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Abstract
The studio glass movement first arose in the Urfgdes in the early 1950s, and was
characterized by practitioners who wanted to digaglass from its industrial associations
and promote it as a fine arts medium. This moverbegan in a few cities in the eastern
part of the country, and in Los Angeles, but grdiguemerged as an art form strongly
associated with the city of Seattle and the Pugan8 region. This research studies the
emergence and growth of the studio glass movemehtei Puget Sound region from
1970 to 2003. It examines how glass artists antti8saurban elites interacted and
worked separately to build the support structures“art world” that provided learning
and mentoring opportunities, workspaces, artissicdation, audience development,
critical and financial support, which helped makasg a signature Puget Sound art form,
and the role that artist social networks, socigited cultural capital and cultural policy
played in sustaining this community. In particuliie research seeks to explore the
factors that nourish a new art form and artist cemity in second-tier cities that do not
have the substantial cultural and economic sugginrctures found in the “arts super
cities” such as Los Angeles, New York City, and Saancisco. This study contributes to
the growing literature on artist communities, anel toles played by social capital,
cultural capital, urban growth coalitions and pplat different stages of community
development. Results can assist policymakers muitating policies that incorporate the

arts as a form of community development.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

In 1971 a summer art workshop took place in rurasWngton, on a tree farm
north of Seattle. The workshop was an experimgmtajram in glassmaking, organized
by Rhode Island School of Design professor Daldh@iiand California College of the
Arts professor Ruth Tamura. The property on whighworkshop took place was owned
by a couple of Seattle arts patrons, local busmassJohn H. Hauberg, and his wife,
Anne Gould Hauberg. Nearly twenty years later,980, the Glass Art Society, a
professional association of glass artists foundedarning, New York in 1971, moved
its headquarters to Seattle, Washington, afterihglids second conference in Seattle
earlier that year. In 2002, the opening of the TamdMuseum of Glass institutionalized
glass as a Pacific Northwest regional art form.

The last 30 years of the twentieth century markedstrong emergence of studio
glass as a new American art form, with a globaltafpon and practitioners. This
emergence became strongly connected with the tBgattle. However, other places in
the region also benefited from this reputation. Tdmutation of the Northwest as a center
for studio glass combined with the fact that itsstfamous practitioner, Dale Chihuly,
was a native of Tacoma and a resident of Seattte the mid 1980s were major factors
in the area’s reputation and the creation of theofrea Museum of Glass. Tacoma's
decision to create a cultural district and to prtertbe city as a place for artists to live
combines two strains of cultural development poltbg emphasis on cultural districts

and cultural development in the 1990s and the mewent focus on artists as economic
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producers, and on attracting cultural creativesthrdcreative class” (Florida, 2002,

2005; Markusen & King, 2003, 2004; Markusen, 2005.)

The history of studio glass art in the Puget Soumdvides the opportunity to
examine the complex interaction among culturalgylcultural development, social and
creative capital, and artist community formatiorthe postindustrial city. This is a
particularly rich topic area for several reasonseQhis geographic shift occurred at a
time when Seattle was changing from a primarilykimay-class, industrial city to an
international center of the new high-tech/knowledgenomy. Like Seattle, the studio
glass art movement represents an American formethatged from industrial origins —
and gradually transformed itself to find a new imagd audience. From the 1950s to the
1970s, glass art passed through the status of@yageroduced object to a craft form to
the realm of the fine arts, while retaining coniat to its earlier heritage. Secondly,
glassmaking is communal and place-based by defmand practice. The studio glass art
movement involved a group of artists who were botaggther not only because of a
shared interest in a particular form of art, butéhese of the collaborative working
processes that glassmaking required, where skitikkaowledge are shared among team
members.

This study relies on research on the arts, ecormaficulture and urban
development, urban growth coalitions, theoriesoaia and cultural capital and social
networks, which reflects the complexity of the piasi of the arts and artists in urban
culture. The economic literature provides insigitbithe changing economic view of arts
institutions and artists and their contributionsghite urban and regional economy.

Political economy, cultural capital, and urban gitowoalition literature provides insight
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into the larger economic, social, and politicakcks that play into the goals of urban

boosters and forms of support for artistic produttnd consumption. The literature on
artist networks, social capital and systems of supfpr artistic production can
illuminate the nature of artist community formatiamd the important roles played by
social networks and Bourdieu’s concepts of embqdibgectified, and institutionalized
cultural capital (1986). This project provides gportunity to examine the range of
processes, policies, and actors that interact theelong term to create a vibrant artistic
community, seen from an urbanist perspective.
Research Problem and Context

Artists in the United States and Europe have ppeied in many ways in shaping
urban culture and place. As a group, artists ha@emlseen as change agents, harbingers
of redevelopment and gentrification, and also gsoirtant contributors to urban
economies and vibrant urban culture. However, ugudiolars have typically focused on
the role of flagship cultural institutions in urbeevitalization and economic development
engines (DiMaggio, 1986; Zukin, 1982; Strom 20022, Miles & Paddison, 2005),
rather than the processes of artist community ftionaMore recently, some urban
scholars have examined the roles of artists inhtEighood revitalization and
gentrification (Lloyd, 2004; Zukin, 1982) and thae of urban neighborhoods in artist
identity formation and cultural industry connecsqgloyd, 2004; Bain, 2003).
Comparatively little research has been done ondrtrat communities develop and grow
in cities that fall below the “global city” categom urban studies literature. In particular,

what are the processes, cultural and social faciois place characteristics that nourish a



new art form and artist community in a city farrfrahe “arts super cities” of Los
Angeles, New York City, and San Francisco?

This research is a case study of the studio glasoamunity in the Puget Sound
region. The research examines how glass crafterSaattle’s urban elites built the
support structures and “art world” (Becker, 200&ttprovided learning and mentoring
opportunities, workspaces, artistic validation,iande development, critical and
financial support, which helped make studio glasgyaature Puget Sound art form. In
particular, the research explores the role th&tasbcial networks, social capital, cultural
capital and cultural policy have played in buildiwgd sustaining this community over
time.

The modern studio glass movement, which advocaedde of glass and
glassmaking techniques as a fine art medium, begtne United States in the 1950s
primarily in New York, Ohio, and California. Theagraphic center of the movement
gradually shifted from its east coast origins t® Bacific Northwest, clustering most
visibly in the Puget Sound region, with Seattlésatore. The popular narrative of the
studio glass movement in the U.S. showcases its thoough tales of experimental work
by a small group of founders who had great artetnbitions though they lacked all but
the most basic technical skills. According to tession of the movement’s beginnings,
it was this pioneering group’s spirit of experimagign and willingness to share
knowledge that helped produce strong, localizedtasdmmunities and networks with a
common interest in the medium of glass. While gty is true, it is by no means the
complete story. Over the past few years a more tuogtory of international

interactions and connections has been acknowleaigg@dpread primarily through
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exhibitions. The artists in the studio glass movetm®t only depended upon each other

and drew together in particular places that prayithe support systems they needed, but
from the start they also realized the necessitgach beyond their local communities to
further their artistic goals.

The growth of the studio glass movement in theteatea during the period
from the 1971 founding of Pilchuck (a world-renowrgdassmaking school) in a rural
area 50 miles outside Seattle, to the openingeofTdcoma Museum of Glass in 2002, is
the focus of this study. During this era, a largenber of studio glass artists came to the
Pacific Northwest to study and settled, mostly @atfle, leading eventually to the city’s
and region's reputation as an internationally knawad respected center for art produced
using studio glass techniques. The Puget Soundi’egeputation as a center of
glassmaking and glass art also contributed to ¢eestbn of policymakers, planners and
business interests in Tacoma to support the foomatf the Tacoma Museum of Glass as
a flagship institution in a new waterfront cultudastrict developed for city’s
revitalization plan in the 1990s.

This study contributes to the growing literatureasist communities, and the
roles played by social capital, cultural capitaban growth coalitions and policy at
different stages of community development. Restdtsaid policymakers formulate
policies that incorporate the arts as a form of wamity development.

The Origins of the Studio Glass Movement in the Uned States
The origins of the post World War Il American studjlass movement closely
associated with two people, Harvey Littleton andriduck Labino, and two

experimental glassmaking workshops in Toledo, Ohitleton and Labino were key
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players in the first Toledo glassmaking workshagpsted by the Toledo Museum of Art in

Toledo, Ohio, in March of 1962. This Toledo workphs widely considered the founding
moment of the American studio glass movement, atiléion himself was profoundly
influential in shaping the initial movement.

The glassmaking industry in the U.S. became inanggsmechanized throughout the
twentieth century, and the role of the individulsgmaker diminished. When American
artists set out to work with glass, they had sdvssaes to deal with before they could
make progress in their artistic goals. One waddtle of teachers who knew how to work
with glass; another was the lack of tools and nlethat were suited to small-scale
production of glass objects. Yet another was tfiexibility and unpredictability of glass
as a medium. Without knowledge of production tegbas and the chemical properties of
glass, artists were frustrated by inconsistentlt®sor worse, no results at all.

Individual artists and craftspeople had been expenting with reviving the art of
glassmaking outside the factory setting, but iuneggl an organized effort to turn these
individual efforts into a movement. Harvey Littletavas a major force behind this effort
and the first Toledo workshop was part of the stygt Littleton was born in Corning,
New York in 1922, the son of a physicist who workedCorning Glass works. Littleton
was expected to follow in his father's footstepd bacome a physicist, but Littleton was
more interested in the arts. In 1951, he gradufated Cranbrook Academy of Art with a
Master's degree and took a full-time faculty positieaching ceramics in the University
of Wisconsin Art Department. The second person@atam with the Toledo workshop
was Dominick Labino, who was president and direofaesearch at Johns-Manville

Fiber Glass Corporation in Ohio. Labino learne8ltow glass earlier in his career and he



practiced it “as an occasional hobby” (Lynn, 200454). Labino’s interests as a
researcher were not confined to the experimentabliglass. He was also interested in
developing new tools and processes that would melke glass an artistic medium for
the individual studio artist. Labino and Littletérst met when Labino was taking
evening classes at the Toledo Museum School chAdtLittleton was teaching there,
and their shared interests in furthering the cafiggass as an artist medium was behind
the Toledo workshops.

The first Toledo workshops focused on glassblowirtge Toledo Museum of Art
provided the workspace, and some company glasskddveem Libbey Glass, a major
commercial manufacturer, volunteered their skdl$gtach an audience comprising arts
faculty from various universities, along with a fetudents (Lynn, 2004, p.54). Labino
provided some experimental 475-type glass marbktswere melted for use in the first
Toledo Workshop. The 475-type glass was developgahe of his research work at
Johns-Manville.

Perhaps because of these technical challenge) gilads in its early days tended
to attract practitioners who were interested intdatnical and scientific aspects of the
material, like Labino. Many of the early studio ggaartists, including Littleton, came to
glass from a background in ceramics, in part bexaftithe shared technical and aesthetic
aspects of glass and ceramics. Although he wasesttzl in working in glass from an
early age, there were few resources at the time frehose who had strong industry
connections. Although Littleton worked at Cornirmigfly during his student years, he
did not pursue a career there. As Littleton remamslie“So the problem was that all the

books and everything said you couldn't blow glasgdurself. And | worked in the
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factory long enough to know that | was not a coap@person. | couldn't work that way.

... So | became a potter, finally” (Littleton, 20DdIssues with the chemical properties of
glass and characteristics required for making e-&rts quality glass would continue to
be a major concern, one that inspired new techamdlartistic developments throughout
the following decades.

In spite of the industrial connections of glassrkstop participants and their
followers quickly moved to promote the artistic aiand character of the studio glass
movement and disengage the medium from its incugiast. Toledo workshop
participants returned to their studios and clagsa®with a mission to promote glass as
an artist medium. Although they were enthusiadtimua working with glass, their efforts
were limited by their lack of skill.

Littleton himself was less interested in teachitapgmaking skills than he was in
securing a place for glass as a fine arts mediumfathous dictum “technique is cheap,”
underscored his belief that the artist's conce® mare important than the material used.
“As Littleton says: ‘The ‘Technique is Cheap’ debatdicated we were not so involved
in technique but with the result when you turnedpbe loose with this responsive
material. Studio glass is unified by material ratti@an by technique™ (Warmus, 1998).
However, glass is a notoriously difficult mediunvtork with, and technical skills were
necessary to develop an artistic work from conoepto completion. These skills were
not easy to acquire in the early days of studisgla

However, the Toledo workshops and the educatioréénals that Littleton published

expanded the limited technical knowledge of glassattracted many students. After the

! Harvey Littleton,Oral history interview with Harvey K. Littleto2001, Mar. 15, Archives of American
Art, Smithsonian Institution. Interview conductegl Joan Falconer Byrd.



Toledo workshop Littleton returned to the Univeyst Wisconsin and started the
country’s first glass program there. Other univgriaculty who attended the Toledo
workshop did the same at their home institutionsl, @nsured that glass quickly
established a place among university arts progtanesighout the United States, at least
for a time. The University of Wisconsin glass prgrwas particularly influential, and its
graduates include many who are associated witP#odic Northwest. The most famous
of these was Dale Chihuly, a Tacoma native whoistldith Littleton at the University
of Wisconsin in 1965. From there, Chihuly went orstart the glass program at the
prestigious Rhode Island School of Design, andinllhe founded the Pilchuck Glass
School outside Seattle, Washington.
The Case of Artists in the Puget Sound Region

Markusen and Johnson (2006) documented the impartaii‘artist centers” in
supporting artist careers and building communitiylinnesota, and Jeffri (2002) notes
the importance of mentoring and apprenticeshipéndareers of jazz musicians. Pilchuck
certainly qualifies as an artist center that predi@pportunities for formal
apprenticeship, bonding among artists with simitégrests, and mentoring opportunities
for the growing glass artist community. The growfltollege programs and of art
programs in particular, as a result of the postdd/@var Il Gl Bill and other educational
policies, had increased the number of arts progimtate universities in the west (see
Table A.2); and several glassmaking programs iratka, including one at the University
of Washington in Seattle. They provided formal iheiag opportunities and also teaching

jobs for artists.
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The following sections briefly summarize the deyahents that the dissertation

explores in depth.

Support for glass crafters and art forms initi@gdyne from Seattle civic and
cultural elites who provided land and financial gogt for the Pilchuck Glass School, as
a continued expression of their desire to suppwdtmomote regional art and culture as a
form of civic boosterism. Seattle elites have awoented history of supporting cultural
institutions as a way to promote the city and attreew residents and businesses
downtown (Strom, 2003; Gibson; 2004), and suppgrérgroup of artists practicing a
new art form can be seen as an expression ofyihesdf elite activity. Dale Chihuly, an
art professor at the Rhode Island School of Desigplied for and received funding to
run a summer glassmaking workshop in Washingtomguhe summer of 1971. While
searching for a suitable location, he was introducetwo wealthy Seattle arts patrons,
Anne Gould Hauberg and John Hauberg. The Haubeegs ng-time art collectors and
Seattle boosters. Anne Gould Hauberg in partioukes active in many Seattle nonprofit
cultural and civic organizations. For example, sfas active in the Municipal Art
Commission, which was influential in establishirgp8le’s cultural policies and arts
agenda in the 1950s, and was a founder of the Ctieeaf 33, an organization that was
influential in rallying support for historic presgtion activities in the 1960s and the
preservation of Seattle’s Pioneer Square in th®4.97he Haubergs offered to let
Chihuly run his glassmaking workshop on land themed outside Seattle. They already
had plans to create an art museum, cultural cesuterupscale residential development

on this land, and an arts workshop fit with thels@p (Johns, 2005). Like the Boston
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elites who hoped to benefit socially and finangiéy starting a symphony (DiMaggio,

1986), the Haubergs actions also served a largarozg

Unlike the museum originally planned for the sites glass workshop, which
soon became the Pilchuck Glass School, was a pfaartistic production and education,
attracting not just tourists or cultural consumeis, cultural producers. Pilchuck
operated as the sort of artist center identifiedlaykusen and Johnson (2006), providing
access to learning and mentoring opportunitiegfarde range of community members,
bringing together amateurs with little arts or glasaking experience; teachers, and
accomplished artists across many disciplines. # avplace “where artists can learn,
network, get and give feedback, exhibit, perforng ahare space and equipment... these
spaces not only serve artists but contribute tm@eoc and community development in
their respective regions” (p. 7). In their studyaMdusen and Johnson hypothesize that
artist centers are one of the reasons why smalles tike Minneapolis-St. Paul, Seattle,
Boston and Portland have been successful in prognatd sustaining artist
communities, and Pilchuck had a tremendous inflaemcthe growth of the glassmaking
community in the region.

Participants in Pilchuck’s programs came from mplages, including the Puget
Sound region. Those who were already residentgattl® and the region came away
with an appreciation for glassmaking, and many tmecaupporters, collectors, or
producers of studio glass art. And many who camm fother places chose to stay in the
region.

Pilchuck students, teachers and staff who arrimetie Puget Sound area in the

1970s found an abundant supply of low-priced hayaimd workspaces in Seattle,
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because of the population exodus that occurrechdulnie local “Boeing depression” at

this time. However, because of the economic dowrdund the fact that this was a new
art medium, artists found few opportunities to stwvgell their work at first. Initial
support came from other artists and from localeg®k and universities who provided
facilities, equipment and potential jobs for glasssts.

As the artist population grew, locally based amnistworks developed, and the
combination of artist networks, artist centersrgadge, and local cultural policy helped
build multiple sources of support that made Seattie the surrounding region a
welcoming place for artists. Artist social netwovksre critical, and the presence of local
gathering spots was also important for developmigtasocial networks and for fostering
creative collaborations. Opportunities for formatlanformal learning, inexpensive
access to equipment and workspaces, opportunttieflaboration and networking
among artists all help an artist community develod grow, and these were important to
the studio glass artists. Pilchuck was an impoiantce of training, network building,
and information about resources, other artiststhadrt scene. Other artist centers key to
the development of studio glass in the region idelthe Pratt Fine Arts Center, and at
least one commercial studio established in the 49h@ Glass Eye. The Glass Eye was a
commercial glassmaking studio and gallery thatéi(L991) identified as providing
jobs and mentoring opportunities for local Seatlésts from 1977 when it was founded,
through the end of the 1980s.

Early galleries such as the William Traver Galleryseattle played an important
role in showing the work of glass artists and \atiialg the art form (Frantz, 1989).

Interactions among artists and the wider publiozgled by exhibitions, presentations,
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and educational programs for a general audiencelsarhelp build an audience for

artists’ work, and help support artists economyc@lackson, 2004; Markusen &
Johnson, 2006). A dense network of artists conatedrin one location can attract other
artists who work in the same medium or have sinniitarests.

The activities of local social and business elitesluding the Haubergs, created a
bridge between the grassroots bonding activitigb@frtists in building their networks
and the activities of Seattle’s elite society, aeeting these artists with cultural
institutions, funding sources, and markets forrtia@rk. Local arts patrons who served
on the boards of cultural organizations and amslifog organizations encouraged these
nonprofits to support and exhibit the work of dgiand crafters working in glass.
Washington does not have a single, centralizedii@llpolicy organization or actor, but
it has a number of local, state, and regionalagencies and supports the arts through a
variety of measures. In 1961 it established thehiviggon State Arts Commission,
becoming only the third state to have a stateaaygsicy, along with New York and Utah
(Schuster, 2003). The state established its fkst ih Public Places” program to fund
public art, and also allocated public funding fasgrograms at spaces such as the
Centrum arts center in Port Townsend, Washingtd®it4. Washington published its
first arts plan in 1978, providing not only symlaolialidation of the importance of the
arts to the state, but also financial and othenfoof resources to support local and
regional artists and arts organizations.

Larger economic and cultural shifts included tla$formation of Seattle from a
manufacturing and shipping economy to a centesdfirvare development. During the

1980s and 1990s, Seattle’s economy took off, fublesloftware industry growth, along
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with Boeing’s renewed success, and new industikesMlicrosoft, Starbucks, and

Amazon.com. Along with this economic shift new feref consumption and symbols of
postmodern culture arose, including coffee, grumgsic, and glass art. Lloyd (2004)
and Florida (2002, 2005) suggest that urban bohemeghborhoods in particular are
attractive to a new creative class, which inclugitists, accountants, web designers, and
software engineers, among other occupations. Duni@d 990s, the city’s population of
young, college-educated residents grew. Some eéthesidents, most notably the
“Microsoft millionaires,” benefitted greatly fronié region’s growing wealth and began
building and buying luxury residences in Seattld &s suburbs. As the population grew,
neighborhoods that formerly provided affordablésagpaces, like Ballard, Belltown,
Fremont, and Lake Union, began gentrifying (Somrb888). What were the
repercussions for artists in the increasingly espenSeattle real estate market? The dot
com boom of the 1990s placed financial pressurgb®artist communities along with
other lower-income Seattle neighborhood residesiteal estate prices rose and rents
increased in formerly affordable Seattle neighbod® Artists who were not financially
successful were pushed to the margins of the @tiés more affordable places in the
region or elsewhere. On the other hand, increasaddial wealth in the area produced
buyers with incomes for luxury goods, includingdfiarts and crafts objects, which

provided artists with new audiences and new patrons

In the 1990s, as its former industrial employecsetl down, Tacoma began to
plan a downtown revitalization, competing with Sledtio attract the creative classes and
tourists. Revitalization strategies included thed ross waterfront redevelopment,

renovation of historic downtown buildings includibignion Station, and a new downtown
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cultural district. Chihuly, a Tacoma native, appioad Tacoma civic leaders with a

proposal to start a glass museum, and was surgristteir immediate enthusiastic
reaction. In addition to supporting new culturajamizations downtown, the city
policymakers also developed plans to attract arfrsim Seattle to cheaper artist
live/work spaces in Tacoma, engaging in typicabmrbebranding strategies as described
by Eisinger (2000), Strom (2003), and Miles anddtsmh (2005), among others. Tacoma
engaged in an attempt to claim the title of glaseapital from Seattle, and in doing so,
helped strengthen the public brand of the Pugeh&as the center of studio glass art

production in the United States.

Organization of this document

The basic organization of the document is chroriolgvith some overlapping
sections where the major topic reached acrossifemology of individual chapters.

Each chapter explores the processes and contsgeoific events in each decade
between 1970 and 2003 to better understand thdagewent of the studio glass
community in the Puget Sound region.

Chapter one presents the background and contetttiforesearch, and provides a
brief history of the studio glass movement in theted States. Chapter two presents the
literature and theory upon which the research appras based. Chapter three describes
the research design and methods used to exploregsharch topic.

Chapter four focuses on the early 1970s and intreslthe basic setting for the
beginnings of the studio glass movement in theoredi explores the social, and cultural
and economic context of the city of Seattle, asctrdral location for the arts in the

region, and introduces the original group of astisho were active in the studio glass
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movement in the city at that time. One of the n&iants for this chapter is the first year

of the Pilchuck glass workshop, and the peopleantions that resulted in the
transformation of Pilchuck from a one-time worksho@ permanent fixture on the
regional arts scene.

Chapter five examines the factors that brought pemo and American studio
glass artists together over the decades, and slataw the artist networks that resulted
brought an international faculty to Pilchuck, axgp@ded the region’s reputation as a
center for studio glass education and productitmtime international sphere.

Chapter six turns again to the Puget Sound regiot focuses on the expansion
of the studio glass artist community and cultunédastructure between 1977 and 1985.
Chapter seven explores the claim by many in théigtgiass community that Seattle had
become the center of the studio glass world andolradaken Venice as the center of art
glass production.

Chapter eight examines the factors the resultéddrmproposal of a glass art
museum in Tacoma as part of the city’s economievelbpment campaign of the 1990s.

Chapter nine presents and discusses the reseadahg and conclusions.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Theoretical and empirical framework

What are the roles of the arts and cultural adtisiin contributing to urban
economic growth? Economists and arts administrdtave been attempting to answer
this question for decades with varied resultsotsking at the literature on arts and
culture-based development strategies, two basimappes are evident. The first
approach involves strategies and policies that esiph arts and cultural institutions and
promoted the creation of “big entertainment prgg&¢Eisinger, 2000), and the second
approach promotes policies that emphasize smalie sictivities, urban amenities, and
creative producers, including artists. The insitoél approaches that feature sports
arenas, festival malls, or flagship cultural orgations are designed to bring visitors into
central cities or to brand the city in the globadrea. Smaller-scale and occupational
strategies emphasize the importance of an eduaateatjve population, or attempt to
delineate how artists contribute to urban prospeuitd vitality, and how artists’
locational choices affect urban neighborhoods. Bla¢ghinstitutional and the people-
focused strategies are still promoted in varyinghbmations depending on the goals of
the urban boosters, growth coalitions, and polidsens:

Rhetoric about the creative economy, the crealags¢and creative cities is
common in debates about city planning and econdenvelopment. “Culture is both a
commodity and a public good, a base — though @lirogione — of economic growth, and
means for framing the city” (Zukin, 1995, p. 113 1998, the New England Council, a

group of business leaders and policymakers, begamtative to study the economic
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impact of arts and culture in the region and toimég promote arts and culture as a vital

component of the economy. Their view of arts artlioel as an industry cluster is one
that informs much of the current policy for pronmgfiarts and culture as a form of
community economic development.

This literature review presents the major debatdbke literature organized into
the three categories described in the New Englanah€ll’s discussion of the creative
economy (The New England Council, 2000):

Cultural organizations and related strategies;

Creative producers (in this case, artists) ancegystof support;

Geographies of creativity and cultural communities.

Cultural institutions in the urban revitalization p rocess

Arts and culture activities have been linked witbhan development and urban
image making in the U.S. since at least the nimtkeeentury. Collaborations among
business and cultural elites in support of culturatitutions are not new either. The
Portland Art Museum, for example, was founded i83.By a group of prominent local
businessmen who also paid for the first artworksyléection of plaster reproductions of
classical sculptures (MacColl, 1988, p. 313). Gualtinstitutions can help serve land-
based business interests by helping create ayosity image, which can in turn attract
urban investors and raise real estate values. @uklites benefit through an increase in
their group’s cultural capital and social prestiglbe Boston Museum of Art was founded
in the nineteenth century by a network of localesliknown as the Boston Brahmins.

While the motivation and control of the museum cdram this group of cultural elites,
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the land for the museum was acquired through tletefof a developer who was

interested in increasing the value of nearby prigege(DiMaggio, 1986, p. 202).

Nineteenth-century Brahmins created nonprofit oizgtions to consolidate their
control over local cultural institutions that seshveir needs, even while they claimed to
serve the public interest (DiMaggio, 1986). Contenapy cultural institutions have
sometimes been accused of this same strategy, lagl monprofit cultural organizations
become too closely allied with the interests okhlte group, the public interest that these
institutions claim to serve can be difficult to mdi¢y. Strom (2003) places culture-led
regeneration within a long historical traditionuwban boosterism but asserts that there
has been a “reframing of cultural policies” to het the interests of a variety of
stakeholders who hope to benefit from supportind)@omoting arts and culture. Strom
(1999) documents in detail the “urban arts coalitipartnerships and factors that
produced the New Jersey Performing Arts Center AC)Rn Newark, and the
revitalization of the surrounding neighborhoodsoBt describes the political economy
of constructing high-culture institutions in citgrders. In particular, arts institutions
depend upon the same sort of urban infrastruceqeired by commercial interests and
attract upper-income and elite population groups blusiness owners also seek to attract
as customers. Cultural institutions also servertonote the reputation and interests of
urban elites along with the image of the city.

Public policy, politics, local politicians, and tkhanging nature of the urban
economy over the past fifty years contributed ®phocesses of decentralization of jobs
and housing, urban decline, and revitalization Haate transformed the physical,

cultural, and economic urban environment. Thesegs®es and actions resulted in
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widespread middle-class flight from the cities, radb@ned and derelict housing, and

vacant or underused industrial spaces while strgngopulations of low-income people,
particularly minorities, in inner-city neighborha®dith diminished job opportunities and
services (Jackson, 1985; Massey & Denton 1993; M&d8klar, 1994). During this

era, participation in arts-related activities grewd new arts and cultural institutions
including art museums and performance centers laglein cities throughout the United
States, often as part of urban renewal projectsibee supposed to make cities more
appealing to corporations and to the middle anceuplasses. In 1954 tiNdew York
Timesnoted that the “city’s cultural attractions, inding ‘the theatre, the opera,
nightclubs™ attracted “corporate executives” te ttity (Zukin, p. 109, 1995). Increased
participation in and support for the arts in th&@®and 1960s can be attributed to a
combination of factors including the populationrig&se, increased education levels and a
rise in real income levels (Netzer, 1978).

With the rise of globalization, deindustrializatj@nd the new economic
emphasis on media and knowledge-based industries #ie 1970s, arts and culture
continue to play highly visible roles in variousoeomic and community development
strategies aimed at revitalizing cities throughbiet world. To thrive in the global
economy, cities must compete to attract not ondyrtiobile capital of multinational
financial, technological, and entertainment indastbut also to attract the educated and
mobile workers with the skills required by thesevgx industries. Cities have developed
a range of place-making strategies to competedsitipn in a global hierarchical
network of cities since the 1980s (Stevenson, 200@lural industries and activities

have been identified not only as profitable ecorseictors in their own rights, for
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example, through tourism and cultural events, g as important factors in a strategy

for place making and identity formation (Florid®04; Bulick et al., 2003; Stevenson,
2003; Judd & Swanstrom, 2004). Many cities focubeidr entrepreneurial efforts on
what Eisinger calls “building a city as an entertaent venue” (2000, p. 252). An urban
development approach that emphasized the econamialwtions of nonprofit cultural
organizations and urban rebranding strategiesentesaatpport for projects that
emphasized the construction of flagship culturatitations and central city cultural
districts (Eisinger, 2000; Strom, 2001, 2003; Tep@602; Evans, 2005; Miles &
Paddison, 2005). The arts were part of the pactegecomprised an urban quality of life
that included factors like natural amenities, atikee and safe neighborhoods, and good
schools.

Stevenson (2003) concludes that urban place-maitratpgies rely more upon
symbolic and idealized notions of cities than tdeyupon people’s experiences of actual
cities. At one end of the place-making spectruthés*Americanization” strategy, based
on urban spectacles and shopping. These citieshaunvan rebuilding projects, often
near harbors or on former industrial sites idesdifas blighted or decayed, to create
urban consumption zones that will attract touri8tsericanization-style projects are
designed to create an image of a particular cigraattractive and fun place to visit and
conduct business, and therefore are explicitly diateoutsiders. The resulting spaces,
such as Baltimore’s Harbor Place, Boston’s Quin@riét, or London’s Docklands, tend
to have a sameness about them that marks therolze glace-making spaces.

Stevenson places cities that use a set of develustrategies focused on “local

cultural identity, the promise of ‘authenticity’ éthe idea of creativity” (Stevenson,
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2003, p. 94) at the opposite end of the spectruns Jtrategy, identified as “cultural

planning” or “Europeanization,” is aimed at combigilocal cultural activities with
social and economic policies to improve the qualitlife for residents and foster
economic development. Cultural planning is broatigigned to include cultural
resources, activities, processes and productshiaugythat constitutes local culture as
defined by urban residents. Despite the languageithfenticity and creativity, the
cultural planning strategy, in practice, looks $anto the Americanization strategy.
Cultural planning tends to rely on image-creatingjgcts, such as historical building
renovations and new cultural events to draw pempbethe city, while investing little in
the people who are already in the city.

As the number and scale of large-scale projecte@ased in the 1990s, critics
began to question whether culture-based revitabzgirojects really delivered the
promised benefits. Although the resulting culturaked development projects sought to
attract tourists and technical and managerial torealass” members, these projects
often did not have the hoped-for economic benefitey not only reflect but can
increase income and class inequalities. Even wthesecreate jobs and stimulate
additional businesses, the new businesses tenmddtedow-paid service jobs that benefit
relatively few people in a limited area. Insteadyeherating revenue that benefits city
residents, large-scale cultural revitalization pot§ can result in further straining city
resources. In financially strapped cities, thesesltgpment proposals can graphically
represent the social inequality inherent in theahof “stadiums for millionaires or

schoolrooms for poor children” (Eisinger, 2000262).
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Diaz-Orueta & Fainstein (2009) and Lehrer & Laid{@909) examined urban

place-making strategies and noted that the AmeacahEuropean approaches were
merging, and both became reliant upon argumergsafiomic growth for their
justification. To these scholars, the new urbandaprojects” represent yet another twist
on old-style urban renewal, revised to implemerarae of approaches that forestall the
accusations leveled against earlier projects tleaewestructive of urban neighborhoods
and benefited only the elite property owners afhnireal estate developers. These new
projects promise “something for everyone” and idelpromises of sustainability, quality
of life, and public access to waterfronts and ofbamner industrial spaces remade as sites
of recreation, tourism, and retail activities. Whadr the promises, in the end, public
access is limited, developers and real estate torgebenefit much more than others, and
low-income ethnic minorities are displaced by thastvities and their resulting

economic revitalization, just as they were by eanlirban renewal strategies.

Growth machine theory provides one lens for undeding the context in which
real estate developers, along with local politisiamse the arts as an urban redevelopment
strategy (Logan & Molotch, 1987). In looking at thetions of local elites, Logan and
Molotch noted that it was important to understdmat urban elite groups share a
common interest in promoting growth. To these gspthe city is a growth machine”
(Logan & Molotch, p. 199), and it can produce gneatlth for those elites that can
formulate and carry out strategies to foster growtke key actors in growth coalitions
are local business people with strong intereskand use issues, “place entrepreneurs”
who typically have substantial investments in propand are in related businesses such

as real estate development and financing (Heyi®85)L Groups with a lesser financial
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stake in land development that are also actorsiarugrowth coalitions include cultural

organizations. These groups contribute to growtbroyging attention and possibly
attracting new businesses to an area (Logan & Mb)oCultural organizations can be
enthusiastic participants in growth coalitions as way to attract new audiences and to
enhance the reputation and status of their ownnizgtaions. In the 1990s, many cultural
organizations embarked on ambitious new buildirajgats that featured celebrity
architects to generate excitement about their azgéion and attract new, young, upscale
urban cultural consumers and tourists. Often thielimg was more of an attraction than
the art it held, such as the Guggenheim Museumliba8, designed by Frank Gehry,
which opened in 1997 to worldwide publicity. Inth2012 study of the cultural building
boom between 1994 and 2001, Woronkowicz et al.ddbat the average project cost
was about $21 million dollars, while the mediantagas $11 million. It was often

difficult to evaluate the success or failure of ghejects, because the goals of the
organization were often commingled with larger exoit development goals, and
frequently there were no specific metrics develojgesheasure outcomes even within the
organization that launched the project. Some ottliiral organizations did not have
the resources to support operational costs, andehand for new buildings did not
always justify the decision to build (Woronkowidza, 2012). In some cases, the
organizations were left with projects that wentrawadget, and buildings that were too
expensive to maintain, straining the finances efdtltural institution long after the

project was completed.
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Creative producers and systems of support

What is it that draws artists to urban areas anat\wghrequired to nurture artistic
activity in cities? Several scholars have expldhebries of artistic systems of support in
search of the factors that sustain artistic caraedscultural development. Becker’'s
influential sociological study of art worlds was amg the first. Becker (1982/2008)
analyzed the embedded cultural structures, syst@masnetworks required to support
artistic production and consumption. Other scholaduding Galligan (2000),
Heckathorn & Jeffri (2003), Jackson & Oliver (2003ackson (2004), Lloyd (2004),
Seifert, Stern & Zaman (2005), Markusen & Johntf}06), and Markusen (2006b)
propose categories and frameworks for identifyind analyzing support systems for
artists based on research that covers multiplescéind includes a diverse range of artistic
producers. Goldbard (2006) noted the importance@fltural infrastructure that provides
a foundation for “cultural information and resowstéGoldbard, 2006, p. 73) to support
creative expression in communities, while Landi§0@) describes the interaction of
people and creative organizations in urban seétine source for a “creative milieu”
that fosters innovation (Landry, 2000, p. xv).

Art movements arise in different places and tinaes| are shaped by and
responsive to the unique characteristics of the timd place of their formation. Similar
factors act to support artists and new art forme prarticular place. These similarities can
be identified to help support an emerging arts comity in other places. Jackson (2004)
took a place-based approach to analyzing systemgpgiort for artistic production, and
identified six “dimensions” that make a place hetalpie for artists: “validation,

demand/markets, material supports, training antepstonal development,
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communities/networks, and information” (JacksorQ£2®. 45). Becker (2008) proposed

that any particular form of cultural production sgsts of a complex structure of
collaborative and cooperative networks of actoid social norms that together worked
to sustain a particular form of art in a particd@ration and time. He called this
extended support structure an “art world.” Beckedrsussion of the different
components of an art world is compatible with Jaoksidentification of the different
dimensions of a support structure for artistic eesewith an additional focus on the
extended networks and activities that help crdaesystems that support a specific art
form.

Artist social networks are critical at all levetsforming and sustaining artistic
careers and artistic communities. Some forms dcdr@imore visibly dependent upon
formal and informal support systems than others.eikample, printmakers require
access to expensive and heavy printing pressepagdtially dangerous chemicals that
limit their choice of workspaces and can limit thebility to produce work, especially in
their early careers. Artists from all disciplingpitally operate in an entrepreneurial
fashion outside of institutional work settings. Yhely upon social networks for access
to educational and financial resources, informatroarketing opportunities and shows,
social support, and validation (Jackson & OlivélQ2; Jackson, 2004; Seifert, Stern, &
Zaman, 2005, Currid, 2007). The dense networktidtarconcentrated in one location
can attract more artists because of the avail&@sieurces, the benefits of belonging to a
community of interest, or simply through a desodé part of the scene. Once the

presence of a local arts community becomes welknda can also attract the attention
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of national culture industries, who keep an eyefoutultural activities to identify

possible new trends ripe for mass-marketing (LIG@0D4).

As artists interact in social networks, they crdaiads among other artists,
patrons, organizations, and among people withirctimemunity and far afield. These
connections can themselves become resources toefpérsonal, professional or
economic exchanges. Social capital is one wayfefniag to the resources that accrue
through social and professional networks (Bourdi€86, Coleman, 1988, Putnam,
2000). “Social capital is the wealth of the comntymieasured not in economic but in
human terms. Its currency is relationships, netwankd local partnerships” (Goldbard,
2006, p245). The benefits that have been attribittesdbcial capital include access to
power, economic advantages, and enhanced civithhéadtitutional actors can also be a
part of the network through which group relatiopshare formed that can become the
basis for group action beyond the organizatiorahiwork (Granovetter, 1973,
Coleman, 1988). Putnam categorized capital asrditbnding or bridging. Bonding
social capital describes the relationships and osdswvithin a group that strengthen
group cohesiveness. Bridging social capital dessriielationships that extend across
group boundaries. Bridging social capital can cahaeggroup to a more diverse range of
people, knowledge, and other resources that araaeesssible even through the collective
resources of a cohesive group with an abundantteeohore insular bonding capital.
Bonding and bridging ties are conceptually simitathe idea of strong ties and weak ties
that Granovetter (1973) described in his work oriadmetworks. The strength of a tie is
measured in four dimensions: “the amount of tirhe,égmotional intensity, the intimacy

(mutual confiding), and the reciprocal servicesahhtharacterize the tie” (Granovetter,
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1973). Strong ties basically describe relationskigthin families, close friends, and

some close-knit communities. Weak ties describeeoctions to casual acquaintances.
An extremely cohesive community characterized byagority of strong ties with few to
no weak ties could be fragmented, and unable toesstully work across group
boundaries. Bridging ties are important to prommateility for individuals, for
knowledge exchange between groups, and for beilegt@alsuccessfully organize to
promote the community’s interests in a larger pubphere (Granovetter, 1973).

In Florida’s (2005) critique of social capital @ities and the Creative Clase
noted that creative types had limited enthusiasmatd traditional close-knit family,
ethnic or neighborhood ties that Putnam (2000) datienbe critical to a civic-minded
community. According to Florida, bohemians prefdimesak ties and more inclusive
communities. Weak ties and looser social networkspted innovation and creativity
and therefore were more in tune with requirememt&fonomic growth (Florida, 2005).
But what does this say about artists as commungémbers? While Florida’s results
might imply that artists are not rich in bondingtital, studies of artist networks show
that artists’ close personal and professional nétsvare important to their survival
(Becker, 1982; Breitbart & Stanton, 2007). In spite¢he persistent myth of the artist as
solitary genius, art making activities and art eonption are products of collective
activities and systems of support (Becker, 1982dkard, 2006). However, in part
because of the strength of the solitary artist mattists tend to be ambivalent about the
idea of networks (Heckathorn, D.D. & Jeffri, J.030 Bain, 2003.). Artists seek out other

artists, but also continue to feel the need t&etout on their own (Bain, 2003).
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Cheap housing and workspaces are clearly impoidargn most artists’ low

income levels. The need for large spaces, workgases that often require toxic
chemicals (visual artists) or produce noises atfhiousound levels that might cause
neighbors to complain (musicians, sculptors) migdtessitate spaces in industrial-type
neighborhoods or areas shared with other artistse#s to affordable living spaces and
suitable workspaces, equipment, personal and miofes networks and positive
reinforcement of the artist’'s work are criticaldeveloping an artist community; these
resources are typically accessed through socialanks.

Other studies have focused on particular urbanheidioods, including Lloyd's
(2004) study of Wicker Park, Chicago, and Bain®0@ study of Toronto
neighborhoods, which examined the constructiorrtidtac identity, and the
interrelationship among neo-bohemian indie artidiuce and mass-market corporate
cultural production. Stansell (2000) researcheddh®ation of Greenwich Village as an
American bohemian enclave that influenced the tdoe®f modernism in early
twentieth-century U.S. culture. Markusen and Kig@Q3) conducted economic research
examining artists’ careers, locational choices eamgloyment in Minneapolis-St. Paul to
more clearly identify how artists contribute to tbeal and regional urban economy and
what factors affect artists' locational choices.

Urban neighborhoods with particular characterigtiesy important roles in
forming artist identities (Bain, 2003; Ley, 2003pid, 2004). Bain sees artists as “a
social group with a distinctive occupational idgntind a heightened awareness of the
availability, regulation and character of urbancgdgBain, 2003, p. 305). Artists choose

cities because of their energy, for cheap workspgm®ximity to other artists, sales



30
venues and customers. The Toronto artists Bainviete@ed seek out places with “an

edge,” marginal spaces “where difference and dityecan be effectively expressed” and
where their identities as outsiders can be reigreometimes as individuals, sometimes
within a community of other artists. The “organitdture of an obviously old or decaying
structure can feed creativity and provide spacéetwansformed; improvisational space,
“residual urban space ... that has not completedreition from one use to another”
allows artists to experiment and manipulate form sppace to meet their needs (Bain,
2003, p. 313).

Borer’'s (2006) analytical categories of urban iders and lifestyles, and social
interaction places and practices provides a usefgl for examining this aspect of urban
revitalization, as does Gluck’s study of the depetent of modernism and its connection
with nineteenth-century Parisian culture (GluckQ2) It was in the nineteenth century
that the image of the bohemian artist and the iflesion of artists as urban cultural
revolutionaries who reject bourgeois capitalistund were born. Rejection of middle-
class culture and beliefs was expressed histoyigathineteenth-century Paris through
the choice of the arts as a career, as well asghrolothing, behavior, attitudes, and the
decision to live a life of voluntary poverty withan urban community (bohemia) of like-
minded individualists, marginalized people, andetat outcasts (Gluck, 2005).

The term bohemia may have been coined to desanilaetist neighborhood of
mid-nineteenth century Paris but this phenomeniiiregists today, and “neo-bohemias”
can be found in cities across the U.S. and in Eufofoyd, 2004). Modern U.S. neo-
bohemias typically thrive in decaying urban indiagtcenters. As suburban sprawl has

proliferated, artists have also been drawn to solaer city centers or nearby
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neighborhood downtown districts. The historic pietof the bohemian artist as an urban

dweller with a distinct anti-bourgeois subcultuesipersisted, providing an enduring link
between artist identity formation and an examplBafer’s interaction places and
practices. Questions about how artists develomdistommunities within urban
neighborhoods derived from Borer’s approach migblude the following. What
interactions between urban “places and practiceaps artist identities today? What are
the processes that support the development of astismunities?

Lloyd (2004), and Markusen (2003; 2004; 2006) exediwhy artists are drawn
to certain cities, how they build creative commiasit and analyzed the ways in which
artistic activities feed into larger regional econo systems. While there are no
definitive answers to these questions, researchiges some insights into how artists
function not only within the context of a given tuhl economy framework, but as
members of a community. Regardless of how theyeehtime largest proportion of their
income, the artist residents in Lloyd’s study ofckér Park, Chicago identified
themselves as artists, in part because of the berghod itself. In Wicker Park, the
“symbolic and material resources” combined to supg@ formation of an artistic
identity (LIoyd, 2004). The neighborhood formediaportant part of their identity as
artists, just as the artists’ presence had shdpedientity of the neighborhood.

The Artistic DividendMarkusen & King, 2003), an@ihe Artistic Dividend
RevisitedMarkusen, Schrock, & Cameron, 2004), studiedathgs in which artists as an
occupational class contribute to local and regi@tahnomic development. These studies
claimed that previous economic studies of theragtgdected the vital contributions that

artistic activity makes to the regional economyarese they failed to consider the full
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range of artists’ economic activities. Traditioeabnomic studies put arts organizations

at the center of their analyses and in doing se@dishe economic contributions that
individual artists, writers, performers, photogra) etc. make to the regional economy.
Rather than the standard economic approach tathéhat measures the spending habits
and spillover effects from cultural consumptioniaties and tourist expenditures, the
authors focused on the economic activities of@ar{islarkusen & King, 2003, Markusen,
Schrock, & Cameron, 2004), bringing policymaket&raion to the economic potential

of artistic production activities. Cultural polisiegleveloped in the late 1990s placed more
emphasis on supporting artists as residents aratttts of other forms of economic
development.

Cost of living is a significant factor in attraagimnd repelling artists. Increased
rental costs in an area typically result in a digant out-migration of artists (Markusen,
Bain, 2003; Breitbart & Stanton, 2007). Artists Wweobeen displaced several times may
give up on larger cities, choosing instead smddirdfble cities that they feel are unlikely
to become gentrified because they are too far knawn cultural centers (Breitbart &
Stanton, 2007). Smaller cities, towns and rurahsieith affordable real estate values
also offer artists the possibility of purchasingitrown homes and workspaces, thus
avoiding displacement if and when gentrificatioldas them to their new home. And,
small cities and rural communities are often wglto provide artists with special
relocation benefits, with the hopes that a residetit population can perhaps spur some
of the very gentrification effects that the artigte trying to escape.

Artists sought out and continue to seek out urb&ghborhoods and

postindustrial spaces as valued locations for callfproduction activities, while many
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politicians, policymakers and developers essegta@andon these same spaces as

worthless. Artists comprise a small but constappsuof potential city residents and
provide much of the initial labor and image-creataztivities upon which culture-based
urban revitalization strategies are based.

Geographies of creativity and cultural communities

The idea that arts institutions belonged in centraan districts was bolstered by
studies such as Heilbrun (1992), who identifiedwal activities as urban “central place
functions.” Heilbrun observed that medium and laigjee cities in general tend to have
more arts organizations, but in larger cities wgiftong cultural activities, these activities
are a larger proportion of the economy becausgrhwth rate of arts tends to increase
more in larger cities. Heilbrun evaluated empiriealdence to support his claim that
large cities contain a “disproportionately largarghof a nation’s arts activity” (1992, p.
206). One of the reasons that the cultural econpragluces this type of scaling
characteristic is explained by the agglomeratidect$. The presence of cultural
activities draws similar industries to the samyg tittake advantage of the skilled labor
force and other inputs, and the presence of a letgter of arts-related employers draws
additional labor and related industries. Agglomerat can also produce new players in
the form of new firms or suppliers in a particuladustry.

Heilbrun (1992) calculated location quotients forlargest U.S. metropolitan
areas (SMSAs) according to the percentage of awighin the population. The location
quotient is a method for calculating the relatie@@entration of a particular industry in a
location. Heilbrun defined a location quotient toma precisely measure the proportional

share of artistic activity for a city by dividinge percentage of artists (defined as the



34
occupational categories of actors and directons¢els, and musicians and composers,

painters and sculptors) by the percentage of tipalpton for each of the selected
metropolitan areas. The location quotient that lbtaih calculated for the metropolitan
area groups indicated that the 10 largest metrigosireas had a location quotient of two
or more; the next 30 largest had a location qubseghtly more than one, and
metropolitan areas below the largest 40 had aitotguotient of less than one. A
location quotient of one indicated that the indystiare was roughly equal to what it
would be if employment in that industry in the nogolitan area were proportional to
employment in it nationally; a location quotienegter than one indicated a larger
concentration of economic activity in that industidew York City and Los Angeles had
the largest concentration of visual artists pefQ0,people. Other cities with a significant
artist presence were San Francisco, Seattle, arsthiigion, D.C. One interesting finding
Heilbrun noted was that his data indicated thataliartists tended to be more
“footloose” than performing artists with regardssttling in large cities. Performing
artists tended to settle closer to performance egnout visual artists (painters and
sculptors in this case), could more easily livpleces distant from the galleries and
museums that displayed and sold their work. Hislaremphasizing the central place
function of the arts noted: “some visual artistghenoved to more congenial or less
expensive locations” (Heilbrun, 1992, p. 209), aading that visual artists did not have
the same need for central places as did artsutistis and performing artists. This is a
behavior that other researchers have noted in negent research, and one that smaller
cities have used to their advantage as they seattréat artists to help build an arts or

tourism-based economy.
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Cities such as Paris and New York have long beemwhkras magnets for artists.

Los Angeles, New York City and San Francisco candresidered as first tier “Arts
Super Cities” because of the proportion of artistthe workforce (Markusen, Schrock,
& Cameron, 2004). Second-tier cities include thet méght cities with artist populations
greater than the national norm by 10% in the aggeedn 2000, these were Washington,
D.C.; Seattle; Boston; Orange County; MinneapotisPaul; San Diego; Miami; and
Portland, Oregon (Markusen, Schrock, & Cameron420Artists were attracted to the
top three cities (Los Angeles, New York City, areh$rancisco) for several reasons
including financial support for the arts, the preseof tourism, opportunities to
show/sell their work, spaces for artistic productamd residence, and spaces where
artists can gather and socialize or work with otiméists (Markusen & King). Other
factors included “amenities, quality of life, anal active and nurturing arts community”
(Markusen & King, 2003, p. 3).

Artists tended to locate in certain urban areasdiifigient regions attracted artists
with different specialties, creating artistic aggkrations (Markusen & King, 2003).
Although the top three arts super cities were ¢laglérs in all three artistic occupation
groups — performing artists, visual artists, wetand musicians — Los Angeles had the
most performing artists and musicians among iistgsbpulation, while New York had
the most authors. In the second-tier cities, Bostmhthe most writers, while visual
artists were more prevalent in Orange County amdi8ego. Cities with below-average
concentrations of artists included Atlanta, Dall@akveland, and Pittsburgh. Over the
past several decades, artists have been movingfawayhe largest cities in the studies

and moving into second-tier cities (Markusen, Scky& Cameron, 2004). Markusen
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and King noted that the existence and activitypifitanthropists, key arts

establishments, new arts venues, and outstandingaBdnal institutions” and a “vibrant
arts center” were important to attracting artidsaukusen & King, p. 15, 2003). The
cities they identified as second-tier may be abledmpete with the top-tier cities in cost
of living and livability. In general, artists whoegjust beginning their careers look for
smaller cities where they can find cheaper living avorking spaces, places to sell their
work and supportive social networks (Markusen, 8ckr& Cameron, 2004, Lloyd,
2004). Because their art does not produce enowgimia to support them, emerging
artists also require access to nearby jobs withildle working hours (Zukin, 1995;

Lloyd, 2004).

The increased number of artists in cities can béstraced in part to the increase
in middle-class migration to urban centers, andrbeeased number of artists in the
general population, due to population increasesaatsdorograms that were founded in
the 1950s as a legacy of the post World War 1l @lg®d subsequent policies expanding
support for higher education. Ley traced the histdrmiddle-class movement back into
the city from its origins in the political unrestdayouth counterculture of the 1960s.
Widespread economic prosperity for the middle ctasslted in “the distance from
necessity” that Bourdieu regarded as a requirefoenhe cultivation of an aesthetic
disposition (Ley, 2003, p. 253) and a continuingque of and disrespect for the
corporate world encouraged subsequent generatformith to seek out similar urban
venues and the “voluntary poverty” of the artist lnd its rejection of capitalist values.

