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FORWARD

During the past 18 months a number
of American cities, counties and states have
enacted “% for Art” legislation, and inter-
est in the concept and in programs now in
operation has grown, not only in the west
but nationwide. And jurisdictions across
the country have requested copies of bills
that have been enacted, asking such ques-
tions as how new bills can be written to
meet individual needs, how the legis-
lation is introduced and approved, and
how ““% for Art’’ programs are
administered.

SHADED AREAS SHOW THE LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITY

AT STATE LEVEL ONLY
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Because of the increasing frequency of
these requests, the Western States Arts
Foundation decided that a central source
for “% for Art”’ information and examples
of existing legislation would be useful, not
only for the western region, but also for
other parts of the country. So this report
was planned and written. The Associated
Council of the Arts, also interested in
developing a report for wide use, agreed to
distribute this “% for Art” book.

The program in Washington State is
emphasized because it has generated the
most comprehensive and diversified exper-
ience of any state to date. Many cities and
counties have also adopted “% for Art”

legislation and are now operating effec-
tive programs.

~ Itis seldom easy to establish any kind
of new legislation, and ““% for Art” is no
different. The important thing to rem-
ember is not to give up. The State of Idaho
has submitted a bill to each of the last two
legislative sessions. The first bill went
down in a split committee vote. The
second bill was passed but then lost in a
motion for reconsideration. No doubt
Idaho will be back again with another bill
that takes into account objections that

were made in this session. Kentucky,
Missouri, New Mexico, Nevada and others
will also be back for another try. And still
others are planning to submit “% for Art”
legislation for the first time in the next two
to three years.

If “% for Art” bills are approved in any
significant number, they could create more
opportunities for visual artists to practice
their business than at any other time in this
nation’s history.

Richard D. Collins

President
Western States Arts Foundation




INTRODUCTION

This book is part of an evolutionary
process, a growing movement. It is a mid-
stream report about what has happened in
anumber of “% for Art”’programs across the
country, and is meant as a tool for those
interested in developing legislation for
their own cities, counties and/or states.

Part One, What s % for Art? explains
the concept of art in public architecture. It
shows how cities and states across the
country have developed legislation to
allow a small percent of public construc-
tion costs to be earmarked for enhancing
public buildings and public spaces.

Part One is written for anyone inter-
ested in the concept, including mayors,
city council members, state legislators,
their staffs and the general interest reader.
It is a discussion of where current pro-
grams exist and how both the artist and the
public are aided by the approach.

Part Two, How to Write % for Art
Legislation is a detailed examination of
the operating details of various programs
throughout the country and will be useful
to arts commissions personnel, legislative
steering committee, architects, artists and
others who are interested in the imple-
mentation of a program.

Part Two will (1) help clarify the ob-
jectives of legislation and operating guide-
lines; (2) show how to determine the scope
of legislation; (3) aid in using the proper
language; (4) explain the problems of
varying tax structures; (5) define the

responsibilities of the arts commission, the
architect, the contracting agency and the
artist; () examine administrative costs; (7)
discuss techniques for selecting artists and
art; (8) show how to develop public
support for legislation. Part Two also
includes laws and procedures now opera-
tional in Baltimore, Hawaii, Seattle and
the State of Washington, plus sample
letters of agreement among the architect,
artist and contracting agencies.

Since “% for Art” is a relatively new
idea, its overall effect on the art world is
difficult to predict. It will, we believe, be
substantial, and will have widespread
effects on other segments of the arts
industry. As it grows it will also generate
other creative techniques for enlisting
public support of the arts. In addition, “%
for Art” legislation could become a catalyst
for mobilizing those who care about the
arts around a solid, practical and realistic
issue that not only offers assistance to
artists, but stimulates a depressed sector of
the economy and provides the oppor-
tunity to extend public access to art beyond
museums and into the streets.

Dennis Green
Director Of Design Programs
Western States Arts Foundation

TABLE OF CONTENTS

FORWARD:
INTRODUCTION
PART I: WHAT IS % FOR AR

The growth of public art in Americ

The % for art concept

Integrating art and architecture

The social economic benefits of public art.
Public art and the artist

PART II: WRITING % FOR ART LEGISLATION

. Determining legislative objectives..........
. How to decide on the scope of legislation
3. Why city, county and state scope may vary
. Legislative scope may be narrow or broad
. Why define words like “artwork”, ‘“‘commission”
“construction’’, “‘project”’” and “‘building”
. The importance of understanding taxation systems.
. Determine the detail of legislation and guidelines ...
. Why mandatory legislation is better than permissiv
. Administrative responsibilities
10. Selection of the artist .
11. Artist file
12. What kind of artist to select..
13. Encourage community participation
14. Geographic considerations in artist selection ...
15. When to select the artist
16. How to transfer money to the artist
17. Pooling money from small Projects .........ccooooecooiiiiiiniiniiieeieeeeiiieeieiieeeeceeeeeeeeee 4
18. Administrative costs
19. Conservation and maintenance of artworks
20. Defending art selection ...
21. How to develop legislative support
22. How to sell the % for art idea....
23. How to stress the benefits of the program

CONCLUSION ...
APPENDIX: WHAT SOME COMMUNITIES HAVE DONE

Alaska Law

Metropolitan Dade Coun

Hawaii Law

Hawaii Letter Of Agreement Between Artist and Contractin

Seattle, Washington Ordinance 102210

Seattle, Washington Amended Ordinance 105389 ...........cccocceeeiiiiiiiiiinld 59
Seattle Implementation Proceedures i
Seattle Proceedures For Registration Of ATTISES ......cc.evvvviiieeieieeiniiniiiiiiiiineeeiiiiiieenn. 63
Agreement Between City Of Seattle And Artist

Washington State Law

Washington State Implementation Guidelines




PART I
WHATIS%FOR ART *

THE GROWTH OF PUBLIC
ART IN AMERICA

Baltimore has spent well over $1
million in the past thriteen years to incor-
porate art into its municipal architecture.
Hawaii has equaled that amount since
1967 and, during 1976 alone, Washington
State expects to allocate about $350,000 for
art for its public buildings.

