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Abstract 

 

Equitable Cultural Development: A Best Practices Toolkit for Inclusive 
and Sustainable Cultural Development  

 

Ashley Boles Richardson, M.S. CRP 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2015 

 

Supervisor:  Michael Oden 

 
  There exists a great deal of diversity in how municipal departments, coalitions 

and agencies approach cultural planning, both structurally and procedurally. Cultural 

development planning and policy-making can fall within the domain of a dedicated group 

or sub-department of planners, experts and policymakers or can be spread out through 

many city departments and offices. While these differentiations exist, cultural 

development is typically taking place within economic development planning 

departments, particularly by practitioners with strong urban planning expertise. However 

those leading cultural planning efforts often do not have a background in cultural 

activities, design, or the fine arts. Because cultural development is not routinized or 

standardized at any scale of planning, knowledge of what forms of stakeholder 

engagement and funding mechanisms result in more equitable, inclusive and sustainable 

cultural development (rather than cultural development pursued for purely economic or 

business interests) is relatively under-researched. As cultural development and 

investments are being touted as “growth machines,” further research is needed to 

understand how equitable cultural development can be promoted and strengthened 

through new form of collaboration between the city, private and non-profit sectors and 

engaged citizens. There currently exists a gap in determining what internal organization 
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methods (department size, isolated or collaborative agencies, tax base, artistic 

participation, grassroots advocacy, etc.) result in higher rates of successful and equitable 

cultural planning.  

 

While there is debate within existing scholarship as to the level of correlation or 

causation between cultural development and certain negative consequences, namely 

displacement spurred by gentrification, there is little published research regarding the 

effects of the rapid expansion of cultural development investments occurring within 

economic planning departments. Within urban planning academia, there is an abundance 

of theoretical and practical criticism regarding the progression of Florida’s “Creative 

City” tenets, however, little scholarship is being directed to how just, inclusive and 

equitable social policies and practices can be embedded within cultural planning 

strategies and initiatives.. The field of equitable cultural development is highly 

exploratory, but there are several scholarly activists who are beginning to expand upon 

this approach. The aim of this research is to compile, evaluate and synthesize existing 

research and case studies to define equitable cultural planning and identify tools and 

practices that bring cultural development to diverse communities in cities. It is hoped that 

a clearer understanding of the meaning and tenants of equitable cultural planning and 

successful examples of how cultural planning can improve access and community- 

supporting development can provide planners, policymakers and equitable cultural 

development advocates with new ideas and ways forward in this important domain of 

planning. 
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“Equitable Cultural Development: 
A Best Practices Toolkit for Inclusive and Sustainable Cultural Development” 
 

“This time of transition and possibility calls for a leap of imagination to realize a vision for the 
city that cares about our neighborhoods, insists on equality, and embraces our civic energy. We 
need to dream big, feel connected, propose bold new ideas, and engage the city in an inclusive 
transformation. Because cultural change precedes and embodies political change, arts and culture 
are an essential part of this progressive agenda. While the past decade has seen the arts as a city 
strategy for economic development they have been sorely underutilized as a force for a more 
progressive city.” Art and Culture for a Just and Equitable City Policy Brief Memo to Mayor de 
Blasio, 2014. 
 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

As cities attempt to increase and sustain economic prosperity, many cities are now 

implementing a wide range of cultural investments in order to incite tourism, attract innovative 

professionals, retain residents, improve the city’s “branding,” increase cultural and recreational 

amenities and boost private sector development (Grodach, et al., 2010). The result is a more 

complex and diverse set of public-private-non-profit partnerships that are attempting to further 

this popular trend in city economic planning and urban revitalization agendas. In the past few 

decades, cities have experienced major cutbacks in federal and state funding for the arts, 

resulting in hybridized relationships between non-profit, private and public sectors to foster and 

implement cultural developments (Schuster 1998, Wu 2002). Following the popularity of 

Richard Florida’s prescription for stagnant city economies in his “Creative City” writings, city 

economic planning departments are becoming more enthusiastic about revitalizing downtown 

areas to provide more urban amenities and developing recognized cultural institutions and 

activities (Vale and Warner 2001).  

 

As cultural flagships and cultural facilities experience become a focus for economic 

revitalization and growth, cities are in engaging in what David Harvey describes as “serial 

reproduction” (Harvey 1989a). He suggests that in the realm of culture this translates into a 

cultural development trend in which investment in cultural institutions, industries and production 

are seemingly homogenous and appear as a “one-size-fits-all” economic growth strategy. Most 

significantly, much of this development seemingly neglects the existing creative production 

within communities, downplaying the cultural efforts of neighborhoods, organizations and 
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individual artists in order to court seemingly more profitable forms of cultural development and 

creative producers. In Western Europe, however, there are greater efforts at inclusion and a 

greater emphasis on diverse communities and milieus. European municipal governments, who 

traditionally provide more fiscal support for cultural-based initiatives and development than in 

the U.S., include social policies and incorporate more grassroots organizing and participation in 

cultural development (Bianchini 1993; Evans 2003).  

 

After conducting a study of 125 economic planning departments, Carl Grodach found 

that there were three strategies that emerged from U.S. municipalities’ approaches to cultural 

development: “entrepreneurial strategies,” a more market-driven approach, “creative class 

strategies,” a more recreational/cultural amenities approach, and “progressive strategies,” 

strategies that included a more grassroots approach (Grodach, et al., 350). This data revealed that 

while each city’s agency has a wide array of specific goals in their cultural strategy for 

redevelopment, the larger trend is that much of these strategies are skewed towards 

entrepreneurial endeavors, rather than stakeholder inclusion, social equity, or sustainability. 

 

There exists wide variation in how municipal departments, coalitions and agencies 

approach cultural planning, both structurally and procedurally. Decisions related to cultural 

development can fall within the domain of a small outfit of planners, experts and policymakers 

or decision-making can be spread out through many departments and offices. While these 

differentiations exist, Ann Markusen and Anne Gadwa conclude that the majority of cultural 

development is taking place within economic development planning departments, particularly by 

practitioners with strong urban planning expertise, but little to none cultural, design, or art 

background or experience (Markusen and Gadwa, 2010). Because cultural development is not 

routinized or standardized throughout any scale of planning, be it local, regional, or state-wide, 

knowledge of what relationships between stakeholders and funding mechanisms result in more 

optimized equitable, inclusive and sustainable cultural development (rather than cultural 

development pursued for purely economic and business interests) is relatively under-researched. 

As cultural development and investments are being touted as “growth machines” (Strom, 2010) 

further research is needed to understand how equitable cultural development can be promoted 

and strengthened through the collaboration between the city, local public, private and non-profit 
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sectors. There currently exists a gap in determining what internal organization methods 

(department size, isolated or collaborative agencies, tax base, artistic participation, grassroots 

advocacy, etc.) result in higher rates of successful and equitable cultural planning. The emerging 

field of equitable cultural development is intended to be a divergence from the previously 

established typical forms of cultural development strategies. Equitable cultural development is 

cultural investment that intersects with many other facets of urban planning, be it housing, 

transit, or environmental planning processes, in a way that enhances the just allocation of 

community benefits experienced as a byproduct of the investment. It is a less linear form of 

economic development and cultural investment, and a more conceptually and structurally 

inclusive approach that assesses the cost-benefits of cultural investments for different segments 

of the population, particularly populations that are more vulnerable and less resilient to the tide 

of uneven development. 

 

While there is much debate within the existing scholarship as to the level of correlation or 

causation between cultural development and negative externalities, namely displacement spurred 

by gentrification, there is little published research regarding the mechanisms used to monitor the 

effects of the rapid expansion of cultural development investments occurring within economic 

planning departments. Within urban planning scholarship, there is an abundance of theoretical 

and practical criticism regarding Florida’s “Creative City” tenets (Leslie & Catungal 2012; 

Markusen, 2006) however, little scholarship is being directed to how just, inclusive and equitable 

social policies and practices can be embedded within cultural development plans.  

 

The goal of my research is to analyze specific policies, strategies, and existing 

collaborations and projects geared towards equitable development in order to create a “best 

practices toolkit” for practitioners, policymakers, and cultural development advocates. The 

intention of this research is to better understand how public, private, non-profit and grassroots 

institutions and practices can achieve and optimize equitable cultural development projects and 

investments. To advance the discussion and practice surrounding cultural planning this work will 

address the following questions: 

 

What is equitable cultural development? 
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How does this deviate from traditional equitable cultural development? 

How can planners effectively insert equity and social justice into cultural development 

strategies?  

What configurations between the main sectors results in greater inclusive and 

participatory cultural development?  

What existing tools that are used to enhance equity in economic development can cultural 

planners begin to utilize?  

Since equitable cultural development is a fairly new field, when is a cultural project 

established sufficient means of equity and how can cities model equitable cultural development 

projects that are arguably very place specific? 

  

The field of equitable cultural development is highly exploratory, but there are several 

scholar activists and practitioners who are beginning to expand upon this approach. Compiling 

their knowledge in a way that is legible, practical, beneficial, and of high utility to planners, 

policymakers and equitable cultural development advocates could address this gap and provide 

salient tools for mitigating the inequities associated with existing approaches to cultural 

development.  

WORKING DEFINITIONS AND METHODOLOGY 
  

Since the domain of equitable cultural planning is still emerging, I will be operating within 

the boundaries of the following definitions as composed by Catherine R. Runnalis in her work, 

“Choreographing Community Sustainability: The Importance of Cultural Planning to 

Community Viability” when describing my findings, assumptions, and suggestions.  

 
• Cultural Development: “a process which supports and facilitates cultural resource 

development and includes skilled creators, artists and craftspeople as transmitters of 
aesthetic expression, ideas, aspirations and values in relation to the sociological, 
economic, environmental and creative aspects of their communities” (Runnalis, 5). 
 

• Cultural Planning: “an approach to community planning and part of community 
development. Cultural planning processes assess the arts, heritage and cultural resources, 
creative expression and built form as well as the physical, economic, development, social, 
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leisure and environmental aspects of community. It is an ongoing function of cultural 
resource auditing involving community consultation processes” (Runnalis, 5). 

 
• Community Cultural Development: “integrated strategies involving the community’s 

arts and heritage resources, cross-disciplinary partnerships with municipal planners and 
decision-makers with attention to community capacity building. This process provides 
communities with the change to express themselves through arts, heritage and cultural 
activities in contributing to the quality of life and sense of place among inhabitants” 
(Runnalis, 4). 

 
The definition of equitable development below inspired me to create a working definition of 
equitable cultural development to guide me in the development of a structural framework that 
attempts to capture the complex intersections between cultural development and equitable 
economic development goals. 

 
• Equitable Development: “the creation and maintenance of economically and socially 

diverse communities that are stable over the long term, through means that generate 
minimum of transition costs that fall unfairly on lower income residents” (Kennedy, et 
al., 2001). 

 
• Equitable Cultural Development: (a working definition) cultural development that 

maintains diversity and inclusion through equitable and participatory processes that 
enhance, rather than erase, existing community creative economies; a form of 
development that preserves and enhances local character with sustainable economic and 
cultural benefits being equitably experienced across the local population. 

 

 

I attempt to address the research questions in this work and catalog existing projects and 

approaches that help achieve and enhance equitable cultural development while locating where 

they are currently being utilized. I have then delineated certain considerations that must be taken 

into account when deploying the identified tools through the presentation of the projects’ and 

tools’ contextual history within the community. These conditions and characteristics could be 

based on political contexts, existing funding and planning mechanisms, the existing potency of 

social equity policies and the quality and capacities of participatory planning infrastructure and 

resources.  
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I have surveyed the existing literature, scholarship, and cultural development plans that 

address equitable cultural development. This area of published works is quite limited so I have 

drawn heavily upon the mission statements and development plans for certain projects that 

embody the working principles of equitable cultural development. Drawing upon my survey 

fieldwork, I developed a set of criteria to retrospectively evaluate these documents and plans 

based on the themes that emerge from the research. While the notion of equity is abstract and 

arguably very subjective, there are several key processes that can be inserted into the cultural 

planning process that allows for development that is more even, that is more inclusive, 

sustainable, and accessible. This paper is intended to highlight projects and investments that have 

been tailored to address components of social equity in cultural development that have resulted 

in the creation of highly successful development, both economically and socially. The 

advantages of emulating these themes and approaches within city economic planning are two-

fold: it can result in broader public participation, particularly with groups that have been 

historically marginalized or inactive, resulting in more informed investments that have the 

possibility of experiencing more long-term success. Furthermore, if one critically interrogates the 

current state of affairs in regards to cultural development, one can find that many planning 

departments approach this type of investment in a more ad hoc approach that relies on little 

longitudinal quantitative data that tracks the success of the investments in the long-term, as well 

as tracking who receives the concentration of benefits and who experiences the incurred costs. It 

is typically driven by the potential for return on investment which itself is loosely defined and 

measured.  

