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Most people associate Louis Comfort Tiffany
with masterworks of glass and, in particular,
with brilliantly colored windows and lamps. Yet,
Tiffany actually excelled in a far greater range of
mediums than is generally recognized. Here,

in 72 full-color plates, are eye-opening
examples of Tiffany’s superb enamels, jewelry,
bronzes, ceramics, mosaics, paintings, and
even works in wood—as well as his glass
designs, some famous and some lesser known.

Each chapter sheds new light on the
prodigiously far-reaching talents of this revered
American artist, as three distinguished authors
approach aspects of Tiffany’s work from fresh
vantage points. Neil Harris discusses Tiffany’s
career as an ambitious young interior decorator
and his later ability to shape mass taste with his
wide range of domestic and ecclesiastical
objects. Martin Eidelberg provides a perceptive
study of the cult of Nature in Tiffany’s work and
differentiates the artist’s forms from those of
European Art Nouveau. And Alastair Duncan
analyzes the fascinating dichotomy between
Tiffany’s religious and secular windows,
comparing the traditional style of the former
with the creative brilliance of the latter, which
determined Tiffany’s status as an international
dlass artist.

A contemporary German critic once spoke of
Tiffany’s "dumbfounding versatility”; in its scope
and originality, this volume confirms that
characterization.

125 ittustrations, including 72 plates
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The Tiffany Studios exhibit al the
Paris Exposilion Universelle,
1900. Inthe right-hand vilrine is
lhe punch bowl of Favrile glass
and gilded silver designed for
Mr. Henry O. Havemeyer.

INTRODUCTION

Alastair Duncan

=@ his book accompanies the exhibition Masterworks of Louis Comfort Tiffany, organized by

the Smithsonian Institution under the sponsorship of Tiffany & Company. The exhibition

provides the first opportunity in nearly one hundred years, from the time Tiffany rose to
public eminence at the 1893 Columbian Exposition in Chicago, to measure his achievements
through the display of a selection of his finest works. Two previous retrospective shows — those
at the Museum of Contemporary Crafts in New York in 1958, and at the Heckscher Museum in
Huntington, Long Island, in 1967 — were restricted in their selection by the fact that they
preceded the art market surge of the late 1970s and early 1980s which helped to coax many of
the items included in this exhibition from their original homes. For a brief moment at least, the
whereabouts of most of Tiffany’s surviving masterpieces are now known. This has provided
the Smithsonian Institution with the forum by which the public can reassess Tiffany’s indi-
vidual genius before some of the items are dispersed into new collections, some of which,

from recent market trends, will almost certainly be overseas.

“A Dumbfounding Versatility"”

Full comprehension of Tiffany’s achievements as an artist has largely been blurred by his other
role, that of the owner and director of a firm which mass-produced household and liturgical
objects such as lamps, memorials, miscellaneous glassware, and bronze candlesticks and
desk top items. The sheer volume of products generated by the Tiffany Studios for so many
years has overwhelmed the public’s perception of the man at the heart of this giant commercial
enterprise; one of prodigious individual talent who for more than fifty years wrestled with the
dilemma of how to juggle the dual role of individual and industrial artist. The latter has
persistently veiled attempts to analyze Tiffany the artist, whose unswerving quest of beauty led
him into the fields of painting, glass (not only the manufacture of the material itself, but its
selection for windows, lamps, mosaics, and decorative glassware), bronzes, enamels, cera-
mics, and jewelry, and, on occasion, photography, architecture, textile design, and interior
decoration, to all of which he applied himself with surpassing ability and imagination.

Contemporary critics understood the breadth of Tiffany’s artistry, although they differed on
the respective merits of his achievements in each discipline. An editorial in the Baltimore
Evening Sun (October 19, 1910), provided a summary of the high respect Tiffany enjoyed
among most critics: “it is doubtful if another can be mentioned who has contributed more
substance to art in all its phases and embraced a wider range of expression in the interpreta-
tion of all things beautiful.” The German Otto von Bentheim provided the most succinct
assessment of Tiffany’s work in his review of the Studios’ exhibit at the 1900 Exposition
Universelle in Paris, which he judged to be of “a dumbfounding versatility.”



Our analysis of Tiffany today varies in several imporlanl aspecls from the way he was

perceived al the height of his career and, incidentally, from the way he intended himself to be
judged by posterity. There remains no serious dispule on lhe fundamental talents which
governed his energies — those of a colorist and naluralisl — nor of his spectacular innovations
as a glassmaker, a lhirty-year odyssey which reached fruilion in his mastery of the most
intoxicating range of blended colors and lechniques attained in the annals of the craft. Time
has afforded a different view, however, of lhe relalive strengths and weaknesses of what he
created in so many artistic media. Nol surprisingly, he did not excel all the time, nor was he
equally excellent al everylhing he attempted. But he was, at his heighl, a decoratlive arlisl of
unparalleled abilily, vision, and accomplishment, whose achievemenl will probably never be
surpassed; one who Lhrough a felicitous blend of intelligence, ambilion, weallh, crealivily, and
boundless energy seized the unique opporlunities afforded him by the exlraordinary expan-
sion and prosperity which America enjoyed al lhe lurn of the cenlury. Il was the nation’s first
Gilded Age, and Tiffany was perfeclly placed lo acl as ils mosl fashionable purveyor of laste,
nol only within the home, but in every type of public and private institution, including places of
worship, holels, clubs, libraries, hospitals, and even ferry boats.