All over the country, from Dade
County, Florida to Alaska, states, counties
and cities have passed a unique kind of
legislation requiring that a mandatory
percentage (usually 1%) of public
building costs be spent specifically to
improve the quality of civic architecture.

Most advocates believe that “% for
Art” legislation has created, first, real
improvement in the design quality of
public buildings, and, second, a powerful
force in support of the nations artists and
craftspeople.

In Washington

Washington State’s official support of
public artwork goes back to 1959, when
architect Paul Thiry persuaded the law-
makers to spend about 3% of the construc-
tion costs of the State Library for art. In
1962 numerous works were commissioned
for the Seattle World’s fair, generating an
important motivating force for indi-
viduals and corporations throughout the
city. Today Seattle, Everett, Tacoma,
Renton and King County all have ord-
inances mandating 1% of all capital appro-
priations for works of art. Including all
jurisdictions, it is estimated that more than
$800,000 will be spent throughout the state
in 1976.

Washington law stipulates that %% of
all state-financed new building con-
struction must be allocated for art. In 1976
this will amount to over $350,000 in state
monies for art, and will pay for projects
ranging from a $20,000 outdoor sculpture
at Seattle Central Community College to a
$75 silk-screen for the Sunnyside Middle
School.

James Haseltine, Executive Director
of the Washington State Arts Commission
points out that Western Washington State
College in Bellingham has had a 1% policy
for years. Spearheaded by a campus plan-

ner who became a state senator, the policy
shows, as it did in Baltimore where the
bill’s sponsor Donald Schaefer eventually
was elected Mayor, that supporting ‘% for
Art” programs may be a real political asset.

Oregon

Although Washington State has
strong advocates for public art and the “%
for Art” movement, Oregon and Alaska are
also deeply involved in their own “% for
Art” programs. Both states enacted legis-
lation in 1976. Although Oregon’s law
only pertains to construction in and
around the State Capital Mall in Salem,
the Capital Wings project now under con-
struction involves an $89,000 art budget.

Oregon has a rich history of publicart
experience, leading to a 1976 Inter-
national Sculpture Symposium held in
Eugene. The event, backed by the National
Endowment for the Arts, had a multiplier
effect. It brought renowned sculptors to
work in the state and to meet with the pub-
lic. It also made their works available for
public places in Eugene and Portland and
furthered the concept of ‘“‘partnership
funding,” which Oregon Arts Com-
mission executive director Peter Hero be-
lieves to be extremely important. He says,
“there often is a real opportunity to lever-
age ‘% for Art’ funds into far more signi-
ficant projects if some amount is used as a
match either for a National Endowment
for the Arts Art in Public Places grant or
for corporate/private funding.”

Coos Bay, Oregon’s successful bid for
matching funds from the Arts Endow-
ment’s Art in Public Places program is a
recent example that the Endowment’s
interest is very active, resulting in a major
sculpture by Claire Falkenstein now
placed in front of the City Hall. The Coos
Bay citizens’ effort in fund raising also set
the pace for another projected work.

The city of Portland recently com-
missioned two major pieces of sculpture
for city spaces at a total project cost of
$44,000. Portland is currently involved in
another major project—$250,000 in funds
for art for the new Tri-Met Transit Mall
now under construction.
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Grand Rapids, Michigan

The appetite for public art seems to
“grow with the eating,” as it did in Grand
Rapids, Michigan. In 1968 that city was the
first to take advantage of the Arts Endow-
ment’s Art in Public Places program
intended to stimulate public art.

Funds were raised locally to match a
$45,000 Endowment grant and Alexander
Calder’s $90,000 steel sculpture La Grande
Vitesse was placed in a main Grand Rapids
downtown plaza. According to Brian
O’Doherty, Director of the Endowment’s
Visual Arts program, Calder’s sculpture is
a model of the successful assimilation of
“advanced art” by an eager community.

While Calder’s skill as an artist cannot
be minimized, O’Doherty attributes the
Grand Rapids success to the fact that dif-
ferent groups within the city found that the
Calder sculpture fulfilled their needs. The
art community was, naturally, enthus-
iastic. The city’s cultural leaders saw the
sculpture as a focus for various other kinds
of cultural events like open air concerts,
and the public was proud of the national
attention the city received. Others saw the
artwork as a socially useful device for
improving the quality of life.

Since 1968, Grand Rapids, with the
assistance of local industry, has con-
tinually brought sculptors into the city to
work. In 1974, the city commissioned
Robert Morris, well-known earth sculptor,
to create his first U.S. earthwork on the
slopes of a reservoir near a public park.

