012)

Figure 9: ArtStarts Glendower Basketball Mosaic Project, 2008
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Additionally, community assets were shown to be restored or even improved beyond
their original quality, where community art programming was paired with fundraising towards
the improvement of neighbourhood resources, including the introduction of green space and
landscaping elements, improved accessibility for the elderly or with physical disabilities, and
even the development of athletic and arts facilities. This is clearly indicated in the following
quote from a community art practitioner:

“So, the result of this is that people use the basketball court now...They now do a

fresh food market that runs out of the basketball court. | went up there after the first

year of the program and there was like a bunch of seniours doing tai chi in the
basketball court and the kids in the community actually organized a basketball
tournament by themselves for the day of our opening...Toronto Community Housing |

think they repaved it and got new basketball hoops, so a lot of positive energy and
attention was brought to that space which was once totally forgotten”.

As reflected in example given in the above quote, physical improvements in the built
environment were described as a value-added feature for the health and well-being of
community members as well, via increased opportunities for physical activity. The potential
for place-making was acknowledged in the responses of several participants, asserting that
the ability of community art interventions to extract and showcase the experiences and
defining characteristics of the community was a key strength in the reclamation of

underutilized, forgotten or ‘place-less’ elements of neighbourhoods.

4.1.2 Social
A wide variety of social benefits were identified in association with community art
programming as reported by participants, each of which could be categorized under the
main umbrella of social inclusion. More banal examples included the improved frequency
and quality of neighbourhood members’ interactions, and the development of social capital
through the enhancement of residents’ group relations. In many examples given by

participants, community arts participants were able to meet other people in the
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neighbourhood with shared experiences across dimensions of race, ethnicity, immigrant
status, age, social-class and sexual orientation to name a few. In instances where
participants had previously been experiencing a sense of isolation within their communities,
participants described the vast difference in day to day quality of life that was afforded to
such individuals following their involvement in community arts projects/programming, as
indicated in the following quote from a community arts professional:
“...with community arts, what it can do is really create a community where people are
connected to one another, where there are healthy relationships where they are
working together to benefit the community as a whole rather than having people
isolated...It can make this big difference on so many levels—so mental health, even
physical health, can be impacted by the fact that people have a better quality of life

and people feel like they’re part of something and that they have agency in their own
lives which is a huge benefit”.

The empowerment of marginalized groups using community arts as a medium for
communicating their experiences was described by participants as one of the most powerful
benefits offered through community arts programming. This was attributed to the capacity
for community arts to give voice to participants in a neutral setting, using the common
denominator of various artistic mediums as a way to ‘bring people out of their shell’. This
opportunity for shared experience was one of the most commonly heard social benefits of
community arts, especially in the context of low-income neighbourhoods.

Where language proficiency was a barrier to participating in discussions around
community issues such as safety and the availability of human services (day care, medical
facilities, and vocational training), community art programming was described as a very
effective tool in articulating the individual and shared experiences of neighbourhood
residents. One informant asserted that a better breadth of emotion is captured when using
art as a communicative medium, allowing for a richer conversation about many complex

issues:
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“...you're working in the language of images, be they visual or kinaesthetic—like
dance or theatre—and | think that that type of communication can take some of the
tension out of the regular types of environments that people communicate about
critical issues...Bringing people together with good intentions no matter what
frustrations they bring with them, it's a productive environment where people are
there to learn and share together...in general it’s a really good vehicle for bringing
people together with an open mind and it's a way of expressing things that may be
really difficult to express verbally. | think you can capture a greater breadth of
emotion too when you’re using the arts as a means of communicating with each
other, so you know, you can capture really complex feelings about issues and
simultaneously in that moment you can be celebrating. | think that’s the beauty of
the community engaged arts process, is that a lot of feelings and emotions and ideas
can be present. There’s room for that complexity.” (Community Arts Professional)

These types of communications were said to have been used in several examples to
communicate the concerns of neighbourhood residents to City policy developers
(programming in the Regent Park, Alexander Park and Lawrence Heights communities were
mentioned in this context, in particular).