However, the cultural capital of artists and thie that art plays in the marketplace (with
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or without the artist’s support) links them to fescof capital that have “appropriated

cultural production” and this includes the sitesdfstic workspaces and homes.

One of the drawbacks for successful artist commesis that they can spur
additional real estate development and gentribcatOften artists are seen as both agents
of gentrification and as its victims. In the 19%@sne cities were experiencing a sort of
urban renaissance as middle-class professionatstire technology, creative industries
and other new economy sectors settled in downtoeasaand inner-city residential
neighborhoods that provided the right mix of cidtlamenities and quality of life
(Florida, 2001; Markusen, 2003; Evans, 2005; Sati\2006). These new residents often
moved into and substantially changed former indaistpaces and urban residential
neighborhoods that had been in decline, often érigg gentrification in the process.
Seattle was one such city where this occurred.

Sharon Zukin (1982) documented the economic presasst transformed
former warehouse and manufacturing buildings of mtown New York first into artist
lofts and then arts districts. These same Soho spaides later were reborn as new luxury
loft districts and elite spaces of consumption Ksaio the efforts of real estate
developers, city policy, artists, and the medideadscholars have added to this particular
literature of urban decay and rebirth, and expandediterature to document the process
by which working-class and low-income ethnic or arity neighborhoods are
transformed by successive waves of gentrifiergnoiitcluding or beginning with artists
(Ley, 2003; Breitbart & Stanton, 2007). Over thetpgaventy years, the role of arts and
culture-based activities in revitalizing urban ridigrhoods has become so well known

that it is a standard part of many urban redevetyrtrategies (Evans, 2005; Sullivan,
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2006). Indeed, an arts, culture and entertainntestiegy has become so important to the

revitalization of the urban core that the “threeneénts making up the downtown
renaissance include a cluster of corporate toveersyfrastructure of tourism and
entertainment, and neighborhood gentrification'd@é& Swanstrom, 2004, p. 368).
Urban boosters and policymakers value the artcatidre in large part because of the
place-making and neighborhood redevelopment aspadtsheir ability to attract capital.

As resident artists are forced out by expensivesrarew artists cannot afford to
move in, so the process of creating a succesdfat aeighborhood can be self-
destructive for an artist community, although pgin@kers and property owners can see
it as a successful form of economic developmentogsthe United States, artist
enclaves including New York City’s Soho, Boston&tPoint Channel, Chicago’s
Wicker Park, and San Francisco’s Mission Distravdr gone through processes that
Zukin documented back in 1982. The processes atiogeneo-bohemia tend to
financially benefit interests that don’t includestartists, but that “economically self-
sacrificing dispositions find support in the solyiatructured field of bohemia” (Lloyd,
2004, p. 368). That is, the artists have a cultfuat values other concerns above the
profit motive, and this anti-capitalist stance aifoothers to exploit them economically
(Ley, 2003; Lloyd, 2004).

In addition to his work on social capital, Bourdigi®86) identified cultural
capital as another resource that could providefiisrie an individual or a group, but
was not generally included in discussions of ecanamapital. Cultural capital is the
combination of cultural factors including knowledgelucation, customs, and family

background that facilitate access to economic abpitpower, which Bourdieu saw as
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one and the same (Bourdieu, 1986). He identifiegletiorms of cultural capital:

embodied (habitus), objectified, and institutionadl. The embodied and objectified
forms refer to the distinctive, internalized cu#tpreferences and attributes and the
external expressions of these that mark a persameasbers of a specific class, economic
status, or cultural group. Academic education, Wwivalidates the bearer’s intellectual or
technical competency, and the status and econoeniefits such education provides,
constitute the institutionalized form of culturapital (Bourdieu, 1986).

Ley (2003) connected spaces of artistic produciaeh gentrification with
Bourdieu’s theory of cultural capital and the fielfdcultural production. Artists possess
cultural capital, and that cultural capital depemdgart on being independent from and
acting in opposition to economic capital Bourdi@@93). Education, especially the
specialized aesthetic education that defines grtisarks them as members of the middle
class, but their role as artists requires thenejiect conventional middle-class life and to
seek out places that are free from the taint ofroodification (Ley, 2003; Bain 2003).
Summary

The literature reviewed in this section providesisaonsight into the many, often
contentious, instrumental ways that arts and calltactivities are incorporated into urban
growth processes and ways of thinking about urbaceg, and the changing ideas about
the place of the individual artist and artist conmitigs in these processes. Artists have
been employed as change agents, singled out atsadayentrification and urban
amenities and, most recently, celebrated as tre¢ edrepreneurial worker in the new
creative city as researchers and policymakers henaedened the scope of their cultural

development strategies from the macro-scale thahasized cultural institutions
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(DiMaggio, 1986; Strom, 1999, 2003; Eisinger, 20D@z-Orueta & Fainstein, 2009) to

micro-scale activities that emphasize urban amesjiind creative producers (Landry,
2000; Florida, 2005). Smaller-scale and occupatistnategies emphasize the importance
of an educated, creative population, or attemplielmeate how artists contribute to urban
prosperity and vitality, and how artists’ locatibohoices affect urban neighborhoods
(Stevenson, 2003; Markusen & King, 2003, 2004; @u&007).

As Heilbrun (1992) observed, art in its institutaform continues to be a central
place function. The new emphasis on urban cregt@nt innovation expands the
geographic strategies that embrace cultural devedop as a form of urban development
into neighborhoods and places that might be reméreed urban metropolitan areas. The
arts and cultural activities and a creative wor&éocan play an important part in creating
a unique character and vibrant urban and regianat@ment. Cultural policies that
seek to attract creative producers (including @ijtiand promote cultural amenities
include tax incentives, cultural districts, live/fikespaces, artist relocation programs and
other strategies. Often these strategies may adetlee fact that the community is
already home to many creative people who do nohdéteconomists’ creative class
model. In some cases, what is needed is not nedgssainflux of new people, but a
concerted effort to develop the cultural infrastane needed to support the current
community (Goldbard, 2006). Research on people have engaged in cultural careers
has only recently taken center stage in the culdeeelopment literature, and includes
Becker’s (2008) art world model, and more recenpiecal studies by Jeffri's (2002)
study of jazz musicians, Jackson and Oliver’s (2@®3dy of popular musicians, and

Jackson’s (2004) study of artistic support struesuall of which found that social
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networks were critical for providing the resourtieat supported artists at various stages

in their careers. With their study of artist cemstévlarkusen and Johnson (2006)
demonstrated the importance of informal commungtyters of various types in
facilitating artist education and also helping tmect artists to opportunities. These
studies, along with literature on social capitad aetworks (Granovetter, 1973;
Bourdieu, 1986; Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 2000) cad 8ght on how artists benefit
from existing networks and support systems. Inipalgr, the social capital literature aids
in the understanding of how the artist networks rgg@e and expanded from the Pilchuck
Glass School to Seattle, and throughout the re@onding and bridging capital, and
weak and strong ties were all important to the tgraent of studio glass, and the
literature provides insights into how social andwaecrucial element in building and
sustaining the cultural infrastructure in the regio

Creative production, like other social processefacilitated, constrained by, and
enmeshed within the economic, cultural, politieald social context of the time and
place in which it is situated. In order to bettadarstand the forces that shape the forms
of cultural expression of a time, it is necessagneine the larger context as well. In
researching questions about how and why the sgldgs movement became a highly
public expression of the artistic culture of thegPuSound Region in the late twentieth
century, it is necessary to explore the factorsitifaiuenced its development, from the
micro to the macro level. While any such understandan only be incomplete and
fragmented, the literature that explores thesefaatan lead to a greater understanding,
and possibly provide insights into the changing i@ cultural production and cultural

producers in contemporary urban development.
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Chapter 3: Research Design and Methods

Introduction

This case study takes a qualitative approach tmeathe factors that supported
the emergence and growth of the community of ghatists in the Puget Sound region
(Figure 9.1) from the 1970s to 2003. This researdyzes the roles played by cultural
policies, organizations, major patrons, urban atremihousing and studio availability,
educational, institutional and informal networksattracting and nurturing artists who
specialized or worked in glass. Theories regardidturally embedded systems of
support for artistic production and consumptiorini the framework employed by this
study. These theories include Becker's (1982/2@@a8y)orld model; research on artistic
activities, careers and locational choices by Maeku& Johnson (2006) and Markusen
(2006, 2006b); and Jackson’s (2004) research @t adpport structures.
Research questions and expectations

The emergence of a large and internationally remolcommunity of artists and
crafters working with studio glass in the Pugeti®btegion over the last 30 years of the
twentieth century provides a unique opportunitgxamine the processes that shaped this
community in this place, and the factors that hew&ained this artistic community over
the long term. This study adds to the literaturesdoan artist communities, and can help
policymakers and scholars better craft policies pnodtesses to support a vibrant urban
cultural community at different stages of developm&his case can potentially shed
light on the various factors that comprise whatk&ealefined as an “art world” (2008)

and how art worlds develop in contemporary, smailies.
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The overarching question behind this researchiss tiow did an art form that

first emerged in the Puget Sound region with a bgralip of counterculture artists
experimenting with new art techniques (Figure @8)lve to become a mainstream form
seen as a tourism draw and instrumentalized as@romic development strategy
(Figure 9.4)? To answer this larger question, ésearch focuses on three major themes:
1) processes that generated and shaped artist setsirks that support artist
communities at the grassroots level; 2) roles tinké&n elites and growth coalitions
played in building support for new/emerging artnfigr and 3) policies that supported
artists and artistic production in contemporaryamiplaces. Embedded within these
themes are questions about the ways in which thieement was tied to larger cultural
and economic shifts in the region. This study pegsathe following research questions
to address these themes.

First, how and why did this artistic form of prodienn emerge and thrive in the
region between 1970 and 2003, becoming a promarémbrm associated with this
particular place? That is, what factors led torgggonalization of this art form during
this period? Second, what roles did artist so@&vorks, social capital, cultural capital,
and cultural policies play in the community’s foima and growth, and in sustaining the
community over the long term? Finally, how did Heparate interests of urban civic and
social elites, and studio glass artists intersectéate the structures and systems to
sustain and grow this regional artistic community?

The expectations for this research are that thegsses involved a complex mix
of factors which changed over time and which reftee changing social and economic

situations in Seattle and the Puget Sound regibroughout the changing social and
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economic conditions, the interplay of social antwal capital and the importance of

artist social networks can be seen as constamrart sustaining the studio glass art
community. When studio glass artists first arrivethe Seattle area, individual artists
were supported by the availability of low-pricedusmg and workspaces, and through
informal and formal learning and exhibition oppaiities that facilitated social network
formation. Local and regional cultural policies andtural organizations also provided
support ranging from public commissions to graAtiditional support came from
Seattle’s cultural and business elites, who proohotgtural development as part of an
urban growth strategy and to bolster Seattle’sucaltcapital. Larger economic and
cultural shifts included the transformation of Sledrom an industrial base for
manufacturing and shipping, to a city known asraereof software development. Along
with this shift in image arose new forms of constiompand symbols of postmodern
culture, including coffee, grunge music, and gkagsAs Seattle’s economy expanded in
the 1990s, the audience and market for glass ewt.gkt the same time, rising real estate
prices forced some artists out of the city intoaghex nearby areas, while financial
success may have prompted others to move becaysedhtld afford to move and no
longer needed immediate access to the professietabrks and resources of the city.
Research Approach

The research examines five developments that shapedlected the
movement's trajectory in Seattle and the nearbiorelgetween 1970 and 2003. For each
of these developments, the processes and regiongdxt of the developments and their

importance to the studio glass community in theeP&pund region are analyzed.
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The first is the establishment of a summer glasamggirogram in 1971, which

evolved to become the Pilchuck Glass School. Calbyirplanned as a one-time summer
workshop by two art professors, Dale Chihuly andhRtamura, the workshop was
located on a tree farm north of Seattle, andfikslias extended beyond the first year due
to the involvement of Anne G. and John Haubergealthiy couple from Seattle who
were actively involved in several of the city’s ttwhl organizations (Miller, 1991,
Oldknow, 1996).

The second development is the increasing contatigelen European and
American studio glass artists over several decadesincluding an international faculty
at Pilchuck, expanding the region’s reputation asrger for studio glass education and
production into the international sphere.

The next development was founding of a community grogram in Seattle’s
central district neighborhood in 1978, and the psses that linked that program to the
studio glass artists and the Glass Art societygtanal organization founded by artists to
promote studio glass. These processes resultbe icréation of an urban artist center
with a special focus on glassmaking, which serbedcity’s studio glass community, and
linked it to the regional and national network tfdio glass artists.

The fourth development is exemplified by the claifhthe region’s studio glass
artists that Seattle was a world center of theistglhss world by 1990. This claim is
examined as a symptom of the growth and maturatiohe studio glass movement in
the region. Two events are analyzed: the GlasS#aetety Conference held in Seattle in
1990 for the second time in the organization’sdmstandChihuly over Venicean

installation by Seattle artist Dale Chihuly, whidwok place in 1996. These events
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provide an opportunity to explore the growth of ditg’s cultural infrastructure and the

pre-eminent place of studio glass not just in thelwt also as a regional art form with
an international reputation associated with théoreg

The fifth and final development is the campaigiwdd the Tacoma Museum of
Glass, which opened in 2002. This development manka quite literal sense, the formal
institutionalization of the Puget Sound regionlas denter for glass art. The museum’s
connection with the city’s redevelopment of the 3 k®ss Waterway near downtown
Tacoma was part of a strategy to rebrand Taconmigtbwn to attract tourists from
around the world and to convince middle-class,torealass residents and businesses to
relocate from Seattle to Tacoma.

Analysis of the data was based on a frameworkdbiabined Jackson’s (2004)
study of the support structure for U.S. artistg] Becker’s (2008) theory of art worlds,
with a focus on change in art worlds. Jackson (2@@dposed place-based criteria for
identifying and examining the cultural dimensiohattmake artistic careers possible, and
Becker’s (2008) art world theory provides a morpamsive approach to identify how the
collective activities of the actors involved withltural production contribute to the
emergence and decline of culturally-specific artfe at certain times and places. This
research combines both approaches to identify nalyze the factors that shaped the
studio glass artist community in the Puget Sougtbre
Sources and Data Collection

The research design used a combination of printaslysacondary sources and
interviews with artists, arts administrators andgeos$ involved in the arts community

during the study period. Data sources included enegports and cultural policies; semi-
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structured interviews; and archival research iranrgational records and government

documents.

Archives, Professional Associations and Oral Histor

Several archival sources provided access to primeyrds and papers of people
and organizations involved in the evolution of glast in Seattle, including the Special
Collections department at the University of Waskong_ibrary, the Seattle Municipal
Archives, and the Seattle Art Museum. Documentsiftioe City of Tacoma regarding
the redevelopment of the Thea Foss Waterway weiasle for this study. The Tacoma
Museum of Glass provided contact information foresal key people who were
instrumental in the studio glass movement, whick beneficial in starting the research
process.

The Glass Art Society records included newsleters conference proceedings
available for review, along with information abgurictitioners and members. They also
maintain a list of active members, organized btestahich provided a resource on the
numbers of artists in the region, and networkslaggartists.

The Archives of American Art at the Smithsoniantibasion holds archival
resources related to the development of the sturdib movement in the United States,
including the studio glass movement. In particulaeNanette L. Laitman
Documentation Project for Craft and Decorative AirisAmericacontained transcripts of
oral histories conducted with several artists wigsennstrumental in the development of

the studio glass movement, including many who waiied taught in the Seattle area.
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The City of Seattle Municipal Archives included laik@l records related to the

founding of the Pratt Fine Arts Center, and they GftSeattle website provided access to
documentation regarding state cultural policies.

The papers of Anne and John Hauberg, long-timetl8eat patrons who were
instrumental in supporting many of Seattle's at#std cultural organizations from the
1950s, are housed at the University of Washingimectl Collections. The Haubergs
provided the land and initial financial support the Pilchuck Glass School, sat on the
boards of Seattle cultural organizations, were megsbf many civic organizations, and
supported many Seattle artists, including Dale Glgiand other artists who worked in
glass. The papers of LaMar Harrington, an arts wtenst and a director of the Bellevue
Art Museum from 1985 to 1990, are also at the Ursitg of Washington Special
Collections. This resource included two boxes ofemal regarding the Pilchuck School.

Newspapers, Journals, Specialty Publications

Secondary sources included local and regional napesp, art journals, and
general interest and tourism-focused magazinesoRadifestyle magazines with
tourism-related articles indicated a broader aumidor glass art and arts organizations.
Major Seattle and Tacoma newspapers with artiddesitzarts-related events and
activities included th&eattle Post-Intelligencethe Seattle TimesandThe News
Tribunefrom Tacoma. Articles from these newspapers wecessed online and through
the LexisNexis online database.

Arts periodicals, along with professional craft ajidssmaking periodicals were
reviewed for articles on artists working in glassl aeviews of shows of glass-based

crafts and artwork. These journals include @lass Art Society JourngCraft Horizons
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Craft, andGlass Art MagazineArticles in these magazines indicated importanations

for glassmaking activities and education, and idiedtthe major artists and teachers in
the fields. Online searches for information on Beatrts, studio glass art and artists,
Tacoma arts, glass exhibits, Pilchuck, Chihuly, atieér prominent artist and arts
supporters connected with the glass arts in Seattlehe region through the Lexis/Nexis
database, and online archives available on newspagisites provided additional
sources. Articles about glassmaking activitiessglartists, and events in the Puget Sound
region indicated the level of general public ingtii@ glass, and the role of glass art as a
known regional activity and tourist attraction.
Interviews

While archival and secondary sources provide vadumiformation about the arts
community, interviews can clarify the informationdareveal the connections, details,
and personal experiences of the people involvedw8all sampling was employed to
identify individual artists, community members asttier key stakeholders and actors in

these events and activities.
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Chapter 4: Building a Cultural Infrastructure
Introduction
The story of studio glass in the Puget Sound retyipically begins with Dale

Chihuly and the first Pilchuck glass workshop i 19Although this event is critical to
the region’s emergence as a center for studio glagpresents only one element in that
story. As a group of artists working with a new nioed in a new location, studio glass
artists in Seattle during the early 1970s werelehgkd to create the cultural systems
they needed, or work with the existing culturahfiework. Before delving into the story
of studio glass in the Puget Sound region, it i=8eary to set the social, economic, and
cultural context in the region and in particuléue tity of Seattle. This chapter details the
growth of an arts infrastructure in Seattle duting post-war years, beginning with the
Seattle’s World Fair development, the strategiesysed by urban elites to support the
arts, and an increased level of support for the epressed through expanding
educational programs, funding sources, and gafleDearing this era, city business elites,
policymakers, and activists were expanding the ggses and institutions started in the
1960s that would transform Seattle from a regi@itglto a networked city with
multinational ties (Abbott, 1992). The rebuildinfitbe city’s port, the continued
dominance of Boeing in the aerospace industryethergence of the University of
Washington as a world-class research universigyjrtfiux of educated workers into the
city, and the Seattle World’s Fair all helped titg survive the downturn of the early
1970s and emerge as a networked city with intesnatiaspirations in the changing

economy of the late twentieth century. When DaléhGly arrived in 1971 to set up a
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one-time summer workshop in rural Puget Sound, & introduced to Seattle arts

patrons who connected the artist and the worksh&@eattle’s cultural infrastructure,
helping to ensure the success of both.
Postwar Seattle: escaping the esthetic dustbin

Pre-World War Il Seattle had never been known edltaral capital, even among
the limited venue of the West coast. The UniversftyWashington, the Seattle Art
Museum, and the Seattle Symphony were the largétstral organizations in post-WW
Il Seattle. Neither the Seattle Art Museum nor 3eattle Symphony was considered a
world-class organization, even by their supportéotin H. Hauberg, Seattle business
leader and arts patron, served as a general maobther Seattle Symphony from 1950-
1952, and was involved with the Seattle Art Musdtom the 1950s on, serving first as a
trustee and later as museum president from 19191@. He described Seattle’s cultural
scene in the 1940s as small and close knit, bu¢ergtimpressive in terms of quality.
“Like all the cultural institutions in Seattle ihdse days, the symphony’s board was
made up of prominent citizens who gave money frioair town pockets, not expecting
professional quality, nor striving to rise above tavels that their personal contributions
could afford. The Seattle Art Museum was almost gietely financed by Dr. Richard E.
Fuller, grand opera was imported from San Francist{Hauberg, 2003, p. 245). During
the last part of the century, both institutiongiated campaigns to enhance their
reputation and strengthen their financial standifigese campaigns were among the
many fueled in large part by local elites to supploe city’s cultural activities.

In the 1950s, culture became important to theibyisiness and cultural elites,

who began a concerted campaign to strengthentyie cultural identity. This effort was
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response to two related forces: a desire by Sea#il® shake Seattle’s reputation as a

cultural backwater, and the boosterism involvedwitainning the Century 21 Exposition,
Seattle’s 1962 World’s Fair. Seattle briefly enjdybe international arts spotlight in the
early 1950s when a group of local painters, inecigdMark Tobey, Morris Graves,
Kenneth Callahan, and Guy Anderson, dubbed the tilY&inters of the Northwest” by
Life magazine in 1953 (Lasking, 2006). The group alsa&ted critical acclaim from the
east coast arts establishment and media sucliessndTimemagazine along with arts
journals and thé&lew York Timearts section. Seattle residents took pride irr tbeal
artists, if only because of the attention the grbrgught to the city nationally, and
internationally. However, the positive effects waa long-lasting. Tobey became the
most famous of the group, and he left Seattle tibese Switzerland after gaining an
international reputation. “In his latter days, Tgliegarded Seattle with bitterness. ‘He
used to rave and rant about how much he did to r8alktle famous,” Willis noted. ‘He
had made it known throughout the world for itsmmdvement. Seattle infuriated him as it
never really appreciated him or paid him adequatadyge.” (Willis, quoted in Ament,
2001). The memory of Tobey and the Northwest mystiaters would be evoked time
and again by people and organizations seekingamrer to claim a regional artistic
heritage, and they remained the most famous vastiats associated with the city until
Dale Chihuly achieved international fame laterhia tentury.

Throughout the 1950s, Seattle’s population grewl,the city’s cultural
organizations grew as well. The University of Wasjion expanded its programs and
increased the number of students enrolled duestinfluence of the Gl Bill that funded

veteran’s education, and due to an increase imreséunding. Boeing, with its demand
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for engineers and managers, brought a substantmaber of college-educated residents

to the area. This was one of the factors that asmd the numbers of young, middle-class
people in Seattle with ties to places beyond theand the region (Abbott, 1992). Many
of these newcomers were enthusiastic about urlengjiand because of this became
involved in urban politics and cultural activitiesgating new groups to promote their
interests. One of the most influential of theseugobegan at the University of
Washington when a few arts and architecture faautyfriends who shared interests in
art, architecture and culture started a “Beer anllu@ Society” in 1952. As the group
became involved with more civic projects, they a@ohthe name to “Allied Arts.”

Allied Arts was a significant actor in the 1962 8leaWorld’s Fair planning. The group
also actively supported the creation of the Muratidrts Commission in 1955 (which
later became the Seattle Arts Commission) the Wigshm State Arts Commission in
1961 (Peck, 1985), and played major roles in tmepzagns to save the Pike Place
Market and Pioneer Square.

The new cultural groups and activities did notaattimuch interest outside the
region. Indeed, the city’s cultural reputation t@kit when a 195%imemagazine article
reported former Seattle Symphony conductor Sir Td®Beecham’sondemnation of
Seattle as a ‘an esthetic dustbin’ and it joltesl Seattle establishment into action (Peck,
1985; Hauberg, 2003).This highly quotable judgment went all over the tddiStates
like a new dirty joke. But it went to the heartstioé new post-World War Il leadership of
Seattle. Bill Allen, CEO of Boeing, and Paul Pigditie heavy truck manufacturer
determined to make the annual ‘Community Chesvedria success....” (Hauberg, 2003,

p. 245). The Community Chest organization raisedeydor local charitable causes.
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Certainly the increased support for this was apated by the local charitable

organizations that received the much-needed exppast. However, Community Chest
funds did not go to cultural organizations, so tesponse did not address Beecham’s
accusation directly. Instead, the energies of itygssdoosters were soon caught up in
planning and running Century 21—the Seattle Woilidig, an event designed to provide
the city some international coverage, and whiclutea science, technology, and images
of the future. Attention to long-term cultural fund could wait until after the Fair.

The 1962 World’s Fair motivated Seattle elitesrtbark on several urban
development projects and when it was over, ittledtcity with the Seattle Center, a park
near the heart of downtown. The park was homeueraébuilt-in tourist attractions in
the form of the Space Needle, the Monorail, a perémce center, art pavilion and a new
Science Center, all of which attracted visitorevents and exhibitions (Sale, 1976;
Abbott, 1992). Another less visible legacy of tl62 World's Fair was a network of
nonprofit organizations, groups, and people withna@rest in supporting regional arts
and culture. After the fair ended, many of the pe@md groups involved with the fair
continued turned their attention to other projéctsther parts of the city. Allied Arts
helped reshape the downtown streetscape and duiteraf Seattle when they
successfully took on two major urban historic preagon campaigns during the 1960s:
the Pike Place Market renovation and the presemati Pioneer Square (Peck, 1985;
Morley, 2011). Morley (2011) describes this grodgultural advocates and their allies
in revitalizing Pike Place Market as a farmers’ kearfor the working-class and middle-
class population of downtown Seattle and the smdowg neighborhoods as a new

“emerging cultural elite” whose activities oppogthkd “downtown business elite” made
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up of many of Seattle’s traditional urban boos{éterley, 2011, p. 213). Morley (2011)

may be correct in her take on the Pike Place Matk&sions, but there was also
cooperation along with conflict between Seattleikural elite and downtown business
elite during this era, except when business intengsre pushing to turn historic
buildings into parking lots, or constructing fregwwdhrough the center of neighborhoods.
Both groups sought to revitalize the city’s downtomeighborhoods. One major
difference between them was that the cultural aatescwanted to celebrate and to build
upon the city’s existing built environment, whileetbusiness establishment group
wanted to tear down the old and start new. In dl@isgy this new, young, professional
population who lived and worked in or near downtdeattle, Sale (1976) noted that
they shared some common interests: “Most wereasted in the arts, in the development
or renewal of neighborhoods, in historic preseomatin stopping the construction of new
big highways, in placing city offices in variouslalowntown buildings and not in new
ones. In effect the basis of new possibility wak ®éattle, the city that had been built by
1915” (Sale, 1976, p. 225). Meanwhile, the city/d guard, made up of the traditional
downtown business establishment, promoted projeatseate new highways, tear down
historic structures and build a new stadium dowmtoBoth groups enjoyed some
successes in their campaigns, suffered some sstbadknegotiated compromises in
their quest to reshape the city. The division betw#hose who belonged to the cultural
elite and the business elite categories was na@yawlear. Seattle’s cultural institutions
were supported by many long-time Seattleites whewtso members of the city’s
traditional business growth coalition. The samefpinent citizens who gave money

from their own pockets” (Hauberg, 2003, p. 245%upport the symphony, the opera, and
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the Seattle Art Museum also took an active intarestte city’s art and history, and often

collaborated with the new generation of culturé@kslto support historic preservation
projects and new expressions of arts and cultwieleiin the city. The World’s Fair
serves as one example of this collaboration. Exeaite’s suburbanites were involved in
promoting the arts. Bellevue, a post-war suburbssctake Washington from Seattle,
first hosted an arts and crafts fair sponsorecbyRacific Northwest Arts and Crafts
Association in 1947 as a way to attract peoplecto real estate development in the town
(Johns, 2005). The Pacific Northwest Arts and Gr&#ir was successful from the start,
and quickly grew to an event that attracted artretsidents, and tourists from throughout
the region.
Craft in the Pacific Northwest in 1950s and 1960s

The Pacific Northwest has been known for the nunoberell-known and
influential designer-craftspeople since the 19%8@sl the history of strong craft education
programs and production predates the postwar ex&eferans entered college programs
in the 1940s and 1950s funded by the Gl Bill arieeptederal policies to expand higher
education, the number of university-level acadegonagrams in the arts nationwide
multiplied, and the Pacific Northwest followed tiiend. These programs brought
students and teachers to the area, produced arlangleer of practicing artists and
craftspeople in the region, and helped build aaegji appreciation for crafts. Harrington
(1979) describes academic programs in the PactithMest as incubators for a growing
regional craft movement whose center slowly shiftedughout the region, from Oregon
in the pre-war and early post-war days, to Montamé Idaho in the 1950s and

Washington in the 1960s and 1970s. The Universityashington in Seattle developed
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a strong ceramics program in the 1960s, and waskalswn for its metalsmithing and

jewelry program, headed by Ramona Solberg. UniyeasiWashington’s faculty
included influential makers like the jewelry-malkuth Penington and potter/ceramicist
Robert Sperry, whose works challenged the tradatiboundaries between arts and
crafts. Seattle craftspeople were active in thenat studio crafts activities; Penington
was a regional representative on the American Siradh’s Council, a national craft
organization. Penington and Sperry were part abagof artists who founded a regional
organization in 1954 to generate interest in aaftt support excellence in craft and
design, called the Northwest Designer Craftsmen D8)2012). By the 1970s
Washington had become the key center for contemmporafts, with the University of
Washington in Seattle at its core (Harrington, 1979

Beyond the classroom, the university’s Henry Arti&s held regular exhibitions
promoting regional makers. In the 1950s, the museexhibitions began to focus on
work by local craftspeople, especially those whoenamnnected with the university. It
hosted the annual Northwest Craftsmen’s exhibitlmeginning in 1953 (Johns, p. 106).
This annual exhibition eventually became the biahNbrthwest Crafts Exhibition in the
1970s (Henry Gallery website). The focus on crafsdue in large part to a local arts
administrator, LaMar Harrington, who became invdivéth the regional arts scene in
1951 when she worked as a volunteer at the Paddfithwest Arts and Crafts Fair in
Bellevue. She began working at the Henry Gallerhan1950s and was promoted to
associate director, a position she held until 191 museum became an influential
presence on the contemporary arts scene due togtar’s interest in new art forms and

in supporting local and regional arts. “There nealasn't much in Seattle until the Henry
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Gallery started—with LaMar Harrington being so netted in crafts” (Shores, 1984In

addition to her work at the Henry Gallery, Harrimgtvas involved in many aspects of
Seattle’s arts community and activities promotiegional arts and artists. She acted as a
juror on local one percent for arts commissionsl, \&as a judge for local arts festivals
and public arts programs.
Anne Gould Hauberg and The Friends of Craft

Commercial venues for showing and selling craftsevinited at this time, but
artists and patrons worked to share their enthosfas the studio craft movement and
create a market for crafts. Admirers and patross did what they could to promote local
craft, and in 1964 three local arts supporters,eA@ould Hauberg, Don Foster, and
Elizabeth Bayley Willis cofounded the Friends of tBrafts to promote crafts and
support the work of local artists. At that timeg tRorthwest Designer Craftsmen was the
only group representing makers in the region améag an all artist organization. The
Friends of the Crafts was founded to bring patiotsthe mix. To help increase the
audience for craft, the group’s plan was “to batbsent exhibitions and establish a crafts
museum” (Johns, 2005, p. 107). At the same timien Hauberg became a trustee in the
national organization, the American Craftsmen’s i@mluand the two connected with the
craft community. Foster and the Haubergs were emflial in the city’s art scene during
the 1970s, and became enthusiastic promoters dibsglass art in the region.

Well before getting involved with the craft sceA@ane G. Hauberg was active in
several Seattle nonprofit cultural and civic orgations and she helped create a few new

ones. Hauberg, born Annie Laurie Westbrook Goulas the daughter of a prominent

2 Ken Shores, in th@ral history interview with Maurine Hiatt Roberts984 Aug. 29-31Archives of
American Art, Smithsonian Institution. Interviewrmtucted by Ken Shores.
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Seattle family. Her father, the architect Carl leuél, designed many Seattle landmarks

including the original Seattle Art Museum at Voleet Park, the Suzzallo Library and
the Henry Art Gallery at the University of Washiogt He also founded the university’s
Architecture Department. When she was a child, Aoo& an art class taught by Mark
Tobey, and her interest in the arts continued tiinout out her life. She was an avid
promoter of Tobey’'s works, and supported otherlladasts, especially those associated
with the University of Washington. In 1941, Annebmarried John Henry Hauberg,
local Weyerhaeuser executive, and the two of theoalme active participants in
Seattle’s cultural life.

Anne G. Hauberg became involved with the localtsratene through her work
as a volunteer at the Seattle Art Museum, whera Hauberg had served on the museum
board since 1949. Anne Hauberg threw parties to@cinocal artists with patrons,
hosted Friends of Craft exhibitions in their horaed invited local artists to display their
work alongside work she and her husband purchasduh§, 2005). Some of the
organizations she helped start included the Mualoyst Commission, which helped
establish Seattle’s cultural policies and arts dgean the 1950s. In 1968 she founded the
Committee of 33, a women’s organization that wélsiemtial in fundraising and rallying
support for historic preservation activities in ##60s, including the preservation of
Seattle’s Pioneer Square.

Craft organizations that Anne G. Hauberg foundedofounded included the
Friends of the Crafts, the Pacific Northwest Arenr, and Pilchuck Glass School.
Through her work she developed a network of conmestwith craftspeople in the

region and beyond, including a friendship with wedl-known successful textile designer
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Jack Lenor Larsen, who was born in Seattle andesduatchitecture at the University of

Washington before moving on to a successful caneiew York City. It was through
Larsen that the Haubergs learned about Chihulyagmaposal for a summer
glassblowing workshop.
The Boeing depression

After the success of the World's Fair, it lookedfabe 1970s would be a decade
of ambitious projects and urban growth. Howeveg,history of Seattle is punctuated by
cycles of booms and busts and in the early 19A@astmired in the midst of one of its
deepest busts in its history. Seattle’s economilook seemed particularly bleak during
this “Boeing depression.” The region’s largest esgpl went from “over 100,000 jobs in
1968 to less than 40,000 by April of 1971” with aade effect being the rise in Seattle’s
unemployment rate from 2.5 percent to 17 percenagthigh as 47 percent for
minorities) over the same period (Brown & MorrRQ10, p. 168). The job losses
combined with the popularity of suburban livingated a population loss in the city.
Between 1960 and 1970 the city of Seattle expeei@rcfive percent decrease in
population (from 557,087 to 530,831). Between 18@0 1980 the population decreased
by an additional seven percent, from 530,831 tq&83(City of Seattle, 2001).
Downtown business districts were struggling anelesgial districts throughout the city
suffered population losses and neighborhood decline

An article inThe Economisteported that, “The city has become a vast
pawnshop” with foreclosures skyrocketing and foadks overwhelmed and having to
reduce their days opened because of the demandlifimsa in needlhe Economist

1971, p. 57-58). The article was accompanied blyaiqgraph of the now-famous
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billboard commissioned by a couple of local reatibrat summed up the mood of the

time “Will the last person leaving Seattle turn the lights.” The billboard even inspired
a song by country music singer Waylon JenningsadBes ofTimemagazine during this
time were kept informed about Seattle’s plight byckes like “Aerospace: End of the
Gravy Years” (1970), “Seattle under Siege: The btes of a Company Town” (1971),
“Cities: Hunger in Seattle” (1972), and “Shortagastime of Learning to Live with
Less” (1973).

Like other major cities throughout the United Ssadering this time, the city was
also the site of countless political demonstratiang activities started by various groups
and individuals attempting to make their voicesrtieaffect political change, or improve
the city in some way. As urban renewal projectedtened historic districts and poor and
minority neighborhoods, local activists fought tegerve them. Anti-war
demonstrations, the continued struggle for cights, marches for equality, and the end
to employment discrimination also marked the epanfthe late 1960s through the early
1970s, sometimes erupting into violence, with bifie magazine article claiming that
radicals in the city were responsible for “moreriongs than (66 in 18 months) than any
metropolitan area outside New York” (O’Neil, 197@)was as if everybody in the city
was determined to make their presence felt and vo&es heard, by whatever means
possible.

Even at the time, there were people who felt tleeligtions of Seattle’s dire
future were not warranted, and the city was mowegond its dependence on Boeing for
its economic future. Journalist Paul O’Neil, wheited his former home town of Seattle

to write a story foLife magazine, noted, after a lengthy laundry listef ¢ity’s
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problems, that the city was not without its brighots. “All these vexing phenomena are

evolving differently, however ... than might have bexpected. The Boeing depression
washes around islands of prosperity: the port s/lauind the building trades and Harbor
Island shipyards are still running full blast. Statidisturbances have been handled with
restraint by both the university administration a@mel maligned police” (O’Neil, 1970, p.
32). Even if they have nothing else in common,rthmber and variety of grassroots
campaigns and political and community activities @vidence that Seattle’s civic life
was in better shape than its economic conditiondi@d. The campaigns to save Pioneer
Square and Pike Place Market grew out of grassamtitgties, an appreciation of urban
culture and history, and a belief in the city’suigt. Voters in King County also took part
in redeveloping the region, approving new bondgaasof the 1968 Forward Thrust
campaign to fund capital improvements in the Kirgu@ty’'s built infrastructure,
including a stadium, new freeways, parks and athprovements to neighborhood built
environments (Abbott, 1992).

Artist Buster Simpson who moved to Seattle aftewigg to take part in the first
Pilchuck workshop in 1971 remembers: “I moved tat®e in 1971. | was attracted to
the town, not because of the artist community resody, but because of an attitude that
| felt was uniqgue among big cities in the Unitedt8s¢. In Seattle, there is still the belief
that the citizenry can make a difference” (Simpskg90, p. 13). New people and new
ideas were changing the cityscape. Not all of thenges were political in nature, but
political battles were often required to carry the changes. After years of activism and
debates, Pioneer Square was declared a Histose®etion District in 1970, and the

Pike Place Market Historical District was estabdigdhn 1971. At the edges of the city’s
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International district and the Pioneer Square HiistDistrict, construction began in 1972

on the Kingdome, Seattle’s new stadium.

Cottage industries, galleries, and university glassjrams

By the time Pioneer Square and Pike Place Markes designated as historic
districts, they had already evolved into culturadl &ntertainment districts that attracted
the city’s young and middle-class population. 2&/76) noted that entire
neighborhoods, including Pioneer Square and PikeeP\1arket were bustling with
entrepreneurial activities even during the worghef Boeing depression. “But if the
historically preserved Market and Pioneer Squanevacal points for a newly
cosmopolitan consumer, they were only that, anoutinout old Seattle in the last five
years similar changes have been taking place ommavonal streets. ... Cottage industries
appeared with such profusion that it began to stbateveryone laid off at Boeing had
been nursing a secret desire to throw a pot, tlatha, cast in metal, or make an
omelette. Hippie capitalists took over the nortd ehthe Market, parts of the Fremont
district, and a good deal of University Way” (Sdl8y5, p. 240) (Figure 9.5). Seattle’s
strong craft community continued to thrive as alltesf several factors: the strength of
regional academic programs, the promotion of ¢haiugh university-related activities
and the efforts of local artists and patrons. Asl#ugest city in the region, Seattle was
the obvious place for artists to attempt to sedirtivork. As Sale noted, makers were
actively selling their works at several city neighitioods street fairs, and at regional
fairs, like the Pacific Northwest Arts & Crafts Fa Bellevue. This fair was one of
Chihuly’s earliest public venues in the region, whe 1968 the artist demonstrated

glassblowing there (Figure 9.6). A few years laited 971, students attending the first
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summer glassmaking workshop at Pilchuck travelati¢cAnacortes Arts and Crafts Fair

to demonstrate glassblowing and sell their creat{@idknow, 1994). Both the Bellevue
and the Anacortes crafts fairs were regular ocoges and still take place today. The
Bellevue event became so successful that its azgesvere inspired to create the
Bellevue Art Museum in 1975 to host exhibitionsyeaund.

Fairs were not the only venues for showing andrgglrtworks in the city; some
of the city’s artists and supporters launched galetoo. Listings in Seattle City Guides
from 1965 to 1980 (Polk, 1965, 1970, 1975, 198@)date that the number of galleries in
Seattle increased from the mid-1960s through 1986.Seattle City Guide lists nine art
galleries in 1965. In 1970 there were 30 art gatelisted and by 1975 the number had
increased to 48. The increased number of art gadléndicated a growing visual arts
market in the city. In his article on the earlylgat scene in Seattle, art critic Matthew
Kangas (2002) interviewed gallery owners Gordon Wéide and Francine Seders, who
started galleries in the 1960s. Both noted thatithiked gallery scene in the early 1960s
catered primarily to the city’s elite. Gallerieggla@ to multiply when the gallery owners
began working to attract middle-class buyers. “Aft870, things really opened up with
the middle class in Seattle. The Tobeys | wasrgelivere a lot more expensive than the
work of some of the University of Washington Arth®ol faculty | began showing so
they made a big difference” (Seders, in Kangas2p@oth Seders and Woodside
featured fine arts in their galleries, but with #i®indance of craft producers in the
region, galleries that featured crafts began tavsino in the late 1960s and early 1970s.

Small businesses are notoriously prone to failagkthe city guide entries

demonstrate the unstable nature of the gallerynessi Of the 30 Seattle art galleries
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listed in 1970, only eight (including the Univeysaf Washington Henry Art Gallery)

were still in business in 1980 (Polk, 1970, 19800 of the short-lived galleries
included the Pacific Northwest Arts Center Gallangl the Polly Friedlander Gallery.
The Pacific Northwest Arts Center Gallery, whiclpagared in 1975 and lasted only a
brief time, was connected with the Haubergs’ planstart a regional museum for craft
and folk arts, and was also briefly linked to thieluck Glass School. In 1977, the Polly
Friedlander gallery hosted the first Pilchuck Gl&8skool exhibition to be held in a
commercial gallery. Kangas (2002) documented whbatalled “the big six:” gallery
owners who founded galleries that started duriegli®/70s and lasted to the beginning of
the 2F' century. Two of the galleries owned by the bigainckly saw the attraction of
studio glass and regularly exhibited studio glasstlae Foster/White Gallery, and the
William Traver Gallery (which started in 1977).

Galleries that catered to the middle-class begatusier in the same
neighborhoods that were home to the “cottage imdigStand “hippie capitalists” that
Sale (1976) described. The most well known clusteyalleries was found in the
emerging cultural district centered on Pioneer Sgu®ne of the first galleries to open
in Pioneer Square was the Richard White Galleryclwbpened in 1968. Its founder,
Richard White, was one of the people credited Wélping revitalize Pioneer Square at
that time (Kangas, 2002; Blecha, 2010). Don Fdsteight the Richard White Gallery,
changing the name to the Foster/White Gallery in3L®Vhite helped the neighborhood
become known as an arts district, while Fosteragited as an art dealer who “helped
shepherd Seattle’s small, regional art communiky the vibrant, far-reaching scene that

it is today” (Clemans, 2012). Foster became inteckm the arts through his work as
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director of exhibits at the Century 21 World’s Fakposition. After the fair ended, he

moved into arts administration and served in déifeigh-level positions at the Seattle
Repertory Theater from 1964 to 1970, and at the Foundation until 1972 (Blecha,
2010). He was a cofounder of the Friends of thdt€edong with Anne G. Hauberg, and
brought his interest in crafts to his gallery. UnBester’s direction, the gallery exhibited
fine arts and crafts together. “Because of thig tthdition began of displaying crafts
alongside fine arts and this, in turn, put Seattiehe map as a city where craft art is
given equal status” (Kangas, 2002). Dale Chihuly hiz first gallery exhibition at the
Foster/White Gallery in 1977, and other well-knostadio glass artists were featured
there over the years. Other galleries also opamétki neighborhood, including a gallery
operated by the Friends of the Crafts, which opend®71 on Occidental Avenue in
Pioneer Square. Included in the gallery’s firstwlveere works by the Northwest
Designer Craftsmen, alongside works by studentdamdty from the first Pilchuck
glass workshop. Studio glass artists and traditiorsdtspeople who worked with glass
arrived in the city just as the arts and gallesnss were converging. These people added
their own studios to the mix of new galleries ahds in the city’s historic
neighborhoods.

Greg Englesby, Russell Day, Michael Whitley, Richi&tarquis, and Rob
Adamson were prominent in the small group of atveho worked in glass in the region
in the 1960s and 1970s before Chihuly and Pilcthedlame major names. Day, Whitley,
Marquis were all faculty at regional colleges, avete most influential as teachers.
During the early 1970s several regional universibigefly expanded their ceramics

programs to include glass blowing or other glassntatechniques, including the
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University of Washington in Seattle. Other acadepnagrams started new, ran for a few

years, and then disappeared, but not without additige knowledge base and history of
glass in the region. Table 4.1 lists academictunstins in the Puget Sound region that
offered formal programs in glass art in the laté@9and early 1970s.

Table 4.1: College and university glass prograntténorthwest, 1968-1978.

Instructors associated with the
Name Date(s) :
program Location
Central Washington 1969 - early : .
University 1970s Michael Whitley Ellensburg
Everett Community
College 1950s-1970s Russell Day Everett
Highline Community . .
College 1968 Michael Whitley started Program .« moines
Pa(.:'f'c _Lutheran 1969 David Keyes
University Tacoma
University of Washington, i . .
Seattle 1970-1971 Richard Marquis Seattle
Washington State George Lassner (sculpture
: : ~1968
University professor) Pullman
Western Washington
University 1970s Bellingham

Source: Miller (1990, p. 10).

The most influential university glass program of grarly 1970s was housed at
Central Washington University, founded by Michaehié¢y. For the first generation of
Puget Sound artists, Michael Whitley and Russell Bx& remembered as influential
teachers. Whitley “was probably the first glassldowm Seattle” (Englesby, 2003). Like
many of the first generation of American studiosglartists, Whitley studied under
Harvey Littleton, the “founding father” of the Amean studio glass movement and head
of the glass and ceramics programs at the Uniyeo§itVisconsin, and then honed his
technical skills by studying abroad. However, beférhitley left Washington state, he
first took classes at Everett Community CollegeerehRussell Day, a respected arts
educator who also experimented with glass, waséael of the art department.

According to Miller (1991), it was Day who recomndeal Whitley to Harvey Littleton.
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Day had spent time at the University of Wisconsii964, where he studied with the

German sculptor Erwin Eisch, and Day experimentil glass earlier than this,
producing a fused glass work for the Seattle Werkehir in 1962 (Dreisbach et al, 2003,
p. 77).

At the University of Wisconsin, Whitley studied afgside two other artists who
would become important to the regional glass comtpwu@hihuly and Fritz Dreisbach.
Chihuly went on to study at the Rhode Island Sclod&@esign, while Whitley headed for
London to attend the Royal College of Art. Aftes Btint in London, Whitley returned to
Washington and started a glass program at the iHegRlommunity College in Des
Moines, Washington, just south of Seattle. In addito the program at Highline
Community College, Whitley taught at Central Wagiam University in Ellensburg,
Washington, and started a glassblowing class fgir-echool students while he was
artist-in-residence for Washington State Univer@yeisbach et al, 2003). Whitley’s
teaching was influential in helping start the glass/ement in the area, but unfortunately
he did not live long enough to see glass take o# anedium in the region. Whitley died
in an auto accident in 1972.

Whitley was the most influential of the early stmdjiass artists in Washington,
but faculty and students at other colleges in tha avere also experimenting with
glassblowing and other glassmaking techniquesestiie. None of these programs or
experiments lasted more than a few years, butabelp involved were important links
in the community that began to form. One of thegpams that did not last long was at
the University of Washington, where California strfRichard Marquis briefly taught

ceramics in 1970-1971 and added glass to the pro@valler, 1991). He stayed in
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Seattle long enough to visit Pilchuck and allowsel first group of students to use the hot

shop he set up at the University of Washington.
From the university to the studio, studio glass arsts create places to work in Seattle
Marquis was born in 1945 in Arizona, and attendedUWniversity of California,
Berkeley, where he studied ceramics and glass®etkr Voulkos and Marvin Lipofsky,
both pioneers of the studio craft movement in thespective fields. Marquis was
Lipofsky’s teaching assistant at Haystack Schodlft in Maine in 1967, and he
traveled and worked in Venice from 1969-1970, cesytof a Fulbright-Hayes
Fellowship to Italy. In 1970 Marquis had just reted to the United States after spending
time in Venice, where he learned traditional Vesregjlassmaking techniques and
became especially skilled in producing pieces egiptpthe murrind technique. He
moved from California to Seattle to take a temppposition at the University of
Washington, filling in for a ceramics professor wilias on sabbatical. “Dick was
probably one of the biggest influences on all obasause he actually knew how to blow
glass and he was making pieces that were really co&ritz and Pilchuck opened up a
whole other thing.” (Adamson, quoted in Dreisbasthal, 2003, p. 76). Marquis was not
only influential in Seattle, but traveled throughthe world, teaching glassmaking
techniques. During his time in Seattle he was paeted teacher, and the studio at the
University of Washington became another resourcéofmal studio glass artists,
including the first group of Pilchuck students. Mais eventually settled on Whidbey
Island in the Seattle area in 1983. Other prograntise area were also short-lived, but

the number of programs that sprang up at this tlereonstrated the interest in the

% The murrine technique involves creating long glasis (canes) composed of different glass coloms, a
then slicing the canes to reveal flat disks witmptex patterns.
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medium, and reflects the willingness of studio gladists to experiment whenever and

wherever they had the opportunity.

One of the drawbacks to working with glass is teedhfor a high-temperature
furnace to melt the ingredients to make the glasshh and to hold the supply of melted
glass (the batch) at the right temperature for wgykThe resulting fuel usage and costs
is one of the reasons glass can be an extremegnsikge medium to work with,
especially for glassblowers. During the energyesiand fuel shortages of the 1970s and
due to cost-cutting measures that also took plangay public universities, many glass
programs did not survive beyond the initial burfs¢ithusiasm. There was also a
guestion about whether the number of studentsasted in glass justified so many
programs, especially given the high cost of maerdany glass programs that shut
down were in state-run colleges and universitidgene politics and budgets tended to
overshadow support for experimentation in the @tsdemic glass programs did not
enjoy the same sort of growth again until the 1988en glass was accepted as yet
another arts medium to be included as part of @tieg program.

Like other newcomers to the area, artists who edrim the Puget Sound region in
the 1970s found an abundant supply of low-pricaegshg and affordable studio spaces
in and near Seattle, because of the populationwesxththt occurred during the economic
recession. However, there were few opportunitiesfosts or craftspeople that provided
enough income to subsidize their careers. Som&sgriike Whitley and Marquis, taught
to supplement their income. University programsvted faculty and student artists with
workspaces and even materials to use for making vibart program closures left many

studio glass artists with limited places to golé&arning skills and creating work in glass.



71
Artists who were not part of the university systaiso faced challenges in finding places

to work and to sell their art. The identity of gdass a new medium without an established
following and patrons in either the craft or aredds presented a challenge for artists
trying to earn a living solely through working wigfhass.

The first generation of Seattle-area studio glassta dealt with these issues in
the 1970s in many ways. Some private commercidictuallowed the artists to
experiment, or at least use their equipment. Fangte, one of Whitley’s students
commissioned him to build a hot glass studio at @ Manufacturing Company in
Seattle (which the student owned). He then alloliegmployees to use the studio at
night. Others sought out funding sources. Accordingdamson (2003): “At that time,
Seattle was a neat place because you could gedia space for very little rent—50
dollars a month... In those days, we advertisedifergas companies. They gave us free
gas if we would show their sign at our demonstretiqAdamson, in Dreisbach et al,
2003, p. 77).