Tiffany considered the production of windows as his most prestigious pursuit as the
medium was, in his opinion, lhe most exalled of all decoralive art forms. Yet in Lhis he was
continually thwarled by the insistence of his major clienl, lhe church, for ecclesiaslical figural
compositions, a style in which his designs were far from unique. The body of his religious work
was, in facl, saved from banalily only by his inimitable glass. Today his figural church commis-
sions appear, if anylhing less distinguished than they were considered at the lime, in sharp
contrasl to his landscape and floral panels, which, although far fewer in number, must in their
juxtaposition of glorious hues have occasionally exceeded even Tiffany’s own aspirations as a

colorist.



Two views of the exhibition
stagedin 1916 by L.C. Tiffany al
the Tiffany Studios showrooms
locelebrate his sixty-eighth
birthday. Over 150 paintings
and decorative objects were
included.
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Itis ironic that posterity has perceived Tiffany primarily as a maker of leaded glass lamps;
this would have frustrated him greatly for their rank commerciality caused him to feel less
satisfaction than in any other of his artistic endeavors. Even his biographer, Charles de Kay, in
his 1914 volume, which examined in detail Tiffany’s multifaceted abilities (including his re-
latively obscure achievements in textile and furniture design, and architecture), studiously
avoided any reference whatever to the Studios’ glass lamp operation. This, coming at the
moment when Tiffany’s leaded lamps had been produced for a seemingly insatiable market
for fifteen years, is astonishing. Such an obvious omission must be ascribed to the insistence
of Tiffany himself, either directly or via his children, for whom the book was commissioned. In
addition, there is no surviving literature in which Tiffany refers to his lamps, although he
eagerly expatiated on his philosophy of color, light, nature, and glass in numerous speeches
and articles. In the exhibition which he staged at the firm’s showroom in 1916 to celebrate his
68th birthday, there was only one lamp — the unique peacock model which he designed for
Charles Gould and which had a hand-blown, rather than leaded, shade — among over 160
paintings and cabinets crammed with examples of his Favrile glassware, enameled pieces,
and jewelry. The fact that the lamps were produced in multiple, unlike his windows, enamels,
and hand-blown glassware — which were each unique works of art — was no doubt in conflict
with the image that he had of himself as an artist. That the lamp manufacturing process was
initiated by the need to utilize the fragments of sheet glass which had accumulated through
years of window production, and that there was therefore a lingering stigma - one of expedien-
cy and commercialism - associated with their origin, was another factor that Kept Tiffany from
acknowledging his lamps as an integral part of his artistic repertoire. Yet they have regained
their initial popularity for the same reason they were first successful: their three-
dimensionality provides the perfect vehicle by which a collector can enjoy the spectacular
kaleidoscope qualities of Tiffany’s glass at the mere turn of a switch within the confines of his



own home. Even their uncountable numbers cannol obliterate the fact that they remain at their
finest a uniquely Tiffany form of artistic expression and, as such, easily identifiable and
fashionable artefacts of interior decoration. And even if Tiffany did not himself invent the
concept of leaded glass lamps (there is no evidence in contemporary literature to prove
whether he did or not) — that of using pieces of flat glass contained within a delicate web of
soldered strips of copper foil to create a curved lampshade — his perfection of the process
warrants our recognition that it was in itself a measure of his ingenuity. ’

No discussion of Tiffany’s lamps can exclude consideration of his bronze bases. Missing
from the literature of the Studios was any reference to the qualily of casting of its bronzeware,
which it described only as “metal.” Yet the crisp chased detailing and unwavering excellence of
the firm'’s patinas matched the quality of anything produced by the foremost foundries in the
United States — lhe Roman Bronze Works, Gorham, and Henry Bonnard — at the time.

Contemporary critics were lavish in their praise of the shimmering spectral qualities of
Tiffany’s Favrile glassware, which made its debut in 1893. This enthusiasm has been retained
by today’s collectors, although there is no consensus, as there is among Tiffany lamp collec-
tors concerning the most important lamp models, as to which of his technical processes is the
most successful, and therefore the most desirable. At times perceived as secondary to his
lamps (measured in part by their relative inexpensiveness), Favrile vases have recently elicited
fresh appreciation, and growing competition among coltectors, for their fiuid organic forms
and unique surface iridescence and texturing.

Beyond his glass windows, lamps and vases, Tiffany brought significant technical innova-
tions to the related fields of mosaics — in which he rejected the medium’s conventional grid-
pattern form of assembly for his domestic commissions — and enamel-on-copper, in which he
developed shaded translucent enamels under which light-reflective particles of metallic foil
were placed to heighten significantly their naturalistic effects. In his experimentation with
ceramics, Tiffany’s achievements were likewise distinguished, although more modest in his
application to vessels of organic form of a single colored glaze, a technique made fashionable
by other potteries at the time.

In his jewelry, to which Tiffany applied an enchanting range of botanical and entomological
motifs, the full extent of his achievements remains obscure, as his experimentalion, even
more than that involved in his enamels and ceramics, was swathed in secrecy. Surviving
pieces, frequently in handwrought gold enriched with champlevé enamels, show his facility
with the medium, and even drew the praise of a French critic who, in what he erroneously
presumed would be taken as a compliment, described Tiffany’s brooches at the 1905 Paris
Salon as "worthy of an amateur Lalique.” The obvious advantages provided by Tiffany’s asso-
ciation with Tiffany & Company, of which he was the Artislic Director from the time of his
father's death in 1902 until his own in 1933, afforded him endless opportunities for experi-
mentation and innovation. Several of the firm's pieces of jewelry from the period, especially
between 1908 and 1914, indicate his influence in their floral designs and delicate summer
paletie.

