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Chicago’s Alternatives

By Lynne Warren
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One fact about ant that many sense but few actively
acknowiedge these days s that its practice frankly
thrives on adversity. More specitically, itis a particular
type of adversity that seems 10 goad an artist on, cause
his vision to be crystaliized and his talent to maturs, for
hunger, poverty, disease, and mental lliness can real
istically only be hobbling. This adversity Is s resis-

originating in the late 18th century. Interestingly
snough, equaily long is the dialectic that sees the aiter-
native space translorming—very quickly in some
cases—into the art establishment. It |s this history of
rejection by and rebeilion against the estabilshed ant
world that has seemed to make Chicago a particularly
rich breeding ground for new talent, for aiternative_

tance to the artiat put up by his audi and not
necessarily an uninteresied, uncultored one. lronic-
aily, this resistance ‘oHen comes from whence it hurts
maost, from those artisis who have found accop(anco
by major cultural institutions ( ims,

publications, galieries) and, most dhhnmnlng to mo
artist on the outside, by those very cultural entities. Yet
the desire to be taken seriously—a yniversal impulse,
but one that s of particular importance to the artist, as
the very valldity of his calling is often questioned by

P are especiall good places for young artists to
got their start, s ives, and develop thelr
vision and their ability to express that vision botoroon-
tering the n more formidable national or Interna-
onal iny It is interesting and, in the light of hll(ory.

'I(onlc that the entity against which virtually all the ai-

ternative spaces have worked, Tho An lnglllult.ol
Chicago, was founded in 1866 bya group of artists.

Chicago's sarly artistic ¢ history mirrored the um;

mixture of trontler roughness and naive ea-

soclety-ai-large—can be seen as the drive that pro-
ducu much lnl-rutlng. and some great, art, It is the
of nii It

!o:y of Illl"llllv paces! it the doors of the Ant Insll-

- tule had ulwayu stood wide open to all artists of this

city, it seems almost certain that few, it any, alternative
spaces would have ever been founded, and a unique,
varied, and stimulating legacy wouid have been lost.
An “silernative space” |s dollnod here as anot-for-
profit or ial lon origl d by
and for artists (and 1 assuring mcm aprimary rolein pol~
|cy Tovolopmlm and progrlmmlnq) that primarily
shows Chlugo-aru artists and has had a tixed loca-
tion, and op d on a | basls, In many
ways, the hlllory of ailternative spaces in Chicago be-
gins In 1948 with the founding of Exhibition Momen-
tum—a series of large exhibilions organized by stu-
dents from the School of the Art Institute who were not
permitted to enter the prestigious, at that time annual,
Chicago and Vicinity shows al the Art Institute. From
the aply nsmed Momentum exhibitions, which con-
tinued on and off untll 1964, a number of true aiterna-
tive spaces as well as other artists’ groups got theirim-
petus. Yet the tradition of artists who found them-
seives on the outside and banded together to further
their aims, which threstened to be thwarted by an unin-
terested art establishment, {s a long one in Chicago,

90("0‘. for all things “modern” of the city itsgif. its
rapid growth from a provinclal outpost 1o a mllor
Amcrlcln metropolis provided & wide-open stage fora
number of talented and progressive performers—in
the visual arts, in music, and upoclally in architecture.
This heady, f heeling P llowed for
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-nlnpnm_t_:r_s_looklng to their ovm Eucopun'iﬁ?ﬂ-
“ences as conti lon of art's capacity to uplift and re-
fine: the tounding of the Art lmutuu. the creation in
1893 of the Fine Arts Building,’ whlch wugm to gather
Together ertists, wri b ML 3 ) and

its actlvitios but was no  fonger devoted to showcasing
lh anlsl-mombou This This particuiar, and sumlngly al-
‘most inevi ..groco 8 0! devalopment—the he taking

over of artist-founded orglnlu(lom by « q_mtr profes-

alonal; wllh mo orglnlullon 8_subsequent bursau-

other ive paopie for the Il ad of

cr ..-....--uu today, as can be seen by ex-

cuitural life; and the bl In 1892 of
abiy priced, comfortable studlos by res! estate
speculator and judge Lambert Troe, These were in-
stitutions that conlrlbutod greatly fo the first pariod of
"#RIRHC activity In and growth of the Chicago art world,
and the first subuquonl period of rebsltion n by lnhts
againist the caaifylig ot culturai life. -
In the sarly years, ant was seen as a means to
- achieve “social uplift,"* and philanthroplsts such as
Edward E. Ayer, Marshall Fisid, Charies L. Hutchlmon.
' Martin A, Ryorlon. and Lambert Tree worked tirel
to create Chlcagou great cultural institutions, Tho
European ideal, defined in large part at this time by the
rhapsodic cladsicism of John Rusk! , 3arvad for these
men as the model for a cultural life. Thus, for these
pecpls, in the final analysis art was nothing 1o leave in
lh-mndl oltho.n b ncial mtlyo puiatl ulation of artists.
Although the Art Inatitute served as & Genter and head-
quarters for a great number of local artists’ groups and
aliowed many exhibitions of thess groups’ member-
ships, as it expanded and saw itselt more asan organi-
zation to serve the city's generai poputation?® rather
than just those aiready invoived in the arts, many an-
ists feit themaelves being lockeg out.