 

Equitable cultural development, as opposed to traditional cultural development, is more 

intersectional, interdisciplinary, and hybridized. Aligning economic processes with more socially 

driven missions of equity can mitigate this uneven (and arguably unreliable) forms of investment 

by anchoring these processes with an assessment of the community’s needs, assets, and 

opportunities. In “Targeting Cultural and Artistic: Local Economic Development Fad of 

Opportunity?” Michael Oden finds that, “there are a variety of reasons to support artistic and 

cultural activity aside from specific economic growth or development outcomes […] one crucial 

feature of local investments to support A&C amenities is that they provide valuable benefits to 

residents even if they fail to directly increase income or employment” (Oden, 30). In order to 
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retain these benefits, specifically enriched, vibrant communities, a more refined and educated 

approach to cultural development takes into consideration the need for equity, for the producers, 

planners, benefactors, and consumers. Success of a cultural investment should not be limited to 

the direct return on investment: it should be considered as an asset that can appreciate with time, 

both financially and socially, both quantitatively and qualitatively. Recognizing the importance 

of this duality can be the first step in bridging economic planning with social equity which can 

act as an impetus for reforming other stale and stratified urban planning processes.  

LIMITATIONS 
 

 My limitations in regards to this research are largely relegated to time and limited 

practical experience, a lack of scholarship and clear theoretical frameworks surrounding 

equitable cultural development, and the inscrutable nature of analyzing creative economies. It is 

particularly difficult to monitor trends in creative labor and track displacement generated by 

gentrification. It is not possible for me to fully understand and articulate the specific complexity 

and contexts associated with each researched case strategy of equitable cultural development. 

This may result in theoretical and ethical complications in utilizing this report as a way to 

highlight potential strategies and tools that are to be replicated in different contexts. 

I hope to address these potential limitation by providing clear examples which will address the 

tools and strategies’ specific conditions, stakeholder configurations, and viability for success in 

similar contexts. 

PLAN OF WORK 

 
In Chapter 2, I plan to present a comprehensive review of the existing literature of cultural 

development through a tailored lens of equitable economic development. I intend to illuminate 

areas of overlapping commonality and highlight ways to further intersect these processes in a 

form that is mutually advantageous for the community and the public, private and non-profit 

sector actors. In Chapter 3, I will present case studies that I find to be of relevant importance and 

provide fodder for national best practices that can be curated by local economic planning 

departments depending on their specific local contexts and needs. In Chapter 4, I will present the 

mechanisms of equitable cultural development planning - a sort of “nuts and bolts” toolkit in 
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assessing what strategies may be most suitable in certain political and social planning climates. 

In Chapter 5, I will conclude my research and provide recommendations for certain topics within 

the research that require further interrogation and investigation. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

As stated earlier, the field of cultural development and planning practices that focus on 

equity within this form of economic investment is limited. However, there are a few scholars and 

practitioners that are attempting to strengthen the link between creative and cultural development 

and just planning processes, namely through artist affordable housing, partnering with small 

grassroots non-profits and other funding sources, public and deliberative participation, regional 

planning, cultural clustering, creative corridor planning, and cultural asset mapping. Further 

research is needed to address the gaps within this planning framework, however, aggregating the 

existing sources of pertinent information is valuable, both to understanding the terrain of existing 

equitable economic development strategies, as well as comprehending the relevant cultural 

development investment patterns. 

THE CREATIVE CITY MODEL: GAPS AND ADAPTATIONS 

 
 In Carl Grodach’s article, “Cultural Economy Planning in Creative Cities: Discourse and 

Practice,” Grodach delineates a comparative analysis in the pursuit of further understanding how 

local governments conceptualize and articulate the value of creative economies and the processes 

in which they incorporate cultural development into urban policy. Grodach finds that the 

majority of the “creative city” discussion stems from Richard Florida’s work, however, Grodach 

finds that in both Austin, Texas and Toronto, Canada, this theoretical framework is reflexively 

used as part of a hybrid strategy that combines Florida’s work with that of other urban planning 

strategies to successfully justify and legitimize creative economy investment at the local scale.  

 

 While many scholars are critical of Florida’s influential work, particularly around its 

occupational determinations of the creative class, low-wage cultural jobs and problems of 

neighborhood gentrification, Grodach finds there to be a gap in the existing literature in 

understanding the “creative city model” in relation to other large-scale models and strategies in 

urban development. Grodach stipulates that contextualizing the theory of the creative city model 

within active urban policy can illuminate its deficiencies while also revealing the complex 

internal mechanisms at play in the convergence of cultural policy and economic investment.  
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 Drawing on a wide range of authors and the typology of current theoretical models, Grodach 

outlines a network of stakeholders, local and private entities, and the impacts of the models’ 

applications in urban policy. The five main models discussed are the conventional model 

(traditional economic investment), the creative city model (attracting a highly educated urban 

class through amenity and place), the cultural industries model (abating risk and promoting 

infrastructure, training and networking), the cultural occupations model (prioritizing the distinct 

and spatial and economic needs of a wide variety of artists), and the cultural planning model 

(assessment of cultural assets at the “cluster” neighborhood level to promote civic engagement 

and equity). Through understanding the variety of creative economic development models and 

their associated choices and approaches, Grodach hypothesizes that this knowledge can inform a 

more discerning critique of the creative city model’s shortcomings in its usage within large-scale 

urban policy endeavors directed towards cultural economies.  

 

 Grodach’s research questions are analyzed through the case studies of Austin, Texas and 

Toronto, Canada to further probe how scholarship and discourse surrounding cultural economies 

is filtered into urban policy and planning application. Grodach asks, “What are the key theories 

and discourses that frame cultural economy planning and policy in Austin and Toronto? How are 

these theories and discourses adopted and adapted in practice?” (Grodach, 1748).  

 

Through this line of questioning, Grodach provides evidence for his hypothesis that the 

alluring creative city model premises its theoretical framework on an ambiguous and highly 

inscrutable labor class. The vague, tenuous, and some would say problematic nature of Florida’s 

approach promotes sweeping and overly-broad policies which, in turn, lend themselves to open 

and reflexive interpretations of its guiding principles at the local scale. Localities have used this 

model to justify current redevelopment policies or city rebranding mechanisms without 

necessarily incorporating principles of equity and access. However, many cities are now still 

emphasizing the language and rhetoric of the creative city model while deploying a more varied 

and diverse hybrid approach in their creative city development efforts. Grodach posits that this 

could lead to more robust policy and could act as a point of hope in addressing the negative 

externalities of the creative city model, particularly gentrification (which is not mentioned in 

Florida’s work) and potentially divisive exclusion of key cultural groups and practices. Florida’s 



 

 11 

theory is embedded within an assumption that the creative class has higher and more robust clout 

and human capital and, thus, utility for the city, while other occupational classes are seen as 

“passive” in a city’s economic development, especially when cities attempt to attract and 

enhance the growth of creative professionals (Peck 2005, 757).  

 

Florida’s ideas of the creative class promoting economic expansion within entire cities 

are reminiscent of “trickle down” economic policy, which arguably worked to exacerbate 

economic inequities and the reification of class stratification. This can be most readily seen in 

creative class professionals requiring a service class to assist them in the face of their 

occupational demands (Florida 2004, 2005). Without mentioning living wages or labor rights 

within his rhetoric, Florida inexplicitly promotes the expansion of low wage sector jobs for the 

benefit of a more highly educated creative workforce, which has large implications for women 

who disproportionally make up much of the service sector workers. Adopting these principles of 

a creative core and low-wage sector periphery could result in an even larger wage gap and 

contribute to the expanding gulf between class and gender equity. Policies geared towards adding 

increased financial security and labor protection in these industries is viewed by Florida as 

restrictive in their inability to make non-creative jobs more creative (Florida 2005). Furthermore, 

it can be argued that Florida’s rhetoric regarding multiculturalism and diversity (the “Gay Index” 

and the “Melting Pot Index”) (Florida, 2002) is only tied to economic benefits, particularly 

surrounding creative consumption, and these benefits are arguably concentrated for a certain 

privileged class that can enjoy such offerings without reference to segregation and discrimination 

within the workforce and spatial arrangements of the city. Leslie and Catungal assert that this 

contributes to a neoliberal culture that perpetuates the “commodification of difference.” (Leslie 

and Catungal, 119). 

 

While Richard Florida’s work and “creative class” ethos remains a key part of rhetoric of 

“creative cities” and cultural planning, Grodach finds that cities are co-opting Florida’s language 

and theoretical frameworks to establish legitimacy and attain civic funding, while eventually 

conjoining components of Florida’s work with other existing city economic models. Grodach 

illuminates hybrid strategy in the planning departments of Austin, Texas and Toronto, Canada 

and attempts to reveal Florida’s theoretical deficiencies, particularly in regards to its sweeping 
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generalizations as what constitutes a “creative,” while neglecting the prominent concern of 

gentrification. This leads to more vigorous investigations into cultural planning policy’s efficacy 

and effectiveness at the local level, while providing resounding potential for abating the negative 

externalities that cultural development is decidedly entangled with at neighborhood and regional 

scales.  For instance, in Austin, Texas Grodach found that the economic development office has 

a creative economic development model that 

“predates the creative city model […] On one level, because the creative city 
model affirms the City’s prior cultural economic development program, this 
illustrates the limited power of the creative city model beyond planning discourse. 
Yet, at the same time, cultural planners have attempted to deploy this language in 
service to more comprehensive support strategies, but have met resistance on 
multiple fronts The creative city model, then, is not simply an instrument of 
neoliberal development, but a site of contest.” (Grodach, 1762).  
 
Grodach illuminates hybrid strategy in the planning departments of Austin, Texas and 

how language, rather than concept, is executed to justify the expansion of amenity-based 

economic development. Grodach attempts to reveal Florida’s theoretical deficiencies, 

particularly in regards to its sweeping generalizations as what constitutes a “creative,” while 

neglecting the prominent concern of gentrification. Drawing upon existing models for theoretical 

reference, Grodach identifies key stakeholders in the envisioning and implementation process of 

cultural planning in urban policy and positions scholarship and critique to better inform his 

hypothesis that cultural planning is no longer contained within Florida’s creative city model, but 

is now hybridized and highly reflexive. This leads to more vigorous investigations into cultural 

planning policy’s efficacy and effectiveness at the local level, while providing resounding 

potential for abating the negative externalities that cultural development is decidedly entangled 

with at neighborhood and regional scales.   
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Table 1: Cultural Economy Models and Policies 

Model Key Ideas/Focus Policies People/Texts 

Conventional 

Economic 

Development 

- Attract outside 

firms/industry 

- No distinct cultural 

policy 

- Cost-based 

incentives 

- Minimize 

regulations 

- Marketing 

 

- Export base theory 

North (1955) 

- Blakely and Green 

(2010) 

Creative City - Attract mobile 

talent 

 

 

- Quality of place 

- Arts/culture as 

amenities 

 

- Florida (2002; 

2004) 

- Landry (2000) 

Cultural Industries - Agglomeration 

processes, firm 

specializations and 

linkages 

 

- Minimize 

transaction costs 

and risk 

- Enhance 

information, 

partnerships 

- Hesmondhalgh 

(2007) 

- Pratt (1997; 2005) 

- Scott (2000; 2004) 

Cultural 

Occupations 

- Characteristics and 

needs of artists and 

related occupations 

 

- Artist centers, 

affordable space, 

training 

- Social and 

business 

networks 

- Markusen (2004; 

2006) 

 

Cultural Planning - Informal 

arts/culture 

- Place-based 

community 

development 

- Asset mapping 

for neighborhood 

empowerment, 

capacity building 

- Grogan and Mercer 

(1995) 

- Evans (2001) 

- McNulty (2005) 

Source: Grodach, Carl. “Cultural Economy Planning in Creative Cities: Discourse and Practice.” 
International Journal of Urban and Regional Research. Volume 37.5 2013. 
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EQUITY AND DEVELOPMENT 
 

In his article, “Equity and Local Development,” Norman Krumholz argues that “local 

economic development”) is a buzzword casually slung through public discourse by policymakers 

and politicians alike, however, there is little empirical knowledge on the influence of local 

economic development on job creation and tax revenue (Krumholz, 291). Krumholz finds that 

local economic development is more “promotional, marketing and sales oriented than part of a 

rational planning process, that the lack accepted record-keeping and accounting procedures and – 

most importantly – that they fail to negotiate equitably or aggressively on behalf of their 

increasingly distressed resident populations” (Krumholz, 291). In turn, Krumholz proposes a new 

model that inspires more equitable negotiations between planning practitioners and local 

enterprise. Krumholz argues that viewing local economic development as a rational, logical, 

linear and objective process, similar to that of comprehensive planning, is thematically false. 