Illinois

In Illinois, an innovative new pro-
gram expected to generate between %% and
%% for art is being planned. Because recent
bills have died in legislative committee,
Louis B. Silverman, director of the Illinois
Capital Development Board (CDB), is
using his administrative powers to
accomplish the bill’s intent. Since no law
prohibits such a program, the CDB
decided to give it a try, and the potential
scope of the program includes a possible 78
new projects in 1976.

“LA GRANDE VITESSE” BY ALEXANDER CALDER
PAINTED STEEL
GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN

EXTERIOR WALL, KENT CITY LIBRARY
KENT, WASHINGTON

HAROLD BALAZS
PHOTO: ART HUPY
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“FORECOURT FOUNTAIN"
LAWRENCE HALPRIN & ASSOC.
(LANDSCAPE ARCH.) 11
PORTLAND, OREGON

“WATER WORKS” BY TED JOHNSON
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON



Dade County, Florida

Dade County, Florida, which includes
‘Miami, passed an ordinance in 1974
requiring %% for art. Each of the 25 com-
munities in Dade County have been in-
vited to adopt similar ordinances. Many,
including Miami and Miami Beach, have

done so. Recently Broward County also
adopted the 1%% bill.

Canada

Canada has spent $160,000 on sculp-
tures and murals at Toronto’s Inter-
national Airport.

Mexico

Mexico is well known for its giant
public murals in such locations as the
underground Metro passages in Mexico
City.

Baltimore and Philadelphia

Baltimore and Philadelphia have
been operating public art programs for
more than 13 years.

Portsmouth, New Hampshire

Portsmouth, New Hampshire re-
cently dedicated a sculpture commis-
sioned for a waterfront park from funds in
a city trust.

Hawaii

Maine

Maine has encouraged schools to
place art works in public areas through
grants matched by local funds.

Nebraska

Nebraska is spending $475,000 for
large outdoor sculptures at 10 rest areas
spread along 455 miles of Interstate 80.

U.S. Government

U.S. Government is also operating ‘%
for Art” programs. Don Thalacker, head of
the U.S. General Services Admin-
istration’s Fine Arts Program, reports that
by December 1, 1975, 58 separate works of
art were in varying states of completion
under the program’s %% allowance. Six
works totaling $431,000 have already been
completed and installed around public
buildings in Chicago; Eugene, Oregon;
Las Cruces, New Mexico; Midland, Texas;
Seattle, Washington; and Willmington,
Delaware. And 30 additional contracts for
artworks have already been awarded with
others being developed as buildings are
constructed.

Hawaii, which passed a law in 1967,
has spent well over $1 million dollars on
art since the program began.

S T e K AN e i W o 2%~ 55 AR
“WOMAN DANCING” BY PHILIP LEVINE

CAST BRONZE

HIGHWAY BUILDING, OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON

San Francisco

San Francisco legislation allocated
1%% of $900,000 for art on the giant $60
million Golden Gateway Rehabilitation
Project.

“FLAMINGO” BY ALEXANDER CALDER

RED PAINTED STEEL

FEDERAL OFFICE BUILDING, CHICAGO, ILLINOIS
PHOTO: GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

“THE SHAMAN” BY JAMES HANSEN

CAST BRONZE

HIGHWAY BUILDING, OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON
PHOTO: SPENCE HALL




% FOR ART LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITY*

Submitted Submitted Planning Other methods for
State Bill 76 Action Billy(:lhcr Action Bill h““‘w % Art in public .ArdL Cities & Counties in State with Bills (amount %)
Alabama No No Yes None
Alaska — 75 passed 1% — None
I
Arizona Yes [pending| Yes Not passed Yes None
Arkansas No No No None
Walnut Creek pending 1%
San Francisco permissive up to 2%
Palo Alto permissive amount deter-
California Yes |Pending] — — mined each year by city council
Davis Municipal art Fund 1%
Santa Rosa (Urban Renewal Agency) 1%
Riverside Pending
Colorado No — No — Yes None
Connecticut No No Yes None
Delaware No No No None
Dade County 1%%
Florida No No Yes Miami Beach, Miami 1%%
" Broward Co. 1%%
|
{ Georgia No No Yes — None
Hawaii — Yes Passed —
Not Didn’t
Idaho Yes pssd Yes pass Yes None
Administrative agree-
- ment IAC/Capital
Illinois Yes O[d No Yes Development Board None
passe 1% Building agency
for the State
Indiana No — No — Yes — None
Ammendments for
Iowa = = Yes Not Yes each building None
passed %%
Kansas No No No None
Not
Kentucky Yes N No Yes = None
passed

Submitted . .
Submitte : Other methods f L o .
State SLg)irI]]“;gd Action | Bill other Action ];]lﬂ]ll]fzizi a Alnr;"n;;:l:ﬁ( SA)‘ZIh Cities & Counties in State with Bills (amount %
yr.
Louisiana Working on Bill for New Orleans
Maine No No No None
g .
Maryland Yes |[Pending| Yes Not passed = Baltimore 1%, 1963
1%
Massachusetts No No No None
Michigan Yes [Pending| Yes Not passed — None
Minnesota No No No None
Mississippi No No Yes None
Missouri Yes 75 Not passed Yes Kansas City: Non-binding 1%
Montana No No Yes None
-Nebraska No No No None
every 2 -
Nevada 75 yrIs not e None
passed same bill

New
Hampshire No - No - No None
New Yes Pending] Yes _ None
Jersey 1%%
N

™ No Yes Not passed Yes None
Mexico
New New York City Permissive
York
NorthA No No Yes None
Carolina
North

N None

Dakota No s @
Ohio No No No None
Oklahoma No No No

*This chart represents current information, but activity within some states may vary slightly.