The Art Institute of Chicago had been founded In

Q sp such as NAM.E. and Randoiph Strest
galisries, discussed beiow.
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1866 by a group of artists as m._mgaLAcadomy of
Dnlgn The intent af the Academy was to create a
school deaTI'—T_‘"ﬁ ery 1o exhiBI membars: work. However,
the vulonary sims of the artist-founders were not sutti-
clent to propagate the school and gallery. A board of
directors was created in early 1879 and business and
clvic leaders appointed In hopes of rescuing the
Academy, which was sxperiencing grave tinancial set-
backs. In May 1879, 1o eftect this rescua, these appoin-
tees resigned from the board to incorporate a new or-
ganization, the Chicago Academy of Fine Arts, re-
named in 1882 The Art ingUitute of Chicago; the new in-

stitution retasi asgan
n 1ol .nod the School ag an lmportanlnmtol/(

The Fine Arts Buding, ¢, 1903. Photo counesy the Crcago Misioncal
Society.

The artists’ organizations of the late 1800s, which
inltially had worked in close harmony with the Art Insti-
tute, Inciuding the Chicage Lesague (1. 1830), the
Chicago Soclety of Artists (1. 1888), the Ant Students
League (1. 1893), the Palette & Chisel Club (t. 1895),
feacting by the 1920s to the change in the Art Insti




tute’s exhibition and collecting policies-—~notably to
the greater smphasis placed on the development ql a
historical per t collection—began providing ihe
impetus for artists to organize exhibition opportunities
and spaces_on_theit_own. A critical juncture was
reached in 1920, when ariists, outraged at the exciu-
sive jurying system Imposed on the venerable annual
Art Institute exhibitions of Chicago and Vicinity art,
which systematically rejected the work of “modern”™
4 which In turn
artists, formed a_Salon des_Qefusées, which

spawned the {:_hlcngo_ r_{gzl_u_ry_Soc[gn._ This precur-
sor to the Exhibition Momentum_orgenization of the
Iate 19409 snd 1950s organized large, nonjurled shows
that took pisce In s wide range of venues, from, ihie Gir-
fieid PAiK Mdseum to the Goldblatt's and sarshall
Fleld's t;tpaﬂmom stores. it was largely the initiative
of artista affiliated with the Chicago Society of Artists
and of “radical” modern artists (most of them Schoo!
of the Art Insti {SAIC) grad ) such l!;_.': ph
Welsenborit, who held Jury systems generaily Tn dfs-
dali, and Carl Hoeckner and Raymond Jonson, paint-
ers and teachers. These artists had been inspired by
SAIC visiting artists such as George Bellows, Randall
Museumn, Springfieid Davey, and John Sloane. Welsenborn in particular was
R - P 8 whiriwind of antl-Art Institute actlvity. (n 1821 he
N "N } N formed the group Cor Ardens (Ardent Heert), an “Inter-
ﬁ‘ ¥ ot 25 e national organization of artists dedicated to modern
RS e T art,”* and iater, In 1928, the Neo-Arlimusc Soclety (an
e g acronym derived from the words art, literature, music,
o k and science) which attempted, through wide-ranging
sctivitles, to pr Igate the develop t of a certain
=) type of artistic tite. Thelr philesophy, which held that
X S artists needed not only the support and companion-
5 = Wltag aes ship of thetr peers, but Immersion In a highly cultivated
S < R I way o7 1If§ thiat Included exposure 1o all art forma, can
Y be seen Closeiy mirrored In the mors recent activitles
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The Art institute served as headquartens for mnerous arists’
Organizations in the fate 18008. Scuiptor Lorado Tah (r.) costumed
for #n Artists Festival, 1897,
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“Cublst Ban. Chicego at he No-Axy Arfiats Cublsr 8al, 1923,
woodert. Photo courtesy of Mrs, Emi Asin and the Minots State

$ of Sich'contemporaiy. alternative spaces as ARC, Ar-
nil temisia, ﬁA.M.g,, and Randolph Street galleries, A\
1

!

' oz " A though nelthet Cor Ardens nor Neo-Arfimusc opened
”l\l/l\ LN g f ‘,',-' M gallery spaces as such, the latter group showed for
tagjt iy two years In Wel$enborR T studio—one of the first In-

b stances of an artist’s studio being opened for aterna--

VA % 1 " tive exhibltions.
oy o< \ \ “" Other support groups of the 19208 that formed In
\’l reaction to the Art Institute’s prejudice against modern
oty ~& T ant ‘Included the Introspectives, which od

Weisenborn and Emil Armin among Its members; The
Ten (Chicago), which showed regularly at the galterles
of Marshall Fleld’s; and the Jewish artist.’ group

T "octeBty )2
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Around the Paletts.” The antl-establishment, “bohemi-
an” attitudes of many of these artists derived In large
part from the tact that they had lived and worked closely
In the 57th Street Art Colony, which sprang up In build-
ings orig!nally constructed along East 57th Street near
Stony Island to house workers at the Columblan Ex-
position of 1893, Writers Henry Miller and Floyd Dell,*
and art critic J. Z. Jacobson resided there; Mildred Clark
ran a bookstore; and artists such as Gertrude Aber-
cromble, Emit Armin, Fred Blesel and his wite, Frances
Strain (Iater to chair the Hyde Park Art Center), Rainay
Bennett, Gustat Dalstrom, Frances Foy, Martyl, Stanis-
law Szukotskl, and Egon Weiner shared living quarters
and studio spaces. The Colony, dating from 1895 hut
most active during the 19208 and 19308, provided »
haven for the type of artistic lite Welsenborn attempted

to promote in his organizations, and was instrumentat

In much of the afternative actlvity of the era,

The one space of the 19208 that seemed fo operate -

at least in an alternative wazg the Indep

Arlsts of Chicago (1, 1928), which sponscéd i gailery
to show members’ work In the Innovatlve seiting of an-
K embers responsible for

opan walls™ pqlpz} 1
Installing thelr works In A continuous, rotating Instal-
latlon.* This organization, however, apparently was

not one of "modern” arlists, and cannot be seen In the
SamaTighias the organizations that were In opposition
16 1he Ar Institute's poiléies.