Both appear to symbolize investment optimization, best practices, and thorough research, 

however, many choices are made that satisfy demands, rather than optimize them, and that there 

is not enough time for practitioners to make these decisions within a reasonable timeframe. 

Furthermore, the goal of objectivity is rarely attainable due to subjective bias and differing 

agendas, namely public sector fidelity to the private sector and their capital. In the realm of local 

economic development, Krumholz asserts that a large majority of practitioners’ time is spent in 

communications, particularly marketing and sales, in order to attract competitive investors 

(Krumholz, 293). Krumholz writes that, “in effect, the public economic development practitioner 

become an arm of the private developer, the success of the latter is a measure of the effectiveness 

of the former” (Krumholz, 293).  

Krumholz concludes that the existing policies and tools for distributing a public subsidy 

to entice private development and investment (UDAG grants, low-interest loans, tax abatements, 

regulation waivers, subsidies, etc.) allow the developer to skirt responsibility for upholding 

equity in order to increase their profits within region or district specific areas. Krumholz believes 

that the city must regain their negotiating power and only cater to companies and organizations 
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which provide fair labor to the cities more vulnerable populations with performance guarantees 

inscribed into contracts in which companies are liable for default. In highest relation to the area 

of equitable cultural development research, Krumholz supports the 1984 Chicago Development 

Plan, which sought to “encourage balanced growth between downtown and city neighborhoods. 

Public support was offered to private developers building projects in “strong” market areas if 

they were willing to help neighborhood economic development projects in “weaker” market 

areas. The assistance could be provided through technical or legal assistance to local 

development corporations, as well as joint venturing on neighborhood projects, or through 

contributions to a low-income housing fund (Krumholz, 299). These suggestions, while not 

unique or particularly modern, are still valuable, particularly when understanding the complex 

nature of public sector-private market relationships and partnerships. It is important to consider 

these general propositions of Krumholtz when considering the status of equity and cultural 

diversity in cultural planning. 

EXISTING GAPS IN URBAN PLANNING AND CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 

 
Ann Markusen and Anne Gadwa, scholars who have written extensively on with cultural 

development and creative industries, also point out current gaps in theoretical approaches. They 

highlight flaws in cost-benefit analyses of creative economies, most notably in the 

overestimation of cultural spending that might be disfavoring other sectors while ignoring other 

potential alternative plans for attaining or promoting efficiency and equity. Correlation and 

observational studies are abundant, however, causal relationship have yet to be further 

substantiated by the current body of research in regards to the assumption that creative 

economies create jobs and revenue for cities. For instance, Markusen and Gadwa posit that 

increased home values at the local level do not signal who is receiving the benefits of such 

appreciation and what the rate of displacement occurred during this process.  

 

There are also important institutions at the planning level; agencies and departments 

devoted to cultural planning vary greatly, both in internal structure and public practice. 

Sometimes vested decision-makers are contained within multiple departments and offices, while 

other times departments are staffed by a small core group of experts and policymakers. However, 
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one common pattern is that cultural planning has now been more readily incorporated into 

economic development planning departments. Markusen and Gadwa argue that cultural planning 

is now relegated to those with a background with urban planning and not necessarily design or 

cultural studies. Due to such differences in scale, expertise, and collaboration, it is very difficult 

to seek out comparative studies that are both appropriate and compelling for those working at the 

city or regional level.  Further research is needed to determine what internal organization 

methods (department size, isolated or collaborative agencies, tax base, artistic participation, etc) 

result in higher rates of successful cultural planning. Attempting to normalize or standardize such 

practices is incredibly complex, particularly when the nature of cultural development and the 

freelance nature of creative industries is at times more covert and indecipherable. Markusen and 

Gadwa pose thoughtful inquiries for researchers to tackle and the most relevant to equitable 

cultural development include: “do cultural plans dominated by particular stakeholder 

configurations influence outcomes? Do inclusive participatory cultural planning processes ensure 

more equitable and spatially decentralized public cultural capacity and benefits?” (Marksusen 

and Gadwa, 386). By empowering researchers to tackle these tough questions, planners can 

avoid the “if we build it, they will come” downfall (Markusen and Gadwa, 388) find themselves 

prey to real estate and private venture interests that do not directly serve or preserve public 

interests. These questions compose the foundation of burgeoning scholarship surrounding 

equitable cultural development and illuminate areas of research that are in need of further critical 

assessment.  

 

 In his thesis “Creating Austin: Making Visible the Goals and Norms of Cultural Planning,” 

Ogusky reiterates how other disciplines (philosophy, art theory, urban studies, anthropology, 

geography, etc.) have forged intellectual connections and debated norms between art and its 

large-scale and small-scale repercussions and meanings. (Ogusky, 8). However, urban planning 

is glaringly absent from this discourse. Ogusky claims that planning has discussed art, but only 

within the myopic and restrictive lens of economic revitalization and development (Ogusky, 10). 

Drawing upon Florida’s seminal 2002 work regarding the “creative class,” Florida has been long 

hailed as the arbiter for bringing creative economies to the forefront of economic planning 

discussions and strategies, but, most importantly to Ogusky, Florida has also been influential in 

ensuring that this discourse remains only within the bounds of economic outcomes and 
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performance. Pointing to the works surrounding “cultural development,” namely Grodach and 

Loukaitou-Sideris 2007, Bianchini 1993; Gomez 1998; Griffiths 1995; Mommaas 2004; 

Montgomery 2004; Rodriguez, Martinez and Guenaga 2001, Ogusky provides extensive 

evidence that the arts and cultural development’s role has become a central economic strategy, 

however, within city’s urban planning strategies, art has rarely been utilized as a tool to achieve 

other social benefits outside of economic prosperity. Ogusky reviews cultural plans from four 

cities and finds that they: 

 

 “often do not make their goals explicit and when they do, the goals are 
broadly stated and in many ways indistinguishable from the type of broad goals 
stated in municipal master plans. Similarly, cultural planning is not given an 
explicit definition or in some cases even mentioned, leaving a gap wherein 
normative goals related to the functioning of art in communities might be made 
explicit. As a typical example, the goals given for the San Mateo County are goals 
for the specific plan, but do not elucidate a definition of or goals for cultural 
planning in any way” (Ogusky, 11-12). 

 

Markusen and Gadwa draw upon Garcia’s 2004 work to note that within cultural plans, this lack 

of clearly outlined assumption and norms results in three common themes in planning writing: 

economic impacts, regenerative impacts, and cultural impacts. Ogusky notes though that these 

themes “go mostly unexplored in any depth and, as Markusen and Gadwa argue, ‘Few writers in 

the cultural city and cultural region literature have unpacked cultural planning norms and goals’ 

(2)” (Ogusky, 12).  

EQUITY, SUSTAINABILITY, AND CULTURAL ECONOMIES 
 

 Attempting to overcome this lack of explicit recognition or expression of norm and goals, 

it is useful to dip into other conceptual frameworks that relate to issues of equity, particularly the 

conceptual framework of sustainability. Krueger and Buckingham weave together three major 

themes in contemporary planning and theorize as to their compatibility with one another in a 

large-scale planning methodology, particularly in its ability to mollify seemingly competitive and 

diverse stakeholders. They reference the scholar, Charles Landry, who believes that cultivating a 

creative city is not about luring in new creative workers, but rather articulating a clear vision of 

what the city can grow into within a creative rendering of urban “branding.” Researching how 
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creative economies can intersect with regional development and sustainability, Krueger and 

Buckingham researched city plans, formal interviews, observation of urban projects in 2005, 

charrette observation in Worcester, Massachusetts, and an analysis of archival data (consultant 

reports, public meeting transcripts).   

 

When analyzing sustainable development, Krueger and Buckingham characterize it as 

design around nodal mass-transit, high-density, green architecture and technology, and preserved 

open space. Flint (2006) believes that these design initiatives are cultivated by urban elites to 

promote accessibility and ease of consumption in a “high material quality of life,” (Krueger and 

Buckingham 488), which is complementary to Florida’s desire for urban planning for the 

creative class.  This is further seen in new urbanism and smart growth doctrines, which are based 

in a “market-based policy ideology” (Kruger and Gibbs, 2008), allowing sustainability to be 

appropriated and utilized within many agendas and political persuasions. While much of 

adaptive reuse and attention to environmental consciousness is laudable, much of sustainability 

rhetoric is devoid of social inclusion and equity. However, many scholars find that sustainability 

is only implemented in a meaningful way if combined with indicators of social vibrancy, access 

to services and affordable housing, and high quality senses of place (Gertler, 2004). In that 

realm, it can be argued that sustainability and creative economies are linked, however, the 

mechanisms to shape their effectiveness and integration and mitigate their potential for negative 

externalities have not been systematically developed.  

 

In his work, Landry promotes a process of urban planning that encourages cities to assess 

their strengths and incorporate them into a “branding” process - “articulating a region’s 

comparative advantage” (Krueger and Buckingham, 492) that encourages holistic creativity and 

positive outcomes. Urban systems should emerge and converge naturally and cities should not 

“compartmentalize” urban amenities, institutions, and residential aspirations. This requires a 

creative planning which envelopes the practices of synthesizing public and private sphere 

connections with community participation. In the research of the Sustainable Cities Initiative, 

attaining sustainable efficacy hinges upon innovation and tapping into hidden or under-utilized 

community connections in a creative and thoughtful form. In this sense, urban sustainability 
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(economic and social) and creative planning can be linked to effect a deeper consideration and 

incorporation of equity. 

 

Moving on to the issue of development, Krueger and Buckingham maintain that bottom-

up processes result in sustainability of higher caliber breadth and longevity. They adopt Landry’s 

proposition of a “process-based approach,” rather than a one-size-fits-all model. Sustainability 

evolves into not just environmental practices, but public inclusion and consensus. This is a tall 

order and Krueger and Buckingham write that it is “seemingly impossible to harmonize 

economic prosperity, environmental integrity and social equity or justice, we therefore need to 

privilege social justice to contain/structure the other two within concentric circles.” (Krueger and 

Buckingham, 499). Within this concept, equity must receive direct attention when attempting to 

cultivate economic growth and expansion.  

 

But how can planners circumvent bureaucratic stagnation, competing interests, and local 

constraints and corral these issues into a progressive and inclusive direction for cultural 

development and the arts? And who is the strongest ally to partner with – large, private sector 

organizations or small non-profits? Researchers Noah Isserman and Ann Markusen stipulate that 

planners heavily rely upon narratives, implicit relationships between certain forces, due to the 

fact that the nature of the work revolves around forces and stakeholders that are largely 

unquantifiable and incredibly complex. They found that the traditional narrative regarding 

economies of scale (“bigger is better”) cater towards larger, more powerful non-profits than 

smaller, grassroots, volunteer driven non-profits.  

Isserman and Markusen found that in terms of arts and cultural organizations, their 

funding mechanisms were distributed as follows: “art, culture, and humanities organizations 

comprise approximately 9 percent of all American public nonprofits; some 60,000 organizations 

receive 4.6 percent of charitable contributions, approximately $13 billion in 2010.Arts and 

culture organizations are unusually reliant on private contributions, receiving approximately half 

of all their revenue from private contributions and investments in 2008 (Lawrence 2011)” 

(Isserman, et al., 121). Another distinctive element of arts and culture philanthropic funding is 

high degree of support from foundations, which provide 18 percent of total funding, and almost 
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half of voluntary contributions. The narrative of “bigger is better” is fueled by free market 

principles, the notion of higher professionalism and managerial competency, and sustainability, 

due to their their vastness and formality (Isserman, 122). The narrative, with its metrics of 

amount of employment and attendance, provides legitimacy to these larger organizations, while 

the long-term social functionality and community costs and benefits are more difficult to track 

and quantify. 

However, Isserman and Markusen challenge that assumption when analyzing the non-

profit sector, commonly called the “third sector.” They demonstrate that this narrative is in 

contention with the reality that smaller non-profits are more agile, innovative and dedicated to 

community connection. Through their findings, they demonstrate that larger organizations’ 

power and clout is fairly flimsy and it only is utilized to serve the interests of those who benefit 

from such heightened legitimacy.  Isserman and Markusen conclude that planners must 

interrogate previous and contemporary narratives in order to unpack the true meaning of our 

language and assumptions when assessing the viability and efficacy of economic sectors, 

particularly the third sector.  

CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT AND THE ROLE OF SMALL NON-PROFITS 
 

Markusen reiterates this need in her retrospective analysis of the previous decade’s 

occupation with creative placemaking through cross-sector collaboration, highlighting many 

gaps and flaws in the existing theoretical approaches and practices associated with urban 

planning and creative economies. The section most salient to this research is Markusen’s section 

entitled, “Equity and Diversity in Urban Arts and Culture.” Markusen outlines Susan Fainstein’s 

principles in The Just City and articulates the sentiment that addressing equity and diversity in 

creative economies and cultural development is “much long-in-coming.” She quotes a study 

from the National Committee for Responsive Philanthropy, which states that,  

“Every year, approximately 11 percent of foundation giving—about $2.3 billion 
in 2009—is awarded to nonprofit arts and cultural institutions. The distribution of 
these funds is demonstrably out of balance with our evolving cultural landscape 
and with the changing demographics of our communities […] These institutions 
focus primarily on Western European art forms, and their programs serve 
audiences that are predominantly white and upper income. Only 10 percent of 
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grant dollars made with a primary or secondary purpose of supporting the arts 
explicitly benefit underserved communities, including lower-income populations, 
communities of color and other disadvantaged groups. And less than 4 percent 
focus on advancing social justice goals. (Sidford, 2011, p. 4)” 

She recommends refining policymakers and planners language when they describe artistic 

processes (“fine” vs. “craft,” “professional” vs. “informal,” etc.) in order to better reflect the 

fluid nature of art production and consumption, rather than categorizing it entirely on formal and 

well-funded space. She applauds Maribel Alvarez’s call for researchers to “codify participatory 

artistic practices and sites, showcase exemplary models, and research cultural vitality, not only 

arts settings, products and agencies” (Markusen, 573). Furthermore, she highlights the strengths 

of small-scale cultural developments, stating that,  

“Small (including informal or not officially nonprofit) organizations are often the 
structures in which culturally-specific or local community arts offerings begin, 
grow, and develop. As direct representatives of a community, workers in these 
organizations often possess deep knowledge of community issues and a personal 
affinity with those they serve. Because of this grounding, activities by small 
organizations working in culturally-specific areas often challenge the dominant 
concepts and definitions of art, artistic quality, and value. At the same time many 
of these groups work cross-culturally, using their artistic practices to bridge 
among ethnicities, races, immigrant, age and class groups, and arts disciplines” 
(Markusen, 574). 

 

Other research corroborates the need to revisit the overlooked influence of smaller 

cultural development organizations. From the data from the Cultural Data Project (CDP), the 

National Center for Charitable Statistics (NCCS) and the James Irvine Foundation funded report, 

California’s Arts and Cultural Ecology, Kitchener and Markusen are able to make several claims 

about the character, nature and utility of small nonprofits within cultural economies. They find 

that small nonprofits are more likely to specialize in “ethnic, folk arts and multidisciplinary 

offerings” (Kitchener, et al., 3) and they are consistently “undercounted” in many studies due to 

their inscrutable nature, more grassroots organization, and smaller interest in participating in 

large surveys. Kitchener and Markusen conclude that “undercounting reinforces under-

appreciation” (Kitchener, et al., 3) which leads to underfunding, especially when compared to 

philanthropic funding for larger arts organizations They also find that “small organizations often 

emerge from within culturally specific communities and focus on artistic expressions not 
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adequately served by mainstream organizations. They can be found even in economically 

depressed or rural areas with limited nonprofit infrastructures” (Kitchener, et al., 5) Smaller 

organizations also have more resources to leverage to cultivate more enduring sustainable 

lifespans. They note that,  

 

“Small organizations often build and use nonfinancial assets such as strong 
volunteer bases, social capital, and in-kind donations that don’t show up on their 
balance sheets but are an essential part of the effective arts and cultural delivery. 
They often collaborate fluidly with other organizations, formally or informally, as 
they take their visions to scale. Though their budgets may fluctuate with 
recessions or lumpy funding, they can rely on these off-budget resources in hard 
times. This leverage, combined with small budgets, low overhead, and few paid 
staff, often renders small organizations quite agile. Thus their modest size and 
changing structures, especially in poorer communities, may reflect adaptability 
and innovation rather than dysfunction” (Kitchener, et al., 5). 

 

Viewing the effects of small nonprofits through the lens of budgets leads to skewed results 

because they often utilize nonmonetary resources and labor which minimize their impact in a 

revenue/expenditure analysis. Practitioners interested in aggregating funds for successful and 

impactful cultural development must look beyond their usual approach and incorporate more 

field-building and nuanced analyses in order to gauge nonprofits needs, desires for growth, and 

community embeddedness in order to create successful strategies for fiscal balance. 

 

However, small non-profits do have their limitations. The Nonprofit Finance Fund 

published their survey 919 organizations and 5,019 respondents with varied budget sizes and 

sector locations. Their findings were very interesting, particularly regarding the current state of 

affairs between funders and nonprofit recipients. Echoing other surveys and research, “Proving 

impact becomes increasingly important in an uncertain philanthropic marketplace. The arts & 

culture sector measures outcomes data less frequently than the broader nonprofit sector” 

(Nonprofit Finance Fund, 32) and that “more than 40% of organizations report that government 

funding at the state and local levels arrives late” (Nonprofit Finance Fund, 30). When analyzing 

the nature of funding, respondents stated that “while more than 40% of respondents say private 

philanthropists rarely or never pay full program costs, government is even less likely to offer full 

cost coverage” (Nonprofit Finance Fund, 28). Understanding the current state of nonprofit fiscal 
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challenges grants practitioners greater insight into non-profit’s bargaining position when they 

collaborate with the private and public sector when providing funding and resources to be 

allocated towards cultural development. Once cities can better collaborate with more reliable 

organizations that embody the values and mission of community equity, the production of 

cultural spaces can be broadened and expanded. Ideally, a hybrid of non-profit collaboration with 

sincere for-profit partners could harness the benefits of non-profit agility with the capital of for-

profit actors.  

CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT AND ARTIST SPACES: HYBRIDIZING FUNDING WITH LOW-PROFIT 
LIMITED LIABILITY CORPORATIONS 
 

Maria Rosario Jackson’s work expands upon the essay commissioned by Leveraging 

Investments in Creativity called “Building Community: Making Space for Art.” She is 

particularly interested in the development and utilization of artist-driven spaces in marginalized 

communities. She provides evidence that the initial development of these spaces reflect the 

traditional trends in other real estate developments, but reveals that the configurations for the 

assemblage of these spaces vary from example to example, ranging from solo artists to 

partnerships with non-profit or commercial developers. Jackson notes that the “question of the 

appropriate organizational structure typically comes when artists wish to take their work to a 

larger scale and/or when artists decide to commit to a community long-term and require a 

designated space they can control and program consistently” (Jackson, 5). She goes on to state, 

“some artist-developers believe the non-profit model is still the best vehicle for work working in 

low-income communities when the artist has a concern for community improvement. Others – 

often younger and more recent practitioners – are much more critical of the non-profit structure 

and are inclined to consider other options” (Jackson, 6).  

Increasingly artist-developers are creating hybridized funding plans, which integrate non-

profit and for-profit actors. She is primarily interested in which structures are most suitable for 

artists’ disposition, nature of work and generating revenue. In her research she found that “there 

is interest in structures such as the fairly new “low-profit limited liability company” (L3C), a 

designation intended to facilitate both non- and for-profit investing in entities with socially 

beneficial goals. The flexibility ���to operate between commercial and non-profit modes is 
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attractive, although the freedom and limits associated with this new structure in the arts field are 

not yet fully known” (Jackson, 9). In each business scenario, she encourages including multiple 

stakeholders, making sound site selection choices, balancing the needs of the artist with the 

character of the community, and utilizing art as a community vessel for enhancing existing 

community assets. Understanding sound funding practices is one half of the battle: 

comprehension of the nature of artistic production is also necessary. She found that despite the 

“desire of some artists to pursue structures beyond the traditional non-profit model, there was 

evidence that without readily available alternatives (and having to forego available resources 

from foundations), artists often adopt the traditional non-profit structure by default” (Jackson, 9), 

however, there can exist a wide variety of mission driven, hybridized for-profit investments that 

can empower artists while abating their fear of commodifying their artistic expression. 

Additional training and education through artist incubators could help offset artists’ trepidation 

in deviating from the non-profit sector. 

WHAT PLANNERS SHOULD KNOW ABOUT HOW ARTISTS WORK 

 
Through a survey of a 38-member consortium of funders, Jackson creates a new 

framework of six dimensions that reflect the environment in which artists work in her article 

“Investing in Creativity: A Study of the Support Structure for U.S. Artists” (2010).  Researchers 

have generated very little insight into the range of artistic production, their contribution to 

community, their funding mechanisms, and the intersection of the cultural economy with other 

sectors. The six dimensions include: validation, demand/markets, material supports, training and 

professional development, communities/networks, and information. In the validation category, 

Jackson found that “contextual factors shape the public’s understanding of artists” and that 

alternative validation mechanisms are fairly financially weak or instable (Jackson, 47). An 

important finding to my research is that both artists’ labor and funding are derived from 

hybridized markets and occupations. Jackson concludes that, “thus, the need for intermediaries—

often in the forms of individual agents, artists’ groups, and associations, regional and national 

networks that can help navigate the various sectors and various types of markets—is heightened. 

Our findings on access to the material supports artists need for their work fall into four 

categories: employment and health benefits, awards, space, and equipment and materials” 
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(Jackson, 48-9). Jackson claims that “change agents” who can help propel this new framework of 

insight can be: “educators, the media, funders and policymakers, arts administrators, and artists 

themselves, as well as many other players out of the cultural realm who have bearing on it” 

(Jackson, 56) in order to address this crucial gap of research and policy, particularly in more 

robust artists’ training programs, entrepreneurial support, and public validation of artists as a 

professional group. 

COMMUNITY CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT IN MARGINALIZED COMMUNITIES AND THE POWER OF 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 

In “Cultural Vitality in Communities: Interpretations and Indicators,” Maria Rosario 

Jackson, et al. attempted to better comprehend the role of arts within inner-city neighborhoods 

and the existing data surrounding community-based arts in relation to mainstream cultural 

organizations through the creation of “developing neighborhood indicators” (Jackson, et al., 201, 

2006). They stipulate that traditional the definition of what constitutes “the arts” has traditionally 

not included the values and cultures of those within the inner city and that certain forms of 

creative expression are sometimes not seen, understood or legitimized within cultural 

development discourse (Jackson, et al., 202). Furthermore, Jackson, et al. assert that in order to 

“capture the variety of ways in which people interact with arts and culture as creators/artists, 

teachers, students, volunteers, benefactors, judges, audience/consumers, and so forth, the 

emergent concept of a “continuum of cultural participation” must be refined. Moreover, the 

values placed on different types of participation must be better understood, particularly in places 

and venues that are not officially deemed to be areas of “cultural performance” (i.e., parks, 

centers, schools, churches, etc.), (Jackson, 203). Jackson, et al. conclude that in order to better 

comprehend how these cultural forms manifest themselves there must be an understanding of the 

“indigenous venues of validation” through which meaning and value is interrogated and 

produced prior to the formulation of data indicators (Jackson, 203). Equitable cultural 

development planners should inform all of their actions with a keen awareness of the previous 

proclivity in classifying and privileging arts and culture within Eurocentric norms. Equitable 

cultural development planners should expand the definition of artistic and cultural expression to 

include forms that are not typically validated or acknowledged. Understanding the full spectrum 

of artist participation and artist production outside of these rigid norms allows for greater 
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inclusion and, thus, greater possibilities of empowering more sincere and open forms of artistic 

outreach and engagement in all sectors of a community. 

 

 In the article, “Developing Praxis: Mobilising Critical Race Theory in Community 

Development,” Sonn, et al. highlight the efforts of the Community Arts Network of Western 

Australia’s Strategic Partnership Initiative, an initiative the attempts to bridge indigenous cultural 

expression and the solidification of partnerships and collaboration between Eastern Wheatbelt 

local governments and indigenous groups within rural communities. They cite Maritza 

Montero’s belief that:  

“An important characteristic of participatory methods fostering liberation is 
related to the role power plays within its goals. Participation empowers the people 
[...] its emancipative character is evidenced in its capacity to empower 
participants, strengthening their resources and developing their ability to acquire 
new resources and redefine themselves as able citizens with rights and duties and 
the capacity to defend their achievements and demand what is due to them. It is 
also a democratizing instrument, as this type of collective action and reflection 
strengthens civil society.” (Montero, 2009, p. 76; See also Martín-Baró, 1994).  