The social benefits of the community art process for newly-landed immigrants and
youth were described as particularly significant by participants. Examples shared during
interviews identified the development of vocational skills and training through a number of
community art projects and programs:

“...there’s like the job training that happens in a very sort of basic way, in that, for all

of our workshops we set aside money to hire an assistant that comes from the

community. Typically a young person, or someone showing interest, to come onboard

and we’ll teach them how to be help in setup and take-down, and maybe offer them a

couple of smaller facilitation gigs, more along the lines of coordination skills, so

there’s that. It’s like a mentorship opportunity, but they go through the whole

interview process, we look at their resumes, we provide formal feedback.”
(Community Arts Professional)

This includes more conventional elements of employment training such as the
development of resume and interviewing techniques, as well as examples where members

of the community have been trained and hired to lead projects, resulting in both the

49



development of numerous specialized and transferrable skills (both related to the practice
of various art forms, as well as administrative and coordination skills).
4.1.3 Economic

Improvements in the value of real estate, and the stimulation of spending around
arts and cultural activities were identified in the context of municipal investment in culture-
led regeneration programs were the most common response in the economic dimension of
regenerative benefits. Direct mention of the economic benefits of community art
projects/programming were less common in the responses of participants then the other
three dimensions of regenerative impacts set forth by Evans et al. (2002). However,
reference was made in one interview to the fact arts funding sees a significant return on
investment in Toronto:

“...investing funds in the arts brings funds back. There’s this multiplier effect for

every dollar, something like 17 dollars for every dollar invested back into the

economy. So that’s if you want to look at...measurable economic benefits, that’s one
way to look at it.” (Community Arts Professional)

The transferrable economic benefits of community arts were mentioned in the
examples of a number of participants. These types of benefits were described by
participants in terms of the development of social capital and human resources in a number
of low-income communities, leading to an improved capacity in the individual livelihoods of
participants in community arts programming, as reflected in the following quote:

“In our programs, community arts build up people’s self esteem, but it obviously goes
beyond that—we offer job training. Our workshops motivate people to go further in the
arts and there’s also an element of exposure...In our job training sessions we are
bringing out youth who might be interested in staying with the program in terms of
forward thinking...There’s a multitude of skills for volunteers involved in our projects
in terms of coordination, etc., which can be transferred to participants, giving them
that first chance to get something on their resume and break barriers in vocational
development.” (Community Arts Professional)
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Here the overlap between the regenerative themes developed by Zebracki et al. (2010)
becomes readily apparent in the results of the interviews. Commonly described by
participants was a ‘ripple effect’ associated community art projects and programming,
especially with respect to the skills and vocational development opportunities identified in
the section 4.1.2 as well as the increase seen in funds allocated/directed towards
community improvements given a raised positive profile resulting from community art
interventions, as indicated in the following quote:
“...in addition to economic benefits that come with things like tourism and events
that bring a lot of people in, you also have economic benefits for neighbourhoods...it
is bringing money into neighbourhoods that may or may not have finances prior to
that and then you have a...l guess the economic, public health and social capital
benefits stand out most. People are coming together, making connections, meeting
their neighbours, suddenly they have a whole new support network. There are so

many ripple effects, it just depends on how far out you want to go.”
(Community Arts\Urban Planning Professional)

The cost-effectiveness of public education efforts delivered through the medium of
community art was also recognized in the responses of participants here, as reflected in the
following quote:
“...With the partnership bit, drug prevention is a good example...we partnered with a
local health centre and our program was wildly successful... drugs are a huge issue
amongst the communities that we’re working in, and we were able to engage 15
youth in a 4 month long program about drugs, whereas if a health centre came in...

those kids would not have walked through that door...”
(Community Arts Professional)

As indicated in the above quote, partnerships with other sectors such as public health were
expressed as especially successful, given the way in which the medium of community art is
able to engage different segments of the population in meaningful dialogue about issues

such as drug-prevention.
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4.1.4 Cultural-Symbolic

The Cultural-Symbolic benefits of community art were well-represented in the
responses of all the participants interviewed. Here, the concept of individual and group
experiences, collective identity, and the interaction between place and meaning were
articulated clearly in the examples given by respondents, as reflected in the following quote:

