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Abstract 

 

Creating Austin:  
Making Visible the Goals and Norms of Cultural Planning 

 

 

 

 

Adam Daniel Ogusky, MSCRP 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2010 

 

Supervisor:  Sarah Dooling 

 

The practice of cultural planning proceeds largely in the absence of discussion 

regarding its purpose, norms and goals, either in academic literature or among its 

practitioners. This paper seeks to uncover the norms and goals of cultural planning, as 

understood by cultural planners working in Austin, TX, through a series of interviews with 

these individuals. Interviews also brought to light cultural planners’ understandings of the 

function of art in communities. Ultimately, little connection was found between cultural 

planners’ understandings of the function of art in communities and the norms and goals of 

cultural planning. It is argued herein that these two conversations must be closely linked 

and that cultural planner’s understandings of what art can and should do in communities 

must form the basis for the goals and norms of cultural planning practice. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Planning is an unavoidably normative discipline. Although often cloaked in 

discourses of technical skill and subservience to the public good, planners are ever making 

judgments about the way the objects of their interventions—society and the environment it 

creates and is recreated by—ought to look, function, interact, change, maintain themselves. 

Planning practice, goals and strategies follow from the underlying norms—both implicit 

and explicit—of its practitioners and theorists. Critical examination of these norms is the 

beginning of the discursive process of understanding and improving current planning 

practice. Interrogating the underlying goals, understandings, and attitudes of cultural 

planners is crucial to understanding the complex field of cultural planning and where it 

might go, what it might do, and how it might function. 

Ignorance of the values and assumptions underlying planning practice, although 

sadly common, can have disastrous results. When norms remain invisible, practices become 

hegemonic without a critical assessment of their merits, means and ends become confused, 

desired outcomes fail to align with stated goals, and processes become hijacked by other 

interests. Making underlying norms visible is no straightforward task, however. It involves 

honest and rigorous debate over ideas, disagreement, conflict. The payoff, however, is 

greater understanding of the purpose, goals, and the establishment of an agreed upon 

planning process.  

This is as true for cultural planning as it is for any other corner of the discipline. 

Cultural planning can be broadly defined as planning with the goal of fostering arts and 

cultural activity (Markusen and Gadwa 2010). In the context considered in this paper—the 

creation of the CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan—cultural planning is defined similarly 

broadly, as “a community cultural planning process that will identify Austin’s creative assets 
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and challenges, define goals, and establish recommendations to invigorate Austin’s ‘culture 

of creativity’” with the ultimate goal as “sustain[ing] Austin as a magnet for the arts, 

culture, and creativity” (Bulick; Metropolitan Group; Creative Planning 2008).  

There is perhaps a greater urgency to define and make visible norms and goals when 

it comes to cultural planning, however, due to its continuing rise in eminence in planning 

and policy, as well is the lack of critical discussion regarding its purpose, goals, and 

underlying norms. Cultural plans continue to be written; cities undertake to remake 

themselves as magnets for the creative class; the economic benefits of the arts are extolled 

by myriad actors. All the while, a serious discussion aimed at describing the purpose and 

goals of cultural planning remains conspicuously absent in both academic and professional 

contexts. The recent publication of a special issue of the Journal of Planning Education and 

Research dealing with cultural planning is certainly a welcome development, but even here 

the articles deal largely with planning strategies and with arguments for art and culture as 

economic development. The discipline of planning more generally sees an ongoing and 

spirited series of normative debates over the field’s dominant paradigms, but these debates 

do not seem to have carried over into the realm of art and cultural planning. 

This research seeks to spark this spirit of normative debate in the realm of cultural 

planning. It seeks to question what the goals and norms informing cultural planning are, or 

more specifically, how art and cultural planners understand planning norms and goals in 

relation to their work. That is, how do cultural planners understand the purposes of cultural 

planning? What does/should/can it do and how? I view these questions as intimately related 

to how cultural planners understand the purpose and outcomes of art in communities as 

well. That is, what are the desirable outcomes of art for a community and how do these 

things happen? Furthermore, it must be asked what the connection is between the purpose 

and importance of art in communities and the purpose and importance of cultural 
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planning, in the minds of cultural planners. I will argue that these normative 

understandings of the uses of art in communities must by tied to the goals and strategies of 

cultural planning. 

Unearthing the norms and values undergirding the practice of cultural planning is 

the first step in initiating a discussion that can ultimately bring clarity and greater efficacy 

to the field. Clarity over norms, however, does not imply consensus over norms. What it 

does mean is that they are brought into the open, debated, and discussed. Ultimately, it 

means that when cultural planning happens, it is informed by and follows from explicitly 

stated values, norms and goals. Only when this happens can the practice of planning be 

ideologically honest and rigorous, transparent and coherent. Without unearthing and 

making visible the norms which guide planning efforts, we are all just planning in the dark. 

As the purpose of this research was to discern the purposes and understandings of 

cultural planning in the minds of cultural planners, the first step was to identify a 

population of cultural planners. To that end, I looked to the CreateAustin Cultural Master 

Plan to set the boundaries of my project. CreateAustin was a cultural master plan led by 

the Cultural Arts Division of the City of Austin, which is a part of the Economic Growth 

and Redevelopment Services Office. The planning process began in December of 2006 and 

the plan was published in April of 2008. In that time a series of community meetings and 

website were set up to facilitate public participation. Additionally, a leadership council and 

a series of task forces were formed including a broad spectrum of individuals both from 

within and connected to the arts in the city. It was from these task forces and the leadership 

council that I drew my research participants. 

Austin is a city that has long been identified and identified itself with creative 

endeavors. From its recently wildly successful “Live Music Capitol of the World” branding 

campaign, its emergence as a film hotspot, and a locale that has long attracted artists from 
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all across the region and state as a result of its historically low cost of living, the presence of 

a large public university, and an outpost of liberal ethos in the state of Texas, arts and 

culture are and have been an important and recognizable aspect of life in this city. Austin is 

also a city that has been identified in academic circles with the so-called “creative class” 

(Florida 2002) as well as with successful economic creative class strategies (Grodach and 

Loukaitou-Sideris 2007). The arts are talked about with pride by many in the community 

and the city harbors and extraordinary number of non-profit organizations involved with 

arts and cultural production and support. These factors together conspire to make Austin a 

compelling place to study cultural planning. It will not be argued herein that Austin is 

paradigmatic in any way in regards to cultural planning; cultural planning is approached in 

many different ways across locales. Austin is, however, a place where a large portion of the 

community is engaged with and cares about the arts, where cultural activity is central to 

many community members conception of their city, making Austin an excellent place to 

interrogate the norms and goals of cultural planning. 

It was is not the planning document primarily that comprises my data and object of 

study; it is rather the planning participants who comprise the primary object of study. It is 

their understanding of the plan, its purpose and importance which concerns this research. It 

is the respondents’ understandings of the purpose and importance of art in communities 

and their understandings of their work as cultural planners that this research seeks to 

uncover, as a first step towards making visible the goals and norms underlying the practice 

of cultural planning. 

From here, this paper will proceed to Chapter 2 in which the pertinent literature 

will be reviewed. This will include literature on the relationship between art and society, 

transitioning into literature on public art and its uses and then finally a discussion of the 

literature on cultural planning and its uses and purposes. The lengthy Chapter 3 comprises 
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the bulk of the paper as the analysis section. This chapter simultaneously recounts and 

analyzes the narrative data gathered from cultural planners in Austin from semi-structured 

interviews conducted. This analysis section is divided in turn into sections, each one dealing 

with research participants’ understandings of a different thematic subject: (1) the purpose 

and importance of the CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan; (2) the definitions of certain 

key terms and phrases used in the plan; (3) the relationship between the plan and economic 

development; and (4) the function of art in communities more broadly. This is followed by 

a section (5) discussing the relationship of these themes to each other and their various 

possible meanings. Finally, the implications for cultural planning more broadly will be 

summarized in a concluding chapter. 



 6 

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Art is Social 

The most basic assumption underlying cultural planning is that art and culture have 

tangible positive effects on society. Academic literature around art, however, has not 

tended to explore the specific relationships between art and social processes. Instead, much 

of the academic literature around the arts has focused on the nature of beauty, aesthetic 

perception, art critique, and interpretation. There are exceptions to this mode of inquiry, 

however. Dewey—in his ruminations on aesthetics in Art As Experience in particular—

eschews traditional aesthetics and philosophy of art and its rigorous separation of the 

aesthetic and the everyday experience. Instead, Dewey seeks to “restore continuity between 

the refined and intensified forms of experience that are works of art and the everyday 

events, doings, and sufferings that are universally recognized to constitute experience” (3). 

Dewey weaves art and experience together, arguing not only that the two cannot be 

separated, but that “The actual work of art is what the product does with and in experience” 

(3). Defining art in relation to its effects on the viewer is the first step towards examining 

art in relation to society and social processes. 

If Dewey challenged the philosophy of art with his writings, Gell was similarly 

iconoclastic in his writings on art in the field of anthropology. While most anthropology of 

art concerned itself with the relative aesthetic values of the culture in which an artwork was 

found, following from his definition of anthropology as the study of social relationships, 

Gell saw an anthropology of art as the study of art and its effects on social relations. Gell 

outlined his project in Art and Agency: “In place of symbolic communication, I place all the 

emphasis on agency, intention, causation, result, and transformation. I view art as a system of 

action, intended to change the world rather than encode symbolic propositions about it” (6, 
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emphasis original). Having established a theoretical base for art’s entrance into the 

workings of social processes, the next step is to examine the many ways in which this 

happens. 

Art in Society: Public Art and Its Effects 

While the literature on the intersection of art and society is found largely outside of 

planning literature, scholarship around public art has analyzed what art does in 

communities. Hall (2007) details the roles that art has played in the city and the ways that 

geographers and other social scientists have written about it. Hall finds that the argument 

for art in cities based on its inherent value has not gained much traction since the 19th 

century, and that “it has been more typical for public art to be primarily rooted in the 

realms of social, political, or economic development” (1377).  Hall goes on to detail and 

give examples of the various uses to which public art has been put: as a tool of place 

marketing; as a means of economic development in both wealthy and disadvantaged areas; 

and as “new genre art”—which “aims to disrupt prevailing conceptions of the city, 

highlighting their contradictions, processes of uneven urban development and 

marginalization of certain groups” (1381). The uses of art in the city are thus economic, 

social, and political. 

Many authors have weighed in on this conversation. Hubbard, Faire and Lilley 

(2003) show how public art intended to build civic identity can in the process come to 

embody and even help foster contestation over civic identity. In the Coventry, UK, context, 

state-sponsored public art deployed with the goal of turning “space into place, investing the 

city with a unified social meaning,” in fact served to spur debate over “the kind of city it 

was, had been, and was to be in the future” (165). Similarly, Chang (2008) documents how 

public art deployed with the purpose of asserting social, civic, and national values can 
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become sites of contestation over those very values. In an American context, Hodder 

(1999) describes how the citing of a public sculpture can cause a community to debate 

“essential questions of collective identity,” (446) in this case over race and history in 

Richmond, Virginia. Sharp, et al. (2005) have followed a similar line of research, showing 

how the promotion of public art and architecture can neutralize and mask political 

outcomes of development for those excluded from the image of the city being promoted, 

although this does not need to be the case. They argue that cultural policy—particularly 

public art—can be both a contributor and the antidote to conflict surrounding urban 

restructuring, if projects are designed with democratically inclusive practices. Looking back 

to the beginning of the 20th Century, Mackintosh (2005) describes a City Beautiful-era 

Toronto that deploys public art as a sort of morality of beauty designed to shape behavior 

in specific ways, especially that of the working and immigrant classes, leading to what 

Mackintosh terms moral environmentalism. 

The relationship between art and urban (re)development is perhaps one of the most 

researched topic having to do with art and the city. In the UK context, Roberts and Marsh 

(1995) conclude that in private office developments, ‘public’ art was an economic driver, 

increasing the value of the properties examined. Also in the UK, Bryan, et al. (2000) used 

input-output modeling of the arts and cultural industries in the Welsh economy and found 

not only that they were a significant economic driver, but also that their economic 

contribution had been hitherto undervalued. 

As for the renewal of depressed neighborhoods, through a series of surveys from 

different case studies, Shaw (2003) shows respondents reporting how arts and culture 

programs have had positive outcomes in regard to personal development, strengthening 

communities, employment and skills, crime, and community health. However, artists have 

long been implicated as drivers of gentrification (Ley 1996) and more recently, Cameron 
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and Coaffee (2005) have argued that public policy around art has become a significant 

driver of gentrification as well. They describe how cities have used public policy to promote 

so-called “positive gentrification” and regeneration efforts through the use of public art and 

cultural facilities in the UK. They postulate three waves of gentrification, starting with the 

creation by artists of a milieu for the production of art, followed by its commodification for 

the purpose of private consumption, and finally, a third phase involving public policy 

intervention designed towards public consumption of art for the purpose of regeneration 

leading to gentrification (46). 

This is just one side of the equation, however. Echoing Sharp, et al. in their 

argument that public art can be both a contributor and antidote to conflict surrounding 

urban restructuring, Deutsche (1988) finds that art can be used to criticize power and 

planning around particular issues—homelessness in this case. Deutsche describes how art 

was used to protest and call attention to the social ills of gentrification, in opposition to 

“notions of beauty and utility [that comprised] the ideological alibi for redevelopment” (8) 

in New York City. Examples of art as protest abound. Adams (2002) explores the use of 

art in social movements—specifically shantytown women’s protests in Chile during the 

Pinochet regime. She finds that art can play an important role in social movements 

through its use to frame issues, attract resources, communicate and foster ideas and 

emotions, and as a symbol to mark group identity and membership. 

The importance of the above scholarship on art and public art is not merely that 

members of the academy have studied and named the many effect of art on the social 

milieus in which it is embedded, although this is important. Perhaps more importantly, 

though, is the fact that these accounts are not merely descriptive, but also engage in the 

forming of normative frameworks which guide practice. These descriptions become part of 

a conversation between art practitioners and academics—who are often one and the same—
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that serves to guide action around normative ideas of what art can and should do. This 

same conversation that must happen in cultural planning, and must begin with uncovering 

what cultural planners believe regarding what art can and should do and how cultural 

planners understand the functioning of art in communities. 

Cultural Planning 

All of this diverse scholarship around public art and its effects and uses is spread 

across a host of disciplines: philosophy, art theory, geography, urban studies, anthropology, 

sociology, and others. But what of planning? If the aforementioned disciplines have probed 

the contested norms and meanings created around art in the city and its effects on society, 

the planning literature has approached arts and culture from a much narrower and more 

pragmatic viewpoint centered on economic development. Although not the father of such 

ideas, Florida (2002) has done much to bring this viewpoint the fore in recent years. 

Linking arts more broadly to the so-called Creative Class and arguing that it and associated 

creative industries were now a primary economic driver, Florida brought the concept of a 

positive relationship between arts/culture and local economies into mainstream academic 

and policy discussions. And this is conceptually where the discussions have stayed. Planning 

around arts and culture is largely termed as cultural development and as Grodach and 

Loukaitou-Sideris (2007) point out, the majority of this research is focused on Western 

Europe and is interested in evaluating the success of specific projects in regards to urban 

regeneration (Bianchini 1993; Gomez 1998; Griffiths 1995; Mommaas 2004; 

Montgomery 2004; Rodriguez, Martinez and Guenaga 2001). 

Such cultural planning efforts have aligned themselves with a growing body of 

literature investigating the causal link between arts and culture and economic development. 

These studies have argued variously: that cultural industries diversify deindustrializing or 
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highly specialized local economies (Pratt 1997); that workers in cultural industries, being 

often self-employed and generating human capital, export products and services and 

improve the productivity of other local industries (Markusen and King 2003; Markusen 

and Schrock 2006); that art and cultural workers attract firms and human capital (Florida, 

2002); that arts and cultural investments aid in revitalizing neighborhoods or districts 

(Bianchini, Fisher, et al. 1988; Landry, et al. 1996); and that artists and other so-called 

bohemians have similar effects on neighborhood revitalization (Lloyd 2002, 2005; Lloyd 

and Nichols Clark 2001). 

While the rise in cultural planning’s popularity continues, a more probing and 

sometimes critical reaction has developed in the academic literature. This, too, is largely 

around the positive economic and redevelopment claims being made in support of cultural 

planning. Markusen and Gadwa (2010) lead the call for closer inspection of these claims, 

better research towards understanding outcomes, and a more critical engagement with the 

goals and concepts underlying cultural planning. They write: “Failure to specify goals, 

reliance on fuzzy theories, underdeveloped public participation, and unwillingness to require 

and evaluate performance outcomes make it difficult for decision makers to proceed with 

confidence” (1). It is this first item—failure to specify goals—which primarily concerns my 

research. 

A brief survey of cultural plans from the cities of Minneapolis and Albuquerque, 

and the counties of San Mateo and Pima (Minneapolis Arts Commission 2005; Arts 

Alliance, Inc. 2001; San Mateo County Cultural Plan 2002 Logistics Group 2002; Tucson 

Pima Arts Council 2008) bears this critique out. The plans read 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, 
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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. 

The plan’s stated mission is: 

to be a catalyst for the design of the cultural roadmap of the region. This will be 
accomplished by bringing together all segments of the community interested in the 
arts to define goals for increased success of San Mateo County's cultural arts 
organizations and individual artists and enhanced opportunities for the public to 
participate (San Mateo County Cultural Plan 2002 Logistics Group 2002, 9). 

The goals subsequently listed include things like broadening leadership for the arts, 

strengthening the network of cultural organizations, increasing public awareness of the arts, 

and developing a cultural inventory for the county (ibid., 9). A pattern of goal-setting in 

this fashion was followed in all four of the plans read. Even more generally, the goal 

statement for the Albuquerque plan reads: 

The intent of the Cultural Plan is to support, encourage, expand and celebrate 
cultural expression in our diverse city. Ultimately the long term goal of the plan is 
to increase the benefits of arts and culture for individual growth, community 
identity, and local economic strength (Arts Alliance, Inc. 2001, 2). 

This statement does not address at all the underlying purpose or goals of cultural planning 

in and of itself, nor does it imply a definition for cultural planning. Of the four plans read, 

not a single one addressed either of these issues directly. 