As arifstic sctivity Incressed In the clty—now be-
sides the Art Institute, & number of commercisl galieries
existed, as well as The Renaissance Soclety atthe Unl-
versity of Chicago and The Arts Club of Chicego, both
of which devoted themseives fo showing the bestin In-
ternational modern art as weil as locat work—so did
the number of artists, Alternstive activity, Interest.
ingly, died down, a8 many of the "radical” artists of the
19108 and 19208 found regular exhibitlon oppor.
tunities atter their af eTAA1VE SETVilles had tha deslred
| lturs] institutions to. modern

.41t The Ten (Chicago) had found a home In Marshaelt

Fleld's galleries; Around the Palette showed in the
Jewish People’s institute buliding,'® blurring the line
bety artist-Instigated and b activities,
Most of these artists were sgain being admitted to the
Chicago and Vicinity shows. Only Increase Robinson,
who opened her studlo in Disna Square to show art-
Ists’ work as Welsenborn had done in 1922, snd the
Chicago Artists Unlon with thelr Union Gellery sxisted
as “alternative spaces” in any sense of the term, The
Great Depression, of course, also affected the lessen-
IR e .
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Residents of the 57th Sirest At Colony outside Charles Biesel’s East 5710 Stree! skidic. 1939. From 1. o r.: Emil Armin,
Charies Biesei, Gontrude Abercrombie, chikdren unknown, unkngwn, Frances Swain Biwsel (kneeling), Qecar Van Young, J.Z.
Jacobson. Photo courtesy Mrs, Emil Armin snd ihe linois Slale Musewn, Springhed.

srtists being forced to absndon their profession to sur-
vive, but rather because of the vigorous activities of
the Federal Works Progress Adminisiration (WPA/
FAP), which at one point was employing up to 300 lili-
nois artists.'’ From 1935 to 1938, the WPA/FAP was in
fact headed by Increase Robinson, and employed

members lncludod artists Fred Biesel and Frances
Strain, both veterans of the 57th Street Art Colony, al-
though the chiel instigstor appears to have besn Al-

derman (later § or) Paul Dougias. At first, h Y
HPAC-ssemed {0 by 3 true Chicago srt center, entirely
helic wnd-respansiye to the needs and desires

¥ LArds deintufinidind y
of_Chicago's_modem_artists. The opening $xRibIIGh
featured Gertrude Abercromble, Emil Armin, Charles

many of the tamiliar names of the early era .,
Dalstrom, Foy. interestingly, the true alternative space
of the 19308, The Artists Union, was formed to mediate
between artists and the WPA, and had In its origing a
connection to the John Reed Society, named for the fa-

Blesel, 3nd Frances Strain, among other focal painters
and scuipiors, Vet, atter this Initisl activity, the space
sattied dowr t0 8 more typical existence In the sarly
19403 as a community art center, Harold Haydon, then
prof atthe University of Chicago ss welias an art-

mous American C b tivist and symp
of Russian Communism,

The next event of any importance to the history of
alternative spaces was the Hyde_Park Art Center's
opening In 1939. Its ing alm was to be a place for
Chicago artlsta ™16 gather together, work Tn Its work-
shops and studios, and exhibit, although it aiso spon-
sored an active schedule of chiidren’s and adult art

Ist, became exhibitions director snd the program, now
lost, seems to have focused on art educailon and com-
munity service rather than one-persan or group exhibi-
tlons ot Cicago artists, with the workshops and art
cissses growing in importance. Wonid War lf almost ex-
tinguished HPAC; in fact, It existed for a number of
morths rrithout a permanent space, having been forced

classes, as It continues to do todsy. HPAC's g

by dwindiing interest and Increasing rents to abandon

its space at 1466 East 57th Sireet. Later, in 1942, a new
space was secured, but exhibitions were not mounted.
It was not until 1956, stimulated in large part by the ac-
tivities of Exhibition Momentum, that the Hyde Park Art
Center began functioning as a true promoter- of
Chicago's largely neglected locai talent. In general, the
decade of the 1940s, preoccupied on the art scene b;'
the government-directed activities of WPA/FAP and
the Second World War, was a quiet one for alternative
spaces.

World War }l changed. the Chicago ant scene for-
ever in that it Introduced & new breed of artists. The
classrooms of SAIC, which herstofore had always
numbsred women In tfie majority, suddenty began il
ing with more and more men dclo_}mli\od fo be profes-
slonal artists; these men, retuming from service, en-
tered art school under the G.1. Bilf (estabiished in 1944
‘O__IJ_dL',u![m"ﬂ.“l (! in.thels. eg: ). Such
weli-known Chicago figures ss Leon Golub and H.C.
Westermann, among many, many oth_o'r'lrlook advan-
tage of the Q... Bill to pursue their careers in the fine
arts, Many of t'huc m&;\n_‘mng the group
that organized Exhibition M , founded In re-

“sponse to the résirictive jurying of the Chicago and i
cinity exhibitions.