The arts community was small enough that those haaban interest in glass
making seemed to find each other easily, and tbenitive to work together to support
each other was high. Among the strategies artmfdayed to support their work was to
start cooperatives and to establish their own coroiaestudios, some with retail spaces.
Several artists followed that route, including GEagglesby and Rob Adamson. Englesby
arrived in Washington in 1969 and went to work 8mi¢y a small hot shop immediately.
In 1971 he started a small glassblowing storefbuisiness near Pioneer Square called
the Glasshouse Studio and Gallery, which is stibusiness today. He ran the business

for almost 15 years before selling it and movingrot985. Englesby remembers that the
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rent was cheap during the 1970s, but it was diffimumake a living from the work, and

like many artists he had to seek outside inconidad to work with a machinist for two
years when | started with the Glasshouse StudidGailéry. We couldn’t make any
money out of it. Our rent was $150 a month andgteebill was $180 a month, but still it
was hard” (Englesby, in Dreisbach et al, 2003,%). 7

Rob Adamson graduated in 1967 from the Univerditytashington and joined
the Peace Corps soon after. He became interestgasisblowing after seeing
glassblowers working in Mexico during his PeacegSdraining. Adamson returned to
Seattle in 1969 and reunited with another Peacparlunteer named Steve Beasley
who was also interested in glass. “In 1970 we far@@roup called the Art and Crafts
Co-op of Seattle. We also visited Marquis’s glasspsat the university. Around that time
| met Roger Vines at the first university street.flarvin Lipofsky also came by that
year and gave me a ‘Blow Glass’ button” (Adamsobirisbach, et al, 2003, p. 75). The
Arts and Crafts Cooperative was located in a vaciywowned building, and it
“provided one of the few places in Seattle outsidehool setting for artists to blow
glass” (Miller, 1991, p. 11). Adamson soon movedrom the cooperative into a
commercial venture, The Glass Eye.

Norman Courtney was another early arrival in Se'attjlassmaking scene.
Courtney arrived in Seattle after a stint in thesyyand just about the same time as
Adamson founded the Arts and Crafts Cooperativeh&tebecome interested in glass
after seeing glassblowing in Venice, and soon pite Arts and Craft co-op where he

learned glassblowing from Adamson. Courtney theghaglassblowing at the Arts &
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Craft Co-op from 1974 to 1975. In 1975 he travete®hio and Toledo where he learned

sand casting from Swedish artist Bertil Vallien ¢Bbach et al, 2003; Courtney, 2011

Table 4.2 lists independent glass studios and hops in the 1970s.

Table 4.2. Independent glass studios and workshd®¥0s Seattle

Name Date(s) Notes Location

Arts and Crafts 1971-mid- | Steve Beasley, Roger Vines, Rob

Cooperative 1970s Adamson Seattle
Eric Brakken, Greg Englesby, Tom

Glass House Art Glass 1972 Andre, Dave Stone Seattle

1960s-

Penberthy Electromelt | 1970 Roger Ek, Spectrum Glass founders Seattle

San Juan Art Glass 1970s Rob Adamson Seattle
Jerry Rhodes, Don Hanson, Ron Smids.
Developed and supplied glass to

Spectrum Glass 1974 Pilchuck, stained glass enthusiasts. Woodinville
Rob Adamson, Sheila Blomdahl, Walter
Lieberman, Charles Parriott, Mark

The Glass Eye 1977 Graham. Seattle

Sources: Miller (1990); Glass Art Society (2003).

Penberthy Electromelt, Spectrum Glass

Another difficulty in working with glass was theclaof raw materials for making
high quality glass objects and the lack of goodgla work with. Penberthy Electromelt
was a Seattle firm that sold electric glass fursagelamson (2003) remembered
working with a man named Hans Oldenfeller at Pethiyjerho made glass paperweights
and “would let us come down and play” (Adamson meiBbach et al, 2003, p. 77).
Spectrum Glass grew out of Penberthy Electromett,veas connected to Chihuly and
Pilchuck through Chihuly’s cousin, Roger Ek, whorkex for Penberthy. Chihuly called
Ek for technical advice on improving the qualitytbé glass they were trying to work
with at Pilchuck in the first or second summer éhétk contacted a few friends and
former co-workers from Penberthy and they starteéva company to melt and supply

glass, called Spectrum Glass (Spectrum Glass Compah). Pilchuck was not

* Norman Courtney, interviewed by the author, AugRet 1.
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Spectrum’s only customer. The popularity of staigkss and lack of local competition

in the area provided them with a large local cugobase.

As the decade continued, these people and orgamgatould be key to
promoting the growth of studio glass in the regimmd they were joined by other groups
and organizations.

Arts funding

Soon after the World’s Fair, in 1963, several [dmadinessmen created a new
organization called the Patrons of Northwest Ci@altural and Charitable
Organizations (PONCHO) to address the funding vadéise cultural scene, starting with
a Seattle Symphony budget deficit. The immediatd gbthe organization was to raise
funds for the symphony. The long-term goal of PONBDWas to help move Seattle in the
direction of becoming the “Venice of the West” (laug, 2003, p. 245); that is, to build
up Seattle’s cultural organizations and help tiyelmecome the cultural center of the
region, while continuing to fund the kinds of ctiable organizations previously
supported through Community Chest drives. PONCHGtexa to support Seattle area
arts organizations and the organizations provideansistent funding source for a wide
range of Seattle arts organizations for the nextez0s.

Some of the Seattle-based cultural organizatiokes HONCHO, the symphony,
and the Seattle Art Museum, were founded and stggdry Seattle’s business leaders
and social elites in part to support cultural atag that would meet their aims of
enhancing Seattle’s reputation in the wider wodda attractive, modern city of many
assets, including the arts. Others, like AlliedsAmad a more aesthetic aim and hoped to

create and sustain aspects of the city that endaheequality of urban life and could
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expand and support a broad range of cultural &esviGenerally speaking, these cultural

organizations did not support individual artists txeated an environment where certain
art forms that gained approval could thrive.

Other contributions to the cultural infrastructumeluded arts and cultural policies
instituted during the post-war era, and the inaeadocal and regional arts organizations
and university programs in the arts. Supportingattie in the cold war era was not solely
the task of local nonprofits or civic boosters.dhias the era when the government
became interested in supporting the arts throudjhie® and agencies such as the
National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) and NatioEsdowment for the Humanities
(NEH). Individual states, counties and cities depeld their own arts policies, depending
on the level of local support arts advocates couldter. Some of these groups, including
the NEA and some local arts commissions, suppanghdidual arts through
competitions and commissions. Through the lobbwifigrts of Allied Arts, Washington
state and Seattle both had arts commissions, tis@iv\gon State Arts Commission
(WSAC), the Seattle Commission for the Arts, arelkimg County Commission for the
arts, which provided artist grants. There was stmding for the arts available from
state or locally-funded arts programs such as tiistd in Residence Program and the Art
in Public Places Program which were started inl##&s. Programs that provided
funding to individual artists proved useful for nyaartists in the region. In the early
1970s Steve Beasley and Rob Adamson of the Art<Caaiis Co-op applied for and
received at least one arts commission grant frakihg County Commission for the
Arts to fund a traveling glassblowing demonstratfbtiller, 1991, Dreisbach et al, 2003,

p. 77) which helped their careers and also inceets visibility of studio glass locally.
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Pilchuck’s Founding

While there were artists and programs that focusedlass making in the region
from Bellevue, Washington to Eugene, Oregon, tggédst factor in the growth of studio
glass in the Puget Sound region is far and awaftlceuck Glass School, located north
of the city in rural Stanwood, Washington. In smfets rural location, the story of
Pilchuck is closely tied with the story of Seaslart scene and the city’s cultural patrons.
It is also tied to the story of several academstiiations far from Seattle, in particular,
the Rhode Island School of Design, the Californidi€ge of Arts, and the University of
Wisconsin, where many of the original teachers stndents came from.

While the Seattle-based artists were making uskeoéxisting cultural
infrastructure and developing new support systdraswould help them to establish
studios, learn their craft and sell the resultirtgvark, it was Chihuly who connected the
emerging art world with Seattle’s cultural elitekow did it all begin?

In 1970, Chihuly was a young sculpture profess&laide Island School of
Design (RISD). Chihuly and Ruth Tamura, an art @sebr at California College, were
planning to hold a summer glassblowing workshop @ahuly’s hometown, funded by
a $2,000 grant from the Union of Independent Cekegf Art (UICA). They were hoping
to find a rural setting, where students and facodtyld be fully involved in arts activities
without distractions from the outside world, sonaegl like Haystack Mountain School of
Crafts off the coast of Maine, where Chihuly taugher the past two summers. A native
of Tacoma, Washington, Chihuly graduated from tiné/ersity of Washington in Seattle
in 1965 with a B.A. in interior design and then wen to study glass at the University of

Wisconsin with Harvey Littleton, and ceramics aoé Island School of Design. During



his time at University of Washington, while workiaga local architecture firm in

Seattle, he met textile designer Jack Lenor Lansevas Larsen that arranged an

introduction to local arts patron Anne G. Haubetale Chihuly, having so successfully

learned to blow glass, came to me with the ideaméw glass school near Seattle—in

tents! ... |1 suggested to Dale his talking to Anneubterg about this” (Johns, 2005, p. 8).

When Chihuly arrived in Seattle to scout out pdssitcations, he set up an appointment

to meet Anne and John Hauberg. Hauberg describedhecouple met Chihuly in a

1971 interview:

We had never heard of Dale Chihuly although heggged from the University
of Washington and was a Tacoma — or Bremerton i bman. But he had become
a protégée of Jack Lenor Larsen, and Jack Larseliestat the University of
Washington when Annie’s father was the head oftickitectural department out
there. And we’ve maintained a fairly close relasibip with Jack Larsen over the
years. All of a sudden we had a letter from Jagkngghe was sending out a
young man who was sort of a protégé of his namdd Ohnihuly, who wanted to
start a glass center up in the San Juan Islandse $alled up Annie when he got
here, and he never got to the San Juan Islandsidtchim, and was very much
taken by him and his enthusiasm. ... You really havgive the credit to Jack
Larsen for steering Dale Chihuly to us (Hauberg8.%. 18-19).

After meeting with Chihuly, the Haubergs agreetetdhe group use a small

portion of land on their tree farm outside Stanwémdhe summer glass workshop. This

initial gesture expanded to include a fair amodrftr@ncial support over many years,

® John H. Hauberg, Interviewed by Sue Ragan, Jan@8i8, Archives of Northwest Art. John H. Hauberg
papers. Special Collections, University of Washimgtibraries, Seattle, Washington.
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and to the transformation of Pilchuck from a tengppisummer arts camp for a few arts

students to an internationally renowned schoobfassmaking, on par with the earlier,
similar crafts schools located on the East Coastlg?d in North Carolina, and Haystack
Mountain School of Crafts.

It was at this point that the Haubergs’ ambitiolasp for an arts center on their
Pilchuck Tree farm intersected with Chihuly’s séaiar a temporary location for a rural
arts workshop, with the result of making the regaotenter for studio glass art, although
at the time neither party was making long-term plabout a glass-related facility.

The Arts Patrons and the Tree Farm

To understand why Larsen immediately suggesteduBhtalk to Anne Hauberg
and why the Haubergs were so enthusiastic abowldéise workshop, it is necessary to
first understand how the Haubergs and their trea faere connected to Seattle’s cultural
ambitions. For a start, the Haubergs were long-ainte patrons and Seattle boosters. As
a couple, the group represented the merger oflI&edthaditional business elite and the
social and cultural elite. For much of their litegether, the description of their activities
could be summed up by saying that Anne was set#reaseative thinker and the one
with the soul of an artist and real understandihthe arts, while John was seen as the
one with the money to make things happen. Thesarsly some truth to this, but in
looking back on their legacy as a couple, and dwithuals, it is clear that they both had
a love for the arts, and supported their prefeartdorms in their own ways.

Anne and John Hauberg were participants togeth®eattle’s social and cultural
life, from the time that they returned to Seatfte@World War Il so John could study

forestry. “Now it was back to Seattle for three rngeat the University of Washington’s
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College of Forestry and the turbulent cultural gceha city wanting to shed its reputed

dependence on timber, fish, and Boeing” (Haubed§32p. 244). John Hauberg's early
interest in the arts revolved around music, as patlents participated in musical events
as amateurs. He minored in music at Princetort, isabt surprising that his first forays
into Seattle’s cultural scene involved the Se&ilmphony; he joined the board of the
Symphony in 1949. John’s second major area dftarinterest was Native American
art; he might have inherited that interest fromfatber, who actively collected Indian
artifacts while Hauberg was a child. The Hauberggdied extensively and typically
sought out artwork when traveling. They bought sdagajo pieces on a trip to the
American Southwest in 1949 and collected pre-Colamhrt on trips to Mexico and
further south. During work-related visits to forest the Pacific Northwest, the Haubergs
visited “abandoned Haida, Tlingit, Tsimshian, anddkiutl (Kwakwaka'wakw)

villages” (Hauberg, 2003, p. 279) which stimulateeir interest in Pacific Northwest
coastal art.

The Pacific Northwest Arts Center

In 1972, the Friends of the Crafts Gallery acquaietkw neighbor named the
“The in-Town Gallery” which was the “planning ane&embership center for P.N.A.C.”
which was formed to support a gallery named forMEwbey to “celebrate, preserve and
exhibit arts of the region from prehistoric timeshe present day” (Voorhees, 1972,
A15). The Seattle Times article poses the questimut whether the Mark Tobey
gallery might be at the Haubergs’ tree farm buvtes no further details.

John Hauberg’s activities in support of Seattlets arganizations were notable,

but of course they were not his full time occupatide was an executive at
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Weyerhaeuser, and also owned his own tree farmenliecould practice another of his

interests, forestry practices. When Hauberg entéredorestry program at the University
of Washington, he was already in his 30s, and vebtatgut into practice some of what
he was learning. In 1948, he purchased “about elavadred acres” (Hauberg, 2003, p.
207) of forested land on the east side of PilchDdek, on land that was previously
known as the Parker Ranch. By 1960, after methbtidiaaquiring land from the farmers
and others nearby, Hauberg had accumulated abothdasand acres (Hauberg, p. 212).
Hauberg paid for the land from his trust fund, mtieg to use it to research forestry
techniques. Hauberg named the tree farm afterrdrek ¢hat runs through it. Pilchuck is a
Chinook word, meaning “red river.”

Pilchuck tree farm is located about 50 miles noftBeattle, outside the town of
Stanwood, Washington. Hauberg described the latatsdfollows: “Geographically:
Pilchuck Tree Farm lies between Interstate 5 @b}jhe west to the North Fork of the
Stillaguamish River on the east, and from the oftirlington on the southeast to
Conway at its northwest corner. ... But we are dwignty-five miles north of Everett and
about the same northwest to Mt. Vernon. The Pilkhiree Farm office can be reached
easily in an hour from Seattle” (Hauberg, p. 220).

As early as the 1960s the Haubergs began planaingrt at least part of their
Pilchuck tree farm to other uses, including a resil development to be called
“Tatoosh.” By 1970, they had contracted an archtiecreate a site plan and models for
a possible museum and some detailed plans foringasid artist studios to develop one
section of the hillside as an upscale housing dgweént. The plans included a resident

community of artists and craftspeople, and anartscrafts museum with focus on the
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culture of the Pacific Northwest. The museum was &b include a gallery for Northwest

Coast tribal art, and regional crafts, both reftegtadditional personal interests of the
Haubergs. Letters from LaMar Harrington in 1970 48d@1 while she was director at the
Henry Gallery suggest the museum plans were knawlrtaken seriously at that time.
Harrington wrote to John Hauberg in 1970 suggestinteeting to work out what to do
about “overlapping areas in your plan and the H&wuilery program” and suggested
collaborating with the Haubergs and proposed tlssipdity that some of the gallery
programs might move to the new museum (Harringt®@0). In a letter to collectors in
New Mexico who were loaning the Henry Gallery squiexes for a Balkan art
exhibition, Harrington wrote: “Some other frienadsSeattle are about to build a new
museum (... Mark Tobey Gallery), and a decorative eenter north of the city” and
suggested that the collectors might consider dogatr loaning their folk art collection
to the museum. She referred to the friends as pleeaf means (he is a Weyerhaeuser)
who own a 4800 acre site (tree farm) and wish teldp it to the best advantage
ecologically, aesthetically, and economically...” (Hagton, 1971).

One of the problems with this plan was that Markd&phad no interest in the
museum. By the time the Haubergs’ community andeumomswas in the later planning
stages, the artist had resettled in Switzerlanddahehot want to return the Seattle. The
Haubergs offered him a stipend and a positionaatitbseum in 1971, and they even paid
him while he was still in Switzerland, but they tbuaot convince him to return to Seattle
even for a museum that was to be dedicated to duik.vAccording to Seattle art critic
Deloris Ament Tarzan (2003):

Hauberg proposed to hire Tobey as a consultanipgdym $1,000 a month, and
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said they also wanted to buy paintings for the muoseHe told Tobey he had

taken an option on a house at the corner of 14énd& and East John Street in

Seattle, with a cottage in the garden, where hddvoel pleased to have Tobey

live. Tobey preferred to stay in Basel (Ament, 2003

Plans for the Pacific Northwest Arts Center corgiththrough the mid-1970s. At
one point they considered renovating several obtidarm buildings on the site and
turning the area into a museum of western histblifea in the model of Sturbridge
Village in Massachusetts, called Freeborn Hill. Whihe Haubergs continued to support
the annual Pilchuck glass workshops and even fdldedlass program into the
organizational umbrella of PNAC, Anne G. Haubergtoaied to work toward the
realization of her larger dream. In a 1973 intawia Sunset magazine she talked about
their plans for a larger project that encompasseaisic festival theater along with:

...a cultural park on part of our 4,000 acres oéfvrand meadow land 50
minutes north of Seattle ... our planned Mark Tobalegy and a Northwest

Indian art center... We also need a village for haaftievorkers, and some

inexpensive studios and homes for artists andecepeople (Hauberg, in Quist,

1973, p. 111).

However, none of these plans became reality. Thergoslump affected real
estate values and plans for the residential podfdahe development were placed on
hold, never to return in John Hauberg's lifetimarn? for the Tobey museum were also
scrapped due to the artist’s opposition. In 19f&,Rilchuck glass workshop would be

briefly absorbed into the organization the Haubdéogsded to support a proposed Mark
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Tobey museum and regional craft and folk museuttectéhe Pacific Northwest Arts

Center.

The crafts and cultural center ideas remainedanefor at least the rest of the
decade, as the Haubergs continued to brainstorsigidges. “When the froth had
blown away, or settled down, we found that we haidsacceeded in getting Mark
Tobey’s approval of a museum to be named for hismhad not created a Pacific
Northwest Council of interested people from Podlam Vancouver and Boise, but we
had created the now-famous Pilchuck Glass Schdbl@ale Chihuly’s idea and our
funding and guidance” (Hauberg, 2003, p. 290).

Pilchuck’s first year

Pilchuck Glass School, as it was later called, weated 50 miles north of
Seattle. The location, far from urban amenitiest @ehuly’s goals of removing the
students from hectic nature of city life, and mgemerally reflected the back to the land
philosophy of the early 1970s counterculture. Daitime first year, Pilchuck was an “art
for art’s sake” enterprise that emphasized freedathcreativity, a DIY ethic, and
process over product. In his funding proposal ier s¢econd year, Chihuly (1972)
reiterated the philosophy and rationale behindstih®ol and the importance of a rural
location.

Ten years ago glass blowing schools in this countrge non-existent. Now there

are over sixty. For the first time in history gldsss broken away from the

traditional needs of the consumer and his factohrethe summer of 1970, Ruth

Tamura and | began planning for a glass centenvtbatd have a rotating faculty

representing the various new approaches and astiovards glass. It was time
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to provide an atmosphere where people could gethegto discuss and explore

these new ideas. From the beginning we wanted todag¢ed in an isolated

setting, feeling that such an environment woulddeducive to concentration and

total involvement (Chihuly, 1972).

Pilchuck brought together professional artists withege students who applied
through their art departments for admissions. Tisé year, Pilchuck did not have an
official name, although sometime during the suminacquired the nickname of “The
Peanut Farm.” The students came from universitiaswere members of the UICA. That
first year, 20 students attended Pilchuck, and gaeg no tuition, courtesy of the UICA
grant (Chihuly, 1972).

Students were told to bring everything they neddezhmp out for the summer,
but few did. It was likely that few of the studemven knew what to bring for a summer
of camping out in the soggy Pacific Northwest.|Stiwas a time when many young
people were interested in getting back to natucekeatk to the land, and this first group
of students brought their enthusiasm for startmmgething new, in an unfamiliar but
beautiful, rural setting. Many also brought frien@ke first year was all about glass—
glass and building.

After the first year, the curriculum was expandethewhat to include a media
program, which didn’t survive much beyond the secgear. Initial funding did not go
very far in purchasing supplies and shelter forabsentially open and forested land that
was almost (or completely) lacking in any kind efmanent shelters. Despite the do-it-
yourself shelters and cooking arrangements andueef the land, the UICA grant was

not enough to cover expenses. As Chihuly notedsisdarch for funding for Pilchuck’s
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second year, “Although we received a UICA graniygie donations, and additional

income from the glass sales, | still lost $2,000ngfown funds” and as a result of the
budget shortfalls, the proposed tuition was s&$4d0 tuition for the ten-week session,
which covers about one-fourth of our expenses”aas the maximum amount that
would both help pay expenses and still keep thetuaffordable (Chihuly, 1972). At
this time, Chihuly was the “Pilchuck Project Directand he was still on the faculty of
Rhode Island School of Design.

For the first year, shelter, food, and basic nattessvere challenges that took up
much of the students’ time. People slung tarps treerbranches for basic shelter; those
with greater building skills and knowledge set abmeating more durable and
waterproof shelters out of material gathered overged locally. Basic equipment and
materials for glassmaking were also lacking. Ontheffirst group projects was to design
and build glass furnaces, which were sheltered uadeassive tarp (Figure 9.3). Not
surprisingly, the first furnaces did not work vevgll, but the students did the best they
could with what they had. According to Chihuly (297

Equally encouraging was the hope and enthusiasmgypeaople have when given

an educational atmosphere that allows them thertyputy to express themselves

fully without the usual distractions and restriasoof our overcrowded and

confusing cities and their highly structured sclsqpl. 2).

According to Pilchuck’s founders, the distractiaighe city hindered full artistic
expression. However, in spite of the importancén@ly, Tamura and later faculty
placed on the rural setting, Pilchuck ties to 3eatere strong and important for the

school’s survival from its inception.



86
One of Seattle’s resources they needed to usetheat studios at the

University of Washington art department. At thateéi Marquis was the studio manager
and a temporary faculty member at the universityiiy the first year, faculty and
students from Pilchuck would drive to town to use UW kilns/furnaces to produce the
basic batch required for working (Oldknow, 199&)eTbatch is the raw material, mixed
from silica, soda ash, and lime and melted withoter metals to make glass of different
colors. The batch is then melted again at a loemperature for glassblowing, kiln
forming, and other glassmaking techniques. Ortaefirst year students remembered
his role in getting the school operational:
My duty, for most of the summer, was to go to thevdrsity of Washington, and
with their help, we mixed batch formula glass. Weeived materials such as
soda ash and sand free from the Northwest Glasp@wmmwho made Coke
bottles and jars and stuff like that. And we ggtotite, one of our formula
constituents, from an aluminum recycling place wedourchased some of the
materials. ... Within three weeks, | would say, wd hanaces operating and
glass, which was made from batch in the furnacéseat)niversity of
Washington. We pulled the glass out of the furnacespoured water on it to
make frit, which is, you know, broken up pieceswifall glass. We brought it out
to the country, near Stanwood, to Pilchuck, andemeelted it (Borris, 1982
The necessity to travel back and forth from Se#ttimake the raw materials
required for glassblowing put a kink into their mdafor a completely self-sufficient arts

community removed from urban life. But, in facticRuck was connected in several

® Marshall Borris (artist), interview with LaMar Hémgton, February, 1984. LaMar Harrington Papers.
Special Collections, University of Washington Libes, Seattle, Washington.
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ways to Seattle from its inception. It was connéd¢teSeattle’s elite community through

the Haubergs and their land and plans for improtegcultural reputation of the city. It
was connected to Seattle’s educational instituttbrsugh Chihuly’s University of
Washington connections and also through the neaddadJniversity of Washington
facilities and supplies during its initial yearswlas also connected to Seattle’s crafts
community, at the least through Chihuly’s connedito the Pacific Northwest Arts &
Crafts Fair in Bellevue, and also through Jack ldramsen’s support and the
participation of Seattle’s small group of practgiglassmakers. “I first heard about
Pilchuck in 1971. ... And | went up to see what wasg on and there were a couple of
furnaces in the field and these guys were in terdgand. It looked pretty barbaric at the
time. These were all ‘young hippies’ at the tim@&damson, 1984, p.1).

At the end of the first summer, Pilchuck studerd taculty work was exhibited
in the gallery that Anne Hauberg started, the Fiseof the Crafts Gallery in Seattle.
“Probably the most satisfying aspect of the eigbekvprogram was the obvious skill and
spirit that almost everyone displayed in an exflohitve held in a Seattle gallery, where
we raised $800 towards our $2,900 deficit” (Chihdl972, p. 2). The Haubergs did more
than support the school, they also supported thgigdual Pilchuck teachers and students
by collecting their work, encouraging their frientdscollect Pilchuck glass, and
sponsoring exhibitions in local galleries, firsttire nonprofit Friends of the Crafts
Gallery, and then in the for-profit Polly FriedlaerdGallery. “In a couple of years our
Pilchuck artists/teachers were also instructingatstack Mountain and Penland summer
craft schools. And slowly a market developed witlkeluck alumni in the lead”

(Hauberg, 2003, p. 290).



88
Discussion

The artists that lived and worked in Seattle ingady 1970s were isolated from
the art world centered on New York City, and thegmted beyond the realm of the art
journals and critics who could make and break caraethat time. They had few options
available for accessing the New York City art wdrlain a city located at the opposite
coast. Given Seattle’s economic conditions attiha and the limited number of cultural
institutions in the region, prospects for estalaigrand sustaining a vibrant arts
community based on local cultural support systelss seemed limited.

The city, indeed the region, had few of the elemémat Jackson (2004) and
Becker (2008) identified as necessary for suppguditistic careers or art worlds. Among
the necessary components required for supportitgralproducers that both Becker
and Jackson considered necessary were marketsdemee, sources of professional
training, and a system for critically evaluating tlwork that artists created (Jackson,
2004, Becker, 2008). There was no market demamaddience for studio glass as a
unique art form in the Puget Sound region. Theegakcene was small, and only
beginning to open up to makers who produced obfaaised mediums classified as craft
rather than art. Because of the economic downtdtlae fact that this was a new art
medium, artists found limited opportunities to showsell their work through established
galleries. There were no formal aesthetic crit@Biacker, 2008), or systems for
validating work that studio glass artists produt#tkson, 2004) that could serve as a
basis for classifying, critiquing, and valuing studlass objects in terms of quality. Local
training opportunities were limited, as the artistglved were only just learning the

materials and processes themselves.
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Given these factors, Seattle in the early 1970davibave to be considered

inhospitable to artists and an unlikely place foreav art world based on studio glass to
emerge. The region’s studio glass artists wereooipletely without resources,
however. Although there were few formal trainingpogunities at first, it did not take
long for artists to connect with regional collegesl universities which were offering
new and expanded arts programs, due to the incre&seding and students (Netzer,
1978; Harrington, 1979). Local studio glass artsith taught and took classes at these
institutions, and through these activities streagtd local artistic networks, and gained
access to facilities, equipment, and income to sugpeir production. Neighborhood
street fairs and regional arts and crafts fairyidlex opportunities for area studio glass
artists to show and sell work and to begin the gss®f developing an audience and a
market.

The population of studio glass artists in Seattlthe early 1970s shared basic
demographics with the artists residing in Wickerk?&hicago in the 1990s that Lloyd
(2004) documented. Both groups were young, colejezated, and poor, and both
groups sought out cheap living and working spaceshan neighborhoods. Lloyd
(2004) found that the first group of artists tatlgein Wicker Park remained isolated from
one another because the area was not known asisimaighborhood and there were no
community spaces for artists to congregate andipei In contrast, studio glass artists
in Seattle found each other fairly quickly, in pbecause of the city’s small cultural
scene. The limited number of art venues meantatists were more likely to encounter
each other at one of the city’s cultural venuedrear about other artists working in the

same media. The need to share information provitezhtive for artists to work
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together, spurring the growth of an artist netwitwkt encompassed local, personal

connections established through face to face iatierss and working relationships, and a
broader professional network established througit&ibnal and organizational ties with
artists and institutions far from the region.

Studies by Zukin (1982) and Bain (2003) found #udists were attracted to
former industrial spaces that provided large, fiiand affordable working and living
spaces. The artists in Toronto that Bain (2003}istliwere attracted to urban
neighborhoods that featured buildings that were dég¢aying, and open to new creative
uses. In Seattle, cultural production and consunpctivities were located in several
city neighborhoods. The two most visible downtowedtions were Pioneer Square and
Pike Place Market, which were prime spots for agiigdios, galleries, and street fairs.
The rundown nineteenth-century buildings in Piorigéguare and the decrepit state of
Pike Place Market fulfilled the needs of local stdifor workspaces and places to make
over for new uses.

As Ley (2003) found in his study of Vancouver, B@tjsts were not the only
people attracted to the built environment left heirom an earlier industrial age and to
poor and working-class urban neighborhoods, ar&kmttle they were not the first to
rediscover and reclaim such sites for the middissI The entrepreneurial activities that
Sale (1976) documented and the grassroots actiignstoric preservationist groups
like Allied Arts that helped turn the Pioneer Squand Pike Place Market
neighborhoods into tourist destinations were eweéenf the attraction to urban spaces
that Ley (2003) found typical of the new “aestheligposition” displayed by the first

waves of the baby boom generation that benefit@u the expansion of college
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programs in the 1960s. These activities also reptes the increasing influence of what

Morley (2011) labeled the new cultural elite, ahi$ group’s successful campaigns
preserve and revitalize these neighborhoods wgres €if the urban restructuring that
would change the city dramatically over the nexyaars.

As Morley (2011) noted, the traditional coalitiepresenting downtown business
interests also had an interest in Seattle’s downtogighborhoods, but the large-scale
redevelopment projects that they advocated didnotide building new downtown
cultural organizations or districts in the early708. Several group members did have an
interest in culture, but it was directed more tpmurting the existing high-culture
institutions like the Seattle Symphony and the tBearrt Museum. DiMaggio’s (1986)
study of wealthy Bostonian’s support for the amnt$he nineteenth century found that the
search for cultural capital spurred Boston Brahninsreate and support cultural
institutions that helped set the boundaries betvinggim culture and popular culture to
shore up their own social position as the city atbthem changed. Seattle’s leading
citizens had followed a similar path, creating tleavn cultural institutions, not just to set
themselves apart as an elite group within the biy,also as a place making strategy to
set the city apart as a cultural center in the W&gthe 1970s, some of Seattle’s wealthy
arts patrons, including the Haubergs, wanted mwag institutions, they wanted to find a
homegrown cultural expression that they could cJaomncrease the city’s cultural
capital.

Like the nineteenth-century Boston Brahmins whodtbip benefit through their
support of an art museum and a symphony (DiMadi§i86), the Tobey Museum and

Pacific Northwest Arts Center that the Haubergspéal to build on the site of their rural
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tree farm also served a larger agenda. As a trag the Pilchuck Mountain property was

an investment in the region’s traditional economagdal on extraction of natural
resources. As a planned site for cultural and atwea organizations it represented the
couple’s commitment to culture and education, amtiffed their vision of Seattle as a
world-class city with a cultural life equal to thaftother major cities in the United States.
When Chihuly convinced the Haubergs to supportanser glassmaking
workshop on land that the couple had already seé¢ &sr a museum dedicated to Seattle
artist Mark Tobey and to regional art forms, thegén the process that connected studio
glass artists with Seattle’s wealthy and infludrtigtural patrons, and through them to
the city’s cultural infrastructure (Figure 4.1). \Wever, none of this was evident during
the Pilchuck Glass School’s early years, and inde&dhs not clear whether the program
would even last longer than a year or two, givengbmewhat chaotic and primitive

initial conditions and the lack of stable funding.
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Figure 4.1. Cultural infrastructure of the PugetiSregion, 1971

In Becker’s study of change in art worlds, he ndtet: “only changes that

succeed in capturing existing cooperative networkdeveloping new ones survive”

(Becker, 2008, p. 300). Artists who arrived in Beattle area in the early 1970s found a

city in economic distress, but with a vibrant crditand civic life. To succeed as a group,

they needed to connect to the city’s existing caltinfrastructure or create their ow

support systems. Key elements in the existing fraonke were several regional academic

programs in the arts, a few policies that suppatiedarts, a small group of patrons

n

and

galleries that provided a potential audience antketaand a lively regional scene that

included craft fairs and impromptu cultural everiise success of the studio glass
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movement depended upon the community’s abilityucessfully mobilize resources and

build place-based networks to support the convastiskills, and people required to
create a new art world in this new location. By iel-1970s studio glass artists had
already developed new artistic networks in theaegand had succeeded in “capturing”
a portion of the existing networks. Within a decafeattle galleries would showcase
work by regional studio glass artists, with Pilckd@culty and students prominent

among them. However, studio glass artists still $igdificant challenges ahead of them,
given the limited institutional venues, audienadfuwral media, and resources available to

support their art or to create a sustainable artdavo the Puget Sound region.
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Chapter 5: International Connections
Introduction

Seattle studio glass artists were not the firstaeel to Europe to seek out
European masters and learn from them. Howeveintaeaction between Seattle
glassmakers and their European counterparts ngthail a profound impact on the
individual artists, but also upon the position eiflle as an international center of
glassmaking. These exchanges even influenced tredogenent of European
glassmaking. This chapter explores these connexctind their influence on the emerging
studio glass community in Seattle in the 1970sXE9R0s.

Why did Seattle artists go to Europe and what lagy toring back from their
experiences? What did the European artists gam this exchange, if anything? It's not
surprising that American artists just beginningxplore what was to them a new
medium would travel to Europe where the long tradibf glassmaking was still
thriving. It is less clear what European glassmskexd to gain from letting American
artists into their studios, where both traditioml amarket competition demanded secrecy.
The following sections attempt to answer these tipres To do so, the chapter
selectively highlights the activities and caredra éew key artists and glassmakers from
the Pacific Northwest, Northern Europe and Italyovdeveloped strong connections to
the Seattle area and were influential in develogroéstudio glass in the Pacific

Northwest.
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The Seattle connection

During the 1970s, formal and informal arts edugapoograms including
Pilchuck, Pratt Fine Arts Center, and the glassngkrogram at the University of
Washington emerged in the Seattle region. Thesgrgmas provided learning
opportunities for aspiring studio glass art studeHibwever, along with these local
sources of knowledge, Seattle artists understoedéieessity of connecting with
European glassmakers to gain the technical skitiskmowledge they needed to work
with glass as an artistic medium. The internati@aanections that these artists
established, and the knowledge and skills theyeghihelped individual artists and the
studio glass movement in general quickly advancehafped strengthen Seattle’s
reputation as an international center for artists @ollectors of studio glass work.

The Seattle artists discussed in this chapter ledvwe Europe early in their
careers, before they moved to Seattle. In dointdpep were following the example of
one of the founders of the studio glass movemeatyéy Littleton. Littleton’s artistic
path included a search for methods to match higtamb. He was among the first of the
studio glass artists to visit Europe, with a 1998 $ponsored by Corning Glass Works.
Littleton set out to find processes for workinghwilass that also fit the standard
Western model of the artist at the time. To quadi$yan artistic medium, glass had to
meet certain qualifications. In particular, indival artists using glass must be able to use
the material to produce unique work that only tiinds had touched. The American
factory model, with its emphasis on mass producioa utilitarian objects, did not fulfill
these requirements. Post World War Il Europe wasehto several regions where

traditional glassmaking was still practiced, anttléion visited studios in Naples,
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Murano, and Paris, looking for evidence that smedlle glassmaking production was

practical. According to Lynn (2004) Littleton’s exqpences there, and in particular his
visit to Spanish artist Jean Sala’s small studiBanis, convinced him that the idea that
glass could be a medium for individual artists wiable (p. 52). This realization formed
part of the inspiration for the 1962 Toledo Worksho

The first generation of artists who studied witktleton or other studio glass
pioneers and were affiliated with a college or ensity could arrange to travel abroad
through internship or fellowship programs. Manydétuglass artists traveled to Europe
in the 1960s and 1970s to glean what they coulu fite European glassmakers and
designers there, often using their educationalesrgals as a calling card. As more
American artists traveled to Europe to study aadidrom European masters, interest in
the glassmaking activities taking place in the BaiStates spread within Europe. Some
European artists became interested in travelingegdJnited States to teach and to
experience firsthand the experimental processé@smarican artists. Former Pilchuck
Education Coordinator Benjamin Moore recalled: the late 1970s and early 1980s
prominent European artists began to go to Pilchlibk. first was Erwin Eisch, in 1972.
In 1974, Ludwig Schaffrath was there” (Moore, 201 the late 1970s the first of the
Italian artists arrived at Pilchuck to teach, agdhe 1980s other European artists,
including Swedish artists Bertil Vallien and Ulriklydman-Vallien, and Czech artists
Stanislav Libensky and Juroslava Brychtova. Thetenagassmakers and artists arrived
first and their students soon followed. This intgronal mixture of artists in Seattle drew

more artists, to experiment, play, and learn togredimd to bring back what they learned

" Benjamin Moore (artist), interview with the auth@2010.
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to their homes. In some cases, such as in JapaAuwstdhlia, artists returned from the

U.S. and started glassmaking programs based onigananodels provided by Pilchuck
and other regional schools.
Artist Exchanges — Germany, Sweden, and Italy

While American artists were attempting to create aetistic forms in glass,
European designers were developing their own stgidss movement. In many other
countries, the traditional glassmaking industriesprised regional glassmaking
facilities where craftspeople practiced techniquasded down through the generations,
creating work designed by the factory designers whre graduates of university art
programs. During the 1960s, these university-tichghesigners raised questions about the
role of art, craft, beauty, industrial productiaraheir own roles in modern society.
During this time, European glass designers actigelyght out occasions to travel, study
and work internationally, and to share their ideéh others. Some were drawn to the
U.S. because they had heard of the studio glasemment’s activities. Among these were
the German artists Erwin Eisch and Klaus Moje, #n@dSwedish artist/designer Bertil
Vallien. These artists visited several arts programthe United States to showcase their
work, demonstrate their techniques, and see whadrisan artists were doing.

In 1980 Pilchuck began an artist-in-residence @oygthat drew artists from
around the world, including contingents from ItaBgrmany, Sweden, and
Czechoslovakia. Klaus Moje, Ludwig Schaffrath, Bargallien, and Ann Wolff were
among the northern European artists who made tegetiPilchuck a fairly regular

summer event.
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Germany

German artist Erwin Eisch was the first Europeate&zh at Pilchuck, in 1972,
but it was not the first time he had worked with émoan artists. The earliest exchange
between American and German studio glass pionedesl do the beginning of the glass
movement, in 1962 when Littleton visited Eisch dgra trip through Europe. Both
shared an enthusiasm for experimentation with glagisan interest in using glass as an
artistic medium, and they became friends. Eiscltedghe U.S. several years earlier to
teach in 1964 at a summer workshop that Littletibered at the University of Wisconsin
(Oldknow, 1996, p. 37). In 1969 Chihuly visitedsé&h in his studio in Germany, and
Eisch in turn traveled to Seattle as a visitingsagt Pilchuck Glass School in 1972, only
one year after the school was founded. He brougtitional skills learned through his
family background and the German system for edagatidustrial designers, along with
a modernist approach to the material. His presentiee early years of the school
testifies to the early connections to internaticaréists that Littleton, Chihuly, and other
Americans made during their individual study tips€Europe. Like Eisch, other
international glassmakers invited to Pilchuck wdiidl themselves working with people
they had met or even tutored at their home workslamy factories.

Erwin Eisch and Klaus Moje were both traditiondligined in techniques that
involved working with flat glass but became bestwn for their sculptural work. Eisch
was born in 1927 in Frauenau, Germany and learlass gngraving from working for
his father, who had an engraving workshop. He stliglassmaking in Zweisel, and also
at the Academy of Fine Art in Munich. He later sadisculpture, and from the late

1950s he experimented with glass techniques taecszalptural forms. His work is also
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notable for its use of surface decoration, as pe&ly employs painting, enameling,

etching and other techniques. According to Oldkngisch's “philosophies would
become a major ideological force in the Americardst glass movement” (Oldknow,
1996, p. 37).

Klaus Moje was also born into a glassmaking fanBlgrn in Hamburg in 1936,
he learned glass grinding and glass cutting irfahely business and through study at
Rheinbach and Hadamar glassmaking schools. Moja sandio with his wife and fellow
artist Isgard Moje-Wohlgemuth during the 1960s. éding to Edwards, glassblowing
“was never to draw Klaus Moje, whose roots weratgd firmly in the northern tradition
of glass-carving and glass-engraving” (Edwards519912). Moje’s interest in color
and experiments in glassmaking led him to work \thign new colored glass panels
developed by Bullseye Glass in Portland, Oregontamtktvelop techniques of
kilnformed glass. These interests also broughttbifilchuck in the 1970s, where he
taught at Pilchuck in 1979. He returned to the fabiorthwest many times since to
work and teach. Moje moved to Australia in 1983tert a glass program at the Canberra
School of Art and he continues to influence artisternationally with his sculptural
work in kilnformed glass.

American artists also traveled to Germany to expghed working knowledge of
glass and to study glass manufacturing processe$ MRarioni, Seattle artist and
longtime Pilchuck teacher, traveled to Germanyxjpeeiment and expand his technical
and artistic boundaries. Marioni was born in 194 Cincinnati, Ohio. After graduating
from the University of Cincinnati he moved to Saarkcisco, where he began working

with glass. In 1972 he had his first show of stdigéass wall panels. After hearing about
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that show Chihuly, Fritz Dreisbach, Richard Marguaisd Marvin Lipofsky all contacted

Marioni to invite him to work with them to promotiee medium. In 1974 Marioni began
teaching at Pilchuck, and moved to Seattle in 18@8n after he began teaching. In 1976
he was awarded a National Endowment for the AriSA)Ngrant to study in Germany.
Marioni was interested in experimenting with di#fat glassmaking techniques,
particularly glass casting, and felt that the Garrfaetories had the technical knowledge
and materials that could help him. He found thatglassmaking factories were not very
interested in letting American artists into theudos to learn or experiment, but he did
eventually get permission to work at the A.C. FescBlashutte factory.
When | started in late '69 industry wouldn't tadkuts - wouldn't let us in or any of
my friends that worked with glass. They were vepry guarded. Glass had been
a carefully guarded industrial secret for 5,000rgeand who were these young
upstarts that were coming along trying to stealffittege was basically their
attitude. ... But by about '77, '78 we were makimgedible gains, the glass
artists, because we were cooperating. ... So weymreickly out-distanced
industry. And in '76 | got my first National Endovemt grant and applied to A.C.
Fischer to work in their factory, used the grangooto Germany and work in their
factory” (Marioni, 2008).
Marioni’s description of his time working at A.Ciseher conveys some sense of
anxiety. He was worried about his grant running aatl never received much feedback
from the factory manager about his work. So, whemndached the end of his time there,

he approached the manager to find out what he émesd for letting him work there. He

8 Paul Marioni,Oral history interview with Paul Marioni, 2006 Sefi8-19 Archives of American Art,
Smithsonian Institution. Interview conducted by #Riedel.
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describes the manager pulling out an invoice orfi@in the desk drawer, and with a

flourish, tearing it up and throwing it away becawesch of them had received something
of value from the experience. Marioni has taugtRilthuck frequently since the 1970s
and is well known for his innovative approach te thaterial and his surrealistic

imagery.

Sweden

When founding director Thomas Beuchner put togetiecontemporary section
of the newly founded Corning Museum of Glass in1,9the contemporary section was
primarily production pieces by well-known designevith Sweden dominating”
(Oldknow, 2005, p. 4). In Sweden, art school tragnin the 28 century was meant to
prepare students to work in industrial design. €hveas not the same separation of art
and industry in Sweden as was found in the U.S.déwéad a longstanding tradition of
glassmaking, and Swedish designers actively ppdied in the contemporary design
arena, producing work renowned for its modernisih lgh quality.

Bertil Vallien, a well-known Swedish glass desigagist who would spend
many summers at Pilchuck, first traveled to the.tbSvork at a commercial ceramics
studio in Los Angeles in 1959. Vallien was boril#88 in Stockholm, and studied
ceramics at the School of Arts, Crafts and Desig&tockholm, graduating in 1961.
After spending time in the United States, Vallieturned to Sweden to work as a
designer for the Kosta Boda/Afors Glass factor§maland, a traditional glassmaking
region in Sweden. By the 1960s, some traditionadiyned designers, including Vallien,
began to see themselves as artists as well andesignd wanted more artistic freedom.

When Vallien signed his contract with Kosta Bodat&f he negotiated to have six
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months of freedom to pursue his own work, and leel dise time to develop innovative

techniques and pursue sculptural work. His expeden Los Angeles working with
experimental potters and ceramic artists had lefteanting this type of creative
freedom at home. In the 1960s Vallien gathereamof like-minded young artist-
designers to collaborate and to socialize at hidistin Smaland. This group included
artist Ann Wolff and her husband. In part due testhactivities, which attracted media
attention and in part because of his innovativéofgadesigns and his sandcast
sculptures, he became the most famous artist id&uweuring the 1960s (Lindquist,
1990). At the same time, he also felt a responsilid the employees of Kosta
Boda/Afors and the people in the surrounding comtraswho depended upon the glass
factories for their economic survival and he coméid to actively pursue his work as a
designer at the company. In some sense, he remaihgolrid of traditional and modern,
artist and designer.

In 1980 Vallien returned to the U.S. as artistasidence at Pilchuck along with
his wife, fellow artist and designer Ulrica Hydm¥allien. Vallien taught sand-casting
techniques, a specialty that he developed workirthe factory. He used his time at
Pilchuck, and he went there often, to experimenjusi with his signature sandcasting
techniques, but also with performance, which he pfacticed when he was teaching in
Stockholm his time off from Kosta Boda/Afors.

Vallien's enthusiastic approach to experimentadioa all forms of art have
influenced artists who studied with him. In theheical realm, his sandcasting

techniques are used by artists interested in ageablid sculptural forms and using glass



104
that does not necessarily look like glass, buttaia on the appearance of other material

or showcase effects of light and glass.

Sonja Blomdahl is an example of a renowned Ameraréist who traveled to
Sweden to learn the glassmaking craft, and alseflied from working with
international artists who came to Pilchuck. Origiw&iom Massachusetts, Blomdahl
graduated from the Massachusetts College of AtBird4, where she studied
glassblowing with Dan Dailey. In 1976 she travaie®rrefors, Sweden to study at the
Orrefors Glass School for six months. She learrassglowing, but did not find the
work or the approach aesthetically satisfying, ls® left (Hackett, 1992).

Blomdahl moved to Seattle in 1978 to work as Daildy& assistant at Pilchuck,
and it was there that she developed her interestpnessing symmetry and beauty
through her work. It was also at Pilchuck that Bitanl first worked with the Italian
glassblower Checco Ungaro and learned the Itafiealino technique After her
experience at Pilchuck, Blomdahl remained in Seatibrking and teaching in the city.
“In the fall Blomdahl moved to Seattle, workingthé Glass Eye with Rob Adamson and
Charles Parriott, making art nouveau-type lampshdadmghts she'd teach glass at Pratt
Arts Center and was able to use Pratt's equiproesht her own work” (Hackett, 1992).
In 1981 she had her first show, at the William Era€sallery, and by the late 1980s her
work had gained critical acclaim.

Blomdahl honed her technical skills in Sweden,dhg became known for styles

and innovations she developed after she studiPddtuck with the Venetians. Pilchuck

® Incalmo s an Italian technique of joining two sgabubbles of the same diameter together to caeate
vessel or other glass object. See Appendix D fditahal descriptions of glassmaking techniques and
terminology.
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in particular is known for the influence the Vema@s had on artists who studied there,

and on the artists in the Seattle region.
Italy

Perhaps most notable of the American study tripewese made to the
historically closed studios of the Venetian glassens. Pilchuck, with its early emphasis
on glassblowing, was particularly indebted to thren®tians. Early in their careers,
Seattle-based artists Dale Chihuly, Richard Mardbdente Marioni, Benjamin Moore,
Ginny Ruffner, and others traveled to the Venirblsiaca glassworks in Venice to
observe, work, and even design pieces for commgn@duction. When these artists
returned to the U.S. they shared their knowleddh wther artists at workshops in Seattle
area colleges, informal arts workshops, and ahBdk.

The Italian glassmaking tradition dates back toRbenan era, and in the northern
city of Venice, evidence of glassmaking factoriated back to the seventh or eighth
century (Toso, p. 25). Perhaps equally old is tadition of secrecy. The glassmaking
factories are concentrated on the island of Murartbe Venice Lagoon, and factories
are typically family run, with workers passing doteir skills within the family from
one generation to the next. Venetian glass has deémired and traded internationally as
a luxury item since the fifteenth century. Accoglto Santillana “To be of Venetian
origin was considered a prerequisite for waresatefacts fashioned from glass destined
for Europe’s nobility and courts — and if not frdfenice itself, then at least blown a la
facon de Venise” (Santillana, 2000, p. 9).

Pride in their work and upholding traditions wemgpbrtant parts of the Murano

glassmaking community’s identity. The long traditiof glassmaking and a system of
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early apprenticeship and training produces the migétly skilled glassmakers in Europe,

while the island society and close family connedialso produce a suspicion of
outsiders. Venetian glassmaking studios and faatqroduced objects to sell in a
competitive market. Once a design went into prada¢bther glassmakers often
immediately copied it. The Venetians took greahpao keep their designs secret, to
keep competitors from stealing the designs betoeg tvent into production. In addition,
studio workers were often from the same commueign the same family, and
business, family, and community were intermingeltraying a company secret could
bring shame upon one’s family. As artists like Gityhand Moore discovered when they
contacted various glass factories in Venice, madtro interest in allowing foreign
artists into their workshops to learn their tradersts.

Despite this tradition of secrecy, not all of tlaetbries were completely closed to
outsiders all of the time. It was not uncommondome of the more adventurous factory
owners to invite guest artists and designers tagdesorks that the local glassmakers
produced. For example, in the early 1960s the Araardesigner Thomas Stearns and
the Finnish designer Tapia Wirkkala both createdkior Venini. However, guest artists
were not involved in production. This was to chaiag the American studio glass artists
arrived, first as observers, then as students teaty as friends and colleagues. Their
destination was invariably Venini Fabbrica.

Venini was considered one of the more daring afidential factories on the
island in terms of its designs. Partners Giacompe@ia and Paolo Venini established
the Capellin Venini & C. Glassworks in 1921 on ghassmaking island of Murano.

Capellin was an antiques dealer from Venice, aminfevas a lawyer from Milan with
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an interest in glass. From the start, Venini hatbae open and experimental attitude

compared with other studio factories. The firstigiesr they hired was the artist Vittorio
Zecchin, whose award-winning designs influencede#ian glass styles of the time.
When the partners split in 1925, Venini continued ldring sculptor Napoleon
Martinuzzi as artistic director. Martinuzzi wasl@led in the 1930s by Italian architect
Carlo Scarpa, whose classic designs based on aptigud a dramatic impact on several
of the American artists (Ricke & Schmitt, 1997 1f). In 1959, after Paolo Venini died,
his son-in-law, architect Ludovico Diaz de Santiladook over the factory. Santillana
continued Venini's tradition of openness to nevagland welcomed several generations
of American studio glass artists.

The first of the studio glass artists who studie®¥éenice and later settled in
Seattle was Chihuly, who received a Fulbright Fedlbip to study in Italy in 1968. He
wrote to several glass factories in Murano seekiptace to study. Only Venini replied
with an invitation. Chihuly was allowed to obsethe glassblowers at work and engaged
in some design work, but did not do any glassblgvdaring his stay. In addition to
observing the teams of skilled glassblowers inoaGtChihuly also observed artisans
performing glass casting, making murrine canesidgng glass, and making glass molds.
(Frantz, 2007, p. 24-25).