...you have this physical environment around you but what makes it a place is all
these other layers that we add to it...So, this idea of layering of memory, of people’s
identities...the idea of diversity at large is having a broad spectrum that includes
representation of groups—it could be diversity of people, diversity of artforms,
diversity of spaces, ways of communicating...it's about inclusion...so | think that when
we talk about equity a lot of what we’re talking about is this idea of identity and
people having a voice...this idea of ‘are you represented?’ If we're going to talk about
place, in this place that you live—do you see yourself reflected in what surrounds
you? In the images, architecture, the symbols that are being used...community art is
a really effective way to convey what’s happening in different neighbourhoods in
Toronto because it can be really hard to understand what it’s like to live in another
neighbourhood. Through video, photo, through writing and music—there’s so many
different ways—theatre, that we can actually convey that sense of ‘this is what it’s like
to be me, this is what it’s like to live in my neighbourhood’.”

(Community Arts\Community Development Professional)

The ability for community art programming to engage residents in this process of self-
discovery and collective identity building (and rebuilding) was described as a significant
cultural-symbolic benefit by a number of respondents.

In the context of cultural sustainability, the diverse composition of Toronto was
acknowledged by participants as both a challenge and an opportunity. Community art was
recognized throughout the interviews as key tool in the struggle for definition and
redefinition in the face of rapidly changing urban communities, as reflected in the following

quote:
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“... we call it the ‘shared sense of identity’. It refers to...people exploring issues that

effect a community, but in a way that’s shared. It’s collaborative, but it's not with like

an agenda—it's not a service agency going in and being like: ‘answer these

questions,’ it’s like people really like digging deep within themselves, talking in

groups and then coming up with something to creatively explore and move beyond

their initial perceptions of what’'s happening in a community...”

(Community Arts Professional)

The unique capacity of community art to help facilitate this process of inter- and intra-
cultural dialogue was commonly described by respondents, as well as it’s ability to showcase
the changing face of the community across time.

4.2  Challenges & Threats to Community Art

4.2.1 Availability and Access to Funding

Funding was identified as the primary challenge for community art. The accessibility
to funding for particular neighbourhoods on the basis of whether or not they qualified as a
‘priority neighbourhood’ is elaborated upon in the following quote:

“...funding is a huge challenge for an organization that’s growing quickly. Because of

the way that funding is set up, a lot of funding favours quote, ‘priority

neighbourhoods,” which I'm sure you're aware of. And not all of our communities

qualify as ‘priority neighbourhoods,’ but the ones that | think have the most need in

the communities we work in don’t qualify. So they have fewer resources, and that's a

bit tough to swing that sometimes. And that’s just based just on a postal code you

know, it’s not an accurate reflection of current or changing needs in the actual
community at all.” (Community Arts Professional)

It was explained in interviews with community arts professionals that keeping up with grant
applications in order to keep even a small to mid-sized organization functioning is extremely
challenging, given that there is usually only enough room in the operating budget of most
community arts organizations in Toronto for a single grant-writing officer. This is an
administrative responsibility often shared by program staff in smaller community arts
organizations. Furthermore the types of grants that community art projects qualify for are

usually in smaller denominations with staff having to re-apply for each funding cycle.
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Also mentioned in this context by respondents was the fact that smaller organizations
lack the funding required for professional development of staff, as indicated in the following
quote:

“...when you’re working in the field of community engaged arts or community
engagement at all you need to know how to work with people and groups of people,
and there are a lot of issues that can come up in that context...having staff who are
trained to deal with that is really important. With very small organizations who don’t
have a lot of staff, they don’t have a professional development fund necessarily, so
trying to figure out how to get this training to the people...to make sure that when

they are facilitating a project in the field, it can be done in this equitable fashion or
they can at least strive for that.” (Community Arts Professional)

It was asserted that training on matters of finance mechanisms and funding models as well
as management technique could vastly improve community art organizations’ capacity for
securing and maintaining funding, as well as coordinating partnerships with other agencies
in order to widen the scope of accessible funding. Specifically mentioned in this regard was
the possibility for strategic collaborations with the public sector (the example of public

health and parks and recreation were given), in an effort to stabilize funding.