At this time, the Chicago and Viclnity jurors were
no longer excluding “modern” art as they hed done In
the 1920s, but were categoricsily omitting al! under-
gradual work, to d. "Q.hpllshmont'” out-
rage at the Increasing number of top prizes carried off
by SAIC students {including Miyoko ito). A number of
artists, mostly SAIC students, including such now
well-known figures as Leon Golub, Elien Lanyon, and
Nancy Spero (who later was invoived In the founding ot
the seminal New York aiternative Space-A.LR.), pre-
sented & petition to n$litute Director Daniel Catton
Rich protesting this action by the Board of Trustess,
The petition was I d with the exp! that be-
cause of the great numbers of artists of “post student
siatus” competing for exhibition oppartunities, the an-
nual Chicago and Vicinlty shows, founded originally to
represent the work of such artists, must snsure these
artists “svery opportunity to show their work,"'?
Shortly after the rejection of the students” petition,
meetings were held to organize a large Salon des Re-

. fusdes. Uniike the eariier Chicago No-Jury Society, the

Momaentum organizers feit the need for a jurled exhibl-
tion, They brought in well-known New York artists and
art world figures, and in 1952 instigated a revolution-

Artists Union gailery members demonsirating in Chicago {c. 1938) for
more jobs for unempioyed anisty. mwmmownmumw
Qaiiary. Photo courtesy Binols Stats Museum, Springeid.

Mm-lNdeMhuuthmJNv.M
Courtesy The Art instute of Chicaga.




ary system of jurying—allowing each juror his own
choices rather than requiring that sll choices be unani-
mous. The first Exhibition Momentum, testuring 91
works of art snd juried by Joset Albers, Robert Von
Neumann, and Robert Woltf, opened in 1948 In the
bassment of Roosevelt College on South Michigan Ave-
nue (fittingly, virtually across the streel from the Artin-
stitute). in retrospect, the impact caused by bringing In
important srt world ||guua as jurors (Jurors in sud-

Q! years t Gresnberg, 1950;
Jackson Pollock and Max w-bor, 1951; Sidney Janis,
1952; Adolph Gottlieb and Ad Reinhardt, 1953; Robert
Motherwsil, Betty Parsons, and James Johnson
Sweeney, 1954; Robert Goldwater and Jack Tworkov,
1958; Willem de Kooning, Sam Hunter, and Franz
Kline, 1958) seems aimost as great 83 the fact of the

sxhibitions th ives.'* The d by
contact with these jurors, and the progressive nature
of the exhibitions th ives'* gave contl and

credibllity to the postwar generation of artists. OQut of
these artists’ activities came the first recognizable
“Chi School,” the_Monsjer, Roster; the resctiva-
tion of lho Hyde Purk Art Center under Don Baum's di-

rectorship; snd the alternative spaces of the 1950s.

™ cauned by the QUi jurors brought in by Exhibition
Momenum was an imporan aspeci of the impact of the sxhibitions.
Sidney Janie of Janis Gallery, New York, jurying the 1952 Exnidition
Momentum. Phoio courtesy Ellen Lanyon and Roland Ginzet.

u«wam-mnnwmw«m 2. 1990, Coamo Campoll smoking pipe: Lynn and
John Kearney at iabie with Campoli. Photo courtasy Conlemparary A7t Workshop,

. the normal, exp d way, h

Prcvlouu 1o World War il, the motivating factor In

Inst lhc
ar‘L This became a lesser issue -lrl{;;iodhloly" after the
war, when.modern Ilfe and all It entajled suddeniy was
! ing been ssarily
.doplod to ensure survival and victory by the nation in
the face of th war, Anhough no epted by the aver-

agé inan inthe street, modern arfwas | mbraced by cul-
u7al leaders; major institutions (The Mussum of Mod-
ern Art and The Whitney Museum of American Art in
New York); msjor coll s (Nel A. Rockefeil
and Dominique de Menil, and In Chicago, Joseph Ran-
dall Shapiro and Edwin A. Bergman); and influentiaiin-
to!loctuuls Thus in the I Immedi stwar era, the
major gonl was {0 recelve $xposure 'd views, De-
mocracy was a major molivating ! factor st
was a moral Imperative that art not be ]udgod un-
seen.’® The artists Invoived In forming alternative
spaces in the 1950s, Including the C: porary_Ar
Workshop, 414 Art Workshop Gnllory. Superior Street

“Gal ery, and Exhibit A, were very Interested in seif-de-

velopment through exhibiting thelr tatest works and
recelving feedback from artists and others interested
In art, with the gosl of g and pert: Q
their expression. Fortified by the success of the
Momentum exhibitions, both the Contemporary Art
Workshop and, several years ister, Superior Street
Gallery, were founded by Momentum vaterans. The
[ porary Art Workshap, founded in 1950 by John
Alquith, Cosmo Campoli, Ray Fink, Leon Golub, and
John Kearney, was intended to show bers’ work
and provide workshops and studio space for artists.
The 414 Art Workshop Gallery, like the Hyde Park
Art Center and the ComompourL'An Workshop,
tunctioned as 8 school, Rather than featuring mem-
bers’ work, It showed the work ot ta faculty. Instigated

W
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414 At Workshop Gallery’s fonmer l0GaNON a1 €14 North State Sireet.
1984, Phoio by Tom Van Eynde.

lacal art. They rented the 414 North State Street space
and provided the gallery with a financial stabiiity that
snabled it to flourish for five years.'*

Superior Street Gallery, supported by collector
and patron of the arts Joseph Randall Shapiro, In-
cluded such Momentum vetersns as Roland Ginxel,
Richerd Hunt, Miyoko Ito, Ellen Lanyon, John Miller,
Kerlg Pope (later atfiliated with the Chicago imagists),
Seymour Rosofsky, and Viccl Sperry. Located on
Superior Strest, in the gallery district of the time which