Richard Marquis traveled and worked in Venice fro®69-1970, also courtesy of
a Fulbright Fellowship. After his first visit to Mano in 1969 he returned many times.
On his first trip to Venice, in 1969, Marquis wastermined to get some hands-on
experience working with Venetian glassmakers. Had#el to contact local glassmakers

after he arrived on Murano to try to find a sympaithhost. His first experience was with
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Salviati & Co., where he was allowed to observe sblen approached Santillana at

Venini. As with Chihuly, Santillana offered Margulse opportunity to design some
pieces, some of which Venini put into productioramyuis also performed time-motion
studies of the glassblowing operations before ma&llfi got his wish and was allowed to
blow glass. Marquis remembers, “It was just amazévgrything | saw and no one really
knew why | wanted to blow glass... because | wakedlike about a 10 year old but |
wanted to do it myself and so they helped me datttinger, 2008.) He worked with
maestro Francesco “Checco” Ongaro's team (Fra@@7,2. 25), and became
particularly interested in working with murrine g&a Murrine is a Murano glass specialty
and Marquis became known for works that incorparateirrine. The murrine technique
involves creating long glass rods (canes) composédferent glass colors, and then
slicing the canes to reveal flat disks with compgbexterns. Marquis acknowledged the
influence of the designer Scarpa on his work thihohig “Marquiscarpa” series created in
1995 in which Marquis showcased the murrine teammniout with modern forms and
colors. In 1970-71 Marquis taught classes in giagbceramics at the University of
Washington in Seattle, and in 1983 he moved td’tiget Sound region. He also taught
for many years at UCLA and spent much of his catr@eeling, teaching, collaborating
with other artists, and producing solo works.

Benjamin Moore, who worked at Venini in 1977-19#}resents the next
generation of Seattle studio-glass artists to trevEurope. Born in 1952 in Olympia,
Washington, Moore graduated from the Californial€y# of Arts and Crafts in 1974
with a BFA in ceramics. While there, he also stddilassmaking under Lipofsky. After

graduating he attended a workshop at Pilchuck, evherfirst met Chihuly, who
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encouraged him to attend Rhode Island School ofgnd®ISD). He graduated from

RISD with an MFA in 1977. Moore knew that if he wedh to develop skills and learn the
craft, he had to go to Europe. He remembered #hatviote about 15 letters to various
studios in Venice. Received one terse reply, fraeni¥i’s factory. It was from Ludovico
de Santillana, son-in-law to Venini” (Moore, 2390 With the invitation from

Santillana, Moore headed to Venice in the fall 8771, and spent about nine months
working and studying at Venini.

By the late 1970s, the studio glass movement irUthieed States had moved far
beyond the drippy glass blobs that had charactétize early experimental work, and
artists like Benjamin Moore were justly proud oéithglassmaking abilities. Moore had
prepared a demonstration for his first week at Weto show off his skills, but quickly
realized upon arrival that his abilities were noveheear the level of the Venetian
masters, and the Italians were hardly impressel s demo. But, as Moore
remembers it, “Lino and the Italians first saw aaNeerthal approach and skills, but they
admired the no-holds-barred attitude to the mdtetiévoore, 2018%). Moore was a
keen observer and student of all aspects of glaskiption and techniques at Venini, and
he learned quickly while working as a member of stimeChecco Ongaro’s team.
Eventually Moore designed work that sold under\tkaini name. However, his work
did not appear in the glassmaker’s catalog raisguidished in 2000, which art critic
Matthew Kangas (2005) said reflected the Venetlassgnakers’ discontent with
Moore’s role in bringing Venetian techniques andw®tan glassblowers to Pilchuck, and

through Pilchuck, to the United States. A 2@l&ass Quarterlyarticle identifies Moore

19 Benjamin Moore, interview with the author, Febgy&010.
1 Benjamin Moore, interview with the author, Febgy&010.
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as “at the forefront of the Murano-Pilchuck intemolye of ideas, techniques, and talent”

and credits Moore with indirectly changing Murarlasgmaking traditions through this
interchange (Kangas, 2005, p. 27). Moore was 6tigedfew American artists at Venini
who spoke Italian; he even learned the Venetialecliao better communicate with the
factory workers (Frantz, 2007, p. 29). Like Marqunse made personal connections with
several of the workers and became friends with @ngad his family. He also carefully
studied everything he encountered, and broughtléetaformation about all aspects of
the glassblowing processes to Pilchuck. And astudio in Seattle, Moore collaborated
with and mentored other artists to produce highliguaorks that incorporated
techniques learned from the Venetian masters.

After his European experience Moore returned tdtleea 1978, becoming the
first educational coordinator at Pilchuck, and washarge of the visiting artist program
at Pilchuck. It was Moore who convinced the firbtlee Venetians to teach at Pilchuck.
“In Spring of 1978 | asked Ongaro to come to Pitdhu.. Ongaro was the first true
Venetian master to come to U.S. to teach glassrgakitoore, 2016?). Although
Ongaro’s teaching experience was quite successfudeclined an invitation to return for
a second year and suggested instead that thetpthlk brother-in-law, Lino
Tagliapietra.

Tagliapietra was born in 1934 on the island of Mran Venice, and began his
apprenticeship in glassmaking soon after he wageaés old, working at Archimede
Seguso. In 1955, after returning from military seey he began working at the Galliano

Ferro factory, where he specialized in making gishlend by age 22 he earned the title

12 Benjamin Moore, interview with the author, Febgy&010.
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of maestro. A few years later, in 1960 his gobletse exhibited at the XXX Venice

Biennale. Tagliapietra’s goblets were designeddigeone else, but as early as 1966 he
showed an interest in design and began to moveairdirection, while continuing his
work as a master glassblower (Frantz, 2008, p).163.968 he started La Murrina
glassworks along with two partners and began prioadueork that he designed along
with producing work by other designers; in 197 lkeame head of design and
production at Effetre. Until this time, his entoareer had taken place on Murano, and
had followed a fairly traditional pattern for masggassblowers there. This changed
when, in 1979, Tagliapietra was invited to dematstglassblowing at Pilchuck. He
returned every year for the next 10 years. Evelytha established a studio in Seattle,
and traveled between Seattle and Murano reguléagliapietra “had a huge impact on
the scene” (Moore, 201}, and he influenced many Pacific Northwest artistsugh

his teaching at Pilchuck, Pratt, and Bullseye Gilag$%ortland. Prominent Seattle artists
who studied with Tagliapietra include Dante Mariand Preston Singletary among
numerous others.

The flow of American students who visited and waklag Venini continued
through the 1980s, 1990s, and beyond, and incloted, of Seattle’s most well known
studio glass artists, including Ginny Ruffner, DaMarioni, etc. However, with the
arrival and continued presence of the Venetiaislahuck, Seattle became prime
destination for students who wanted to learn theetian glassmaking techniques but
who could not afford to travel to Venice or werd atbowed access to Venetian factories.

This group soon included glassmakers and artista bther countries.

13 Benjamin Moore, interview with the author, Febgy&010.
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A 2007 exhibition organized by the Carnegie MuseirArt, Viva Vetro! Glass

Alive! explored the interaction between American stutdsgartists and Venetian
glassmakers. The works showcased by this exhibdiesrly demonstrate the influence
of the Venetians on the Americans. What did thessta bring back? Each found
something different, but they all gained an instaspect for the incredible skills of the
Italian glass designers and glassmakers that tletyMarquis became a master of the
Venetian cane technigue. Moore developed the ghiltseate extremely thin-walled,
classical shapes in glass, and also learned ghdltsenabled him to design work for
commercial production in the United States. Blomdahstered the difficult incalmo
technique.

One of the major influences of the Venetians up@Racific Northwest artists
was the adoption of the team approach to glassmakiis somewhat ironic that
Chihuly, who shared Littleton’s ambition of makigtass an accepted fine arts medium,
drew the opposite conclusion from his Italian sojsuthat Littleton arrived at after his
European visits. Chihuly concluded that the idearoindividual artist working in
isolation would not work well with glass, and tlean approach was a better idea. His
experiences at Venini and at the Haystack Mouraimool of Crafts in Maine provided
two primary models for Pilchuck.

Another influence was aesthetic. Like most of theetican artists who spent
time in Venice, Chihuly was impressed by the wdrkhe Venetian designers of the early
twentieth century, including Venini designer Najmwle Martinuzzi. One of Chihuly's
most highly regarded series, “The Venetians,” wiietbegan in 1988, was inspired by

the work of Martinuzzi and Scarpa and was his hamagvenice and Venetian glass,
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and Tagliapietra was the chief glassblower forgrggect. Other artists, including Moore

and Marquis, were strongly influenced by the aetdtitlesigner Scarpa’s work.

Venetian studios had played host to foreign arbsfere the wave of U.S. artists
arrived in the 1960s, and Venetian glassblowergweed to fabricating works based on
designs created by major European artists incluBedgo Picasso, Jean Arp, Max Ernst,
and Seattle artist Mark Tobey. The difference was$ American studio glass artists were
not content to simply create designs and let theetlfan master craftsmen execute them.
The American artists wanted to get in there anckwoth the Venetians, to use their
tools and learn their processes, and take this lauge away with them. This did not
always sit well with the factory workers and mast&ftsmen. In one essay in tenini
Catalog Raisoné) curator and writer Victoria Milne describes thefiortance of
beauty” as a shared interest of Venini studio &edut.S. studio glass movement (Milne,
2000, p.33). She goes on to compare the influeh¥eini on American studio glass to
the influence of the tomato on Italian cookingstimmary, she compares Italian
glassmakers with the Catholic missionaries bringhegWord to the Americas, with the
results being a new religion that mixes the old mew cultures and beliefs. “In our
American excitement, we have created a glass wgikitture that in some respects, may
be considered at least pointless and at worstlsgicniis to the old world of Murano”
(Milne, 2000, p. 36-37).

Venetians clearly thought highly of their contrilout to the American studio
glass movement, but the early generations of stgidiss artists were not short on
bravado and confidence in their own talents. Magemembers, “In the ‘60s blowing

glass in Berkeley California, we pretty much thoimgk were inventing glassblowing”
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(Pottinger, 2008). They learned the truth about then skills when they went to

Europe.

Marquis and Moore successfully established workelationships and
friendships with Murano glass workers. Marquis wasking at Venini during the 1960s,
when there were many strikes and labor disputegdast the glass factory workers and
managers and he “stood with the workers duringsthikes so that he might preserve his
relationships with them” (Frantz, 2007, p. 25). @ivthat Marquis was a politically
active art student from Berkeley, whose artworkextéd his anti-establishment politics,
supporting striking workers was probably more thest a symbolic gesture, and perhaps
helped break through some of the suspicion oftesctid toward foreign visiting artists.
A few years later, Moore's friendship with Ongarasva major factor in the Italian's
decision to accept an invitation from Moore to teat Pilchuck in 1978. Ongaro decided
he preferred to work in Murano, but thought welbegh of his experience at the school
to recommend it to his brother-in-law, Lino Tagietpa. Tagliapietra, widely renowned
as an international master artist working in glasgntually settled in the Seattle area and
became part of Seattle's artist community.
Discussion

There is no doubt that the connections that trexactions between artists from
the United States and from Europe advanced thagmietechnical knowledge,
especially among American studio glass artistsy&iso expanded the artist networks
beyond the initial, university-based connections the traditional centers of
glassmaking production in several European cowmtAenerican studio glass artists were

motivated to seek out the traditional knowledge edaed within these European
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networks, and they were supported in many casesghrstate cultural policies

established because it was seen to be in the shtgfréhe nation (Becker, 2008). The
mechanisms of state support in this case wereutwight fellowships and National
Endowment for the Arts (NEA) grants that a few sedatist received to subsidize their
travel and time spent in Europe. The Fulbrightdwedhip got its start in 1945 when the
U.S. Congress established the program with the @faalpporting international student
exchanges as a way of generating improved “intemnal good will” (Fulbright website,
2013). The NEA was created in 1965 under Presidgmion B. Johnson, to promote
American arts and cultural traditions. These prograid not directly commission or
fund a specific artistic production in this caset they became part of what Jackson
termed an artist “support structure” by providirggtbvalidation and material support
(Jackson, 2004). Being awarded a grant or fellopvblyia respected source not only
provided an artist with a personal sense of accisimplent, but also provided an official
credential of artistic identity (Jackson, 2004). éfficial grant from an academic or
government organization was also helpful for astisging to bridge different cultural
systems and geographic networks.

Regional glassmaking centers, like the island ofdvio in Venice, and Smaland
in Sweden, were centers of specialized knowledbe.people who worked in the
glassmaking factories were members of local so@dlorks characterized by
Granovetter’s (1974) definition of strong tiesjferced by the amount of time spent
together, and neighborhood and family connectiatgch in some cases extended back
generations. These networks were essentially clus#tse who were not from the

community. For the Venetians, inviting Americansig to work in a studio or worse,
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traveling to the United States to teach Americalests Venetian glassmaking secrets

was not without risk. As Benjamin Moore remembé&gd:Pilchuck, sharing was typical;
this was not typical of Europe. Especially the feares. When Lino Tagliapietra came
over to teach at Pilchuck, other Venetians begdimgdim ‘Americano’—it was an
insult. He got many derogatory comments and graghfother Venetians. For
example...Carlo Tosi was asked about Lino’s decisiaieach in the United States and
the influence of Lino Tagliapietra and repliedvias like selling your wife on the street™
(Moore, 2016%.

Given this situation, what did the European glassarsahave to gain from letting
American artists with little background in or skillvith glassmaking into their studios,
where both tradition and the market demanded sg2fElose American studio glass artists
were drawn to Europe by the need for knowledge,samae European studio glass artists
and glassmakers were also interested in the gl&ssgnactivities going on in the United
States. The relationships that were establishegdset the American artists who traveled
and worked in Europe provide examples of sociaitabim process (Granovetter, 1973,
Coleman, 1988, Putnam, 2000). The original connastivere examples of weak ties, as
they were not based on personal or local relatipsdbut were created through the
actions of student artists petitioning to be alldwe work and study at local glass
factories. As the artists worked and socializeatbgr, they built up trust and a level of
reciprocity, which strengthened the personal sl created stronger bridging social

capital (Putnam, 2000). When the European artesgsub making regular trips to

14 Benjamin Moore, interview with the author, Febgy&010.
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educational institutions in the United States,udahg Pilchuck, these relationships

deepened.

At Pilchuck, European and American artists gotancle to interact with students
and fellow glassmaking masters from around the dy@dmething they could not
experience on their home turf, where collaborasing exchanging technical knowledge
would have been seen as a betrayal of trade segrétsadition. Moje described the
atmosphere during these international interactitrtse Italians were looking at the
Scandinavians, the Scandinavians at the Italitm@sAmericans were in awe of both of
them, and | was watching all of them together” (@bher & Klein, 2007, p. 40). Through
these interactions, new bridging capital was caeataong different European studio
glass artist networks, not just between Europeanfanerican studio glass artists. These
new networks and opportunities to experiment ankwagether with an international
cohort of studio glass artists at Pilchuck in gatar, opened up new opportunities for
European artists.

Some of the Europeans experienced a freedom taimerd that they did not
have at home. They tried experiments that resuit@thovations and a new sense of
creative freedom. Another effect was the blurrifghe line between artisan and artist.
As a maestro on Murano, Tagliapietra enjoyed atiposof status and prestige in his
community, but his actions and future were circunbgd by tradition. In Seattle, he
went from being a master craftsman in a small comtytio a career as internationally
renowned artist. In an interview with Seattle aitic Matthew Kangas, Tagliapietra
discusses this as a reason for staying in the*Uvas born on the Rio de Vetrai, the

‘glassblowers channel’ in Murano but, in Americdelcame a better artist... Now, |



118
make what | want” (Tagliapietra, in Kangas, 20071p). The Europeans could also relax

and let go of some of the professionalism requirgthe factory system with its
designer/worker hierarchies. When Vallien was askleg he went to the U.S. he replied:
“They dared to make mistakes, in order to find migngctions” (Lindquist, 1990, p. 19).
Making mistakes was not encouraged in a factotynget

Unlike many European educational organizationghRitk had no industry
connections and the Europeans could work on perpoojcts if they liked. Because of
the separation between artistic education and tndluapplications, students and faculty
did not have to worry about the marketability aéithwork, at least not while they were
in the educational setting. Vallien noted that hpged teaching in the United States
because he was free to ignore industrial applinatand potential markets when
discussing and introducing new ideas (Lindquis8@9This separation of market and art
brought a new source of energy and innovationtimomore tradition-bound European
studios. Some artists brought new ways of workiagkizo their individual studios and
their industrial workshops. For example, Valliersigaed projects that encouraged the
glass factory workers to individualize each piereating a hybrid of mass produced and
unique handmade object (Lindquist, 1990, p. 66he@t decided that they preferred an
approach or environment found in one of their loosintries and stayed on as residents;
some went on the found new schools and programsuntries that did not have a
tradition of glassmaking, as Moje did in Austrabad few, like Lino Tagliapietra split
their time between their original country of origind the United States, maintaining

successful careers in both places.



119
American artists came away from their internatiageriences with increased

skills and technical abilities, increased knowled@éhe history of glassmaking and the
achievements of European artists, designers, aftsgeople. The technical skills
included knowledge of better tools, processes, taduhiques including how to create
glass canes, murrine and filigree, improved glassinlg skills and experience working
with color. Glass casting, pate-de-vérrevorking with flat glass and stained glass, and
an increased knowledge of architectural glass ddsédped artists move into the realm of
public art. Studio glass artists passed on thisskexge, which provided the foundation
set of skills for the following generations of at§, allowing the work, the material and
the artist conception to take center stage as dedateractions with Europeans also
enhanced the international reputation of many Acaerartists, including Chihuly,
Marquis, Moore and others. Other artists and stisdeare attracted to settings where
they could work with people who had studied in ExgrQAfter European master glass
artists showed up regularly at Pilchuck to tealkt,reputation of the school increased.
This meant that more artists from more placespnatly and internationally, came to
Pilchuck, and many stayed in the region to becoareqgs the artist community there.
The history of international connections betwee8.drtists and European
glassmakers is one of cross-fertilization and taltation, along with some suspicion,
and confidence on both sides that each brought smmgeie knowledge to the exchange.
These exchanges helped foster an international eomtyrof artists, and represented a
significant expansion in the social networks of sh&dio glass communities in both

Europe and the United States. European glassmgkecally were part of close

15 See Appendix D for descriptions of glassmakingégues and terminology.
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networks of fellow glassmakers and designers, liege networks were limited to their

local regions and in some cases, tied to locabfees and families, where knowledge
was tightly held rather than shared. These eatgrmational exchanges, together with the
professional associations and conferences thahgpm in the 1970s, propelled the
studio glass community into the international sphas people forged friendships and
working relationships that transcended geograpbimdaries, and this international
expansiveness continued over the decades. The eggenhthe exchanges developed
through the expanded artist networks meant thatrattitions and new ideas could
spread quickly throughout the studio glass commuiitaditional knowledge and new
skills were passed from one artist to another, aitlsts free to take glass in yet another
direction, as they grew more familiar with the nietie Expanded networks opened up
new avenues of information exchange.

The artist networks created were international\@ace based on knowledge
exchange and shared working experiences rathemgég@graphy. However, these
interactions took place in a few key locations, ethivere formal or informal learning
institutions. One of these was Pilchuck. Pilchuakned a preeminent position in the
network because it had offered some advantagesioeetandard academic visiting
artist situation. At Pilchuck, not only did studemind faculty have the opportunity to
work with a diverse group of international artigtiso made the summer workshops a
regular stop on their itinerary, but also the wbikss were longer, which provided more
opportunity for more intense learning experienéesthe same artists returned year after
year, shared experiences helped create increasgdird reciprocity, and relationships

deepened, creating stronger networks. In some cepkxing bridging social capital
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with bonding social capital, especially among tival group of artists who were the first

to experience the European sojourns. The sitea@ivledge exchange were still place-
based, located at a relatively small number oftlooa, including the Pilchuck Glass
School in Stanwood, Washington and expanding tludecPratt Fine Arts Center in

Seattle.
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Chapter 6: Consolidation and Fragmentation: 1977 1985

Introduction

The years between 1977 and 1985 were criticaldtabdishing glass abe
medium associated with the Puget Sound regionfarastablishing Pilchuck as the
premier arts education program for working withsglaThese years were marked by
rapid change at Pilchuck, which encompassed a rbajtiting campaign, a new
organizational structure, and a drive to recruitra@rnational faculty and student body.
Organizational changes transformed Pilchuck “framp to campus” (Oldknow, 1996,
p. 148). The arrival of European artists in 1978 after, and the sustained efforts by the
school’s representatives to bring Pilchuck artstd glass art to the notice of collectors,
critics, dealers and the media, helped create ahlicize an association between glass
art and the Puget Sound region. The school’s isangdame and the growing numbers
of artists in Seattle attracted media attentiontanodight more glass artists to the region.

During this time, debates about craft versus atf;taught versus academically
trained, process and theory versus product intedsiThe original attitudes that anything
goes and everyone was welcome became more conteniibese conflicts played out
among artists at Pilchuck, at private studios, iarttie marketplace, as artists moved
beyond basic technical issues of how to work widlsg and began to think about what
they wanted to express through their work, theieees, and how to make a living while
continuing to work in their chosen medium. Theseflocts produced splits within the
community. At the same time, the teamwork thatgtasjuired and the specialized

knowledge that the veteran artists had acquiredctrtbat artists who produced work for
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different reasons and different markets continweddrk together as needed, especially

as demand for their output grew and projects begapre ambitious, incorporating
multiple approaches and multimedia.

Economic changes, population growth, cultural pedichat supported public art,
more art galleries, and a commercial constructimonbin the downtown core provided
additional places for showing and selling art. Glag moved from street fairs to new
galleries and local arts institutions, and becamesmmainstream. The Seattle Art
Museum had its first exhibition devoted to gladsrad 977, and studio glass art was
featured regularly in galleries throughout the oagiMany of the artists who went on to
achieve success as independent artists or as mewif@hihuly’s glassmaking team
arrived at Pilchuck in the late 1970s and setthe8eattle, where they played a critical
roles in growing the city’s art scene, and chandimggcultural landscape.

The Seattle scene: 1977 -1985

If the 1980s could be said to be the era when &dktshed its countercultural,
hippie past in favor of a more organized, hierazghiinstitutional outlook, then in some
measure it was treading the same path as Seatigebusiness interests, political elites,
and grassroots neighborhood activists were han#t trying to remake the city. The
economic picture at the end of the 1970s was noiptetely rosy, but by the mid-1980s
the city was in the midst of an economic and phatsi@nsformation.

Industries that depended on natural resource éxinalike the timber industry
declined, but at the same time, other industrigmbéo expand, and in Washington,
“high-tech employment increased 28 percent duiimoge tough four years” (Boswell &

McConaghy, 1991). Among the high-tech firms wasrall startup hamed Microsoft
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that moved from Albuquerque, New Mexico to Redmaf@shington, across Lake

Washington from Seattle in 1977. Microsoft woulds@row beyond anyone’s wildest
dreams, except perhaps those of its founder, Bite& In downtown Seattle, Starbucks,
a small, local coffee shop started by a coupl®@oher teachers, hired Howard Schultz as
a partner in 1982. Schultz almost immediately psaplthat the business expand within
the city and consider opening locations outsiddtiee® weak American dollar and a
revitalized Port of Seattle brought increased tiaeleveen Seattle and Asia, and Boeing
employment had recovered from its 1970s slump (Abh&93, Moody, 2003).
Downtown developers encouraged by the improvedaogrbuilt many new office
towers in Seattle’s downtown area, and city plas@&d boosters drew up ambitious
plans to create new venues for local arts institigtj including the Seattle Art Museum
and the Seattle Opera. From 1971 to 1985, accotdiMpody (2003) developers built
“fifteen million new square feet of office spacedwintown (p. 66). Along with all of this
new activity came an influx of new residents, wlozked to new cultural activities and
entertainment venues including new restaurantterged, and clubs, where they could
meet other newcomers, dine on local cuisine, vieatest local artistic creations, and
listen to a local music, including several locahtis that would later be grouped together
and marketed as a new movement, labeled grungeemusi

Seattle’s new residents included a noticeable ngatit of artists. Several of the
city’s former industrial areas hit hard by the 1978cession became home to artists.
Artists settled into studios in the Pioneer Squiaai&e Union, Fremont, and Ballard
neighborhoods. Lake Union, an industrial neighborhalongside a small lake and a

canal that connects Lake Washington to Puget Sauasihome to a cluster of artists and
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art studios and an old industrial gasworks that rgasade into an urban park. Fremont

and Ballard were working-class neighborhoods jostmof the Lake Union canal that
also contained a large number of old industrialdigs suitable for remaking into art
studios.

In the downtown area, Pioneer Square supportealéhlgearts and club scene in
the 1970s and 1980s, whose presence attracted atezhéion beyond the city. In 1986 a
national art magazinéyrt in America published a two-part article featuring Seattka’s
scene. According t8eattle Timeart critic Regina Hackett, it had been 10 yeamnsesthe
national visual arts world had taken an interestris activities in Seattle (Hackett, 1986,
p. C7). TheArt in Americaarticle was written by critic Bill Berkson and taeed Seattle
artists considered to be the top artists of the timthe city, organized by discipline. The
article paid most attention to the status of pagfnd the persistent influence, or lack of
influence, of the Pacific Northwest School, theyoait movement from the region to
catch the fancy of the New York art world up tcstime. Berkson described the current
artistic styles as “anywhereisms complicated byriba impossibility of ignoring the
local climate and regional history” along with akeof a regional aesthetic or style
(Berkson, 1986, p. 29). The article placed thekmadrstudio glass artists in the sculpture
category, identified Chihuly as “The old mastetlod ‘studio glass’ movement,” noted
his role at Pilchuck and his curréviacchiasseries. Chihuly gets only a few more words
devoted to his work than fellow Seattle studio glagists William Morris, Keke Cribbs,
Richard Marquis, Flora Mace, Joey Kirkpatrick, GbarParriott and Walter Lieberman.
Artists Nancy Mee and Ginny Ruffner were notedtfair “feminist content” along with

their chosen medium of glass (Berkson, p. 38). 8anmls article represented a victory of
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sorts for the studio glass artists, as it cleadtythe work into the fine arts realm, and

noted the conceptual nature of the work when ttest the artist’s intent.
A market emerges: galleries and glass

Just as Pilchuck was remaking itself into a mosalamic organization that
emphasized theory over making, studio glass artisieattle chose to promote
themselves and their work either as art or craftecting the larger arguments and
divisions within the art world of the time. Pilatkuhad a reputation as a center for
glassblowing, a traditional technique for makingsads, a recognized utilitarian and craft
form, but not commonly identified as a fine artalptural form. For a vessel to be
considered a sculpture, it had to lose its idemt#y vessel, even if it maintained the
form. During this time, Pilchuck’s public affirmah of its academic status, and the
program expansion into other methods of glassmaiiaduction and increased
emphasis on theory were all part of an attempo#tjpn the school as a fine arts school
rather than a craft workshop. For studio glassisitithe art versus craft distinction was
less about how the makers produced their work&astabout their intent, how they
marketed themselves and where they exhibited dddfsair work. Art galleries and art
museums sought work for exhibitions that was nahefconventional glass vessel
variety, but reflected a more theoretical and expental approach to glass as sculpture.
“The difference between art and craft and who fialls what camp, and the difference
between innovation and novelty” (Hackett, 8/2/198&ye hot topics that Seattle artists
argued and debated at the time. Many artists wgrikirglass abandoned the vessel form
in favor of sand casting, or kiln formed glasspoyduced multimedia work that

incorporated glass elements as minor or major coas of the work. For Chihuly, the
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consummate vessel maker, the increasing scales avdrk precluded utilitarian

connections. He categorized himself as a sculptdraa installation artist early in his
career, and he continued to do so. With the figeminism and postmodernism, the line
between art and craft was challenged repeatedtiygalteries and museums began to
exhibit work that they would not previously haveratied into the fine arts category.

Until the mid-1970s opportunities for showing glassnuseums and galleries
anywhere in the United States outside the Corningédm of Glass, and the Renwick
Gallery of the Smithsonian American Art Museum (g¥hopened in 1972) were limited.
In 1976 the Heller Gallery in New York City begandpecialize in studio glass art,
becoming the first gallery to do so in that cifuring the latter part of the decade the
number of galleries displaying studio glass artdretp grow and studio glass found a
market (Oldknow, 1996, p. 156). This was the brekigh era for anyone who had a
stake in promoting the art of glass in the Seattda, and that included Pilchuck artists,
patrons, and gallery owners.

The arts scene in Seattle was still fairly smathia late 1970s, and was centered
around Pioneer Square and nearby Occidental Paittk.db which had been saved from
demolition and revitalized in the early 1970s thatikthe efforts of urban activists and
historic preservationists. The galleries in thaghborhood included Polly Friedlander,
Silver Image, Foster/White, Linda Farris, and Dawid (Hackett, 2006). In the late 1970s
a few new galleries emerged, including the Trauwgtd® gallery. William Traver is a
Seattle native who attended Cornish Art School,raatized at that time that many of the

artists he studied with needed someone to help tharket their work (Traver, 2019).

1 william Traver (gallery owner), interview with theuthor, 2010.
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He started the Traver Gallery in Belltown, near dowwn Seattle in September of 1977

to promote the work of Northwest artists.

There was a minimal arts scene in Seattle atithiat t. we were the new kids on

the block. We found this space in a deserted gadven, which was in Belltown.

... You could rent a space for about $50 a monthv@ra20108").

Soon after Traver opened his gallery, Pilchuckgatknne Gould Hauberg
approached Traver and asked him to do a show dhdk artists. The show became an
annual event and helped establish Traver Gallegeylaader in the exhibition and
marketing of studio glass art in the Pacific Noréisty(Traver, 2016).

By 1977 it was easy to find studio glass art onilgkbn in Seattle, especially
shows featuring artists with Pilchuck connectidnsaddition to the Traver Gallery, the
Polly Friedlander Gallery and the Foster/White &gllbegan regularly to show the work
of studio glass artists. Even the Seattle Art Mus@ot into the act. A visitor to Seattle
in October of 1977 had a choice of three studiggkxhibitions, all featuring Pilchuck
artists. During this time, the Seattle Art Museumaiedern Art Pavilion at the Seattle
Center was showing work by Chihuly and fellow studiass artists Italo Scanga and
James Carpenter. The Foster/White Gallery was stgo@hihuly’s work, and the Polly
Friedlander Gallery featured work by Pilchuck temrshand students (Campbell, 1977).
In addition to having his work in all three exhibrts, Chihuly curated the Polly
Friedlander exhibition, which included work from redhan 20 Pilchuck artist and
teachers. Local artists Fritz Dreisbach, Paul MariRobert Adamson, and Benjamin

Moore also had work in the Pilchuck group exhimt{®Idknow, 1996).

" William Traver (gallery owner), interview with thauthor, 2010.
18 William Traver (gallery owner), interview with theuthor, 2010.
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The 1977 exhibition at the Seattle Art Museum wed institution’s first

exhibition devoted to glass. New York City art de&harles Cowles curated the show,
which featured Chihuly'®ilchuck Baskeseries. Th@asketseries had regional
connections; it was inspired by Native Americankess Chihuly saw at the Washington
State History Museum. The Seattle Art Museum exioibialso included works by James
Carpenter, Chihuly’s long-time collaborator fromdgle Island School of Design, and by
Italo Scanga, Chihuly’s close friend and Pilchuakuity member. The Seattle Art
Museum sponsored annual Pilchuck shows when Pikclvas part of the Pacific
Northwest Arts Center (PNAC) from 1972 to 1975, these shows were modest events,
typically held in a small, downtown gallery spanePioneer Square. The Modern Art
Pavilion at Seattle Center provided a more congpistvenue, in one of Seattle’s top
tourist destinations. Tourists from around the Wwaduld see studio glass art by Pilchuck
artists on their way to or from the Space Needle.

Chihuly received the most exposure in Seattle galieat this time, but others
were given credit for being more avant-garde. $eatt critic Matthew Kangas (1991)
noted that studio glass artists in this era “clmgjésel basic assumptions of their medium,
like transparency and perfection of form, jerrygegl it to conceptual and often political
content, and emerged with individual statements5§). This description fits several
artists who arrived in Seattle during this periogjuding Walter Lieberman, Paul
Marioni, Ginny Ruffner, and Therman Statom. Howevee 1980s also brought new
artists to Seattle who had their own interpretatiohthe medium, not all of them

interested in “challenging the form” (Kangas, 199158)
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Therman Statom and Sonja Blomdahl provide exangdléso artists whose

work represents the spectrum of studio glass anglshown in Seattle’s fine arts
galleries during the early 1980s.

Statom attended Pilchuck during its first year pé@tion in 1971, and from there
went on to study sculpture at Rhode Island Schbblesign under Chihuly. After
graduating in 1974 he earned an MFA from Pratituist of Art and Design in New
York. By 1980 his work was included in the exhibiti“Four Leaders in Glass” at the
Craft and Folk Art Museum in Los Angeles along withle Chihuly, Richard Marquis,
and Dick Weiss (January 29—March 23, 1980). A glastllation he created at the
Traver Gallery in April of 1980 was featured in@ffpage article on studio glass artists
in Seattle (Hackett, 1981).

Statom’s work did not fall into the traditional gkblowing categories celebrated
at Pilchuck. “I taught glass at Pilchuck when eweeiy was obsessed with the Italians,
and they didn’t do jack with it at first. | hateglian glass, | hated Lino, the whole thing.
People were thinking about how to do things rathan what they were doing” (Statom,
1997, p. 62). Statom experimented with glass asp&iral medium, and combined cast
and flat glass, paint, and other materials to ereatrks that ranged from palm-size
sculpture to gallery-size installations. His imagercluded sculptural forms of houses,
chairs and ladders with abstract painted mark$iem surfaces. Chairs and ladders both
became long-running themes in his work. “The chand ladders are really by-products
of my installations. No one wanted a chair unput one in a show at the American Craft

Museum; then everyone wanted it” (Statom, 199B62). Statom’s working methods
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and approaches placed him in the category of @&t atho works with glass, beyond the

label of studio glass artist.

Sonja Blomdahl’s work is about the perfection ad form, and the form is always
a vessel, created using traditional glassblowisgr&ues. Blomdahl graduated from the
Massachusetts College of Art in 1974, where shdiestuglassblowing with Dailey. In
1976 she traveled to Orrefors, Sweden to studyeaOtrrefors Glass School for six
months. She learned glassblowing, but did not firedwork or the approach aesthetically
satisfying (Hackett, 1992). Blomdahl arrived in Skean 1978 to work as Dan Dailey’s
assistant at Pilchuck. At Pilchuck she worked g Venetian maestro Lino
Tagliapietra and it was there that she discovenedtarest in expressing symmetry and
beauty through her work, and developed her matyte. After her experience at
Pilchuck, Blomdahl remained in Seattle, workingnat Lake Union Studio and teaching
at Pratt Fine Arts Center in the city. “In the fBlomdahl moved to Seattle, working at
the Glass Eye with Rob Adamson and Charles Parmatking art nouveau-type
lampshades. Nights she'd teach glass at PratC&nser and was able to use Pratt's
equipment to do her own work” (Hackett, 1992). dareer took off in the 1980s.

In 1981 Blomdahl had her first show, at the Willidmaver Gallery, and by 1985
her work had gained critical acclaim and was widelgwn and popular first in Seattle
and then worldwide (Waggoner, 2000; Moody, 200&ther than trying to avoid or
work against the beauty and physical qualitieslagas so many of her contemporaries
did, Blomdahl embraced these qualities and workg them. She created her simple,
colorful bowls and vases using a traditional Vesretechnique for creating bands of

color in glass. While the resulting forms are sienghd classical shapes, the technique is
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challenging and requires great skill to executehewasked about critics who said her

work “lacked content” Blomdahl replied: “I haveves followed trends in glass or art.
But | feel my work has content that is communicatedugh color, light, reflection and
the vessel form itself. The response | get frontegals and collectors is that in a room
full of glassworks, these pieces have their owre®b({Blomdahl, quoted in Waggoner,
2000). Blomdahl represented the craft artist, dr@l®ought together the factory
traditions of glassblowing with a 2@entury sensibility in her work.
Spaces for artistic production

Blomdahl was one of the few Seattle studio glagstamwho had her own
glassmaking studio in the early 1980s, but shepealsaps unusually practical for an
artist of the time. Blomdahl was determined tollads her way and make a living as a
professional artist, and she was not a PilchuakiensTo be able to work independently
she had to sell her work for an amount that coufgpsrt herself and her work as a
professional. At that time, Blomdahl decided thasvabout $300, because as she stated:
“I had just been to the dentist, and that cost B@$I'm a professional, too, and |
thought that seemed a fair price” (Blomdahl, quote@aggoner, 2000). At that time,
most artists did not expect to make a lot of madinem selling their work, and the cost of
setting up a glassmaking studio was high. To gat thiork done, studio glass artists
would barter for studio time and trade labor, wogkon each other’s teams to complete
projects (Kirkpatrick, 2011 Moore, 2011 Even Chihuly continued to produce his work
at Pilchuck and then at The Glass Eye, a commepodaluction studio, from when he

first moved to Seattle in 1982, until he set updwisn hot shop there. After Chihuly

19 Joey Kirkpatrick and Benjamin Moore, speaking aBaoma Art Museum panel discussion, with artists
Joey Kirkpatrick, Flora Mace, Benjamin Moore, andHard Royal, September, 2011.
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provided the model, other studio glass artist®aeto establish individual studios

(Kirkpatrick, 2011).

Artist studios, production studios, commercial ghgd

When studio glass artists talk about studio spdheg,tend to categorize them
several ways that can be confusing. The commonstesed include: artist studios,
production studios (also known as artist producsituuios), commercial studios
(sometimes also called production studios), anch @oeess or public access studios.
Each represents a different type of studio basettt@category and destination of the
work, the scale or number of pieces produced, &pd the artist whose work is being
produced. The terms were often used interchangeahigh demonstrates that the
categories were not clearly defined, or were caateby those who don't find the
distinctions valid. While these are the terms usadently, it's not clear that the
distinctions were as meaningful in the 1970s olyeE880s when the community was
smaller and the working arrangements more inforstallio glass artists were likely to
work and to produce their work in any space that axailable.

Artist studios belong to a particular artist and primarily used to produce that
artist's own work, although artists with individugtldios might also work with partners,
friends, or a paid team, and might invite frienasvork in their studios for free or in
exchange for labor. Production studios or artietipction studios are owned by an artist
who contracts with other artists to provide stutghee, with or without the services of the
artist owner and an in-house team, to produce Warthe fine arts market—including
public art commissions, gallery pieces, and musexhibitions. BPM studio, owned by

Benjamin Moore, represents this type of studio. @amcial studios or commercial
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production studios are those studios that produumkesglass art and glass craft objects

for the commercial marketplace, including tourigs;s, or a retail gallery associated
with the studio. This category includes two welbkm Seattle studios that began in the
1970s, Glasshouse Studio and The Glass Eye. Thesmercial studios focus on
guantity production (along with quality) and catkte tourists visiting Seattle and the
retail trade. They produced lampshades, Christmazenents, and paperweights, along
with vases and bowls and whatever else there iar@anhfor. Open access studios are
rare; they typically provide low-cost access talgitspace and equipment, rented by the
hour. In Seattle, Pratt Fine Arts Center was thst ipen-access studio and hot shop in
the city, and it remains one of the few of its kimationally.

There is also a distinction between hot shops arisglass art studios. The
production and commercial studios are hot shopghwineans that they include a glass
furnace, annealing ovens, and other specializegbglaking equipment. These are the
most expensive studios to outfit, and not manytegisutside of schools. An artist studio
might or might not be a hot shop. Artists Joey Kakick and Flora Mace, like Moore,
acquired a hot shop from another artist. Moore hotg from Adamson, while
Kirkpatrick and Mace purchased Chihuly’s former Bbop when he moved to a new
space in 1991. Moore recalled that when he puthegdis studio in 1985, it cost about
$40,000 to build the furnace, and $10,000 per derféaOnce the shop was in business,

it cost about $2,000 per month to run (Moore, Z¢)1Those prices were well out of

20 An oven used to cool hot glass at a controllecpenature. See Appendix D for additional technical
terminology.

2L Benjamin Moore, speaking at a Tacoma Art Museunepdiscussion, with artists Joey Kirkpatrick,
Flora Mace, Benjamin Moore, and Richard Royal, Seytiter, 2011.
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range for most artists, which is why access tardtieve working spaces was so

important at the time, and remains important today.

Artists who did glass casting, sandcasting, slungrddsed glass also faced high
startup costs, although the monthly running expemsae likely to be much less than
studios with a hot shop, as glass furnaces weiealyp left on to keep temperatures
steady and high. Fused glass artists could wortk avitariety of kilns depending on the
size of the finished work, so these were moresdiemdard pottery studios. In contrast,
glass-casting studios have equipment that resertiidesorking studios of metal
sculptors. Glass engravers also required speaiadigaipment but didn’t have the same
fuel costs to contend with as hot glass artis&sn®d glass artists and others working
with cold glass techniques had the easiest taBkdimg and setting up studio spaces.
Many artists employed combinations of working metthdrhey would typically create
part of the work in their own studios, and workwather artists or use another artist’s
studio to incorporate different techniques. Fomepke, an artist primarily known for
engraved or painted pieces could hire or bartdr aitother artist to create a blank piece
of blown glass, a vase or a globe for example,thad engrave or paint the blank piece
to create the finished work.

The Glass Eye and Benjamin Moore Studios

When Pilchuck formalized its program and tighters@ntrance requirements,
that left few places for people without academaxdentials to study and make studio
glass art. The energy crisis of the early 1970s@lwith other factors had reduced the
number of glass programs in local universities\senghose people with academic

credentials had limited options for working wittags. Once artists finished their stints at
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Pilchuck or arrived in Seattle from other placepexting to work with glass, their

options were limited. Commercial studios offeretisés an opportunity to develop and
improve their glass skills. For some, work in connerad studios provided an income
while they created their own work on the side;dtrers, working in a commercial studio
became a career in itself. By 1980, Seattle wasehtontwo major commercial
production studios. They were Glasshouse Studimded in 1972 and The Glass Eye,
founded by Adamson in 1977.

After Adamson quit his position at Pilchuck in 19%é focused his energy on a
new venture, The Glass Eye, which he founded alatigCharles Parriott, Walter
Lieberman, Sonja Blomdahl, and Mark Graham. Thes&Eye included a glassblowing
furnace and retail store located in Post Alleyselto Pike Street Market. They
specialized mostly in lampshades “which Adamsordfetiup and down the west coast
out of his VW van, wiring the money back to the Egethey could continue production”
(Miller, 1991). The Glass Eye quickly became angigant feature of Seattle’s studio
glass artist community, employing most of the &tigho would become the key figures
associated with the glass movement in the region.

Adamson represented the craft contingent of thewatsus craft divide that was
on everyone’s mind during this era and was no dpalitof the hippie element that
Thomas Bosworth was brought in to eliminate frometRick. Adamson was also a highly
respected part of the community. Adamson had dg ede as an independent studio
glass artist in Seattle, and was co-founder ofttie & Crafts Cooperative in the early
1970s. During the 1981 Glass Art Society confereAdamson was featured as the key

player in Seattle’s glass community, even moreéhaa Chihuly, who is barely
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mentioned. Statom refers to Adamson as “the godfathSeattle glass” (Bernstein &

Hansen, 1981) and Adamson is credited with helptag the regional glass movement:
“as much as anyone, the Seattle/Northwest glasement is Rob Adamson” (Bernstein
& Hansen, 198l). This is perhaps because Chilwityie already gaining in fame and
artistic reputation, had not yet become a full-tirasident of Seattle. While Chihuly’s
presence and influence was felt at Pilchuck artterfine arts galleries, neither Chihuly
nor Pilchuck was a full-time actor in the regioatsist community at this point, and they
have both distanced themselves from the craft scene

Many of Seattle’s studio glass artists passed tiirabe doors of the Glass Eye,
and found it a place where they could earn an ircproducing glassworks that were not
sold in galleries but in the Glass Eye’s retailbmand in department stores. At the time
of the 1981 GAS conference Adamson had recentlghased a former church on King
Street in Seattle’s International District, closeéPratt’s nonprofit facilities, which he was
remodeling to create new facility, called “The Ritir Eye.” According to Bernstein &
Hansen (1981):

The studio facilities at the Private Eye will beedgo execute designs by a
number of different artists. Adamson sees thisesgssimilar to that established in
Europe, as a natural evolution. ‘When | startee lteiring the 60's, everybody was just
into the medium for what it was. They were inteedsh the process. They only wanted
to survive, to make glass and have a good timet Aflthose people are among the
major production people today’ (Bernstein & HansE981).

The Private Eye became the new Glass Eye, sersitigegproduction facility for

the Glass Eye retail shop, which remained on Pdsy Anear Pike Place Market. Artists
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not only practiced their skills there, but latengetions got their first experience in

glassmaking there, including Dante Marioni (aflaul Marioni’'s son) who started
working there when he was 15 years old (Miller, 199%1o0ore worked for Adamson at
the King Street studio for one season; he firsigiesl a giftware line for the Glass Eye.
Richard Royal, another other well-known studio gladist and like Moore, one of
Chihuly’s team members, worked there too. At timaet Adamson had 17 people
working in the studio. “It was a who's who of thedio glass world” (Moore, 20£6).
Moore and Royal worked on glass ornaments to @edl,they sold quite well; eventually
the studio ran two shifts to handle the demand.Glass Eye soon outgrew its new King
Street space, and in 1984 Adamson moved the sto@dmew, larger facility, his third.
Moore first rented the King Street building fromakdson in 1984, and bought it
in 1985. When he bought the space he had plang#&teca traditional production studio
based on the Venetian glass studios, somethingH&&enini factory in Venice. At first
he did some work producing glass objects for Noosstand Neiman Marcus. After
dealing with sales reps and other issues relatimgttil production, he decided that
wasn’'t what he wanted to do. Moore realized hedpubvide a service to other artists,
and started doing production work for artists whoerknew through his Pilchuck
connections, including Toots Zynsky, Chihuly, Fiireisbach, and Ginny Ruffner. Like
Adamson, Moore employed many artists in his studho later went on to become well-
known Seattle artists, including Dante Marioni &rdston Singletary. Dante Marioni
worked for Moore after Adamson moved the Glass Byé, artist Preston Singletary,

who was a friend of Marioni, started working theraile he was high school. Moore

22 Benjamin Moore, interview with the author, 2010.
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credits his success with being in the right pladidaright time. “I had it easy, in 1985 |

had one of the very first studios in town beforédZahot shop. There were not a lot of
places for young, talented people to go to. | hast @f people wanting to use my studio
from the start” (Moore, 20%3). Moore’s studio continues to provide experience a
training in production methods for local glassblosyand serves as a high-end
production facility for nationally known artistsiddstudio is an artist production studio
category with a focus on making work for othersdsti and he had plenty of demand for
his services.

In addition to the range of studios, by 1980 thgd?$ound region was home to
two informal educational organizations that proddeaining in glassmaking techniques,
Pilchuck and Pratt. Pilchuck was oriented to acadaliy trained artists, although a
degree was not required to study there.

Pilchuck: Professionalizing the program; eliminating the “hippie elements”

During the 1970s John and Anne Gould Hauberg coeatirio support Pilchuck,
acting as patrons to the school and its artistseaed making up budget shortfalls from
their personal income. The Haubergs also took stepsake the school part of the
Seattle area cultural scene. From the beginnirgsohvolvement with Pilchuck, John
Hauberg worked to create a formal administrativecstire that would move the school
into the purview of Seattle cultural organizatioHs. started this in 1972, when he placed
Pilchuck under the auspices of the Pacific Northvwets Center (PNAC), an
organization the Haubergs created to support dalrer plans for a museum of

northwest arts and crafts on the site of Pilchuéik& summer program. The PNAC

% Benjamin Moore, speaking at a Tacoma Art Museunepdiscussion, with artists Joey Kirkpatrick,
Flora Mace, Benjamin Moore, and Richard Royal, Seytiter, 2011.
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staged annual exhibitions of work by Pilchuck #steongside well-known Pacific

Northwest artists in its downtown Pioneer Squatkega increasing Pilchuck’s visibility
in Seattle. When he became president of the Seattiuseum’s board of trustees in
1973 Hauberg stepped down from his role as presamfdPNAC and Pilchuck. However,
he continued to support the school financially, basically controlled both organizations
even after stepping down from the board. In 1978iked architect Tom Bosworth to
design permanent structures for the school anarpEhensive campus plan for future
expansion.

From 1974 through the mid-1980s, Hauberg instigatadmber of changes to the
school’'s administrative and power structure as bead the school toward economic
self-sufficiency—or tried to. Soon after taking ovlee Seattle Art Museum board,
Hauberg successfully lobbied to make PNAC (andr@salt Pilchuck) part of the
museum in 1974 (Oldknow, 1996, p. 140). He alsechilchuck’s first professional,
part-time administrator, Mimi Pierce, who servedhat role from 1974 to 1977. Placing
PNAC/Pilchuck under the administrative control loéd tSeattle Art Museum helped the
program gain visibility and additional exhibitioportunities in Seattle, but this proved
to be a temporary measure as Hauberg continueel tioelschool’s main financial patron,
a situation that he wished to change. In 1976 Bdkrseparated from the PNAC and
became an independent nonprofit organization nalme@ilchuck School (Campbell,
1977), later changed to Pilchuck Glass School. Botin and Anne Hauberg were on the
board of trustees of the new nonprofit Pilchuck&xh

Hauberg basically transferred control of Pilchuzktte board when the school

became independent in 1975 although he remainédlaantial voice in the running of
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the school. At the time of Pilchuck’s independetieePNAC board was made up of

close personal friends and business associatée défdubergs and these people became
part of the first Pilchuck board of trustees. Inliidn to John Hauberg, the members of
this first Pilchuck board included his close perddnends Frank Kitchell and Joseph
McCarthy, along with Patricia Baillargeon (a membga prominent Seattle family who
held positions in several trade-related organirad@nd Seattle businessman Phillip
Padelford (Campbell, 1977). Hauberg soon recratititional members and the board
expanded several times. By the early 1980s thétrilcboard comprised 21 members,
mostly members of Seattle’s cultural and businésssesuch as the Benaroyas; it also
included a few prominent studio glass art collectinawn from outside the region.
Along with changes to the board, Hauberg’s plamé&ke Pilchuck into a
mainstream arts institution required some orgaiunat and cultural changes. Pierce
began the process, but her authority was challefrgedthe start, and Hauberg and
Chihuly decided to bring in a new part-time adntnaitor with more clout. Thomas
Bosworth, the architect of the campus site plantanidliing program, was named
Pilchuck director in March of 1977, replacing Per¢he rumor was that Chihuly was
not happy with Pierce, but there may have beenrakbfaetors and other people involved.
Both Chihuly and Hauberg had ambitious plans fokintathe school a world-wide
destination, and Hauberg had previously expresssatisfaction with the casual and
what he saw as disorganized approach to the protrainme was funding. Pierce had
formalized some elements of the Pilchuck admintisina but additional changes were
needed if Pilchuck was to move into center stage @ace for making world-class art

and produced world-class artists. Bosworth wascgadieto enhance the school’s national
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reputation. “Indeed, Bosworth, a Yale graduate]agive the young institution an East

Coast, academic cachet that would bolster its dreacellent reputation and attract
students” (Oldknow, 1996, p. 147). By 1977 thréthe new buildings that Bosworth
designed, the hot shop, the flat shop and the lagge completed (Figure 9.7).
Bosworth had impeccable academic credentials, aradiar with the campus and the
school’s program, knew Chihuly, and had an amicalaking relationship with

Hauberg. Under Bosworth, Pilchuck became an irigirtiuiwith a unified direction and
identity as an art school with high ambitions. Be¢w 1978 and 1980 the number of
faculty expanded from eleven to seventeen, and sworaner teaching sessions were
added (Herman, 1992, p. 36). The school also dstli#s specialization with its name
change to the Pilchuck Glass School. Administrativenges and rule making that began
with Pierce continued under Bosworth. Like PieBesworth met with resistance from
the artists and students. This is not surprisingmithat Bosworth came in with a mission
to change the character of the place, and to eliteiwhat remained of the seventies-era
hippie atmosphere. Artists and administrators imedlwith Pilchuck during the

Bosworth reign repeatedly bring up the referenodgbhe program’s “hippies” or “hippie
elements” or lack of organization, and Hauberg®dgination to remove the remnants
of the original “hippie camp” culture.