In only one category, painting, has today’s audience been less charitable to Tiffany in ils
Jjudament than his peers were. The problem is twofold: on the one hand, as his involvement in
other areas of the arts grew in the 1870s — specifically interior design and glass experimenta-

tion — Tiffany had fewer opportunities to paint professionally. Most of his surviving canvases
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Louis Comfort Tiffany at the
height of his career.

therefore appear unfinished — which both these and many of his cartoons for windows in fact
were. The second problem is that the majority of his finest paintings have been passed down
within his family, which has slowed appreciation of his painterly skills by the public at large.
Tiffany would not have risen to the top rank as a painter, but he was considerably more gifted,
when he allotted himself sufficient time, than he is often now given credit for from the dreary
selection of landscapes and Arab bazaar studies that appear intermittently in the market
place.

“Infinite, Endless Labor Makes the Masterpiece”

The man behind these spectacular objects remains an enigma, one who, when pressed on his
accomplishments, spoke with diffidence of his continuing role as a student of art, asina 1916
speech: “If 1 may be forgiven a word about my own work, 1 would merely say that I have always
striven to fix beauty in wood or stone or glass or pottery, inoil or water color, by using whatever
seemed fittest by the expression of beauty; that has been my creed, and I see no reason to
change it.” On other occasions he spoke expansively around the objects he had created —on
the aesthetic concepts which motivated him — but not specifically about them. The observa-
tions of his contemporaries tell far more about him. Critics and friends spoke always of his
boundless energy, which acted as the catalyst in unifying his other talents. Rene Quelin, for
example, in a 1922 article on Tiffany entitled A Many-sided Creator of the Beautifut (Arts &
Decoration, July 1922, p. 176), wrote, “This no doubt has been the secret of his success and
renown — work, work, everlasting work — like the Old Masters of the Middle Ages, the times
when artists were also true craftsmen, preparing all their materials and tools themselves . . .”

Charles de Kay provided a similar testimonial: “Infinite, endless labor makes the masterpiece”.
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Inextricably bound to this voracious appetile for work was Tiffany’s preoccupation with
perfection. Stories have survived of him as an old man walking through the Corona factory and
striking pieces from the work bench which did not meet his arlistic or technical standards of
the moment. Other anecdoles passed down through the families of his top employees — such
as Joseph Briggs and Frederick Wilson — corroborate this image of a man obsessed with
excellence, which on occasion manifested itself negatively in his relationship with. his staff.
Tiffany could be an arbitrary, high-handed, and uncompromising employer, who was equally
prepared to overrule his clients on artistic issues. An article in the New York Tribune of June,
1901, which described progress on the Wade Memorial Chapel in the Lakeview Cemelery,
Cleveland, shows how Tiffany sel standards for himselfabove and beyond the comprehension
of others: “Tiffany, who is considered the most clever and al the same lime the most erratic
maker of stained glass in America, has probably taken his last look at the windows in the
memorial for the present, and in consequence architects Hubbell & Benes and Mr. Wade are
breathing sighs of relief. Mr. Wade said last night that Tiffany had torn the magnificent win-
dows he had placed in the structure to pieces, on the occasion of each of his previous visits of
inspection, and he was fearful that Tiffany might slill be dissatisfied with his work. 'The great
artist goes after a certain effect,’ said Mr. Wade, ‘he is never satisfied until he gets it, and
frequently destroys costly creations of his own because he does not like the effects of certain
portions of his work.”

Other facls supporl the vision of an artist imbued with a divine mission: that of the beau-
tification of everything within his reach. Thal Tiffany Studios recorded a loss from year to year
— the firm’s lreasurer, Mr. Fielding, noted that Tiffany invariably wrolte a check at the close of
the financial year to offset the oulstanding debt — shows a man blinded to the economic
realities of the business world, whose father’s largesse subsidized his ambitions. Today we
need not concern ourselves wilh the non-profitability of Tiffany Studios, and can be grateful,
rather, that if additional funding was required to balance the books, it prevented the diminu-
lion of Tiffany’s unwavering artistic standards.

The Masterworks of Louis Comfort Tiffany exhibition provides the public with the opportun-
ity lo appreciate Tiffany’s accomplishments through a selection of objects of which he would
presumably have approved, as most of those chosen were included in his displays at interna-
tional expositions or illustrated in literature published by the Tiffany Studios as representalive
ofits finest work. He would also no doubt welcome a retrospective exhibilion which attempts to
show that, beyond the lamps which he so deprecated, he produced art of a stupefying beauty
and artistic sensibility in a hosl of other media. Many observers will also realize for the first time
that, aithough he worked for fully one half of his fifty-odd year career in this century, Tiffany’s
style remained firmly entrenched in the nineteenth century in its embrace of nalure as a
decoralive lheme and in its preoccupation with superlative handcraftsmanship.






7 ) he Tiffany legend is alive and well. The return of the brilliant lamps, glass, and windows to
popular favor, the fabulous sums they now command at auction, and the resurgence of Art
Nouveau in this country and abroad together have reasserted the power of the Tiffany

name. tndeed, itis hard to understand how it was so placidly understated for so long.