Submitted Submitted Planni Other methods f
State uBill 76 Action Billynrnher Action B“T]‘Zzi % Alntirnn;)ilb]l(;csAirh_ Cities & Counties in State with Bills (amount %)
Passed
Oregon == Yes restricted — None
1%
Pennsylvania No No No Philadelphia, 1% (1959)
Rhode
Island No No No None
South
Carolina No No No None
South N
Dakota No No o None
Tennessee No Yes Not passed Yes None
Passed
Texas — Yes permissive Yes None
1%
Utah No No Yes None
Vermont No No No None
Virginia No None No No None
) 74 King Co. 1%, Pierce Co. 1%
Washington — — Yes passed —_ Tacoma, Everett, Seattle,
%% Bellevue 1%, Renton 1%
West N N
Virginia 0 | None No o None
Wisconsin No No No None
Wyoming No No Yes None

THE % FOR ART CONCEPT

Public art is not entirely new to this

‘country. Both government and corporate

enterprise have had a record of placing art-
works within view of the public. But the
“% for Art”’ concept is, however, more than
a stimulus for public artworks. It is an
approach for integrating the artistic and
utilitarian into one humane and respon-
sive form of public architecture. The
foundation of the movement rests on the
belief that modern public architecture is
often sterile, monotonous and inhuman;
that the functional starkness can be
softened with what architect Percival
Goodman has called “works of the hand;”
that buildings need to be brought closer to
human experience and scale; and, finally,
because art and architecture significantly
affect the lives of people, art should be-
come a normal, integrated part of every-
day life, not isolated in city museums and
art studios.

The belief that our public architec-
ture is dull and monotonous is supported
by both architects and building users.
Many of the nation’s best known arch-
itects have argued that public architecture
is not what it sould be. Although much
current criticism focuses on the problems
of badly functioning structures, much of
the problem is also esthetic, argues arch-
itect Edward Durell Stone.

“In this period of prosperity and over-
abundance, the American people can
afford everything but beauty. We simply
have not taken the time to reflect on
whether we are creating a beautiful en-
vironment or not.”

In this century the emphasis in arch-
itecture, as in society as a whole, has been
on functional utility. Attacking that value,
Lewis Mumford claimed our nation has
placed too much emphasis on utility for
too long. He said,

“Western man has sought to live in a
non-historic and impersonal world of mat-
ter and motion, a world with no values
except the values of quantities. Precisely in
those ateas where modern man has seemed
most prosperous and secure, most effic-
ient in action, most adept in thought, we
begin to realize that something has been

leftout of the regimen, something essential
to our organic balance and development.”

Mumford believed that with all our
boasted machine efficiency, with all our
superabundance of energy food, materials
and products, there has been no com-
mensurate improvement in the quality of
our daily existence. Without an integrated
view of art and technology, he believed the
great majority would live lives of emo-
tional apathy—Ilives that belie the real per-
sonalities of modern culture.

According to Bennard Perlman in his
1% for Art in Civic Architecture (1973), the
chairman of one board of public in-
struction readily admitted, I am afraid that
most city schools I have seen are totally
undistinguished architectually and in fact
are more akin to warehouses than to pla-
ces of learning.”

In 1962 the New York Chapter of the
American Institute of Architects held a
conference on esthetic responsibility. Its
purpose was to inspire community activity
to fight our country’s ugliness. Con-
ference chairman Richard W. Snibbe de-
clared,

“We are fighting the pressure for
cheapness in the midst of prosperity. We
have never been richer and poorer at the
same time.”’

And respected architect Victor Gruen
admonished those in his profession who
failed to support the idea of integrating art
with our environment. At the same con-
ference August Heckscher, former Special
White House Consultant on the Arts,
added,

“A civilization begins to manifest itself
when men and women have begun to take
thought about what it is they construct and
how and to what end. It begins to be a
living whole when the idea of beauty has
found its place alongside the pressure of
utility and the spur of need.”

17
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In the nineteenth century the move-
ment toward functionalism in arch-
itecture went on in spite of the architects
rather than through their efforts. The great
new constructions of the 1800’s were as
often as not the work of engineers—The
Crystal Palace of 1851, the Brooklyn
Bridge of 1883, the Paris Hall of Machines
in 1889, were all works of engineering.
About these buildings Mumford says,

““All these works tended toward a cer-
tain starkness, a certain severity and
simplicity...reinforced by a social desire to
slough off symbolic excrescences, to avoid
ornateness of any sort, to reduce speech to
its simplest forms and to remain quiet
when one has nothing to say... Demo-
cratic simplicity in dress and manners
passed over into architecture.”

He suggests that in rejecting anti-
quated symbols we have also rejected
human needs, interests, sentiments and
values, and that the time has come to bal-
ance off mechanical facilities with bio-
logical needs, social committments and
personal values.

Winston Churchill described = the
importance of the physical environment in
molding human values when he said, “We
shape our buildings and our buildings
shape us.” John Dewey agreed,”...the first
great consideration is that life goes on in
an environment and not merely in it, but
because of it and through interaction with
it...”