The Pilchuck student experience during this er&cally involved shared tasks,
construction projects, and camping, although tt@akcprovided wooden tent platforms
and supplied the tents for students to use as ttmigs. Students and faculty shared
responsibilities for tasks required to keep thegpmm operating through the summer,

from cooking to rounding up supplies and performiogtine maintenance. One change
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Pierce began that Bosworth continued was to replapaid voluntary artist labor with

paid positions, typically staffed by artists, tomage the practicalities of running a school
in the woods. In describing what Pilchuck was Igen he began his reign as director,
Bosworth remembers working in the kitchen cleanipgafter a meal with Pilchuck
faculty member Ludwig Schaffrath as part of “thedition of everyone working a few
hours a each week for the general good—Ilike a kifS{Bosworth, 1990; Oldknow,
1996, p. 155). This tradition ended during Boswartkign. Paid staff included several
of the regulars who had previously worked in exg®afor classes or time in the hot
shop, new artists who were invited by the regulal@ag with students who needed the
income.

Benjamin Moore became the first educational co@idinin 1978. William
Morris and Richard Royal arrived at Pilchuck in 8%& employees. Royal remembers
getting a call from his friend and former businpagtner Moore (they had been partners
in a ceramics studio in California) urging him tante to Pilchuck in 1978. “He called
me and said that there were two positions open.v@sefor a maintenance man and it
paid $100.00 per week, the other was to driveriektand it paid $50 a week. | took the
maintenance job. It was $100.00 more per week lthaas making at the time. Bill
Morris took the truck driver job. It was the lashé | made more money than Billy”
(Royal, 2011%). Morris, Royal, and Moore went on to become gaféend prominent
members of Chihuly’s inner circle of glassblowerayeling with Chihuly to locations

around the world. All three later launched sucadssdreers as independent artists.

% Richard Royal, speaking at a Tacoma Art Museunebdiscussion, with artists Joey Kirkpatrick, Flora
Mace, Benjamin Moore, and Richard Royal, Septen@t].



144
Bosworth also had a reputation for being concemidld hierarchy; Seattle art

historian LaMar Harrington called him “authoritarfg/quoted in Oldknow, 1996, p.
151), as did some of the artists (Herman, 1992 dttitude did not sit well with the artist
faculty who were used to a more democratic wayonfiglthings. Artist Norman
Courtney remembers that when Bosworth would brisgors to Pilchuck, he only
introduced them to Chihuly, and ignored the othists and faculty present (Courtney,
2017°). Bosworth’s academic and formal management sigllighted, perhaps
magnified, the divide between those who were isteckin the mastering the craft of
glassmaking techniques and those who favored theepbual over the craft approach.
Oldknow (1996) also identifies increased confliottween artists who came from
academic backgrounds and self-taught artists ddhiisgime as being another source of
tension.

In hiring Bosworth, Chihuly and Hauberg sent theaclmessage Pilchuck was
consolidating its reputation as an arts programrevbeaft was secondary. Glass, the
school’s primary medium may have been considem@dfa material, but Pilchuck’s
program emphasized artistic concepts and experatientover producing objects for the
craft market (Campbell, 1977). Adamson and Courtmese two of the long-time artists
whose attitudes clashed with Bosworth’s approactamson served as assistant director,
shop coordinator and technical coordinator undeniMiierce from 1974 to 1977.
Adamson was responsible for supplies, and for ramiimg furnaces and keeping other

equipment in running order. He also took over soff@e operational responsibilities

% Norman Courtney (artist), interview with the auth2011.
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that had previously fallen to Chihuly or had beenf@rmed by other artist volunteers.

Courtney was hired as shop coordinator to run titeshop along with Rob Adamson.

Adamson described his experiences with Bosworth@ash of values “l had a
certain set of values and he had a certain sedlaég and we could see we weren't going
to be able to work well together. ... His biggesttottion was pushing through the
architecture” (Adamson, 1984, p.4). In 1977 Adamesmigned his position at Pilchuck
to start the Glass Eye, a production studio locatetbwntown Seattle near Pike Street
Market. Courtney left Pilchuck and focused hisratiten on starting a glass studio in a
new community-based arts center in Seattle’s cedistict, called the Pratt Fire Arts
Center (later renamed the Pratt Fine Arts Cent@dknow (1996) and others noted that
several long-time Pilchuck regulars left at thisei but do not identify individuals.
Adamson and Courtney perhaps had the most openipative relationship with
Bosworth, and they were also ready to take on gitgects where they could have more
influence. In spite of the conflict during this #mboth artists maintained friendships and
working relationships with other artists from Pilck who supported the changes, and
both returned to Pilchuck to teach and make artwotater years.

In addition to Bosworth’s management style, hiddings became another focus
of the artists’ discontent. Although there was gahagreement that the school needed
more permanent studio buildings, some felt thabilnklings were getting too much
attention. “Among the artists at Pilchuck, theresveageneral perception that Bosworth
was more concerned about his buildings than thesgleogram” (Oldknow, 1996, p.
155). Bosworth’s designs quickly garnered local aational media attention and design

awards. A 1981 issue #&frogressive Architecturteatured the bridge to the new Pilchuck
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Lodge on its cover, and included an article prgsire integrated campus design and

Bosworth’s historic references through the desigments of the unpainted, wooden
structures that referenced rural farm buildings piedeer cabins (Murphy, 1981). Nearly
every media reference to Pilchuck during the ykarflat glass shop was finished (1975
and 1976) mentioned it as a significant featurthefschool. Yet several artists singled
out the flat shop (Figure 9.7) as being poorly glesd for its function. The building was
a studio for architectural glass and stained ghaggects, and faculty who taught and
worked with flat glass expressed their unhappimadsthe design. Elskus and Vallien,
two artists brought in to teach flat glass desigmeablunt in their assessment that the
new studio just did not work at all for flat glas¢though they did praise the architectural
design (Elskus, 1983; Vallien, 1983). The buildwas originally designed with one open
wall, which left the interior exposed to the elertseirrench doors were later added to
provide shelter from the elements but the sitelitiging, and the walls of French doors
that were made up of small windowpanes made viestamed glass and other flat glass
designs and colors difficult. At the time, flat ggawas a fairly recent addition to
Pilchuck’s offerings and many considered it of é&ggmportance than the glassblowing
that was Pilchuck’s original focus. That, and BosWs perceived attitude that the
buildings were more important than the educatipnagjram, may have helped fuel the
artist’s resentments toward the new flat glassistuihis attitude toward flat glass and
other forms of glassmaking changed quickly, as@rtook advantage of the new
facilities and new specialties that faculty introdd. Pilchuck’s offerings expanded and
students and faculty used their time and the fasliat Pilchuck to experiment with and

incorporate many different approaches into theirkwo
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Speaking of the flat glass building in 1990, Bosthh@tated that one of the goals

he attempted through his architectural design wédsricourage communication between
the glassblowers and the flat glass artists” angde&s on to explain that “I placed their
respective buildings close together... and kept éloenfy facades open for mutual
viewing” (Bosworth, 1990, p. 7). The opening of Basth’s newly-built architectural
(flat) glass studio seemed to be an occasion &, rast three articles discussing the 1977
Pilchuck open house in August mention it, as doesfoom the school’s official
inaugural year as a nonprofit, 1976. The new flasg studio represented an expansion of
focus from glassblowing into other modes of gladanta

Adamson and other former staff, students and io&irs from this time remember
that Chihuly was tired of dealing with the admirasive hassles of running the summer
programs. This was no doubt part of the reasontehstepped down from his role as
director to focus on teaching and producing his awiwork, and why he supported
Bosworth as director for a time. However, Boswa@ttgnure was marked by
disagreements and conflict between him and theestacand artists. In 1980, when
enrollment dipped below expectations creating agbudeficit, conflicts increased. Some
of the artists, including several longtime Pilchuekchers, and even Chihuly, felt that
Bosworth and the reorganized board of trusteeggbad too far in taking the control of
the school away from the artists and students winemoard instituted an $800 daily fee
for working at Pilchuck after the school’'s annuagsion officially ended in the fall
(Oldknow, 1996, p. 177). Because of the lack oflabsée and affordable hot shops in the
area and the limited time faculty had to do th@&navork while teaching during summer

sessions, it had become a regular practice folaitidty to use the Pilchuck hot shop
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during the school’s down time, typically paying pfbr the cost of fuel and keeping the

buildings in operation. Chihuly in particular coadton this time to do his own work as
he did not have a studio in Seattle, and his glagshg team was made up of Pilchuck
regulars. In response to the board’s proposal, @hiput together a document titled
“Some Thoughts on Pilchuck’s Survival” (Chihuly,80). In it he briefly outlines his
philosophy behind his initial founding of the schaad details why the artists felt they
needed to use the hot shop after the school seastwhy the board’s reaction was a
symptom of unresolved communication problems betvtbe board and the faculty and
staff of the school. Chihuly informed the boardtthe created his breakthrougihchuck
Basket Serieduring one of these post-season sessions, anddsmiiem that he and his
fellow artists actually created the facilities (@ltigh by then they were using several
Bosworth-designed buildings). The tensions arowdmiaistrative changes and a
frustration about the loss of artist input into firecess of running the school are evident
in this document.
John Hauberg has now charged the Board of Trustiglesnaking all Pilchuck
decisions... but what disturbs me is that you are n@king important
educational policy decisions without having haddapgortunity to meet with the
staff members and without my ever meeting withBbard to explain the history
and philosophy of the school. The lines of commaitiin are almost nonexistent
and the occasional cocktail party has not beenwatecubstitution (Chihuly,
1980, p.2).
Bosworth left Pilchuck for a fellowship at the Anean Academy in Rome, and

was replaced by veteran arts administrator Aliceriey in 1980. In a 1990 presentation
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at Seattle’s Monday Club, Bosworth referred toy&ars at Pilchuck, from 1976 — 1980

as the “Golden Age” both because of his adminis&adnd his architectural work there
(Bosworth, 1990).

Rooney was hired as Pilchuck’s first full-time diter, and she remained in
charge for the next decade. Rooney had a diffenamagement style than Bosworth, and
she came to Pilchuck with extensive experience ingrwith artists and funders as an
arts administrator in Seattle. She had most regceettn the executive director of an arts
advocacy group in Seattle called Allied Arts, aadl lvorked for the National
Endowment for the Arts in Washington, D.C. Roonay ha reputation as a people
person, who did not pull rank, but worked with pledjo resolve issues. According to
Courtney, “Alice Rooney put Pilchuck on the mape Skt it up as non-hierarchical”
(Courtney, 201%). Under her leadership Pilchuck prospered. PianceBosworth had
overseen the administrative reorganization of thmel. With a stable organization in
place, Rooney’s major task was to build up the sthdong-term financial health. The
Haubergs’ connections to Seattle’s cultural ellemg helped facilitate that aspect of the
school’s administration in the past.Morthwest Artsarticle from 1976, the first year of
the school’s independent status, mentioned thabhé#he school’'s costs were supported
through funding from various sources, including d8ke-based Patrons of Northwest
Civic, Cultural, and Charitable organizations (POiNQ), the Washington State Arts
Commission, the Western States Arts Foundationtfadlational Endowment for the
Arts. The Corning Foundation and the glass-artstigun Washington and Oregon also

are helping this year” (Burley, 1976). The schoobsts rose over the next few years. In

% Norman Courtney (artist), interview with the auth2011.
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1977 the annual budget was approximately $100,880uition was $400 to $500 per

three-week session of 30 students (Campbell, 1918 budget in 1980 was $225,000,
and when the school experienced a budget shofatney followed her predecessor’s
standard practice and sent the $6,000 bill to Haylveho returned it unpaid (Oldknow,
1996, p. 179). From this time forward, the board #re school’s director would be
responsible for raising the money to support Pidghiuring these years, Corning Glass
Works provided some equipment, the Northwest Glamspany provided cullet, and
money from other sources increased “as glass aanbe increasingly desirable to
collect” (Lloyd, 1992, p. 27). Meanwhile, Rooneydahe board worked to identify and
recruit new donors and find new sources of fundifgey created the Pilchuck Society in
1981 as part of the school’s first annual drivégiRick Society members donated
specified amounts and in return received speciail@ges such as invitations to special
events. Rooney presided over the school’s firstiatfcapital campaign from 1984 to
1986. The capital campaign began due to a partlgukny summer in 1983. After
seeing that the students “spent miserable nighitgetrtents and miserable days trying to
dry wet jeans ... we decided to build a new dormitayd raised $800,000 (Rooney,
1990. p. 86). The money was used to expand the wstopadd two new studio buildings
and housing for students (Rooney, 1990; Hughbdt$3?).

The annual Pilchuck auction, which started in 197@8yed from the Pilchuck
campus to a central Seattle location. The auctatufed works donated by Pilchuck
artists with auction profits going to the schodhidevent increased in popularity and
profitability as Seattle-based studio glass artistsame more well known and glass

collecting more popular. To ensure the school'g/ferm financial stability, an
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endowment fund was established under Rooney “wihQD,000 grant from Steele-

Reese Foundation” (Hughbanks, 1992, p.3). The ddumtinued to receive support
from Washington state and Seattle area foundaadsnonprofit throughout the next
three decades.

New artists bring new techniques, Pilchuck requésmerge

Artists who arrived at Pilchuck to teach or foridesicies during the 1980s
brought with them diverse approaches to workingp\glass and a willingness to
collaborate and combine several techniques in@esimork. The number of sessions
increased and the processes and approaches torglfigdied. In addition to
glassblowing, the school invited artists to teaeingd glass, mosaics, and glass painting.
Classes offered during the 1980s included “painfi&yeling, laminated glass, cold
working, slumping, fusing” (Rooney, 1990, p.85).el@erman artist Ludwig Schaffrath
taught stained glass at Pilchuck for the first timéhe late 1970s and continued to teach
through the 1980s. Bertil Vallien taught the fsanhdcasting glass in 1979 and he became
one of the Pilchuck regulars.

Several women, including Ginny Ruffner, Sonja Blahll Joey Kirkpatrick,
Flora Mace, and Cappy Thompson, who worked at Bdklduring this era became
prominent artists, showing work at regional andamet! galleries and winning public art
commissions during the 1980s. According to Rufffiee had such a great time... group
support of each other... And it was a lot of fundisrand the students” (Ruffner, 2006).
Sonja Blomdahl arrived in 1978 as a teaching assistt Pilchuck, and then settled in
Seattle where she established her own studio ameldavith Adamson as a partner in the

Glass Eye. Joey Kirkpatrick and Flora Mace arrigsdartists-in-residence for the 1980
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summer session and spent their first winter ahdk, as they did not have a studio or

living space in Seattle. Ginny Ruffner came to Rilck from Atlanta, Georgia, in 1984 to
teach lampworking (Figure 9.8), typically used to produce small dative figures.
Ruffner employed this technique to produce largepglex, surrealist sculptures. She
moved to Seattle in 1985, and continued teachiyleliuck regularly.

In addition to Kirkpatrick and Mace, Moore, Royslorris and some other
Pilchuck regulars became members of Chihuly’s tegranding summers at Pilchuck as
faculty, visiting artists or artists in residenaad working on each other’s projects at
Pilchuck and in other locations during Pilchuckfsseason. Many traveled with Chihuly
as he garnered commissions and public art proggatsnstallations around the world.
Collaboration continued as the standard practi¢alahuck, and collaborative
relationships helped build community bonds thaeldpast the summer sessions. Other
than Chihuly, studio glass artists did not maketaf money during this time, and the
cost of running a hot shop was prohibitive for métsivas common for artists who
worked together at Pilchuck to call on one anotbehelp with projects outside the
school.

Educating collectors and wooing patrons

One of the Pilchuck events that occurred under Bgardirectorship was the
first “Collector's Seminar” organized by LaMar Higton, a freelance curator and
former associate director of the Henry Art Museurtha University of Washington. The
seminar was offered during Pilchuck’s 1982 summess®n, from July 27 to July 31,

1982 (Hackett, 1982). There were 51 attendeekidmg the artists and Pilchuck staff

2" In lampworking, a small torch is used to heat lgsgrods until they are soft enough to form irgevn
shapes and artwork.
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(mostly artists). Attendees came from Californieatiie, and New York, with a few from

Michigan, Texas, and Chicago. Artists Klaus MognfrAustralia and Jaroslava
Brychtova and Stanislav Libensky from Czechosloaaiso attended (they were visiting
artists at Pilchuck that summer). Also attendingevEhomas Beuchner of Steuben Glass
and William Warmus from the Corning Glass Museunonitnent collectors included
George and Dorothy Saxe from California. The lisatbendees contained more artists
and dealers than individual collectors. In a lettekloyd Herman, director of the
National Museum of American Art at the Smithsonildasrington noted, “Did | tell you
we were overrun with dealers” (Harrington, 198Z2galers included Heller of Heller
Gallery in New York City, Aileen Kremin of Desigii&ecycled Art Gallery in Fullerton,
CA, Ben Marks of the Rubin/Mardin Gallery of Seatthnd Bill Traver of the
Traver/Sutton Gallery in Seattle.

This seminar brought Henry Halem, founder and firssident of the Glass Art
Society, to Pilchuck for the first time as a gugstaker, while the nationally known
designer Jack Lenor Larsen provided the keynoteesddSeminar topics included “glass
artists and their support system” by Henry Hale@gpritemporary Glass and
Contemporary Public Art Collections” by Davira Tgirg an assistant curator at the
Detroit Institute of the Arts, while William Warmuan assistant curator at Corning
Museum of Glass presented a talk on “the Role d@fodm in Collecting.” Day two
presentations focused on “the meaning of art amth@sseurship” (Hackett, 1982).

The seminar was a targeted attempt not only talluplthe patronage of studio
glass art but to ensure that collectors lookingug studio glass art would think of

Pilchuck as the place that produced quality fine and quality studio glass art and
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artists. Pilchuck artists benefited from this asstoan. Pilchuck regulars dominated the

artist presentations. The seminar included arést@hstrations and a presentation on the
school’s history (Hackett, 1982). Not only did seminar help build connections
between Pilchuck artists and collectors, it accasheld its goal of turning some of these
collectors and dealers into Pilchuck school sugpsriSeveral dealers and collectors
pledged scholarships (Harrington, 1982b). Harringlowed up with collectors to
gauge their impressions of the seminar after tbe &nd in a memo to the Pilchuck
Board of Trustees reported that some of the atesfdedged scholarships for the 1983
summer session” and that the seminar raised “&@QQ0” for the school, which she
admits was “a small amount in consideration offtienidable time and effort that went
into the planning and execution” of the seminarr(igton 1982, p.1). Although the
amount raised was perhaps small for the effovtas the start of a long-term investment
into Pilchuck’s future, and it served its purpaséiinging Pilchuck to the notice of key
influential people in the arts. Like most nonpraifits organizations, Pilchuck continued
to sponsor annual events to bring collectors amdedeto Pilchuck. It differed from

many similar organizations in that the events wereonly about Pilchuck, but
encompassed Pilchuck’s role in relation to theistgthss movement, studio glass art,
and artists. Before the era of branding, Pilchwdktgreat care to ensure that its image
and reputation was tied in with the promotion @fsgl as an artistic medium. At the same
time they promoted Pilchuck and Pilchuck artistsegsesenting the best that one could

find when assessing the quality of work done irsgla
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European Connections and Pilchuck

In addition to promoting the school and its facudtyong U.S. based dealers,
curators and collectors, Pilchuck promoted itsalfldwide. One result of these efforts
was that Pilchuck became a preferred destinatiomény European studio glass artists.
When Pilchuck began its formal visiting artist praq and invited key European
glassblowers and designers to the school, it hedpesad the knowledge of traditional
glassmaking techniques to nontraditional artistsamisans. As noted in the previous
chapter, European masters in turn attracted othedean artists, along with American
artists who had worked in Europe and students wéuoted to acquire skills that only the
Europeans could impart. Artist David Huchthausestuksed the significance of the
presence of international artists at Pilchuck dythis time:

Harvey Littleton at the University of Wisconsin akfdrvin Lipofsky at Berkeley

and CCAC brought in a wide variety of internatioagists and designers starting

in the mid 1960'’s, then Joel Myers at lllinois $t&om 1970 on. Pilchuck
intensified its international programs in the 148¥0’s. The important thing about

Pilchuck was that the artists got to stay for langgriods. Pilchuck added more

sessions in the 1980s, and longer sessions. lawasre intensive experience.

People could come and work with these artistsdogér periods and really learn,

and got to know them personally as well. ... Famé bpi gradually. More

people heard about it, then more artists came nidre artists came, the more

people heard about it and wanted to come to PilchDaoce they got to Pilchuck
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or came out to take a workshop, many stayed imgg®n. Seattle became a big

draw in the late 1980s through the 1990s (Huch#auz01%).

Both the European and American artists shareaatritnformation about
processes and materials that helped grow the cottytsutechnical knowledge. One of
the highlights of the early 1980s was the arrivdbiechuck of two Czechoslovakian
artists in1982, Stanislav Libensky and Jaroslawal@ova. The sculptural works of this
husband and wife team of artist-teachers were kmellvn to many in the studio glass
community, but because of limited opportunity fi@aviel to or from Czechoslovakia
under communist rule, the artists themselves wee known. Their work represented
the model for the artistic approach to the medibat Pilchuck was interested in pursuing
at that time. As Oldknow (1996) noted, the pairdimght to Pilchuck a much needed
intellectual, theoretical, and philosophical apjgtoto making art with glass” (p. 191). If
the arrival of the Venetians brought the knowledfthe craft of glassblowing to the
region, the arrival of the Czechoslovakians enuctine intellectual and aesthetic
approach to the medium, bringing the craft andbgiass together in one place.

Pratt Fine Arts Center: A place to make art in theCentral District

For people who were just getting started in theistglass world and for artists
who did not make enough money to rent time in agrodntist’s studio, Pratt Fine Arts
Center provided a low-cost alternative to privatenmercial studios and more expensive
academic arts programs. However, Pilchuck remdinedegional draw for studio glass
artists. While Pilchuck was undergoing growing gadtuiring the mid to late 1970s, Pratt

Fine Arts Center was being created. Pilchuck isvected to Seattle by reputation, but

% David Huchthausen (artist), interview with thetart 2011.
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Pratt is the place to go for anyone looking for ltleene of studio glass education within

the city. While Bosworth was busy reorganizing Ruick, Pratt was preparing to offer its
first classes.

Pratt was first envisioned as one small part ofvtesler-Atlantic Neighborhood
Improvement Project (YANIP), a model cities prografANIP was located in Seattle’s
Central District Neighborhood, a historically Afaic-American community in one of the
most diverse areas of the city. YANIP began inl&tte 1960s as part of an urban renewal
program, and basically stalled after Richard Nix@s elected and federal funding for
urban renewal was shifted into Community Developnidack Grant programs in 1974.
The project planned for the property and surrougdirea included a business and
cultural district to serve the needs and promagesttonomic future of the surrounding
population. Before the project stalled, many buidgi and properties were condemned,
acquired and destroyed to make space for the anabitedevelopment. Among the
properties destroyed in 1975 was the Collins Réiare&enter, a local recreation center
with a popular pottery program among its offeringsottery program was included in
the YANIP plans because of community demands tlaceghe Collins Recreation
Center (Seattle Parks & Recreation Dept., 197@xlyEplans to revive the pottery
program included it as part of a “fire arts progtamthe proposed Langston Hughes
Cultural Center, which was to be dedicated to promgoAfrican American culture and
history. The program was eliminated from the Laogdiughes Cultural Center plans
due to lack of suitable space, but the idea rendaatige because of community support.

Plans for the pottery program gradually evolved afroposal for an

independent arts center to be housed in its owldihgiand offer classes in pottery,
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metalworking, jewelry making, and studio glass After learning that the Wonder Bread

Company was planning to move out of its nearbygmet 18 and Main Street, YANIP
proposed purchasing this building for the art ce(@aty of Seattle, 1977). The Wonder
Bread garage was in the urban renewal districtt tzethe Yesler-Atlantic Park, and
within a few blocks of the Langston Hughes Certtex,pedestrian walkway and other
facilities for the “cultural, social, and recreat&d complex” envisioned as part of the
model cities neighborhood plan (Hudson, 1976). Bingget for the art center was part of
the block grant funding proposal for the adjacearkp
The art center’s mission closely meshed with tharmoinity development goals
of economic, social, and cultural advancement égimborhood residents. The original
1976 program proposal named four fire arts to lhered: metal casting, lapidary,
pottery, and glassblowing. A 1979 News Releaseigidd by Seattle Parks and
Recreation identifies six goals for the center:
(1) to provide an outlet for the creative expressbrich and diverse cultural
heritages that may not have had full access tartisan the past; (2) to attract an
influx of culturally oriented persons, and thusaédish a “connecting point’ in the
regional arts network; (3) to encourage a mix afgde drawn together by a
common interest in the arts, bringing about ineedasderstanding and
appreciation among persons of diverse backgroydyisp assist interested
persons in becoming self-sufficient in the artg;t(bprovide opportunities for
minority artists outside the white establishment &) to seek out and encourage

new talent (Kirby & Anderson, 1979).
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In March of 1976 the Yesler-Atlantic Project Arearimittee submitted a letter

in support of the budget allocation to the Sedtity Council. Representatives of several
local community organizations including the Langsktughes Cultural Arts Center
Advisory Council, the Madison-Jackson Economic Depment Council, the Rejected
Community Council all wrote to voice their suppfat funding the art center (City of
Seattle, 1976). The city approved the funding psapcand acquired the building for
$81,000, using Housing and Urban Development (Huban renewal funds. Woo and
Park Associates were the architects responsibleettgsigning the former garage into a
10,268 square foot arts center with fully equippestalworking, glassmaking, and
pottery studio spaces. A variety of funding sounvese tapped for the final project
development costs of $532,012, including urbanwahéunds, HUD community
development block grants, and Seattle’s 1968 Fatwarust bond issue (Kirby &
Anderson, 1979).

YANIP director Bea Hudson and community developntBrdctor Princess
Jackson were actively involved in planning the @copnd recruited committee members
to manage the project’s planning and organizati©one of the people Jackson called was
Norman Courtney. Courtney was on the planning cdtemand was one of first four
faculty members who helped plan Pratt’s facilitsesl set up the various programs.

In 1976 the city called me. | knew the Seward Ceptegram; it was a city

program and pottery center. ... The idea was to ekplas program, and they

asked if I was interested in designing a glass $btiothe city, to be run by the
city parks department. It was to include glassawcacs, metal, jewelry, and

fabrication. The city brought in four people, onenf each area to design the
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workspaces. Nobody even knows their names now VBen was the architect

(Courtney, 201%).

The project planning did not go smoothly, and Coeytremembered that there
were many areas of contention, and some city reptasves were not happy about the
idea of the Parks and Recreation department ruramreyts center. In 1976 the city
authorized a separate nonprofit organization, &myWorks, to plan and manage the art
classes. Even the original name, Fire Arts Cemtas, contentious, and in 1976 it was
changed to the Pratt Fine Arts Center, and thecadjayesler-Atlantic park was renamed
Edwin G. Pratt Park in honor of Edwin Pratt, a ferrGeattle Urban League Executive
Director and civil rights leader who was assasshat 1969.

A 1976 report detailing the art center’'s missiamding and program notes that
some classes were expected to bring in local contynonembers, while others,
including glassblowing, were expected to draw peaplthe neighborhood from the
surrounding neighborhoods and region. Reasons dorehe popularity of glass
included the growing interest in glass generallg #re small number of glass studios in
existence on the west coast (Smith, 1976). Anatremno lists the programs in order of
their potential citywide appeal, followed by ailgf based on levels of community
interest. Glassblowing was first on the list ofgmams most likely to attract a citywide
following. Pottery was second on the list, followgdmetal casting and jewelry making.
On the list of programs of most interest to theal@mmunity, pottery was first,

followed by jewelry, metal casting, and then gldsaing (Dinwiddie, 1976).

29 Norman Courtney (artist), interview with the auth2011.
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The Seattle Timesarried a brief mention about the February 26,7197

groundbreaking ceremonies for the new center, tegpthat: “Renovation of a building
at 19" Avenue South and South Main Street will provideilfges for craft making and a
gallery...” (Ceremonies for a new arts center, 19/7%10). It took several years of
negotiation and planning in fits and starts betbeecenter was ready to open to the
general public. The facility was owned and admenristl by the Seattle Parks and
Recreation Department, and City Art Works ran the programs. Staff salaries were
paid through the federal Comprehensive EmploymedtTaaining Act (CETA) funding.
Class costs were initially kept low, scholarshipgevprovided for students with limited
financial resources, and local residents could fidht equipped studio spaces by the
hour. Studio glass artists were among the eadiedtmost enthusiastic supporters of
Pratt. One of the first workshops offered was msghmaking techniques, and the school
quickly became a sort of public studio space foal@lass artists and students who could
not afford to own or rent space in commercial gktsslios.

Courtney’s connections and the area’s many glasssaquickly promoted Pratt
as a key center for glassblowing activities indhlg. The assumption that there was a
large citywide interest in glass arts was reinfdrbg the predominance of glass artists
from the region on Pratt’s original mailing listschthe attendance at two glass
workshops that were offered early in the schoaksdny. The Pratt Fine Arts Center
management plan (1977) noted that “the publicitwimch we have been involved so far,
has been on two glass workshops, therefore, odmgéist has leaned heavily towards
glass artists. ... our greatest success has beewioyomouth between glass

workshops. ... we bulk mail approximately 800 flygygylass artists and distribute about
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200 flyers in the community and to glass manufaegir(City of Seattle, 1977). A

growing number of artists were attracted to Seattlan affordable and welcoming place
to live and work. Many of these artists, includgigss artists, were seeking affordable
studio spaces. However, it was unlikely that thveeee 800 glass artists in Seattle at that
time, so the 800 flyers sent to glass artists eithene from the membership list of the
Glass Art Society, or from Pilchuck, or perhapshbothe glass artist community was a
well-organized and communicative group, used tonating its activities and supporting
each other, and the Glass Art Society was the argaon through which these activities
were formalized. If that was the case, then Piadtdn potential following that extended
far beyond the neighborhood and city boundaries.

Pratt’s open-access studios provided low-cost adoesquipment and tools and
encouraged artists to pool their resources and tagdther to make the most of the
space. The first classes were offered in the spird®79. When the center held its
official opening ceremony on May 951979 in the refurbished former Wonder Bread
garage, it offered programs in clay, glass, jewahg metal casting, and included a
gallery space. Barbara Bryant was the senior stafhber from the Parks and Recreation
department, and there were four “resident facultgmbers: Lynn Fitzgerald (clay),
Norman Courtney (glass), Walther White (jewelry)dareg Skinner (metal). One
additional instructor appeared in the 1979 opeamgouncement; Paul Marioni was
listed as a guest instructor for “advanced staglads” (Kirby & Anderson, 3/28/1979,
News Release, Seattle Parks and Recreation).

Financial support from the city proved precariond ahort-lived. Over the next

several years Pratt struggled to maintain its nalutopian vision in the face of financial
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constraints. According to Courtney (2011), the diégided to fund staff salaries with

federal CETA money because it was reluctant to takéhe responsibility for running an
art center. This decision was a key weakness ®otbanization’s survival during this
era of federal and city budget cuts that eliminatehy program. By the winter of
1979 there were already signs of trouble. In NovemtbeSeattle Timeseported that the
city proposed to eliminate most of Seward Parkio#erings and transfer the staff to
Pratt Fine Arts Center “to shore up a budget pmohlethe Parks department and in order
to keep open a newer facility” (Tsutakawa, 197%a) another article reported that both
art centers were struggling (Tsutakawa, 1979b)1880 both Seward and Pratt had been
reorganized and placed under City Art Works manaayenin spite of continuing budget
issues, the center continued its programming, stiggdn part by raising fees for studio
access and classes. City Art Works also receivadtgifrom the National Endowment
for the Arts and from PONCHO to help offset somddmt cutbacks. Pratt continued to
provide support for local community members intexdsn the arts, regardless of age or
experience. “The neighborhood kids aren't forgo#tigimer. Children as young as 7 come
to Pratt for glass fusing workshops, and nearby8itfalementary School has 9-12 year
olds who have learned to slump and now sport aglgtbss pins of their own creation.
Sometimes the artists go directly to the area dehother times, art teachers bring their
students to Pratt for instruction” (Bernstein & $an, 1981).

When artist Therman Statom became the glass stodialinator in 1980, his
reputation helped cement the reputation of theereast a place to experiment with

glassmaking for experienced and aspiring artisteercity. Seattle art critic Matthew

%0 Norman Courtney (artist), interview with the auth2011.
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Kangas, writing in Artweek proclaimed: “ThermantBta is ... one reason that the

center of innovative activity in glass has currgisthifted to Seattle... His presence at the
new city-owned Pratt Fine Arts center is exertingagnetic force on other artists”
(Artweek, 12, #12, March 28, 1981—quoted by Oldkri896, p. 180). People were
drawn to the center’s public-access studios andlkxt facilities for metal work,

jewelry, glass, and ceramics and also for the ahémevork with local and nationally
known artists like Statom.

Statom was active in the local and national amecand well connected in the
studio glass movement, especially with its Northvpeactitioners. Like Courtney,

Statom believed that Pratt could play an importat in furthering studio glass, and also
provide an outlet for people interested in workwith glass outside mainstream
academic arts institutions. During his short teratrBratt he actively promoted the center
as a possible national center for glass art. “Theas active interest within the glass
department of the Pratt facility to promote theelepment and realization of new work
and ideas within the glass art movement in areliele this facility may be of national
significance in this respect” (Statom, letter, 71881).

Statom saw the upcoming Glass Art Society (GASfar@mce as an opportunity
to showcase Pratt. He tried to convince the ParksRecreation Department to provide
additional funding and support for conference aitgis at the school. Among the GAS
events proposed for Pratt were a demonstratiohd&dyenowned Czechoslovakian artist
Stanislav Libensky, a workshop by Richard Margarg] tours of the facility. Statom and
Pratt administrators proposed additional eventsdaled to coincide with the GAS

conference, including a week-long open house fertttire week of the conference, and
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even a fashion show for glassblowers (Bryant meif®/81 & 2/5/1981; Statom letter,

1/17/81). Several of the proposed events took plaat is unclear whether the Seattle
Parks and Recreation department ever approved thiém and disputes between Statom
and Pratt administration over expenses incurreatiist honorariums and other matters
related to the GAS conference (Bryant, 5/22/8192) resulted in Statom’s departure.
In June of 1981 Statom resigned from Pratt.

Within six months the center was again sufferingese financial problems as city
and federal funding disappeared. A December 19&homoted that the City Art
Works, the nonprofit responsible for managing Reatgrams, was losing $50,000 of
city funding. In 1982, due to city budget shorgalbeattle ended funding for all city art
programs, including Pratt. Pratt was allowed ty stathe city-owned building, but the
programs and operational costs were no longer filibgidhe city. That same year the
federal congress passed the Job Training Partpefshj eliminating CETA. The loss of
CETA funds meant in addition to losing the cityjseoational funding, Pratt could not
pay its employees. Pratt now began a multi-yeaickdar the means to stay afloat. Pratt
wouldn’t gain solid financial footing until the &t1980s, after an era of mismanagement
and worsening financial crises. In the meantime dénter continued to offer arts
programs, and they continued to rent studio tingefanilities to local community
members, including a large contingent of glass@tiOne of the uses that local artist
made of the facilities was to produce work destiftegublic locations, like parks,

libraries, and government buildings.
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Glass Art Week: The 1981 Glass Art Society conferee comes to Seattle

In the spring of 1981 the Glass Art Society (GA8Idhts annual conference in
Seattle for the first time. In honor of the eve®gattle Mayor Charles Royer declared the
week of the GAS conference, April 6 to April"t3o0 be “Glass Art Week.” The Glass
Art Society was a professional organization fountet971 to promote glass as an art
medium. Early in the organization’s history, theyablished headquarters in Corning,
New York, site of the Corning Museum of Glass, whizas established in 1950, also to
promote glass art. At the time of the GAS confeeenc1981, Pilchuck Glass School was
already well known and respected by studio glastainternationally, and Pratt Fine
Arts Center was a new, community-based arts orgéniz and was unknown outside the
city, and little known within the city. To help soprt the conference and promote their
organizations, Pilchuck and the Pratt played hmstdrkshops, demonstrations, tours,
and other activities. It was the first time thdseé organizations had worked together
and it would not be the last. Within ten years GR&ild abandon its New York
headquarters based at the Corning Museum of Glakeetocate to Seattle.

Many artists from the Puget Sound region were aatiembers in this
organization. Featured artists at the conferendeded names that were familiar on the
Seattle arts scene and Pilchuck campus: Dale GhiRidhard Marquis, Susan
Stinsmuehlen, and Dick Weiss. The keynote speaksrltalo Scanga, long-time
Pilchuck faculty member and a close friend of Chihand a session on Northwest glass
was part of the conference proceedings. The fashow that was proposed for the Pratt
basketball court did not take place at Pratt, bag fveld instead at the Seattle Center

pavilion, and was deemed worthy of a small meninotihe local press: “You may wish
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to take some stones to the offbeat fashion shd@patn. today in the Rainier Room at

Seattle Center...Why stones? Because it's the PragtAits Center Show for the “Best
Dressed Glass Artists in the World” (Beers, 198hke glass artist fashion show became
a regular event at later conferences but as art &wetne conference participants rather
than the general public.

There were many events and several exhibitiongdtag part of the conference
activities. Oldknow (1996, p. 181) mentions thrghikitions: one that included 15
artists, called “Seattle Glass Artists” at the 8ed@enter’'s Northwest Craft Center and
Gallery (Tarzan, 1981; Oldknow, 1996, p. 181), amd others at downtown galleries.
The Foster/White gallery showed art by Klaus Majd &loward Ben Tre (Tarzan, 1981,
Oldknow, 1996, p. 181), while the Traver/Suttoneygl featured “a major exhibition by
three artists who work with nontraditional glasemis—Richard Cohen, Therman Statom
and Susan Stinsmuehlen” at the Traver-Sutton Galt Ave) (Tarzan, 1981; Oldknow,
1996). Tarzan (1981) mentions an exhibit featutangg Englesby and Erik Brakken at
the North Seattle Community College Art Galleryalidition to the program
demonstrations featuring Pratt students and fatuolgyass, ceramics, metal, jewelry and
metalsmithing, Tarzan also mentioned the open hauBeatt on Saturday, and noted that
“Statom and Posner will collaborate in a perforneapmject which will be one of the
highlights...” (Tarzan, 1981, p. E1). The performaipcoject took place, but it was
Zynsky and Buster Simpson who collaborated in wie described as a reprise of “the
early days at Pilchuck through their public ‘kirmeéind sound performance using molten

and sheet glass™ (Oldknow, 1996, p. 181).
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Chihuly’s growing fame — The move to Seattle

If Adamson was the godfather of Seattle’s glasasc€hihuly was its most
famous icon. By the end of the 1970s Chihuly wall kvewn in Seattle’s art scene and
his name was familiar in New York City (due to RESD connections in part). Popular
media outlets includingife magazine, Seattle TV stations, and others wermgay
attention to Pilchuck’s founding artist, Dale CHyhuThroughout the seventies Chihuly
came to Pilchuck every summer to work and occa#lioteach, but his career and
multiple projects took him and his glassblowingteal over the world. His fame
continued to spread, and sales from his artworlwgke had his first show at the Seattle
Art Museum in 1977. The Baskets that were featatdtie Seattle Art Museum
exhibition were the works Chihuly had complete®#thuck during and after the
school’s regular sessions in the summer of 197th Be&njamin Moore as his gaffer
The show was a popular success and helped Chihuiysavay to critical and
commercial success. In 1977 he was selling his &asdries for $1,000 each (Oldknow,
1996, p. 156). The world was beginning to takea®otiBy 1980, my sales from
exhibitions equaled my salary, which at that times\18,000... And | quit teaching the
year that my sales matched my salary” (Chihulytedan Oldknow, 1996, p. 180). In
1982 he moved to Seattle, purchasing the Buffallaimg in the Lake Union
neighborhood as a studio. In 1983 he created Chilnd., and began producing work
for the market, although he did not reach the heafihis fame until the next decade.

During the 1980s Chihuly’s work grew increasinglyder in scale, and he

worked on a series of installations and commissiorisurope. Chihuly often stated that

3L The gaffer is the lead artist/craftsperson oneasiilowing team. See Appendix D for additional
descriptions of glassmaking techniques and terromol
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one of the lessons he took away from his time inis®was the importance of the team-

based approach to glassblowing, and after he deftioen RISD, he embraced this
approach to art production. To produce his workihGly typically created a design and
engaged several artists to blow the glass, engrgvaint it, and do whatever else was
needed to produce the finished piece. At this ti@tehuly had a small team of Pilchuck
regulars who worked with him over the summer aagledt on at Pilchuck through the
fall after the workshops ended. This team oftewetied with him to complete
commissions around the world. Most of these arige based in Seattle, and they
worked on their own art, and artistic careers, wA#gchuck was not in session. They
found that working with Chihuly was fun if unprethble, was beneficial for their
careers, and it provided income. Back in Seattlwas Chihuly team members who
tended to be the ones with the means to build tveir studios and the social connections
and skills to work together to produce their owrrkvo
Discussion

Establishing a critical reputation and creatingaxhat for glass art as a fine art
were major goals for Pilchuck and for many, butalbstudio glass artists. If the 1970s
was the era of artistic experimentation and a mgltiess to try anything without worrying
about the end result, the 1980s became the eragrhéntation, professionalization and
hierarchy as artists focused more on how to estallicareer and find a their place in the
market. Establishing a critical reputation and trngga market for glass art as a fine art
were major goals for Pilchuck and for many, butalbstudio glass artists. As artists

developed the technical skills that enabled theproduce quality objects, the emphasis
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shifted from the craft of production to the conegtcontent of the art, creating friction

between those who saw themselves as craftspeapteath artists, or as fine artists.

The drive to firmly establish Pilchuck’s reputatias an academic arts institution
required several changes to the school’s organizaind processes, which provoked
conflict among artists who were happy with the sdisooriginal model, and new staff
and board members focused on professionalizati@nkiden and Johnson (2006) found
that this process and the resulting conflicts betwdifferent groups of artists and
between artists and new administrative staff ordbo@embers were typical of the
“evolutionary process” (p. 14) of artist centerspecially when the changes resulted in
artists having to give up some level of controlrave organization.

The presence of European visiting artists helpé&abésh Pilchuck as a
destination for anyone wanting to learn from thetlué those skilled in the craft of glass.
In 1984 the school administration established thes®-in-Residence program to extend
the school’s network beyond those artists identiie studio glass artists. The program’s
purpose was to invite established professionaitartincluding studio glass artists and
artists who did not typically work in glass but weacknowledged among the New York-
based arts establishment as cutting edge contenymtésts to Pilchuck to work with
glass (Herman, 1992, p. 37; Oldknow, 1996). Pilghuovided the skilled teams and
consulting experience for these artists, many af Wwad never worked with glass before.
This was one strategy to move glass out of the wafid and into the realm of a
contemporary fine arts material, and it had theafbf once again extending the artist
network, bridging the studio glass networks wittisés connected to the New York

avant-garde. The program also brought these antitstshe local network of the Puget
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Sound studio glass artists as they worked and Iszazilan the isolation of Pilchuck while

they experimented with incorporating glass intowlmeking methods of these artists.

By 1981, only ten years after it was founded, Ritthwas one of the most
famous art workshops in the U.S. It had an inteonat reputation as the place to go to in
the U.S. for anyone who wanted to experiment witiovative glassmaking techniques,
and to work with renowned artists and teachersh@iihad not yet broken through to
the sort of international fame that he gained ley1t8i90s, but he was well known in the
art world, and was a tireless promoter of studasglart. Promoting Chihuly, Pilchuck
and Northwest studio glass as a single entity waac#vity practiced by the Haubergs,
Chihuly, and just about any one associated witlSth&ttle art scene at this time.
Pilchuck artists most closely associated with Chjilnenefited the most from his
growing fame. No other artist was seen as ofteasimany places, or with as much
media attention as the famed networker and mabstrself, Dale Chihuly.

In researching how smaller cities, including Seatttere able to support thriving
arts communities, Markusen and Johnson (2006) falhetdocal nonprofit arts
organizations that provided places for artistsiéarh, network, get and give feedback,
exhibit, share space and equipment” (p. 7) wereckeyponents. With the opening of
Pratt Fine Arts Center in 1979, the Seattle repierame home to two organizations that
fit Markusen and Johnson’s (2006) definition ofaatist center, and both of these
organizations were critically important for prowidilocal studio glass artists with
dedicated spaces for learning, working, and netimgrkHowever, as a 1981 presentation
at the Glass Art Society (GAS) Conference heldaatle noted, Pilchuck brought artists

to the region, and also brought: “national attemtmthe Seattle glass movement. But
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Northwest glass is much more than Pilchuck alans.the Pratt Fine Art Center and the

Glass Eye and a growing group of individual glasists” (Bernstein & Hansen, 1981).
Markusen & Johnson’s (2006) research examined mdihprganizations only; their
study did not include for-profit enterprises likeetGlass Eye and Benjamin Moore’s
studio, which employed artists, providing much-resethcome, along with opportunities
for artists to gain new skills and practice theaft In Seattle, these for-profit
organizations sometimes served as extensions ofaigrofit artist centers, being
founded by artists who held positions at PilchucPmatt as faculty or staff, and they
drew from the same artist network. They also addete artist support structure for
studio glass artists who came to the region, astilmas with opportunities for
professional development, income, and access eonation to further their careers
(Jackson, 2004).

In addition to the artists and the organizatiora thcluded workspaces and
offered educational experiences for local studasglartists, a growing demand for studio
glass art helped keep artists in the region. Tlais thie era when new galleries and new
markets emerged, mainly due to efforts by practérs and collectors, as critical
acceptance of glass art was still limited in theagorld beyond the Pacific Northwest by
the identification of glass as a craft medium.

Newly revitalized downtown spaces became siteststia production and
markets, as tourism became more important to tinthlovn economy. Pike Street
Market, saved by preservationists in the 1970srbhecaleading tourist destination in
Seattle and a place for artists to sell. PioneeaBfbecame the central location for the

growing number of art galleries in Seattle, cagtmtourists at the mid and upper scale
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of the market (see map, Figure 9.2). Artists folavd-cost studio space in the Pioneer

Square area and nearby industrial and working-clagghborhoods just north of
downtown Seattle including Belltown, Lake Unionefront and Ballard. Local galleries
featured artists who were Pilchuck regulars, ottee to the efforts of Chihuly and
Pilchuck patrons Anne G. and John Hauberg. Gldastsaalso found outlets for showing
and selling their work at local and regional cfaits, at tourist venues, and at the two
glass production shops with retail stores, theiogigGlass Eye at Pike Street Market and
Glasshouse Studio at Pioneer Square. The growimipeuof spaces for artists to show
and sell work, and the regular appearance of wgrgtildio glass artists in local galleries,
are evidence that Seattle was a viable place todtedio glass artist, especially
compared to the previous decade, when such oppibegito show and sell studio glass
were limited. By the early 1980s, Seattle had astsome measure of all six of Jackson’s
(2004) place-based “dimensions” that her study fowere needed to support artists over
the course of their professional careers, as suhdhe city including “validation,

markets, material support, training and profesdideaelopment, networks, information”
(p- 45).

This period is marked by conflicting forces, whighlled the studio glass art
community in different directions. The growing nuenlof artists in the area attracted
media attention, and studio glass artists met aviélirge share of that attention. Glass art
is attractive to look at (a fact many artists sawaaveakness), and glassblowing
production was a form of dramatic performance atth ws synchronized teams and the
dance of fire and glass and human skill. New ostil@n selling work in the region, the

segmented marketplace, and the differences bettheeartists about what it meant to be
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a glass artist all worked to create divisions & @inoup. At the same time, the small

number of artists in the area, the limited numbeaglass studios, and a market that was
still limited encouraged or artists to continue tbemwork approach they followed in the
1970s. The basic rule in the region was still theas: “Everybody knows everybody and
everybody works with everybody” (Lieberman, quoitetHackett, 1981). Continued
shared work experiences and interactions helpep tkeestudio glass networks strong
(Colemen, 1988). Pilchuck’s growing internatiorgputation and its connections with
colleges and universities in the studio glass ngtwoought a steady supply of new
people into the mix, but the strongest bonds wete/éen the groups who stayed on in
the region after the Pilchuck program ended forstimamer. People still worked together
to help each other produce work for the fine ardskatplace and large public art
projects, and people who identified themselvesrasdrtists whose goal was to see their
work in a high-end New York gallery or a museunlaxion worked in production
studios making tourist baubles alongside craftradd artists who saw glassmaking as a
way to earn an independent living doing somethinay foved to do, and who were less

interested in the climbing the ladder of the artldidnierarchy.
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Chapter 7: Seattle: Glass Mecca

Introduction

In 1990, the Glass Art Society (GAS) returned tat8e once again for its
conference. This time, instead of a weeklong ceksdom of studio glass, the number of
galleries, museums and local events featuring stgidiss art and artists effectively
extended the conference into a studio glass artmyvith all the media attention that
the city and its cultural scene received over theade, the 1990s could be considered the
Seattle decade. It was certainly a boom decad®dattle’s studio glass artists.

The decade opened with three significant eventthiostudio glass community:
the Glass Art Society (GAS) conference in 1990 clebration of Pilchuck’s 20
anniversary in 1991, and the opening of the newviti®e&rt Museum building in 1992.
By the mid-90s, the region seemed awash in neweapdnded cultural institutions.
Many of them featured studio glass in their opemrhibitions and became home to
permanent studio glass collections. The presense ofany glass artists in Seattle and
the quality of the work they produced was drawingparisons between Venice and
Western Washington. This comparison was literdliisirated through Chihuly’s 1996
Chihuly Over Venic@stallation and the widespread distribution @ tideo
documenting the installation and the artist’'s wogkprocesses, which also made him one
of the most well known artists worldwide in theeldt990s.
Seattle: The 1990s economy, demographics and culalrscene

The transition from the 1980s to the 1990s wasali@ear sailing economically

for the city or the region. In the late 1980s, dlogvntown office construction boom had
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gone bust due to overexpansion, and from 1990+&&ianal recession took its toll on

the region. Threats of Boeing cutbacks and thdrgosf the longtime downtown
department store Frederick & Nelson in 1992 mayehstirred memories of the 1982
recession (Groves, 1992), but Seattle’s economyn@dsnger completely dependent
upon Boeing. These economic setbacks “would prateimg more than a speed bump in
Seattle’s Road Ahead. Boom times the likes of winiclone in Seattle history had ever
seen were coming” (Moody, 2003, p. 102). The regieconomy had diversified since
the 1982 recession. The high tech sector, led lyddoft and its new operating system,
Windows 3.0, dominated the personal computer mdnrkehe early 1990s. Microsoft's
CEO Bill Gates was as famous as the company halémrieatured bifforbesmagazine
as the richest man in America. Starbucks complsaditial public offering (IPO) in
1992 and had grown from a small artisanal coffegstext to Pike Place Market to a
corporation with 165 locations in the United Staied Canada. By the end of the decade
Starbucks was global, with close to 2,500 locatiéttsl, a local cooperative founded in
1938 so local mountain climbing enthusiasts coultbas better quality mountaineering
equipment, began a major expansion during the 18&Q@sontinued through the 1990s.
By 1995 the cooperative had sales of $432 milleith) 40 retail locations in 18 states
(FundingUniverse.com, 2012). REI's new 100,000 sg/f@ot flagship store opened in
the Lake Union neighborhood in 1996 and quicklydmee a tourist destination (Egan,
1998).

Companies like Microsoft and other high-end seruncikistries made up a large
part of the city’s employer base, and the compaegtihigh wages their workers earned

helped raise the median income of the city by i6égre over the decade, while the
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national median income increased to about 10 pediamg this time (Bernstein, 2008).