Perhaps most egregiously, the Pima Cultural Plan does not have any explicit 

statement of goals, substituting instead a vision statement with seven bullet points, listed as 

follows: 

• The region will define its authentic identity, grounded in its heritage, natural 
beauty and cultural plurality. 
• Our welcome signs will say, “settled in 2300 BC, the oldest continuously 
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inhabited community in the U.S.” 
• We will build on our positive assets and work together to make a “good 
community into a great community. 
• Tucson and Pima County will be a place where creative people and organizations 
prosper, choose to live and contribute significantly to a growing regional creative 
economy. 
• The region will have many gathering places where people can come together to 
celebrate the rich and diverse cultures. 
• There will be strong, diverse and collaborative leadership for the arts and culture, 
able to articulate their many benefits and values. 
• There will be strong public and private support for the many and diverse 
manifestations of the arts and culture. (Tucson Pima Arts Council 2008, 9) 

This plan, like the others, did not define cultural planning in its text, but it could be 

imagined that the working implied definition guiding the planners would be have to be 

incredibly broad in order to encompass the above vision statement. In fact, of the seven 

bullet points, art and culture is mentioned at all only in the final two. 

In the general absence of explicit statements of norms and goals in the cultural 

plans themselves, Markusen and Gadwa—citing Garcia (2004)—note three broadly 

outlined common norms and goals that can be distinguished from cultural planning 

academic literature: economic impacts, regenerative impacts, and cultural impacts. These, 

however, 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). 

Participating in a similar conversation on the roles and meanings of public art, Hall 

(2007) notes a lack of critical scholarship in the social sciences on the subject, and argues 

what is needed is an engagement on the part of social scientists with the professional 

practice which forms the contextual background of their work. Similarly, if we are to 

understand and critically engage with the norms and goals of cultural planning, we must 

begin with the professional context—cultural planners—defined by Markusen and Gadwa 
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as “policy makers and professionals engaged in the fostering of arts and cultural activity” 

(2). 

Two recent studies in this area are salient. The first, by Grodach and Loukaitou-

Sideris (2007) consisted of a US-based national survey sent out to municipal agencies 

involved in the promotion and development of cultural activities. Among other questions, 

the survey asked what are “the intended goals and benefits of [cultural] activities?” (350). 

While the survey found broad variation in the goals of these agencies, “entrepreneurial” 

objectives tended to be the overriding principle guiding development of cultural activities, 

defined as strategies that “most clearly pursue a proactive, market-driven approach guided 

by purely economic objectives” (352). 

A similar study by Evans (2009) involved an international survey of public-sector 

creative city initiatives and their rationales. The survey found that the dominant rationale 

behind most interventions was ‘Economic Development/Employment.’ This category was 

cited most frequently by a large margin, followed in descending order by: ‘Infrastructure’, 

‘Regeneration’, ‘Education & Training’, ‘Tourism/Events’, ‘City Branding’, ‘Social/Access’, 

‘Amenity/Quality of Life’, and finally ‘Heritage’ (1024). 

Studies like these are a welcome development in scholarship on cultural planning, 

but they are only the beginning. If we are truly to begin unpacking the goals of cultural 

planning, more in-depth qualitative research is necessary. The goals, justifications, and 

understandings involved in cultural planning are complex, and often overlapping and 

contradictory. In order to unearth them, it is necessary examine the professional context; we 

must listen to cultural planners and analyze how they understand their work. That is the 

goal of this research project: to uncover the various ways which cultural planners understand 

their work. What can and should cultural planning do? How can and should it proceed? It 

is also crucial to ask how cultural planners understand the functioning of art in 
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communities. What can and should art do in communities and how? Finally, what is the 

relationship between the understandings cultural planners hold about the functioning of art 

in communities and the practice of cultural planning? 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

This project was conceived as a qualitative research project. Simply stated, it is 

concerned with how cultural planners understand their work. These understandings are 

multiple, complex, and personal. The research questions asked participants to describe their 

understandings of the functioning of cultural planning based on their experience with the 

CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan and what its importance and potential impacts are here 

in Austin and also more generally. The questions required participants to make value 

judgments and to give personal definitions for complex and contested terms. 

Although it was my original intention to gather data using surveys with multiple 

choice answers that could easily be tabulated and compared in addition to interview data, it 

soon became clear that the type of questions that followed from my research questions 

were not amenable to a standardized survey format. This standardized format, employed 

either in surveys or structured interviews, assumes that the questions devised are sufficiently 

comprehensive to gather all the information necessary for research purposes and that the 

meanings for each question would be identical across research participants (Berg 2001). 

These were not assumptions that, as the researcher, I was comfortable with. Because the 

questions dealt with the research participants’ creation of meaning around complex 

concepts whose understandings ultimately proved to be wide-ranging, standardized 

questions were not appropriate for this research. 

Unstructured interviews function under the assumption that the researcher does not 

know in advance all the necessary questions (Berg 2001), which describes accurately my 

position at the outset of research, but they also do not allow for comparison of responses 

across research participants. For this reason, I chose to use semi-structured interviews as my 

primary method of gathering data. Semi-structured interviews allowed the comparison of 
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responses across research participants, but also the freedom to follow the interviewee down 

other lines of inquiry that were unseen at the outset. I began each interview with the same 

interview guide and asked a host of follow-up questions, both in order to ensure I was 

getting the data that I wanted as well as to follow spontaneous and relevant lines of inquiry 

presented by a research participant’s answers. Interviews lasted anywhere from a half hour to 

two hours, but on average lasted about one hour. 

The interview guide, found in Appendix 1 of this report, consisted of ten questions, 

beginning with the simplest and progressing towards more difficult and complex questions. 

The beginning of the interview asked participants to describe their occupation and then 

their involvement with the CreateAustin plan. This was followed by a series of questions 

about participants’ understandings of the plan, its purpose, importance, and the meaning of 

select terms and phrases used therein. This was then followed by a series of questions asking 

participants to describe their understanding of the importance and functions of art in 

communities. 

Interviews were subsequently transcribed from audio recordings in order to ensure 

confidentiality and anonymity, research participants were given names chosen from the 

1880 U.S. Census list of the 100 most popular names by sex. All interview and research 

procedures were submitted to and approved by the University of Texas IRB. 

Once transcribed, I conducted a content analysis of all interviews. I used an 

interpretive approach to content analysis, which treated the data as text that can be seen as 

symbolic, expressing layers of meaning (Berg 2001). By considering each individual 

narrative as part of a larger narrative both speaking to and about each other, a series of 

themes and concepts (Berg 2001) were coded and extracted from the data. Coding was 

done inductively (Berg 2001), by immersing myself in the data in order to identify the 

themes that were meaningful to the research participants and which spoke to the research 
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questions. Since the underlying research question guiding the project was about how 

cultural planners understand their work, a simple recounting of research participants’ 

answers would have minimally served to answer the research question. Although 

interesting—as simply reading interview transcripts often is, in a certain voyeuristic 

fashion—this would not be particularly useful. I have attempted, instead, to group 

responses in relation to specific questions on the interview guide as well as grouping them 

according to the emergent themes I identified. These themes cut across topic areas 

according to interview questions, so there is some repetition, but there is also a thematic 

map of how cultural planners conceptualize their work and the key terms involved in their 

practice. 

Research participants were identified using a purposive sampling strategy. I chose to 

use the CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan as an example of a cultural planning effort and 

drew my research participants from the pool of participants in the planning process. At the 

same time a snowball sampling strategy was employed. I contacted key participants in the 

planning process, as well as those whom I already knew. These initial research participants 

were then asked if they could provide contact information for individuals they believed 

would be “both interesting to speak with to as well as interested in speaking with me,” as I 

put it. 

From the contacts provided by research participants, I interviewed all those who 

agreed to participate and could do so within the time period available for gathering data, 

resulting in a final research participant population of 15. Although I did not select for such 

traits, participants were skewed heavily towards work in the non-profit and public sectors. 

Research participants included six employed in the non-profit sector, four employed by the 

public sector (city and state government), one employed in higher education, and four 

variously employed in the private sector. 
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At the close of the research, there remain some issues regarding internal and 

external validity. Perhaps the biggest limitation of the research in regards to internal validity 

is the lack of triangulation of interview data with other data sources, such as local media 

reports. In an effort to maintain the credibility of the data and its interpretation, however, 

the text of this report employs extensive direct quotation of research participants. This 

should hopefully allow for the given interpretation of the data to be made both visible and 

also transparent and subject to critique by the reader. The other problem for internal 

validity involves the nature of the research participant group. As with most research, only a 

sample of the research participant universe (in this case, those involved in the creation of 

the CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan) was involved. The research participants for this 

project were not strictly representative of this universe, however. In particular, there were 

no working artists in the sample, excluding an important point of view to this research. 

This was not for lack of trying, however. In the end, none of the working artists contacted 

could be wrangled for the purpose of being interviewed. 

As for external validity, because this research involved interrogating individuals’ 

creation of meaning around a particular document and shared experience, the repeatability 

of certain aspects of the research would prove impracticable. Significant portions of the 

research are particularly context-dependent. This speaks to one of the most obvious 

limitations of the research: the question of its generalizability. In this regard, the research is 

somewhat questionable. It reveals the attitudes and thoughts of a particular group of people 

in a particular context. This research makes no claims for the generalizability of these 

thoughts and attitudes across different contexts. The research questions and methods 

themselves, however, are appropriate across similar planning contexts, and the themes 

developed in this study might then be compared to those from another time or locale. 



 20 

CHAPTER 4: ANALYSIS 

In this chapter on analysis, which forms the bulk of this paper, the interview data 

gathered from the cultural planners who participated in this study will be both presented 

and analyzed in tandem. The thematic flow follows roughly from the interview guide, 

beginning with more straightforward questions and concepts and transitioning to more 

difficult and complex ones. These questions all seek to discover the ways in which the 

research participants in their role as cultural planners understand their work, to uncover the 

goals and norms which underlie the practice of cultural planning. The early analysis sections 

focus on research participants’ understandings of what cultural planning does, what it can 

and should do, and how it functions to accomplish these things. This is followed by a 

section discussing how the research participants understand the functioning of art in 

communities—what art can and should do and how. Finally, the relationship between 

research participants’ understanding of the functioning of art in communities and the work 

of cultural planning is considered.  

The thematic analysis is divided into five subject sections, each with their own set of 

themes and discussion, beginning with (I) research participants’ definition of the purpose 

and importance of the CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan; (II) participants’ understandings 

of the definitions of some key terms used in the plan; (III) participants’ understandings of 

the relationship between economic development and arts and cultural planning; (IV) 

participants’ thoughts on the functions of art in communities; and finally (V) a discussion 

of the implications of these preceding themes. 

Each subject has its own attendant themes, but while the subjects are relatively 

discrete, the emergent themes are not. Several of the themes drift across multiple subject 

areas, both within individual interviews and across participants. The subject matter that I 
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asked research participants to expound upon was complex, full of ambiguities and was, in 

fact, directed largely at the most complex and ambiguous concepts embedded in the plan 

and the planning process. As such, themes and concepts overlap, occur in multiple subjects, 

and are often contradictory 

There are as many understandings as there are respondents and while in aggregate 

some stories emerged, this research does not, cannot tell the story of art and cultural 

planners’ understanding of their work. It is, instead, a snapshot of a particular group of 

planners involved in a particular plan in a particular city at a particular time. Their answers 

and the themes woven from them certainly reflect that. Moreover, this research—the 

questions asked, the themes extracted, and their significance explored—reflects the 

interests, worldviews, and priorities of a particular researcher. In short, the work of 

qualitative research around questions of meaning and motivation is messy work. The 

finished research product often belies this fact. I hope, however, in this analysis to cut a 

path between reckless simplification and a simple compiling of the data collected. 

I. Purpose and Importance of the Plan 

The first question asked in interviews, following a brief discussion of the 

participant’s background and involvement with the CreateAustin plan, was about the 

purpose of the plan. The question read simply: “What is the purpose of the plan, as you see 

it?” For all its straightforwardness, this question elicited an amazing diversity of responses. 

The range of these responses anticipated many of the discussions and themes that would 

emerge out of subsequent questions. 

The plan itself has a very clear, if general, statement of purpose, which reads as 

follows: 
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CreateAustin is a community cultural planning process that will identify Austin’s 
creative assets and challenges, define goals, and establish recommendations to 
invigorate Austin’s “culture of creativity” to the year 2017. This public/private 
collaboration will define specific strategies for community-wide implementation in 
order to sustain Austin as a magnet for arts, culture, and creativity (Bulick, Bill; 
Metropolitan Group and Creative Planning 2008, 1). 

Several research participants’ answers echoed this official statement of purpose as a first 

pass at answering the question. Mae’s is representative of this type of answer: “If ten years 

from now the creative community, the creative enterprises of Austin are growing, if 

creative individuals can afford to live here, if creative industries are still with us and as I said, 

growing and thriving, we will have been successful” (2010). This statement in many ways 

represents a jumping-off point for the entire endeavor. It clearly reads that creative 

individuals and industries are here currently, and that the overarching goal of the plan is to 

maintain and strengthen their presence. This comment is especially relevant because Austin 

is perceived as already being strong as a creative community, both from outside the city 

and, participants reiterated, from within. To the research participants, Austin is a place 

already replete with creative assets. 

While several of the respondents used similar outcome-oriented general language 

to begin speaking about the purpose of the plan, it was equally common for preliminary 

answers to be more function-oriented. “I think that it is a blueprint for the development of 

Austin’s artistic future” (Mae 2010) was emblematic of a common response. Several 

respondents used the word “blueprint” when describing the purpose of the plan, reflecting 

an action-oriented, technical view of planning. Surely, the plan guides and shapes action 

around an issue. While the reality of a planning process is inevitably more complicated than 

the idealized process of technically enlightened plan writing which then leads to direct 

implementation, participation in any plan is predicated on the assumption that the 

document produced will shape subsequent action in meaningful and measurable ways. 
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PROCESS ACHIEVEMENT 

It is perhaps at this early point that consensus on the issue ceases and opinions begin 

to diverge over participants’ understandings of the purpose and importance of the plan. The 

first conflict arises over who is responsible for implementing the plan upon its completion. 

There is a range of expectations around what role the city will play in implementing the 

plan. While Grover argued that the arts does not “get the kind of priority in policy making 

that it should” (2009) at the municipal level and that one of his motivating factors for 

getting involved in CreateAustin was to make arts more central in local governance, most 

respondents saw the relationship between the plan and city government as anything but 

simple. 

The exact nature of the plan and its relationship to city government vis-à-vis plan 

implementation remains complex and ill-defined. In the face of the City Council’s failure 

to endorse the plan, much less undertake its implementation, those involved in the creation 

of the plan have tended to focus on the creative community itself as the locus for action. 

To that end, Hester described the purpose of the plan as empowering the creative 

community through the plan, “Because there’s so many things that can be done and if they 

can only see the power that they hold, they could push the city to do a lot of things” (2009). 

Even in this statement, while the city is seen ultimately as the agent of implementation and 

action, the proximate purpose of the plan is to organize and empower the creative 

community to spur the city to action. 

However, after almost two years of inaction on the plan on the part of City 

Council, the majority of respondents located the importance and positive outcomes of the 

plan largely within the creative community itself. “This plan was not created to say ‘Here 

city. Here’s this plan, this is all the stuff we need. Go do it’” explained Constance, “but it 

was really implemented as in from the arts community: ‘What do we want our city to look 
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like in ten years from a creative perspective, and lets define what we want our city to look 

like’” (2010). 

The idea that one of the most important goals and outcomes of the plan was a 

process outcome—simply getting all the participants together to talk and connect—was an 

often repeated theme in my interviews. When I asked Elias what his goals were upon 

entering the planning process, he stated: “Well, the biggest is … the idea of everybody 

coming together” (2010).  

Similarly, when research participants discussed the importance of the plan, they 

most often referred to this process outcome: “It generated conversation we would never 

have had any other way in the community. It allowed me to meet an even wider cross 

section of the community and then them to meet me…. If it has no other byproduct than 

that it was a good deal” (Bertrand 2010). In a similarly strong statement, Esme responded: 

“If I had to identify one value or one important achievement, bringing people together 

from all of those different areas to start talking about ways they could partner together was 

important” (2010). 

More particularly, several research participants cited the importance not just of 

getting a group of members of the arts community together, but of convening a diverse 

group from within the arts community. When asked about the purpose of the plan, Mabel 

answered, “I think the purpose of the plan was to really bring together all these individuals 

and all these diverse types and be able to define who they are and the importance that they 

serve in the community…” (2010). More pointedly, Zelda responded that her “one agenda 

was really to have artists of color really come to the table and voice our existence in Austin 

cultural community, because we’re pretty hidden” (2010). This notion of the importance of 

race-based diversity among those involved in the CreateAustin plan was not a view 

expressed by any other research participants. Diversity was invoked almost exclusively to 
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refer to individuals representing different artistic mediums or different sectors of artistic 

and cultural production in the city. 

How did participants define and understand the benefits and outcomes of this 

process achievement, however? How did participants understand the ways in which the 

creative community was served by gathering together? Grover again focused on the realm 

of policy and politics: “I think the purpose of the plan was to gather together various and 

disparate groups in town that could form a critical mass to bring about some kind of 

political change or action. … So the mere fact that the group got together I see as a 

victory” (2009). This was an idea that Grover would bring up repeatedly—that the arts 

need to be considered more centrally by policy makers in Austin. This is a sort of 

community organizing model that sees the first step towards political change as bringing 

together different individuals in solidarity with the creative community in order to both 

lobby and elect public officials who might then take the arts into greater consideration in 

policy making. 

Here also I found the first inklings of what would prove to be one of the most 

prominent as well as complex themes: the intersection of the creative community and 

economic development. The following comment by Mae follows in this community 

organizing mode, but the question of political power and leverage is linked directly to 

economic impacts. She says: 

The greatest maybe goal of it, which we didn’t even know in the beginning, was just 
bringing our arts and cultural and creative community.... Learning that as a 2.2 
billion dollar industry, we’re more powerful than all the little hundred thousand 
dollars we are as individual businesses, but when you put all the creative industries 
together that if we ever decide to exercise that voice, it’s a 2.2 billion dollar impact 
voice and it is one that can be heard above the noise (2010). 

This $2.2 billion figure comes from a report by the Perryman Group (Perryman 2001) and 

was referenced in every interview. It has been put to a series of rhetorical uses and, in this 
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particular instance, is employed to argue not only for the political power the arts 

community already implicitly holds as a result of its economic impact, but as a rallying cry 

for the community to organize in order to exercise this potential power. In this way, this 

comment and others curiously argued that, due to the $2.2 billion impact of the arts in the 

state of Texas, the political power of the arts community was extant, but at the same time, 

this power is potential and the community must come together in order to wield it. This 

issue and many more revolving around the relationship between arts and culture and 

economic development will be explored at much greater depth later on. Suffice it to say for 

now that this relationship is inseparable from and touches nearly all aspects of cultural 

planning in Austin. 