 Sonn, et al. contend that participation in the arts allows for heightened community 

capacity, as well as revenue generated from tourism and employment opportunities. With 

marginalized communities, artistic empowerment incited an expansion of social experiences and 

new connections within the network between different racial groups. They write that the 

literature surrounding cultural development does not address the transformative nature of art, 

particularly in relation to systems of institutionalized hierarchies and social stratification. Sonn, 

et al. acknowledge the possibility for cultural appropriation and artificial exchange within 

community arts driven projects that attempt to transform and mollify racial inequities and 

governmental transgressions by supporting strategies to “tolerate” to these inequities, rather than 

uproot them. (Sonn, et al. 440). Sonn, et al. conclude that cultural development must integrate 

critical race theory into its configuration of relationships in order to ensure that privilege is not 

reinforced. They note that, “it becomes important to move beyond binary of insider and outsider, 

community and activist, researcher and community, but to recognize the complex range of 

subject positions that can influence everyday interactions and ultimately the processes and 

outcomes of change-oriented activity” (Sonn, et al., 444). Planners must remain vigilant and to 
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analyze public-private partnerships through this critical lens in order to assess how equity is 

being introduced or maintained and if there are any other privileges or exclusions that are being 

regenerated or expanded upon through this process. 

 In this same vein of privilege and exclusion, cultural development and investment 

processes have been circling the topic of gentrification and displacement in planning scholarship 

and policy.  Many scholars have attempted to confirm a link between cultural development and 

gentrification with mixed results.  

In “Gentrification and the artistic dividend: The role of the arts in neighborhood change” 

Grodach, et al. justify the reasoning for their study of gentrification and varied art forms by 

stating that, “how the arts relate to neighborhood change has become a particularly important 

question because governments now routinely support the arts explicitly to spur development in 

targeted areas. For example, the National Endowment for the Arts, the public–private partnership 

ArtPlace and other foundations, and state and local governments have recently committed 

significant funding toward “creative placemaking,” a strategic attempt at place-based, arts-led 

revitalization (Coletta, 2012; Markusen & Gadwa, 2010; Nicodemus, 2013). Grodach, et al. 

surveyed 100 cities with populations greater than 500,000 people and discovered two important 

results: 1) certain types of artistic industries incite different forms of neighborhood development 

and alteration and 2) these art forms differ in their relationship with the intensity and depth of 

change experienced within a neighborhood. Grodach, et al. stipulate that the fine arts are more 

closely linked to revitalization while the commercial arts (film, music, design) are more closely 

linked to their metrics of gentrification. The fine arts are “found in slow-growth neighborhoods 

that are experiencing gradual revitalization and not in gentrifying neighborhoods. Conversely, 

the commercial arts are strongly linked to neighborhoods experiencing the highest levels of 

change, particularly in rapidly gentrifying areas” (Grodach, et al., 27). They are eager to point 

out, however, that flagship cultural centers (museums, etc.) rarely support development, and 

assert that there must be further research to interrogate these findings further.  

In regards to this research’s implications for planners, Grodach et al. states that, 

“Planners can and should take account of the consequences of advancing different forms of arts-

based development. This includes considering the contexts in which different interventions are 
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likely to be successful or harmful to existing communities. At present, the most common arts 

development approach is to invest in flagship cultural facilities and arts-themed districts to 

attract up- scale development. However, this study shows that commercial arts industries are 

more likely to serve as growth catalysts. Further, the results also imply that commercial arts 

industries are strongly associated with displacement. As a result, if cities turn toward arts 

industries in their redevelopment programs, they must also pay close attention to the availability 

of affordable housing and mechanisms that mitigate the displacement of long-time residents and 

small businesses” (Grodach, 27) and not underestimate the stabilizing power of investing in the 

fine arts. 

In “Artists and Gentrication: Sticky Myths, Slippery Realities,” Gadwa balks at Project 

for Public Spaces’ statement that if placemaking is led by artists or other design-led or 

development-led interests, then it “does likely lead to gentrification.” Gadwa feels that it gives 

off the sentiment that including artists in placemaking deprives others of contribution, which she 

finds to be false. Gadwa attempts to debunk the myth of the artist as the “gentrifier” and how 

others can learn how to make clearer and more realistic characterizations. Gadwa calls on the 

existing excluding forces of white, owner dominated participatory planning meetings, redlining, 

predatory lending, private developer privileging, etc. to be questioned, rather than the 

participation of artists. She reminds readers that not all artists are white and are mostly of low-

income, despite high levels of education. She laments the fact that artists are continually 

excluded from the conception of the “general population” and are thus deemed as elite. However, 

she contends that pacemakers should nurture the talents and efforts of artists, if not for the sheer 

fact that they are part of the community, rather than a separate creative sector unto themselves. 

She highlights the efforts of artists who are deeply involved with issues of social equity and 

justice and how connected they are to place and neighborhood. 

 Gadwa also provides evidence that artists are not the only gentrifiers, asserting that 

gentrification has been occurring almost simultaneously throughout Europe and the United States 

by mostly young, educated professionals and retirees. In fact, she draws upon Stern and Seifert’s 

work that claims that cultural clusters result in higher rates of community engagement with little 

evidence of displacement. Gadwa states that she is concerned about artists being utilized in 

creative placemaking projects for the mere assumption that the presence of artists leads to higher 
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market values. Tying to my area of research regarding planning and funding configurations 

Gadwa writes that, “Particularly as advanced by the NEA (but also by ArtPlace), creative 

placemaking emphasizes cross-sector partnerships. Within NEA-funded projects, an arts or 

cultural organization always participates, but they may not be the lead partner. Even within arts 

organizations, administrators far removed from artistic processes may drive institutional 

involvement. Unfortunately, I’ve seen the line item for artist fees get cut before other project 

expenses when projects faced budget constraints. Artists are used to coming to foundations and 

city officials as supplicants, with outstretched hands, palms up, often unaware of their value. 

They certainly do not rival developers in terms of political savvy or financial capital. These 

power imbalances permeate partnerships and collaborations” (Gadwa, 3). She brings up 

questions that I am hoping to learn more about, namely the effects of nonprofit ownership and 

stewardship, land trust models for affordable housing and artist housing, typologies of 

interventions and their effectiveness. 

CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT AND AFFORDABLE ARTIST HOUSING 
 

Elizabeth Strom attempts to understand the role of artist housing policy in certain cities to 

understand which municipalities are most compatible with cultivating a successful housing 

policy geared towards artists, how policymakers view these policies (housing policy, arts policy, 

economic policy or both), and if the discussion around the role of arts in academia and theory has 

been included in how these housing policies are formulated and implemented. Strom outlines 

how the role of cultural assets have evolved from “education and recreation” to “economic 

development” (Strom, 368) in the past three decades and how this approach has evolved into a 

“second wave” of cultural investment: the advantages of encouraging artistic production, rather 

than primarily focusing artistic consumption, specifically through the fostering of cultural 

clusters and the economic potential for “cross-fertilization” of artistic innovation and efficiency.   

 

Using primarily interviews and a national survey to identify municipal officials of other 

artist housing initiatives, Strom attempts to unveil the relatively under-researched phenomenon 

of artist housing programs and their impacts on neighborhood economic development. In 

previous eras, subsidized housing for artists was seen primarily as part of a social welfare 
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agenda, rather than an urban rejuvenation project. While art councils help guide cultural events 

within the city, they are relatively unlikely to engage in redevelopment projects of such scale, 

allowing a clear opening for municipalities to fill this need. However traditionally cities’ roles in 

housing for occupational groups is rare and are usually subsidized within the existing housing 

supply. Strom meditates on the question of whether artist housing is need-based or income-based 

concluding that artist housing programs are neither housing policies nor social accommodation 

policies: they are economic development policies.  

 

In Strom’s research, she found that northeastern cities showed a stronger tendency for 

artist housing, but due to sampling restraints these results were not conclusive. She also found 

that her hypothesis that there would be certain demographic variables that would influence artist-

housing programs did not hold water: in a logistic model regression, independent demographic 

variables were not found to be of significance. However, Strom’s third hypothesis that cities with 

large creative economies would be more likely to initiate such programs was evidenced. 

However, certain towns with lower levels of artists also were in the midst of artist housing 

programs, thus allowing Strom to come to the conclusion that large creative economies are not 

necessarily correlated to artist housing programs or policies. In cities that were or have pursued 

artist housing programs, most officials stated that the among the reasons for these policies were 

to meet the local artistic population’s needs in the face of increasing market rate values, to attract 

new artist populations, and, with a resounding 88% response rate, to “revitalize” the city through 

creative economies.  

 

In most cases, the process of formulating and implementing such structures or policies 

was very collaborative and intersectional, involving many city departments including planning, 

housing, development, and cultural affairs, creating new alliances and intra-departmental 

cooperation (Strom 2008), however, many of these initiatives are still in the early stages. 

However, there does exist an ethical dilemma that is present when creating artist housing: due to 

the rarity and usually inadequacy of existing affordable housing funds, do artists truly deserve 

such permanent support within this economic redevelopment agenda? Current research can 

support but not substantiate the claim that artists are harbingers of strong economic growth, thus 

propelling this area of analysis into justifiable scholarly purview and critique. Further areas of 
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analysis could include long-term studies of the effects of work-live environments on the 

surrounding neighborhoods, on the economic growth of the area, and on the personal support 

provided to artists themselves. 
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Table 2: Conventional Cultural Development vs. Equitable Cultural Development 

 

 Conventional Cultural 

Development 

Equitable Cultural 

Development 

Artistic Milieu Large music venues 

(symphonies), major 

exhibitions, painting and 

visual arts, large theatrical 

events 

Local and regional music 

venues, small scale festivals, 

intimate and more casual 

cultural events. 

Venues Cultural Flagships: centers, 

auditoriums, museums, and 

major galleries, large theatres, 

cultural districts 

Cultural investments of 

varying scales, cultural 

clusters, small scale galleries, 

venues, theatres 

Clientele High income patrons, mostly 

European art, “high brow,” 

educated, young professionals, 

out-of-town suburbanites 

Diverse community patrons, 

greater collaboration, more 

varied mediums, typically 

neglected demographics 

Institutions Large non-profits, for-profit 

companies, city-sponsored 

initiatives 

Small non-profits, mission 

driven private sector activity, 

intersecting city planning 

departments 

Intentions “Creative Class,” urban 

amenities, private sector 

capital, tourism 

Local cultural production, 

community empowerment 

Support and Need Large performance and 

museum spaces; funding for 

artists salaries 

Housing, healthcare, 

community institutions, non-

profit and local platforms 

 

This literature review addresses the current state of affairs for equitable cultural 

development: the deficiencies of the creative city model, the occurrence of the city co-opting the 
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meat of the de rigeur creative city rhetoric for legitimacy to appeal to the private sector, cultural 

planners not fully understanding the needs of artists within the complex terrain of creativity and 

commodification, and the critique that the traditional approach to cultural development is largely 

seen to be one of narrow, amenity-based, and profit-driven  partnerships with large-scale private 

investors. The current scholarship calls for the promotion of small scale, not-for-profit 

partnerships, alternative funding mechanisms for cultural development, artist entrepreneurial and 

workforce training, regional cultural coordination, artist affordable housing that is transit 

adjacent, the demystification of the artist as the arbiter of gentrification and the benefits of 

cultural participatory planning, local empowerment, and capacity building.  

The question then becomes: what strategies can be fashioned to combine all of these 

factors into a coherent, well-funded, and culturally and spatially appropriate form? Who should 

guide these developments? Who should fund them? Who should be included in the visioning 

process? What forms of culture should be considered vital to equitable cultural development? 

How can the benefits of equitable cultural development be quantified so as to spur further 

variations of similar development? At what scale can this be achieved sustainably? The 

following case studies attempt to provide answers to some of these questions. While these are all 

highly specific stories and strategies that are rooted in the political, social and environmental 

contexts of the communities in which they are forged, they serve as intellectual catalysts to the 

nascent conversation of how to best align and intersect equity and cultural development.  