The lack of consistent funding was described by an urban planner\landscape
architect specializing in public art and culture-led revitalization as resulting in a significant
number of ‘helicopter projects,” where the breadth of development-related benefits were
truncated:

“A lot of people come in and think they can do one-shot things and they can’t figure

out why it didn’t work. It's because they came and did a project and went. There’s a

lot of ‘helicopter projects’ where you're not really building a social infrastructure or

something that people can hold onto, you know? It might be great dialogue for 6

weeks and they never see anybody again.”

This same participant reported that the rigidity of funding structures results in a great deal

of ‘claiming’ that happens in the grant application process for many community art and

culture-led revitalization initiatives:
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“...to qualify for funding...there’s a lot of claiming. Claiming goes right along with

whatever the grant guidelines are. If that's what you need to do to get the grant

money, then ‘we do that’...People think they have to make up stuff—they spend a lot

of money raising money...All they want to see is the proposal—nobody’s really tracking

the claims...But there’s a lot of investment in that which takes you away from what

you do, or what you do well—which is bringing people in...and helping them express

their work together and get to the societal issues...”
Here, a tendency to ‘bend’ the scope of organizational mandates or objectives on grant
applications in order to qualify for a broader range or provide access to more consistent
funding opportunities was described as common-place by a number of participants. As
reflected in the previous quote, a great deal resources are said to be spent trying to fit into
funding structures that are outside of the actual focus of organizations specializing in
community arts and culture-led regeneration initiatives.

4.2.2 Lack of Political Will

The lack of political will was described by participants as another significant
challenge for community art and public art in general. An architect\urban designer
described the sometimes tokenist nature of political support towards community

development in urban areas:

“...typically, crowded neighbourhoods have very low turnout on votes, so politicians
tend not to pay much attention...Very likely it’s kind of a ‘cut the ribbon’ culture—a
new library, cut the ribbon, | did my job—they’re tokenist gestures...Once you get
people more active and also to understand the planning process...they aren’t always
in a reactive position...they have the know-how to be politically involved in the
process from the outset...it has to come from the bottom-up...the local government
starts getting involved and then slowly the community can build it up.”

The interviews identified the lack of familiarity with political system and the planning
process, as well as poor voter turnout as fundamental challenges in garnering greater
support for community as a means of facilitating more inclusive regeneration in diverse

urban communities. It was commonly explained by the participants with backgrounds in
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urban planning, urban design and architecture, as well as community arts professionals,
that the lack of political will is a key ingredient in creating greater access to funding and
developing better programming.
4.2.3 Availability and Access to Space

The lack of and difficulty in applying for access to space for community arts
programming emerged from the interviews as another significant challenge. The
bureaucratic process of acquiring access to community space, and for permitting in many
public environments were described respondents as a primary reason for why so many
programming ideas never get off the ground:

“...one huge thing is just the bureaucracy is a huge challenge for people...sometimes
the City as a whole, it can be a bit of a labyrinth...A lot of it | think is about permitting,
so if you want to do a project on this wall—it’s like constantly hitting walls when you're
trying to do something that’s actually enriching the community and benefiting
everybody including the city.” (Toronto-based Community Arts Professional)

In the following quote a community arts professional explains the difficulty in trying to get
permission to do programming in public parks:
“...80 many artists community-based or otherwise...want to do programming in public
parks but the level of bureaucracy in terms of booking and accessing that space is
just ridiculous, so it makes it really hard for people to do anything.”
Along the same lines, an architect\urban planner that was interviewed explained that a
number of basic requirements for public events, such as the cost of paying for a police

officer to be present are simply prohibitive on a shoe-string budget.

4.2.4 Lack of Inter-organizational\Cross-Sectoral Coordination and

Collaboration

Respondents identified the lack of coordination between community art and other

public and non-governmental organizations as a significant hindrance, as illustrated in the
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following quote from an urban planner\landscape architect specializing in public art and
culture-led revitalization:

“Community development, city planning, city-sponsored development, and the
foundation and cultural sectors, are very rigid. We use the terms ‘silos’...the lack of
cross-connection. | mean, for regional institutions the silo configuration works for
them...Where the multiple kinds of programs or smaller facilities are disadvantaged
by this lack of cross-sectoral interaction. There’s just a need for a lot more flexibility
and risk-taking...l think the crux of it is the lack of cross-sector thinking...we're still
very functional-thinking about communities and people’s experiences of communities
are integrated horizontally—but we deliver services vertically and functionally...”