Finally, the process achievement of organizing and connecting various actors from 

across the arts and culture community in Austin was described as an end in itself. Surely, as 

the preceding discussion shows, it is instrumental, but it is more than that as well. As 

Hester put it so eloquently: “One of the things that I’ve always seen with this community is 

that any time they have gotten together to kind of see each other or work together, there’s 

a sense of euphoria that comes over them” (2009). This is a sentiment that was oft repeated 

in interviews. While the process of assembling individuals from many different sectors of 

the creative community—many of whom have very little regular contact—led to some 

concrete and measurable outcomes, many described this aspect of their participation simply 

as a joyful and enlightening experience. Especially in light of a general disappointment over 

implementation by city officials, this positive aspect of the planning process was dwelt upon 

at length by many of the research participants. 
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THREAT NARRATIVE 

In discussion over the purpose and the importance of the CreateAustin Cultural 

Master Plan, the other theme that emerged as strongly as the process achievement was 

what I call the “threat narrative”. While this narrative took a number of different specific 

forms, many of the research participants saw that arts and culture in Austin was in some 

way threatened. While not all research participants put the matter so bluntly, based on the 

narrative data I believe few would disagree with Cornelius when he said, “I think that the 

creative culture in town is deeply threatened by the way that the city is changing” (2009). 

This threat to creativity in Austin can be seen as having both an internal and an 

external dimension. Internal threats to creativity in the city emerge as a result of actions 

taken within the city—mainly through growth-oriented development in the central city. 

External threats result from the growth of other cities and the threat they pose through 

competition for creative resources and prestige. These two dimensions were illustrated 

neatly by Hiram when asked how he saw the purpose of the plan: 

The purpose of the plan was to preserve a healthy and growing artistic and cultural 
community and artistic and cultural milieus in Austin. And by preserve I mean 
there was a real feeling—this is certainly before the current economic crisis, 2007—
there was a real feeling that Austin was becoming expensive. Austin used to be 
really a cheap place to live; it was no longer a cheap place to live. That was 
squeezing a lot of struggling artists out and artistic spaces were being eaten away by 
downtown development and landed property development in other parts of the city. 
So there was a kind of feeling like, “Hey, we have this real strength, this real 
treasure. Current trajectories are threatening that. So how do we preserve, how do 
we hang on to what we’ve got on some level?” And then the other I think 
motivation was how do we really push Austin up and make artistic and cultural 
milieus stronger, more powerful, have a higher national-international recognition? 
(Hiram 2009). 

So the dual threat to creativity led to dual purposes of the plan: to protect the arts and 

culture extant in the city and also to grow the arts and culture in order to gain in stature 

against other cities competing for creative prestige and recognition. 
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External Threat 

The concept of the external threat to creativity in Austin follows closely from 

broader concepts of postindustrial economic development and intercity competition over 

mobile capital. As capital becomes increasingly mobile, so the argument goes, competition 

between cities for capital becomes increasingly intense, often profoundly shaping municipal 

policy making (Markusen and Nesse 2007). One might be tempted here to simply 

substitute capital for creative capital in this case, arguing that cities, Austin included are in 

competition for artists, prestige, and other creative resources. This is not exactly what 

research participants were arguing, however. 

While there was a strong notion of competition between other cities thought of as 

creative cities, the competition was not for specific resources, capital, creative knowledge, 

or creative workers. The issue was framed largely as one of prestige and reputation: “So if 

we become lax about our own creativity, and don’t continue to foster it and create it, we’re 

going to lose it and it will be another city that will be known as the live music capital of the 

world, or the creative capital” (Hester 2009). However, while prestige can be seen as an end 

in itself, it certainly also may have the effect of making the city a magnet for creative 

capital, maintaining Austin’s competitiveness in the realm of art and culture. The goal then 

becomes, as Hester put it, “to see the city really take a leading role in being supportive and 

growing the creative community and recognizing that there is value in this group of people, 

and if they don’t do anything, Austin is going to lose that competitive edge, regionally, 

nationally, and globally” (2009). 

Internal Threat 

In discussions of the internal threat to art and culture in Austin is found the first 

mention of a theme that will come up again and again throughout the interviews: the issue 
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of the changing nature of the city, both socially and physically. Austin is a growing city and 

pace of development has been incredibly fast over the last decade. There are of course 

growing pains associated with any city experiencing explosive growth and development, and 

this is as true for Austin as for any other city. These growing pains often relate to art and 

culture in the city; these relationships and the ways that citizens view them are complex. As 

we will see, discussions of the changing face of Austin and the relationship of these changes 

to creativity in the city are met by citizens with a range of feelings and emotions. The issue 

is fraught with ambiguity and equivocality. 

The difficult nature of these changes is apparent in many comments made by the 

research participants. Many saw development and growth as a threat to the creative 

community in Austin, as in this passage from Mabel: 

Austin has really changed in many, many ways in the years since I moved here. And 
some of them are good and some of them are not so good. But people come here 
because of the creative culture; they come here because it’s a vibrant community 
and it has been very supportive of the creative class, and I really felt that … that’s 
not the case as we grow. And as we look at the reality of some of the economics, we 
look at the growth of industry coming and more and more people coming … and 
they come because they like the environment, but as they come the environment 
changes. And so it’s really concerning to me that the folks who make Austin Austin 
are leaving, are not able to be supported here anymore (2010). 

There is a real sense, in speaking with respondents, that while the influx of people and 

money to the city is good and exciting, it is also dangerous. These new developments are 

having real changes on the character of the city, and sometimes to the detriment of the 

creative community. 

In addition to changes in the city’s character, there are very real affordability 

issues—economic issues—which were alluded to in Mabel’s comment. Hiram describes a 

similar feeling driving the CreateAustin planning process: 
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The real fear was that the rapid development process in Austin was bringing in this 
kind of wave of economic force that would wash away all this uniqueness. And we’d 
had tons of brand new 25-story hotels that had standardized uninteresting 
restaurants and so on. So preserving these kinds of places and spaces, as well as the 
artists and cultural activity that might have been going on or not going on in these 
places, was part of the whole vibe behind this thing (2009). 

The unease participants had with the changing nature of the city and standardization of 

downtown resulting from new development coincides with a loss of artistic and cultural 

spaces. Many arts venues—gallery space, studio space, music venues—is and has been 

located in affordable areas of town. Many of these areas, however, are becoming less 

affordable and these arts venues are relocating. 

This issue of affordability goes beyond just artistic and cultural spaces, but obviously 

extends to the artists who depend on those spaces. It is here where the difficult issue of 

gentrification enters the discussion. When asked why he decided to participate in the 

CreateAustin planning process, Elias responded: 

I have this real fear of the individual artists … who have always been so close to the 
poverty line anyway, and never getting the kind of recognition that would make up 
for what they give of themselves, being pushed out of the city because of the way 
it’s growing. When I got here East Austin was ethnic neighborhoods. South Austin 
was kind of an outpost for Bubbas and artists could be a lot closer to campus. But 
as the campus grew and the city grew, it started getting too expensive for artists to 
be there, so they’d go south and then south becomes real popular and artists can’t 
afford to be south, so now they’ve gone east, but east is rapidly being developed, and 
there’s really not—we’re running out of sections of the inner city where artists can 
afford to live and contribute to this sort of core community in the way that they 
have since I got here, and I’m sure since before I was here (2010). 

Several interview participants voiced concern over gentrification and its effects on working 

artists. While most of the respondents who noted gentrification in Austin saw it as a 

substantial threat to the creative community that needed to be dealt with, others met the 

issue with more ambivalence. Prudence, for example, argued that a regional funding 

structure for artists needed to be established, as working artists are pushed to outlying areas 
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of the city by gentrification. “Buda and Cedar Park are areas where artists can afford to live, 

but if they live in those areas then they don’t qualify for funding from the City of Austin. 

… People are going to move where they can afford to live and that should not preclude 

them from funding” (Prudence 2010). In this case, Prudence identified the process of 

gentrification and its problematic role in emptying the central city of working artists. 

However, in contrast to most other research participants, she saw the problem as one of 

maintaining arts funding for these artists in their inevitable new locales, not the need to 

find a way to keep artists in the central city. She viewed the problem as one of funding, not 

one involving the contributions of artists in Austin to a sense of place and geographically 

distinct creative community. 

This threat narrative was one expressed in some form by the majority of research 

participants. Some participants framed it in terms of the external threat, some in terms of 

the internal threat, while others recognized both. There was less consensus, however, over 

the specific nature of the threat and the actions that might be taken to ameliorate the 

situation. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

The relationship between economic development and arts and culture is a topic that 

I asked research participants about at some length towards the end of the interviews. Some 

participants, however, brought up the topic earlier on. Several participants cited economic 

development when asked about the purpose and importance of the CreateAustin Cultural 

Master Plan, although the way economic growth was conceived of—what counts as 

economic development and who is involved—was highly variable. 

Several comments pointed to the city as the agent and beneficiary of economic 

development. To that end, Esme explains that she saw the purpose of the plan “as to make 
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sure our city was taking the right steps to support the creative community and using it as a 

resource in part for economic development. I think that was a purpose of it. It is something 

that makes Austin unique—our creative class—but I also think that for the city to have 

funded it they saw an economic development opportunity there, which I think is fair” 

(2010). The argument here goes that while the creative community has other more 

qualitative positive outcomes such as making the city unique, the city gets involved in the 

interest of economic development. There is an expectation that money the city spends on 

the creative community does not simply go towards artistic or creative endeavors, but there 

is a realistic expectation that money spent is also an investment in economic development 

for the city. 

To characterize Esme’s views on the economic development as viewing it only in 

terms of the city would be unfair. Along with many respondents, she had a multifaceted 

view of economic development and the creative community in Austin. She argued that the 

creative community can be better leveraged to bolster tourism and municipal economic 

development, but also tempered this opinion, saying, “I think as we do that it’s important 

to make sure that that money is getting back into the hands of the artists too, so that it 

doesn’t just become a way for the city to build its coffers” (2010). 

Although this comment may be read as maintaining a dichotomy between 

economic development and the economic needs of artists, further comments showed Esme 

had a yet more complex view of economic development and the arts and culture. “We were 

hearing from artists that they needed more education in how to be businesspeople. So there 

are some kind of concrete steps that I think the city could take in helping artists become 

more economically stable” (2010). It is clear here that economic development includes the 

economic needs of the artist as well as the city. While Esme had perhaps a more inclusive 

view of economic development and its effects and beneficiaries than some other research 
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participants, she was typical among participants in seeing economic development vis-à-vis 

the arts as multifaceted and complex. 

The importance and purpose of the plan in relation to economic development 

uncovered another theme that would be repeated and elaborated upon throughout the 

interviews. This theme, broadly stated, is the connection between the CreateAustin 

Cultural Master Plan and a wide array of other planning and civic issues. For many, the 

connection between CreateAustin and broader planning issues grew out of engagement 

with working artists, either in their work or during the CreateAustin planning process: 

We had a pretty different backgrounds of experience working with the city 
government I would say, so it was really useful for the few artists we had on our 
group, they would have suggestions like we need more artists’ space, and that would 
bring us to a discussion about well we really need more affordable housing. For me 
it was personally rewarding to see how … the support of the cultural arts connected 
to some of the other issues I was really interested in like affordable housing and 
neighborhood level activity (Esme 2010). 

Several research participants made similar comments, expressing the belief that not only 

should economic development around arts and culture be concerned with artists, but that 

the needs of the artist go beyond narrow conceptions of economic interest that see the 

artist essentially as a business. Perhaps Mabel put it best when she said, “It’s not just about 

making sure that you’re a good artist but you’ve got to have a place to live and you’ve to 

have some things to eat and you’ve got to have a way to get around, and so I wanted to 

make sure that we were looking at the whole person, and not just the artist” (2010). Some 

participants, like Mabel, came into the process with this goal in mind. Others, like Esme, 

came to believe this through their interaction with artists during the planning process or in 

their professional life, while others did not express this view of economic development and 

its connection to broad planning initiatives and the needs of artists. 
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CREATIVE CITIZENRY 

Just as the perceived threat to the creative community in Austin has both external 

and internal dimensions, so does the purpose of the CreateAustin plan, as I mentioned 

before. Constance explains: 

To me it’s about Austin being on the map and not just as the live music capital but 
you might say the live art capital of the world. So Austin being on the map and 
recognized because that helps draw attention and draw resources. That’s the 
outward approach, the marketing mission, the tourism industry supporting it. But 
really what we want is for those of us who are here from the inside out to have the 
experience that’s rich from being part of this art capital and having it filter down to 
all people, all ages (2010). 

The external dimension remains largely the same; instead of the threat of other cities 

overtaking Austin as a creative capital this becomes a positive goal and purpose of the plan. 

The internal dimension differs from threat to purpose, however. Whereas the internal 

dimension of the threat narrative has to do with the nature of local development and its 

deleterious effects on the creative community, the internal purpose of the plan has to do 

with the entire citizenry of Austin. The internal goal of the CreateAustin plan was defined 

often by research participants as encouraging creativity in all Austinites. “We were trying to 

develop the creative community,” Hester explains, “but in doing so we knew that we would 

activate those qualities in our citizens” (2009). In short, the purpose of the plan was in part 

to guarantee “that there’s an element of creativity in every citizen’s life” (Elias 2010). 

This expansion in the goals and purpose of the planning effort, while laudable, was 

not lauded by all participants: 

In the beginning when we were having these public meetings it was very challenging 
for me because I assumed we were going and working on a cultural plan, an arts 
plan, and it evolved to be much broader than that because it is really focused on 
creativity. People kept talking about transportation and affordable housing and 
health care and I was sitting there going man, we’re spending 90,000 dollars on an 
arts plan and they don’t want to talk about arts and culture. So that was a little, 
surprising to me (Thaddeus 2010). 
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It is unquestionable that issues of economic development via the arts and its beneficiaries 

should be conceived broadly in order to serve not just capital accumulation and the profit 

motive, but also the working artists who, it is argued, contribute to a favorable 

environment for economic development. It is also certainly a good thing that when those 

involved in the CreateAustin planning process speak of creativity, they include the whole of 

the citizenry and not just producers of art and culture. So while the above comment may 

seem narrowly conceived, it does call attention to a very real and important question over 

the scope of the plan. Inclusivity is a virtue in planning, but in excess it can lead to a loss of 

focus or ineffectiveness on the part of a planning process. Ideally, a balance is struck 

between focus and inclusivity. This issue of the interconnectedness and holistic nature of 

cultural planning will be revisited in more detail later on. 

SUMMARY 

What began as a very straightforward interview question—What is the purpose of 

the plan?—grew in complexity with each new research participant who answered the 

question. By the end of the interviews, a broad range of discussions emerged over the 

various understandings of the purpose and importance of the plan held by the cultural 

planners interviewed. Most of the themes that would emerge from the data first revealed 

themselves in the early portions of each interview and would later be elaborated upon. In 

this way, a discussion of the purpose and importance of the plan set the stage well for both 

the rest of an interview and for this analysis, by introducing themes and revealing the 

striking diversity in the way that research participants approached and thought about their 

work in cultural planning. 
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II. Concept Definitions 

“They don’t like definitions. That was a challenge in the planning process. Defining 
these words was why they got to be so broad and nebulous and ultimately you’d write a 
definition like a vision statement and people would have an issue with a word. That’s 
the challenge” (Thaddeus 2010). 

The next section of the interviews had to do with how research participants 

understand and define certain key terms and phrases in the plan. As the above quote shows, 

the process of defining terminology is not an easy one. By several accounts, this was the 

case during the writing of the CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan. Terms were written, 

rewritten, and contested. Other key terms seemed to have more obscure origins or were 

simply provided by the consultants. Whether labored over or given, however, one thing 

became clear during interviews: the understanding of key terms was divergent across 

research participants. This is not to say that they were incoherent or contradictory, but it is 

apparent that the cultural planners involved in CreateAustin had their own ideas and 

working definitions of several key terms used in the plan. 

It is also important to note that this has partially to do with the terms that I chose 

to highlight in interviews with research participants. Specific terms were selected not only 

because of their prominence in the plan verbiage, but also for their nebulousness and the 

suggested depth of their possible meanings. In the following section I will focus on two 

central terms. The first is culture of creativity which is invoked as early as the third sentence 

in the plan and is repeated throughout. The second term is actually a nexus of related 

phrases that pepper the planning document all relating to uniqueness and authenticity. 

CULTURE OF CREATIVITY 

The first appearance of the phrase “culture of creativity” is found at the very 

beginning of the preface to the plan in the description of purpose, which we have already 

seen: “CreateAustin is a community cultural planning process that will identify Austin’s 
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creative assets and challenges, define goals, and establish recommendations to invigorate 

Austin’s ‘culture of creativity’ to the year 2017” (Bulick; Metropolitan Group; Creative 

Planning 2008). The term is used liberally throughout the plan and is briefly explained in 

the introduction: “During our planning process, leaders coined the phrase, ‘culture of 

creativity’ to describe Austin’s innovative and creative habitat, state of mind and way of 

being in the world” (Bulick, Bill; Metropolitan Group and Creative Planning 2008, 8; 

emphasis original). 

This definition is fairly vague itself, and this may be because the definition of 

culture of creativity was taken to be somewhat self-evident. The term itself does not appear 

controversial or confusing, but it also rather imprecise and lacking a clear definition in the 

plan. Despite the apparent banality of the term, my interviews uncovered a wide variation 

in understandings of this term across research participants. One respondent even suggested 

this variation was the very idea of the term: “Hopefully it’s one of those things that means 

something to everybody if the words go together right. So my definition of the culture of 

creativity may or may not be yours, but it’s a common vocabulary is the most important 

outcome to me” (Bertrand 2010). Far from being mundane, this term inspired some of the 

most interesting discussion around cultural planning during my interviews. 

“It’s who we are” 

One of the most common themes that research participants linked to the culture of 

creativity was the idea that creativity was somehow fundamental to Austin. As Cornelius 

said, “I always understood that creativity was intrinsic to—it’s who we are in Austin” 

(2009). Thus creativity becomes not something to be initiated, but protected and nurtured, 

like a natural resource, like water. Or as Grover put it, “It’s in our water” (2009). Creativity 

and Austin are inseparable, are the same. Austin is creative and ever has been. 
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There is, of course, a kind of chicken-and-egg question here. Is it somehow in the 

water, in the landscape, or do creative people make the city creative? At the very least, it is a 

compounding cycle, as suggested by Prudence: 

The way that I understand it is part and parcel of Richard Florida’s concept of the 
creative economy, where a population who are attracted to Austin share an interest, 
considerations, skills, talents, or activities in some aspect of creativity. … Culture is 
created by people sharing a value, sharing something that they value and so I think 
that there’s enough evidence that many Austinites, a majority of Austinites value 
something of creativity in their culture in Austin (2010). 