 

 



 

 34 

Chapter 3: National Examples and Best Practices of Equitable Cultural 
Development 

REGIONAL ARTS CLUSTERING INITIATIVES: NEW ENGLAND 
 

Ann Markusen, et al. find that artists straddle many sectors in order to remain financially 

afloat and productive within creative industries in their work, in “Crossover: How Artists Build 

Careers Across Commercial, Nonprofit and Community Work.” When they surveyed the artists 

in their sample, they found that the majority of respondents conceived the commercial sector to 

yield higher profits, visibility of their production, and better networking options, but there were 

also many respondents who found that the not-for-profit sector furthered those goals adequately 

as well. Most respondents stated that the not-for-profit sector was best for “increasing aesthetic 

satisfaction, exploring new artistic media, collaborating with other artists across different media, 

and meeting emotional needs” – but most respondents found “superior opportunities” in other 

sectors (Markusen, 61). Markusen, et al. promote ways in which artists, educators, artist service 

organizations, commercial sector employers, media, and government agencies can work within 

sectors in a cross-sector fashion without encountering the stigmas, challenges, and barriers 

associated with each sector.  

My interest lies in the section that addresses government agencies potential for impact in 

supporting crossover work for artists. This includes more funding for existing grant programs, 

enforcing a living wage for artists in all three sectors, safety net healthcare programs and 

universal healthcare plans, pension plans like those of other government employees, weaken the 

rigidity of tax codes, specifically ones in which the self-employed must show profit 3/5 years in 

order to write off deductibles, and provide more live/work spaces for artists (Markusen, et al., 

76-79).  

 In New England, regional planning has begun to encompass cultural planning. In the 

mid-1990’s nonprofit arts leaders collaborated with arts industry and public sector leaders in 

order to cultivate a “Creative Economy” framework that coordinated arts policies for the entire 

New England region. Markusen, et al., state that, “since then, many cross-sectoral initiatives 

have blossomed at what one arts observer calls “the very tribal level.” Smaller towns like North 

Adams or rural regions like the Blackstone River Valley, cities like Portland, Maine, and the 
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state of Maine have fashioned arts cluster initiatives that foster synergies, often spatial, among 

commercial, nonprofit, public and community arts sectors” (Markusen, et al., 82). Not only does 

this create an intersection of multiple regional actors, but it also poises artists to experience 

exposure to ideas, technologies, mediums, and artistic advances with other local and regional 

artists.  

 An example of such regional collaboration is the Pioneer Valley Creative Economy 

Network, a project spearheaded by the New England Foundation for the Arts (NEFA) that 

encompasses 72 cities in three counties in the state of Massachusetts. The counties previously 

experienced competition with one another, with a long history of attracting more capital, 

investments and tourists to their area at the expense of others. In order to remedy this isolation, 

the Pioneer Valley Creative Economy Network was intended to assuage this competition with 

supportive exchanges of resources in order to act more cooperatively and strategically cross-

marketing with one another through knowledge sharing. The participants in the network meet 

monthly in “Plug-In” meetings and BUZZ creative networking events that rotate throughout the 

region where artists and professionals in the creative industry meet and network with one another 

to help foster one another’s projects and endeavors.  

NEFA notes that, “By having such a regional approach, the partners work together to fill 

in the gaps, cross-market, share resources, offer ideas to the partners, and share information with 

their own constituents across the three counties” (NEFA, 1).  These partnerships are intended to 

further the long-term goal of corralling previously disparate cultural clusters into a cohesive 

network that is not delimited by city jurisdictional boundaries. This “mutual marketing” 

approach (NEA, 2) stems from the five primary areas that Commonwealth’s Creative Economy 

Initiative found to be of most value: “business development, access to capital, visibility, talent, 

and space” (NEA, 1) and each member is tasked with analyzing how the network can facilitate 

these components through interdisciplinary collaboration and cooperation. NEFA found that 

defining these five areas allowed for “ample room to work together, however the most important 

part has been sharing information, creating ongoing, reliable networking for artists and creative 

businesses, and seeing ways to turn individual organizations into a large partnership that works 

to build the region’s creative economy” (NEFA, 1). As more economic planning departments are 

exploring the merits of regional planning and resource coordination, cultural development should 
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not be excluded from this realm. Understanding that cultural development is a regional asset that 

can be harnessed, refined, and shared, allows economic planning departments to share 

knowledge on a wide spectrum that can result in more efficient and productive cultural 

investments. These can range from swapping tips for best practices for workforce training to 

sharing capital for greater regional artistic coordination to more strategic placement of accessible 

cultural venues that can attract a larger regional audience. Leveraging regionalism as a means to 

achieve social equity through the empowerment of artists while balancing out locale’s 

competitive advantage is an interesting tool to be furthered explored in other MSAs that are 

poising themselves for greater intraregional economic participation.  

GRASSROOTS CULTURAL PLANNING AND URBAN REGENERATION: PHOENIX, ARIZONA 
 

In Andrew Ross book, Bird on Fire: Lessons from the World’s Least Sustainable City, 

Ross outlines the evolution of Phoenix’ downtown urban cultural class and how their roles as 

activists and proponents of sustainable development and local business empowerment stemmed 

from their first taste of political organizing in the creation of two arts districts in downtown 

Phoenix. Phoenix has undergone major shifts in approaches to planning, most notably in the 

1950’s when there was a sharp decline in commerce and jobs along Central Avenue. In 1979, 

Phoenix adopted the urban village model to counteract suburban sprawl and feelings of 

“placelessness.” In this vein, planners began to adopt the norm of relegating power of purview to 

village planning committees in shaping the trajectory of urban development. Due to lack of 

employment opportunities, most projects failed within the desolate areas of downtown Phoenix. 

In the mid-1980 however, new planners and entrepreneurs endeavored to construct cultural 

flagships to revive the decay of the downtown. Phoenix Community Alliance (1983) and 

Downtown Phoenix Partnership (1990) began a partnership to spawn investments in downtown 

that were big in both stature and price. But this “mega-formula planning” fell out of favor when 

artists who lived and worked on Roosevelt St. were to be potentially displaced during large-scale 

arena development began to voice their disapproval with the City Council. While new stadiums 

and convention centers eventually went to Glendale due to size restraints and parking limitations, 

this new political fervor left an indelible imprint upon both the artistic community and the city 

Phoenix.  
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One of the main artists involved in the protest, Greg Esser, believed that much of the 

artists’ clout was derived from the fact that many of them were homeowners and property 

owners, rather than renters, granting them a larger say in development that directly impeded 

upon their properties. While generating buzz about the burgeoning arts district on Roosevelt 

Row, many developers seized the opportunity to construct luxury condominiums around the 

border, much to the dismay of affordable housing advocates, low-income renters on Garfield and 

Evans-Churchill, and the artists themselves. However, the housing crisis of 2008 pushed this 

potential for gentrification to the backburner as many real estate moguls attempted to recoup 

their considerable losses. During this time, Roosevelt Row emerged as an organized community 

development corporation with a very clear mission of creating a more sustainable and 

economically equitable Phoenix.  

 

Former Mayor Terry Goddard (1984-1990) was one of the first mayors to take an active 

interest in downtown, creating historic preservation committees and community forums called 

Future Forums where residents could discuss potential plans for future development while also 

being granted the power to review proposed development and redevelopment projects. In 2009, 

Mayor Goddard publicly announced that the city would be on its path to being declared a “Green 

City.” During this time, downtown advocates began to call for a restructuring of the traditional 

planning approach that eerily mirrored that of the peripheral suburban development along 

Phoenix’s city limits. Furthermore, Richard Florida visited Phoenix and spoke to a packed 

audience regarding the “goldmine” of the creative class, encouraging Phoenix to get over its 

“edifice complex” and further incorporate small-scale urban amenities of distinct taste. 

Compounded with the Roosevelt artists’ political organizing, the time was ripe for fundamental 

changes for revitalizing downtown Phoenix.  

 

These events incited the city manager to commission a study from Catalyx, a Florida 

consultancy group, which drafted a city plan that offered to radically alter the standard approach 

on urban planning in Phoenix, focusing instead on density, mixed land-use and other 

environmental concerns specific to the Sonoran Desert in regards to heat island effects, etc. As 

Ross puts it, the plan was “essentially the doctrine of Jane Jacobs plus the Southwest heat factor” 
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(Ross, 91). At the end of the plan, the city manager’s office announced that they would likely 

contract out these plans; largely implying that possibly Catalyx would be the recipient of such a 

contract. This was met with much disappointment from Downtown Voices who released their 

own comprehensive plan that was remarkably adept and thoughtful, especially since those 

involved did not come from a planning background. Their plan called for a clear mission in 

regards to sustainable development with increased connection and communication between City 

Hall and the downtown communities. Echoing that of Goddard’s Future Forums in regards to its 

embrace of participation, this plan had a much more robust tone as opposed to the more clinical 

and professional version released by Catalyx. After much struggle, Downtown Voices’ proposals 

were eventually included in some of the official plans.  

 

During this time, Carol Johnson, Phoenix’s city planner, was in the midst of revising the 

General Plan and officially adopted a unified “form-based code” for all of downtown – the only 

major revision to the General Plan since the 60’s. This form-based code incorporated much of 

New Urbanism’s rhetoric, but with a much stronger slant towards sustainable design, particularly 

in the form of gardens and sidewalk shading. Another critical addition to the General Plan was 

the inclusion of “adaptive reuse” provisions, which allowed for building repurposing to be 

approved with much greater ease, both financially and procedurally. During this time, Kimber 

Lanning of Arizona’s Local First chapter reached civic prominence in her incredibly successful 

promotion of locally owned businesses at the legislative level.  

 

However, while the two arts districts of Roosevelt and Grand Street are currently 

thriving, however, the artist-activists oppose the conception of these districts being spatially 

anchored by the blocks they occupy, fearing the looming occurrence of homogenous residents 

and surface beautification projects. They recognize their status as urban “stabilizers” in 

neighborhood transitioning, but also their presence as open doors for profit-maximizing real 

estate investors looking to find the next up-and-coming destination. Instead, DVC prefers to 

continue to advocate for small businesses and support for long-term central Phoenicians through 

affordable housing, preservation, human-scale architectural proportions and neighborhood 

diversity. Anchored by their interest in sustainability, Ross notes that this occurrence should not 

be surprising: 
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“Stewards of urban sustainability, after all, were nothing if not the conscience of the 
future – a profile to which artists long aspired. In any event, the sober burghers (in 
Phoenix’s case, the merchant families like Barry Goldwater’s) who invented civic 
responsibility forfeited their own custodial rights when they abandoned downtowns forty 
years ago. The new custodians saw no reason not to fashion rules that reflected their own 
values and their warm vision of the future.” (Ross, 103). 

 

His research has stimulated new ideas for planning practices and the creation of cultural 

policy plans and the need for them to be in conjunction with small, local business alliances and 

low-income housing subsidies in neighborhoods that are vulnerable to displacement. This case 

study highlights the need for planners to divorce cultural development planning from larger 

generic institutions and instead look to smaller and more community catered development 

options that incorporate more bottom-up grassroots initiatives that result in more organic and 

community specific expressions of arts and culture. 

RURAL REVITALIZATION AND THE ARTS: AJO, ARIZONA 
 
 Ajo, Arizona, is a small town in the depths of the Sonoran Desert that is perched just east of 

the Tohono O’odham reservation and about 2.5 hours from Tucson. Ajo lost much of its vitality 

and population with the loss of the major copper mine in 1985 with their current tax base at 25% 

of what it was prior to the mine closing with very poor labor participation and rates of economic 

mobility (NEA, 1). In order to recover from this loss, the International Sonoran Desert Alliance, 

an organization that represents the Anglo, Mexican and O’odham communities within Ajo, 

attempted to preserve the architectural legacy of Ajo’s plaza, a neglected vestige of the City 

Beautiful movement, as an experiment to see if rural revitalization could occur through the 

vessel of artistic placemaking and artist-steered cultural investment to attract tourists that 

bisected the town on their way to the coast of Mexico or the Organ Pipe Cactus National 

Monument. ISDA partnered with Pima County, Ford Foundation, ArtPlace America, North 

American Development Bank Community Adjustment Investment Program Community 

Development Block Grant (CDBG) through Pima County, USDA Community Facilities, the 

HUD Border Community Capital Initiative, and the Freeport McMoRan Copper & Gold 

Foundation to acquire a historic former school in order to produce the Curley Apartments, 30 
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affordable artist live-work spaces. Tension from nervous community members were assuaged 

through transparent and inclusive public meetings and design charrettes where ISDA solicited 

broad participation and outreach from the school district, Chamber of Commerce, and other 

relevant economic stakeholders to accurately reflect the cultural and ethnic diversity of the 

region. Residents were encouraged to mark town center “sweet spots” through the usage of 

oranges on a large model of the town plaza in areas. In areas that needed extra support or 

attention, residents placed lemons on the model (NEA, 1). A design from the charrette was 

posted online and at the public library and community members were asked to provide feedback. 