The importance of supportive, func-
tional architecture cannot be overstated,
but neither can esthetic values. In his book
Architectural Environment and Mental
Health, Clifford Moller says,

“Architecture exerts a personality
made up of the dynamic relationship
between its physical structural elements
and its effect on the people who useit. ...In
attempting to solve the problems of our
cities, we cannot separate the behavior of
men from the spaces in which they live.”

66 We shape our buildings

and our buildings shape us. 99

&6 Improvement in the architecture

of both public monuments and public
housing projects would provide

a sense of community and stability

1n today’s violence oriented world. 9

A citizen writing a letter to the editor
of a Baltimore newspaper in 1963 adds,
“If we improved our schools with art

* and the students were made aware of their

beauty, they would take a pride in their
schools and I believe this pride properly
inculcated would lessen the vandalism in
the schools. We can live without art, but
not so well.”

Agreeing that the shape of environ-
ment can affect the shape of people, Daniel
P. Moynihan as Director of the Joint
Center for Urban Studies at the Massach-
usetts Institute of Technology and Har-
vard pointed out that,

“Improvement in the architecture of
both public monuments and public
housing projects would provide a sense of
community and stability in today’s
violence-oriented world.”

From this evidence it seems highly
probable that our built environment exerts
a powerful personality force on our daily

behavior. The evidence likewise shows
that this personality is defective. It lacks a
sense of the artistic, the creative and the
beautiful. One wonders why we allow such
a deficient social condition to exist. In our
interpersonal relationships we rarely toler-
ate an abrasive personality because we
recognize the potential harm to ourselves.
Still we continue to produce inadequate,
unsatisfying public buildings.

Some believe we accept these inade-
quacies for economic reasons, claiming
that the high cost of construction simply
doesn’t leave money for artistic expression.
A more plausible reason appears to be that
we place a higher value on functionalism
and quantity than we do on the quality of
experience.

66 . . .we rarely
tolerate an

abrasive personality

because we recognize

the potential harm

to ourselves. Still we

continue to produce

inadequate, unsatistfying
public buildings. .

19
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INTEGRATING ART AND
ARCHITECTURE

Part of the “% for Art”’ concept is an
attempt to improve machine functional-
ism by reintroducing the values of beauty,
expression, and ‘“‘works of the hand” into
public architecture. Opinions vary, never-
theless, on how this should happen. Not
everyone agrees on the best way to make
this reintroduction. It is at this point that
the underlying motivations of the various
“% for Art” programs show up more
clearly.

Two major opinions are, first; that
esthetic values should be reintroduced
through a genuine integration of art and
architecture, wherein architecture would
become as much an art form as a func-
tional form, and, second, that art can be an
embellishment which softens the architec-
ture but is not necessarily integrated
within its structure. These two approaches
should be seen as complementary, how-
ever, and non conflicting. While some “%
for Art” programs stress one or the other,
they are nevertheless, not mutually exclus-
ive and could easily be combined to
improve the quality of the buildings and
surrounding environments.

The “integration’’ versus “‘embellish-
ment”’ viewpoints are historically repre-
sented by two people, the first by Horatio
Greenough, a nineteenth century
American sculptor, and the second by
philosopher-writer John Ruskin.

Greenough was one of the first to
recognize the implications of functional-
ism. He carried forth the theorem ‘“‘form
follows function,” which ultimately
became, through architect Louis Sullivan,
the underlying principle of modern arch-
itecture.

Greenough was not interested in art as
adornment but rather as an integration of
form and function. He saw the American
ax, the American clock, and the Clipper
ship as eloquent without ornament or
decorative device of any kind, except per-
haps a surviving figurehead.

DENVER ART MUSEUM, DENVER, COLORADO
ARCH: JAMES SUDLER ASSOC., DENVER
PHOTO: RUSH J. McCOY

He claimed that, “We don’t need to
add artworks to our buildings, we need to
design our buildings as artworks.”

John Ruskin, on the other hand, dis-
agreed. In his Seven Lamps of Archi-
tecture he insisted that building was one
thing and architecture was another.

A building becomes architecture
when the structure is enhanced and
embellished with original works of sculp-
ture and painting.

Ruskin’s theory, which makes a
humane architecture dependent upon the
symbolic contributions of the non-
architectural arts, is difficult if not im-
possible for the Greenough followers to
accept. The basic truth of Ruskin’s state-
ment does, however, surface when one
replaces the restricted notion of painting
and sculpture, applied to an otherwise
finished building, with the concept of a
building as an expressive work of multi-
mural painting and architectonic
sculpture.

Mumford describes it as the arch-
itectural painting of a picture.

By his choice of materials and tex-
tures and colors, by the contrasting play of
light and shade, by the multiplication of
planes, by the accentuation, when nec-
essary, of sculpture or ornament, the arch-
itect does in fact turn his building into a
special kind of picture.

In Greenough’s ideal the integration
of art and architecture produces perfect
form and perfect function—a multi-
dimensional moving picture, whose char-
acter changes with the hours and seasons,
with the functions and actions of spec-

tators and inhabitants. It is the creation of ‘

a unique work or sculpture, a form one not
merely walks around but walks into, a
form in which the very movement of the
spectator through space is one of the con-
ditions under which the solids and voids of
architecture have a powerful esthetic
affect, not known in any other art.
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Since President Johnson signed the
National Endowment for the Arts into law
in 1965, chief executives have continued to
support the arts. In the fall of 1975 on the
19th anniversary of the Endowment,
President Ford said,

“It has been a wonderful experience
for me to go from one who had little or no
appreciation or support for the arts to one
who has learned that the arts can be very
important, very vital ina community and I
think in the nation.”