Exhibition Momentum shows but had taught at the
Hyde Park Art Center, and later would show with the
Superlor Street group, the gailery mounted monthly
one~ and two-person exhibitions of faculty and invited
artists, including H.C. Westermann In his first one-per-
son show. While the Contemporsry Art Workshop sur-
vived through the dedication of John and Lynn Kear-
ney and the rental of its reasonably priced studios, 414
had a nonartist benetsctor In the form of Doc Walters
who, slong with his wife Shlrloy, a teacher in the
Chicago Public School ished to age

aiso boasted Alian Frumkin and Richard Feigen, com-
merclal g d d t0 showing locsl as well as
New York art (H.C. Westermann had been taken on by
Allsn Frumkin and had a very successful showing
thers shortly after his 414 Art Workshop show which,
needless to say, did not atiract the crowds snd atten-
tion that a commerclsi gallery wouid), Besides show-
Ing Its members, Superior Sireet featured such artists
ss painter Bob Thompson, psinter and printmaker Eve-
lyn Statsinger, and ph pher Harry Cslish

Reacting to the local prejudice agsinst abstract

1%, Robert Natkin, 8 recent SAIC graduate, with Stan-
fey Sourelis, formed the Wells Street Galiery which,

=




Walls Sireel Gallery lounder Robert Natiin at the gadery, ¢. 1957,
Photo.courtesy Robert Nakin and Judith Doinick.

after its first year (1957), became a true cooperative,
Wi lis members pitching in 10 cover expenses. Welis
Sireet showed John Chamberlsin, & schooimate of
Natkin's, In hig first one-person exhibition, as weli as a
vigorous schedule of other local abstract artists, in-
cluding Ernest Dieringer, Judith Dolnick, Aaron Sls-
kind, and Ronald Slowinskl. Wells Street siso showed
in 1958 a group exhibition of paintings and drawings
trom private collections, which {eatured Willem de
Kooning, Arshile Gorky, Franz Kline, Jackson Pollock,
Mark Rothko, and David Smith, and marked ono_ol_‘tho
first Insiances of whatwould later tloio_mo & staple ac-
tivity_for~

they engiged a larger ¢ Y.

Other spaces of the 1950s did not fare o well. Like
Welis Street and Superlor Street gaileries, which sus-
pended operations after sxperlencing financlal ditfl-
cultles, Exhibit A, an artists’ cooperative f unded by
—

24 local artists, Including Leopold Segeu!n, Vicci

Exhibit A members, ¢. 1987. From 1. 1o r.: Frank Peterson, Rober L Bailey, Joan Taxay-weinger, Dolores A. Neisor.
Mary Lou Weiss Keilty, Leapoid Segedin, Morris Basanzi. Pholo by Paul Ponsard.
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Sperry, and Angelo Testa, operated for only a short
time, showing mostly b work, and closed its
doors In 1959 after its galiery floor caved in during an
opening.'”

The early to mid-1960s In
Many 5Tt artlstanvolvedin the alternati

were bieak,
_—
paces of

"the 19508, having met with success, had moved to ﬁi_w

York. PAC, an outgrowth of Phalanx, a loose organiza-
tion of over 150 artists, Including veterana of Superior
Street, established a gailery devoted to large group,
exhibitions much in the mold of the Hyde Park Art Cen-
‘tef (see below); In fact, their Initial exhibition, titled
“Black and White” (an homage to Franz Kiine, who had
been a juror of the 1958 Exhibition Momentum), was
heid at the center. The group, which included Roger
Brown, Martin Hurtlg, and Vera Klement, closed after
two years, In 19689, . '

The Second Unitarian Church on Barry Street
hosted a gallery for four years (1969-72), instigated by
maverick local artist Notley Maddox, who dled prema-
turely in 1980. This space showed a number of artists
and photographers, many SAIC students and facuity,
in one- and two-person exhibitions. PAC and the Sec-
ond Unitarlsn Church Gallery, located as they wers on
the North Side away from the traditional gsllery dis-
tricts, did not receive the tratfic and attention In the art
press that the quality of their exhibitions merited.

Also in the late 1960s, the group Live from
Chicago, consisiing of arlists, designers and ar-
chitects, opened a space that featured exhibitions

weighted heavily toward technologically derixed,

‘medis, such as pholography, film, and electronic
works. Although some extraordinary exhibitions were
mounted, as well as » lively program of music ; and flim,
Live from Chicago (its name an attempt to show there
was still “lite In Chicago” after the brutal events sur-
rounding the 1968 Chicago Democratic Conventlon),
which had omn%;m_lqlu\oﬂm in 1970,
The bright light in the 19608 _siternative space
landscape was the Hyde Park Art Center. After ing

their humorous, down-to-earth approach to art as indi-
cated by their tities—"The Hollywood Image” (1963);
“Three Kingd Animal, Veg ) Minerai™ (1965-
66); “Hailry Who™ (1968, 1967, 1968); “Non Plussed
Some™{1968); “False Image™ (1968, 1969); “Marriage,
Chicago Style™ (1970)—ss well as for the uniqueness
and vigor of the art they (eatured. Out of these exhibi-
tions, and especiaily the now-leg y Hairy Who
shows which introduced Jim Nutt and Karl Wirsum,
smong others, Chicago Imagism was born.'® The first
widely acknowledged “Chicago School” (the M
Roster artists, although Identitied as » stylistic group,
had mostly left Chicago, sand the overait Impact of their
style was slight), imagism was quickly disseminsted
throughout the art world through representation in the
1973 Séo Psulo Blenal, which traveled to Washington,
DC. As wall, Imagist artists were showcased st the
Museum of Contemporary Art,