This feedback informed much of the design of the plaza and the final plan was approved by both 

Pima County and ISDA.  

 

 ISDA is now tackling a workforce training program for Hispanic and Native American women 

to encourage culinary preparation and business enterprise. Journalist Rebecca Gross reports in 

her article, “A Cultural Bridge Across a Desert” that, “although Curley apartments come with no 

formal obligations regarding community engagement, both Taft and Kaestle said that most of the 

artists volunteer within the community and have fully integrated into Ajo life.” (NEA, 1). ISDA 

was awarded a $100,000 NEA Our Town Grant for their successful efforts of historic 

preservation and adaptive reuse in Ajo’s historic plaza. ISDA also sponsors after-school art 

education and Ajo’s first GED program that also combines academic preparation with arts 

education. Gross writes that, “Though these projects are diverse, the common thread in nearly all 

of them is art. Tracy Taft [the Executive Director of ISDA] considers the arts to be ‘the perfect 

driver’ for creating economic activity and sparking enthusiasm within the community. ‘They 

inspire, they create energy, they open minds and they bring people together across cultures and 

generations so powerfully.’" (NEA, 3)  

 

 This “bridging” is especially vital due to the fact that the town historically was composed of 

three segregated communities and the trauma of such separation still lingers with many of the 

residents. A collective sense of shared ownership of the space resulted in broad and deliberative 

participation to facilitate the enhancement of the historic plaza through increased mobility, 

shading, and visually appealing design that encouraged more socializing within the plaza, rather 

than residents just passing through. Engagement through diverse, and at times heated, dialogue 
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resulted in civic re-enlivenment and philanthropy, specifically in the creation of a volunteer-

based group devoted to cleaning and maintaining the beautification additions in the plaza. Ajo 

provides a strong success story of how a robust public participation effort, combined with an 

artist-led cultural development strategy, can result in economic stabilization and growth. 

SOCIAL EQUITY AND CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT: TUCSON, ARIZONA 
 

Roberto Bedova is the executive director of the Tucson Pima Arts Council and is 

interested in analyzing how the topic of possession and placemaking intersect with his work as a 

public funder. He believes that there is a “blind spot” in contemporary placemaking strategies 

and discussions when discussing belonging and alienation within our society. He attempts to 

answer the question of whether placemaking is largely dominated by place’s potential or by the 

spatial justice of the creative sector. He believes that studies and grants are allocated to 

placemaking are more physical and spatial within the built environment, but continuously 

neglect the aspect of space, which inspires active belonging and sensation that is constructed 

from existing social dynamics within the built environment. Bedova maintains that all 

stakeholders associated with creative placemaking must take into account critical race theory, 

colonialism, poverty, class stratification, and “otherness” for fear of repeating the mistakes of 

urban renewal and racial expulsion and segregation. He calls for practitioners to further 

interrogate the ethics surrounding creative placemaking and both the inclusion and exclusion that 

can potentially occur. If the process is taken over by real estate, gentrification, etc. then it 

contradicts the initial intention of equity and enlivenment of neglected space. He believes that 

understanding the politics of authentic belonging should be an integral part of creative 

placemaking – not as a development strategy, but as a form of equity and health. 

In the 2008 Pima Cultural Plan: Needs Assessment and Strategies, the plan calls for 

efforts that address the currently stratified nature of urban planning processes to result in greater 

coordination and collaboration (Pima Cultural Plan, 53) in a way that promotes not only strategic 

investment, but also sound advocacy, workforce training, and public support for those who 

participate within the cultural and creative communities. This will be incentivized through the 

allocation of funds to projects that explicitly collaborate with previously disparate sectors in a 

way that promotes social justice and equity for the surrounding communities. Potential partners 
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identified include: Arizona Commission on the Arts, NACHOs, Tucson Hispanic Coalition, 

University of Arizona, Community Foundation of Southern Arizona, SALC, arts and other 

cultural organizations (Pima Cultural Plan, 55). Proposed plans include an interactive online 

cultural directory and an Artists Consortium that provides group health insurance with the 

Tucson Artists and Musicians Healthcare Alliance, legal assistance, small business economic 

empowerment, retirement planning, and finance education for artists within the area who choose 

to participate.  Their plan is largely influenced by the Center for Cultural Innovation, a 

“Leveraging Investments in Creativity” organization, as well as the “Minnesota Artists,”  

“Chicago Artists Resources,” and “Artists Trust of Washington” programs (Pima Cultural Plan, 

55).  

These endeavors are explicitly intended to alleviate the anxiety of being a freelancer in a 

creative profession by providing support and stability for artists to successfully balance both 

health and artistic expression while providing entrepreneurial support for the expansion of their 

skills and practices. The plan also states that the community should specifically focus on 

advancing the “skills sets, management practices and creative capacity of artists and arts 

organizations of color” through the creation of a Cultural Equity Grant Initiative and a 

professional development program the help artists of color expand and broaden their skillsets to 

remain competitive within the creative industry” (Pima Cultural Plan, 56). Partners for this 

initiative include the Arizona Commission on the Arts, TREO, Chambers of Commerce, 

University of Arizona, Pima Community College, Micro Business Advancement Center, 

Hispanic Chamber of Commerce, Small Business Administration, Leveraging Investments in 

Creativity.  

This master plan embodies compelling examples of how placemaking, cultural 

investments, inter-departmental collaboration and social equity can be intersected in such a way 

that advance and safeguard the artistic profession within the community, resulting in not only 

more prolific artistic production, but more stable and healthy community members. This directly 

contradicts some cities’ previous inclinations to focus on the consumption of artistic production, 

rather than on the producers themselves.  
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CULTURAL ASSET MAPPING AND COALITION BUILDING: NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA 
 

New Orleans is composed of several corridors that are largely informed by the area’s 

water pathways. In the Claiborne Avenue Corridor of New Orleans that connects Jefferson 

Parish and St. Bernard Parish, there existed above average rates of poverty, unemployment, and 

abandoned properties. According to the Network for Economic Opportunity, “though it is a main 

thoroughfare, it does not provide equitable access to economic opportunity along its route due to 

its changing physical character, high speeds, and distance from street life in the expressway 

section. Over 15,500 low-wage workers commute into Orleans Parish and over 13,000 commute 

out, many using this integral east-west corridor” (City of New Orleans, 1). This neighborhood is 

also the recipient of a Choice Neighborhoods Grant shared with the Iberville/Tremé 

neighborhoods, the home of ten Cultural Products Districts, and the Lafitte Corridor 

Revitalization Plan.  

 

Because the city has typically been seen as a grouping of disparate and distinct 

neighborhoods rather than one uniform community, the New Orleans Mayor’s Office of Cultural 

Economy endeavored to create an interactive online cultural asset mapping tool entitled “the C4 

(Claiborne Corridor Cultural Collaborative) Mapping Tool” to empower communities to provide 

information about cultural economic activities. In 2011, the city received an Our Town grant in 

order to complete the necessary outreach and final deliverable. The C4 master plan states that 

“by mapping arts initiatives along the corridor, the city would continuously provide important 

data to city planners, nonprofits, and developers to integrate arts and culture into development 

projects along Claiborne Avenue. As a provider of data, the city could more clearly communicate 

opportunities for the arts to become a catalyst of economic activity and new housing options” 

(City of New Orleans, 1). The cultural activities that could be mapped include activities such as 

art walks, parades, gallery shows, live music or festivals, as well as design businesses and 

literary venues. Once the data is compiled, it would grant cultural planners more knowledge of 

the informal cultural sector, which would provide them more insight into how to zone and plan 

for the corridor properly. The C4 initiative partners were the Perez Architecture firm and the Arts 

Council of New Orleans (ANCO) who collaborated with the Creative Alliance of New Orleans, 
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Oretha C. Haley Business & Merchants Association, ArtSpace, and Sankofa Community 

Development Corporation.  

 

This social data was collected through both digital and hardcopy surveys, in-person 

interviews, and outreach to significant cultural institutions. Publicity for how and where to fill 

out the surveys were primarily relegated to community meetings. The City of New Orleans 

found that the C4 project cultural asset map “linked them with other traditional planning data, 

including areas of concentrated blight, school locations, places of worship, and business 

locations. By identifying cultural activities along the corridor, it gave an added, collective voice 

to otherwise independent cultural organizations that are unknown to those outside their 

neighborhood” (City of New Orleans, 1). The six segments of New Orleans’ cultural economy 

used in the map include the culinary arts, entertainment, design, literary arts and humanities, 

preservation and museums, and visual Arts and crafts (City of New Orleans, 1).  This mapping 

tool also allowed practitioners to witness how widespread and ubiquitous cultural activities were 

within their areas of purview and how “cultural development” could extend beyond the usual 

museum or art center venue. 

 

Furthermore, New Orleans is also the home to The Network for Economic Opportunity, 

an initiative spearheaded by the City of New Orleans preserve and promote cultural traditions 

within specific neighborhoods to help promote jobs, affordable housing and cultural vibrancy. 

The most notable project within The Network for Economic Opportunity that is related to social 

equity is The Foundations’ Equity Caucus. This is an initiative that works to make sure that 

active members of the cultural community are justly compensated for their labor. They have 

created a “We Support” emblem for businesses and organizations that have agreed to sell cultural 

products that “works towards the sustainability of the culture, and guarantee equitable 

distribution of proceeds” (City of New Orleans, 3) while also collaborating with local 

policymakers to reallocate funding for equitable cultural districts in the state of Louisiana.  
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CORRIDOR PLANNING: LITTLE ROCK, ARKANSAS 
 

Aligning the urban planning processes of transit planning and cultural planning has 

resulted in the creation of “creative corridor” in the Main Street of Little Rock, Arkansas. The 

city of Little Rock has endeavored to recreate Main Street as a “creative corridor” through the 

introduction of 200 affordable artist housing that is mixed use in order to allow for walkable and 

highly connected commercial enterprise and housing that is not cost prohibitive to workers 

within the creative industry. According to the National Endowment for the Arts, Mark Stodola, 

the mayor of Little Rock, hoped that this creative corridor would embody an alternative vision to 

the traditional retail commercial efforts. NEA states that, “rather than rely on a typical retail 

base, the plan would include land uses for residences, tourism, and cultural arts. It was a strategic 

decision, since much of the surrounding downtown areas had already been undergoing economic 

revitalization. This Main Street project would be an extension of that larger process” (NEA, 1). 

Partnering with the Downtown Little Rock Partnership, a non-profit that specializes in urban 

sustainable development, the University of Arkansas Community Design Center, the Marlon 

Blackwell Architects firm, and Reed Reality Advisors. Previously disparate cultural institutions 

were also included in the planning process. These partnerships included the Arkansas Symphony, 

Arkansas Ballet, and Arkansas Repertory Theatre (NEA, 2). As stated before, the intersection of 

both for-profit and non-profit organizations resulted in a hybridized funding source that allowed 

for both agile and mission-driven action, stable capital and private sector insight. 

 

 Like many of the examples listed above, the process hinged upon a robust participation 

process that culminated in the design of a three-day charrette in order to create a creative corridor 

master plan that was compartmentalized into three phases. This plan attempted to ease 

congestion, create a focal point, and enhance walkability (NEA, 3). This planning process set a 

precedent for other city departments in how to prepare, compose, and publish a plan that 

incentivized clear and direct action for cultural development. Furthermore, The Creative 

Corridor Plan was awarded one of the six recipients of the 2014 AIA Honor Award for Regional 

and Urban Design for its adept process of integrating cultural recreation, public re-enlivenment, 

and economic development. Lastly, other developments, such as new park space and a 

stormwater system, that were not included in the master plan were kick-started by the piqued 
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interest in the area (NEA, 3). This example demonstrates the potency of cross-sector 

collaboration and other economic development opportunities to further the agenda of cultivating 

abundance and prosperity ubiquitously between multiple stakeholders and industries. 
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Chapter 4: Key Elements of Equitable Cultural Development Planning 

These case studies reveal the key components of equitable cultural planning: fidelity to 

artist welfare, inclusion of all public and private stakeholders in cultural visioning and planning 

processes, regional clustering for a potential cross-pollination of both ideas and capital, and the 

preservation and empowerment of traditionally overlooked or underutilized cultural assets in 

socially vulnerable areas. Equitable cultural development planning is inherently imbued with the 

sense of innovation: how to culturally develop smarter, better, more justly, more responsibly, and 

more sustainably.  