Research shows that a substantial
number of Americans agree with Ford.
According to a nationwide survey con-
ducted by the National Research Center for
the Arts, Inc., an overwhelming majority
of the public feels that it is important to the
quality of life in the community to have
facilities like museums, and feels that such
facilities are important to the business and
economy of the community.

Specifically regarding public art-
works, 87% of the public agreed that,
“when businesses put up factories or office
buildings they should be given incentives
to spend a certain part of the cost on land-
scaping, attractive interiors, fountains, art-
works, sculpture and things like that”
Only 8% disagreed.

Public art in architecture can also act
as a magnet—a meeting place where peo-
ple can gather to experience the building
or the artwork or merely eat their lunches.

Everyone can share in public art, not
only because it becomes an integral part of
a city, neighborhood park, schoolyard,
post office or power sub-station, but also
because they can become part of its crea-
tion. Public art offers the opportunity for
participation and community involve-
ment, and public involvement is the force
which separates ‘“‘public art” from art-
works which are donated by patrons and
placed on view for the public. Art forms
have value for and impact on the com-
munity no matter who is involved. But
those who participate in the process can
gain a special sense of community. In
Sumner, Washington, for example, a
mural, Rings of Time, was designed by
artist Betty Franko and actually painted by
Ms. Franko and the citizens of Sumner. The
effort was part of Pierce County’s publicly-
funded artists program, which is one of the

first in the country since the public art
efforts of the 1930’s.

A few years ago an artist was asked,
“Why place art about public buildings?”
And, answering more like an economist
than a sculptor, he replied,

“At any given time within a society I
suppose that it is possible to determine
what percentage of the people are actively
interested in watching ball games, going
fishing, going hunting, reading books, etc.
The state has in varying degrees helped in
providing ball parks and arenas, buying
access to lakes, and stocking pheasants and
providing libraries, etc. I maintain that the
state can therefore logically provide works
of artfor that percentage of the populace so
interested. And just as some would rather
fish for sting rays and others prefer trout,
the state provides both.”

President Ford, who was less than
enthusiastic about federal funding for the
arts when the idea was first conceived, has
now come to believe in the value of public
art. After seeing the effects of Calder’s
La Grande Vitesse in his home town of
Grand Rapids, he admitted that the sculp-
ture “really helped to regenerate the city.”

There is also evidence to suggest that
the public is willing to pay for this kind of
regeneration. A 1975 study, Americans and
the Arts II by National Research for the
Arts, Inc., measured people’s willingness
to pay taxes to support the arts. On a
national level it was discovered that 58% of
those surveyed would be willing to pay an
additional $5 a year to support arts and cul-
ture. 51% would pay $10, 46% would pay
$15, and an amazing 41% would agree to
contribute $25.

Nationally there are approximately
145 million taxpayers over the age of eigh-
teen. With 58% of them contributing $5 a
year, the added amount going to the arts
would be an astounding $420 million per
year. At $25 each 41% of the people would
be giving over $1.4 billion. Current appro-
priations for the National Endowment for
the Arts are set at about $82 million, and
although growing each year, they are still
substantially lower than what the citizen-
ry is willing to give.

“RINGS OF TIME” AN OUTDOOR MURAL DESIGNED BY BETTY FRANKO
PAINTED ON SUMNER BUILDING.
PHOTO: SCOTT ROSSITER

66 Everyone can share in public
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PUBLIC ART AND THE
ARTIST

Government can and may take steps to
safeguard the nation’s cultural activity and
stimulate the healthy development of its
cities. Supporting public art is a logical
direction, and the “% for Art” concept
offers a simple but effective mechanism to
enhance the community and develop the
nation’s artists as well. An important link,
since, without the artist, cultural develop-
ment is not possible.

In Oregon, the “% for Art”’ law reflects
the importance of the artist and the state’s
responsibility to foster artist develop-
ment. It says,

“The visual arts contribute to and
provide experiences which are conducive
to the enrichment of all people. Art has
enabled people of all societies to better
understand their community and indivi-
dual lives.”

There is no denying the “% for Art”
movement is a necessary one. Most artists
are prevented from receiving support from
governmental groups because most state
laws or constitutions prohibit direct grants
or subsidies to individuals. Major mus-
eums tend to exhibit only better known
major artists. Another problem is that the
visual arts, unlike the performing arts, are
usually material-intensive. Therefore, the
actual cash outlays for materials, equip-
ment and tools makes financial support all
the more necessary. Many sculptors spend
as much as 85% of their commission dollars
on materials with the rest going to cover
overhead, like any other business.

For example, John Rietta’s free-
standing steel sculpture in the federal plaza
in Roanoke Virginia, a G.S.A. funded pro-
ject, cost $58,000. The work took eight
months to complete and netted less than
$8,000 for Rietta.