In this way creativity becomes something that is not only inherent in Austin, but inherent 

in its citizenry. This explanation of what makes the culture of creativity in Austin harkens 

back to one of the goals of the plan—to activate creativity in the general citizenry of 

Austin. According to several research participations, it seems this condition has already 

been met and is, furthermore, essential to what makes Austin Austin. As Hester said: “The 

creativity, the creative community, the arts, it happens here because by our nature, Austin is 

a creative group of individuals and so that’s inherent in not just someone who is an arts 

creator, but also people who just generally are Austinites” (2009). 

This notion was espoused, to varying degrees, by almost all research participants. It 

was clear that, even if creativity was not something that all Austinites possessed simply by 

dint of living here, it was at the very least an essential element of Austin-ness. There was 

one respondent who took a more critical view on this conception of culture of creativity, 

however: 

I think what we were trying to do with that catchphrase was kind of capture how 
Austin thinks of itself, not necessarily what it is. And so there has been in the past a 
catchphrase like live music capital of the world, and things that are really a stretch, 
in fact. But when we say what Austin is trying to promote is this culture of 
creativity. So that is, creativity is in everything that we do. … It’s specific to Austin 
because Austin sees itself in a specific way. It sees itself as an art town (Zelda 2010). 
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Zelda calls into question the notion that creativity is intrinsic to Austin. This “catchphrase” 

may be more rhetorical than anything. Or perhaps it is more a perception held by a specific 

group of people within the city. Clearly, though, not everybody lines up under the banner 

of universal creativity in Austin. 

Inclusion 

The other primary theme that emerged around a discussion of the culture of 

creativity was the inclusive nature of the term. The term itself was coined in an effort to be 

as inclusive as possible, as Bertrand explains: “The culture of creativity starts with the 

conversation of, how is it not limiting? How do you not limit the conversation in terms of 

all the traditional words—arts, performing arts, visual arts?” (2010). This need to be 

inclusive is closely related to the idea that creativity is intrinsic to Austin, as Bertrand’s 

further explication shows: 

Because frankly I see everyone in the habitat or ecosystem of the creative culture of 
Austin. Everybody is creative in some way. Even if your creativity is getting out 
MasterCard and buying a ticket to whatever it is, you’re part of the creative process, 
so you’re not outside of it. … If you’re walking around Austin, you’re already part of 
this, or you move away (2010). 

Describing the process during which the planners coined culture of creativity, Thaddeus 

recalls: 

Those words, whatever definition we came up with wasn’t big enough, and the plan 
really evolved to be about creativity…. It really is meant to encompass anyone, 
particularly people who wouldn’t think of themselves as creatives or artists, because 
it started off as arts and culture and it’s sort of like gaming and live music and film, 
but really this notion became about the culture of creativity which means any 
creative, any job that’s focused on creativity and that skill set. It was really casting 
the biggest net, not excluding people. It’s not about artists; it’s about people who do 
creative things and that can be an entrepreneur, could be a business man, could be 
an artist (2010). 
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From this recollection and others, it seems that the discussion shifted at some point in the 

planning process from how to be inclusive to how to not exclude anybody. There was a 

conscious effort to include and define each and every Austinite as a “creative”. 

As Thaddeus said, “Almost anything has a potential to find a home in 

CreateAustin, any activity and industry” (2010). His offhand comment alludes to the 

obvious drawback of such a strategy, one that Esme discusses more pointedly: “I guess I saw 

that as kind of a catch-all phrase for all the different, for lack of a better word, disciplines 

we were trying to embrace. … It’s kind of a mushy-gushy phrase” (2010). There is certainly 

a specificity, a clarity that is lost when a term is defined so broadly. If the culture of 

creativity includes all of Austin, then who are the stakeholders and beneficiaries of the plan 

and what are its goals? These questions become difficult to answer and broad goals become 

difficult to strategize around. And although research participants in almost every instance 

took a positive view towards this broad definition of the culture of creativity, there was 

some recognition that its breadth was also problematic. 

If the broadness of the definition of culture of creativity sacrificed some degree of 

analytical and strategic clarity, why would planning participants have proceeded this way? 

Certainly their motives were largely altruistic; the planners genuinely believe that all 

Austinites are creative, and that Austin is in some way unique or elevated in this regard. To 

exclude some individual in Austin from the community of creative people would be 

pejorative to say the least. Still, there were perhaps other factors at work in the drive to 

define culture of creativity as broadly as possible, which Mae alludes to in the following: 

It was really in that discussion that we almost just tripped over, and I was at the 
white board writing, and all of a sudden somebody in the room said something 
about the culture of creativity. Aren’t we developing a culture here and isn’t that 
culture more around, isn’t creativity the inclusive word? We’re all there, there. And 
so yes you can have a cultural heritage subset of creativity, and you can have a digital 
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subset of creativity, and you can have a gaming, but when we explored creativity, 
then we found that we were looking to have that 2.2 billion dollar impact (2010). 

Here again the $2.2 billion figure appears in the dialogue. At least in the minds of some of 

the planning participants, making the broadest creative tent possible and including as many 

people as possible was rhetorically related to this arts economic impact figure. This 

inclusiveness has a strategic element in that the more people can be brought into this group 

of “creatives” the greater potential influence they might wield in the public realm. 

If this inclusiveness of the culture of creativity had a strategic component related to 

the economic impact of the arts, it also had a progressive element focused on access to arts 

and culture. A concern with access vis-à-vis the culture of creativity was explained by 

Constance: “So at all levels of socioeconomic strata, from home-based opportunities, to 

daycare-based opportunities to public education, so when I think of the culture of 

creativity, I think about access” (2010). While I don’t believe that any of the research 

participants would disagree with this statement, only a couple mentioned access when asked 

about the culture of creativity. 

I reiterate, however, that the respondents had largely altruistic ideals behind their 

broadly inclusive definition of the culture of creativity. Members of the creative 

community simply did not want to exclude any individual from what they saw as a defining 

characteristic of their community. There was a lone critical voice among research 

participants that did not agree with this broad inclusiveness whose opinion on the matter 

should not be diluted through means other than the use of an extended block quote: 

So in other words when you talk about a culture of creativity for Austin, that’s a 
certain segment of Austin represented. It goes back to the live music capitol of the 
world. Well not everybody took that as a representation of their participation and 
life in Austin. Or “Keep Austin Weird” and those things. Not all communities in 
Austin subscribe to that. …What is the overarching culture of Austin? I don’t think 
it exists in that statement—culture of creativity—nor do I think it existed in that 
group of people who put this plan together. And again, that’s not a judgment, it 
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just doesn’t represent all that Austin is. So then when I say culture—how the 
African American community, what our experience is from our point of view on 
Austin versus the Latino community versus the young white hipster community, 
versus indigenous families versus people who have only been here a couple years—so 
there’s a lot of different perspectives on what Austin is depending upon how you 
connect with this community, how you connect with the city. And art can represent 
that but art is not that (Zelda 2010). 

Although an eccentric take on the subject when compared to the other research 

participants, Zelda’s comments are a powerful critique of the conception of a fully inclusive 

culture of creativity in Austin. Despite the magnanimous efforts of the participants in their 

planning efforts to include the entire citizenry of Austin in the culture of creativity, it 

becomes clear that all Austinites may not feel a part of that group, nor feel represented by 

it. 

UNIQUENESS/AUTHENTICITY 

The other set of terms that was explored in the interviews was actually a 

constellation of terms and phrases that all relate to ideas of uniqueness and authenticity. 

The plan itself uses these terms in a number of places. On the first page of the preface to 

CreateAustin is a list of hoped-for outcomes, the first of which is, “That outcomes of 

CreateAustin reflect and reinforce our authentic and unique identity” (Bulick; 

Metropolitan Group; Creative Planning 2008, 1). Shortly after, the first sentence of the 

executive summary reads: “Arts, culture and creativity are essential keys to Austin’s unique 

and distinctive identity” (ibid., 2). The executive summary goes on to describe the 

economic importance of the arts and culture, noting that “In looking for unique and 

authentic experiences, tourists are drawn to Austin” (ibid.). In the plan’s introduction is a 

list of concerns voiced during the planning process, one of which states: “Will Austin’s 

‘culture of creativity’ find ample expression in new or renovated cultural spaces, public art 

and excellent design that reflects the city’s authenticity and ambitions?” (ibid., 9). 
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These phrases are always written such that their meanings appear self-evident. And 

perhaps the irreducibility of the words themeselves—unique, authentic—makes them read 

as such. I believe, however, that these things conspire to hide a great deal of ambiguity and 

imprecision in their usage in the plan. While I struggled to penetrate their meaning, to 

tease out from them some concrete information, it occurred to me that I might just ask 

my research participants how they understood these terms. The question I asked, as written 

in the interview guide, reads: “The plan uses a series of related phrases to describe some of 

the things it supports, such as: unique and authentic experiences, the city’s authenticity, and its 

unique identity. Can you explain the meaning of these phrases, in relation to the culture of 

creativity?” Their answers largely resist systematic analysis; they do not, for the most part, 

settle into thematic groups or tell a story. For that reason, I reproduce them here, in all 

their variation and contradiction. 

One of the more common strategies in responding to this question was to make a 

comparison. Two separate respondents used the same counter example: “What my mind 

goes to and what I think of are as unique and authentic experiences are, I guess I can best 

describe it by making a comparison. A Disneyland experience is not an authentic 

experience” (Archibald 2010). Hester explained how the plan works to support authenticity: 

“I think that to the degree that it can empower [artists] to do their work. That’s how it 

stays true to being authentic” (2009). Cornelius, in attempting to define the word, 

discussed authenticity in relation to difference: “I think in cities people crave differences and 

they actually look for them, and they want something that they perceive as real” (Cornelius 

2009), in the end substituting “real” for “authentic”. 

In one of the more concrete discussions of uniqueness, Hiram discussed the term in 

relation to economic value: 
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The idea of uniqueness in some sense relates to the idea of value, and if you’re 
producing something that is in some sense different from and appealing in different 
ways than something that is produced down the street or across the country, that 
has value. … People—particularly higher income people—are looking for unique, 
non-standardized things because they see that kind of consumption as 
distinguishing them, and they see that kind of consumption as giving them 
potentially a certain amount of satisfaction or pleasure that they can’t get from a 
standardized product. So in that sense a unique product is something that is scarce, 
has a scarcity value, and provides a certain kind of experience or a certain kind of 
satisfaction or pleasure that you can’t get from more standardized readily-available 
things. … Uniqueness in that sense I think has economic value (2009). 

“It’s kind of ad-hoc,” Esme explained her understanding of unique and authentic. “I 

was thinking about a lack of generic-ness about it, a real kind of community-initiated event 

that would be really different. … I think really I guess it’s the kind of commercialism” 

(2010). Along similar lines as the community-initiated event, Elias opined: “The term 

authentic was, I think, an attempt to find a word maybe that hasn’t suffered from overuse 

yet, as a way of describing some of those sort of homegrown Austin elements. And that 

when you have an authentic experience, it is an engagement with one of those homegrown 

entities that doesn’t seem filtered by any sort of agent outside Austin” (2010). 

Other respondents, when asked to explain the meaning of uniqueness and 

authenticity when used in the plan, took the opportunity to simply stress how unique 

Austin is: “That’s why we’re so seductive on the national front. It’s because we have this very 

unusual, very Austin-esque ecosystem. We don’t look the same, we operate differently, 

we’re kind of renegades in terms of the political socioeconomic systems” (Bertrand 2010). 

And: 

So these words, all those phrases that you just put together, are really an effort to 
describe a city that doesn’t describe the way others do. It just doesn’t. I guess maybe 
it’s audacious of us to say we’re not like anybody else, but we’re not. … So these are 
attempts to describe what has not been really described in cities before because it 
doesn’t fit anywhere. We’re our own genre (Bertrand 2010). 
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Without evaluating this claim in and of itself, it does seem clear that it is exactly this mode 

of thought that the language in the plan regarding uniqueness and authenticity is aiming at.  

To Bertrand, the terms required no explication; they are simply true. 

Even among those that wrote the CreateAustin plan, however, there is 

disagreement on the subject. Not all respondents saw Austin’s uniqueness as so self-evident, 

as Mae explains: “Those are Bill [Bullick, the plan’s lead consultant]’s words, the unique 

experience, and I think that’s probably his way of, the whole overworn  Keep Austin Weird 

kind of thing. …I’ve lived in 17 communities and God bless us, we’re not quite as unique as 

we think we are, but we are proud” (2010). This debate, however, does not address the 

question that was asked: What is the meaning of these phrases in relation to the culture of 

creativity? 

This question, moreover, never elicited a satisfying answer. Referring to creativity, 

Pearl answered: “I think that in a vibrant urban city, that if that is missing then that city is 

not unique. I’m not sure Austin is unique because of it” (2010). This response was perhaps 

the one that most directly answered the question of any other response, and it seems to 

directly contradict what is implied in the plan. While the plan suggests that Austin is 

unique and authentic in part because of its culture of creativity, Pearl sees the opposite 

cause-and-effect relationship—that a city is first unique and authentic and having a culture 

of creativity is a part of that. 

The question is a difficult one. It was designed to probe words whose meanings 

were elusive, or more pointedly, may be ultimately lacking in specificity. Overwhelmingly, 

research participants stumbled and struggled to answer the question. Their responses were 

often halting and apologetic. They were eager to give an answer, to cooperate with the 

interview process, even when perhaps there was not a good answer they could offer. All but 
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one participant, that is. When asked whether there was a link between uniqueness and 

authenticity and the culture of creativity, Zelda answered: 

I don’t understand and I’m not sure that they link. I don’t know how they link. I 
don’t know that Austin’s arts community is unique in any way versus some other 
community. There is this sense and Austin has been able to sell others on the fact 
that there is a lot of creativity going on here, but I don’t know that there’s more 
going on here than in Seattle or anything else. It may be that perception. But in 
terms of that relationship to what is authentic or inauthentic, I don’t know what 
that means (2010). 

Change and “Keep Austin Weird” 

Perhaps the only clear theme to emerge from this discussion of uniqueness and 

authenticity was the community’s conflicted relationship with change. This struggle with 

change was often identified with the slogan “Keep Austin Weird”. Several respondents, 

when faced with the question of the meaning of authenticity, related the word to an 

uneasiness with change on the part of certain sections of the Austin community: 

Authentic, there’s a kind of jokey observation about Austin that any time somebody 
who has been here any period of time meets somebody who has just moved to 
town, they say, ‘Oh well, you should have been here when blah, blah, blah.’ And it 
doesn’t matter whether it’s 1972 or 1984 or last week, that any time anybody gets 
here the best part of the city was when they arrived. And what that does is there’s a 
double sense of when people get here, there’s things about the city that people who 
like being here appreciate almost immediately, and then there’s always this constant 
danger or fear that the city is losing those things that they felt were special about it 
when they got here and fell in love with the city (Elias 2010). 

This fear of change is certainly related to the threat narrative which was a motivating factor 

for several of the research participants. The idea that the city is changing and is somehow 

losing something important is a potent motivator. 

Several participants directly connected this fear of change with the “Keep Austin 

Weird” slogan while at the same time distancing themselves from it, as Constance does 

here: 
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I think that that word unique is the sophisticated way of saying Keep Austin Weird 
and I’m happy to move beyond Keep Austin Weird. … You come to Austin for a 
reason because what you’re going to experience here is different than if you come to 
another place. I know there’s a lot of lamentation as to what Austin used to be, and 
we’ve lost all these, you know, the Armadillo World Headquarters and you’ve lost 
all these things (2010). 

Or as Thaddeus put it: “That’s the holdover from the old guard. That’s the ‘Keep Austin 

Austin” people. …There’s a holdout of people that think Austin should not change, that 

we’re losing our identity” (2010). 

While several research participants associated the words authentic and unique with 

“Keep Austin Weird”, each and every one who did so separated themselves from this 

perceived desire to avoid change, instead arguing that change is necessary or inevitable or 

good. All these participants noted a very salient characteristic of contemporary Austin—

conflict over the changing nature of the city—but rejected a popular attitude that they saw 

as against change. 

SUMMARY 

Before launching into a dissection of the various concept definitions given above, I 

feel bound to note some things about this plan and the planning process. The individuals 

involved in the writing of the CreateAustin plan herein interviewed engaged in discussions 

over complex problems and concepts with great thoughtfulness and honesty. There is 

nothing at all simple or straightforward at the intersection of arts, culture, creativity, and 

planning. The research participants that I interviewed engaged deeply, and perhaps most 

importantly, with a sense of curiosity and openness with these difficult concepts. This was 

evident to me after speaking for many hours with these individuals, and I think it is evident 

from reading the plan as well. 

With that said, the document, as with any document, is not perfect. Consistent 

with my social science training and general disposition, I approached the material both in 
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the spirit of curiosity and critique. As such, my interview questions and subsequent analysis 

have tended to focus on those places in the data that reveal ambiguity, inconsistency, and 

contradiction. This is not because I believe that the document or its contributors are 

deficient in some way, but because these rough spots open a space for inquiry that can often 

lead to unique learning opportunities and insights. 

One of these areas of contradiction has to do with the definition of the culture of 

creativity that sees Austin as intrinsically creative. This popular point of view defines 

creativity as something that is central to the character of Austin, and some argued was 

extant in every citizen of the city. In an earlier discussion of the purpose of the plan, one of 

the stronger themes that emerged was the goal of activating creativity in the general 

citizenry of Austin, not just those who call themselves artists or work in industries labeled 

as creative. 

These two themes contradict each other in that the plan appears to work towards 

realizing something that is already realized in the community: that all citizens are creative. 

At the same time as many participants in CreateAustin understand that creativity is 

something that people in Austin simply do—that it “is in our water”—many of these same 

participants have set the activation of creativity in Austin’s citizens as a goal that has yet to 

be accomplished. Certainly both can’t be “right”. 

The most logical interpretation is to question the assertion that all Austinites are 

creative or are part of the creative community. While nobody wants to exclude an 

individual from the creative community, to say that a person is not creative, it is certainly 

true that not all Austinites identify with this culture of creativity. Not all citizens see 

themselves as defined by creativity or as part of a community that defines itself primarily as 

such. As Zelda alluded to so pointedly, not all members of the community feel represented 

or want to be represented under the banner of the culture of creativity. If we take this to be 
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true, it suggests that participants in the CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan are defining the 

world as they see it; they are seeing the community through creativity-colored lenses. 