This lack of coordination and collaboration between community arts organizations
themselves was expressed as often resulting in the duplication or even in the countervailing
effectiveness of individual programming efforts on the ground. Furthermore, examples were
given of where the pooling of resources and networks between organizations at the outset of
program development would have allowed for a greater breadth of service provision and/or
improved continuity.

4.3  Opportunities/Challenges for the use of Community Arts in Mobility Hubs

The main source of opportunity foreseen by respondents in the use of community art
within mobility hubs, ironically has do to with the same characteristic of mobility hubs
identified in interviews as source of potential challenges, namely the transitional nature of
these spaces and the tangential trajectory of its diverse user-base. With movement and
diversity, the opportunity for inter-regional exposure and dialogue were explained in the
interviews to be one of the most desirable elements of mobility hubs for community art
programming, as reflected in the following quote from an art educator\community arts

practitioner and champion of the Jane and Finch and community:
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“...there would be an opportunity for a community, not only to showcase its collective
identity through community art and to provide opportunities for those without a voice
to be recognized in a public space where people would see it from other parts of the
city, a chance for them to create dialogue between neighbourhoods—but also | think
it could help to create more of a draw from other parts of the city, even other parts of
the world, there’s an opportunity to promote interest in these communities.”

At the same time, it was asserted by participants that with a convergence of users engaged
in both inter- and intra-regional travel, the possibility for conflicting narratives or disjointed
interpretations of symbols and meanings expressed through community art is great, as
illustrated in the following quote:

“...you certainly have a point where people are coming from many disparate spots. |
mean in drawing from the idea of diversity, people are coming from very diverse
regions passing through there...That’s a node of connection for all them, you have
them all in one spot so | think there’s certainly a lot of potential to do something...but
it does present with a number of challenges as well. Maybe their route intersects with
some other groups and they’re not so eager to intermingle with one another.”

Furthermore, the question of which ‘public(s)” are represented and the matter of how and by
who a local user-base is delineated to invite participation in such programming were
described as potential points of contention:
“There are issues around collective identity and representation—what represents the
catchment area of the community? Which face of the public is showcased, and what
happens when the composition of that community changes? So there are some
interesting questions in and around that.”
(Architect\Urban Designer and Community Art Professional)
The urban designer interviewed who participated in the development of Metrolinx’s Mobility
Hub Guidelines (2008) explained that mobility hubs are not a single land use, but rather an
interface of differently purposed public and privately owned spaces. Within this context,

across multiple jurisdictions at intermodal transit junctions (VIA, GO and TTC, for example)

the matter of maintenance and liability surrounding even temporary installations or
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performances in the transitional space within mobility hubs was expressed a logistical

hurdle for community art programming.

Chapter 5: Discussion & Conclusions

5.1  Opportunities for Improved Support of Community Arts in Mobility Hubs

and the Public Realm at Large

Based on the sorted results of the 13 qualitative interviews conducted with
participants from the fields of community art, art education, architecture, urban design,
urban planning, social work, and transportation, the following opportunities for the improved
support of community arts were developed in relation to mobility hubs and the public realm
at large:

5.1.1 Inter-organizational Coordination & Collaboration

The coordination of community arts efforts across multiple jurisdictions and inter-
sector collaboration was identified through interviews as one of the key ways in which
municipal government could provide improved support for community arts within the public
sphere in general, and also across various municipalities and regions within the context of
Metrolinx’s (2008) plan for the development of 51 mobility hubs across the GTA in the next
25 years. Respondents’ examples of community art interventions focused on engaging the
public around environmental and public health foci were described as demonstrative of the
potential for community arts as an educational tool and a means of animating communities
around deliberations of the public interest.