But there are still some who confuse Louis Tiffany with his jeweler father, Charles. And
others who mistake Tiffany for any maker of stained glass in turn-of-century America. Despite
the new attention and respect, Louis Comfort Tiffany remains for many a rather vague and
somewhat distant figure, a curious mixture of impulses and influences: artist, businessman,
inventor, promoter, socialite, philosopher, teacher. This may be partly a function of his
longevity, for he spanned the period between the Mexican War of t847-48 and the election of
Franklin Delano Roosevelt in 1932. More likely it has resuited from the extraordinary variety of
his interests and decorative art exploits. In fact, Tiffany’s eighty-five years encompassed not
one but several careers, each of them concerned with special expressive problems, each
developing its own strategies of persuasion and exemplification. No phase of his life, of
course, was absolutely separate from any other. His commitments and experiences trans-
cended specific periods of his work. But in making sense of Tiffany’s remarkabte btend of
inventiveness, salesmanship, and aesthetic passion, it might be useful to distinguish three
large responses he made to some very different challenges. First, the initial need toestablish a
personal and professional reputation by providing arresting and integrated interiors for both
individuals and institutions. Second, the desire to shape mass taste by producing and then
selling products of his workshops, marketing a variety of goods that reflected his preferences
and technical experiments. And third, the attempt to provide a legacy, to establish a per-
manent mark of his personality on the art life of his country by training a corps of artists who
would share with him the ideal world of Laurelton Hall.

It is impossible to do equal justice to all these phases of his career, and this essay will
concenirate on the earlier years. But it may be helpful in gauging the scope of the man to
realize how numerous his innovations were.

Perhaps Louis Tiffany’s greatest achievement was to propound a philosophy of decoration
that accepted the supremacy of aesthetic effect as its primary justification. While he preacheda
religion of beauty through his lifetime, Tiffany avoided most of the respectful moralisms that
had flavored the domestic guidebooks of earlier generations. tn forming the Associated Artists
in 1879 with Samuel Colman, Lockwood De Forest, and Candace Wheeler, Tiffany advanced a
view of interior spaces that reoriented — in at least two fundarmental ways — the preferences of
his day. One was literally a reorientation, a turn to the East, to Persia, india, Byzantium, Japan,
North Africa. And the other, a candid embrace of lushness, illusion, exotic naturalism, and
artistic virtuosity. Both met the ambitions of clients eager to break with the more formal
eclecticism favored by the rich business class, and eager to explore the fabulous on a global
level. In this first career, moreover, Louis Tiffany and his partners gave some of their attention
to a newly evolving set of interiors, simulitaneously public and private, civic and domestic.
Their very existence revealed the changing character of American society, the dismantling of
boundaries separating the sacred and the profane, the commercial and the artistic, the fami-
lial and the theatrical. In obtaining these early jobs and defining a group of patrons Tiffany,
even more than most of his generation, suggested the skillful and aggressive approach to

marketing that would be a permanent part of a successful career in the decorative arts.'



“Is it not almost time to rebel against the professors of household art?” asked the New York
Times in 1877. “They are so numerous, persistent and dogmatic that they make life a burden.
.. . Noman or woman dares any longer to be comfortable in his or her own house. We must be
artistic first and comfortable afterward — if possible.”?

Long before the Civil War interior spaces, public and private, had captured the attention of
American moralists. Their design was invested with high ethical aims. Domestic settings
seemed especially vital. These arenas in which to rear the young, protect femininity, and
provide a family retreat from the harassing pressures of the outside world were rhetorical
fodder for architects, ministers, educators, landscape gardeners, social reformers, and femin-
ists alike. In dozens of texts published in the 1840s, '50s, and ‘60s, they indicated how color,
pattern, light, furniture, and efficient planning could be used to promote domestic health,
personal comfort, rational beauty, and spiritual safety. Their readers were expected to apply
these lessons toward furthering the American family’s stability and happiness.®

Typically, these authors did not themselves manufacture the objects they described,
although a few owned patents for individual innovations, and several were architects. They
concentrated instead on proposing general principles, guiding novice homemakers through
the maze of existing alternatives. But their specific advice radiated ethical imperatives. The
consequences of showy, ugly, or inappropriate domestic spaces were so painful that it was
impossible to avoid the moral dimension. Philosophers of art who worked with ethical vocabu-
laries — John Ruskin, Charles Eastlake, Andrew Jackson Downing — found in America enthu-
siastic audiences.*

So the complaints of newspapers like the Times came only after the alternating spasms of
advice and counter-advice had turned the middle-class American home into a battlefield
between dogmatists of different persuasions. Although the Times was most exercised about
eclectic variety (a man must "hang his hat on a Queen Anne hook, put his cane in a mediaeval
rack . . . die on a Louis XIV bedstead. . . .”), the “aesthetic trials” of house planning also had
included periods of enforced simplicity, of “artistic” furniture meant to discipline flights of
fancy in the interests of restraint and consistency.®

By the 1870s many books surveyed existing American houses, and either praised or criti-
cized their presentations of self. Despite what was often fairly expensive advice, most critics
continued to relate room interiors to a middle-class version of national life, projecting older
ideals of democratic simplicity and egalitarianism, or at least resting their aesthetic objectives
on these assumptions.

The rooms they addressed were in large part the work of architects rather than interior
designers. And they were linked to appropriale behavior patterns. The library of a house
should be its "most interesting, stimulating, and useful room, “ urged Charles Wyllys Elliott in
his Book of American Interiors. "Here the family should gather in the evening for talk, for work,
for reading; here should come friendly people. . . .”® Americans seldom gave dinner parties,
observed another writer in Samuel Sloan’s Architectural Review and American Builders’ Jour-
nal, and when they did there was, thankfully, no male withdrawal for drinking or carousing.
The company more properly retreated to the parlors. Only palaces used drawing rooms as
reception halls or salons, “and to set apart such a room for the reception of guests by a
republican people is at best but a paltry effort at copying a part of a whole system which we
nationally decry.””