Tha tireless activity of Don Baum and the Hyde
Park Art Center Introduced an Impressive list of artists
of lasting Importance to Chicago's art history: those

iated with Imag! Roger Brown, Sarah Can-
right, Eleanor Dube, James Faiconer, Ed Flood, Art
Green, Phillip Hanson, Gladys Nilsson, Jim Nutt, Ed
Paschke, Christine Ramberg, Suellen Roccas, Barbars
Rossl, Kerl Wirsum, and Ray Yoshids—as wellss &
host-of others, Including Gertrude Abercromble, Jor-
dan Davles, Robert Donley, Theodore Halkin, Whitney
Halstead, Harold Haydon, George Kokines, Paui
LaM. , Robert L , Bon Mah d, Tom Paiaz-
zolo, Frank Platek, Alice Shaddle, Irene Slegel, Steven
Urry, and many, many others.'® At well, the canter was
instrumental in shaping the Chicago assthetic by in-
troducing the work of the now-famous Chicago naives,
Iincluding Lee Godle, Aldobrando Placenzas, and
Pauline Simon,

The moral imperative of artists of the 19508 and
19603 was that work should be showii without regard

1%, 3% twon Golub put 1t tfia Siatus of its creator or the

to lifa In 1956 under the directorship of Don Beum,
whose involvement in The Ronal._sqppg‘s.gclny'n Stu-
dent C. i (which sp d an annual exhibi-
tion), as welil as experience with

HPAC came intc a dominant position in the Chica
world In the 1960s. Bsum organized exhibitio
exhibition of extraordinarily lively snd innovative

group and theme shows of local artists, notable for

<Thr ces Implicit in ts crealian” (ses note TSy

This Imperative had aimost vanished by the late 1960s,. <

and ls conspicuously absant from the thinking and
manifestos of the third and best-knawn geneation of
alternative spaces—those, Including ARC, Artemisi

and N.AM.E,, founded in the early 1 970s. These artists,
100, feit they were bélfig Tocked G of exhibiting, but
not because their work was being judged inferior be-
cause It was student or fledgling art, but because
Chicago’s ant world, ironically, had settied on an ac-
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Poster designed by Jim Nult Tor the April 1988 “Hairy Who' sxhibition at
the Hyde Park Art Center. Dennis Adrian Bequest, Museum of

ble style (or. exhibitabl Iocal art: the Imagism in art, one that sesmed natural and right to those edu-
pu:mulglud by the Hydé Park M i, ™ These cated in the late 19608 and early 19708 when painting
third-gensration alternative-space_srt seemed not had bogn deglared dead (reminiscent, interestingly, of
ged art mo batties of the first generation of alternative space

communlty in quite the same way the Momentum gen- artists ag the Yy rejection of ant”);

eration did. Because l_pc  changing Umas,these art-
luu. most of whom had studled at the School of the Art

it nt factor in Chicag shl-log_oi al-
J ® more | ally. and Jpterna-

tlonally orlmlod. worklng more-and-more.ia_experi-
—pert Installationy- snd con-
coptual whlch dealers found ditficult to seil even
whpon pv:d"ucod by such lurilnaries as Vito Acconci,
Waiter de Marls, and Dennis Oppenheim, to name &
low As well,_ many women artists, encouraged by the
N, women's movomonU.lj s_was time to organize to
turibert Istic as well as feminist. The alter-
native spaces of the 19703 thus arose out of very differ-
ent nesds—the necessity to promote » new sesthetic
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and the need by women artists to fest a part of the sys-
tem which, haretotor, many other fields, had dis-
criminated lgllmup_qu._g__rﬂcullrly those with
familles._

The first space of the 1970s, ARC, arose out of
meetings encouraged by Elien Lanyon, Instigstor of
the Momentum exhibitions and Superior Street Gal-
lery, as part of W.E.B. (West Coul-Eut Coast Bag), »

's network. As met to di various

issues, some began to_rull_u_!ho_n_ood tor an outlet for

the Incressing number of women artists who had ex-
pomnc.d difficulty In mttrlng the Chicago art world.

ome s of the W.E.B. dis-
cuulom. and some having been Invited to join In the

ARG Galiery's lounding members at the 226 East Ontario space, July 1974. From L, 10 r.: Jan Miser, Johnnie Johneon, Judy
Lemer Brice, Mary Min, Moniks Wehrenberg, Laurel M, Ross. Gerda Meyer Bamatein, Fiances Schosnwetter, Kay Rosen,
Priscita Human, ommmmsmmmm(nw Sara Skoinik, Photo by Ruyed Ho,

courtesy ARC Gallery.

sffort—in September 1973 opened ARC In the 226 East
Ontario bullding, a prime location since it stood across
the street from the Museum of Contemporary Art. Run
as 3 cooperative, ARC was out to show that

Whllc a ugmcnt of the clty s women artists were

" h

don't just have to be mothers or dliettantes,” as Gerda
Meyer Bernsteln, one of (i@ mov¥ $Xpetidnced of the
group, having shown at the Hyde Park Art Center as
well as In New York and Germany, put it.*’ The goats of

-snhancing members’ status us In the art world rid and, by -

tenslon, enhanging the | slqms_gl_ ulepmon

of providing a model for younger womon , Were
often cited. A féw weeks after the o oponlng of ARC, s

second women's cooperative, Artemlsia, opened in

the Faimie bullding. Named after Baroque painter Ar
temisia Gentileschi, Artemisia had goals simiter to
lhouotARC,bul' luded 3 ber of SAIC students_
and alumnae, whonn tho women. ol ARC were from
ﬂol’y divergeiit_ar mlstle _backgrouods. This factor,
dwith Artemisia‘s_siightly. more hardline

org ives, 8 group of SAIC graduate stu-
dents, wlm one exception ali men, banded logolhov to
form NLAM.E, Gallery, geners Iy:con dered Chicaga's
premier alternalive space. These artists mostly were