5.1.2 Streamlined System of Public Space Acquisition
In response to the challenges of accessing public space, respondents identified the

potential for the development of a unitary system managing access to public spaces. The
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suggestion of implementing a management system comprised of an online database of both
City-owned, and privately offered spaces for use in public programming, including was
proposed as one avenue for the improved support community art projects. It was put forth
by an urban planner that a centralized online protocol could be implemented in concert with
such a space-allocation system in order to direct users through the required process of
permit application in the instance where particular licensing might be required (as in the
case of some types of art installations or performances, for example).
5.1.3 Animating Community Leadership

In order to ensure a process of equitable participation and the acknowledgement of
diverse experiences in the diasporic communities, respondents recommended that a model
of community-led action be adopted at the outset of community art programming. Especially
in the case of mobility hubs, where the definition of a ‘local user-base’ is blurred due to their
transitional and movement-oriented characteristics, it was asserted by participants that
inviting the leadership of community champions from inside the community might not be
adequately inclusive. Whether geographically local, or local by way of repeat use in a daily or
weekly routine, ensuring an equitable community art process through the mobilization of
‘local’ champions was described as a necessary precursor for the creation of projects and
programming led by the community, for the community. This suggestion also addresses the
matter of rallying political will from the bottom-up.

5.1.4 Training on Innovative Finance Mechanisms & Public-Private
Partnerships

In response to the need for more and a greater diversity of funding, it was interpreted
that an opportunity exists for municipally-subsidized workshops to be offered on the use of

finance mechanisms and public-private partnerships. Community arts professionals would
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be given the opportunity to be educated in how to use such finance mechanisms (tax
increment financing, community development fees and community bonds, for example), as
well as how to partner across public and private sectors with a vested interest in mobility
hubs and other forms of public space on points of common interest.

5.2  Conclusions

The literature on multiculturalism and sustainability points toward a dynamic model
of culture that is by its very definition in a perpetual state of redefinition. Negotiations of
place, identity and power inform the subjective experience of narrative and have bearing on
our definitions of individual and collective identity. Although transitional spaces such as
mobility hubs are the space of movement, it does not inherently negate the opportunity for
the meaningful experience of place in a mobile world, and was shown throughout this
research study as possessing the potential to contribute to opportunities for unique
interactions that would be otherwise ‘unscripted’ in the static definitions of home expressed
by early humanistic geographers.

The capacity for community art as a means of citizen engagement and as an agent of
social transformation as identified in the literature were expressed clearly in the content of
the qualitative interviews. As a way of creating more inclusive and accessible means of
participation in the shared experience of communities, community art was found to validate
the physical-aesthetic, social, economic, and cultural-symbolic dimensions of urban
regeneration as set forth by Zebracki et al. (2010). Furthermore the challenges and
opportunities of creating inclusive places in transitional spaces were found to be relevant in
the discussion of mobility hubs as the possible site of community art. As indicated in the
literature on transitional space and ‘placelessness,’ the transient and tangential trajectory of

converging users in these types of spaces, each with subjective experiences and
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interpretations of the built form and the narrative(s) expressed throughout it, presents with a
unigue problem-set when considering mobility hubs as the site of community art
programming. However, it was shown through the content of interviews that this unique
problem-set also provides a unigue opportunity to engage a diverse and ever-changing
community to in negotiations of the public interest, place-based meaning and identity, and

inclusive urban regeneration.
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Appendix A: Letter of Approval, Ryerson University Research Ethics Board

To: Roozbeh Nayeri
School of Urban and Regional Planning

Re: REB 2011-352: Place-Making & Engaging Diverse Communities: Redefining the Role
of Community Art in Toronto’s Mobility Hubs

Date:January 23, 2012

Dear Roozbeh Nayeri,

The review of your protocol REB File REB 2011-352 is now complete. The project has
been approved for a one year period. Please note that before proceeding with your
project, compliance with other required University approvals/certifications, institutional
requirements, or governmental authorizations may be required.

This approval may be extended after one year upon request. Please be advised that if the
project is not renewed, approval will expire and no more research involving humans may
take place. If this is a funded project, access to research funds may also be affected.

Please note that REB approval policies require that you adhere strictly to the protocol as
last reviewed by the REB and that any modifications must be approved by the Board
before they can be implemented. Adverse or unexpected events must be reported to the
REB as soon as possible with an indication from the Principal Investigator as to how, in
the view of the Principal Investigator, these events affect the continuation of the protocol.