Avoidance of vulgarity, control over extensive display, and reassertion of domestic values
were of special concern to a group of self-taught women writers, who published their sugges-
tions for room-decorating primarily in lhe 1870s. While exterior domestic designs were re-
served to male architects, women could step into the vacuum left by male indifference or
insecurity, and assess the merits of various wallpapers, carpets, door moldings, and
draperies. Their readers were more frequently concerned with small economies and counter-
ing the deficits of size and shape than were the upper-middle-class builders of libraries and
dining rooms.®

The newly rich of the post-Civil War years did not feel obliged to use these books as their
guides. Breaking with traditions of self-denial or affirmations avowing the value of inconspi-
cuous consumption, they went to furniture designers like Herter Brothers, who arranged the
spaces for their custom pieces and procured complementary accessories. Or they left such
matters in the hands of their architects. These clients were neither interested in moralizing
advice nor in need of thrifty pointers. Increasingly the great urban home builders of the 1870s
and ‘80s sought fashionable acclaim and impressive effect; for their houses were not so much
domestic retreats as social centers for the dinner parties, concerts, dances, and civic recep-
tions that were becoming a part of metropolitan life. No philosophy of action was necessary for
these undertakings; they required buying experience, craftsmanship, and coordination.”

Such wealthy clients did not always know what they wanted or even, necessarily, what they
liked. But they expected value for money, and usually involved themselves in some of the
choices being made. Richard Morris Hunt, Stanford White, Herter Brothers, Pottier & Stymuys,
along with other decorators and architects, grew affluent serving their needs.'®

Why would such clients come to Tiffany and his associates with a decorating commission?
How could a young, little-known artist succeed in competing with established architects or
large furniture-makers? Other scholars have asked this question, and their answers seem
reasonable: through a combination of design originality, extensive promotion, and personal
connections. And also, to be sure, by addressing an apparently intense need. The distinction
of their first customers suggested how clearly Associated Artists had gauged their market, and
how shrewd Louis Tiffany had been in determining that there was a great deal of money to be
made in servicing such clients. '’

The young Tiffany had impressive advantages. His father was already servicing the display
needs of the wealthy through his jewelry and silver. Louis Tiffany himself, the child of a
successful businessman, began as a painter, but resembled more nearly in background and
aspiration some of the successful architects of his day, inevitably dependent on the good will
of prospective clients for major commissions. The position and the social skills necessary for
participation in the clubs, the dinners, the parties and other social functions organized by
potential patrons helped greatly. Personable, articulate, and socially respectable, Louis Tif-
fany had the further advantage of artistic training and cosmopolitan experience. His studies
abroad and voyages of discovery in North Africa demonstrated his seriousness; by the time he
turned to decorating he had gained some little attention as an exhibited painter. Intense as
well as handsome, well traveled, and opinionated, he owned the necessary credentials for
persuasive salesmanship.

Unlike the architect, the interior designer required no technical knowledge of building

methods or building laws. Nor did he need any license. The expenditures he consumed were
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The library of the Samuel
Colman house in Newporl,
Rhode Island, inthe 1880s.
(Photo courtesy of the Art
Institute of Chicago)

much smaller than the architect’s, and the preparation period much briefer. The decorator’s
requirements were imagination, judgment about color, texture, and scale, a broad knowledge
of stylistic vocabularies, and access to craftsmen who could translate his ideas into reality.
Most of all, the interior designer was in need of a signature, a distinctive approach, to rise
above competitors. Tiffany’s enthusiasm for eastern themes and materials, and his fascina-
tion with light and color provided an immediate signature.'? His connections with Candace
Wheeler, Samuel Colman, and Lockwood De Forest opened up the craft world. And his person-
al background reassured those entrusting him with special commissions, either from
architectural firms like McKim, Mead and White, or from individual clients. '

But these advantages aside, the rise to celebrity remains astonishing in its speed. Before
1879 Tiffany had done no interior designs at all. Within three years he was taking orders for the
White House. In between he had designed or redesigned homes for several of America’s best
known millionaires, as well as its most celebrated writer. In this process Tiffany’s name,
breeding and appearance were enablements permitting the pursuit of commissions. But they
were certainly not sufficient. The margin of difference may well have been the dazzling impact
his firstinteriors produced on clients and architects bored by the well-managed repetition they
encountered everywhere else, and ready to take a chance. Selecting Associated Artists, in the
early ‘80s, represented something of a calculated risk. The gamble was taken either by the
adventurous, or by those already so secure they were unworried by the possibility of failure.
Any anxieties, to be sure, were lubricated by the personal associations that held designer and
customer together.

Tiffany understood the value of promotion and the importance of demonstration from the
very beginning. And he quickly benefited from the attention of friends and relations. One of the
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first critics to define his characteristic approach to inlerior design was a well-known New
England architect, author, and agriculturist, Donald Grant Mitchell, who had achieved a jour-
nalistic repulalion by writing for New York newspapers under the name of 1k Marvel. Books of
humorous essays, a popular 1850 novel, Reveries of a Bachelor, and foreign cotrespondence
helped support his later efforts at farming and town planning. By the 1870s Mitchell was
eminent enough lo serve on decorative art commissions, and as architect of Conneclicut's
building for the Philadelphia Cenlennial of 1876, '* :

He was also connecled to Louis Tiffany through the marriage of his brother to Tiffany’s
sisler. Indeed it was in Donald Grant Mitchell’s house that Tiffany met his firsl wife, Mary
Woodbridge. Ten years laler Mitchell wrote a series of articles on the Tiffany quarlers in the
Bella Apartments on Easl 26th Slreet, New York City. Tiffany had moved his family there in
1878 and remained unlil moving into the house Slanford White built for them on Madison
Avenue.