Also, because of the individual nature
of their work, artists are generally unable
to mount fund-raising drives or stage
benefits, and they can’t sell subscriptions
or tickets and the like to support them-
selves. The resultant effect is often to force
the visual artist to create works on a purely
speculative basis, keeping works small and
within financial reach of the private
gallery market, but beyond the access of
people who can’t afford to own works of
art—especially art of the size and spirit of
publicly commissioned art.

Recognizing this predicament, some
foundations and government agencies
offer fellowships to individual artists. This
kind of support does help foster the artist’s
personal growth, but rarely lasts beyond
one year, offers little to bolster the artist’s
career and generates few new commis-
sions from either private or public sources.

If “% for Art” legislation were enacted
by every state legislature, it is estimated
that at the rate of 1% of annual public con-
struction costs well over $25 million per
year would be earmarked for integrated
architecture and public art in this country.
That, alone, would benefit visual artists
more than all programs for artists at any
time in our history.

“ Art has enabled

people of all societies

to better understand

their community

and i1ndividual lives. ”

The Federal Art Program, which
began in August, 1935 and ended in June,

1943 as a part of the Work Progress Ad-

ministration (WPA), is often pointed to as
the largest government-sponsored art pro-
gram in our nation’s history. But it’s
effects still would not equal the effects of
the “% for Art” programs. Over an eight
year period the Federal Art Project cost $35
million, including administration, and
employed about 5,000 artists. Another
WPA program begun in 1935, the Trea-
sury Relief Act Project, employed about
450 people to decorate public buildings
with artworks. The program lasted four
years and spent about $833,784.

Altogether, WPA programs spent
about $40 million over an eight or nine
year period—a huge figure at the time.
Nevertheless, “% for Art” programs, if
operated nationwide, would probably sur-
pass this figure (even in uninflated dollars)
within five years and continue to grow as
new buildings are constructed. Another
point is that WPA projects were primarily
employment measures and not art pro-
grams, and often produced mundane
works of art. As Oregon’s Peter Hero says,
“the ‘% for Art’ laws of modern times are
not the same. They are far more selective,
professional, and directed. Also, it is the
existence of state arts agencies, virtually
unknown in WPA times, that ensures this
professional quality aspect.”

Another shortcoming was that the
WPA projects were almost never directly
integrated with the architecture. Nearly all
were applications to existing buildings.

65 Many sculptors

Under a 1974 program similar to
WPA, the federal government responded to
large scale unemployment with a new law
establishing Title X of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act and Title
VI of the Comprehensive Employment and
Training Act (CETA).

Using Title X, Congress appro-
priated $500 million to the Commerce
Department and instructed the Secretary of
Commerce to ask other federal agencies to
submit proposals for job opportunity pro-
jects in areas with high unemployment
rates.

Title X money became available in
early 1975, but only a little more than $1
million went directly to the arts in the first
year. Only $683,263 was initally trans-
ferred to the Arts Endowment to fund five
projects involving museum renovation
and utilization of collections. In a second
transfer to the Endowment in 1976, two
state arts councils, Rhode Island and
Connecticut, each received a $250,000
grant (in matching funds) with the inten-
tion of stimulating new arts-related em-
ployment opportunities.

In addition, CETA money has gone to
non arts-related city and state agencies that
have ultimately employed artists. How-
ever, figures are not available on how
much that program has directly affected
the arts or public architecture. But, since
80% of the CETA grant money must be
used to pay the salaries and fringe benefits
of previously unemployed workers, and
only 20% can be used for project supplies
and materials, the visual artist doesn’t feel
much effect by this so-called temporary in-
fusion of money into the arts.

In Canada, where the innovative
Federal Art Bank provides art to federal

spend as much as 85% ot their
commission dollars on materials
with the rest going to cover

the cost of overhead, like

any other business.”
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agencies on a rental basis (equal to 1% of
the value of the individual work per
month), the benefits to artists are con-
siderable. At a rate of $1 million per year
nationally, it exceeds any federal expendi-
ture for art in the United States, although
the U.S. General Services Administration
spent some $431,000 in 1975 through their
“%% for Art” program.

At least one state, Alaska, 1s con-
sidering a state art bank concept, but the
bank system would require additional
appropriations from already tight state
agency budgets. “% for Art” legislation
circumvents this problem since money is
simply “set aside”’ from already appro-
priated public construction funds rather
than added to the cost of construction.

The concept of “‘set aside’” money has
been criticized by people who see it as
another form of taxation. However, pro-
ponents of “‘set aside’” money argue, it is
really no different than designing a
building and including decorative brick in
the construction budget.

Money will be spent to cover a lobby
wall with wood panelling or wallpaper or
design elements, they say, so why not use
that same money to commission an artist
to contribute to the design. In Quebec, for
example, a sculptor was hired to design a
wall in the lobby of a major public
building and produced a magnificent
sculptural element at about the same cost
as a vinyl wallcovering.

“The beauty of the ‘% for Art
concept,” says James Haseltine, Executive
Director of the Washington State Arts
Commission, “is that it adds something
significant to the building environment
without adding to existing government
spending.”’

Critics who argue with this inter-
pretation, claim that the same money
appropriated for art could better be spent
on more functional necessities for the
building users. However, people familiar
with constructions costs, especially arch-
itects, answer that 1% of the total construc-
tion of a building has an almost negli-
gible effect on the overall functional effec-
tiveness of the design—a feeling demon-
strated by their enthusiastic support for
programs wherever they have been
enacted.