Meanwhile, rental rates increased by 18 percenbhéend of the decade, and
homeownership in the city declined (Brookings lgé, 2000, p. 7). This was also the
era when housing prices increased substantialtygentrification throughout the region
intensified. Conflicts around the rights of homslegople in the downtown streets were
symbolic of the gentrification of Belltown, Lake ldn, and other downtown
neighborhoods that started in the 1980s and caedimto the 1990s. Growth and rising
housing costs meant that Seattle became incregsingffordable for many residents.
Throughout the 1990s, the city was a prime destindobr young singles.
Seattle’s growth of 9 percent during the 1990s masge than double that of the 1980s,
and the city gained 47,000 new residents duringidoade. The population that made up
the largest percentage of any age group in thea@tyyoung, childless people between
ages of 25 and 34, comprising roughly 22 perceth@tity’s population in both 1990
and 2000 (City of Seattle, 1992. p. 4; Washingtdinc® of Financial Management, 2000,
p. 2). According to the 1990 and 2000 census fguapproximately 30 percent of the
city’s adult residents held bachelor’'s degrees.rQ@epercent of Seattle residents over
the age of five had lived in other U.S. cities fiigars before moving to Seattle, and the
city’s immigrant population had increased by 40cpet during the decade (Brookings
Institution, 2003, p. 39). The city’s populationchene more diverse during these years,
but even with the influx of new people, the citp@pulation remained majority white. By
the end of the decade, the city’s population watugt3,374 while the metropolitan
area population reached 2,414,616. (Brookingstinet 2000, p. 7). The increased

migration from other parts of the U.S. to the Wegiresented part of a continued
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demographic trend, while the influx of college-edigt young people to the region

reflected the growing presence of high-end semvidastries and the technology sector.
Visual arts boom

As the thriving music and visual arts scene in@idasrtists were included among
the population who flocked to the city during tH#9@s, and the region, like the rest of
the country, experienced an increase in the numdfenslividual artists, art galleries, art
dealers and museums. According to the National #wneknt for the Arts (NEA),
between 1980 and 1990 the artist population (peiodiee workforce who identified
their job as one that fell into the artist categongreased from 1,085,693 to 1,671,278
nationally, a 54 percent increase. In 36 statestatomprised at least 1 percent of the
civilian labor force. This increase was largesthi@ \Western region of the United States,
where the artist population showed a 60.4 percemease, from 279,951 to 448,983.
Washington State experienced a 62.3 percent ineiedhe numbers of artists living
there (from 22,974 to 37,296) between 1980 and 1900990, it ranked number seven
in terms of percentage of artists in the labordgit.54 percent). California and New
York continued to be the top ranking states (Naidndowment for the Arts, 1993a).

See Table 7.1, below.
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Table 7.1: All artists in labor force by state esidence: 1970-1990. First five states by

population, plus Washington State.
States 1990 1980- | 1980
1990
Percent
Increas
e
Number artists Percent of| Rank Number Percent Rank
labor force | by % artists of labor by %
in force in
labor labor
force force
United States 1,671,278 1.365% 53.9% | 1,085,693| 1.050%
California 285,633 1.924% 2 62.0% 176,321 1.559% 3
New York 183,360 2.061% 1 32.5% 138,424 1.746% 1
Massachusetts| 51,412 1.593% 4 59.6% 32,223 1.150% 11
Washington 37,296 1.540% 7 62.3% | 22,974 1.192% | 7
Colorado 27,327 1.585% 5 52.4% 17,930 1.255% 5
Hawaii 10,223 1.872% 3 51.4% 6,753 1.559% 2

Note: In 1970 the percent of artists is calculdtedhe experienced civilian labor force. In 1980
and 1990 the percent of artists is calculatedHerabor force presented in the Equal
Employment Opportunity data file released by thestis Bureau. Source: National Endowment
for the Arts (1993a)

The artist population continued to grow throughttvet decade, and by 2000, the
total number of artists residing in the state reach6,465 (1.56 percent of the labor
force). These numbers do not specify what typestigts reside in the state, but they do
indicate the growth in the artist population andviie some basis for comparison with
the major arts regions of California and New YdZClomparing cities, New York, with an
artist population of 123,676 and Los Angeles, waithartist population of 119,044
together accounted for over 14 percent of thetaxtiskforce in the U.S. As the largest
city in its state, Seattle was home to the largastber of artists, and the artist population
had continued to grow since the 1970s. By 199(btetle Metropolitan Statistical Area
(MSA) contained 22,115 artists in its work force.1A32 percent of the work force, the
city’s percentage of artists was nowhere closedw Nork where artists made up 7.40

percent of the workforce, or Los Angeles, with acpatage of 7.12 percent. At 1.32
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percent the city ranked T3falling behind Chicago, Washington, DC, Philadédp and

Boston among other cities. These statistics inclusieal artists, performing artists and
writers. (National Endowment for the Arts, 1993b).

Music, arts, and culture in Seattle

The influx of young, single people with disposainieome spurred a wide range
of cultural activities, and the increased numbeartists in the region helped nourish a
vibrant cultural scene. There was a lively locakmscene that started in the late 1980s
during the economic downturn, and produced whaaimecknown as grunge in the early
1990s. By 1989, Seattle-based bands Mudhoney, $auwtheh, and Nirvana, and local
music label sub pop were being featured in musiganiaes likeMelody Makeras the
top grunge bands in the region. As products anglpdoom Seattle became a part of the
national culture, they began to receive nationalimattention. By 199Rolling Stone
magazine an@he New York Timdsad caught on to the idea that something worthy of
note was happening in Seattle. Then in January,19@2ana’s albuniNevermind
reached number one on the charts, and suddemgmed that everyone knew about
Seattle grunge. Even the New York fashion worlcktootice and several designers,
including Marc Jacobs, introduced fashion linessbdasn their interpretations of the
grunge look featuring lots of plaid flannel shitbsiggy dresses, and work boots.

Movie directors and television producers soughtSeattle locations. Director
Cameron Crowe’s movigingles(1992) depicted the adventures and romance ab@pgr
of young single people living in an apartment buidgin Seattle’s Capitol Hill
neighborhood. Actor Matt Dillon played an aspirigrginge musician, and the movie

included appearances by several local grunge bamabers. It had been filmed before
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grunge was an international brand, but by the tilmemovie was released, some of the

music’s early followers already considered the Isaodbe sellouts (Moody, 2003). The
popular television showrasier, which first aired in 1993, featured Kelsey Grammas a
radio-personality/psychiatrist who lived in a condnium in Seattle. The show makes a
slight reference to studio art glass by includivg studio glass art pieces, one by
Chihuly, as part of the living room décor in Frasieondo. The romantic comedy
Sleepless in Seatt{@993) featured Tom Hanks as a widowed architeictd on a
houseboat on Seattle’s Lake Union, a working cieskindustrial neighborhood, where
gentrification had begun in the 1980s. The neighbod was a prime location for
Seattle’s singles scene; the cluster of nightcalbeg the shores of South Lake Union
was so popular with singles that it was nicknantée herpes triangle” (Moody, 2003).
The South Lake Union neighborhood was also thes@tuhe “Seattle Commons” plan,
promoted by Microsoft's Paul Allen among othergttivas first proposed in 1991 to
redevelop the neighborhood “as a vast civic lavamid by high-tech laboratories,
condos, restaurants, and urban amenities” (Be2k&7). The old industrial buildings
around Lake Union provided studio spaces and hdanesany artists, including the
building Chihuly bought for his first studio in S#a in 1985, and the building he
purchased and remodeled into his showplace stadi®90.

Chihuly was the only Seattle visual artist to attr@tention from the national
popular media at this time. Regardless of the tdakational media attention, visual arts
activities in Seattle and the region were thrivamgl had expanded since the 1970s. By
the early 1990s the city’s cultural infrastructureluding galleries, nonprofit arts

organizations benefitted from the economic and dgaphic changes (Figure 7.1).
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Figure 7.1. Cultural infrastructure of the Pugetisaregion, 1980s — 1990s

Visual arts galleries were an integral part ofgbeial scene for Seattle’s young
singles, along with local restaurants and barst Hinursdays, a monthly event and “the
first Art Walk in the nation,” was started by a f€&oneer Square Galleries in 1981 to
celebrate new shows and attract possible custofAtiance for Pioneer Square, 2010).
It had become incredibly popular and was “as musbaal gathering as an art
appreciation night. ... On warm nights, dining anihking tables are set outside in front
of the restaurants and brew pubs, giving the flafduropean-style café life” (Egan,
Seattle: The art of living, 1991). In 1997 the tHeart Museum decided to take part in

the monthly event, expanding its hours on Firstr§days and offering free admission,
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attracting more people downtown on at least one&knigat a month (Dames, 1999).

Studio glass was a ubiquitous part of the cultircen the local crafts fairs and fine arts
galleries, to the homes of wealthy collectors, sagl museum collections, and public art
on the region’s streets and in parks, and publildimgs, plus a few corporate buildings
as well.

Glass Art Society returns to Seattle, 1990

The 2¢" annual Glass Art Society conference opened intl8eat March 29,

1990, at the Seattle Sheraton Hotel in downtowritlee&inny Ruffner, the conference
coordinator, opened her GAS conference speechtigtivords “Welcome to Seattle:
Glass Mecca” (Glass Art Society, 1990, p. 7). i baen nine years since the last GAS
conference in Seattle, and the community had grawehmatured in the interim. The

1981 conference showcased the region’s educatiaciéities, a couple of studios, and a
handful of artists working with glass as their medi The 1990 conference demonstrated
the successful development of art world compondrds) suppliers to educational
organizations, collectors, museums and artistsmeg#ons that had supported the
growth of studio glass art as a medium over thgipus ten years.

Studio glass artists nationally had seen their oradnove from crafts galleries
into fine arts galleries in the 1980s, and seveualications featuring studio glass art had
appeared during that time. The 1980s was an era higaer prices became the norm for
artwork sold in major art galleries, and pricesgtudio glass art increased during the
same time. “In 1972 the average price for a stgthes piece was $150. By 1990 an
emerging artist’s work might bring over a thousaotlars, while works by established

artists would bring many thousands of dollars” (byA004, p. 108). Glass had been
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exhibited in museum exhibitions and galleries sitheelate 1970s, and its presence was

noted by artists, collectors and critics. Of theeéhgroups, critics were the least
enthusiastic. In the 1988mericans in Glassxhibition he curated at the Leigh Yawkey
Woodson Museum in Wausau, Wisconstudio glass artist David Huchthausen
challenged artists and galleries in the studiogglaevement to develop higher critical
standards and “to develop a cohesive aesthetiog@phy beyond presentation of a
specific material” (Huchthausen, 1984, p. 7). Tdrisque continued to echo through the
following decade. Critics dsimissed the studio glag for appealing to viewers through
its aesthetic qualities and physical beauty, gealithat the contemporary art world
viewed with suspicion. Lynn (2004) notes that thecke reviewing the Leigh Yawkey
Woodson exhibition “did receive a notable, alb&igng, critique from the high art
press” (Lynn, 2004, p. 111). The lack of criticppeeciation for studio glass by New
York City’s paper of record and its arts criticsl @iot seem to slow the success of studio
glass artists, or reduce public appreciation feirttvork. However, studio glass artists
continued to strive for critical acceptance durinig period. Susanne Frantz, a curator of
contemporary glass at the Corning Museum of Gladéew York and the Glass Art
Society President in 1990, authored the first ogtalf the museum’s contemporary
collection,Contemporary Glass: A World Survey from the Corihgseum of Glass,
published in 1989. The book was well-respectegfowiding a comprehensive and
scholarly look at the history of contemporary glassl “was also the first to present
American studio glass with the rigor usually reserfor high-art media” (Lynn, 2004,
p. 111). A number of books on contemporaroy stgtss followed in the 1990s, but

none gained the reputation or status of Frantzéklbhad for its approach and content.
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The conference in 1990 drew 600 members, who iedwdtists, students, arts

administrators, collectors and art historians, Ri@hpercent of the members coming from
international locations (Ruffner, 1990, p. 106).e@mg night speakers included Frantz,
Seattle artist Ginny Ruffner, a GAS board membemfi988 to 1990 and the conference
coordinator, and Seattle Art Museum curator Paite&ms. The other opening night
speakers were Seattle artist Buster Simpson, andternationally known conceptual
artists Vitaly Komar and Alexander Melamid (Hacké&®90). By 1990, Seattle was
widely held to be the center of the Amercian corgerary studio glass art world,
especially by Seattle artists, and events duriedl®00s supported this belief. During
Frantz’'s welcoming remarks, she noted that GAS fmasded in Penland, North
Carolina in 1971, the same year that Pilchuck wasded in Stanwood, Washington,
and since that time, “Seattle has developed irgartbst important center of
contemporary glassmaking in the United States” §&kart Society, 1990, p. 5). After the
conference ended, the GAS leadership shifted tgponeminent figures in the city’s
cultural scene, artist Ginny Ruffner and arts adstiator Alice Rooney, Pilchchuck
executive director. Ruffner was named GAS presidéinte Rooney accepted the
position of executive director at the end of tharyafter resigning her position as
executive director of Pilchuck (Mathieson, 1990¢Kdow, 1996, p. 237-238). The
organization’s headquarters shifted from CorningwlNrork to Seattle, because Rooney
would only accept the position if GAS moved itsicdk to Seattle. (Mathieson, 1990).
Rooney’s surprise resignation and the rumors thaas due to conflicts with Chihuly
angered those in the studio glass community whp@tgd Rooney (Oldknow, 1996). At

the time of the GAS conference, Rooney was stitilthuck.
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The conference themes were embodied in its tiBacfific Lip Rap: Public Art &

Private Studio’ (Glass Art Society, 1990) (Figures 9.9 and 9.48) the activities and
presentations reinforced these themes and Seaitlaisinence as a center for studio
glass. The conference schedule contained somedaigments. Just as in 1981, the
schedule included glass workshops and glassblogdengpnstrations at Pratt and at the
new Glass Eye Studio, which had moved from its Kdtigeet location to a larger space in
Ballard in the mid-1980s. Activities also includagost-conference trip to Pilchuck, and
two pre-conference tours. One tour was to visit & Hauberg’s glass art collection
and the other was to Chihuly’s new Seattle homestidio called the Boathouse, located
in Seattle’'s North Lake Union neighborhood. By 1980ihuly owned several buildings
in Seattle and Tacoma, including his first home studlio on Eastlake, and first hot shop
not far from Lake Union. In 1990, the remodelinglué former boatbuilding studio had
just been completed, and the Boathouse was alfeadtioning as Chihuly’s hot shop
and production studio, employing many local artistsarly as many artists as the Glass
Eye, some of who move between one studio and trex’ofMiller, 1991, p. 17). No
doubt some of these artists also worked at Benjdriwiare’s studio and were also
students and instructors at Pilchuck and Pratedddthere were plenty of glass artists in
the area by 1990 to staff all these venues and.rmbeeBoathouse became the most
famous artist’s studio in the country after Chihuged it as a location for videos
documenting his work, includinghihuly Over Venicdilmed in collaboration with
Seattle’s public television station in 1995 and@.99

One result of the GAS conference in Seattle waslidmovery of the scale of the

community in Seattle and surrounding area. Rufivees confident in declaring Seattle a
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mecca for glass artists, but even the confererar@enprs were surprised to discover how

many glass artists called the region home. Whefecence volunteers decided to make a
list of area artists and a map showing studio looatfor conference participants the
results were unexpected. “Although the artistsikiioe community had been increasing,
even they were surprised to find, when everythiag vallied, that there were more than
three-hundred people working in glass in the Padiforthwest, over thirty individual hot
shops, and more than fifty individual studios stngtg from Portland, Oregon, to
Bellingham, Washington” (Miller, 1991, p. 9).

Puget Sound area artists who spoke at the conferaaluded Simpson, speaking
about public art, Marvin Oliver who discussed Noréist Coast art, and Dick Weiss on
the “Nuts and bolts of major stained glass comrarssi’ Rob Adamson and Fritz
Dreisbach discussed glass studios in the regiamst&iStephen Dale Edwards, Robert
Carlson, Flora Mace and Joey Kirkpatrick discudbed latest work. Rooney provided a
brief history of Pilchuck, and local independentatar Marjory Aronson gave a guided
tour and lecture on the new Pacific First Centréding’s collection of Pilchuck glass
art, which she curated. Chihuly spoke about workuity) Lino Tagliapietra on his
“Venetian” series. By this time Tagliapietra wagsg@ing a major part of every year
living and working in the Seattle area. He was lgaffer on Chihuly’s team, and worked
on several major projects, starting with the Veareseries in 1988. The artists featured at
the conference represented the community’s matanityalso featured artists who were
in the mature phases of their careers. All oféhasists had Pilchuck and Pratt

connections in addition to their GAS membershipsl, @ few had been in the city since
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the 1970s, like Rob Adamson and Buster Simpsongwatiners, like Ruffner, Carlson,

Mace and Kirkpatrick moved to Seattle in the 1980s.

The Pacific Lip Rap theme highlighted Seattle’sgraphic position as a Pacific
Rim city and its international connections, andaiqees discussed studio glass art in
Japan, the Bay Area, Canada and Europe. The Ni{Btaas Art Center, founded in
1987, and the Niijima International Glass Art Fesltion the island of Niijima, Japan
provided the focus of the discussion of JapanesbBasylass art. The art festival began in
1988 with an international roster of studio glagsts. Seattle connections were
underscored in the 1989 festival, which featuredaltiBeartists Benjamin Moore and
Dante Marioni, and Dale Chihuly “with his Seatttaf6’ who produced work along with
Moore and Marioni for an exhibition of his work Trokyo (Noda, 1990, p. 69).
International influences and collaborations weferanced and reinforced through
speakers and artists incuding the Czech artistiskse Libensky and Jaroslava
Brychtova who spoke about political revolution lveir country, relationships between
Czech and American glass artists, changes to teelCarts education system under the
new republic, and prominent Czech glass artistynke speakers, Soviet artists Vitaly
Komar and Alexander Melamid, spoke of retreatimgrfrthe Manhattan art scene and its
“art-crazed public” to the relative calm of Bayonihew Jersey with its “gallery-free
streets, reveling in their spare simplicity” (Kon&Melamid, 1990, p. 65). Komar and
Melamid were conceptual artists who did not workli&ss. Their presence at the
conference represented a Glass Art Society traddtfonviting artists and arts historians
as conference speakers, reaching beyond the gjladi® art community to connect with

other members of the arts world.
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Conferences also provided learning opportunitiesaftendees through lectures,

and this one also followed that tradition. In asiditto Rooney’s presentation on
Pilchuck’s history, the 1990 conference includeelspntations on the Blaschkas, a late
19"-early 2¢" century Bohemian father and son glassmaking téamther presentation:
“The Glass Collections of Sigmund Freud and Robkpplethorpe” touched on the
current culture wars about government supportHerarts, and the National Endowment
of the Arts funding.

The main agenda of the conference celebrated ¢thenrs artists and its support
for art through its Public Arts Program. SeattRigblic Arts Program had achieved
widespread notice as an early and successful examfijpl municipal percent for arts
program, and studio glass artists were early andessful participants in this program.
Buster Simpson provided the keynote address oniqalts and Seattle. Although he was
only briefly associated with the studio glass mogatrin the early 1970s, Simpson
retained his ties to the glass artist communityn@gion, better known for his career
working as an artist in the public realm with ads®n environmental art, represented
many artists working in glass in the 1990s in titised glass as one medium among
many, as appropriate to the artwork’s concept andtion.

Seattle galleries in the early 1990s

By the early 1990s, artists who worked with glgsanmed the range of artistic
and craft arenas, and in the age of postmoderragits were comfortable mixing and
appropriating various mediums and styles for thvark. At the same time, the field was
broad enough to include artists who specializeatier mediums, those who followed a

traditional crafts-type career pattern, and thoee saw themselves as fine artists with
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glass as their main medium. There were galleri€eatle for all of these types of artists.

There were also opportunities for artists inter@steing large-scale public art.

The Seattle Timesoted that galleries around the city were exhfgithe work of
studio glass artists in conjunction with the GASfesence and called out two shows by
the major galleries in town that exhibited glagdssts work, the Foster/White Gallery
and the William Traver Gallery. The Foster/Whitdl&g show “Seattle Plus: An
Invitational Exhibition of 100 Regional Artist Warlg in Glass” featured, as its title
indicates, the work of 100 artists, all of whom Isadidios in the region, and the William
Traver Gallery featured the work of two prominendiaising glass artists: Ginny Ruffner
and Lino Tagliapietra (Hackett, 1990). Some nornti@aal locations to experience
regional studio glass included the lobby of theifraEirst Center, home of the Prescott
collection of Pilchuck glass, which opened in 198%d the Seattle Sheraton, which
began a collection of Northwest regional art in 2,.98cluding works by studio glass
artists from Pilchuck (Aronson, 1990). The collens at Pacific First Center and at the
Seattle Sheraton were both assembled by local eraEmt curator and art advisor
Margery Aronson. The SeaTac airport provided yetlar venue for viewing regional
studio glass through public art by numerous rediartssts including a contingent of
studio glass artists. SeaTac commissioned a spadidition in honor of Pilchuck’s 20
anniversary which was on display from Decembera&1ithrough November of 1992
(Godden, 1992). That exhibition of work by “by Bchuck teachers and students,”
described the school’s history “and its role asomger in both cold- and hot-glass

working techniques”$eattle Timesl990).
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A December, 1990lew York Timearticle that appeared nine months after the

GAS conference described the offerings and diffecbaracter of the cluster of galleries
exhibiting studio glass art in downtown Seattld thast tourists could easily visit on a
stroll from the Pike Place Market to OccidentalkR@ust off Pioneer Square
(Carmichael, 1990). Galleries listed in the artideduded Lynn McAllister, Toppers,
William Traver, Foster/White, and Glasshouse Aas3l Glasshouse Art Glass had been
in the same location since the 1970s, and was rastedplace where people could watch
the artists at work and purchase perfume bottldsgpaperweights for prices ranging from
$66 to $185, while the Foster/White Gallery wasyilaee to view and purchase works by
some of Seattle’s “internationally acclaimed astigCarmichael, 1990, p. 6) like
Chihuly, David Schwarz, or William Morris, at preeanging from $5,600 to $20,000.
The William Traver Gallery was singled out as thecp for works that demonstrated
“wit, whimsy and technical mastery” (Carmichael909p. 6) with works by Ginny
Ruffner, Sonja Blomdahl, or Danny Perkins, withcps ranging from $2,500 to $3,600.
The article includes descriptions of the artworkdesplay at the gallery, but no critical
analysis.

The article was seen as a slight to local artigtsdme in the community because
of its emphasis on studio glass work as tourisveniss rather than fine art. The lack of
critical recognition for studio glass in generalswaagnified by the lack of interest from
the nation’s art capital, New York City. Local arttic Regina Hackett responded to the
article with a comment in a Seattle Post-Intelligem

Seattle glass artist Ginny Ruffner calls Seattée“Manhattan of glass art.” She

has a point. Seattle is at the heart of the nessglat movement. What does the
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real Manhattan think, or at least how does its papescord handle glass? | can’t

think of a Seattle glass artist who has ever rexeas much as a favorable nod in

the arts pages of The New York Times. ... Glass a8 sninutes of New York

Times fame happened on Sunday Dec. 30, but nbeiarts section. Under

“Shopper’'s World” in the Travel section, the Tindsscribed glass in these parts,

lumping art with trinkets” (Hackett, 1991, p. C9)

Ruffner, who was named as one of the artists whask embodied “wit, whimsy
and technical mastery” who first gained her repotaas an innovator in the lampwdtk
technique, was equally at home making conceptualtgplex works for galleries or
working with committees to create large-scale pubit. Ruffner was a rising star in the
local arts scene and a presence in the Seattleveamdthe national cultural scene at this
time, with a solo show at the William Traver Gaylém Seattle in 1989 and another solo
exhibition in a national venue at the Smithsonidénwick Gallery in Washington, D.C.
the same year. Her work often contained humorcersehts, and whimsical was an
adjective that was often applied to it. Her hummal alayfulness was expressed in her
work and in every aspect of her career, but shetalsk her art and her career seriously:
“Whimsy implies a lack of foresight, a whim. Thgsserious silly. The roles of the fool
and the idiot were sacred roles. ... The artistly jab is as the conscience of
contemporary society” (Ruffner in Miller, 1995, 28).

In 1990 she was on the jury for the Corning Museaii@lass’s NewGlass
Review 11and in 1991 she curated the exhibition: “Glasstévlal in the Service of

Meaning,” for the Tacoma Art Museum. She even hpteaence in the literary world as

32 In lampworking, a small torch is used to heat lgsgrods until they are soft enough to form irgevn
shapes and artwork.
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the inspiration for the leading character in Seatttiter Tom Robbins’s 1990 novel,

Skinny Legs and AlRuffner’s career was interrupted by an auto astich 1991, when
she suffered major injuries that resulted in bdlamage and left the artist in a coma from
which it was feared she would not recover. Ruffaerbrk always included elements of
autobiography and as she underwent the lengthyldincllt recovery process, her work
reflected her struggle to regain her life as aistatier work is an example of the
expansion of techniques and approaches to worlnthdts the maturity of the
movement.

Celebration of Northwest glass continued afteratvaference, as Pilchuck
celebrated its 2Danniversary with still more exhibitions and evedsrth of the city,
the Whatcom Museum in Bellingham also sponsoreexaibition celebrating the 0
anniversary in 1992. The exhibition traveled toveleother locations throughout the
United States, where it was scheduled to makéniéd &ppearance back in Washington at
Washington State University and represented “tts¢ fime the accomplishments of
Pilchuck artists will be seen in any organized Wwgyhe rest of the nation” (Tarzan
Ament, 1992).
The Rise of public art — Art in Washington’s public buildings, streets, and parks

When Berkson discussed Seattle’s art scene ing8@Art in Americaarticle, he
noted “the ubiquity of public sculpture” in theiiBerkson, 1986, p. 38). The article
reinforced the idea that sculpture in the PacifortNwest is the domain of artists
working in glass and ceramics, and that publigsacertainly a highly visible, if not
critically important, part of the Seattle arts seelfi sculpture was everywhere in the city,

the credit goes to public arts programs. In 1978gkCounty legislated a one percent for
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art ordinance. Seattle approved a similar progfehgsame year, becoming one of the

first cities in the United States to do so. Thet®ardinance requires that “1 percent of
eligible city capital improvement project funds $e aside for the commission, purchase
and installation of artworks in a variety of seftfi (City of Seattle, 1979; City of Seattle,
2011).

By the end of the 1970s, Washington’s public artgypams were hailed
nationally as models for other places. Over theades these programs supported local
and regional artists by commissioning and featutimagr work in public spaces. As of
2011, Seattle owned “more than 350 permanently sitel integrated works and 2,600
portable works” (City of Seattle, 2011). Glasssastcreated many of these public art
works. Public art commissions have been a majdrgédhe careers of several glass
artists, including Norman Courtney, Paul Marioniglrd Posner, Ginny Ruffner, and
Buster Simpson. Paul Marioni moved to Seattle f@en Francisco in 1978 in part
because of the public arts program.

| was aware, very aware of what Seattle had dodenas starting in other places

around the country... And the other thing was | liglt with the modernization,

we were losing our landmarks. ... | felt like paldirt programs would address
that issue; make something that people remembe&o.for that reason and
several other reasons, | moved to Seattle, be@esitie had a great, established,

well-supported public art program (Marioni, 2006).

The Office of Arts & Cultural affairs manages Sksstpublic art program. This
office also produces and updates regular muni@galplans that include status reports

for works in progress and budgets for proposedegtsj Committees comprising staff
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from city departments including the Department laihRing and Development and the

Office of Arts & Cultural Affairs work out the mudipal plans, which are then used to
formulate the details of the artist selection pssc& he Public Art Advisory Committee
reviews the plan and the mayor approves it.

With few exceptions, the artist selection processompetitive, and requires that
a minimum of 50 percent of the funds go to Padifacthwest artists. “The competitive
methods used for artist and artwork selectionsusielopen calls,’ ‘invitational calls,’
and ‘direct selection’ of artists. Panels of quadifarts professionals, community
members, design team members and city departmeneisentatives review applications
of all competitors” (City of Seattle, 2009, p. &pometimes the municipal plan spells out
a detailed description of the proposed artworkse@ommissioned, but often the artists
submit their own detailed proposals or project pleased on community and site-
specific requirements. In some cases a departmayntrequest a particular artist, as in a
2009 request by the Seattle City Light's departntemtirectly purchase works by Seattle
artist Jacob Lawrence because of the artist’s opyland issues that his work
addresses. Even in cases where it is a compefitiveg process, the presence of a
friendly juror, especially a fellow artist, on they can affect the outcome, and studio
glass artists who served on artist commissiongurieen had a role in persuading the rest
of the committee that glass was a viable mateoiailfe work.

While it might seem surprising that a public scutptwould be constructed of
glass, the fact that the funding was often tieduiding programs produced a demand
not only for outdoor sculptures but also for wdnkttcould serve as interior design

elements. Public art works included windows, liggtelements, wall panels, doors, and
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ceiling panels along with traditional sculpturailrfes for interior and exterior spaces.

Although the material shows up even in outdooiirsgdtlike urban parks and
playgrounds, glass is frequently incorporated asammponent of a mixed media piece.

In his 1986 article on Seattle’s art scene Berksmmed Richard Posner as “the
most engaged in public projects” (p. 38) and hexlesd two of Posner’s projects:
Tunnel GardepandThe Veterans Lobby: The Glass Hederkson, p. 38)Tunnel
Garden,a collaborative work by Posner and Ruffner, wasigteed for a University of
Washington parking garage tunnel. Collaboratiaypgcal and even a required
component of public art projects. Given that stuglasss processes typically require
collaboration and teamwork, glass artists havedwartage over artists who work in
media and processes where the artist works albdeet not include glass although both
Posner and Ruffner are glass artists. “Peoplet@pjeonhole you. Right now many
people think | only do glass; | do these cuteslelglass sculptures. That's not even one-
tenth of what | do. | write, | make public art,dipt, | do bronzes, and | garden” (Ruffner,
2006).

Many artists who started their careers as studissgartists, like Ruffner,
produced a body of art works without including glas a prominent part of the design, if
at all. Public art commissions can have uniqueireqents that are based on many
factors, and artists have to be flexible in theéitites to work with different materials
and different constituencies. For her 1989 projdat Unified Playing Field Theory
Ruffner's commission was to design an entry for$lo@th Park Community Center in
Seattle. The finished work includes a variety otenals and imagery drawn from

community sources and designed to be attractiehitdren and local residents.
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According to the artist: “I did a demographic stymhor to construction as to exactly

who the public was ... | wanted to address the ettiiviersity and use appropriate
imagery in the gate, sidewalk, and building. | fduhat the community center functioned
as a living room for the community, and | wantedteate something which would help
with that” (Ruffner, 2011). The exterior artworciudes a painted steel arch entryway,
and a “game-board walkway” (Miller, 1995, p. 37hig type of public art commission
connected the artists involved with various comrtiesj and provided the complicated
experience of designing art projects with inputrfrmany interested parties. Once the
preliminary design was selected, artists had talide to work throughout the process
with local community members, planning departmeatshitects, construction workers,
and other artists to bring the work to fruition.

In some cases studio glass artists cooperatedavtitits and specialists in other
media, and in other cases public art commissionarhe the inspiration for artists to
return to their original medium of glass to makedrk in an urban, public context.
Marioni was an early supporter of public art. Har&td out as a stained glass artist, and it
was an easy transition to move from stained glas® v designing flat glass pieces for
architectural settings. He did not stop there,abs took on commissions that required
him to experiment and to push the medium in newatiions, working with cast glass and
water and light to create sculptures. Discussisdriilection Fountaina public art work
from 2004, Marioni noted: “That's the primary reasavork with glass, is to capture and

manipulate light. Color is also, therefore, for cmmtent...” (Marioni, 2008).

33 paul Marioni,Oral history interview with Paul Marioni, 2006 Sefi8-19 Archives of American Art,
Smithsonian Institution. Interview conducted by &Riedel.
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Public arts commissions provided many artists whthr first exposure to large-

scale design and production processes, and th&iefiposure to working with the public
or with a committee. For most, it was difficult aftdl some the process was downright
painful. However, the skills acquired and the cartioas artists made helped them win
additional projects, expand their technical skalfsl gain skills as project managers if
nothing else. The teamwork approach common to th&ing methods of glass artists
and the natural connection between many glass fandsarchitecture, along with the
existing strong network connections in the glagarmoinity gave glass artists an edge in
many projects. Thanks to local percent-for-art madices and public art commissions,
studio glass artists produced interior sculptuned| sconces, lamps, glass wall panels,
stained glass windows and other projects fountieérrégion’s schools, libraries, veterans
hospitals, and in the SeaTac airport.
Cultural Institutions and Patronage

It was a decade of expansion for the region’s caltstitutions. The
demographic changes that produced customers far lestaurants, clubs, galleries and
concerts also increased the museum-going audieAse3eattle-based corporations
increased their profits, local executives and dtotders, including a few “Microsoft
millionaires” provided substantial funding and astWw to build and fill new wings and
buildings.

The Seattle Art Museum moved most of its collectim@a new building in
downtown Seattle in 1992, where it was within watkdistance of the gallery scene and
major tourist attractions, including the Pike Pldarket and Seattle Center. In addition

to the art museum, other arts organizations thetdiaed capital campaigns or opened
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new facilities during the 1990s included the Fry¢ Museum (1994), Seattle Symphony

Orchestra (Benaroya Hall, 1998), the Henry Gal(@8989), and the Seattle Opera
(McCaw Hall, 2003). Regional museums followed thme pattern, including the
Whatcom Museum in Bellingham (1992), the Museuofthwest Art in LaConnor
(1995), the Bellevue Art Museum (2001), and theohaa Art Museum (2003). Plans for
two new museums, The Experience Music Project (RD0O8eattle and the Tacoma
Museum of Glass in Tacoma (2002), were also imitiaturing the 1990s, and were
completed in the next decade.

Museum building campaigns were financed in partsugported by local elites.
Longstanding institutions like the Seattle Art Muse the Opera and Pilchuck continued
to receive support from Seattle’s traditional leadiamilies with connections to
companies such as Weyerhaeuser, Boeing and Nardsiiteey were joined by some
newcomers whose fortunes derived from real es&ateldpment, like Jack and Rebecca
Benaroya, and from high technology companies inolilicrosoft. Many of these
patrons collected the works of studio glass arfrsis the region.

Even casual observers of the regional art scene kinat Seattle and glass art are

synonymous. Walk into an upscale retail building;tsas City Centre on Fifth

Avenue, or a hotel, such as the Seattle Sheratohingtead of seeing paintings

on the walls you're likely to see glass sculptareases. Such individual

tastemakers as Jeff and Susan Brotman (he co-fdudodstco), Jon and Mary

Shirley, and Jack and Rebecca Benaroya (he isfahe area's major real estate

developers) all have sizable collections of Nortsingtass (Updike, 1995)
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Although the software executives of Seattle andnrat were not known for

their cultural connections, by the mid 1990s lawals reported that Microsoft top
executives had begun collecting art. Bill and Mé#irGates, Paul Allen, and COO Jon
Shirley were buying paintings and sculpture, andanemall amount of corporate art.
Paul Allen put his money into creating his own numdor his favorite music and
science fiction. Bill and Melinda Gates’ tastes tampaintings more than glass, but
Microsoft's headquarters could boast of a Chihtigirdelier, and the company’s
corporate collection include more than one regigrialown studio glass artist (Peterson,
2001).

The new Seattle Art Museum building, designed laphigects Robert Venturi and
Denise Scott Brown, opened in December of 1991 dowm near Pike Place Market.
Seattle voters had approved a levy of $29.6 millmfund the new building in 1986, and
the museum augmented this, raising an additiorain$ilion. The new building graced
the cover of many architecture magazines whendhed, and the museum’s opening day
drew a crowd of 10,000 plus visitors (Egan, 199he museum also kept its original
building in Volunteer Park, which reopened as thatBe Asian Art Museum in 1994.
Local collectors and museum patrons respondecetaegiv museum not only by serving
as board members but also with financial contrimsi

Pilchuck co-founder and benefactor John H. Haubiesgbecame involved with
the Seattle Art Museum as a board member in 1960973 he became museum
president, serving in that position until 1979.W#s also a collector, with a deep and
longstanding interest in Native American culture amnNorthwest art and artists. In

honor of the new museum, Hauberg donated his ¢mifeof works of Northwest Coast
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Native art to the museum in 1991, along with otlréworks from his collection (Vinh,

2002). One notable name absent from museum dohths dime is Anne Gould
Hauberg. According to Johns (2005), Anne was unpaout the museum’s expansion
plans into the downtown area, essentially abandptiie museum designed by her father,
although she later resumed her support of the aseom (Johns, 2005, p. 143).
Microsoft's COO Jon Shirley and his wife, Mary, assad a small collection of
important studio glass art pieces that they donttdékde Seattle Art Museum in 2005.
Their studio glass collection, including piecesCiyihuly, Littleton, Marquis, Ruffner,
Singletary, Tagliapietra and others, formed thashasthe museum’s new studio glass
gallery.

One museum proposal that didn’t make it to the ifugpdtage was a proposal
from Chihuly to remodel the old Seattle City & Lighteam Plant on Eastlake Avenue to
create an international glass center. When thehelly public meetings to solicit support
for proposed new uses for the historic buildingjchithad not been used since 1980, the
proposed glass education center was promoted agpropriate use that would preserve
the building’s architectural space. A glass cemteunld also provide public access,
something that the rival proposals to turn theding into office space or condominiums
would not do (Smith, 1990, Lilly, 1990). The citgjected the glass center and other
proposals in favor of developing the condominiumjgct, which later fell through.
Instead, the building became the headquarters wio3enetics, a biotech startup
founded by several UW professors.

Even without a new glass center, there was plehgyass to be seen in Seattle’s

museums. One of the inaugural exhibitions in the Beattle Art Museum was a
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retrospective of Chihuly’s installation projecBale Chihuly: Installations 1964-1992

Included in the exhibition were two current worlg, early version of some set designs
he was working on for a Seattle Opera productioRelleas et Melisand&d he
museum’s oversized western windows were filled \aithew Chihuly installation of
large, flowerlike forms called théenturi Windown honor of the architect (Ament,
1992).

About 90 miles north of Seattle, the Whatcom Museéuellingham opened in
two remodeled buildings in May of 1992. One of thredw buildings was dedicated to
showing contemporary art, an area for which theeuoshad recently gained some
fame. The opening exhibition in the new contempogallery was a survey of art and
artists connected with Pilchudk]early Art: Pilchuck’s Glass Legacyas organized by
the Whatcom Museum Director John Olbrantz, andtedrhy Lloyd Herman who was
the founding director of the National Museum of Aroan Art's Renwick Gallery in
Washington, D.C. (Hackett, 1992). Another museucated north of Seattle, the
Museum of Northwest Art, was founded by photogragre Hupy with support from
Anne Gould Hauberg, who was a friend (Johns, 2008. museum moved to a
remodeled building in La Connor in 1995, which teatl a gallery set aside for the work
of regional studio glass artists, funded by thedewpas. The museum’s first show
featured works by “Pilchuck’s big-name artists” (like, 1995).

The Bellevue Art Museum, which was an outgrowthhef Bellevue crafts fair,
started in the 1960s, moved from its location & Bellevue shopping mall to a new
building at the center of downtown Bellevue in 208buth of Seattle, planning was

underway for a new museum of glass and interndtimov@emporary art, which opened
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in 2002 as the anchoring institution for Tacoma&evfront redevelopment plan. The

Tacoma Art Museum was raising money for a new lmgjéh downtown Tacoma, which
opened in 2003. Anne Gould Hauberg was involved Wath of these institutions. She
became a member of the Tacoma Art Museum’s boat8%4, helping to grow the
museum’s collection of Northwest artists both tlyloiner personal connections with
artists in the region and by donating and promisutgre gifts of works from her
personal collection, including studio art jewelpgaintings and more than 130 works by
studio glass artists (Johns, 2005, p. 141, TacormdAseum, 2012). She was also
actively involved in planning the new glass museamacoma, where she was noted for
her “forceful voice” in support of architect Arth&rickson’s design, and against budget
cutbacks that would be detrimental to the desigohiis, 2005, p. 141-142). Her
unhappiness with the new Seattle Art Museum plaess pvobably a factor in her
decision to become involved with other museum&etie, and perhaps even in her
decision to promise her collection of studio glesthe Tacoma Art Museum instead of
the museum in her home town.
Chihuly in Seattle, Chihuly over Venice

Chihuly officially moved to Seattle in 1983, busltdommitments often kept him
traveling and working in other places. Howeverl 890 he purchased and remodeled an
old building on Lake Union that he named “The Baoatse,” which became his home,
studio and hot shop. From then on Chihuly was hlfigisible presence in the region.
He actively promoted studio glass and his own worReattle and in Tacoma, where he

became involved in plans for a new glass art canttre city. He continued his
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commitment to Pilchuck, moving from artistic directo a position on the board of

trustees after Rooney, the school’s director, resigMathieson, 1990).

The decade also proved to be a productive oneeisttidio. Chihuly and his team
kept busy designing and producing new installatier&ibitions, and private
commissions for worldwide distribution. As his gFofs grew in scale and complexity, he
hired additional staff, and by the mid-1990s he lerygxl about 150 people to help
produce and market his work (Graves, 200&jing the decade his work was exhibited
at 27 different international art venues, includmgseums in Tokyo, Chile, Denmark,
Sweden, The Czech Republic, Germany, Taiwan, arsdré&lia. His exhibitions also
traveled to arts centers and galleries throughwitinited States, giving Chihuly’s art
and his name a wide geographic distribution. Thalmer of Chihuly exhibitions in the
Pacific Northwest also increased dramatically. Dgihe 1980s there were two Chihuly
exhibitions at Pacific Northwest museums. By conguear, during the 1990s there were
24 Chihuly exhibitions at Pacific Northwest venuasging from the region’s art
museums to historical museums and university di¢ries (Chihuly, 2012) as listed in

Table 7.2 below.
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Table 7.2: Chihuly exhibitions in the Pacific Nostist, 1980 to 1999

o

(5]

K

Chihuly Exhibitions in the Pacific Northwest, 1980to 1999

Exhibition Exhibition Title Location

Date

1980 - 1989

1981 Dale Chihuly Glass Tacoma Art Museum, Tacoma, WA

1984 Chihuly: A Decade of Glass| Bellevue Art Museum, Bellevue, WA

1990 - 1999

1991 Chihuly: Works on Paper | Tacoma Art Museum, Tacoma, WA

1992 Dale Chihuly: Installations | Seattle Art Museum, WA

1964-1992

1994 Chihuly Baskets North Central Washington Museum, Wenatchee
WA

1994 Port Angeles Fine Arts Center, Port Angeles, WA

1995 Dale Chihuly: Installations | Anchorage Museum of History and Art,
Anchorage, AK

1995 Dale Chihuly Jundt Art Museum, Gonzaga University, Spokan
WA

1995 Chihuly Baskets Sheehan Gallery, Whitman College, Walla Walla
WA

1995 Maryhill Museum of Art, Goldendale, WA

1995 Washington State Historical Society Museum,
Tacoma, WA

1996 Schneider Museum of Art, Southern Oregon Sta
College, Ashland, OR

1996 Alaska Baskets Sheldon Museum and Cultural Center, Haines, A

1996 Sheldon Jackson Museum, Sitka, AK

1996 Alutiig Museum and Archaeological Repository,
Kodiak, AK

1997 Chihuly Over Venice Portland Art Museum, Portland, OR

1997 The George R. Stroemple | Portland Art Museum, Portland, OR

Collection

1997 Chihuly Baskets Prichard Gallery, University of Idaho, Moscow 1D

1997 Allied Arts Association, Richland, WA

1997 Alaska Baskets Tongass Historical Museum, Ketchikan, AK

1997 Valdez Museum and Historical Archive, Valdez,
AK

1997 Pratt Museum, Homer, AK

1997 Carrie M. McLain Memorial Museum, Nome, AK

1998 Chihuly Baskets Alaska State Museum, Juneau, AK

1998 West Sound Arts Council, Bremerton, WA

1998 Alaska Baskets Skagway Museum and Archives, Skagway, AK

Source: Chihuly websitédttp://www.chihuly.com/exhibition-history.aspaccessed 6/19/2012.

In addition to exhibitions, there were installasothe largest bein00,000

Pounds of Ice and Neat the Tacoma Dome in 1993. This was a reprisel&71

collaborative work that featured neon lights endasegiant ice blocks, calle2i0,000

Pounds of Icewhich he created with James Carpenter. The smadlsion was also
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recreated at Chihuly’s Seattle Art Museum retrospecbut the Tacoma version

integrated the original concept with the artistsrerecent interests in pushing the
boundaries of size through ever larger-scale ptejec

In 1992, the new Seattle Art Museum organized dditiretrospectiveDale
Chihuly: Installations 1964-1992 hat exhibition attracted 163,600 people, a rédor
the museum up to that time (Hackett, 1993b). ThratleeArt Museum show included the
artist’'s most recent work, designs for the Clauébixsy operRelleas et Melisande
commissioned by the Seattle Opera in 1992. Duhrgydecade, Chihuly’s public identity
transformed from artist and educator to artistrasepreneur and marketing impresario as
his marketing efforts intensified. Chihuly begantieg shows of his work to arts
organizations as traveling exhibitions, startinghwvihe Seattle Art Museum show (Farr &
Kelleher, 2006), generating income and publicitthatsame time. One year later
Chihuly founded the Portland Press, which enabiedtb control his image and produce
his own catalogs documenting his work. Betweerettebitions, the promotional
materials and publications that Portland Pressrgéeat, Chihuly’s name and work were
ubiquitous in the region. Afté8eattlemagazine published an article praising Chihuly as
“Seattle’s own fiery fusion of Picasso and Warh@fackett, 1993a), Seattle art critic
Regina Hackett complained of “Chihuly bloat” duethie overload of Chihuly public
relations. However, the region and the nation vgexe to see a lot more of Chihuly.

One of the early publications of the Portland Preas the exhibition catalog for
Chihuly Over Venicehe project that carried the idea of Seattldhasnew Venice into
Venice itself. Chihuly had an idea to display laigekt Chandelier series over water, over

the canals of Venice (Chihuly & Gibson, 1998). Tneject soon increased in scale and



207
ambition. According to art historian William Warm(#996), Chihuly planned to

produceChihuly Over Venicas a film project. Later, the Seattle Public Bizasling
station KCTS decided to film the project as oné&ofirst high-definition videos. KCTS
featured theChihuly Over Veniceideo in its annual fundraising campaigns and dent
resulting documentary to other public broadcassitagions nationally, giving Chihuly’s
career yet another boost (Farr & Kelleher, 2006).

The documentary depicted Chihuly’s Seattle-basawhtat work creating
components for glass chandeliers in the Boathowskosand then journeying to
glassmaking factories in Finland, Mexico, Irelaadd Venice to produce additional
chandelier pieces at these locations. Accordinghituly, they decided to “pick five
countries with glassmaking traditions and make deaers in each country, one in each
of these fabulous countries” (Chihuly, 1998). Eabhndelier featured techniques and
skills for which the home country or the factorysakamown. At each location, Seattle
artists took charge of the process, working withfdictory glassblowers, while Chihuly
supervised or detailed the process for the viewers.

For example, in Ireland, they worked at Waterforgistal, creating 12 clear
chandeliers with engraved surfaces, using procdssagich Waterford was known.
They also demonstrated to the factory glassmalassth work with and how to blow
glass without using molds, both techniques thaewknown to the factory glassmakers
according to the video. The narrative at the otaetories followed a similar pattern. At
each factory, the documentary featured Chihulylaadeam taking the lead roles
working in teams of “artists and artisans” (Updik895), with Chihuly’s team clearly

taking on the role of artists to the factory worketisans. The video highlighted the



208
ability of Chihuly’s team to go anywhere in the ‘aband work in whatever techniques

they chose. It was a bit of Chihuly and team ovelaid, over Ireland, over Mexico, and
over Venice. The project itself could not have baecomplished without the 30 years of
network-building activities that brought togetheofgssional, educational, and personal
networks, plus the project management and markeapgcity of Chihuly, Inc.
According to Chihuly, he chose Venice for its bgauabt because of its history or
his experience there. “People think it's aboutm@tg to my roots, to where | learned
about glass, but it isn’t. ... Had there been anaotitgrithat was as beautiful as Venice, |
might have considered it” (Chihuly, 1998). It isfault to believe that there was no
connection between Venice’s history and the astidécision to stage the installation
there. There is a sense of competitiveness, etemca of arrogance to the project, as the
new glass champions broadcast their triumph omsiteehat was historically renowned
as the center for artistry in glass. At one painthie video, Chihuly launched into a
speech about Seattle as the new Mecca of Glasgrenwdinced first that with 300 hot
shops, Seattle is the new center of glassblowing tiat Seattle has overtaken Venice
(Chihuly & Gibson, 1998). The reactions from thenggans were not documented, but
they seem to have taken the event in stride. Téeovimentioned some difficulties getting
permits to install sculptures at some of their @nefd sites, but that could have been for
many reasons. Warmus (1996) noted that the Italieopsired that Chihuly stage the
installation to coincide with Venezia Aperto Vettbe first biennial international
exhibition of contemporary glass, and that thisvgted a “seal of approval” to the work
(Warmus, p.2). Chihuly and several other Seattistarexhibited work in the festival,

including Ginny Ruffner, Richard Marquis, Flora Maand Joey Kirkpatrick, providing a
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clear connection between the festival and the wbidther Seattle area artists in addition

to Chihuly. The Murano studio Chihuly’s team worka&delonged to Lino Tagliapietra,
who had collaborated with Chihuly since the lat8d®on thé/enetianseries, and taught
at Pilchuck starting in the late 1970s, so the tdamot work in the standard factory
setting in Venice as they did in the other locatiofhere were only two issues mentioned
by the Seattle media. One incident involved a ckhadthat was dismantled after
neighbors complained about the noise of the gles=ep hitting each other due to the
water movement, and the second was that one piecet@ndelier was broken when a
young boy threw a rock at it (Updike, 1996). Altigbuthe chandeliers were huge and
were installed in both public and private settitftg®ughout the city, Venetians were
used to similar spectacles at the Venice Bienraaenternational art exhibition that
featured contemporary art, film and architectuerhBps they saw the Chihuly
installation as more of the same, especially asgpgearance coincided with the new
international glass festival.
Discussion

Benjamin Moore, when asked about the secret tauheess of glass artists in the
region said, “We rode the wave” (Moore, 284 Btern, 201%), and many aspects of the
community’s growth in the 1990s can be ascribetthéo‘right time, right place”
aphorism. Puget Sound artists benefitted from tdomemic growth and demographic
changes that supported leisure time activities@ndided excess income that could be

spent on luxury items. Studio glass artists inrgggon were well-prepared to provide

% Benjamin Moore, speaking at a Tacoma Art Museunepdiscussion, with artists Joey Kirkpatrick,
Flora Mace, Benjamin Moore, and Richard Royal, Seyter, 2011 (author’s notes).
% Ethan Stern, interview with the author, 2011.
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those items, whether the definition of a luxuryrtevas a $20,000 “Green Leaf

Venetian” Chihuly sculpture from the Foster/Whitell@ry or a $65 goblet or perfume
bottle by one of the artists at commercial galketleat catered to tourists at the Pike Place
Market.

Seattle-area studio glass artists were able totheapenefits of changes in large
part because they built upon mechanisms, institatand networks that they initiated in
the 1970s. The region had gained a robust cultofr@structure, and studio glass arts
organizations and artists were a major part df ih the 1980s the city had all the
dimensions required for an artist support strucfdaekson, 2004), by the 1990s studio
glass artists could successfully claim to havetlaulart world (Becker, 2008) to support
regional artists who worked with glass as their immexd According to Becker (2006), the
presence of a distribution system for the work #réists produce is one necessary part of
an art world. Distribution systems connect thesatb the market and to an audience as
they “integrate artists into their society’s econpioringing artworks to publics which
appreciate them and will pay enough so that th&kwan proceed” (p. 93). Both
galleries and museums played key roles in helpiagte a distribution system for studio
glass art in the Puget Sound region. Galleriesdfaated in the 1970s increased their
audience and broadened their appeal through eleatSirst Thursdays. Exhibitions of
work by studio glass artists were frequent, andetheere galleries, like the Traver
Gallery, that were known for featuring regionaldstuglass artists, so the gallery-going
public were exposed to studio glass art and axists regular basis, and saw the work as

part of the local cultural scene.
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One of the notable changes in the cultural landse&s the museum building

and expansion boom. New museums were springindl opex the world during the

1990s as more and more urban policymakers and ggstsobecame interested in
building up a tourist economy and attracting thangy educated and single demographic
that Seattle seemed to attract without trying (&er, 2000; Florida, 2001; Strom, 2003;
Miles & Paddison, 2005). Neither Becker (2008)his discussion of distribution
systems, nor Jackson (2004) in her discussioneoirtirket dimension included
museums, perhaps because museums are not tyicailyn for exhibiting the work of
local artists or living artists. However, museumsSeattle, and in smaller regional cities
like Tacoma and Bellevue were important links im@ing the work of contemporary
regional studio glass artists to the notice ofghblic.