Involved In nonlndﬂlonal _types_of. work — perfor-

m and instali art, i king,
etc. wun grul snthusiasm and Ideatism (as well as
Igi not only of Chicago’s

put nltomaﬂv- spaces but of New York spaces such
“as ALR, and The Kitchen, which had been founded in
1971); these artists wished to provide a space not only
for presentation of their own Investigations, but for
other oxporlmomcl artists’ work?? Although Initially
organized ass ‘co-op, from_the ' begmningN.A M.,
opened its doors to other ertists, v with axRIGIGRS cho-
sen by mn[ovl!y vol- ol (M mcmbon.




N.AM.E. Gattery loundng members (1. 10 1.) Phil Berkman, Michsel Crane,
and Amands Pairy sl 1he gablery in 1974, Phowo courtesy N.AM.E.
Galery.
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NAME. Gabery's Statement of Pupose. 1973. Countesy NAM.E Gatery.

NAME's Impoﬂanco to the growt:, of the alterna-
!Iv- space lcong_ln.. Chlugo in the 19708 was
pcn_mq_qgt After  year (n a third-floor loft on Lake
Streset, the galirry made a ploneering move to Hubbard
Street.? Soon fter, both ARC and Artemisia relocated
on Hubb-rd, which was withii walkin klng distance of
Both the Muuum of Contemporary Art and the galiery
districts "o Michigan_ Avenue and_Ontario Strest.
Evomually the area around N.A.M.E. coasted six lltor-
native sp ARC, Ar isia, Chi Fli t ]
(tformerly N.AM.E.'s subgroup, Fllmgroup). the video
co-op Chicago Editing Center (now The Center for New
Television), East Hubbard Gallery (later West Hubbard
when it moved down the street), and ARC's space for

Cause T Was more general ln n-tuvo lnd ton_dod to h-
ture more inteilectually Hgorou- work, was givan more
considerstion in the art press thnn the feminist co-ops,
the Hubbaro "Strest™ galieries Tormed an active, In-
vigorating alternative district, each gallery aided by
the fact of the zoncentration of gallerles,

Some observers of the alternative space
p have denied the ex! of true alter-
native spaces prior to the 1970s, and have romukod on
the burgeaning of the sp In this d , going so
far as to staie tmt the dolcvmlnlng characteristic.of the
19708 would be the p of the all ive
lplc. 3 Yot the utuordlnlry Success of alternative
spaces In this decade seems less » mattur of progress
In art and culture and more a matter of aconomics, The
younyer generation In gener _l.rrrtu?!lﬁg_lif srtists,
had begun to expect ! ot Eubuc support! >t for 118 pr pdvalc
endeavors (specifically in the form of the understand-
Ing and fellcity of the man in the street), pubilc suppart
in.the form.of g ies, and this support
was forthcoming from the National Endowmc _3 forthe
Arts, which had besn ogl_!bllnh-d gin 1965 The parailet
development of altarnative spaces and the NEA's ser-
vice programs has been noted.?* The role of the NEA in
nourishing (even though the NEA does not provide
tunding 1o spaces during their Initial year, the knowi-
edge that there Is a tunding source down the line en-
courages new ) and g alternative
spaces is clear, Not surprisingly, thoss spaces that
have been most adept st applying to the NEA have sus-
tained themselves, while those that have been unsuc-
cessiul at obtalning grants, sither through disinterest
or incompaetence, have folded. This development can
be seer. in the success of N.A.M.E. Gallery and the his-
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Flim screenings, parformances, concerts, and other events were and remain
imporant pants of NAM.E.
Owlmmhfm 1974 ovents st NAM.E., 203 Weet Lake Sreet.
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Visiting artisis and lechurers were sn0ihes important aspect of e Hubberu
locturing st N.A.M.E. Gallery, May 1973, Phowm courtesy N.A.M.E, Galery.

Large theme 4 a8’ ing in the lale 1970s.
i became an ol foature in the atemative 3088’ programming
Artisis rom N.A.M.E, Galery's “Daisy’s Tomb® exhibition of 1978, cursted by Jerry Saiz, Photo courtesy N.A.M.E. Gaery.

tory of West Hubbard Gallery, which was founded in
1977 by another group of SAIC students. In many
ways, by 1977 N.AM.E. had become “the estabiish-
ment." It was certalnly so consldered by some of the
artists who formed West Hubbard. The founders of
West Hubbard were not inclined towsrd accepting the

[l 9 O Y — p ly John Hogan
and Steve Sherrell, who feit that the gallery should not

1

pendent on_something that gould be taken
away. Indeed, in 1981, cuibacks by.the Reagan Admine,
isiration_caused. the. alternative spages _considerable
financial difficuities. N.AM.E, reacted by forming @
Board of directors consisting both of srtists snd nen-
ariists to broaden i1s base, of support and sssist in
fund-ralsing; in 1982, West Hubbard gave up the
Tridinienance of & spaca. ts history, in fact, Is not un-
like the historles of the spaces of the 1950s and 1960s:
initial vig ] gy g d by the enth of
its founders®®; the dropping away of members dus to
the grind of kesping up the space — which cut greatly
into personal artistic output; and the subsequent pro-
cess of linancial ditficulties, reorganization, discour-
agement, and closing of the space as Its founders, now

more established, couid atford to go on without It.2”
However, In the 1970s and 1980s, with the security,
of NEA funding, most siternative spaces have been
‘sble to find new energy, easier to discover at the lower
level required by this type of maintenancs. The depar-
ture of founding members does not cause a vacyum —
momentum |s ensured through the creation of an In.
stitutional identity separate from the identity ot tound-
Ing bers. This institutional Tdentity/ls, more and
more, indlstingulshable lromMMUBsUTS 4nd other non-
sniist-instigated organizations: boards of directors,
exhibition committees, gallery directors, and guast
s are a i of most P Y aitems-

tive spaces.