Mitchell’s articles appeared in a new popular illustraled journal in 1882, and gained much
attenlion. ' Yet Tiffany was obtaining major commissions even before their publication. His
first big job came from a sixty-lhree year old pharmaceutical millionaire, George Kemp, who
was building a house on Upper Fifth Avenue. Apparently Kemp knew Charles Tiffany, and this
may explain why he was willing to lake a chance on his son.

The Kemp commission reaped almost immediate celebrily. At just about the same lime lhat
Donald Milchell was describing the Bella Apartments, A, F. Oakey depicted in Harper’s Monthly
the work of Associaled Arlists for the Sevenlh Regimental Armory’s Velerans Room, and an
unnamed residence which was illustrated in the essay, and is clearly tlhe Kemp House.'® We
don't know Kemp’s reaction to lhe publicity, bul presumably it was not unwelcome.

Itwas also not unprecedented. During lhe 1880s and "90s, as a result of advances in printing
technique and development of the halftone process, both popular and professional journals
enjoyed featuring domestic inleriors as part of their programs of illuslration. They shared
space wilh many other kinds of images: natural disasters, ballle scenes, election rallies,
holiday celebrations, theatrical performances, athletic conlesls, exotic journeys. But there
was nothing quite like the private inlerior lo represent the prying power of journalism, its
invasion of forbidden spaces, regions not usually penetrated by mass readerships.

Decades earlier, tours lhrough famous homes had been employed by publishers, authors,
and editors to sell books and magazines. Often lhe subjects were literary types — poels,
novelists, essayisls — or clergymen. Occasionally the homes of polilicians were included.
Favored views included sketches of studies or dens where lhe thinking and literary crealion
ook place.'” This suggested lhal the interesl in illustration had more to do wilh the fame of the
home owner Lhan the skill of the decorator. In much the same way that movie fan magazines
would later probe inlimate secrets of stars’ lives, these more decorous intrusions into domes-
licily bore traces of celebrity culture.

The sensibility of the "80s and ‘90s had evolved inlo something different from lhe earlier
model. There was now a double subject. On the one hand stood the home owner, the patron,
Lhe client, Lhe collector, whose wealth and taste formed part of the equalion. On the other was
the artist decoralor entrusted with the task of organizing and furnishing the presenled spaces.
Eilher personality might dominate; in several cases there was clear sharing. In any event,

expanded coverage of wealthy homes was creating a new personality type: lhe celebrity room
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The diningroomin George
Kemp's residence on upper Fifth
Avenue, New York City, in the
1880s. This was Tiffany's first
importantinterior design
commission. (Photo courtesy of
the Art Inslitute of Chicago)

designer. Like the couturier he (or she, as the career of Elsie de Wolfe would demonstrate)
shed fame on both himself and his client.

Qakey’s article did not identify George Kemp as the owner of the illustrated rooms. But
wealthy New Yorkers might have known whose house it was. And acquaintances must have
savored the exposure given to the interiors they had enjoyed on social occasions. A Tiffany
commission could bring media attention — such was one lesson of the Harper’s piece. And
within two years Kemp’s house would be among the more than ninety home interiors featured
inArtistic Houses, the opulent series of photographs published by D. Appleton in 1883-84 fora
small number of subscribers.'® Tiffany’s firm had worked on part or all of seven interiors
described by the text, including the apartment he had designed for himself and the East Room
at the White House. None of them gained more space, however, than the Kemp House. Like the
other interiors, it was clearly identified. Its owner could bask in the company of Morgan,
Vanderbilt, Marquand, Villard, and the other great names that graced its pages.

The novelist Constance Cary Harrison, describing Associated Artists for Harper’s in 1884,
presented their work as “the first fruits of the American Renaissance,” but added, somewhat
misleadingly perhaps, that “very little was attempted by the association to secure the attention
of the public that throngs and wonders. Their work, principally executed to beautify certain
elaborate interiors, has been hurried by the owners from work-room or atelier into jealous
seclusion as soon as it was finished.”'” Artistic Houses and magazine articles suggested
otherwise.

One of the subscribers (and an unhappy one at that) to Artistic Houses was Mark Twain. 2° It
was Twain’s visit to the Veterans Room of the Seventh Regimental Armory, plus his own
experience with Charles Tiffany’s jewelry firm (and the recommendation of another decorator,
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Herbert M. Lawrence), that persuaded him to entrust Tiffany’s firm with redecorating his
Hartford house.?! In this tripartite posture — personal taste, professional recommendation,
and knowledge of the New York store — Twain was probably lypical of Tiffany’s early clients.
Twain had been buying in Tiffany’s since the 1870s, trusting Charles Tiffany to "give honest
measure.” In one jocular episode he claimed to have attempted, in 1879, to buy cordwood
there, but reported in his notebook Charles Tiffany’s response that his license permitted him
only to deal in jewelry. According to Twain, Tiffany noted lhat a great New York jeweler had
once tried to defy the restriction and displayed a wood-pile in a showcase, but “the regular
wood dealers mutinied in a body & began to sell diamonds in their woodyards at ruinous
rates.” Twain's happy conceit concluded by observing that “the two trades have never en-
croached upon each other’s domains since.”?? The following year Twain was more successful
in purchasing at Tiffany’s membership badges for the young ladies of the Hartford Saturday
Morning Club, who met once a year at his home.?>