What is the harm in this, however? It is not as if these cultural planners are 

imposing their will directly on the people, or assigning community members a religion or 

specific set of beliefs. What is the harm in defining the community and its residents in 

terms of creativity? Or more broadly, in the case of the discussion over authenticity and 

uniqueness, what is the harm in using language that is potentially ambiguous or vapid in a 

planning document such as CreateAustin? 

The danger is in the potential misrepresentation of those the plan purports to speak 

for. If we take the uniqueness question as an example, even all those who contributed to the 

writing of the plan did not agree that Austin is particularly unique in the way that the plan 

verbiage suggested. In the question of the culture of creativity and its representation of the 

general population of Austin, the problem is that these words and this way of defining 

Austin’s citizens may not connect with these very same citizens. As the critical voice among 

research participants, Zelda suggested that it does not. 

This becomes particularly problematic in the case of the CreateAustin plan because 

of its broad and inclusive nature. The participants in the planning process made the very 

conscious choice to expand the scope of the plan and its language beyond a traditional arts 

and culture plan. They chose to define creativity broadly so as to include all people, but this 

inclusivity also brings with it the extra responsibility to speak accurately for these people. 

That many residents may not identify or see themselves as represented by the concept of 

the culture of creativity undermines the inclusive project of CreateAustin, and moreover, 

may alienate the very same people it seeks to represent. 

There is another area where the idea that creativity is intrinsic to Austin comes into 

contradiction with a previously emerged theme: the threat narrative. This contradiction, in 
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turn, refers back to a deeper narrative about change in Austin. A majority of research 

participants expressed in some way that creativity was intrinsic to Austin, that it is “who we 

are” or “in our water”. Many of these same respondents also expressed that creativity in 

Austin was in some way under threat by recent and ongoing change in the city. While this 

is a somewhat coarse summation of the two positions, the fact remains that these two ideas 

are in natural opposition to each other. The city cannot be naturally, intrinsically creative 

while at the same time this creativity is somehow being chipped away. One cannot argue 

that creativity is one of fundamental and defining characteristics of Austin and in the next 

breath state that this constitutive trait is under threat. That is, unless something very deep 

and fundamental is shaking the social bedrock of the city. And while the view that 

creativity was under threat was commonly repeated by respondents, none were alarmist, 

claiming that the creative sky was falling. 

In an interesting counterpoint, in fact, research participants proved themselves to be 

stalwartly change-oriented. They rejected those groups—the “Keep Austin Weird” 

people—whom they perceived as anti-change. Respondents saw this way of thinking as 

futile or regressive. Respondents saw themselves progressively, not necessarily in a 

traditionally sociopolitically-defined progressive mindset, but progressive as in moving 

forward—fostering and shaping change. 

Planning is an inherently future-oriented practice. It is interested in change, and its 

participants take normative positions on what the nature of this change should be. The 

participants in the CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan were no different. Despite their 

many reservations about the trajectory of current changes and their effects on the culture of 

creativity in Austin, they remain decidedly change-oriented. CreateAustin planning 

participants do not seek to arrest change, but to help shape it in such a way as to be 

beneficial for the future of arts, culture, and creativity in Austin. 
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III. Economic Development 

The CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan is inextricably and centrally tied to 

economic development. The plan makes this fact perfectly clear in the first paragraph of 

the executive summary: 

Arts, culture and creativity are essential keys to Austin’s unique and distinctive 
identity. Creativity is also the engine of the new economy. The creative sector 
contributes directly and indirectly to community prosperity through generating 
economic activity, providing employment, making Austin attractive to today’s 
mobile knowledge workers, and contributing to Austin’s quality of life (Bulick; 
Metropolitan Group; Creative Planning 2008, 2) 

Right here at the opening of the plan, the first sentence is about the character of the city 

after which the plan immediately shifts to a discussion of economic development. 

Given the tenor of the language used in the plan itself, it should come as no surprise 

that research participants in many instances were eager to speak about the arts in relation to 

economic development, or to couch their arguments in the language of economic 

development. What was more unexpected was the astonishing range of opinions and 

understandings of the relationship between economic development and arts, culture, and 

creativity expressed by research participants. Discussions over economic development 

proved to be the most complex, and often the most contradictory and ambiguous 

discussions that took place during the interviews. Given the centrality of the topic to the 

plan, this was ever surprising to me. 

The topic of economic development emerged throughout different sections of the 

interviews, but there was also a specific section of the interview guide directed at its inquiry. 

Its placement followed questions regarding the purpose and importance of the plan as well 

as questions over the meaning of key terms and concepts. The question contained two 

parts, the first part of which read as follows: “The plan describes a strong relationship 
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between supporting a culture of creativity and economic development for the city. How do 

you understand the relationship between supporting a culture of creativity and economic 

development for the city?” After this question was answered, the second part was asked: 

“How do the goals and outcomes of economic development support those of a culture of 

creativity, and how are they in conflict?” What follows is a summary of the responses to this 

question. 

CONNECTION BETWEEN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND ARTS, CULTURE, AND 
CREATIVITY 

Is there a connection between economic development and arts, culture, and 

creativity? The plan argues strongly for this connection, and no interview participant denied 

its existence. Several research participants stressed the existence of this connection in the 

process of explaining how they understood it. Describing the point of view from inside the 

city bureaucracy, Mabel explained the recent reorganization and the changes it wrought: 

Well, you know money, money, money makes the world go ’round. The city in its 
reorganization a few years ago pulled the Cultural Arts Division which is their 
cultural contact and put it into the [Economic Growth and Redevelopment 
Services Office, (EGRSO)] to place some strictures on the money that we were all 
getting. To say you can’t just get money to do art, but you have to show how you 
are attracting tourists to the community, how you are supporting economic 
development (2010). 

In this reorganization, the city brought the arts and economic development into a formal 

relationship, making clear that the two are, in fact, intimately connected and, as Mabel 

implies, placing the former in the service of the latter. 

In another passage, Constance argued similarly that economic development is what 

drives the creative industries, and that the creative industries, in turn, pay money back to 

the city: 
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The figure you hear thrown out there is the creative industry in Austin is a 2.2 
billion dollar industry in Austin. Everybody throws that figure out. And there was a 
study that was done and clearly, that is really, really significant, because in the end 
what drives this is money and what drives the reason that a city or a state is going to 
put money and resources into luring more arts investment and more arts is when it 
pays back to the community, pays back through taxes, pays back through wages 
that are then reinvested in the community that you live in (2010). 

The view that government will invest in arts and culture only if they can be shown to pay 

economic dividends back to community was expressed by multiple respondents. While 

some, like Constance, saw this is being simply a pragmatic reality, others went farther and 

viewed it as necessary and natural, as did Mae in the following comment: 

So I think that it seems to me it would be logical that there would be a connection 
between the cultural arts division and EGRSO and a plan that would connect us 
from the creative community to economic growth and development for the city. 
Otherwise the city—I’m a tax paying citizen. If it wasn’t going to be good for our 
city, then why should they be involved in it? (2010). 

The last sentence in this statement is surely a truism: a city should only be involved in an 

endeavor it sees as good for the community. And in Mae’s statement, “good for the city” is 

defined solely in terms of economic growth and development. 

ECONOMIC BENEFITS TO THE CITY 

Research participants identified a variety of specific ways in which arts, culture, and 

creativity have positive effects on the city vis-à-vis economic development. These economic 

benefits ranged widely and across the spectrum from the intangible to the concrete and 

measurable. Elias gave an example from the less tangible end of the spectrum: 

In my mind it’s also about innovation as a commodity. That Austin has always 
been, because of the concentration of artists and because artists are always looking 
ahead, wanting to develop something new, wanting to find the next curve and get 
ahead of it, there is a degree to which that becomes part of the civic identity and 
spreads into fields that don’t necessarily have or seem to be directly related to 
creative industries (2010). 
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Thus, creativity is reinterpreted in the language of commerce and capitalist competition as 

innovation, a necessary ingredient for success in both the local and global marketplace. This 

becomes increasingly important, so the argument goes, as Austin grows and becomes more 

and more a global urban center. Similarly, but perhaps more abstractly, Hester argues that 

economic development, in addition to growing jobs, is “also about a community that can 

sustain itself over time, and I think you need creativity to be able to do that” (2009). Here, 

too, creativity can be seen as the innovation that allows a community to sustain itself. 

Reiterating a common theme that several research participants mentioned, 

Cornelius said plainly of the arts: “It’s critical for the tourist industry which is a huge driver 

in this community” (2009). Arts and culture are widely noted and argued to bring tourists 

into the city, with the South By Southwest and Austin City Limits music festivals being 

perhaps the most widely known examples, which were cited be several respondents. 

As commercial and residential investment continues at its incredible pace in 

downtown Austin, the arts and culture become drawn into the conversation over 

redevelopment as well, as Pearl demonstrates: 

On our end, the business community realized, the development community realized 
that this is really important. If I’m going to build a condo or an apartment, it’s 
really great to have cultural institutions as a part of it. … So I think that the 
property ownership began to realize … that these things are really important when 
we lease space, that tenants will pay a premium if there’s a robust economy around 
that. They can walk to 125 restaurants; they can go see a play. Whether they ever 
take advantage of it or not, there’s a real estate premium to have them located 
there. So the idea of having a healthy cultural economy becomes more and more 
important (2010). 

Thus, cultural and creative assets have an effect on real estate markets that property 

investors, owners, and tenants recognize. 

Constance—without using the word—invoked the idea of the multiplier effects of 

a functioning creative economy: 
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[There is] an economy here that supports artists and they’re earning a living wage in 
the arts, you’re buying a house, you have a mortgage, you’re buying local, you’re 
eating, socializing, spending your money here. So if you’re earning a living wage 
you’re spending those resources back in your community. You’re getting people to 
buy tickets. You’re paying not just the artist but you’re paying sound technicians. 
You’re paying people that work in all these industries, whether it’s a theater setting 
or a movie set, the whole gamut of industry that it takes just to present a play and 
make a movie and to publish a book and all the costs that are incurred in that 
(2010). 

In this multiplier effect argument, the economics of the individual artist are recognized and 

brought into the discussion, but only inasmuch as the artist’s wages get spent and are thus 

reinvested in the larger Austin economy. Constance also assumes that the artist is making a 

living wage, a contested issue that I will return to later on. 

Attracting Industry 

While the above economic benefits were cited by only a few or in some cases by 

only a single respondent, much more commonly cited was the argument that the art and 

culture attract industry to the city. Prudence’s comment on the subject is representative of 

many similar comments made during interviews: “The other huge economic development 

driver would be when you have a community like this that people want to live in and you 

feel good being here because it’s creative and young and vibrant is you attract businesses” 

(2010). 

This was an oft-repeated argument in interviews. Economic development was most 

often associated with attracting new industries and companies and the jobs that they bring 

to the city. This comment on the issue by Grover is typical: 

When you think about economic development … you’re talking about putting in 
new businesses or industries or that kind of thing. If I’m a new business or if I’m a 
new industry trying to figure out whether to come to the town, I’m looking at my 
workforce and how it impacts whether I have an educated workforce that would 
help at rates that I would want to pay, and I’m looking at quality of life issues. So I 
think that to the degree that there are lots of things going on that are creative and 
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that the community for that reason attracts creative people, I think you address 
both the workforce issues over time as well as the quality of life issues (2009). 

Although not always mentioned by name in interviews, this argument closely follows 

Florida’s (2002) argument that arts and culture attract an educated class of worker. These 

workers, research participants argued, would then be a draw for corporations to locate in 

Austin. Some respondents made even stronger arguments, as when Prudence remarked 

that the arts “play a real role in attracting industry, corporations to Austin. Without a 

doubt. … I think one of the reasons Austin is doing as well as it is in the recession is 

because of the arts, because we are an attractive place for people to come” (2010). 

This idea was taken generally as the accepted wisdom, although one research 

participant did temper the argument somewhat. It should be noted, as well, that this 

particular respondent is a university professor who has studied and published extensively 

regarding the arts and economic development. Although his position did not diverge wildly 

from the prior opinions, Hiram did argue instead that arts and culture: 

…can add to economic activity, but it’s more to sort of maintain diversity in the 
economy, to maintain your city or region as an interesting and attractive place. But 
the main value of artistic and cultural activity is basically I think to keep high skilled 
workers in a place, not to attract high skilled workers (2009). 

This argument does not quite repudiate the more optimistic opinions of the other research 

participants, although it is somewhat toned down. It maintains, as Hiram said, that “there 

is a kind of artistic and cultural dividend” (ibid.) with respect to economic development, 

but that art and culture may not actually attract industry. This point of view is only a full 

repudiation of those of other research participants, however, if economic development is 

defined solely in terms of attracting new industries and jobs to the city. 
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CONFLICT BETWEEN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND ARTS AND CULTURE 

This positive relationship between economic development and arts and culture was 

taken by most research participants as established truth. Though the exact mechanisms 

whereby art and culture contributed to economic development were variously understood, 

most research participants took a relatively uncritical view of the relationship between 

economic development and the arts and culture in Austin. As noted above, the second part 

of the interview question regarding economic development specifically asked about 

conflict. Answers to this question ran the gamut from recognizing no conflict whatsoever 

to seeing the relationship between economic development and arts and culture as highly 

problematic, and much in between. 

No Conflict 

A small minority of research participants sat at one end of the spectrum, seeing no 

conflict between economic development and arts and culture in Austin. Thaddeus was 

representative of this group, stating, “I don’t think we’ve seen a lot of development issues 

specifically hurt creative development” (2010). Similarly, when asked whether she saw any 

conflict in the relationship, Prudence responded: “No, I just don’t feel like there is 

altogether a 100% investment of corporations in the arts” (2010). Here again, economic 

development is seen narrowly as including only local corporations and their relationship to 

the arts—in this case arts funding—but not artists or artistic production per se. 

While those that saw no conflict whatsoever between economic development and 

arts and culture were a small minority, more common was a negative response to the word 

conflict. Even of those who would go on to describe a conflict of some sort between the 

two, either big or small, there seemed often to be an almost defensive reaction to defining 

it as such. In this regard, Esme’s response is representative: 
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I don’t see that they’re necessarily in conflict, but I’m sure some people do. They 
think that art for art’s sake should be enough, and it should be because I think 
there’s great value in it and thinking about how it brings value, how it brings 
financial gain to the city is somehow tainting that artistic product or keeping us 
from really appreciating how it is valuable all on its own, whether or not it does 
anything to foster tourism here in Austin or get more people out on an evening to 
spend their money downtown or things like that (2010). 

I cannot say precisely what prompted this type of response, but I can say that it was a 

common one. It is certainly curious and, at the risk of making broad conjectures, it seems 

that it may be conditioned by a cultural milieu in Austin that is sympathetic towards 

development and growth. In this milieu, it may be that defining arts and culture as 

explicitly in conflict with economic development would place arts and culture in an 

obviously weak strategic position. 

Invisibility of Arts and Culture to Economic Development 

Following from this tendency to eschew framing the relationship between 

economic development and arts and culture as one involving conflict, a number of research 

participants described instead a situation wherein arts and culture were invisible to or left 

out of economic development. Here Mae describes her struggle to have the arts be 

included in economic development and other policymaking: 

I’ve been trying to get into city planning for the last ten years. I’ve been trying with 
the chamber and everybody has been envisioning this and envisioning that and no 
one from the creative community has been at the table. But as soon as they’re out 
trying to get those businesses to come to Austin they’re right at our front door 
saying, can we have free tickets? We have a tour. We need everybody to know that 
we have a beautiful ballet, opera and symphony. We’re dragged out for that but 
we’re not at the table when the planning happens, only for the free tickets and the 
tour and would you come and speak (2010). 

In the situation Mae describes, it is the needs of arts and culture community that are 

invisible. The arts are visible insofar as they are used by the city or the Chamber of 

Commerce as a marketing device to draw companies to Austin, but the arts and culture 
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community is not made a partner in planning and development decisions. Zelda made a 

similar point when she said:  

I don’t know that the principles of economic development in and of themselves are 
there to support artistic production, but artistic production becomes a part of 
economic development. … I don’t know that I think that it’s in conflict, but I think 
it does not think about art. I think it is not inclusive of art (2010). 

In this way, art is leveraged by economic development, is subsumed under it, but remains 

invisible in its actual functioning and its needs, as do the individuals who participate in 

artistic and cultural production. 

Perhaps nowhere could this point be made more powerfully and ironically than in 

the following quote from one of the very participants in the CreateAustin Cultural Master 

Plan: 

So from an economic development standpoint … I think that you create well-
paying jobs, and I think that just intrinsically hopefully helps raise everybody’s boat. 
People who live here and the corporations who benefit here and performing arts 
that are here, I presume that there’s a direct correlation; I’ve never done the 
economic analysis between income level and people who support arts and go to arts.  
… I think that the goals of economic development where we talk about jobs is one 
piece of it. Bringing good jobs, bringing creative jobs, bringing jobs that, you know, 
Google comes to town or Samsung comes to town, I would presume a number of 
people in those businesses are musicians or artists and if they have the ability to 
work and make a decent living and support the arts or perform or whatever they do 
in that, that’s important (Pearl 2010). 

The first point made—that well paying jobs will “raise everybody’s boat”—is essentially a 

trickle-down economic argument claiming that raising the salaries of some will have a 

positive effect on all, and particularly on artists, who are often found near the bottom of 

the socioeconomic spectrum. Without engaging in a long digression on some higher-order 

political and economic issues, it should suffice to say that such trickle-down economic 

arguments are highly controversial. Pearl hazards a guess as to the mechanism by which this 

trickle-down effect functions: that an increase in higher-salaried individuals means 
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increased patronage for the arts. This may or may not be true, but it does not in the end 

directly address the needs of working artists. 

Much more problematic, however, is Pearl’s very conception of the artists in 

question. Here is expressed a total conflation of working artists with the high-salaried 

workers whose jobs are created by attracting corporations to Austin. Pearl makes the 

argument that should these corporate workers earn a good living, they will be able to then 

participate as artists and “perform or do whatever they do.” In this case, not only are the 

working artists that form the bedrock of the arts and culture in Austin made invisible, but 

they are consciously erased and replaced by corporate employees. This way of thinking 

makes the argument for the arts as a driver of economic development by attracting 

industries completely airtight and circular: The arts attract corporations which in turn 

supports the arts because the jobs created are in fact both corporate and artistic jobs. 

Meanwhile, the actual working artists are conveniently unconsidered. Although this 

opinion was voiced by only a single research participant, it is particularly noteworthy 

because the respondent was centrally involved, as were all research participants, in the 

conceiving and writing of the CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan. 