N.A.M.E.'s creation of a board of directors hss al-

ready been noted; the Randoiph Street Gallery, one of .

the most recent additioy~to-theNiiferRative spacs
scene, although founded by two ertists (Tish Miller and

Sarah Schwartz), astablishad a hgard Yirtually trom the

Qutset. Like West Hubbard, Randgiph. Streat_was
founded 1o provide an alt lve.to_the aiternatives:

e

-

open to all:

8%

show

west hubbard galiery
61 west hubbard streer
chicago,Hlinois 6061 |

wwwﬁu«y-nmnbmuwmhum
1anGe of artisis Iwough its “open walls® shows, Prospecius lor the
“BA K 11° shows, which ware haid annualty between 1979 and 1981,

than existing as an aiternative to it, Thus, resiisticaily,
a contemporary altern pace — whether founded
a8 an aliernative 16 the aliernailves o not — can do Iit-
tle more than provide stili another venus for arts ac-
tivitles, often times Indistinguishable from the ac-
tivitles In which athar inafliGilons, both “aiternative”
and “establlsh """'\\';__‘mlmt
a8 weil as N.AM.E,, can today more reslistically be
characterized as government-supported Kunsthéile,
For an antlat-run organization to be Trify srilsiryn,
artists must alao be ndmlql_l_tf_a.tq_r&_whlcm a8 it cuts
significantly into their artistic output, Is something
that most artists are understandably-re ta.do.
Vet the iring ot admimlstrators Tuptures the artist-run
Identity. Patrons of the arts, curators, and professional

ts. particular focus ls on large group oxh_l_tzh]g})?__éﬂ_‘tr
Mtaliation art and 5n performance, Ve, in the 19808, the
function of sitemative spaces, brought about In large
part by their success In opening up the art world, Is
that of extending the gallery sy Y rather

RV R

s may be entirely sympathetic to the de-
sires and alms of artists — having had thelr con-
sclousnesses raised by the alternative system’s ac-
tivities —yet they are not artists and ultimately may not
do what artists perhaps would, While providing sn ex-

panded art 1, porary ai ve

P
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exhibition, Octaber-Navember 1982. Top row (1. 10 1.): Hudeon, Mary Min, David rHeim, Jessica Swit, Cynde
Schaupe, Suzie Kunz, Bruce Clearfieid, Paul Maurice, Grog Green. Middie row (1. 10 1.): Greg Knight, Morgan
Puatt, Nency Forest Brown, Gary Justis, Dennis Xowsiskd, L.J. Dougias. Botomm row (1. 10 1.): Sieve Mose,
Siory Mann, Lynnetie Monisl, Frank Garvey, Jenniter Herewh, Marc Giordeno, Ted Cowitz, Sarah Schwarg,
wruu.mm.mmmwrhmuwnmmm.¢
MM&,DWCM.MWSMGO.MYNUW%IM‘

may not necessarily provide a more responsive one.
As N.AM.E., ARC, Artamisia, Randolph Street, and
other galt have begun to undertske museumiike
—— e
sctivities — retrospectives, mid-caresi ieviews, one-

Some of the most stabie siternatives of the 1980s
seem _ta.be_the _g_oalclorlonl'o"d": ]
Center for New Televisior, Chicago Fil

ttorded by s single, well-delined goal

perscR shows_ o oider and more ished but
hitherto littie-seen artiats, etc., the young, untried, un-
known srtists face toughet.campatition, both in terms
ot the nméumo\'gg{s_lgaupmnlul_hio #nd In the
level of maturity and pr sm required to con-
vince the spaces they a of showing.

This situation, of course, Is oxactly the kind that
consistently has caused artists lo bend together and
found spaces of their own. A few local spaces sesm to
have found formats that for them and the artists they
serve are visbie, given the pressures of fiscal reslities
upon alternative Ideslism. NAB, founded In 1974 by a
group of Southern lliinois University students, or-
ganizes large theme and group shows that mix NAB
members with outside artists and encourage artists lo
show one or two works on a regular, almost ongoing
basis.? WP A.(L.1381) derives Its exhibition schedule
by sollciting Ideas and votes from srtists who have
previously shown, In & sort of round-robin.”
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gation within a zingle medium, allo
develop samty L it
Aliemative spaces have snilvened s.d enviched
Chicago's art scens. They have been successtul In
streiching the local attitudes about art and In dis-
couraging complacency; they have enabled many art-
Ists 10 embark on successful careers, The phllosophi-
cal debats about their purpose and value will certalnly
continue. Aealistically, as this history shows, alterna-
tive spaces can hardly be seen as some fledgling,
speculative venture. One would be surprised by the
ques:loning of the validity and contributions of, say,
museums or commercial galleries — siternative
spaces, by thelr very definition, seem to invite such
basic debate. As the cycle of ossification of estab-
lished cultural institutions and the smergence of an si-
ternative voice to counter this ossification continues,
80 will the history of aiternative spaces in Chicago.
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