
 

 

ENGLISH: LANGUAGE ANALYSIS 
 
Graffiti 
 
 
The issue of graffiti being considered as art, and more specifically, if it should be allowed to remain 
on private property is discussed in the article 'GRIM WAIT FOR GRAFFITI RESIDENTS'. 
 
Helen Atwood contends that graffiti is an unwanted 'blot' on the landscape of residential streets, 
using an interview with James Cunningham to support her case, and further argues that the graffiti 
is not a symbol of art, but merely a 'dirty mess'. The accompanying image both supports and 
subverts the point of view expressed by the article, and allows the viewer to make their own 
judgement about the graffiti. Graffiti tests the boundaries of art; it may be considered so, but in 
granting it position on residential walls there may be precedent for other forms of 'art' to spread in 
the same way. 
 
With a condemning tone Atwood implores us to see graffiti as both a financial problem, and an eye-
sore, employing Cunningham as her spokesman. Through the use of negative words such as 
'garish' and 'defacing', Atwood attempts to position the reader on her side of the argument. She 
describes those against the removal of graffiti as 'outspoken' and 'non-residents', which cajoles the 
reader away from such standing points and reduces the authority of such rebels. This aggressive 
style leaves no room for the reader to comfortably consider the opposing argument, and the appeal 
to the readers’ sense of order and justice may persuade the reader to view the houses as 'otherwise 
tidy' too, and the act of graffiti its self savage. 
 
Atwood validates her claim by quoting a real-estate agent who states "just two streets over, your 
average house is worth $500,000. You'd be lucky to get two-thirds that amount on White Street." 
This statistical evidence from a figure of authority in the field of housing shows the reader than 
Atwood's claims are well founded, and researched, gaining the reader's trust in her arguments. 
 
Similarly, Atwood illuminates the lack of evidence shown by the CSA, as 'they claim' that the art is 
attributed to well known artists. This attempts to position the reader against the opinions of the CSA, 
and support Atwood's own. 
 
Atwood's tone shifts with each juxtaposing paragraph, as she mentions several sources who 
support her argument with evidence, and denigrates opposing argument that appear to lack weight. 
Through this structure she aims to persuade the reader that graffiti is an unwanted vandalism in 
residential areas, and is a bad example for future generation, whom are being raised in such areas. 
 
The image presents the viewer with a wall riddled with graffiti. While some may view it as a 'dirty 
mess', others, such as artists, may see it as a great expression of art and culture. The image does, 
however, largely support Atwood's argument. Illegible letters and crude sea creatures making rude 
hand gestures portray the graffiti as corrupt and not in the slightest 'iconic'. The parking post is also 
on a slant, conveying damage and disorder, as well as the no standing sign which may suggest that 
the graffiti does not belong in the area.  
 
On the other hand, the 1 hour parking sign from Monday to Saturday may also suggest that there is 
some place for graffiti in society; however, perhaps not in the place of residential housing. The 
image has attempted to suggest that although graffiti may be uncouth and sometimes unwanted, 
there should be a place for it, and it still has some value in society; perhaps due to its historical 
significance as suggested by the CSA. It allows to reader to choose a stance for themselves, and 
doesn't force them into either side of the argument. 



 

 

The article and image together create a harsh view on graffiti; giving the impression that it is largely 
unwanted in residential communities. The article uses an aggressive and biased tone in an attempt 
to condemn graffiti's presence and convince the reader of Atwood's position. By juxtaposing the  



 

 

supporting and opposing arguments with varying tone Atwood feeds the reader propaganda, and 
leaves little room for differing opinions. The image is more forgiving of graffiti. Although it portrays 
graffiti as unwanted in residential areas, it suggests that there is a place for graffiti in society. The 
overall effect on the reader is likely to position them against graffiti in residential areas, but perhaps 
does not condemn graffiti its self as a form of art. 