As I said, however, the point of view expressed by Pearl above was in the minority 

among research participants. More commonly, it was argued that arts and culture were 

invisible or left out of economic development. There were five respondents that made the 

explicit connection between economic development and the individual artist, arguing either 

that this connection is not made, or must be made stronger. Following from this point of 

view, Hester remarked: “I think economic development has to do with growing jobs, in the 

very traditional sense, and when you think about growing jobs, I mean, many artists live on 

the edge of poverty, so do you want to grow those kinds of jobs?” (2009). Hester’s framing 
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of the issue views the jobs created by economic development as jobs in the arts and culture 

sector, which was a fairly unusual definition in comparison to other research participants. 

Constance was more specific in highlighting the economic realities of many artists 

in Austin: 

I didn’t realize that when most of the bands play on 6th Street or in clubs that 
they’re not paid for their work.… I don’t get how we can continue to ask our artists 
to perform for free, donate this painting to this silent auction for free, do this for 
free because it’s good for you. You’ll get heard, you’ll get seen, your work will get 
out there, you’ll be on our website. How many times can we ask our artists to 
contribute and to keep volunteering and then turn around and say ‘We’re so great 
because we have this great arts community and look how vibrant we are’? … The 
goal here is to have artists earn a living wage (2010). 

Constance was not the only respondent to point out the tension between various groups in 

the city marketing Austin as a creative community while at the same time tolerating an 

often inhospitable economic environment for many of these artists. She advocates for a 

more stable economy for the working artist, as did Mae, when she said plainly, “There 

deserves to be a middle class of artists in America” (2010). 

Bringing the needs of artists and policymaking together in the most explicit 

fashion, Cornelius argued that “Artists or people involved in creative industries are people 

too, and they have to eat and sleep and recreate and they need to be governed well and they 

need basic services. And in fact their needs many times are more severe than other people in 

the community” (2009). Cornelius was a bit unusual in relation to other respondents in that 

he was unafraid to explicitly frame the relationship between economic development and 

arts and culture as one that included conflict. While a handful of other participants 

mentioned issues of gentrification and land values having a deleterious effect on artistic and 

cultural interests, Cornelius was the most plain spoken and unequivocal in describing these 

processes as problematic: “Clearly the way we’re developing—and I think the clearest 
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example is downtown—is pushing out the creative elements of the city and I think 

threatens the live music community because the centrality of all the clubs and other 

businesses that there’s just no way they can survive there with land values being what they 

are” (ibid.). His comment here is part of the threat narrative described earlier, but also 

connects that threat more explicitly to economic development than other respondents. 

Disconnect Between Economic Development and Arts and Culture 

While the respondents in the previous section argued that art and artists were 

invisible to economic development, or that the needs of artists need to be considered in 

economic development, Hiram made a similar, though more nuanced, argument. Over the 

course of a long discussion, Hiram argued that there is a disconnect between economic 

development and the arts in Austin that stems, in part, from a failure to see arts and 

cultural production as an economic activity. He explained: 

I always understood and detected that there is a kind of, I don’t know, cognitive 
separation in some sense of the people that are involved in [economic development] 
between people that are involved in promoting artistic and cultural activity and 
artists and musicians and so on and so forth, who see it in some sense as an activity 
and something they try to succeed at and make a living at, but they don’t really view 
it as a kind of job or firm or industry like other kinds of economic activity. … This 
is kind of emblematic of this kind of ambiguous and conflicted relationship 
between people involved in artistic and cultural activities as artists or as non-profit 
support of the arts, and for profit, formal firms and economic activities (2009). 

The problem here becomes not one of the arts and artists being invisible to economic 

development, but a failure to view the work of artists as economically productive, both on 

the part of the artists as well as other actors more traditionally involved in economic 

development. 

Hiram entered the planning process with this disconnect in mind, seeing 

CreateAustin as s potential venue through which these connections could be made: 
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I was interested in making the connection between artistic and cultural activity and 
economic development per se. …I would say it was certainly something that the city 
was interested in and concerned with, but I don’t think it was taken on or evaluated 
seriously from an economic development strategy point of view on the part of the 
city or the Chamber of Commerce (2009). 

In reflecting on CreateAustin, Hiram believed that these connections had not been forged, 

nor were they made a priority in the planning process. Although there was a lot of talk and 

rhetoric around arts and culture as economic drivers, the ways in which actual artistic and 

cultural production act as economic drivers and how this might be leveraged and 

strengthened both for the city and, importantly, for the individuals involved in artistic and 

cultural production, remained vague and unexplored. 

Hiram’s argument echoes that of Mae, who commented earlier on the art 

community being paraded out for the purpose of attracting industry, but not being made a 

partner in city policy making. Hiram describes the situation as he sees it, in a similar 

fashion: 

I think now the unique character of Austin and the artistic and cultural milieu is 
seen as a kind of positive marketing component of the bigger high-level economic 
development stuff … but the peak economic development organizations are not 
focused on artistic and cultural stuff. They tip their hats to and they allude to 
multimedia as being an industrial strength of the city and so on, but they haven’t 
really put a lot of focus on that. They haven’t really thought through in a deep and 
strategic way how that might be developed (2009). 

Again, the art and culture are seen to be used as marketing for the city. Those groups that 

are engaged in shaping economic development for the city—the Chamber of Commerce 

and city hall—recognize the value of arts and culture as a tool attract investment, but not as 

a meaningful site of economic production. While the CreateAustin planning process would 

have been an ideal opportunity to forge such strategic partnerships and advance policy that 

would recognize artistic and cultural production as an economic activity in and of itself, 
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Hiram did not see this being taken seriously or prioritized, nor was it accomplished in the 

end. 

Balance Between Economic Development and Arts and Culture 

Another related theme to emerge from research participants was that in the 

relationship between economic development and arts and culture, the needs of both must 

be balanced. While those needs may not necessarily be in conflict, some argued, they may 

not have equal consideration. This is the point of view that Mabel expressed when asked 

about the relationship between arts and economic development: 

There’s this whole movement for arts for art’s sake, because for the last ten years or 
so arts education, arts in schools has been sort of co-opted to say, “How does art 
help math, how does art help science?” … Then finally it was like, art is valuable just 
for its own sake. We don’t want to become art to help the math teacher. We’re art 
for art, and the studies show that it helps math too, so we shouldn’t have to be in 
the math class doing art. So that’s the same thing with taking an arts organization 
and putting it in economic and redevelopment—fine if that’s going to provide a 
stable base and foundation for the arts organization, but lets not dilute the fact that 
arts are there because they are important for the growth of the whole human 
(2010). 

In a similar fashion to Hiram’s argument, Mabel makes the case that art can be aligned 

with economic development, but economic development must also serve the needs of 

artistic and cultural production. Additionally, economic development must recognize that 

artistic and cultural production serves a larger purpose beyond economic development. 

Framing artistic and cultural production solely in terms of economic development 

serves to limit the arts and may have deleterious effects to the arts, as Archibald argues: 

I think that where it kind of is dangerous is that if we only think of [the arts] as 
economic benefit and the impacts that they are having, then we do lose a lot of 
what the arts are about. … I think that the freedom to express yourself could be in 
danger of being limited somewhat if you tie them too directly to the impacts that 
they have (2010). 
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Again, Archibald does not see artistic and cultural production as necessarily in conflict with 

economic development. He, along with most respondents saw them as strongly linked. He 

does, however, make the case that there needs to be some balance in the conception of this 

linkage and stresses that economic benefits represent only one aspect of these benefits. To 

define the positive outcomes of artistic and cultural production solely in economic terms, 

Archibald argues, is to do damage to them and to potentially limit the effect they have on 

society. 

These benefits of art to society are various and broad-ranging. While the economic 

benefits of the arts are certainly important—and especially salient from a civic policy 

making point of view—these benefits must not obscure the myriad other positive social 

outcomes. On the heels of this discourse on the importance of linking economic 

development with artistic and cultural production, Hiram asserted that “The main value of 

artistic and cultural activity is for the residents of the city; It makes the city a better place to 

live” (2009). This point can be missed when the arts and culture are discussed in terms of 

economic development, and its many forms will be explored in the next section. 

SUMMARY 

Economic development and arts and culture are indissolubly connected in Austin, 

both in the language of the CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan, as well as in the minds of 

those who wrote it. The specifics of this connection vary greatly across research 

participants, however. Respondents spoke extensively on the myriad benefits of arts and 

culture to economic development. These benefits covered a wide range, from encouraging 

tourism to fostering a spirit of innovation. The benefit that was most often stressed, 

however, was the purported ability of art to attract industry to the city. Although the 

effectiveness of this process is a hot topic of debate in the academy these days, among 
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research participants it went relatively unquestioned. Only one interview participant 

challenged its efficacy, and he is a member of the academy. 

While art and culture’s benefits to economic development were discussed 

extensively, what was often missing or marginalized in these conversations was how 

economic development might have positive effects on arts and culture in Austin. To that 

end, some respondents noted that the arts was invisible to economic development, or that 

the individual artist was invisible. It was also argued that arts and artists were not 

meaningfully connected to economic development. While those involved in economic 

development recognized the utility of arts and cultural production to their own endeavor, 

the fact that arts and culture production is economic activity in and of itself goes 

unrecognized. 

It was discussed earlier that the plan took the broadest possible view on creativity in 

Austin, seeking to include every resident of Austin as part of the creative community. This 

inclusivity was extended to the language used in the plan and to the envisioning of the 

stakeholders for the plan. While inclusivity is a virtue in planning, it is possible that in this 

case the inclusivity of the plan had the effect of obscuring the needs, activities, and 

contributions of those who form the very bedrock of the arts and culture in Austin: the 

working artists. In the most extreme case, one of the participants in the plan even conflated 

these artists with employees of tech companies who may dabble in the arts or music after 

work. In this way, the arts are seen as something that can aid economic development, but 

they are not economic development. 

Similarly, some respondents called for the need for balance in conceiving of the 

positive outcomes of art and culture. It may be true that art and culture have positive 

effects on the local economy, on school test scores, and a myriad other things. But, these 

respondents argued, we must not see arts and culture only in terms of how they act in the 
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service of other endeavors—economic, political, educational, etc. As Elias argued, viewing 

the arts in this way endangers the facility of art to be used as a means of expression by 

artists. There are other uses and positive outcomes of arts and culture which must be kept 

in mind, which will be discussed in the following analysis section. 

Still others viewed the relationship between economic development and arts and 

culture as wholly unproblematic, or were loathe to speak about conflicts that may arise in 

that relationship. In a city like Austin where development is the order of the day, it may not 

be strategic to speak of art and culture as in conflict with economic development. The 

challenge then becomes, however, to link economic development and the arts and culture 

in ways that have positive outcomes for the city and the artistic community, while 

addressing the critiques leveled above. 

The plan makes economic development one of its primary focuses, although it uses 

rather general language in how it defines this. For this reason, I sought to find out how 

those involved in writing the CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan understood the 

relationship between arts and culture and economic development. The answer to this, I 

found out, was complex and messy. Overall, there was little consistency—much less 

consensus—across research participants over what economic development is, how it 

functions, what its goals are (or should be), who it benefits and targets, and how it relates 

to art and artists. 

IV. The Function of Art in Communities 

While the interviews up to this point—from the purpose and importance of the 

plan, to concept definitions, to economic development—have been concerned with research 

participants’ understandings of the CreateAustin plan itself, this final section does not deal 

with elements of the plan itself directly. The final questions on the interview guide sought 
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to go deeper and explore the norms and values that form the foundation of the plan itself. 

These questions sought to understand how respondents understood the function of art in 

communities. That is, what does art do in communities and how? As stated, the language 

of the plan does not address these questions, but in seeking to support arts and culture in 

particular ways, it makes implicit claims about how art functions in communities. The 

purpose of this final interview section was to make these claims explicit, from the point of 

view of the cultural planners behind the CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan. 

This final section of the interview guide consisted of three questions: 

1. In what ways is art important for communities? 

2. What functions does art perform in communities? 

3. What are the ideal outcomes of art for a community? 

As with the other sections, there was great variation in the research participants’ 

answers to these questions. Many responded at first with what I call the ‘laundry list’. That 

is, they quickly rattled off a list of benefits, many of which had previously discussed during 

the interview. The items in these lists were often general, including things like education, 

uniqueness, sense of place, or economic development. 

It was common for these answers to refer to discussions of economic development, 

of course, somewhat generally. This comment by Hester was typical: “It can be a defining 

characteristic. It can set them apart in the world marketplace, make them distinctive” 

(2009). Other comments were similarly general, but referring to things not yet discussed, 

as when Bertrand asserted: “To me, in the end the justification is it exists. It has always 

existed. It’s going to exist” (2010). Like Bertrand, many respondents at first had difficulty 

verbalizing what it is that art does in a community and how. Usually, though, after a false 

start or two, the interviewee would begin to speak more freely. Once this happened, the 
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topics that research participants tended to focus and elaborate on fell very strongly into two 

broad themes: art as an instigator of change, and art as a common language. 

CHANGE 

“It’s that spark that takes you somewhere where you weren’t before” (Elias 2010). 

Research participants revealed themselves to be in the main both future- and 

change-oriented during the discussion of uniqueness and authenticity. This came across 

even more strongly when asked about the importance and function of art in communities. 

The above quote by Elias encapsulates this sentiment nicely. Art is not about standing still; 

it is about the new. It is about change—in the artist, in the viewer, in society. In this 

discussion two change-related themes emerged, the first of which being changes in 

perception and the second being changes in the individual as a result of art in the 

community. 

Changes in Perception 

Research participants spoke about the ability of art to change one’s perception, and 

more specifically, to change one’s perception of the environment in which a piece of art is 

embedded. Along these lines, several respondents spoke about outdoor or public works of 

art and their potential effects, as Constance does here: 

Why I’m so interested in site-specific work embedded in the community is that one 
of the goals to me … is that it changes your perception of that space and what you 
experienced. … On the side of the Radisson hotel the first year we did First Night, 
we had Luke Savisky doing a film. It’s an eleven story building and there’s this big 
blank wall, this film of flames and all this sort of organic action that was happening, 
11 stories high, and then there were dancers repelling from the side of the building, 
kind of being woven through this narrative of this film, and if you saw that piece 
you can’t drive by the Radisson any more without thinking of these kind of images 
(2010). 
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Although art of the kind Constance describes here is ephemeral, it has a lasting effect on 

members of the community who witnessed it. Even after the artwork is gone or a 

performance has finished, the art and the experience become bound up with the viewer’s 

perception of that space. The art calls attention to the physical environment as well as social 

processes that occur within it, and in the process can change perceptions and ways of 

thinking about space. 

This often happens because art situated in public is out of the ordinary, making its 

presence more visible. As Pearl noted, “Cities have to have unexpected moments, whether 

they are visceral, ephemeral, actual, physical…. I think that art is important to provide 

unexpected moments in our lives” (2010). These unexpected moments in the physical 

environment can be a catalyst for change. These changes can be of one’s perception of the 

community, or they can be of a more personal nature. 

Changes in the Individual 

It was common for research participants to describe the ability of art to effect 

changes in the individual, in ways of seeing, thinking, or acting. As an example, Esme 

spoke about a photography exhibition detailing the aftermath of the tragic racial violence 

that took place in Jasper, Texas in 1998: 

I think that it changes people; I think people walk out of that exhibit thinking 
about things differently. I think that art can raise really difficult questions. I’m used 
to thinking about it most in terms of literature or visual art, but I think art can raise 
really difficult questions and cause people to think about it in ways that change the 
kinds of decisions they make when they leave. Maybe not immediately but over 
time (2010). 

This idea of art raising difficult question was one that was expressed repeatedly, and will be 

explored further below. Not only can art facilitate difficult discussions, but these 

discussions, importantly, can lead to change in the individual. 
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These individual changes can be small or profound, specifically of generally 

conceived. More broadly, as Hester put it, art “Helps make a whole person” (2009). The 

changes that art can facilitate do not end with the individual. They expand in scale, 

spreading across individuals to effect communities in a larger sense. Through these small 

changes and discussions, larger changes and discussions can happen, accumulating and 

growing into broader social change in communities. The mechanism whereby this occurs 

was described by many respondents as art’s function as a universal language. 

ART AS A UNIVERSAL LANGUAGE 

When asked what functions art performs in communities, Prudence answered: 

“Well it’s obvious, arts is a universal language” (2010). While it may be presumptuous to 

claim the obviousness of this, the fact is that many of the research participants expressed a 

similar view on the matter. For instance, Constance described functioning of art in 

communities as providing a common language: 

There are all sorts of levels that art can speak to people, and the beauty to me of 
what at does is it provides a common language for all of us and it’s the strongest 
common language that we have. So it’s across foreign language, it’s across race 
creed gender sex everything, that to me is the most important role it can play in our 
world, is that we can relate to each other through music and art and dance in ways 
that foreign languages keep us from communicating (2010). 

Thus, art becomes primarily about communication. Art allows communication where it 

might not otherwise be possible. Where there are barriers, be they language, cultural, 

ideological, art can serve as the bridge. In this way, art serves to bring people together and 

to facilitate growth and social change. The use of art as a common language to facilitate 

change as described by research participants can be divided into two closely related 

outcomes: building community and making connections across social difference. 
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A Universal Language for Building Community 

Research participants described and often gave examples of art serving as a common 

language to convene or strengthen communities. Grover spoke about the Ballet Austin 

project Light / The Holocaust & Humanity Project which featured not only a dance which 

used the Holocaust as its subject, but included both public art and public dialogue 

components as well. Describing the project, Grover said: “It was art as a convener of 

communities. They were an instigator of conversation. Not all the conversations were 

great. There were angry conversations between people that grew out of those issues. That’s 

what art in a community can and should do” (2009). Through art, people are brought 

together and difficult conversations are both catalyzed and facilitated through the works of 

art. These conversations, respondents argued, could actually strengthen the communities 

themselves. 

Even more than this, these conversations can create community where none had 

existed before. Prudence explains: 

It’s about dialogue. And the various ways that we dialogue create understanding, 
relationships, plans, groups, that manifest into some sort of action that create a 
sense of belongingness that we call community. … People who are plunked down 
into one suburban neighborhood is not a community. They have to have a 
conversation, and they have to get out of their houses and create relationships and 
plan and then act on that plan to develop something that happened that made them 
feel a community (2010). 

Here Prudence explains that there is more to community than a simple geographic 

dimension, more than merely living in proximity to others. Community must be formed 

and it is formed out of relationships. These relationships, in turn, are formed through 

dialogue, and this dialogue can happen through and as a result of art. 