 

Caron Atlas released a memo to New York City Mayor de Blasio in 2014 that outlines 

strategies to achieve New York City’s “One City Rising” platform, a platform that articulates a 

vision for a city plan that embraces equity and cross-sector collaboration. Such strategies include 

the mayor requiring that every city agency must nominate a staffer to develop a plan to insert a 

form of the arts into their respective procedures, policies, and funding goals and the mayor 

creating an Office of Civic Participation with “arts and cultural leadership, methodologies, and 

partnerships” contained within this department (Atlas, 1). Other suggestions include creating a 

City Council staff position to act as a liaison between city council members and local 

neighborhood-based culture organizations in their districts to ensure equitable distribution of 

institutional knowledge and resources, having the Department of Cultural Affairs Commissioner 

prioritize equity in its published goals and missions and develop a comprehensive cultural plan 

that addresses issues of diversity, participation and equity. Finally, the supporters proposed that 

the city institute formal mechanisms in which planners, advocates, and artists can collaborate 

over the aforementioned policy suggestions through advisory committees and established 

network groups. Notable declarations related to the justification of equitable cultural 

development include:  

“This time of transition and possibility calls for a leap of imagination to realize a 
vision for the city that cares about our neighborhoods, insists on equality, and 
embraces our civic energy. We need to dream big, feel connected, propose bold 
new ideas, and engage the city in an inclusive transformation. Because cultural 
change precedes and embodies political change, arts and culture are an essential 
part of this progressive agenda. While the past decade has seen the arts as a city 
strategy for economic development they have been sorely underutilized as a force 



 

 48 

for a more progressive city […] Art builds community and that community 
creates change through collective impact—the engagement of multiple actors to a 
common agenda for solving complex social problems. Artistic process, properly 
utilized, plays a critical role in generating collective impact by connecting 
seemingly disparate stakeholders to work together to identify issues, envision 
solutions, build capacity, and transform people and communities” (Atlas, 5).  

 These organizations are particularly salient within New York City due to the historical 

inequities that have been “reinforced by cultural hierarchies and an inequitable distribution of 

resources across boroughs, cultures, race, and class. In 2010, 40% of all arts dollars went to just 

five New York City cultural organizations” (Atlas, 8). 

While arguably vague and not linked to direct policies, this memo is the noteworthy due 

to the fact that a number of diverse and notable organizations attached their individual and 

organizational names and titles to the document, revealing the capacity for broad coalition 

building and cooperation. They offer examples of cross-sector collaboration, which will allow 

practitioners in other areas in the country to delve deeper into potential configurations of public-

private-nonprofit and grassroots participation and partnerships.  

 

And it seems that Mayor de Blasio has taken the memo to heart. On February 3, 2015, in 

his State of the City address, Mayor de Blasio announced the plan to provide one of the largest 

affordable housing projects for artists with a proposed 1,500 affordable artist housing and 500 

live-work spaces for low-income artists within the next 10 years (The New York Times, online). 

While the location of these residences have yet to be determined, this represents a progressive 

step forward for New York City as they follow in the shoes of other cities who have begun 

undertaking affordable artist housing in areas like Mesa, Arizona, St. Paul, Minnesota, and Los 

Angeles, California. New York City is an example of how the general focus of cultural planning 

can be shifted, and in this context, exemplary practices from the cases can provide specific 

guidance to cultural planners.  

 

Public efforts to communicate the mutually advantageous nature of equitable cultural 

development can hopefully sweep through economic planning departments, as Florida’s 

fashionable theories once did. The aforementioned case studies demonstrate effective and 

exemplary techniques that warrant further research and experimentation. The case of New 
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England demonstrates how regional coordination can be initiated, deployed and be securely 

tethered to fostering equitable interdependencies that advance the region as a whole. Intersecting 

various actors throughout a horizontal transection of public, civic, private, and third sector 

realms on a regional stage leads to a higher optimal location quotient. This network allows for 

greater cross-sector innovation, idea fertilization, new and unexpected partnerships, and a 

regional repository for resources that empower artists and the workers within the creative 

industries. 

The Phoenix case study reveals the need to integrate and coordinate cultural planning 

practices with other city planning departments and agencies in order to achieve more inclusive, 

sustainable and strategic outcomes with shrewder and more efficient streamlining of regional 

processes of goals, be it housing, transportation, or cultural preservation. Planners and relevant 

stakeholders should begin re-patterning our approach to cultural planning in a form that allows 

for more evenly distributed growth in the region with an emphasis on social equity and 

environmental sustainability. Identifying this need can be most readily accomplished by 

collaborating with local, grassroots cultural planning advocates, like the artists and community 

members in downtown Phoenix, Arizona who assisted in the development of a beloved 

downtown cultural districts that is consistently working to improve their sustainability, mobility, 

connectivity and environmental consciousness. The city’s eventual desire to tap into this local 

knowledge reveals that collaborating with local, grassroots actors, in many respects, can be of 

more utility when attempting to cultivate innovative, creative, and inclusive plans. Phoenix 

demonstrates how this can be achieved through artist participation, advocacy, and the creation of 

formal channels that funnel artist consultation and input into city planning and development. 

 

Ajo, Arizona illuminates the power of public meeting and design charrettes that are 

effectively planned for optimized inclusion and social regeneration. The transparency and 

openness of these processes allowed for artists to not only be included, but assume a leadership 

role in the formation and execution of these processes that were geared towards economic 

revitalization through tourism while also accommodating the housing and social needs of artists. 

This case demonstrates how artist driven development does not need to result in the exclusion of 

other sectors or community members – it can act as a supplement, not as a replacement. It 

highlights how formal linkages between artists and community members can help abate social 
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stratification, particularly through arts education endeavors with low-income youth. This 

planning and development format also helped assuage community tensions and provided a strong 

arena for cultural bonding and engagement in previously segregated neighborhoods. 

Understanding the ripple effects between equitable cultural development and other equity 

concerns is an area of research that is ripe for more quantitative and qualitative research. 

 

Tucson, Arizona demonstrates how to incorporate social justice and critical race theory 

into formal cultural master plans in order to avoid an “othering” or marginalization that 

perpetuates existing systemic and institutional racial and class inequities. It attempts to abate 

social stratification through more delicate and socially conscious “creative placemaking” through 

the call for artist workforce training, artist advocacy and the intersection of social services that 

range from health insurance, legal assistance, and financial planning for workers within the 

creative industry, particularly artists of color. This not only creates stable conditions for more 

consistent artist production (and, thus, greater economic benefit), but also contributes to greater 

social equity for those most vulnerable in the creative industry hierarchy. 

 

New Orleans, Louisiana shows how expanding the conceptual approach to what falls into 

the purview of cultural planning can be more inclusive of other small-scale, local and place 

specific art forms. They created a cultural network that was formally linked to an existing equity 

caucus that advocates for a living wage for artists and preservation of historical art forms and 

local character. Approaching this form of equitable development from a posture of both 

quantitative and qualitative data, like in the case of cultural mapping in New Orleans, can lead to 

more shrewd and savvy investment strategies as more sectors and departments are fully informed 

as to the existing assets of a community, as well as to identify where in the community there is 

room for growth and improvement. This context presents an opportunity to pursue place-based 

policies that offer a strategic approach to cultivating economic and social mobility and 

alleviating poverty. Research has stimulated new ideas for planning practices and the creation of 

cultural policy plans and the need for them to be in conjunction with small, local business 

alliances and low-income housing subsidies in neighborhoods that are vulnerable to 

displacement. 
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Lastly, Little Rock, Arkansas’s creative corridor is an example of a development project 

that privileges local artistic production with environmental awareness. The artist affordable 

housing is embedded within a transit and opportunity rich area that is desirable in both physical 

and economic locations. Through public, private and third sector cooperation, equitable cultural 

development was furthered compounded by an emphasis on environmental sustainability due to 

the creation of a neighborhood that is less auto-dependent, more connected, more walkable and 

more enthusiastic in its conservation of energy use and resource management. The investment in 

the area catalyzed other environmentally sustainable initiatives, which demonstrates the great 

potential in powerfully linking equitable cultural development with environmental 

consciousness. 
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Chapter 5: Conclusion 

Comprehensive urban planning is a balancing act. Planners play an interesting role, 

skirting the line of intimate community knowledge while still embodying the persona of a fringe 

outsider, a professional that is intent on understanding a place, but one will never fully absorb the 

qualitative aspects of their vast and varied communities. It requires tentative and judicious 

planning that streamlines existing processes in a way that maximizes efficiency and economic 

viability. But to continue with the current popular flavor in the trend of cultural development 

would neglect the consequences what is now considered by many to be haphazard, ad hoc 

economic planning. Such approaches are an insult to a profession that prides itself on scrupulous 

attention to strategic and mutually advantageous decision-making. Promoting cultural 

development that not only advances social equity, but places social equity at the heart of cultural 

planning processes which can yield positive externalities that extend beyond the area of 

concentration and result in shrewder investment and wider benefit.  

 

Within this burgeoning field, exploring and experimenting with new and innovative 

public, partner, and third sector partnerships that incorporate formal leadership and insight from 

artist communities, particularly communities that have been historically neglected or under-

involved in such collaborative developments, can yield results that can help regions and cities 

advance, both economically and equitably. Combining the strengths of all participants with 

formal inclusion of local knowledge of existing cultural assets can lead to greater chances of 

avoiding cultural erasure and perpetuating traditional forms of cultural planning that privilege 

consumption, rather than ethical forms of artistic production. Existing tools of equitable 

development that are currently being practiced in municipalities should be assessed to understand 

their viability and compatibility with cultural planning. Cultural planning should not be a siloed, 

atomized endeavor within economic planning departments. Its importance presence in other 

planning departments and private arenas must be acknowledged in order for cross-sector, cross-

departmental action to be strengthened and bolstered in achieving growth and investment that is 

more evenly beneficial for the communities in which they are being developed. Forming these 

coalitions can be achieved through creating regional coalitions or local cultural asset inventories 

that recognize the common benefits, both fiscally and socially, that can be derived from this 

coordination.  
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When attempting to nurture robust forms of equity into these relationships and 

partnerships, the terrain is still being explored. Trial and error will prove to be one of the primary 

ways in which cities can begin to experiment with how to insert deep and enduring equity into 

cultural development, rather than creating examples of token equity components within 

traditional cultural planning developments. Again, the specific configuration of stakeholders, 

investors, and overlapping actors in various sectors that results in most equitable and successful 

projects has not yet been determined, however, many cities are attempting to chip away at this 

exploratory field through small-scale, inclusive and mission-driven projects and plans that 

embody the ethics and principles of equitable cultural planning through inclusive and 

participatory platforms.  

 

In the field of equitable cultural development, there are many more questions than there 

are answers, but raising awareness of the necessity of equitable development in cultural planning 

can hopefully yield more creative solutions that can be linked to future benchmarks in order to 

assess the potency and impact of such efforts. This can hopefully transform cultural 

development’s existing role as an “engine for growth” and elevate it to a tool that can not only 

spur economic activity, but also effectively contribute to the abatement existing social and 

economic imbalances within communities. 
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GLOSSARY 

 
• Cultural Development: “a process which supports and facilitates cultural resource 

development and includes skilled creators, artists and craftspeople as transmitters of 
aesthetic expression, ideas, aspirations and values in relation to the sociological, 
economic, environmental and creative aspects of their communities” (Runnalis, 5) 
 

• Cultural planning: “an approach to community planning and part of community 
development. Cultural planning processes assess the arts, heritage and cultural resources, 
creative expression and built form as well as the physical, economic, development, social, 
leisure and environmental aspects of community. It is an ongoing function of cultural 
resource auditing involving community consultation processes” (Runnalis, 5) 

 
• Community Cultural Development: “integrated strategies involving the community’s 

arts and heritage resources, cross-disciplinary partnerships with municipal planners and 
decision-makers with attention to community capacity building. This process provides 
communities with the change to express themselves through arts, heritage and cultural 
activities in contributing to the quality of life and sense of place among inhabitants” 
(Runnalis, 4). 

 
• Equitable Development: “the creation and maintenance of economically and socially 

diverse communities that are stable over the long term, through means that generate 
minimum of transition costs that fall unfairly on lower income residents” (Kennedy, et 
al., 2001). 

 
• Equitable Cultural Development: (a working definition) cultural development that 

maintains diversity and inclusion through equitable and participatory processes that 
enhance, rather than erase, existing community creative economies; a form of 
development that preserves and enhances local character with sustainable economic and 
cultural benefits being equitably experienced amongst the local population. 
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