As existing museums expanded and new museums emnéhngse institutions
provided new opportunities for regional artisteidnibit their work. They also provided a
stage for long-time patrons to display the fruitsheir many years of supporting artist
through collecting their work. New museums provi@eelence of the history of
collecting in the area, and were attractive toestbirs as places to donate and display
their collections, validating their own artisticasbes and increasing the monetary value
of the pieces that they owned. Artists whose cumenk was included in a temporary
exhibition or in a well-known collection might séee value of their work increase in the
market and could hope to see their artistic repurtasgnhanced, although neither was a
given. When a museum exhibition featured objectdarizy artists whose work was also

featured in a nearby art gallery exhibition, thekeaconnection could be immediate.
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Artistic validation is one of the six elements tatkson (2004) identified as

critical to artists in sustaining their careersy g@ablic art can be seen as one form
validation, along with being a form of public sagtor state support for art, which serves
to validate particular art forms in Becker's (200&ory of art worlds. The awarding of a
public art commission implies both peer recognifimm fellow artists on the committee,
and community recognition through the selectiorcpss as well. Percent for art
programs in combination with the economic boom ltedun more commissions and
more profitable commissions for work suitable fexncorporate offices and public
buildings such as libraries, community centers, @& government offices.

Again, the collaborative processes and technidl$ si glass artists gave them a
unique advantage working in this arena. The feat tteir vocation spanned the
nonfunctional arts arena and the functional craftan profession meant that they were
equipped to create studio glass sculpture for teiaad corporate art collections as well
as functional work such as chandeliers, vasesagsidtectural elements for ostentatious
homes for the newly wealthy. Moody (2003) recourited after the dot.com bust he
spent time finding people he had interviewed duthrggboom to see how they fared and
how it affected them. Among the people he revisitede two glass artists, Sonja
Blomdahl and her husband Dick Weiss. When he askedthey were affected by the
boom Weiss replied “What happened was that alletiveshnology people around here
turned up with all this money for big new homes—ytlie been keeping me busy for
years!” (Moody, 2003, p. 292). Many regional studiass artists could have given the

same answer.
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Pilchuck remained a central artist center in thm@anity, providing education

and teaching opportunities. Artists and art stusleohtinued to flock to Pilchuck and
many remained in the region after their Pilchucktavas completed. Pratt continued to
provide low-cost studio space and additional teaglopportunities for artists in the
region. As studies by Jackson (2004) Markusen ahdsbn (2006) found, artist centers
like Pilchuck and Pratt were important componeiffifslace-based support for artists and
one of the reasons why some cities were able toatdt and retain high concentrations of
artists” while other cities weren’t able to do 8éafkusen & Johnson, 2006, p. 7).
Pilchuck and Pratt weren’t the only attractions beer; the city was known for the depth
and breadth of opportunities to work in differetutdsos and with artists who specialized
in different glassmaking techniques. Art student®wanted to study or work with the
masters of studio glass or just take a class okivewv that Seattle was the place to go.
Production studios like the Glass Eye, Glasshous&kass, and Seattle Glassblowing
Studio (which opened in 1991 in Belltown) profitedm the growing tourism market
and provided additional places for studio glasstarto gain experience and earn income.
Ethan Stern, who first came to Seattle to workilghBck in 1999 while he was still a
student at Alfred University in New York, moved3eattle when he graduated in 2001.
He echoed the idea of Seattle as glass Mecca:
Legend has it that when you graduate from Alfreédytgive you a one-way ticket
to Seattle. ...Because a lot of people—well, a Igpedple in our school are in
glass, and at some point they want to come oue#dtl® and be part of the
community ... it's so rich in resources ... Its sorliké there is some myth ...

It's not necessarily a myth, but there’s somethirag people are after, and there
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are so many people here that it's popular and pewpht to come and experience

it (Stern, 20139).

After he settled in Seattle, Stern continued tolkwadrPilchuck when he could,
and worked for two years at various production stsidand in public access studios,
including Pratt Fine Arts Center (Stern, 2011). ekperience was typical of many young
studio glass artists who arrived in the 1990s.

The GAS conference showed the depth and breadtreaflass art community in
the Puget Sound region, and it was bigger thanramjfwought it was. One result of the
increasing number of artists in the city was atfrang of the studio glass art community,
which a few artists mentioned. Once in Seattletypecal young art school graduate
associated with other recent graduates; they didomalize with the artists who arrived
in the 1970s or 1980s, and knew members of Chibuwgiginal team as teachers,
employers and occasionally as mentors rather thdaborators and friends.

Several artists emerged as stars in the regioaas@rt scene in the 1990s,
including William Morris and Ginny Ruffner. A fewsécond-generation” studio glass
artists mentored by older artists like Moore andliepietra also gained critical notice,
including Dante Marioni (Paul Marioni’s son), anceBton Singletary. No single artist
benefitted from the expanding economic contextamsglsector to the extent that Dale
Chihuly did. Indeed, he generated a fair amountéigeonal art production himself,
through constant marketing of his own work, thenpptional activities of his company,
and multiple production facilities that produceé thiork featured in traveling

exhibitions, installations and private commissiérsworldwide consumption. Through

% Ethan Stern (artist), interview with the authd12.
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his media presence he helped brand the city otl8eatan international center for studio

glass art. As he broke through to worldwide fam#an1990s, he always represented
himself as a Seattle artist, and continued to hiskname to Pilchuck and reinforce the
school’s identity as a place that existed to supgxeellence in making fine art objects
that incorporated glass. TRiihuly Over Venicenstallation and video celebrated Puget
Sound artists and Chihuly as the ultimate mastegtassmaking, comfortable working

in every style and at any location they selectth&tsame time, the scale of the work, the
number of people involved in its production, the o§interchangeable parts, and
factory-like processes raise questions about whelieeartist has indeed returned

glassblowing to its earlier origins, not in Venloat in the industrial-era factory.
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Chapter 8: Tacoma: From City of Destiny to City ofGlass

Introduction

“Tacoma is not just your destiny, it's also youstieation” (City of Tacoma, 2010).

On July 6, 2002, the Tacoma Museum of Glass: matésnal Center for
Contemporary Art and the Chihuly Bridge of Glassmgd along the western edge of the
Thea Foss Waterway, at the edge downtown Taconmeamiseum’s most prominent
feature was the 90-foot tall tilted cone clad mirgess steel (Figure 9.4) which served as
a reminder of the cone-shaped sawdust burnersammsson in the region, as an echo of
nearby Mt. Rainier, and as an icon of the new Tac{@heek, 2002, p. 81; Boddy, 2002,
p. 33). Architect Arthur Erickson’s building desigttracted enthusiastic reviews from
local and national media, and expectations fomtaseum were high.

Erickson’s museum, in concert with a bridge extgardly endowed with Dale

Chihuly glass art, has suddenly tilted metropolfaiget Sound’s cultural center

of gravity toward Tacoma, away from Seattle. Thesblum of Glass is more

evocative, more memorable, decidedly more disadoljrand finally, more worthy
of contemplation than Frank Gehry’s Experience Mi&ioject in the big city that

lies 30 miles north (Cheek, 2002, p. 81).

Tacoma’s plans to “increase the city’s symbolicitzd@and catalyze other
unsubsidized commercial activities” (Strom, 20026)pdid not start with a glass
museum, which was a relatively late entry. Befargome proposed a Glass Museum, the
city’s revitalization plans already included twommuseums: the Washington State

History Museum and the Tacoma Art Museum. The dati® build three new museums
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in a city whose previous claim to art world famesveacitizen referendum passed in

1984, giving Tacoma the “dubious distinction asdhé city ever to repeal percent-for-
arts legislation” (Wagonfeld, 2005, p. 20) reprdedra complete turnaround in the city’s
attitude toward cultural development, and it did Iim@ppen without sustained effort and
careful planning.
This chapter examines how the city business intereesd political leaders used

the new museums and waterfront development tomefreacoma’s reputation as a
working-class city and create a more upscale inbag@peal to the investors, developers,
tourists, and the creative class.
Putting culture at the heart of Tacoma’s economy

In the 1990s, Tacoma was a blue-collar town, aedsétond largest city in the state
of Washington with a population of just under 18D 0‘Between 1980 and 1990, the
city grew by 11.5 percent, more than double the ohiany other city in the state”
(Moody, 1991). Nearly half of the households fatbi the low-income category (incomes
less than 80% of Pierce County averages) accotditige 2000 census and “more than
11 percent of families” fell into the poverty rand@@unphy, 2002). Although the Foss
Waterway was no longer in use, the Port of Tacanthe 1990s was very much alive.
The port had expanded throughout the 1980s andharadling so many container ships
that it was ranked as th& & the nation by the mid-1980s. In 1991 the pad fseven
times the amount of cargo it handled in 1984” ag Vthe 28 —largest port in the
world—right behind no. 19, Seattle (Moody, 1991)eTPort formed the base of
Tacoma’s economy. The city also supported siganifienanufacturing industries, in

addition to the Port. The Simpson Paper mill, whies the source of the infamous
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“aroma from Tacoma” (they closed the furnace thas the major culprit in the aroma in

1999) and the Kaiser company copper smelters putiti's economy into the
manufacturing realm. Military personnel from theari®y military joint base Lewis-
McChord supported the city’s retail industry, altlgh they did their shopping in the
suburban malls, avoiding the city’s traditional daexwn commercial districts.

After the Port of Tacoma, the major employer in ¢hig was Frank Russell
Investments, a financial services company headddday businessman George Russell.
Russell was one of the forces behind the Foss Wate€leanup and became a major
patron and funder of the Museum of Glass. Russeéidtments represented the type of
company that policymakers thought Tacoma needéé mmpetitive in the 2century.

The decision to place culture at the heart of thysarevitalization strategy
symbolized Tacoma's attempt to leave behind thadlsstrial economy in favor of the
new financial services economy. The attempt toaniethiTacoma began with the old
warehouse district just north of the downtown nbmihood. Efforts expanded into the
waterfront district at the foot of downtown Taconh#e to events that were at first seen as
a hindrance to the city’s economic development: ElRgignation of the Commencement
Bay Tide flats as a Superfund site in 1983.

A chance to reconnect the waterfront and downtoacpoima

The City of Tacoma is located about 30 miles sadft8eattle, and was
established and expanded along the shoreline oin@orcement Bay in the South Puget
Sound. Tacoma overlooks Commencement Bay, anddd@ats along the waterways
are home to Tacoma’s traditional industries and @ctivities, from copper smelters and

paper mills to container shipping docks and rel&esinesses. The unlikely origin of
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Tacoma’s waterfront revitalization plans began wttenEnvironmental Protection

Agency (EPA) designated the Commencement Bay, dlgeabthe Southern part of the
Puget Sound as a superfund site:

The Commencement Bay Nearshore/Tideflats Sitersdv2 square miles in

Tacoma, Washington, and includes more than 300eabtisinesses and nearly

500 identified point and non-point sources of comntation. The site is divided

into a number of separate Project Areas being nexhag distinct sites. ...

Commencement Bay Nearshore/Tideflats (CB/NT) cemeiE10-12 square miles

of shallow water, shoreline and adjacent land, mobsthich is developed and

industrialized. Marine sediments are contaminatechfdiverse industrial
activities including shipbuilding, oil refining, eimical manufacturing and
storage, and pulp and paper mills, dating fromttine of the century.” (EPA,

2010)

The Nearshore/Tideflats site included the Thea Méaterway, which lies just
below and to the east of downtown Tacoma, whichagithe top of a bluff. The
Waterway had been the destination for runoff frwn ¢ity and the location of many of
the city’s toxic industries since the"1@entury, and these activities had leached toxic
contaminants, including arsenic, into soils andwager for over a century. “Between
1983 and 1989, EPA and the state Department obggohvestigated the contamination
and identified cleanup remedies for contaminatelhsents... During this time, EPA
identified parties it believed were potentiallydia for cleanup, ... The challenge was

deciding how much of the cleanup bill — over $5%lioi — would be paid by each
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party” (Serie & Adams, 2003, p.1). The processssigning responsibility, negotiating

cleanup costs and paying for the cleanup was eggéaotbe lengthy and complicated.
The Executive Council for a Greater Tacoma and théPierce County Mafia”

The superfund designation was only one of Tacomablems in the early
1980s. Like many cities, Tacoma suffered econoraatide during the 1970s, and in
spite of the port’'s economic health, downtown Taadrad not recovered economically
in the 1980s. “Pulp mills choked the air, drug eéesimarketed openly on street corners,
and gangs and prostitution rounded out the scenst Mvestment went north to Seattle
and retail left downtown for the mall. Foot trafiowntown was virtually nonexistent”
(Wilkerson, p. 8). In addition, plans were complezhby the Puyallup Tribe’s claims on
land along the Tacoma waterfront and other are#fseicity. The cost and complexity of
cleaning up the waterfront seemed like the finalbto the city’s future.

However, Tacoma’s business and political elitesmatdyet given up on the city,
and beginning in the late 1980s, a coalition of tebusiness executives and politicians
pooled their resources and used their influenepto economic development in the
city’s downtown. Two groups represented this caalitthe Executive Council for a
Greater Tacoma and a group of politicians nicknathedPierce County Mafia.”
Together they launched the economic developmeiggisthat remade the former
warehouse district and industrial waterfront in #880s and spurred the widely praised
“Tacoma Renaissance.” The Executive Council forea@r Tacoma was a private
nonprofit organization of Tacoma business and igalielites with business and personal
stakes in the city’s future and believed they hadssion to help make things better.

Members included the “bosses of Weyerhaeuser, dnrekFRussell Co., Columbia Bank,
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The News Tribunesimpson, the City of Tacoma, Pierce County aredrbrt of Tacoma”

(Callaghan, 2009). In addition to the executivermi the Washington legislature in the
1980s and 1990s was home to a highly influentialigrof state legislators from Pierce
County that the press labeled the “Pierce CountfiaMiarhis group included two
speakers of the House, Wayne Ehlers (1983-198d)Baan Ebersole (speaker from
1993-94, Mayor of Tacoma 1996-2000), and a Senajerity leader, Ted Bottiger (later
Commissioner of the Port of Tacoma). “In additiban Grimm and George Walk, both
legislators from Puyallup, had top budget postgimguthose years, tens of millions of
state dollars flowed into the county, much of ib&p revitalize downtown Tacoma”
(Edwards, 2005).

These two groups had the financial and politicabtgces to bring money to city
projects, and they used their influence to do sevaty opportunity. Projects designed to
spur economic development in Tacoma benefitted fteergroup’s ability to direct
funding into the city, raise funds for projectsttba not have public funding, and
influencing urban policies to promote favored petgeand real estate development.
Projects included the historic Pantages Theaterviaion in 1983 and the later Theater
District development; the decision to build the dm@ Dome, which opened in 1984;
settlement of the Puyallup tribe’s land claims #9Q; restoring Union Station and
leasing it to the federal government as a federaitbouse (1988-92); securing resources
ranging from cash to real estate to help consauww Tacoma Art Museum, the
Washington State History museum, and the Museu@lads; securing land and funding
for the Thea Foss Waterway redevelopment and f@waUniversity of Washington

(UW) Campus along Pacific Avenue.
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These projects generated new downtown investmehtlaared the way for

additional development, but the project that igoftredited with helping start Tacoma’s
downtown renewal was the opening of the Tacoma oampthe University of
Washington in downtown Tacoma in 1990. The fordeifebthis project and subsequent
urban makeover came from two influential executiwancil members: George Russell,
former head of Russell Investment Group, and Billip, who founded Columbia Bank
in Tacoma. “ In the late 1980s, Russell and Plagked out of their office buildings and
saw a city calling for help. ‘We figured Tacoma dee some guidance,’ Russell said.
‘We started talking about what we could do’ (Edv&r2008). Russell’s involvement was
especially critical for the plan to develop thesglanuseum on the Thea Foss Waterway,
but that came later. First, Russell and Philip vedrko ensure that the University of
Washington would choose to locate their plannedditacampus on Pacific Avenue in
downtown Tacoma by raising $1 million dollars tod/&ne cost of the new campus
(Edwards, 2008). The university was housed in agaf remodeled warehouse
buildings in the Union Depot Warehouse Historictbes, a stretch of downtown listed
on the National Register of Historic places in 19B@e UW Tacoma campus opened in
1990, bringing new life to downtown, and from tpaint on, downtown projects funded
by similar private-public partnerships multipliéhe renaissance continued with the
1992 opening of a the federal courthouse in thetiisUnion Station, a 9century
railroad station also located on Pacific Ave. Then€ral Services Administration leased
the building in 1988. After the city spent $57 noifl to remodel it (Wilkerson, 2004),

Union Station reopened to the public in 1992, hogisederal courtrooms.
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“Make a Place for Yourself on the Foss”

Chihuly and his work are connected with Seattleé Heuwas born and raised in
Tacoma, and in the 1990s he seemed to be spentbhgfdime there. In 1992, Chihuly
owned four buildings in Tacoma, at least two ofttHlecated in the historic warehouse
district along Pacific Avenue, and he also condilisieme of his business activities in the
city, employing 24 people full-time “crating andigbing glass” (Farr, 2002). His
mother, Viola, was still living in Tacoma duringghime, and thus Chihuly had personal
as well as business connections to the city. Chijoihed with the rest of the Tacoma
boosters to add his own flair to the city’s chamggiandscape through his sculptures,
installations, and more ambitious projects. It wheut this time that Chihuly
approached Phillip Phibbs, president of the Unityeidf Puget Sound, where Chihuly
had briefly attended classes as an undergradoatiesduss an idea he had to create “a
hotshop studio and glass center in the city whergrew up” (Farr, 2002). Phibbs was
excited about the idea, but rather than a hot dh®proposed the idea of building a glass
museum to the Executive Council (Farr, 2002; Musef@i@lass, 2012):

He fully expected to be politely dismissed. Instdaelwas invited to stay for the

next presentation. It was a plan for the redevekprof the Thea Foss

Waterway, which at the time was an empty indusirasteland along a narrow

channel of water so polluted that it qualified dederal Superfund clean-up site.

The Chairman of the Council, George Russell, catedithat the idea of a glass

museum coincided quite beautifully with the needdada@ynamic anchor tenant on

the restored waterway (Museum of Glass, 2012).
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The proposal for a glass museum was well timednRtos point on, the glass

museum becomes merged with the ongoing plans &vedop the waterfront, and

George Russell, along with his wife, Jane, becdrmestrongest supporters and patrons of
the proposed museum. By 1992, the Thea Foss watelweelopment was considered
vital to the next phase of the city’s economic depment.

Plans to redevelop the waterway along the festinaérfront model typified by
Baltimore’s Harborplace and Boston’s Quincy Mankete credited to the third
influential actor in Tacoma’s comprehensive remake city, Tacoma city manager
Ray Corpuz. The waterfront cleanup required codpmerand financial support from
multiple private landowners along the waterway, @adpuz developed a strategy to
bypass the process of EPA negotiations with indi@idandowners. Rather than working
with individual property owners, Corpuz proposedtttne city buy the land and take on
responsibility for cleanup costs. “In the early @89the city had taken a careful look at
this Superfund site and determined no private s&leeeloper was going to take on this
site — and the liability that went with it. So tbigy had purchased the 26-acre tract of
land with the long-range goal of cleaning it up @eeéking private investment”
(Wilkerson, 2004). Once the city owned the lanéythould more easily manage the
redevelopment. Owning the land resulted in monebiéty to coordinate cleanup with
the EPA and an ability to control how the land wased, leading to an ambitious
development plan for the waterway.

According to Edwards (2008), Corpuz presented lais fo the Executive Council
in 1990, 18 months before he presented it to tiye @ouncil. “Members were

convinced the plan was economically viable and dgoodthe city. ... Corpuz, parks
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district officials and city staff members negotata private meetings to buy property

from private landowners” (Edward, 2008). The Exa@iCouncil hired Canadian
architect Bruno Freschi, best known for designimgExpo 86 fairgrounds in Vancouver,
B.C. to produce the original development planssémeillustrated hi&/ision Planwith
watercolors showing an esplanade populated witlplpeshopping, sitting in sidewalk
cafes, and strolling alongside high-rise condonmrswand office buildings on the west
side of the Thea Foss Waterway, which at the tirag still an industrial site and an
unreclaimed brownfield.

In 1991, the City Council approved the plan andMteropolitan Park District
and the city paid $6.8 million for 27 acres of lgndchased from private landowners on
the Waterway.” The City, in the unfamiliar role of property deveds, hoped to
eventually turn the barren land into a residentaimmercial and recreational area
linking downtown Tacoma and the Ruston Way shoeaiinthe north of downtown”
(City of Tacoma, 2010). Within five years the ayeated the Foss Waterway
Development Authority Board, which was responstbleparceling out land to favored
developers, managing the marketing and developofehe Waterway property the city
acquired from private owners.

By 1992 the city produced its own development itarthe Waterway, which
incorporated details from council’s vision of thest side of the WaterwayheNews
Tribunepublished a special section on the proposed réal@went of the Thea Foss
Waterway using the Executive Council’s plans (Feg8rll). Freschi’s watercolors
helped bring the vision to life and garnered publipport for the project (Edwards, 2008,

Callaghan, 2009). In 1994, the city solicited palgomments and suggestions about the
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redevelopment plan at public workshops and focagmudiscussions. Over 900 people

attended the 40-plus meetings where they couldv'yikotos, maps and a model of the
waterfront and add their ideas to a comment wallaghington State Department of
Community Development, 2000, p. 29).

The public workshop slogan “Make a place for yolirse the Foss” and the
plan’s language emphasized public access and podatiefits to the cleanup along with
economic benefits, as this quote from the City atdma’s website indicates. “The
City’s plans for this former industrial area havee@verriding thing in mind — public
access. Picture this: 1.5 miles of waterfront wallgpublic event plazas, marinas, shops
and cultural centers stretching along the Thea Pds®rway’s western shore” (City of
Tacoma, 2010). Of course, the Executive Councild@dmissioned the original
redevelopment plans and the city had already dotsdcure the necessary real estate
before the public was invited to have their saysfie the language emphasizing public
benefits, it was clear that the city council ancbldbusiness interests were placing their
bets on the economic returns of the project. Intamfdto the west side development that
was featured in the first phase of the projectrétkevelopment would also replace
businesses on the east side, most of which deperdéee working waterfront and
industrial Port activities for their livelihood. h€& Thea Foss Waterway plans dismayed
several landowners along the east side of the watewho worried about the future of
their businesses, but for the time being the @fssured east-side property owners by

focusing their efforts on the west-side.
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Plans for a Chihuly Glass Museum get underway

The west side of the Waterway required the fulubof Tacoma’s growth
coalition and city leaders to make the vision dityedl o start, they needed to establish a
strong anchor organization to draw people to theerant, and they believed that they
had their anchor in the proposed Chihuly Glass MuseAlong with the condos and
office buildings, Freschi’'s 1990 plan “came up witle museum precinct... with a
“bridge of glass” providing pedestrian access touseum in which the glass art and
archives of Tacoma native Dale Chihuly were intehtteplay a central role” (Boddy,
2002). A Chihuly Glass Museum fit quite well inteeteconomic development focus of
the Foss redevelopment plan, as the Chihuly nanseswaected to bring in tourists from
around the world to spend money in the city. Betwégeschi’'s 1990 vision and the
opening of the Chihuly Bridge of Glass and the Musef Glass in 2002, the vision met
with several challenges, including those causethbeyartist’s plans, and other people
with other visions for the city.

The Chihuly Glass Museum got off to a promisingtstaith George Russell and
his wife Jane taking on the roles of co-chairstfier museum’s board of trustees. The city
helped out by providing two acres along the souttesrd of the Waterway, and provided
additional support totaling $8.2 million (Voelp2005). Museum trustees and supporters
began an international fundraising campaign tonfogethe building, collections, and
exhibitions, and hired Canadian architect Arthuclkson to design the museum.
Erickson was well known and admired for his mod&rdesigns, including the Simon
Fraser University and the Museum of Anthropologyancouver, B.C. Erickson was

already known in Tacoma as one of the architects @@dmpeted to design the
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Washington State History building, losing in thase to the team of Charles Moore and

Arthur Andersson. The architect for the Chihuly €&aldluseum would have to face
several design challenges because of the site.

The planned museum was situated almost directlywb#ie other components of
a cultural corridor along Pacific Avenue that irdéa the Theater District, UW Tacoma
campus, the remodeled Union Station, and the WgginrState History Museum. The
proposed “museum district” included the parts @f ¢hltural corridor from Hood Avenue
on the north to S. 2Street on the south end of downtown, and inclutiechew
Tacoma Art Museum building (opening in 2003) atnioethern end, and the Washington
State History Museum and the Chihuly Glass Museuits gouthern end. Moore’s
design for the State History museum echoed thedesid material of the f&century
red-brick, domed classical form of the Union Statibhe UW buildings, housed in
restored 19 century red brick warehouses, added to the unitiycansistency of the
southern end of the Pacific Avenue streetscape Glags Museum had to connect
visually and physically with the Pacific Avenueedtscape above, and also act as the
anchor to the planned esplanade, retail shops,ooemilms and offices to create a
second neighborhood on the waterfront below. Bex#us glass museum was also
expected to attract tourism dollars, expectationsdme sort of striking and memorable
iconic structure were built in to the project.

The biggest challenges to be addressed were nal\bsit physical, especially for
pedestrians and bicyclists. Thea Foss Waterwaiitsn easy walking and commuting
distance from the UW Tacoma campus, the HistoryeMuosg other downtown Tacoma

attractions, but it sits below Pacific Avenue & Hottom of a 60-75 foot bluff.
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“Topography, I-705 and the railroad mainline traekgestrict, in various degrees,

access to the Waterway” (Tacoma Planning Commis&@06, p. 11). It would take
more than a dramatic structure bearing the nantieeofity’s local celebrity artist to draw
visitors from downtown Tacoma across a freewayraattiple active railroad lines,
which visually and physically blocked access toghe from downtown.

Two Visions, Two Bridges, No Museum?

The obvious solution to the problem of site aceess a bridge, and Freschi’s
plan included a glass bridge for pedestrians aagchsts going from Pacific Avenue to
the waterfront, in keeping the waterfront museugtéss theme. However, at the time,
plans for another bridge were also underway. Ir0188chael Sullivan, head of
Tacoma’s Cultural Resources Division met Russi#istay Alexander Brodsky and llya
Utkin, who were visiting the area. The artists wienewn for their surrealist-style
architectural visions, none of which had been haiithe time. Sullivan was impressed by
their work, and recruited them to develop a bridgsign that would also become an
iconic architectural statement for the city. Afsgrending some time in Tacoma
researching the city’s history and architecture,drtists proposed a design for a new
pedestrian bridge that began off'Kereet (which came to a dead end on the bluffs
overlooking the freeway and the railroad trackg) extended the street to the waterfront.

The structure resembled a timber railroad treatlgrnacular form that
referenced Tacoma'’s history as a railroad tern(i@alallwood, 1991; Updike, 1995).

The artists started with the basic railroad treistidge form, but modified it with modern
materials and playful, even odd, details. The l&idgck measured 30 feet wide by 320

feet long, “supported by five timber columns, te@ag 70 feet up from the level of the
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waterfront and connected to one another by timbeoaoches” (Moody, 1991). A glass-

enclosed ramp structure zigzagged down betweetinther frame trestles to the
waterfront. An arcade of “potted firs” lined thadge deck, and the downtown entrance
to the bridge sported “a pair of stone guardianrigg” that resembled “two wise dogs in
fezzes” (Smallwood, 1991). Seafirst Columbia CemteSeattle displayed the model and
sketches to the public in its gallery, and the glegienerated much public enthusiasm and
media interest.

The city approved the work and the initial fundiagd the project seemed to be
proceeding toward construction, but it was nevalized. The design was dramatic and
unique, and would certainly have brought attentmthat part of downtown Tacoma.
However, 13 Street was at the opposite end of Pacific Avenoim the museum district,
and was not close to the core of the new Waterveagldpment or the Glass Museum,
and this may have contributed to its fate. As ¢ 995, the bridge was still under
discussion and was “a cause celebre in Tacomagylarty within the arts community”
(Updike, 1995).

According to Farr (2002), the Brodsky and Utkinjpod was abruptly cancelled
when the Museum of Glass commissioned Chihuly ¢aterthe artwork for a second
city-funded pedestrian bridge. The Chihuly Bridgé€tass connected to Pacific Avenue
between Union Station and the Washington StateoHjistluseum at 19 Street, and
terminated at the Museum of Glass on the Wateri#gr the Glass Museum agreed to
pay for Chihuly’s art installation on the bridgéhé city dropped the Brodsky and Utkin
plan like a hot brick” (Farr, 2002a) and shifteading from the other bridge to Chihuly’'s

Bridge. Although Chihuly expressed his supportdonstructing both bridges, it was
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clear that Chihuly was not going to be upstagdusrown hometown, and it was difficult

for the 12" street bridge designers to compete with an awtist could marshal
substantial private funding to sweeten the dealtfercity. The idea for the T'Street
pedestrian bridge disappeared from the landscape.

After receiving the commission from the Glass Musda add his work to the
pedestrian bridge, Chihuly’s attention shifted avirayn the Chihuly Glass Museum to
the Chihuly Bridge of Glass. The Chihuly Glass Musesupporters had to contend with
guestions about funding and mission fueled by theaum’s namesake whose actions
raised questions about his own ambitions regariagnuseum. Chihuly seemed to lose
interest in the glass museum, or at least in attgdhis name to it. While the plans for the
Chihuly Glass Museum moved into the funding andgiestages, Chihuly and his
managers were moving forward with their own plasrsmhaking the Chihuly name a part
of Tacoma’s downtown identity:

They worked out a deal for a dramatic installatbthe renovated train station

near the Thea Foss Waterway, just across fromitén@rsder consideration for the

glass museum. Chihuly says glass museum officiatemt too happy about that
project: ‘They thought it would detract from whhet were doing,” he said.

‘Then | got involved with the bridge — at a certawint the city asked me to

design a bridge (which later became the Chihulgdgiof Glass). At that point |

said | don’t want a museum’ (Farr, 2002).

Even as Chihuly’'s ambitions became increasinglgrimtined with the rebuilt
Tacoma, his actions sometimes ran counter to tigdobpster’s plans for the new

Tacoma and the plans for building a monument tahtistic career. Chihuly’s decision
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to withdraw his name from the museum caused asdosithe museum’s supporters and

raised doubts about the museum’s purpose andirdladoma’s redevelopment, but
Chihuly seems to have continued along his own péthout too much concern. It is not
clear what his reasons were for abandoning theaflaeChihuly Glass Museum. It may
have been personal disputes, or a conflict ovemthgeum’s mission, or something else
entirely. However, there is no doubt that with etheaut a museum to himself, Chihuly
had plenty of options for displaying his work and hame in Tacoma, and he was not
shy about doing just that.

Chihuly’'s Tacoma—"Chihulyland”

Chihuly owned properties and conducted businessiosgveral old warehouses
in and near downtown Tacoma, and throughout th€4 88 expanded the range
activities there, from his business activitiesup@orting a nonprofit arts program,
providing glassmaking classes for the city’'s ak-gisuth, and, most visibly, creating
installations throughout the city. All of theseigities prompted one Seattle art critic to
remark: “If he keeps up his largess, Tacoma’sucaltcenter will end up looking like
Chihulyland” (Farr, 2002). While some saw the Trmedbecoming Chihulyland, others
saw Chihuly as a vital force in the city’s econorfuture. As one city council member
put it when asked about Chihuly: “He’s put the emaoic in economic development
down there... Because of him, it's going to be arcarter. It's going to enhance the
economics of the whole area” (Bil Moss, quoted bytérfield, 2001).

When the Chihuly Bridge of Glass opened in 200&)atde a significant

contribution to Tacoma’s Chihulyland status anth#city’'s attractiveness to tourists,
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but it was not the first of the artist’s instaltats to mark the city, although it was the

largest, seen by the most people, and the only geent outdoor installation by the artist.
In 1993 Chihuly recreated his and James Carpert6i74 RISD Installation
“20,000 Pounds of Ice and Neon” at the Tacoma Dagiecarnated on a much larger
scale, as “100,000 Pounds of Ice and Neon.” Acogrth the artist’'s website, this
installation drew 35,000 attendees over the coof$eur days (Graves, 2007;
Chihuly.com, 2011), and surely must have soothedatts community’s embarrassing
memories of the 1984 “neon war” controversy cemtene public funding for a neon
sculpture by Stephen Antonakos that was instakkeplat of the dome’s construction.
The 1984 referendum resulted from reaction to timning artist proposal
selected for the Tacoma Dome, an earlier urbanveddement project also designed to
spur economic development in the city. The Tacorom®&s budget was $28 million,
with a percent-for-art budget of $280,000. The frallartists brought in proposals from
several well-known artists, including Andy Warhiol addition to local artists. Jurors
included “architect Michael Graves and art curatoysn Miami and Denver (Callahan,
2011). New York artist Antonakos proposed a rooftognge neon sculpture that was the
winning idea, but it was controversial from therstéihe builders claimed that it could
not be safely installed on the dome as planned{tandity then requested a new design
from the artist for inside the dome (Zielenziged84; UPI, 1984; Graves, 2011). By the
time the Dome opened, the project had attracted @f jpublicity. The reactions to the
abstract neon sculpture, the project’s price, ¢herfact that the money went to a New
York artist, and anger at what were seen as editigtides on the part of the local arts

administrators all combined to produce a groundsefepposition to the work and to
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public art, leading to a referendum that repedtedpercent for art ordinance and

removed the sculpture (Wagonfeld, 2005). It toekrg for local arts administrators to
win back support for public arts projects, and 1Be for arts program was not reinstated
until 2000. Chihuly’s 1993 neon and ice installatat the Tacoma Dome evoked
memories of that earlier neon sculpture controvarsyreplaced them with one of the
triumphal return of public art to Tacoma. If theB#I9eon war was seen as a sign of
Tacoma’s cultural backwardness, then Chihuly’s nestallation could be seen as a
general triumph of a local artist over the eafiglure of an elite New York artist to win
the hearts and minds of the local population, dso @emonstrated that Tacoma’s
citizens would welcome abstract, conceptual artwdarkhey were created by a local
favorite.

The Tacoma Dome installation was a temporary spkgtand the artist followed
up with multiple, permanent installations in thé@8. The next publicly accessible
Chihuly installation was installed in 1994 at UniStation. It is not one but actually a set
of five Chihuly installations that adorn the ladlgbby under the renovated dome
including drawings, #Monarch WindowLackawanna lkebandVater Reedsand the
End of Day ChandelieiTheChandelierand theMonarch Windowdominate the viewer’s
attention upon entering the lobby because of gwte and bright colors. Tihdonarch
Windowfills the immense dome window that faces the viedat with large yellow-
orange ruffled shapes, as if a flock of butterfiriasl made their way into the building and
were perched on the window. Chandeliers and wirsdesem to be the artist’s favorite
forms in Tacoma. Anyone interested in seeing mdrd@y chandeliers in Tacoma at

this time could visit the lobby dfhe News Tribuneor University of Washington at
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Tacoma Library. Pacific Lutheran University and thaiversity of Puget Sound

commissioned Chihuly window installations. On a Bemacale, a local downtown bar,
the Swiss Tavern, displayed eight works from\fle@etianseries.

Chihuly’s Bridge

The installations at the Tacoma Dome and Union@taand commissions at other
sites in Tacoma provide evidence of the artistsréeto make his mark on the city of his
birth. This desire is nowhere more evident thathenChihuly Bridge of Glass. Architect
Arthur Andersson, whose firm also worked on the kagton State History Museum,
designed the 500-foot long concrete and paintea btedge. The bridge cost a total of
$6.7 million (some sources put a higher price tagt)o The Museum of Glass paid
Chihuly $3 million to design the art installatiors\d the city contributed $3.7 million for
constructing the bridge. The bridge itself is aawstript concrete form that runs from
the courtyard of the Washington State History Musea the roof of the Tacoma
Museum of Glass, and supports three installatidi@hduly’s work along its length.

Each installation featured a different theme drénwem the artist’s past work. The
installations included: thBeaform PavilionCrystal Towersand thé/enetian WallThe
Seaform Paviliorforms the bridge’s colorful ceiling, and is mageaf 2,364 objects
from Chihuly’sSeaformandPersianseries. “Placed on top of a fifty-by-twenty-foot
plate-glass ceiling, the forms are suspended irmmahd make dramatic use of natural
light. As visitors walk under this pavilion, theyperience a seemingly underwater world
of glass shapes and forms a few feet above thatdi€Museum of Glass, 2002). The
Venetian Wallbisplays work from th&enetiansikebana andPutti series in what looks

like a set of oversized, glass-walled cabinetsyféa®.4). The outdoor location and
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expected human interactions posed some problerhghatlarge display of glass objects,

and the artist responded with both design elemsmdschoice of materials. Tiarystal
Towerssection is the only part of the installation tisagéxposed to the elements. The
towers are supported by concrete bases, from wigeh a 40-foot tall cluster of rough,
blue shapes reminiscent of ice cubes or rock cafdy.blue shapes are not crystal, or
even glass. They are made of a form of polyurethiaaieChihuly studios developed for
his large-scale works, called polyvitro. Polyvitseighs less than glass, withstands
outdoor exposure better than glass, and does atieslike glass. The ceiling and walls
that form the other two bridge “pavilions” are cbusted of bulletproof glass that
protects the glass sculptures contained within. dridge raises questions about the
practicality of glass as a medium for public attestions that the Museum of Glass
confronted after both structures opened in 2002vé¥@r, the museum had other issues
to resolve, including questions about its independetus.
A Museum emerges

Even as the planners were envisioning a new ChiGldgs Museum on the
Waterway, Tacoma’s long-standing art museum wasnohg a new space. The Tacoma
Art Museum collection included many Chihulys, anthe questioned whether there was
even a need for an entirely new museum dedicatdtetartist, given that the city already
had an art museum with a Chihuly collection. TheMuseum had a long history of
showing Chihuly’s work, beginning in 1968 whenntliuded Chihuly’s work in a
sculpture exhibition, followed in 1971 by anothgh#bition that included a Chihuly

piece. The museum also presented solo exhibitib@hihuly’s work in 1981 and 1991
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and installed a permanent display of the artistskan 1987, which the artist donated to

the museum in 1990.

The Tacoma Art Museum had been a part of Tacom#dtsral scene since 1935,
when it started as the Tacoma Art Association,latet changed its name to the Tacoma
Art Museum. Since 1971, the museum had been locatidnd former National Bank of
Washington building on Pacific Avenue. By 1993, witee museum board hired Chase
Rynd as curator, they were considering a movertevabuilding, including a wing
dedicated to glass. It made sense that discussian€hihuly Glass Center would
include the Tacoma Art Museum in some way. AccaydmRynd, they had years of
discussions about making the new Tacoma Art Musandithe new Chihuly Glass
Center a “joint effort” before they decided to pugseparate paths (Farr, 2002a).
Questions about sharing resources were raised afiaimRynd left in 1999, but “after
extensive talks, the two sets of trustees stilldot see eye to eye” (Farr, 2002), and it
appears that the idea was not raised again, eveghhthere was a strong likelihood that
the two organizations would be competing for tr@eséunding, in a city with a limited
pool of potential funders. They were both alreadypeting for work by the same artist,
although Chihuly settled that conflict in the TacArt Museum’s favor when he
donated a collection of his work to the art musearf990 and then withdrew his name
from the waterfront glass museum.

Despite questions about what the new glass museaswuaing to be named and
what it would contain, museum fundraising and catsion moved ahead. In 1997
Erickson revealed his first designs for the Mused@lass, with the iconic tilted cone

housing the hot shop. Construction began in Jur2900, and by March the frame of 90-
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foot tall cone was completed. Erickson’s design thetchallenges of the site admirably,

and was widely praised in the architectural préssture articles appearedAmchitecture
magazine an@€anadian Architectand the museum received widespread mainstream
media when it opened in 2002. The diamond-patterstatchless steel cone is the most
dramatic element in a building that is strikingtsimodesty of form and structure.
Although the cone barely rises above the leveladfifit Avenue, its full form is clearly
visible from the freeway, passing trains, and fitwa higher levels of the downtown area.
The rest of the building is markedly less dram#tan the cone. From Dock
Street at the waterfront level, the stainless steeé dominates, while the rest of the
street-side structure displays a nondescript, gaterete wall topped by several rows of
translucent windows. What looks like a set of oizad curved metal smoke stacks
connotes the dock’s industrial shipping and radraativities. Visitors approaching from
Dock Street must find their way around the giamtecto find the museum’s entrance,
which faces the Thea Foss Waterway. The conedaisonates the museum’s waterfront
facade, marking the southern edge of the buildiipng, low, sloped roof overhangs the
glass-front entrance. A box containing a glassattavto the parking garage below rises
from the front courtyard. The roof slope is shallogcause it also serves as a pedestrian
ramp and a multilevel viewing platform for waterfteevents, and a space for outdoor art
installations. The museum’s collection of rampairstand reflecting pools highlight the
most dramatic approach to the museum, the passagedbwntown Tacoma, over the
Chihuly Bridge of Glass; “offering a promenade d@tturale from the city to its
waterfront” (Boddy, 2002). This route to the muset@wards visitors with dramatic

views of the cone and the waterfront as they gassaigh the Chihuly Bridge of Glass
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and descend down the museum’s roof which comptises sloping terraces, each level

with its own reflecting pool. Visitors can travébag the terraces to reach the waterfront,
or descend the wide, curving ceremonial stairwraps around the cone.

The cone dominates the interior of the 79,000 sgt@ot museum, just as it does
on the outside. As museum visitors enter the spadabby, their attention is drawn to
the metal base of the cone, just behind and téethef the reception area. The base of
the cone houses a 9,200 square foot hot shop dmepler that includes space for 200
people in tiered seating and a wraparound balcdisytors can watch an in-house team
of artists work with a changing group of visitingists to demonstrate different
glassmaking techniques. A webcam broadcasts thehlogt activities worldwide.

The hot shop amphitheater is the heart of the mmsand is the site of near-
constant artist production, sometimes with multigl@ms of artists at work on different
projects. The glassmaking setup and equipmentdesl@our glory hole¥ for heating
and reheating glass (at 2,100 to 2,300 degree®/ait) while it is being formed. Two
furnaces, each of which can accommodate about hO00ds of glass, keeps the glass in
molten state by operating constantly, 24 hoursya @lae hot shop also includes hot and
cold glass studios and five anneatets control the temperature at which the glass
objects cool after they’'ve been made, to preveatleng or shattering. The hot shop
amphitheater is the main attraction of the museamd, highlights the performative
aspects of glassblowing and glass art productioninfouse team works with a
changing array of visiting artists who work reprasehe wide range of artistic

possibilities of glass in contemporary art. Howegaven the complexity and time

3" The part of the glass furnace used for keepingtigs hot and reheating glass as it is being vaorke
3 An oven used to cool hot glass at a controllecpenature.
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required for many glassmaking processes, it's tasspplowing and the production

processes that can occur rapidly that take cetdages

The rest of the museum structure contains 11,008rsdeet of exhibition
galleries, a theater, a grand hall lobby area,, eatéseum shop, and administrative
offices. Although Erickson complained about theited budget that constrained his
ability to realize the full design concepts as é&led back design elements or substituted
cheaper materials in a process Erickson labeledV@lae Engineering” (Boddy, 2002,

p. 30), the building met or exceeded expectationgs exterior design and hot shop
spaces in particular. The small, low-ceilinged gjadls were less admired, but adequate
for a museum that had no collection, and whose npajgpose was still in question at the
time of its opening.

The board quickly took action to resolve the questibout the museum’s mission
by hiring Josi Callen as the museum’s director0@@ Callen was the former director of
the San Jose Museum of Art and she was creditédnaaking that museum a major
cultural organization in the region. She immediatetgan working with the architect to
refine the museum designs and worked with thedassto shape the organization’s
vision. Her response to the situation was to rendgn@enuseum to the Tacoma Museum
of Glass: International Center for Contemporary; And expand its mission beyond
glass to become a showcase for contemporary arpléce artists who work in glass in
the context of international art trends, not totghee them” (Farr, 2002b). During the
first year after the museum’s opening it had anenak of 300,000 visitors; 90,000
people stopped by during the first two months. Adeow to city sources, the museum

opening also “generated 20 million media impressmoridwide” (City of Tacoma
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Storybook, 2010b); the media frequently includedemtion of Tacoma’s renaissance

and revitalization efforts:

This museum is a landmark for downtown Tacoma,inra increasingly

ambitious succession. First came the adaptivethebirthe curvaceous,

Romanesque Union Station into a federal courthabes, the renovation of a row

of workaday warehouses into a University of Wastandgranch campus. Next

May, Antoine Predock’s new Tacoma Museum of Agesto open, and then, not

far off, come two museums of American cars and megtdes (Cheek, 2002, p.

81).

The museum’s opening exhibitions included somduadie glass art’s
international and regional stars, and includedasteaturing Northwest painters from
the past. Chihuly appeared in person as the fisging artist in the Hot Shop
Amphitheater. Three exhibitions were part of theropg celebrationsthe Inner Light:
Sculpture by Stanislav Libensky and Jaroslava Boxa andSounds of the Inner Eye:
John Cage, Mark Tobey, and Morris Gravyéled the interior gallery spaces. The outside
courtyard and rooftop terraces displayed work bgdgdry Barsamian, Patrick Dougherty,
Gronk, Mildred Howard, and one of the original Rick participants, Seattle artist
Buster Simpson. In addition to the museum’s exiabjtChihuly’s permanent
installations on the Chihuly Bridge of Glass wardistinguishable from the museum’s
temporary installations, thanks to the architedtomarger of the bridge with the
museum’s rooftop terraces.

The museum’s combination of art forms and artistfuided in its opening

exhibitions confused some in the art world who i see the connection between
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Studio Glass, the Northwest Mystic painters, andl@no composers. Whether the

exhibitions were explicitly linked or not, the comation did fit the historical context of
the studio glass movement in the Pacific Northwespecially when paired with Tacoma
Art Museum’s opening exhibition lineup the followiryear. The Tacoma Art Museum’s
opening exhibitions featured a Chihuly installataord an exhibition of the Northwest
Mystic School of painters. This combination of siiand art forms in both museums
connected the movement back to its beginningereging the role of Chihuly, and the
importance of international influences. The inatusof exhibitions featuring Mark
Tobey and Morris Graves at both museum openinghasiped the regional connections
and lineage of the Northwest Studio Glass movenigrhaps unconsciously, the two
Tacoma curators revisited the PNAC strategy froenlth72 exhibition in the
organization’s Seattle gallery, which paired woykastists from Pilchuck’s first year

with the work of Tobey, Morris, and the Northwesy#ic School. Studio glass as a
movement did not start in the Pacific Northwest, iteidevelopment was shaped and
strengthened by northwest artists, patrons, ananizgtions.

Tacoma’s emergence as a cultural center to rivalti®evas reinforced in 2003
when the new Tacoma Art Museum opened in May, fegja Chihuly installation as
one of its inaugural exhibitions. On the waterfr@attle gallery owner William Traver
opened a satellite Traver Gallery in November diZMhext to the Glass Museum in the
restored 19 century Albers Mill building. By 2005, visitorsamting a totally glass-
themed vacation could book rooms at the Hotel Morarhich featured a glass collection
in the lobby. Within a few years of opening, in 80€he museum changed directors and

changed its name once again to the Museum of Glagsping the reference to
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international contemporary art, and focusing orsgjl&fter the original interest,

attendance settled down to an average of abou®Q6@jsitors per year.
Discussion

The opening of the Tacoma Museum of Glass procldjraed literally
institutionalized glass as a regional art form. Tineseum and related developments in
Tacoma represented the city’s attempts to pronef as the city most closely
associated with this medium through its connedtoDale Chihuly, the artist most
closely associated with the medium.

Competition between Tacoma and Seattle has long jpee of both cities’
history. The story of Tacoma’s revitalization reggsts the efforts of city officials to
transform the city’s economic identity from bluellaoroots to a smaller, less expensive
version of its larger and more economically sudegs®ighbor to the north. Tacoma’s
business elites saw opportunities to advance Tasoraase using the strategies that had
gained popularity in other cities—waterfront redepenent and cultural development.
Tacoma’s urban museum cluster gained a glass musecause of the efforts of two
prominent people connected to Tacoma: George Rukseher head of Russell
Investments, and a former resident, Dale Chihuly.

Tacoma leaders’ decision to create a culturalidistind to market the city as a home
for the creative class combines two strains ofucaltdevelopment policies: the emphasis
on cultural districts and mega-projects to genemadia attention, bring in tourists and
attract corporate headquarters, and a more regeuns on attracting the “creative class”
of new industry professionals who prefer lively ammeighborhoods with multiple

cultural amenities (Florida, 2002, 2005; MarkuseKi&g, 2003, 2004; Markusen,
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2005).

During the 1990s, it was common for cities to aeeaw cultural institutions in a bid
to attract tourists, media attention, and redevekqt investment in declining
postindustrial downtowns (Eisinger, 2000; Strom2@D03; Miles & Paddison, 2005,
Diaz-Orueta & Fainstein, 2009, Lehrer & Laidley02). However, Tacoma'’s efforts
went beyond most other cities in their enthusiasmfuseums and public art in their
rebuilding plans, and the outpouring of money alathiming that went into these projects
seems at odds with the city’s economy and demog@sph

Urban scholars Diaz-Orueta and Fainstein (p. 76ilyéveral development
categories in their definition of the new mega-potg, including:

e “Regeneration of waterfronts

e Recovery of old manufacturing and warehousing zones

e Construction of new transport infrastructure orélxéension of existing ones

e Renovation of historic city districts, usually teet the special consumer
demands of middle- and upper-class sectors” (ZudA8, Loures, 2001).

The history of Tacoma'’s revitalization includes gvene of these strategies, put into
place over two decades, beginning in the 1980saandlerating throughout the 1990s

(Table 8.1).



Table 8.1: Revitalization projects and strategiefacoma, 1985 — 2005.

Project Strategy Year
Union Depot Warehouse L :
Historic District designation Historic preservation 1980
Tacoma Dome Mega-project of an earlier 1983
model/era
Pantages Theater Restoration Renovation of histayidistrict | 1983
University of Washington, Recovery of old manufacturing ar d1
: 990
Tacoma Branch warehousing zones
Waterfront regeneration/ Recovery
Thea Foss Waterway property of old manufacturing and 1991
purchase .
warehousing zones
Union Station remodel Renovation of historic citgtdct | 1992
Foss Waterway Public Encourage public/private 1996
Development Authority created partnership to reclaim waterfront
Washington State History Renovation of historic city district| 1996
Museum
“Wired Tacoma” New infrastructure construction 1999
Waterfront regeneration/ Recoverny
Chihuly Bridge of Glass of old manufacturing and 2002
warehousing zones
Museum of Glass: InternationalWatencront regengratlon/ Recovery
of old manufacturing and 2002
Center for Contemporary Art .
warehousing zones
Tacoma Art Museum Renovation of historic city dedtr | 2003
LINK Light Rail New infrastructure in historic city | 2003
district
Tall Ships festival in Thea FossFestivals 2005
Waterway
New Convention Center 2005

Tacoma’s elites did not start with or confine theffiorts to museums, but
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included projects across the spectrum of revithbrnastrategies. Between 1985 and

2003, Tacoma was an enthusiastic participant im#tenal urban “cultural building

boom” that Strom (2002) attributed in large paret@mnomic changes that made cities

more economically dependent on consumption ac®idind a lessening of “cultural

hierarchies” that expanded the definition of cuidtdorms and activities considered
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suitable for museums. Both factors resulted imangase in museum building and

expansion campaigns undertaken as part of an ecom@velopment strategy.

Did these strategies work to re-energize Tacomads@my? For a time, the
strategies seemed to succeed. Tacoma’s renaissangeeceived lots of attention as an
example of the success of cultural developmenutitout the early 2000s, especially
when Tacoma seemed to weather the dot.com recesfsiba era in better shape than
Seattle, although at least one writer noted thatwas because Tacoma did not have
enough dot.com companies to affect their economy tlae city’s economy in general
was less subject to the boom and bust variaticatsatte a trademark of Seattle. Tacoma
has not fared any better than any other Northwigstrcthe most recent economic
recession. The Washington State History Museumyelmsed its doors because of state
funding cuts, although it was reprieved at the tastute, and the Museum of Glass
suffered serious economic setbacks due to the etgorsbump and the high cost of
operations.