Mark Twain was not the young Tiffany’s most famous client. President Chesler A. Arthur
occupied this position. But many of the same connections linked him to Tiffany. As a wealthy
New Yorker and man about town, Arthur had been a patron of Tiffany’s store for years before
going to Washington. On his elevation to the Presidency he was faced with a White House in
serious need of renovation. Congress had appropriated $30,000 for repairs in 1881, and Mrs.
Garfield, the wife of Arthur’s predecessor, had already invited Herter Brothers and Pottier &
Slymus to submit proposals for redoing the state rooms. In the end Mrs. Garfield had decided
on a somewhat old-fashioned Washington furniture store, W. B. Moses & Sons, whose services
had the great advantage of convenience.

James Garfield’s death ended lhese plans, but the White House still required atlention.
Arthur supposedly told an aide, "1 will not live in a house like Lhis.” Modifying the recent plans,
installing both an elevator and a French chef in the Presidential mansion, he expanded the
decorating budget and, after expressing some dissatisfaction with the rooms done thus far,
met with Tiffany to discuss fresh possibilities.

According to Wiliam Seale, the most recent historian of the White House, Arthur had seen in
New York Tiffany’s work in the Seventh Regimental Armory and in the new Union League
Club.?* He gave Tiffany the commission, and the Red Room, Blue Room, Slate Dining Room,
and the lransverse hall with its famous glass screen brought Tiffany still more publicity.

Most of it was good. E. V. Smalley declared in Century magazine that the redecorated While
House had “none of the slraining after striking effects” which he claimed was the bane of
modern construction, and paid special lribute to Tiffany. In early days the holel character of
the Mansion had been reflected in the “formal, hali-furnished appearance of the rooms,” but
“Louis C. Tiffany’s decorative association has metamorphosed the place, and made the
smaller rooms look like the abode of people of luxurious tastes.” The corridor linking the East
Room and the Conservatory, with its stained-glass mosaic screen, made for “a marvelously
rich and gorgeous effect, falling upon the gilded niches where stand dwarf palmetto
trees. . . ."*?

Rich and gorgeous were natural words to emerge from descriptions of the Tiflany touch.
The term “luxurious” no longer earned the almost unanimous reproach it had attracted in early
republican Ametica. Opinion was, at least, divided. On Lhe one hand the New York Times

could, in 1880, condemn unsparingly lhe enormous sums spent on dining, dress, drinking,
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Interior view of Mark Twain's
house in Hartford, Connecticut,
around 1882. (Photo courtesy of
The Mark Twain Memorial)

and partying. "Never in the history of this Republic has wealth been able to procure such an
infinite variety of matter to please the eye, adorn the person, and tickle the palate. . . .” The
“painted, gilded, art-decorated, and notoriety-seeking social extravagance” of the day had
“nothing to commend it,” the Times concluded.?® But ten years later, after having proudly
termed New York a "city of luxury” the Times observed wonderingly that “everybody seems rich
here. . . . Every kingdom of the world is ransacked:; every sea is traversed; every remote corner
of the world is explored, to furnish us with new pleasures. . . .”?? Luxury, in short, while
bearing traditional suspicions in its train, served to validate national wealth and power. And a
language of extravagance did not appear totally inappropriate applied to the public/private
character of the President’s home, simultaneously a family residence and the national symbol
of executive office. Clients unafraid of such accusations or protected by public status from
such a charge — like Mark Twain and President Arthur — could seek the New York decorator, in
happy expectation of his special effects.

Twenty years later, during Theodore Roosevelt's administration, when the White House was
extensively remodeled by McKim, Mead and White, such ornateness seemed inappropriate to
many, including some reformers. When a number of Congressmen protested architect
Charles F. McKim’s program, the New York Times observed that they were probably objecting
to “the simplicity and moderation, the chastity and good taste, which belong to the restoration
of a Colonial Mansion,” resenting the “absence of that ‘palatial magnificence’ which is to be
found in so many hotels and so many steamboats and so many barrooms,” but which was
explicitly renounced in the newly redesigned President's House. ? Tiffany, himself, was on to
other things by this time.

Sometimes only personal idiosyncrasy could explain a commission. Historians are not

certain why William S. Kimball, a Rochester industrialist, came to Tiffany to decorate his
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expensive new castle in the early 1880s. But Kimball had demonstraled his individualislic taste
on a number of olher occasions. He had commissioned a mammoth slalue of Mercury to
decorale lhe top of his tobacco factory; he was an inveterate orchid fancier; and he was an early
enthusiasl for Japanese design.?” For him, Associaled Artists created their special combina-
tion of tile, glass, wood, and textiles, a more sensuous selling than convenlional millionaires
might desire, and one that had clear links with the Kemp house, the Seventh Regimental
Armory, and Tiffany’s own apartments.

Another rather individualistic client who came looking for Tiffany appeared after Associated
Artists had broken up. This was Louisine Elder Havemeyer who, with her husband Henry, gol
Tiffany and Samuel Colman to complete their new house in 1892. As Frances Weitzenhoffer
has pointed out, Mrs. Havemeyer dcliberalély distanced herself from Lhe decorating conven-
tions established by members of her set, seeking escape from the plentiful plush and
gilding.>® Impressed by lhe Madison Avenue house buill by Tiffany and Stanford White, taken
particularly by Louis Tiffany’s own aparlmenl, lhe Havemeyers spent lavishly lo create a dis-
tinctive setting for lheir art collection, and to highlight, among other lhings, lhe string quartets
they subsidized. In her choice of inlerior designer, as well as her inleresls in painting and
araphic art, Mrs. Havemeyer represented one type of Tiffany client: the self-confident problem
solver who wanted simultaneously to meel specific display needs and to express a sense of
personal taste. Turning a house over to a specialist could mean loss of control over details of
appearance and layoul. Professional architects had long since managed lo dominate exterior
building decisions. But clients could still work wilh decoralors in shaping individual rooms.