The critics say the % concept shows
that the cost of public construction could
be reduced by one percent. But they are
missing the point. While both architect
and building users have recognized the
economic benefits of efficient, low-cost
structures, neither believes that buildings
should be monotonous or inhuman. Both
want something done to improve esthetic
quality, and cutting construction costs
would only make matters worse.

One reason “% for Art”’ programs have
proven successful across the nation is that
they offer a rational alternative to appro-
priating additional money to improve the
life quality of our cities, schools, court-
houses, libraries and other public places.
And these programs will continue to grow
because they work for the people who come
in contact with their results.

Public art programs can expose
people to the best in both art and artist the
way they did in the Eugene, Oregon Sculp-
ture Symposium and the Sumner, Wash-
ington mural. And an Arizona artist
summed up the value of this contact with
the public. She said,

“It is good to have ways of placing the
artist in the mainstream of society and of
education where he belongs. The ‘far out’
and the ‘put on’ and the snobbish, pre-
cious attitudes (like what can the public
possibly know about art) have alienated
artists and public until they can scarcely
communicate...

No wonder it’s so hard to get funds for
art experiences which are just as import-
ant, maybe more so, to the development of
a human being as mathematics.”

At the city level, a resolution intro-
duced by Seattle Mayor Wes Uhlman was
passed by the U.S. Conference of Mayors
on July 26, 1974 in San Diego, California
adapting the following principles as
guidelines for city action supporting the
arts:

1. City Government should recognize the
arts as an essential service equal in
importance to other essential services,
and help to make the arts available toall
our citizens.

2. Every city should have a public agency
specifically concerned with the arts.

3. The physical appearance of the city, its

architectural heritage and its amenities
should be acknowledged as a resource to
be nurtured.

4. A percentage of the total cost of every
municipal construction budget should
be set aside for the purchase or
commission of works of art.

5. City Government working together
with the public at large should help
affect a new national goal: “that no
American shall be deprived, of the
opportunity to experience (or to
respond artistically to) the beauty in life
by barrier to circumstance, income,
background, remoteness or race.”

Mayor William Donald Schaefer of
Baltimore on April 24, 1972, after almost
10 years of working with the “% for Art”
legislation, said,

““The question of financing art in new
construction is not a matter of can we
afford the expense of art in our new
buildings, but, rather can we afford not to
finance art. I still opt for art. It is art in the
form of sculpture, paintings, mosaics,
fountains and the like, that turns sterile
new buildings into living things that
attract people. People, in turn, are what a
city needs to live. Art gives meaning to life,
and art must be seen to have meaning. Art
contained only within the halls of
museums turns that institution into a
mausoleum. I believe the art in architec-
ture approach can prevent our cities from
becoming mausoleums.”’

“ It 1s art

in the form of sculpture,
paintings, mosaics, fountains
and the like, that turns

sterile new buildings into

living things that attract people.
People, in turn, are what

a city needs to live. 9
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PART II:

WRITING % FOR
ART LEGISLATION

As the benefits become more obvious,
“% for Art” programs will continue to
grow. However, one word of caution to

" those thinking about drafting new legis-

lation: existing programs have had their
share of administrative complications.

In the past, hard information about
existing programs has not been widely
available. Because of this most new legis-
lation has been modeled on bills from
Baltimore, Philadelphia, Hawaii and
Washington. But, although modeling is
sometimes an effective learning tech-
nique, it can make the process of writing
legislation deceptively simple. Writing “%
for Art” legislation is complex and re-
quires careful analysis. Copying the lan-
guage of a model bill without under-
standing the influencing factors may pro-
duce unexpected problems. Don’t assume
that the political, social or economic con-
ditions in one state are the same as in ano-
ther. The artists, labor unions, art associa-
tions, architects and politicians are as dif-
ferent as the geography, the climate, and
the specific needs of the public.

There are three sets of questions to be
answered before the writing process
begins. They will help clarify the direc-
tion the writing will take.

First, what is the purpose of the “% for
Art” program? Why should this legisla-
tion be developed? To improve the archi-
tectural and human environment? To help
the artist financially? To attract artists to
the state? To create a significant art collec-
tion? Examine the real reason for the “% for
Art” program, including its beneficiaries.
Establishing the purpose will help in
making some tough decisions about sub-
sequent program options.

Second, what are the attitudes of those
involved in writing the bill toward the ““%
for Art” concept? Is everyone involved
totally committed to the concept? Do those
involved agree philosophically? Should
the program strive to integrate art and
architecture or should art be separated
from architecture? Should government
funds be used to support art?

Third, what are the special abilities
that can help get the legislation passed?

What role does each individual play? Who
IS an organizer, a resource person, a poli-
tical lobbyist, the ultimate program
administrator, an artist, an architect? Who
will testify in favor of the program in front
of the city council or state legislature?

Once the purpose, the attitudes and
the abilities have been defined, the details
and trade-offs of the legislative process can
be examined.

1. Before starting to write
legislation determine its
objective or objectives.
Who is it intended to help?
What condition is it meant
to change? Where will the
art be placed?

Existing legislation has been estab-
lished for three fundamental reasons: (a)to
add new dimensions to the public en-
vironment,(b) to help foster culture and the
arts generally, and (c) to aid the personal
development of artists and craftsmen.

Some laws stress the integration of art
and architecture or cultural development
while others center attention on aid to art-
ists. Although each point of view may
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