Art can also deepen community, or make its members more aware of it, as 

Thaddeus described: “It’s different for every community, but it celebrates what’s important 
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in those communities, and it gives people a link to their own culture” (2010). By 

celebrating a community, residents’ connections to that community are deepened. Just as 

community does not simply happen from people living in proximity to each other, 

individuals living in a community do no automatically feel a part of it, recognize their 

membership in a community, nor are they necessarily considered part of it. All of these 

things can happen through art, however. Similarly, Pearl argues, art “draws people to a level 

of social activity that reminds them that they live in a community” (2010). 

Art can remind individuals that other people live in a community as well, and it can 

serve to expand that community in the minds of its members. Art and culture, Elias opines, 

“can enliven and elevate a person and they can expand an individual’s sense of self to include 

other people, so that art enlarges the social sphere and makes connections within 

community” (2010). This principle of art serving to enlarge the social sphere is a little bit 

abstract. However, Grover provides an example of its functioning from right here in 

Austin. In the following passage, he describes the Night of Community program at the 

Ballet Austin, wherein tickets for the final Thursday dress rehearsal of each show are 

distributed for free through social service organizations, so that members of the 

community who would not otherwise be able to attend the ballet are afforded the 

opportunity: 

Art that is not accessible is real limited. … So there was just something about 
going to a performance at a ballet with an audience of people that are not valued 
the same way as other people in the community, and to go to something like the 
ballet where they are being treated exactly the same way as the person who would be 
treated sitting in that seat the next day. And they just do a mass run of tickets and 
at 7:15 there are faces pressing up against the doors and the doors open up and 
there are ushers with programs and they go sit down. There’s a measure of both 
dignity and sharing that comes from that. The guy who ran the food bank described 
that as, he said to me one time that his job is to feed people’s soul and this program 
fed people’s souls. That to me is art at its best (2009). 
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Here what Grover sees as “art at its best” is art which seeks to be actively inclusive, to 

expand community to include those who are generally excluded. In this case, it is not so 

much the artwork itself which broadens the community, but the way in which it is shared 

and administered. Still, this is seen as art at its best, for at least one respondent. 

Once communities exist, however, they do not necessarily persist. Communities 

and the relationships which form their constituent parts require maintenance and care. This 

means, among other things, community members must feel some responsibility for this 

care. This is another thing, according to Esme, that art can engender: 

I think it creates a sense of place and a sense of relationship with your neighbors, 
and a sense of belonging to a community, and a sense of personal responsibility of 
that community. I think it helps us be better stewards of our resources, whether 
they’re physical resources like the water and the creek that runs through that park 
you’re having a picnic at, or you become a better steward of the buildings that 
surround that park and you care about whether or not the houses are being torn 
down (2010). 

This point, in some sense, brings us back to art’s function in altering perception of the 

environment. Not only can art change perception of the surrounding environment, but it 

can engender greater attachment and even a feeling of responsibility for that environment 

in the individual. It is quite natural, after all, that a greater acuity for the surrounding 

environment would lead to greater attachment and care for it. 

A Universal Language for Making Connections Across Social Difference 

While the above discussion centers around how art can engender and strengthen ties 

within a community, research participants also spoke about the related concept of making 

connections across difference. While the lines between these two concepts certainly blur, 

there is a certain implicit inside/outside relationship between the two. Strengthening 

communities has largely to do with augmenting existing relationships within a community, 
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while making connections across difference has to do with the establishing of ties with 

groups often considered outside a community, in relation to oneself. 

Making connections across social difference with art has to do with breaking down 

boundaries between those inside and those outside a community. Archibald describes how 

he sees art functioning in this role: 

In my estimation, art is valuable for opening up those teachable moments and those 
opportunities to have dialogue because it suspends belief sometimes. If you put 
someone in a performance and have them emotionally invested into a performance 
or an experience, then they’re more willing to suspend their realities and talk about 
what could be or what may have been (2010). 

As Archibald describes, art creates the possibility of new relationships and new ways of 

viewing the world by creating dialogue. It can “suspend belief” leading the possibility of 

some new relationship. 

Suspending belief can be the first step towards making connections across social 

difference. But still, there must be a medium in which the exchange can take place. Not 

only can art suspend beliefs, opening a space for dialogue, but art—as a universal 

language—can also be the medium for the dialogue, as Thaddeus describes: 

We have art in [City Hall] and it causes all kinds of conversations. Some because 
people like it, some because people don’t. And so it creates a dialogue. It allows 
communities to communicate. We are visited by a lot of international delegations, 
and almost always the first way that we can connect with those communities is 
through arts and culture, because they bring musicians or they bring their artists. It’s 
sort of the universal language that bridges cultures (Thaddeus 2010). 

In this passage, Thaddeus describes both of the processes described above. First, the art 

opens up or catalyzes a dialogue. Then, as a language that anybody can understand 

irrespective of nationality, it provides the medium for communication across social 

difference—in the case Thaddeus mentions above, across nationality. 
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Thaddeus alluded to the fact that these dialogues can sometimes be sparked over 

disagreement—because some people may like a piece of art while others do not. And while 

Archibald described the ability of art to suspend beliefs held by an individual, it was more 

often the case that respondents described the ability of art to start conversations because 

that art is challenging and difficult. In this view, it is not so much that through an 

experience with art an individual will suspend beliefs, but that the experience may directly 

challenge those beliefs, creating an opening for meaningful dialogue and potential change. 

This is what Mabel had in mind when she described the relationship between art and 

conflict: 

I think communities that have a lot of culture and a lot of art have less strife, have 
less conflict. There is more opportunity for people to express themselves. I think it’s 
more creative problem solving, different ways of looking at things instead of the 
same old way. I think it’s just really healthy for a community to be challenged, …to 
have people sort of move out of their comfort zones a little. We’ve really lost that 
in this country, on a grand scale—the ability to have discourse, to just talk to 
somebody that has a different opinion and be able to talk and just be okay with 
having different opinions (2010). 

Here we see the idea that art challenges communities, moves individuals out of their 

comfort zones. Interestingly, though, what is described as challenging, a sort of conflict, 

actually leads to less conflict and strife as Mabel sees it. That is because the initial conflict 

that grows out of a work of art leads to discourse, which of course is the path to 

reconciliation of conflict. 

Cornelius took a very similar view on the issue when he said of art, “Sometimes it 

shocks people. Sometimes it threatens people. But you can’t make an omelet without 

breaking a few eggs. So it’s all part of the package” (2009). He continued along this line of 

though, paraphrasing a local artist who has argued: 

Safety is something that people want and they want safety and they want clean, but 
creativity kind of breeds in crevices and it breeds on edges, to use a landscape 
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ecology term, and that the gentrification usually begins on edges too because they’re 
affordable, because they’re places that allow people to do a broader range of things. 
So as the more we clean up our community and develop and make it nice and shiny, 
the less that creativity will be able to flourish (ibid.). 

Cornelius describes this complex relationship between art and conflict. Art can cause 

conflict, by shocking or threatening people and this conflict can also lead to discourse and 

resolution, as Mabel described. But there is an opposing force grounded in the desire for 

safety, for order and predictability, often expressed by members of a community. Cornelius 

argues that these safe and sanitized spaces, spaces that are “nice and shiny”, are not 

conducive to creativity. He argues, in effect, that creativity requires these edges, places 

where opposing forces can meet, where difference can mingle and disorder can exist, spaces 

of potential conflict. So art requires spaces where conflict can exist, often then goes on to 

cause conflict, which leads to discourse, which can then potentially lead new understanding 

and the resolution of conflict. 

Challenge and conflict are not the only way that respondents saw art as potentially 

leading to connections across social difference. A number of research participants saw a 

connection between art and empathy, as described by Prudence: 

I think that also the arts speaks to the product of humanity. It speaks to what it 
means to be human. It speaks to what it means to have humanity and to be humane 
to each other. So it speaks to our higher collective selves and so very often you have 
more success in creating dialogue, especially among people who think they don’t 
like each other, when you begin the dialogue through the arts (2010). 

Esme spoke very similarly on the subject of art and empathy when she said, “I think 

capturing individual stories helps us connect with other people and become more 

empathetic and compassionate human beings. … I’m really interested in the way it helps us 

understand each other better” (2010). 

Prudence and Esme both spoke about art allowing individuals to connect with 

something outside of themselves, whether it be some abstract greater humanity, or another 
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person. They were, however, a bit fuzzy on the mechanism whereby this occurs. While 

Hiram spoke about empathy through art as well, he did so with an added degree of 

specificity: 

I think phenomenologically, it allows us to really appreciate and in some sense 
comprehend and value different life worlds. To me, part of valuing artistic and 
cultural production is that it somehow tells us about our community and about 
ourselves and allows us to really understand and really get pleasure and enjoyment 
out of difference and diversity. … I think if you really are engaged and appreciative 
of artistic and cultural activity, I think it supports and expands tolerance, because 
you understand differences and distinctions and experiences better, and you 
appreciate them. So therefore you’re more tolerant of different people, different 
cultures that you may or may not understand much about, but you see that they 
produce something beautiful, interesting, engaging and that, I think, supports 
tolerance (2009). 

Hiram argues here that there is a phenomenological aspect to an artistic experience in 

relation to social difference. That is, when an individual has an experience with or around 

art that is made by or represents a “different life world”, then the individual is in some sense 

experiencing this life world. The individual is having an experience of difference and diversity 

through the art work and this experience can lead to greater understanding and ultimately, 

tolerance. 

These experiences of difference and diversity through art, leading to understanding 

and tolerance are not to be taken lightly, to hear Constance say it. There is a bigger vision 

on the horizon in whose service art may be put: 

I think the ideal outcome would be to create a community that is a whole, in the 
most altruistic global vision. This is a community without hate, a community that 
is not divisive, but a community that is unified. And that is pie-in-the-sky, that is a 
dream, but if you can use art as the tool for expression, a common language, it 
really is an opportunity to cross divides, to cross conflict, to be able to express 
yourself and to develop trust through a creative process with somebody that you 
may not agree with or you think you are at odds with, politically, religiously, color 
of skin, whatever your stereotypes and biases may be. I really feel that the arts, as in 
the active engaged process, the ability to express yourself and to share that with 
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people breaks down barriers and builds bridges. And that’s huge to think we would 
ever get to the point where we would be a conflict-less world, but I think that that’s 
one of the real tools that we have (2010). 

SUMMARY 

In comparison to the other preceding thematic sections in this analysis, discussion 

over the function of art in communities saw a great deal of consistency across research 

participants. While often participants initially answered the question with wide-ranging 

“laundry lists” of benefits, the aspects that respondents chose to focus on and discuss at 

length revolved around two closely related themes—art as a catalyst for change, and art as a 

universal language serving to build communities and make connections across social 

difference. 

It could be argued that the latter theme is in fact subordinate to the former. The 

outcomes of art being conceived of as a universal language all have to do with change, 

whether individual or communal, of perception or attitude. Research participants saw the 

function of art in communities as both causing and being the medium of change. Art in 

communities served both to change one’s perception of the environment, as well as to cause 

more profound changes in the individual. These individual changes were framed in terms of 

gaining new understanding in relation to cultural strife, questioning assumptions and 

learning new truths. 

In this way arts are a catalyst for change in communities, but as a universal 

language, they serve simultaneously as the medium through which change can potential 

occur. Respondents saw this universal language being employed to form as well as expand 

community, and to make connections across social difference. Of all these, making 

connections across social difference was the most often cited positive outcome of art in 
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communities. In this way, it was seen that art contributes to an increase in empathy across 

social difference and, ultimately, a decrease in social conflict. 

The issue of social conflict, however, is a complex one. Art is involved with 

different types of conflict, some of which are seen as having positive outcomes while others 

are merely social ills. It was asserted that the arts both require an environment where some 

conflict is present, spaces that are not made overly shiny and safe through redevelopment, 

in order to flourish. At the same time, arts often serve to challenge viewers and spark 

debate. These necessary types of conflict contrast social conflict based on social difference 

which is not seen as positive and, moreover, can be ameliorated via the arts. 

V. Implications 

PURPOSE 

This research examined the various goals, norms, motivations, and understandings 

of cultural planning in the Austin context—all from the point of view and in the words of 

working cultural planners. During their interviews, research participants discussed their 

understandings of what cultural planning does and their normative ideas of what it should 

do, as well as how cultural planning accomplishes its stated goals. More broadly, this 

research has asked how cultural planners understand the purpose of cultural planning and 

what its underlying norms and goals are—questions that remain unsettled and, I believe, 

too often go entirely unasked. 

Returning to the beginning of this analysis, research participants discussed their 

understandings of the purpose and importance of the CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan. 

These answers broke down into four different themes. Two of these themes were specific 

to the Austin context: the threat narrative and the process achievement. The other two 

themes—building a creative citizenry and economic development—are more broadly 
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conceived. As such, these themes connect more directly to underlying questions of the 

norms and goals involved in cultural planning. 

Inclusivity 

The CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan lists in the preface three overarching values 

used to guide the planning process, the first of which is inclusion (Bulick, Bill; 

Metropolitan Group and Creative Planning 2008, 1). When research participants explained 

that one of the plan’s primary purposes was to build a creative citizenry, at its core this was 

driven by inclusion as a planning goal. As was discussed extensively above, respondents were 

concerned that the culture of creativity would include every single Austinite and that the 

stakeholders and beneficiaries of the plan were considered to be the entire community. This 

certainly sounds positive, especially from the point of view of those within the arts and 

culture community in Austin, but this broad inclusivity is problematic and comes at 

somewhat of a cost, both practically and conceptually. 

The first conflict, as highlighted by Zelda, is that not all Austinites define 

themselves in this way, want to be included in a culture of creativity, or feel represented by 

its claims and interests. The CreateAustin plan claims to speak for the entire community, 

but certainly not all community members see their interests being served by defining 

Austin in terms of a culture of creativity. While the outcomes of this planning language 

may not exactly be disastrous for the community, they do expose a planning process that 

may be somewhat out of step with the broader community. Cultural planners who are 

inside of or closely connected to the art and culture community are viewing Austin through 

creativity-tinted lenses. The problem this poses is not in the negative effects that defining 

creativity broadly may have on the community; the danger is more in what may tend to go 
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overlooked as a result of defining the planning process and the terms so broadly and 

inclusively. 

What can become obscured by defining the culture of creativity so inclusively are 

the working artists in the community. It is certainly a good thing to work towards 

strengthening creativity in the entire community, but it is equally important, if not more so 

in the context of a cultural plan, to consider that group which forms the nucleus and 

driving force of the arts and culture sector in a city: the artists. While a generally more 

creatively engaged populous is a wonderful thing, it cannot replace working artists as the 

driver of art and culture, nor can it replace the social and economic benefits working artists 

provide to the community at large. Focusing so intently on the entire community as the 

target for creativity at some point diverts attention from working artists. Add this tendency 

to a similar one resulting from the intersection of economic development and arts and 

culture, and the working artist is in danger of becoming increasingly invisible to cultural 

planning. 

Economic Development 

As was made clear in the above section on economic development, the 

understandings of the relationship between economic development and arts and culture 

vary wildly across research participants. Respondents’ comments on the subject range from 

highly critical to wholly uncritical, complex to simple, nuanced to coarse, and all things in 

between. There is no one story, nor even a particular theme that stands out among these 

various understandings. To the contrary, perhaps the most salient feature of these interview 

portions is their wide disparity and frequent contradiction. 

But these are art and cultural planners, you may say. Is it too much to ask for a 

deeper and more cohesive understanding of economic development and its intersection 
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with art and culture? I don’t believe so, largely because the CreateAustin plan, in a similar 

manner to other cultural plans, makes frequent reference to economic development. It is, 

in fact, central to much of the actual plan verbiage. Moreover, respondents spoke often of 

economics in all sections of the interview. Economic development is framed as both a 

justification for the plan and for arts activity, as well as an outcome of further artistic and 

cultural activity. Economics is invoked, in the form of the $2.2 billion impact, as a power 

that those in the arts and culture community wield, while at the same time economic 

development is viewed as the driver of activity and is claimed as a source of legitimation for 

the arts community. 

In light of these planners’ frequent invocation of economic development, it is 

important for cultural planners to have a strong and nuanced understanding of the 

relationship between economic development and arts and culture, in order to make clear 

arguments on the matter. Beyond this, however, I believe that there is a danger in the 

varied and often coarse understanding of the relationship between economic development 

and arts and culture that cultural planners may hold. This danger involves the obscuring of 

both the arts and artists to economic development as well as some of the deeper 

importance and utility of art in communities expressed by research participants. 

As Hiram pointed out in section III of Chapter 4 on economic development, there 

was not made in this planning process a strong connection between economic development 

and artistic and cultural production. Economic development was not conceptualized to 

include and strengthen artistic and cultural production as economic development itself. 

Instead, as many of the research participants pointed out, arts and culture became a part of 

economic development, or a tool of economic development, while at the same time, the 

individual artist became invisible in an economic sense. Discussion of how arts and culture 

serve economic development were common, but an explicit conversation about how 
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economic development could benefit the artist often went missing. If we are to truly 

support and grow the arts and culture, it is crucial not only to leverage rhetoric of the arts 

and culture benefiting economic development in order to draw investment to the arts, but 

to strategize specifically around supporting the arts and artists as economic activity in and 

of themselves. 

PURPOSE OF PLAN VS. PURPOSE OF ART 

This focus on economic development also serves to obscure the ways many 

respondents understood the purpose and importance of art in communities. The need to 

link arts and culture positively to an economic development function serves to deflect 

attention from a discussion of the other important outcomes that art has for communities 

relating to change, building community, conflict, and making connections across social 

difference. Rosalyn Deutsche, in her writing about art, development, and gentrification in 

New York City, noted the dangers of the functionalization of the city: “The real efficacy of 

the functionalization of the city as a weapon of power in struggles over the use of urban 

space rests on its ability to deny the reality that such struggles are productive of spatial 

organizations in the first place” (1988, 7). 

While I am not arguing, as Deutsche does in this article, that city elites are 

mobilizing the functionalization of the city in order to disenfranchise or otherwise make 

invisible a vulnerable section of the populace, I would argue that conflict and struggle are 

being marginalized through the functionalization of art and culture towards economic 

development. As Deutsche notes, echoing the sentiments of so many other scholars, 

“production and use of the city is a conflictual process” (1988, 6). As discussed above, this is 

a sentiment many research participants would agree with. CreateAustin participants 

described in a positive light many instances of art’s tendency towards producing conlict, 
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difficult conversations, and challenging the community. Art was seen as both a cause and 

potential antidote to conflict in communities, with the long term effect of bringing these 

communities together and bridging social difference. Between the broad inclusivity of the 

plan which resulted in the partial obscuring of arts and artists themselves and art and 

culture’s functionalization for the purpose of economic development, issues of conflict, 

change, and bridging social difference did not find voice in the plan, despite their frequent 

mention when planning participants were asked about the function and importance of art 

in communities more generally. 