After the period of initial enthusiasm ended, giges arose about the city’s role
as an urban real estate developer. A 2005 articieée News Tribun@/oelpel, 2005)
guestioned the city’s activities in the sale of-@tvned properties and noted that the city
donated land in some cases or sold land at belotkenhprices to several developers and
museums. According to Voelpel (2005), developesranprofit managers who made a
good case that their project would spur economield@ment got a good deal from the
City. Beneficiaries included the Museum of Glakg, Tacoma Art Museum, the LeMay
Automobile Museum, and even the Federal Courthousesh got Union Station for its

use after the city financed the renovation. Commeédevelopers who benefited by the
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city’s desire to establish public-private partngoshncluded those who developed hotels

and office buildings.

The most popular part of the Museum of Glass wastt shop, which was part
of Chihuly’s original vision of a glass center a@mat shop, where people could watch
artists at work with red-hot molten glass in frohthe flames of the glory holes and
furnaces. In its own way, the museum could be ssemne possible direction for
museums as they rethink their institutional roldse Museum of Glass is not just a
museum that displays work, it is a museum wherglpemake art, and do so in a way
that invites local people, along with touristsfda&e part, as audience members through
the hot shop demonstrations, and as participarasigh weekly workshops in
glassmaking techniques.

The hot shop also served as an artist center anchgdnal resource. As museum
management strove to keep the hot shop activd, l@gponal, and international studio
glass artists from were invited to work with thehiouse team, or to bring their own
teams with them, providing opportunities for agigi work together and trade ideas and
techniques. The presence of the Museum of Glaggi(ggally its hot shop) helped
support at least one small group of local artistskimg with glass outside the museum’s
walls, and helped spur additional hot shop consbmen the area. Chihuly also ensured
that studio glass would become a Tacoma traditibenahe supported the establishment
of Hilltop Artists in 1994, a tuition-free educatia program in teaching glassmaking to
the city’s youth from a range of backgrounds. Tiglwaut the 1990s Chihuly’s activities
ensured that anyone traveling in or through Tacanmald see his artwork if not his

name, and at the same time, through the actiotteedfluseum of Glass and the artists
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associated with that institution, Tacoma has indemmbme a city with a growing

population of artists who work with glass, if notigy of glass.



249
Chapter 9: Findings and Discussion

Introduction

The studio glass movement emerged fifty years atjotive expressed aim of
promoting glass as an artistic medium, and took iroacademic arts programs due to the
efforts of its early practitioners. The movemeimisovative approach to the medium,
which required artists to develop new processeseniags, and conventions, also defines
the movement as an artistic revolution accordinBeoker’s (2008) theory of art worlds.
As representatives of a new artistic movementfiteegroup of studio glass artists who
worked in the Puget Sound region during the 19@&@searly 1970s were challenged to
create the cultural support systems they needed,work within the existing cultural
framework to create the environment necessaryrieethOver the next 30 years, the
group succeeded beyond anyone’s expectations. &fe factors in their success
included Seattle’s emerging cultural infrastrucfuhe social capital that the artists
developed through artist networks created by waykélationships; ties to educational
and professional organizations; and the group’tabo strategically access existing
cultural resources while building new support syst¢hat supported individual careers
and promoted their chosen medium.
Findings

This section briefly lists and describes the megsearch findings. These are
discussed in detail in the following section.

1. The Puget Sound studio glass artist movemen¢septs a regional

manifestation of a national studio glass movemegné studio glass movement in the
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United States traces its roots to two glass worksheld in Toledo, Ohio in 1962. It

spread from there to several university arts pnogtavhich became hubs in a national
studio glass artist network. Faculty and graduatésese programs expanded the
movement through recruitment activities, learniegworks, and professional
associations.

2. Two categories of support systems developekarPuget Sound region. These
support systems were instrumental in furtheringgitwevth of studio glass art in the
region. The first category was place-based, andociged artist centers, regional
patronage, institutions, and market support. Tlcersg was network based, centered on
formal and informal educational programs, profassimetworks developed through the
Glass Art Society, and international artist netvgofBoth systems interacted and
overlapped. Pilchuck Glass School, for examplds fato both categories, as it was a
locally based artist center that connected a wete/ork of artists. Artists participated in
the systems to different degrees at stages of thesers. Both systems fostered
collaborative activities and shared learning exqreres that were instrumental in building
social capital and expanding the network of artigt® worked with the medium of glass.

3. Studio glass artists, acting as a group anddigiduals, engaged in activities
to strategically access the existing cultural istiracture of people, place, policy, cultural
institutions, and the arts market to promote thdioma and the interests of the group.
Once those connections were established, instiaitiactivities and marketing efforts on
behalf of regional artists helped develop the miglidethe work of regional studio glass
artists. These institutional activities were catroeit by a variety of actors, including

artists, local museum curators, arts patrons, yatieners, and art critics.
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4. As the Puget Sound region gained a reputati@ncasiter for studio glass, a

regional studio glass art cluster developed. Matista came to the area, attracted by the
learning opportunities and vocational experienceslable only in the region. By the
1990s, the Puget Sound area was home to a lardg@fpardistic talent, which provided
labor for larger scale projects. Galleries thatcsdzed in selling studio glass art opened,
new businesses formed to manufacture and supptyatized materials, and professional
production studios emerged. Division of labor beeanore formal and hierarchical.
Cooperative arrangements were still common, butheerially successful artists shifted
production from a reliance on trading labor to & wi labor exchanges and paid labor.

How and why did this community of artists emergd #mive in the Puget Sound region?

The interactions that sustained studio glass antegjionally were varied and
emanated from different sources. Local culturalastructure, educational programs,
cultural policies, market support, artist sociawegks, and the region’s changing social
and economic context all played a role. This comityumas a regional manifestation of
the national studio glass movement, which begd®862 and was originally spread
through academic programs at several universitiesording to Becker’'s (1982/2008)
theory of change in art worlds, artistic revolusdhat are not successful in building or
accessing the necessary support required to beanrag world will not grow beyond
the original artists who initiated them.

The Puget Sound artists were undeniably successfofrshaling the resources
they needed to build an art world that supported tinedium. The Puget Sound region
provided overlapping place-based and network-baspgort systems for Puget Sound

artists. The place-based system included localnatisorks, patrons, arts administrators,
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galleries, and artist centers, represented by iilghPratt, and some for-profit

production studios. The network-based system camgrinternational artist networks
and organizations, including university arts progsathe Glass Art Society and informal
learning institutions like Pilchuck. Artist netwarkacilitated knowledge sharing and
community expansion through social gatherings, wiooks held at annual meetings, and
informal gatherings. Place-based support systesasfatilitated knowledge sharing and
network expansion through shared production, aedted location-specific opportunities
for face-to-face interactions between artists,qrety gallery owners, arts administrators
and other members of the arts community. Group ebitign and conflict periodically
reshaped the boundaries of the community and theastisystem over time.

Seattle in the early 1970s lacked an economic stiggstem for studio glass art,
but the city was home to a vibrant cultural andcciie that included a growing number
and range of cultural activities and venues, arghphousing and studio space also
provided a form of support for arts-related act@at From the mid-1950s, when business
elites first began planning the world’s fair forvdatown Seattle, business, civic, and
cultural coalitions, working sometimes cooperatyvahd sometimes at odds, initiated
processes that were to reshape the city’s cultoregawith its civic, economic, and built
environment over the next 50 years. By 1970, Sgsttultural infrastructure included
several elements necessary to support artisticustah (Becker, 2008; Jackson, 2004).
Key pieces in this framework were several acadgarograms in the arts at regional
colleges and universities, a few local funding oigations, a municipal arts commission,
regional arts crafts fairs, and a few nonprofit &dprofit galleries. The city was also

home to a core group of civic, business and culelii@s who supported the city’s
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cultural expansion and local cultural institutioaad a growing middle-class population

with an interest in cultural activities and urbaneaities.

The Haubergs used their influence to promote Pdklaind the work of artists
connected to the school. This connection was astedul at the end of Pilchuck’s first
summer program in 1971 when Anne Hauberg arrarmedlibit artwork created by
Pilchuck students and faculty at the nonprofit ka® of the Crafts Gallery in Seattle.
Artists who came to Pilchuck and decided to stajheregion found that their
connection to the school helped them in furthethregr artistic careers in Seattle.
Chihuly and the Haubergs promoted Pilchuck thraigir educational and social
networks. Regional studio glass artists also preshetch other and their medium
through the national Glass Art Society, which wamonal professional association
founded in 1971, modeled on the national CounciEdncation and the Ceramic Arts
(NCECA), an organization to promote ceramics angtation that emerged as part of the
American studio craft movement.

By the 1980s, a steady flow of artists passed tjir@ismall group of institutions,
learning and sharing knowledge, and Pilchuck waisngortant node in this institutional
network. Pratt Fine Arts Center, which started asrmamunity arts center in the late
1970s, was another center for artist productionneoted to Pilchuck and the Glass Art
Society through the artists who were involved vatith organizations. Pratt, located in
Seattle’s Central District, provided the city wih open access studios and glassmaking
equipment that supported low-cost educational dppdres for local artists to learn
glassmaking processes. Pratt’s glass studios mdaffordable facilities for experienced

and emerging artists to work together to carrypgrajects at a larger scale than they
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could accomplish in individual studios. Both Pilckiand Pratt served as workspaces to

produce artistic commissions for public art progeat private commissions. As a
community center in the middle of the city, Pra#tsnraccessible to a much broader range
of people in the community than Pilchuck. It did have the academic or financial
requirements of Pilchuck, nor did it require thélskmoney, or artist connections that
were needed to work in private artist productiod aommercial studios. Unlike
Pilchuck, Pratt was open year-round, and artistédcsupplement their income through
teaching at Pratt.

Along with the proliferation of local schools antbgduction sites, local artists
were also finding career success. Most news astadb@ut Chihuly also included a
reference to Pilchuck Glass School, and its locatiear Seattle. Chihuly was the most
well-known of the glass artists at this time, aediarchased a home in Seattle in 1982.
However, he continued to spend much of his timeetrag to execute large-scale
commissions, and conduct workshops, and he priynaotrked at Pilchuck during the
summer. Artists who came to the region to studyilehuck and stayed in the city
included Benjamin Moore, Paul Marioni, Sonja Blohidd@herman Statom, Joey
Kirkpatrick, and Flora Mace. Their work was a mgpoesence in the city’s galleries.
Some of them traded expertise or shared labor etitér artists to produce that artwork.
A few, including Moore, Rob Adamson, and Blomdadn for-profit studios that
employed artists for production work, or leasedrteidios to other artists. Production
studios like the Glass Eye, Glasshouse Studio Ssaditle Glassblowing Studio profited
from the growing tourism market, provided additibplaces for glass artists to gain

experience and earn income, and became anotherrcedor artists in need of
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workspace. During the 1980s corporations natioriziyan investing in the arts and

accruing corporate art collections. Studio glass aaenterpiece of several Seattle
corporate collections, most notably the SheratoteHand the U.S. Bank Centre in
downtown Seattle. Work by Chihuly and other Pildhadists formed the core of these
collections.

The 1990s opened with three significant eventsiferegion’s studio glass
artists: the Glass Art Society (GAS) conferenc&900, the celebration of Pilchuck’s
20" anniversary in 1991, and the opening of the neatt®eArt Museum building in
1992. Studio glass could be seen in the regiongsarate headquarters, public buildings,
parks, and public spaces. One of the reasonshisaart form was so much a part the
region’s built environment was because of King dgisnpercent for art program, which
stipulated that public capital construction progedédicate one percent of their budget to
project-related art. With their strong cooperatinatworks including people with skills in
many artistic production processes, and the preseihworkspaces like Pratt, Pilchuck
and local production studios, the region’s studasg artists were well-positioned to
work at an architectural scale and on group prsjacthe private and public sphere.

Artists continued to come to Seattle throughoutdbeade, attracted to the area
by Pilchuck, by the growing numbers of studio glagssts in the region, and by the city
itself. Support systems provided by community resesi and social networks are
important factors for artists in choosing to movatparticular city (Markusen, 2004).
Students who wanted to study with the masterssirtgke a class or two knew that
Seattle was the place to go to work with the leadethe field of studio glass. There was

a momentum to the process that echoed these effectatists arrived in the region
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during the 1980s and 1990s, they found the reseufekow artists, opportunities for

work and for learning, and a market for what theydoiced. These artists established
careers through a variety of approaches to theikoom applying to public arts
commissions, creating sculptural work for the fares market, teaching, opening
galleries, starting production studios, and seltimgjr work in craft fairs to supplement
their artistic income. Many also enlisted otheiséstwith complementary skills as part of
their team. As artists learned about the oppoitsit the region, more artists arrived to
further their careers and work with the recognizebters. Artists who arrived in the
later decades found or formed their own socialvaarking groups; if they knew artists
from the first or second generations, it was liketyteachers or employers rather than
collaborators and friends.

The market for art was not the only part of thaaegl cultural infrastructure that
grew. During the 1990s, many cities promoted orettgyed cultural projects, including
new visual arts museums, as part of their econsinategy to attract tourists and middle
class residents to urban downtowns (Eisinger, 280@m, 2002, 2003; Miles &
Paddison, 2005). By the mid-90s, the many new apdreded cultural institutions in the
region featured studio glass in their opening eiioiiis, and became home to permanent
studio glass collections. New museums includediegtle Art Museum, which opened
in 1992 in downtown Seattle, with an inaugural éxion featuring a Chihuly
retrospective. Regional museums that began expanaimpaigns during this decade
included the Whatcom Museum in Bellingham, the Mmsef Northwest Art in
LaConnor, the Bellevue Art Museum in Bellevue, #mel Tacoma Art Museum. All of

these museums provided additional exhibition oppoties to regional artists, including
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studio glass artists. Planning for a new museufiractboma began in the 1990s, based on

the assumption that studio glass was a major ams in the region and that a museum of
glass would draw enough visitors to provide an eaain boost to the city.

In 1990, the Glass Art Society noted that the negiould claim over 300 glass
artists, 30 hot shops, and over 50 glass studrost‘Portland, Oregon, to Bellingham,
Washington” (Miller, 1991, p. 9). These numberg th@w comparisons between Venice
and the Puget Sound region, and Chihuly’s 1@86uly Over Venicenstallation
highlighted this comparison. The widespread digtrdn of the high definition film
documenting the installation, produced by SeattleliP Broadcasting, also made
Chihuly one of the most well known artists worldeidy the late 1990s. Ti&hihuly
Over Venicdilm linked Seattle, Chihuly, and studio glassastan art form in which
Seattle artists were dominant. When people vistedttle, they expected to see studio
glass art, and they were not disappointed.

What roles did social capital, cultural capitalcisdb networks, and cultural policy play in

the community’s formation and growth?

Cultural Capital

Formal and informal educational facilities, felldwss, and academic networks
were critical at the start of the studio glass nmoget to spread information and establish
the social capital that helped the group solidfiye first generation of studio glass artists
benefitted from what Bourdieu (1986) identifiedtlas institutional form of cultural
capital provided by academia. Formal educationalifi@s provided creative freedom,
professional validation, material support and wpeces during a time when there was a

need for basic skill development, experimentatsnd innovation that the market would
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not support. During this initial incubation phasajversity faculty recruited collaborators

and students who went on to establish new glagg@mts or accepted faculty positions
in existing art programs, which expanded the netwdartists active in the field. Several
artists who were influential in the early Puget Sdstudio glass community, including
Chihuly, Fritz Dreisbach, and Michael Whitley, siediwith Harvey Littleton, one of the
movement’s founders, at University of Wisconsin ldad, which was home to the first
university program in glass. Whitley went on todeglassmaking at several colleges in
Washington during the early 1970s. After receivingduate degrees from both the
University of Wisconsin and the Rhode Island Scladdbesign, Chihuly became a
faculty member at the Rhode Island School of Deaigph established the glass program
there. Through his position as a RISD professow&® able to secure the funding to hold
the first glass workshops at Pilchuck in Stanwdddshington in 1971. Dreisbach
graduated from the University of Wisconsin in 196@.cofounded the Glass Art Society
at Penland, North Carolina in 1971 to promote imfation sharing among glass artists,
and taught at Pilchuck during its first summer vatrdp. Academic connections brought
Chihuly and the Haubergs together. Chihuly hachdttd the University of Washington
and met the well-known Seattle textile designekJamor Larsen, who later provided
him with an introduction to the Haubergs. This s meeting that led to the first glass
workshop being held on Hauberg's land in Stanwdaan which developed the
subsequent symbiotic relationship between Chihtbly Haubergs, and the Pilchuck
Glass School, and which linked the school andrtistgpopulation to Seattle’s elites and

its cultural institutions.
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Academic credentials and academic networks progetulto Puget Sound artists

who sought to learn traditional European glassntat@chniques. Artists were able to
travel and study at European studios through emedemic credentials. Chihuly,
Marquis, and Huchthausen were all awarded Fulbsgholarships that funded study
trips to Europe, spending time at different Europglass studios and factories where
they studied traditional glassmaking methods atabéshed connections to European
artists that proved fruitful for both European axderican artists.
Social Capital

According to Florida (2005), members of the creatilass preferred weak ties
and looser social networks, which promoted inn@ratind creativity. The artists
profiled in this research sought out and benefifteth both strong and weak ties. Weak
ties and bridging social capital were importanatists at the start of their careers and for
connecting to new sources of knowledge, as inrthiali relationships established
between and various American and European aristsigh Pilchuck. The initial
connections were established through academic eseuls artists spent time with their
European counterparts, working and social relaligpssdeveloped, and several European
artists became a regular part of the American anadesiting artist circuit, including
stints at Pilchuck and occasionally at Pratt. Bogdies and social capital were created
and strengthened as the artists worked togethes@ridlized over the decades.

Lloyd’s (2004) study of artists in Wicker Park, Cago provides an example of
bonding social capital and its role in artist conmmtyiformation. The community
building process required not only the presendhefartist residents but also local semi-

public gathering places, and spaces for perforramtjshowing work (Lloyd, 2004;
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Markusen & Johnson, 2006). Puget Sound artist cegenerated both bonding and

bridging social capital among artists, as locaktstsocialized and collaborated with each
other and with visiting artists from outside thgiom. Events and workshops also
connected with new artists, art students, audiema@mbers and patrons, creating bridging
social capital among these groups. Regional aristers like Pilchuck Glass School and
Pratt Fine Arts Center, and for-profit spaces tike Glass Eye Studio, the Glasshouse
Studio, and Benjamin Moore’s Studio, served astiurtginal actors in the networks
through which other group relationships were forr{t@dleman 1988). Social capital and
strong artist networks were reinforced from artisasling labor and sharing workspaces
to complete commissions, producing work for salgafteries or to show in museums,
from informal gatherings where artists socializad aorked together, and through the
professional development activities of the GlassSciety.

Participants in Jackson’s 2004 study of the supgtouctures for U.S. Artists
“emphasized affiliations with training institutionsuch as universities, art schools,
companies, and studios, and with individual magachers that ‘brand’ artists and
associate them with the characteristics ascribéddse entities” (p. 46). Artists came to
the Puget Sound region because they wanted to stitiolgpecific artists like Chihuly,
Tagliapietra, Moore, and others, or more generédgtudy at Pilchuck or to be in an
environment where they could be surrounded by anwanity of artists whose skills
encompassed the range of knowledge about workitigtive medium of glass, and
where there was a range of career opportunitiesr @we, artists trained at local
institutions provided large pool of artistic talemtd labor for larger scale projects,

division of labor became more formal. The locakglart networks grew to incorporate
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people producing new materials, supplies, new gaefi¢o exhibit and sell work, and new

production facilities.

All these factors contributed to building artistwerks, and increased social
capital, and in 1996, Chihuly and his team of 3edtased artists demonstrated the
strength and breadth of their networks in stagihghuly Over VeniceThis installation
entailed Chihuly and his team starting from th@mie base in Seattle, and traveling to
glassblowing factories in Finland, Mexico, Irelaathd Murano to create components for
large scale Chihuly chandeliers to be installethenstreets, courtyards and over the
canals in Venice. This event trumpeted the suprgraB&eattle in the international
studio glass art world, and the persona of Chilaglyhe face of Seattle studio art glass.
At the same time, it also highlighted the broa@inational network of studio glass
artists and the movement’s genealogy as both drtaait, turning glass factories into
sites of artistic creations, as artists and factaoykers labored together to fabricate the
glass components to be shipped and assembled ine/&mcelebration of Seattle and
Chihuly and the international studio glass art roekuw

Cultural Policy

A wide variety of cultural policies were initiateder the thirty years covered by
this study. This section highlights a few policibat were key to supporting a particular
event or the careers of several artists portraged. These include historic preservation
policies, percent for arts programs, CETA, andualtdistricts created as an economic
development strategy.

The one percent for art ordinance in Seattle oaigd in 1973 and required that

“1% of eligible city capital improvement projectrids” be earmarked for works of art
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(City of Seattle, 1979). As a result, Seattle’sanrispaces, public buildings, and

transportation infrastructure became sites fomatallations and displays. Studio glass
artists were commissioned to create windows, sarégt and mixed media installations
for a variety of settings, and also served as guamd community panel members during
arts selection processes. These projects, marmeof targe-scale, provided commissions
and also opportunities to establish relationshijgs @ommunity members, city officials,
architects, and other artists working on mixed-raedstallations. Not all artists sought
out this experience, but for several of the artis$sussed in this research, public art
comprised a significant part of their career.

The 1973 Comprehensive Employment and Training(8&TA) and the Model
Cities program of 1966 to 1975 are two short-libed significant policies in this
narrative. The Model Cities program provided thigioal vision and demonstrated
community support for a local community arts cemtbich eventually became the Pratt
Fine Arts Center, and CETA funding paid for thetees first employees, including the
artists who worked there. Without the backing @St two programs, it is unlikely that
Pratt, with its open studios for glass productiwould have gotten off the ground.

The museum building boom of the 1990s was spuryeal dbmbination of factors
and was less an outcome of cultural policy thagrofvth coalitions and economic
developers combining forces with local arts patrdmsng a time of unprecedented
economic growth in the region. The outcome of wtabm (2003) labeled “cultural
policy as economic policy” was that new regionalsewms provided new spaces for
regional artists to exhibit their work, and new ogpnities for patrons and collectors to

show and sell the work they owned.
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Other cultural policies that provided more genstadport and were important

elements of the cultural infrastructure includee 8eattle Arts Commission, the
Washington State Arts Commission and the suppest tiifered artist careers through
grants, arts education programs, and administratigrercent for arts programs. Historic
preservation policies designated certain urbansamedistoric districts, validating the
range of cultural activities that were already makplace in neighborhoods like Pike
Place Market and Pioneer Square, and incidentalyimg these destinations easy for
tourists to locate, generating additional econoacitvity along with the cultural
activities.

How were these processes affected by the regiarggi cultural, social, and economic

context?

The initial group of studio glass artists arrivadSeattle in the early 1970s, during
an era when the city was undergoing economic anmbdeaphic changes that would set
the stage to regional changes over the next tteeadds. Many of these artists were
themselves representative of the new demograptodege-educated, middle-class,
white, and young. Some of them came to the regi@stape from the pressures of big
city life and later found themselves in Seattlevimrk or educational opportunities, while
others were attracted to the city from the stagaitle’s economy shifted from its
dependence on Boeing as the major industry to be¢bencenter of the new high-
technology and lifestyle industries sector and heorthe headquarters for global
corporations like Microsoft, Starbucks, Amazon, REH others. Economic growth
supported a prosperous middle class that countaatenest in all forms of cultural

activities, including art viewing and collectinguiing the 1980s the market for artwork



264
increased nationally, and regional artists expeedrthe benefits. Higher art prices and a

growing audience for art generated new galleried,@ovided even moderately
successful artists with the possibility of suppaytthemselves through their art during
the boom periods.

Regional economic prosperity during the 1990s edpdrthe market for art once
again. Revitalized downtown spaces became sitagisfic production and markets, and
tourism contributed to the downtown economy ofesitihroughout the region. Pike Street
Market and Pioneer Square, both saved by histoesgovation campaigns in the 1970s,
became leading tourist destinations in Seattlepradided places to show and sell art.
The more prosperous cities commissioned new pbhilidings and remodeled public
plazas and parks. Percent for art programs guaduibat artists would gain
commissions every time this occurred. In additibe, success of Microsoft spawned new
millionaires who commissioned artwork that wasahlg for corporate offices and
suburban mansions. The regional museum buildinglbovided new spaces for artists
to show work, and for patrons to display theiraftections, many of which featured the
work of regional artists.

These factors combined to provide artists with reisa of opportunities for
pursuing careers. And, once again, every timedk&bkor economic context changed,
the region’s studio glass artists were well poisequickly adapt to the changes, through
their network connections that enabled them tanle&w skills and processes, or

assemble a team with the necessary skills to wotka new environment.
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How can this case provide examples for other ¢lties

This study detailed how the combined effects oivdids by local actors helped
an emerging artist community take root and grow, ilustrated how a group of artists
organized at an early stage to create the netwar&ded to support themselves and their
art form. There is certainly no guarantee that@tywill have the economic growth of
Seattle in the 1990s, but economic growth wasmeptimary factor that created this
community during the 1970s and 1980s when studissgartists became a noticeable
presence in the region. Although the economic bobthe 1990s produced the largest
expansion of the studio glass movement in the redgiee movement grew over several
decades of boom and bust cycles. The network altaralinfrastructure development
activities that supported the growth of studio glasvement in the Puget Sound region
could provide a model for artist communities inesthegions with local variations taken
into account.

There is nothing new in the notion that artistksaét cities and neighborhoods
that have abundant, affordable spaces for workintgli@ing, and this study provides yet
another instance in support of this idea. The figdialso reinforce the importance of
artist centers to artist careers. In addition ®ittiormal artist spaces, academic
institutions were also important to the formatidriros artist community. Universities
and colleges provided spaces for experimentatiosttalent artists and their professors.
They also fostered the learning networks that spbrneav ideas and new ways of working.
Finally, they offered artists the possibility ohlg-term careers in a field where instability

and financial insecurity are common.
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Local arts supporters helped establish this amfiorthe region. Local patrons

supported local arts centers, provided exhibitjpeces or encouraged galleries to exhibit
studio glass art made in the region, and purchaadyg works before the artist makers
became well known. Cultural policies and locas aammissions provided opportunities
for local artists to create work for public spaaasking studio glass art a part of the local
landscape. These are strategies that local commsiaind policymakers can adopt to
create their own cultural infrastructure from whant artistic community can form.

One example that this study provides that is nohdbin the lexicon of urban
cultural development strategies is the benefitsro$ts organizing to support each other.
Artists have a reputation as individualists whog@réo make their own way in the world.
The artists in this study went against that stgq@otind worked as a group, not always in
peace and harmony, but still together. In partwas due to the nature of the medium
they worked with, and in part due to strategic siecis by several early leaders that
organizing would help them learn the medium anarmte their work more effectively.

In doing so, they strengthened their own and tb@mnmunities abilities and careers, and
built a foundation of knowledge that helped oth#ists to innovate and develop the art
form in new directions over the years. This isrategyy that artists residing in a city
without the cultural infrastructure of recognizetsacapitals could follow to strengthen
their position.

Possibilities for Future Research

This study ranges over thirty years and coversipialactors in a changing
cultural and economic context. By its nature ansigteit touches only lightly on many

important issues and themes that could be develiypdeer. For example, a social
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network approach would be useful for providing aencomplete picture of how artist

networks functioned to support artist careers, @elotheate some of the different
cliques/cohorts and hierarchies that developed theeyears as the community grew.
Most of the artists mentioned in this researchhaxtessful careers. As a group they
have generated economic outcomes locally and raliyjo\side from the Glass Art
Society’s count of studio glass artists in 199@y¢hhave been no studies that looked into
the size and economic impact of this cluster. Hgeanal growth of studio glass art could
be developed as a case study of economic clustetatement. Another area that is
barely touched upon in this study is the role afprofit funding in supporting regional
arts centers such as Pilchuck and Pratt. For tinbseested in cultural policy to support
artists and community development, the story oftRréers some intriguing possibilities.
The role of CETA as an artist employer and theat$fef this program on communities
and on artists who worked on community projectsmduthe late 1970s has not been
explored, although some scholars are beginning teothe work in this area. An
investigation into the effects of the prolongedession on artist’s career paths provides
another possible area for research. My interestigwresearch is in the processes that
shape artist communities, how artists negotiateeraracross a changing spectrum of
cultural policies and the larger economic and daxatexts. The narratives of the artists
and careers that are briefly touched upon hereahitiite roles that artists have played in
reshaping urban culture over the past thirty yeand,this is a particularly rich area for

research to explore in future work.
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Conclusions

This research used an analytical framework basethokson’s (2004) study of
the support structure for U.S. artists, and Beskg008) theory of art worlds, with a
focus on change in art worlds. Both approachesquaseful in helping to answer the
“why here?” and “why at this particular time?” qtieas posed by the research.
Jackson’s theory provided useful criteria for idigimg and examining the cultural
dimensions that helped make artistic careers plesisila particular place, and Becker’'s
theory provided a framework for identifying and Bzang how the collective activities
of the people involved with cultural production ¢dloute to different culturally-specific
art forms that arise at certain times and plack&s Jection brings in these approaches to
illuminate the processes that shaped the succesfiss studio glass artist community in
the Puget Sound region.

Changes in art worlds

In Becker’s (2008) discussion of changes in artlégrone of the first points he
makes is that change is a constant, and art wooldsely come and go over time (p.
300). Change can be subtle and slow, or can bédeasl fast-moving, overturning
established forms of creative expressions. A ndial development can be classified
as an art world revolution if it eliminates “onerapre important groups of participants”
(Becker, 2008, p. 307). The birth of the studicsglenovement can be considered an art
world revolution, as the original group of artidby,introducing the innovation of
working with glass as an artistic medium, effedivemoved themselves from the
established networks of artistic production. Théhgeom innovative experimentation to

a new art world requires practitioners of a new@engage with an existing art world
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when it can, and to attract new supporters to el networks that provide the

“conventions,” “aesthetic criteria,” “material ragges,” “personnel,” “distribution
systems,” and criteria for aesthetic judgment p&#icular artwork (Becker, 2008).

One of the existing resources that the foundethettudio glass movement were
immediately able to access and mobilize to themaathge was the network of university
and college programs in the arts, which were atre$the expanded support for higher
education that began after World War Il and corgththrough the end of the twentieth
century. Because the original group of artists wiittated the studio glass movement at
the workshop in Toledo, Ohio, comprised univerpitgfessors and graduate students
who subsequently created new programs at their hiestieutions, there were graduate
level programs in studio glass art even before rsigtio glass artists really knew how to
work with the medium or could produce any identifeaobjects or processes that critics
or the market could identify as art.

As with many other art forms of the post World-Waera, academic institutions
acted as incubators, supporting early experimenmtatnd innovation while artists worked
out the technical issues and developed a concefpama¢work for the art form. This was
the beginning of the era of the traveling visitprgfessor in arts programs, as Singerman
(1999) documented. The connection to academidunistns allowed studio glass artists
to begin their careers from a privileged positibhe academic system provided a
national network through which visiting artists agrdduate students traveled and
exchanged information and tried out new ideas, autlworrying about how their work
would be received in the market. Grants and fellopsalso promoted interaction

between students and faculty at geographicallyadisaicademic institutions, extending
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professional and social networks beyond the logdliato the international sphere. Sites

for formal and informal training are critical tatists who are new to the field and to
established artists, not only for the training tipegvide but also because they are
recognized as important for network building (Jacks2004; Markusen and Johnson,
2006; Becker, 2008). This case study illustrates academic institutions and helped
build artist networks that served as a foundatartHis new art form, and how the artists
were able to deploy these network connections deltsi academia in support of
individual careers and field-building activities.

Another existing support system that the emergindis glass movement used as
model for bringing building a new art world origted in the studio craft movement.
Many of the first group of studio glass artists ladokckground in ceramics, and
continued to participate in the activities of thatidnal Council on Education for the
Ceramic Arts (NCECA) even after they began workimglass (Dreisbach, 2010). The
NCECA was an organization that “promotes and impsae ceramic arts through
education, community-building, research and creatigpiration” (NCECA website,
2013). The organization provided a model for thasSlArt Society (GAS), which was
founded in 1971 with a similar mission to promol@sg and share knowledge
(Dreisbach, 2010). GAS provided another dimensiosupport to the studio glass
movement as it acted to provide the same functgrdedicated artist centers (Markusen
& Johnson, 2006) and became part of the supparttsie that helped promote and
support studio glass in the Puget Sound regiorutjirats educational and networking
activities (Jackson, 2004; Becker, 2008). HoweNeavas distinct from artist centers and

place-based artist support structures in that & m@ connected to a specific art-making
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organization and was independent of place. GAS esipéd the personal connections

and networking activities that bridge place-basetvorks and foster knowledge-sharing
outside of academic institutions, being open tstrfrom all backgrounds and locations
who have an interest in studio art glass or glaksrgaactivities.

Among the key characteristics of the studio glassement at its inception were
the emphasis on education, information sharing,retaorking that originated with this
first generation and continued throughout the gi®bgstory. These characteristics,
combined with local, place-based cultural factorthie Puget Sound region, were critical
to the long-term success of the studio glass adistmunity in the Puget Sound region.

Creating a new art world in the Puget Sound region

When the early group of studio glass artists canteeattle and to Pilchuck in the
1970s, neither the city nor the region had a fd#yeloped system of support that could
sustain artistic careers over the long-term. Intamg because studio glass was a new art
movement, still in its formative stages, there wasrt world dedicated to supporting its
production. The artists who arrived in the Pugairbregion in the 1970s found what
artists in many other cities have sought over &lsé part of the twentieth century: an
abundant supply of old buildings adaptable forasartist studios, low-priced housing,
and a supportive local community. They brought wiim their connections to academic
and professional artist networks, and a desirédaoesinformation and make contacts
with others who were interested in supporting ti@s/ art movement. To create a
sustainable art world in the Puget Sound regiardistglass artists needed to develop

new methods of working and educate others in thestbods, make or find sources for
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designing and manufacturing new equipment, findgres, develop an audience, and

access the available support structures for dhtdamegion.

Many artists took part in these activities, buté&@hihuly emerged as an
important leader and a key actor in establishitigtaretworks in the region. Becker
(2008) emphasized that artists who could not ifi¢atad mobilize allies and supporters
would not succeed in moving beyond the experimesttake of a new form of artistic
production, but he does not discuss the activdregualities required of artists who are
among the leading innovators. Chihuly played anartgnt role in the growth of the
Puget Sound studio glass movement through higyatwliconnect with people and
mobilize resources necessary to complete projaagimg from arts installations to new
educational programs, especially during the ednbpsp of the studio glass in the Seattle
area. Although he has been criticized for his ngmgromotional activities, Chihuly’s
ability to garner media attention brought attentaonl financial rewards to the studio
glass artists in the region. This talent was fiisplayed through his success at
convincing the Haubergs to host the first Pilchglass workshop, and to continue
funding the organization beyond its first summehisiconnection between Pilchuck and
prominent Seattle cultural patrons brought theistgtass artists at Pilchuck into
Seattle’s cultural infrastructure. It also demoaists one pathway for emerging art forms
to mobilize resources from an existing art worlégupport of an emerging art world, a
critical activity for long-term survival of a newtdorm (Becker, 2008).

Pilchuck was founded to create a place for artestgork together, experiment
and share knowledge in an environment where thetddiabe few distractions. The

search for knowledge and the artists’ shared istsli@ promoting a specific medium
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provided incentives for them to work together iagads where they could interact in

person. Becker discussed the benefits and limitaga-to-face interaction during the
early innovative phases of new forms of artistioduction. He noted that as artists
working together, or within a limited area, expegimed with new processes and
techniques, face-to-face interactions with othéstsrand the local audience produced
locally-specific versions of an art form; and arsbdor raw materials and opportunities
to market the work can produce at least the beggsof a place-bounded art world
(Becker, 2008). As the art world develops, loctisgs stay in the area because of
available resources, and may even establish lotsabeganizations that support their
activities (Markusen & Johnson, 2006; Becker, 206®)wever, studio glass artists at
Pilchuck, in Seattle, and elsewhere soon discovéredmits of what they could learn
through experimentation and collaboration with oflbeal artists. This realization
prompted studio glass artists to seek out sourcespert knowledge, which required
access to international studios, factories and oidsv After making those links to new
networks, they worked to bring the knowledge argititernational artists to local artist
centers including Pilchuck and Pratt, essentiaiiping a local art world and local artist
centers into gateways to international knowledgehBck’s rural location required
artists to work in close quarters and as a reswdhy close personal and work
relationships formed among artists there. Thesgiogiships formed the basis for the
collaborative processes and tightly knit netwotiat became a trademark of the artists in
the region. Collaboration in the classroom andaftestudio did not mean that the

community functioned without conflict, or that alrticipants benefitted equally.
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Conflict shaped the boundaries of the field of giwglass art, as different artists

contested its existence, definition, and practices.

This study explored the idea of art worlds (Beck&Q8) and place-based support
structures for artists (Jackson, 2004) as compléngapproaches to understanding the
factors that can help sustain new art forms ansgtadmmunities and how artists sustain
careers while negotiating a changing landscapembat over time. It enriches the
previous studies by placing a special focus orrdheof artist networks. In particular,
this study sheds light on how artist networks depelnd how place-based cultural
infrastructures develop to support locally spedibions of art. It also highlights the
complex, interwoven nature of institutional, comoial; community, and individual
activities in shaping a cultural form with strongsaciations to place.

The Seattle Connection

In examining the trajectory of the studio glass eraent in the region and its
ability to sustain itself over time, three factbecome key to understanding the success
of this group of artists in Seattle and the Pugetrfal region. One is the importance of
formal and informal learning institutions as inctdya for the new art form, the second is
the role of artist networks and artist centers, tecthird is the importance of community
support.

Pilchuck’s initial mission to remain aloof from #husual distractions and
restrictions of our overcrowded and confusing siti&€hihuly, 1972) was a successful
strategy for building artist networks and fosteringgnsive learning experiences at the
summer workshops. However, many students and faatib arrived for a brief

workshop extended their stay, becoming permanesmdasts in both rural and urban
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locations, especially Seattle. The landscape aihdiglimate of the Pacific Northwest

was an attraction for many artists, and althoudthBck seemed remote from any urban
connection, the circumstances of the school’s foudemonstrated the historic links
between Seattle’s economy and culture, and thewoding landscape. The City of
Seattle, nestled in a spectacular setting of feyesbuntains, and bays, provided a
constant reminder of the closeness of nature dedeaf an easy escape to a more rural
experience for those who sought that lifestyle ndentioned previously, the city also
offered hospitable living and working possibiliti@nd it had a small but supportive base
of cultural patrons, including members of the ttiatial business elite and the new
cultural elite. Both groups shared an interestronpoting local culture and new cultural
expressions in the city. This interest in promotimgal culture was manifested in several
ways, including individual patronage, percent fds éegislation, corporate collections,
and community supported arts programs. All of theseided new opportunities for
local and regional artists.

Beyond the fact that the studio glass artists ggask in their artwork, the group
did not have a shared conceptual or underpinnimgsdefined them as a movement or a
school of art. They did not all share the sameha#iss and did not all follow the same
career paths. Over time, the lack of a shared stysesthetic philosophy was a criticism
leveled against the works produced by the studisggmovement. However, the lack of
rigorous philosophical boundaries was also a factds success in the Puget Sound
region. The openness of the studio glass moverneatytone with an interest in glass fit
with the attitudes of a city and a region that wethe midst of change. When Chihuly

and the first group of studio glass artists arriwedearch of a place to make art and
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patrons to support art, they found that Seattlelgical patrons and business elites were

actively looking for new cultural forms to reflette city’'s changing demographics and
culture.

As artists participated in local and regional fesls and craft fairs, they
connected with local residents, and built up alléaéowing. Studio glass artists literally
took their art to the streets, doing demonstrataomns “road shows” at arts and crafts fairs
throughout the region. Glassmaking, especiallysijisving processes, was inherently
theatrical, and the resulting beautiful objects enghssmaking an art form with broad
popular appeal. In addition, the presence of stgtéies art at local fairs and festivals, and
in public buildings and parks, helped make the farpart of the cultural landscape. As
the city’s economy grew in the 1980s and 1990spfation of new cultural consumers
with disposable income began looking for objectsdlbect. Glass art objects were
aesthetically appealing, demonstrated technicaértise, and because studio glass
established itself as a local art form, it hadrargj following among all levels of
collectors, from individuals with limited funds fart, to patrons who commissioned
works for mansions, and corporations who commissiomork for new corporate
headquarters.

The artists who settled in the Puget Sound regierewalready looking for
opportunities to promote their work. They took atkage of the opportunities that were
available to them, and collaborated to create ngmodunities. Within thirty years they
had succeeded in accessing the support structiresigd through the existing regional
cultural infrastructure, and creating what Beclk&)08) described as the “patterns of

collective activity we can call an art world” (p. I'he art world they created made the
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region a hub for studio glass production. For tpant, studio glass artists accomplished

this by building and expanding cooperative netwptiking advantage of the available
support for cultural production, developing new o structures or making use of the
region’s existing cultural infrastructure, includiartist centers, cultural institutions,
galleries, fairs and festivals, and patronage. Twere supported in along the way by a
combination of cultural policies, an increasedddst diverse forms of cultural
consumption among the region’s residents, and nafjisocial, and economic changes

that supported a growing art market and expandiggnal cultural infrastructure.
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Figure 9.1. Map of the Puget Sound Region StudyAre
(Source: ArcGis.com)
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Pilchuck buiyldings by Bosworth: Hot phwith flat glaés studio building in background
(Photographer, M. Ryder, 2010)

Figure 9.7.

Figum._Ginny Ruffner teaching at Pilchuck, 98
(Source: Herman, 1992.)
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Appendix A: Systems of Support

Arts policies, educational programs, galleries studlios, 1960s-1980s

Table A.1: Arts policies, programs and agencies

Arts Network of Washington State

Organization of arts organizations--provides
workshops and technical assistance to arts
organizations

Arts Northwest

Supports performing artists; regional multi-stat
organization--Washington, Oregon, Idaho

11

Building for the Arts Program

Program in the Office of Community
development in the State Department of
Community, Trade and Economic Developmen
promoted by Corporate Council for the Arts

Community Arts Development
Program

Provides technical assistance, information
resources (to arts organizations)

Folk Arts Program

Provides artist fellowships, residencies and
heritage tours

King County Commission for the
Arts

Source: Schuster, J.M. (2003). Mapping state allfpmlicy: The state of Washington.

—
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Name Date(s) | Notes
Washington State Arts
Commission (WSAC) 1961 Founded by or through effoftAllied Arts
Early
Artists in Residence Program 1970s
Washington State Arts Commission allocates 1/2
of one percent of construction costs for state
Art in Public Places Program 1974 | buildings to art purchases
State arts plan, developed by the Arts Alliance|of
ARTSPLAN 1978 Washington State
Provides technical assistance, information
resources, and advocacy services for artists; in
charge of WSAC fellowship awards and grants
Artist Trust 1987 for artist projects



Table A.2: Regional educational institutions witlograms in glass, 1970s

Name Date(s) | Notes Location
Pilchuck Glass School 1971 Dale Chihuly, Ruth Taanénne Stanwood
Gould Hauberg and John Hauberg;
Open house, last Sunday in July; Early
May=spring tour week;
Pratt Fine Arts Center 1978 Seattle Parks Deptght Settle
"metalworking, ceramics, jewelry
making, and glassblowing" Miller, p.
16; became a nonprofit
Central Washington 1970s Ellensburg
University
Everett Community 1970s Everett
College
University of Washington, | 1970s Richard Marquis taught here briefly Pullman
Seattle
Pacific Lutheran Tacoma
University
Western Washington Bellingham
University
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Table A.3: Artist studios, cooperatives, productsbmdios, commercial studios ,1970s

Name Date(s) Notes Location
1971-
mid- Steve Beasley, Roger Vines, Rob
Arts & Crafts Cooperative 1970s Adamson Seattle, WA
Bullseye Glass Co. 1974 Ray Ahlgren, Dan Schwod&eyse | Portland, OR
Lundstrom
The Glass Eye 1977 Rob Adamson, Sheila Blomdahl...| eattl®, WA
Eric Brakken, Greg Englesby, Tom
Glasshouse Studio 1972 | Andre, Dave Stone Seattle, WA
1960s-
Penberthy Electromelt 1970 Roger Ek & Spectrum Glass foundefs  Seattle, WA
San Juan Art Glass 1970s Rob Adamson Seattle, WA
Jerry Rhodes, Don Hanson, Ron Woodinville,
Spectrum Glass 1974 Smids. WA
Uroboros Glass Studio 1973 Eric Lovell Portland, OR
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Appendix B: Interviews

Interview Questions

Studio Glass Community Research Project
Themes and possible questions
|.  Biographical/demographic information
a. What is your full name?
b. Tell me about your work, title, collection, gallelyrganization.
c. What year did you arrive in the Pacific NorthwedétRat brought you here?
d. Arts background? Education, dates of attendancggrriields of study?

Il. Training and Professional Development—conventiamal lifelong learning
opportunities

Where/when did you first become involved in thesart

Where/when did you first become interested in ctittg/buying/selling studio
glass?

Why did you become interested in studio glass?

Who encouraged/supported you in this endeavor/g@rsu

Where do you find information about artists thaérest you?

How do you learn about new arts and media pra@ices

Can you name a person, institution or organizatian you frequent or turn to for
technical, business, or other advice/informatiooudlarts practices?

oo

@—~poo

l1l. Communities/Networks-inward connections to other artists and the caltsector;
outward connections to non-artists and realms beyloa cultural sector

a. In what ways are you connected to the arts comiyiuiibr example, do you
socialize with other artists or take part in comityarts activities? (Locally,
regionally online, etc.)

b. What arts-related community or volunteer activiti@s'e you been involved with
(i.e., cooperative gallery or arts workspace, infal or formal artist groups,
nonprofit or for-profit cultural or community orgemations, etc.)?

c. What local community organizations or volunteenadiiés are you involved with
or have you been involved with in the past?

IV. Geographies of Art-Places/neighborhoods, cities regions, where arntizhgregate

a. Do you work at home primarily or have a separaidistworkspace

b. If yes, where is your studio/primary workspace aod long have you
lived/worked there?

c. What places in or near the community are impot@aiybu now? When you first
began your career?

d. Where else have you lived and worked in the region?

e. Why did you choose to locate your home/studio aséhplaces?
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V. Validation/Demand/Markets

apop

P ¢))

VI.

VII.

d.

e.

Where and when was your first show? How did it feaydp

What organizations/galleries currently show yourkfo

Who is the audience for your work? How do they find about it?

What are the local/regional/national media soufoeseviews/publicity for your
work?

What changes have you noted in media support oveft

Which media report/review/article brought you thestresponse from non-
artists? From fellow artists?

How has the knowledge of and audience for your vetinged over the past 10
years? Twenty years? Thirty years?

What do you think is needed to increase the apgtieni of and audience for your
work? Why?

Material Support and Informational resources

Who do you turn to/have you turned to in the pasfihancial support?
(Nonprofit, government, patrons, family, friendsher sources.)

What are your current major sources of fundingdeweloping your arts practice?
In 2000/1990s/1980s/1970s (if relevant)?

What organizations/funding sources have you appbext have been awarded
funding by in the past? Which of these was mosbirtgnt to your career?

Future outlook vision

What role do you think place (this community, ndighhood, city, region) has
played in your success as an artist?

What are the biggest challenges to being an amtitie region now? Ten years
ago? Twenty years ago?

What role do you think the arts/artists should ptathe community?

What do you think has been the major contributibartists to
Seattle/Tacoma/Portland, the region?

What do you see as the future of studio glasserrelgion?

Thank you very much for taking the time to speak with me today. If you have any other
comments please let me know.

Additional Comments:



Table B.1: Interviews conducted

Name Interview Date Title or position

Ray Ahlgren 2010 Fireart Glass, Inc., owne
Portland

Leigh Canlis August 23, 2011. Canlis Glass Co-owner

Seattle

Ed Carpenter

October 9, 2009

Artist, Portland

Norman Courtney

August 9, 2011

Artist, Seattle

Linda Ethier

October 6, 2009

Artist, Portland

David Huchthausen July 23, 2011 Artist, Seattle
Benjamin P. Moore February 11, 2010 Artist, Seattle
Ethan Stern July 20, 2011 Artist, Seattle

William Traver

February, 2010

Gallery owner, Traver

Gallery
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Appendix C: Technical Appendix

This appendix lists and describes the differensgtaaking techniques discussed in this
document. The definitions on this page were derfvach the glossary available on the
Tacoma Museum of glass website and the onlineotiaty on the Corning Museum of
Glass websité?

Anneal

To cool glass slowly, typically in an annealing ové hot glass cools down too
quickly, it can break.

Annealer

An oven used to cool hot glass at a controlled txatpre.

Batch

Batch is the raw material used for making glass mhixed from silica, soda ash,
and lime (or potash) and then melted, which prosugass.

Blowpipe
A hollow metal rod that is used to blow glass.

Cane

A rod of glass made by melting glass, sometimesgusiultiple colors and clear
glass to create patterns, and then stretchingléss gt both ends while it is still
hot.

Cold working

The name for a group of glassmaking techniquesatteatised on glass that is not
heated. Cold working techniques include engrawncjiing, grinding, polishing
and cutting glass.

Engraving

A process of creating a surface design in glasscbhgtching the surface or using a
grinding wheel.

% For a comprehensive list of glass terminologyeréd the online dictionary on the the Corning
Museum of Glass website at: http://www.cmog.org/research/glass-dictionary/all or the glossary on
the Tacoma Museum of Glass webpage “Learn about glass” at: http://museumofglass.org.
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Etching

A process of cutting into glass using a chemicatpss, or with a tool, to create a
surface desigf’

Facon de Venise

A glass object made outside of Venice in th& @617" century, in a style that
looked like Venetian glass.

Frit
A glass powder that is made up of “batch ingredienich as sand and alkali,
which have been partly reacted by heating but aptptetely melted **

Fusing
A process of heating glass pieces until they bondijse, creating a single glass
piece.

Gaffer
The lead artist or artisan on a glassblowing team.

Glassblowing
A technique for producing hollow vessel shapesfamuling glass objects by
starting with a small clump of molten glass on end of a hollow rod (a
blowpipe), then blowing through the blowpipe toateea glass bubble, and using
a variety of glassmaking techniques to add colod, @attern, and to produce the
final shape.

Glory hole
The part of the glass furnace used for keepinglées hot and reheating glass as
it is being worked. The temperature in the gloriehs kept at a range between
210CF and 2300F.

Incalmo

Incalmo is an Italian technique of joining two gidsubbles of the same diameter
together to create an object.

9 Glossary, Tacoma Museum of Glaggtg://museumofglass.org).
*1 Corning Museum of Glass dictionarttp://www.cmog.org/research/glass-dictionady/f
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Laminated glass

Laminated glass is created by joining two layerglass by heating them or by
applying adhesive between the layers.

Lampworking

Lampworking, also called flameworking, is a teclugdghe uses a small torch to
heat up glass rods until they are soft enoughnm fato new shapes and artwork.

Lip wrap

A decorative technique where a glass thread isegpplound the rim of a glass
vessel shape to create a contrasting line of color.

Marver

A flat surface that is used to roll hot glass as lieing shaped, to keep it smooth
or to pick up decorative elements.

Mold

A hollow form that is used to shape or to creattuiees on molten glass, which
can be poured into the mold, or blown into the mold

Murano

A group of islands that are part of Venice, It&urano is known for its
glassmaking tradition since the™&entury, when glassmakers on the island of
Venice were relocated to Murano to reduce theafdikes caused by the glass
furnaces.

Murrine

The murrine technique involves creating long glasis (canes) composed of
different glass colors, and then slicing the canagveal flat disks with complex

patterns.
Polyvitro

A “polyurethane material developed to withstandelaments” that Chihuly
sometimes used in place of glass for large-scageqts, including the Crystal
Towers on the Chihuly Bridge of Glass in TacomaiGly.com, 2011).
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Punty/ Pontil

A metal rod that is used to hold a blown glass digs it is being created.

Sandcasting

The process of creating cast glass objects by pgumiolten glass using a mold
made of sand.

Slumping

A fused glass (or kilnforming) technique where glpgeces are put into a kiln on
top of a curved mold, and heated until the glassnoe “slumps” over the mold.
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