Finally, if research subjects are in the care of a health facility, at a school, or other
institution or community organization, it is the responsibility of the Principal Investigator to
ensure that the ethical guidelines and approvals of those facilities or institutions are
obtained and filed with the REB prior to the initiation of any research.

Please quote your REB file number (REB 2011-352) on future
correspondence.

Congratulations and best of luck in conducting your research.

Nancy Walton, Ph.D.
Chair, Research Ethics Board
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Appendix B: Interview Request Form

Place-Making & Engaging Diverse Communities:
Redefining the Role of Community Art in

Toronto’s Mobility Hubs

Interview Request Letter

To the attention of

Thank you for taking the time to respond to this interview request letter.

In order to help create a better awareness and understanding of the use of
community art for the purpose of place-making and engaging diverse communities, please
read the explanatory statement below and sign the attached consent form, complete with a
requested date that would be suitable for your interview, and return it in the addressed
envelope included with this request package. If you have any further questions, please don’t

hesitate to contact me:

Roozbeh Nayeri at 416-726-3808 or at rnayeri@ryerson.ca

Explanatory Statement:

Some people have proposed that community art can offer such utility in urban
planning, as a means of engaging a fragmented society in dialogue about the relationship of
the built environment with individual and collective identity and sense of place.

Community art has traditionally been a peripheral element in the planning of mobility
hubs (if at all); as a surface treatment ‘after the fact’, its transformative potential with
respect to place-making, engaging and empowering diverse communities is
underdeveloped. This research asks:

With respect to place-making and engaging diverse communities, how could the use of
community art become a more central consideration in the planning of mobility hub
development and redevelopment?

If you have further questions, please contact Roozbeh Nayeri at 416-726-3808 or rnayeri@ryerson.ca
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Appendix C: Informed Consent Agreement

Place-Making & Engaging Diverse Communities:
Redefining the Role of Community Art in Toronto’s Mobility Hubs

You are being asked to participate in a research study. Before you give your consent to be a
volunteer, it is important that you read the following information and ask as many questions
as necessary to be sure you understand what you will be asked to do.

Investigator: Roozbeh Nayeri,
Master of Urban Planning Student, Ryerson University
Email: rnayeri@ryerson.ca
Tel. (416) 726-3808

Research Supervisor: Cheryl Teelucksingh, PhD
Associate Professor, Sociology Department, Ryerson University
Email: teeluck@soc.ryerson.ca
Tel. (416) 979-5000 ext 6213

Purpose of the Study:

The purpose of this study is to find out in which ways and how community art can be used to
benefit diverse communities, and how community art can become a key tool in planning the
development/ redevelopment of major public transit junctions.

20 participants are being recruited for this study overall, and are being selected for based
on their experience with or opinions of community art and its use in benefiting diverse urban
communities, as well as any experience or perceptions they may have regarding major
public transit junctions.

This research will be used to satisfy the partial requirements for a Master of Urban Planning
program at Ryerson University’s School of Urban and Regional Study

Description of the Study:

During the interview you will be asked to provide your knowledge, experience and opinion as
it relates to the subject area. The interview is likely to take approximately 30 to 45 minutes
depending on the information you provide. The interview can take place at a place of your
preference, at your convenience.

Risks or Discomforts: There are no anticipated risks or discomforts to you from
participating in this research. However, should you begin to feel any discomfort during the
interview you are free to withdraw from participating, either temporarily or permanently.

Benefits of the Study: There will be no direct benefits to the participants. You will not be
compensated for your participation in this research study and you do not waive any legal
rights by signing the consent form.
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Confidentiality:

All information you supply during the research will be held in confidence and your name will
not appear in any report or publication. All information you provide will be kept in a secure
location within our department for up to a year only to be accessed by the primary
investigator or the research supervisor. This research may be published and/or used to
make public presentations. Copies of this work and a summary of the findings will be
provided to you upon your request. If the results of the study are published, names will not
be used and no information that discloses the participants’ identities will be released or
published.