Returning to the fundamental issue of purpose, the question must be asked: What 

is the relationship between the ways research participants describe the purpose of the 

CreateAustin plan and the ways they describe the purpose of art in communities? Certainly 

there is overlap, but the substantive and prolonged discussions seemed to largely consider 

separate themes. How do we make sense of these different conversations? Grodach and 

Loukaitou-Sideris (2007) offer a useful heuristic in the form of a typology of cultural 

development strategies. Their system includes three different types of cultural development 

strategies: Entrepreneurial Strategies, Creative Class Strategies, and Progressive Strategies. 

They explain the defining characteristics of each: 

Entrepreneurial Strategies most clearly pursue a proactive, market-driven approach 
guided by purely economic objectives; Creative Class Strategies seek economic 
development through the provision of quality of life and recreational amenities; and 
Progressive Strategies follow a more grassroots and neighborhood-based approach 
to cultural development that seeks to respond more directly to the needs of local 
communities and arts organizations (ibid., 352). 

If we examine the way research participants described the purpose of the plan, these 

discussions would best be characterized as Creative Class Strategies. A further description 

of this type of cultural development argues, “Proponents of the creative city strategy 

assume that economic benefits will trickle down…” (ibid., 354). This point of view 
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certainly holds in many of the descriptions of economic development and arts and culture 

by research participants, wherein it was assumed that economic development for the city at 

large will be good for the arts, or in other cases, this issue was not even considered, leaving 

the artists and artistic production invisible to economic development. Grodach and 

Loukaitou-Sideris even offer Austin specifically as an example of a city which employs 

Creative Class Strategies in cultural development. 

If we, however, analyze how research participants described the purpose of art in 

communities in regards to this typology, the picture changes significantly. Respondents’ 

understandings of how art should and does function in communities tends much more 

towards Progressive Strategies. Progressive Strategies are further described in the article: 

“Success here is not measured in terms of economic growth, but the goal is to reduce 

economic and social disparities and raise overall standards of living through redistributive 

policies and the encouragement of citizen participation” (ibid. 355). 

The way respondents spoke about the purpose and importance of art in 

communities tended towards the Progressive Strategies as conceived by Grodach and 

Loukaitou-Sideris, although it is not a perfect fit. It is true that the success or importance 

of art in communities as discussed by respondents was not measured in terms of economic 

growth and tended to focus on neighborhoods or communities in accordance with the 

Progressive Strategies category. Respondents did not, however, advocate for redistributive 

economic policies or for working with grassroots arts organizations in particular. If this 

typology begins to break down in analyzing how respondents described the function of art 

in communities, it is because the typology is for cultural development strategies, while 

respondents tended to speak about things other than development when describing the 

importance of the arts in communities. 
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When it comes to cultural planning, however, development becomes central to the 

project. This begs the question: Are the ways in which respondents spoke about the purpose 

of the CreateAustin plan supported by their conceptions of the importance of art in 

communities? I would argue that largely they are not. The purpose of the plan—in its call 

to encourage a creative citizenry and in the ways that many respondents spoke about 

economic development—speaks strongly to a Creative Class Strategy, which tends to 

obscure art itself and the working artist. On the other hand, the purpose of art in 

communities as discussed by research participants—catalyzing change, building community 

and making connections across social difference—speaks strongly to the individual artist 

and the impacts of works of art. 

It is troublesome that these two discussions are so divergent. The question of the 

importance of art in communities has been marginalized in the CreateAustin planning 

process. It was not a discussion that informed the plan or the strategies that it advocates. 

This, I believe, was ultimately to the detriment of the plan. These two conversations must 

not be separated. The question of the importance of art in a community is of crucial 

importance to the making of a cultural plan. It must be, I argue, the normative bedrock on 

which the rest of a cultural plan is constructed. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION 

Planning is an unavoidably normative discipline. It begins with normative 

understandings of what constitutes an improved imagined future and it then strategizes 

around these goals. Cultural planning is no different. What are those normative 

understandings that cultural planning—defined broadly as planning with the goal of 

fostering arts and cultural activity—begins with? This paper has sought to uncover the 

norms and goals which underlie the practice of cultural planning. It has asked its research 

participants—in their role as cultural planners—how they understand their work. 

Participants were asked how they understand the purpose of cultural planning, what it can 

and should do, and how it functions to accomplish these things. They were asked how they 

understand the functioning of art in communities, what art can and should do and how it 

does these things. All these questions and their subsequent analysis was in the service of 

uncovering the goals and norms of cultural planning according to cultural planners working 

in the Austin context. 

What were these goals and norms in the case of the CreateAustin Cultural Master 

Plan? It is unclear. They spread across the entire spectrum of thoughts detailed above in 

Chapter 4. These goals and norms are represented in participants’ understandings regarding 

the purpose and the importance of the plan, discussed in section I of Chapter 4. These 

motivations and goals covered a wide and varied range, including: the process of merely 

getting stakeholders together; addressing a threat to creativity in the community; economic 

development; and encouraging a creative citizenry. Research participants’ understandings of 

key terms used in the plan—detailed in section II of Chapter 4—as well as their 

understandings of economic development and its relationship to their work as cultural 

planners—detailed in section III of Chapter 4—were all similarly varied. These discussions 



 89 

were all an attempt to unearth the goals and norms of cultural planning as understood by 

cultural planners working in the Austin context. What, then, can be said about these goals 

and norms at the close of these discussions. Certainly, there is no single answer that can be 

derived from respondents’ understandings of their experience with the CreateAustin 

Cultural Master Plan. 

I would argue that the normative understandings that cultural planning ought to 

begin with and be inseparable from are those detailing the importance and function of art 

in communities, however, about which there proved to be a good deal of agreement among 

research participants. Research participants spoke similarly about the desirable ability of art 

to catalyze change in communities, build and strengthen communities, and to make 

connections across social difference. These are normative positions taken by the cultural 

planners interviewed regarding the functions of art in communities. Unfortunately, these 

normative positions regarding art in communities were largely disconnected to the norms 

and goals involved in the actual cultural planning process. I argue that among the current 

confusion over goals and norms of cultural planning, a cultural planning effort should first 

identify what participants see as the most important outcomes of art and then strategize 

around maximizing these outcomes through the cultural plan. 

Moreover, as economic development is unavoidably a part of cultural planning, the 

way economic development around art and culture is conceived of and implemented must 

also support the normative preferred outcomes of art in the community identified by 

planning participants. For this reason, it is dangerous for cultural planners to have such 

wide ranging and often coarsely understood conceptions of economic development around 

art and culture. If cultural planners do not understand these issues well and advocate 

diligently and in a unified voice for economic development strategies that support the 

particular desired outcomes of art, it is unlikely that the economic development around art 
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that occurs will support these outcomes. If left to its own devices, or more specifically, if 

left to those parties in whose hands municipal economic development rests, this 

development will concern itself primarily with the needs of capital and the profit motive, 

not the needs of the individual artist or community, nor will the development address the 

identified preferred outcomes of art for a community. 

For this reason, it is important that cultural planning focus on artistic activity as 

economic development, not on the arts as a tool of economic development, as Creative 

Class Strategies do (Grodach and Loukaitou-Sideris 2007). Such a strategy would focus 

attention on the arts and on working artists while at the same time functioning as 

economic development. Making artists and art visible and central to cultural planning thus 

leaves room to focus on the positive outcomes of art for communities as discussed by 

respondents—catalyzing change, challenging community members, bringing individuals 

together in community, and making connections across social difference. In this way, the 

norms goals of art in communities become the same as the norms and goals of a cultural 

plan, and the transformative potentialities of art in communities can be made reality 

through cultural planning. 
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Appendix I: Interview Guide 

1. Name	  
	  

2. Occupation	  
	  

3. Describe	  your	  involvement	  with	  the	  Austin	  Cultural	  Plan	  
• Why	  did	  you	  decide	  to	  become	  involved?	  
• Why	  was	  participating	  in	  the	  Austin	  Cultural	  Plan	  important	  or	  meaningful	  to	  you?	  
• Were	  there	  goals	  or	  outcomes	  you	  wanted	  from	  participating	  in	  the	  Austin	  Cultural	  

Plan?	  
• How	  did	  your	  goals	  align	  and	  differ	  from	  the	  stated	  goals	  of	  the	  Austin	  Cultural	  

Plan?	  
	  

4. What	  is	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  Plan,	  as	  you	  see	  it?	  
• Did	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  Austin	  Cultural	  Plan	  change	  throughout	  its	  development?	  
• Were	  there	  points	  of	  contention	  in	  the	  establishment	  of	  the	  plan’s	  goals	  and	  

objectives?	  	  
	  

5. I	  would	  like	  to	  ask	  some	  questions	  about	  your	  understanding	  of	  some	  of	  the	  terms	  and	  
concepts	  in	  the	  Austin	  Cultural	  Plan.	  
• Explain	  the	  meaning	  of	  the	  concept	  of	  culture	  of	  creativity,	  which	  is	  used	  often	  in	  the	  

plan.	  
• The	  words	  habitat	  and	  ecosystem	  are	  used	  in	  relation	  to	  culture	  of	  creativity.	  Can	  you	  

explain	  what	  the	  relationship	  is	  between	  the	  plan,	  and	  this	  concept	  of	  a	  cultural	  
ecosystem?	  

• The	  plan	  uses	  a	  series	  of	  related	  phrases	  to	  describe	  some	  of	  the	  things	  it	  supports,	  
such	  as:	  unique	  and	  authentic	  experiences,	  the	  city’s	  authenticity,	  and	  its	  unique	  
identity.	  
• Can	  you	  explain	  the	  meaning	  of	  these	  phrases,	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  culture	  of	  

creativity?	  
• How	  does	  the	  plan	  function	  in	  support	  of	  these	  concepts?	  

	  
6. How	  do	  you	  see	  the	  Austin	  Cultural	  Plan	  being	  important	  to	  the	  city?	  

• What	  are	  the	  Austin	  Cultural	  Plan’s	  contributions	  and	  what	  are	  its	  limitations?	  
• What	  are	  some	  of	  the	  challenges	  with	  implementing	  the	  Austin	  Cultural	  Plan?	  
• The	  plan	  describes	  a	  strong	  relationship	  between	  supporting	  a	  culture	  of	  creativity	  

and	  economic	  development	  for	  the	  city.	  
• How	  do	  you	  understand	  the	  relationship	  between	  economic	  development	  and	  a	  

culture	  of	  creativity?	  
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• How	  do	  the	  goals	  and	  outcomes	  of	  economic	  development	  support	  those	  of	  a	  
culture	  of	  creativity,	  and	  how	  are	  they	  in	  conflict?	  

7. How	  does	  the	  Austin	  Cultural	  Plan	  fit	  into	  the	  city’s	  larger	  planning	  agenda,	  and	  how	  
are	  the	  two	  in	  conflict?	  
	  
We	  have	  been	  talking	  specifically	  about	  the	  Austin	  Cultural	  Plan,	  but	  now	  I	  want	  to	  ask	  a	  
series	  of	  broader	  questions	  relating	  to	  art	  in	  communities,	  based	  on	  your	  ideas	  and	  
experience	  with	  the	  Austin	  City	  Plan.	  

8. In	  what	  ways	  is	  art	  important	  for	  communities?	  
	  

9. What	  functions	  does	  art	  perform	  in	  communities?	  
• How?	  
• For	  whom?	  By	  whom?	  
	  

10. What	  are	  the	  ideal	  outcomes	  of	  art	  for	  a	  community?	  
• What	  are	  obstacles	  to	  these	  outcomes?	  
	  

11. In	  your	  understanding,	  how	  does	  the	  work	  of	  art	  or	  cultural	  planning	  fit	  in	  with	  the	  work	  
of	  planning	  more	  generally?	  
How	  are	  they	  the	  same	  and	  how	  are	  they	  different?	  



 93 

Bibliography 

Adams, Jacqueline. “Art in Social Movements: Shantytown Women's Protest in Pinochet's 
Chile.” Sociological Forum 17, no. 1 (2002): 21-56. 

Archibald, interview by Adam Ogusky. Personal Interview (February 8, 2010). 
Arts Alliance, Inc. Cultural Plan for the City of Albuquerque. Albuquerque: Arts Alliance, 

Inc., 2001. 
Berg, Bruce L. Qualitative Research Methods for the Social Sciences. Needham Heights, 

MA: Allyn & Bacon, 2001. 
Bertrand, interview by Adam Ogusky. Personal Interview (February 8, 2010). 
Bryan, Jane, Steve Hill, Max Munday, and Annette Roberts. “Asessing the Role of the 

Arts and Cultural Industries in a Local Economy.” Environment and Planning 32 
(2000): 1391-1408. 

Bulick; Metropolitan Group; Creative Planning. “CreateAustin Cultural Master Plan.” 
Austin, 2008. 

Cameron, Stuart, and Jon Coaffee. “Art, Gentrification adn Regeneration - From Artists 
as Pioneer to Public Arts.” European Journal fo Housing Policy 5, no. 1 (2005): 39-
58. 

Chang, T. “Art and Soul: Powerful and Powerless Art in Singapore.” Environment and 
Planning 40 (2008): 1921-1943. 

Constance, interview by Adam Ogusky. Personal Interview (January 12, 2010). 
Cornelius, interview by Adam Ogusky. Personal Interview (December 9, 2009). 
Deutsche, Rosalyn. “Uneven Development: Public Art in New York City.” October 47 

(1988): 47-57. 
Dewey, John. Art as Experience. New York: Capricorn Books, 1934. 
Elias, interview by Adam Ogusky. Personal Interview (February 4, 2010). 
Esme, interview by Adam Ogusky. Personal Interview (February 2, 2010). 
Evans, Graeme. “Creative Cities, Creative Spaces and Urban Policy.” Urban Studies 46, no. 

5&6 (2009): 1003-1040. 
Florida, Richard. The Rise of the Creative Class: And How It's Transforming Work, Leisure, 

Community, and Everyday Life. New York: Basic Books, 2002. 
Garcia, Beatriz. “Cultural Policy in European Cities: Lessons From Experience, Prospects 

for the Future.” Local Economy 19, no. 4 (2004): 312-326. 



 94 

Gell, Alfred. Art and Agency: An Anthropological Theory. Oxford: Clarendon ress, 1998. 
Grodach, Carl, and Anastasia Loukaitou-Sideris. “Cultural Development Strategies and 

Urban Revitalization.” International Journal of Cultural Policy 13, no. 4 (2007): 
349-370. 

Grover, interview by Adam Ogusky. Personal Interview (December 18, 2009). 
Hall, Tim. “Artful Cities.” Geography Compass 1, no. 6 (2007): 1376-1392. 
Hester, interview by Adam Ogusky. Personal Interview (December 8, 2009). 
Hiram, interview by Adam Ogusky. Personal Interview (December 18, 2009). 
Hodder, Roger. “Redefining a Southern City's Heritage: Historic Preservation Planning, 

Public Art, and Race in Richmond, Virginia.” Journal of Urban Affairs 21, no. 4 
(1999): 437-453. 

Hubbard, Phil, Lucy Faire, and Keith Lilley. “Memorials to Modernity? Public Art in the 
'City of the Future'.” Landscape Research 28, no. 2 (2003): 147-169. 

Ley, David. The New Middle Classes and the Remaking of the Central City. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1996. 

Mabel, interview by Adam Ogusky. Personal Interview (February 5, 2010). 
Mackintosh, P.G. “'The Developent of Higher Urban Life' and the Geographic 

Imagination: Beauty, Art, and Moral Environmentalism in Toronto, 1900-1920.” 
Journal of Historical Geograhy 31 (2005): 688-722. 

Mae, interview by Adam Ogusky. Personal Interview (February 9, 2010). 
Markusen, Ann, and Anne Gadwa. “Arts and Culture in Urban or Regional Planning: A 

Review and Research Agenda.” Journal of Planning Education and Research XX, no. 
X (2010): 1-13. 

Markusen, Ann, and Kate Nesse. "Institutional and Political Determinants of Incentive 
Competition: Reassessing Causes, Outcomes, Remedies." In Reining in the 
Competition for Capital, edited by Ann Markesen, 1-42. Kalamazoo, MI: W.E. 
Upjohn Institute for Employment Research, 2007. 

Minneapolis Arts Commission. The Minneapolis Plan for the Arts and Culture. 
Minneapolis: Minneapolis Arts Commission, 2005. 

Pearl, interview by Adam Ogusky. Personal Interview (February 15, 2010). 
Perryman, M. Ray. The Catalyst for Creativity and the Incubator for Progress: The Arts, 

Culture, and the Texas Economy. Waco, TX: The Perryman Group, 2001. 
Pratt, Andy. “The Cultural Industries Production System: A Case Study of Employment 

Change in Britain, 1984-91.” Environmental and Planning A 29 (1997): 1953-
1974. 



 95 

Prudence, interview by Adam Ogusky. Personal Interview (January 29, 2010). 
Roberts, Marion, and Chris Marsh. “For Art's Sake: Public Art, Planning Policies and the 

Benefits for Commercial Property.” Planning Practice and Research 10, no. 2 
(1995): 189-198. 

San Mateo County Cultural Plan 2002 Logistics Group. San Mateo County Cultural Plan 
2002. Redwood City, CA: San Mateo County, 2002. 

Shaw, Phyllida. What's Art Got to Do With It? Briefing Paper on the role of the arts in 
neighbouhood renewal. Briefing Paper, Arts Council England, London: Arts 
Council England, 2003. 

Sharp, Joanne, Venda Pollock, and Ronan Paddison. "Just Art for a Just City: Public Art 
and Social Inclusion in Urban Regeneration." Urban Studies 42, no. 5 (2005): 
1001-1023. 

Thaddeus, interview by Adam Ogusky. Personal Interview (January 11, 2010). 
Tucson Pima Arts Council. Pima Cultural Plan: Needs Assessment and Strategies. Tucson: 

Tucson Pima Arts Council, 2008. 
Zelda, interview by Adam Ogusky. Personal Interview (February 5, 2010). 
 



 96 

Vita 

 

Adam Ogusky grew up in Michigan and received a Bachelor of Arts in Geography 

from Dartmouth College in 2004. Before embarking upon his MSCRP in the Fall of 

2008, Adam was variously employed as an environmental educator, ESL teacher, art 

teacher, bartender, and bread baker, among other things, in Wisconsin, New Hampshire, 

Ecuador, and Texas. 

 

 

 

Email address: adam.ogusky@gmail.com 

This thesis was typed by Adam Ogusky. 

 

 
 

 