Research records (computer discs, transcripts, questionnaires, audio tapes and notes) will
be stored in a locked cabinet in the primary investigator’s personal file office at the Ryerson
University School of Urban and Regional Planning 31 floor Marking Room, 105 Bond Street,
Toronto, Ontario. Audio recordings will be listened to only by the primary investigator. All data
will be stored on the primary investigator’'s password protected personal laptop and as such
is secure. All written and audio records will be destroyed after one year.

Incentives to Participate: The participant will not be paid to participate in this study.

Costs and/or Compensation for Participation: No costs/ compensation for participating in
this study.

Voluntary Nature of Participation:

Participation in this study is voluntary. Your choice of whether or not to participate will not
influence your future relations with Ryerson University. If you decide to participate, you are
free to withdraw your consent and to stop your participation at any time without penalty or
loss of benefits to which you are allowed.

At any particular point in the study, you may refuse to answer any particular question or stop
participation altogether.

Questions about the Study:

If you have any questions about the research now, please ask. If you have questions later
about the research, you may contact.
Roozbeh Nayeri (Primary Investigator/Study Coordinator)
Tel. (416) 726-3808
Email: rnayeri@ryerson.ca

If you have questions regarding your rights as a human subject and participant in this study,
you may contact the Ryerson University Research Ethics Board for information.

Research Ethics Board

¢/o Office of the Vice President, Research and Innovation
Ryerson University

350 Victoria Street

Toronto, ON M5B 2K3

(416) 979-5042
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Agreement:

Your signature below indicates that you have read the information in this agreement and
have had a chance to ask any questions you have about the study. Your signature also
indicates that you agree to be in the study and have been told that you can change your
mind and withdraw your consent to participate at any time. You have been given a copy of
this agreement.

You have been told that by signing this consent agreement you are not giving up any of your
legal rights.

Do you provide consent to record the audio of this interview?

Yes ] No ]

Name of Participant (please print)

Signature of Participant Date

Signature of Investigator Date
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Appendix D: Semi-Structured Interview Script

How would you define a diverse community?
How would you define a marginalized population?
From your experience, what benefits (if any) does community art have to offer with
respect to:

a. Physical-Aesthetic Claims

b. Economic Claims

c. Social Claims

d. Cultural-Symbolic Claims

Appendix E (Zebracki et al., 2010) was used for further clarification where the informant

would like some examples of different benefit types in order to stimulate further discussion)

4.

In your experience, what are some of the main challenges faced by proponents/
practitioners of community arts and culture-led urban regeneration initiatives
communities?

What type public response/government supports do you think need to be in place to
better utilize the arts and culture in ways that can contribute to the development of

urban communities?

What type of challenges and opportunities could you foresee for the use of community
art within mobility hubs (refer to definition from Metrolinx, 2008), as a means of place-

making and engaging a diverse user-base?

. What type of planning response is required in order to make community art a more

central consideration that might support this type of shift?
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Appendix E: Themed Regenerative Benefits of Community Art

“i) Physical-aesthetic claims

Enhancing aesthetic quality: improving the attractiveness of a place and thereby
encouraging more intensive use of a public space; upgrading the visual or aesthetic quality
of place, and turning a former anonymous place into a physical reference point,

i) Economic claims

Enhancing economic activity; attracting and increasing investments in the arts; improving
economic regeneration conditions through creating richer visual environments; providing

marketing and place-promotion opportunities in city marketing; boosting cultural tourism;
creating employment for artists; craftspeople, manufacturers, suppliers, and transporters;
encouraging public-private partnerships; and improving land values,

iii) Social claims

Enhancing community and social interactions; addressing community needs; eradicating
social exclusion; promoting social change by revealing fundamental social contradictions or
undermining dominant meanings of urban space; reducing vandalism and increasing safety;
and encouraging links between artists and professions that shape the environment, such as
planning, landscaping, architecture, design, and engineering.

iv) Cultural-symbolic claims

Creating symbolic value; enhancing awareness of local history and identity; promoting
national identity; creating stimuli and ideas for other actors in the creative industry;
contributing to local distinctiveness; developing civic identity; and creating educational and
pedagogical values and benefits.”

(Zebracki et al., 2010, p. 787-788)

82