The Havemeyer house also emphasized the use of these great homes as social arenas. Nol
given lo the elaborate dinners and receptions that others preferred, the Havemeyers concen-
trated their entertainment efforts on music. But even so lheir home conlained whal might be
called an “official residence,” quarters that could be transformed within a few hours into
something resembling civic apartments. The task of medialing between public and private
seemed of parlicular inlerest lo the young Tiffany, and certainly it also challenged contem-
porary designers. The While House, with its clear division into family and public sectors,
simply exaggerated a lrend apparent in hundreds of other greal houses of the day.

Lavish entertainment, of course, was not new to this generation. Country houses and town
dwellings alike had long conlained reception areas, dining rooms, double parlors, which
could accommodate large groups on special occasions. But the scale and polish of the rooms
of the ‘80s and ‘90s were new — particularly when no court life or ceremonial season called for
them. Describing “Idlehour,” the Long Island home of W. K. Vanderbilt, the Architecturat
Record asserted that it was “difficull to deny to the public a legitimate curiosity respecting
lhese private buildings. Indeed, in a sense, are lhey strictly private? Do they not overtop the
individual?” The cost of such structures, the artistic resources they consumed, their scale and
opulence invested them with significance “lhat very properly passed beyond the owner and his
immediate personal circle of friends.” Nominating lhe Vanderbills as the “most significant
patrons” of architeclure since Louis X1V, lhe Record insisted proudly that nothing comparable
“exists elsewhere in lhe world.” American merchant princes — Goulds, Astors, Wetmores,
Whilneys, Hunlingtons — were creating homes thal could be likened only to the Florenline
palaces of the Medicean era. They were “the registers, and let us hope enduring chronicles of

our very lalest days. . . .">!
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The salon in the New York
esidence of Henry O.
Havemeyer, which Tiffany
decorated in 1891-92. (Photo
courtesy of the Metropolitan
Museum of Art}

Thus flattered and reassured by decorators, architects, and professional journals alike, the
wealthy home builders of the day identified their interest in display with public needs, and
eagerly leapt over the frontiers hedging private retreats from a curious world. The very rich,
argued the architectural critic Herbert Croly in 1902, are “mainly well-meaning and good-
natured men, whose standards are too often deplorably low,” but “as distinctly the victims of
public opinion as are the great American majority.” Their “faults are commonplace like their
virtues.” The American millionaire was no connoisseur as such, Croly continued. “Just as he
hires an expert mining engineer to report on the value of the mine, so he hires the services of
architects and decorators, who know the values of old tapestries or furniture.” Indeed, this
leasing of laste was the giveaway. No one with “a native love of beautiful things” could possibly
“leave the furnishing and adornment of the rooms in which he lives and sleeps so completely in
the hands of other people — no matter how compelent.”?

Croly’s view of such patronage is the one that has survived. Aesthetic vulgarity, social
banditry, economic irresponsibility, and unpatriotic historicism were among the labels
applied to this generation by Progressives, and even in loday’s revisionist scholarship the
patrons have fared much less well than the artists. But the recourse to expert decorators was
only partly a confession of ignorance or a gesture of insensibility. For some it reflected a dim
consciousness of public responsibility, a belief that disciplined display performed a social

function. Frequently photographed, drawn, described, and visited, these great houses were,
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as the Architectural Record argued, more than the private property of their owners; they
seemed a common cultural possession. Who wouldn’t want expert help when the stakes were
so high? The scale of these rooms, their capacities for crowds, the elaborate entertainments
they housed, suggested an atmosphere of complex rituals.

American standards for social status and appropriate behavior were being formulated and

defined with much greater precision than ever before during the 1880s and '90s. These added
to the notion that house decorating, on some levels, was a semi-official act. Such a notion did
require some work. Foreign examples revealed the play-acting. In contempaorary London, for
example, the town mansions of the nobility, including the hundreds of new peers created
during the late Victorian and Edwardian regimes, reflected the lavish entertainment style
demanded by a court. Nearby were ancient models, old palaces like Stafford House, Spencer
House, Lansdowne House, and Londonderry House, their grand staircases, ballrooms, and
great dining rooms prepared to receive members of the royal family, foreign ambassadors,
dukes, earls, and barons of the realm. Coronations, openings of Parliament, Court receptions,
royal birthdays all structured the annual season and provided some public resonance to these
private residences.>>

In New York, Chicago, Boston, and Philadelphia citizens received one another instead of
representatives of the crown or the State. No hereditary dignities required ritual salutation.
American millionaires “are not public officials, like the Italian potentates whose possessions
they purchase,” wrote Herbert Croly. “They are generally modest and retiring private citizens
who do not relish the notoriety they obtain, and who should wish to make the paraphernalia
and trappings of their lives as modest and homely as they themselves are.”>* Yet the size and
splendor of their mansions suggested something fuller, more formal, more official. Reviewing
“Some New York Palaces” in 1894, Harper's Weekly concentrated its attention on the Cornelius
Vanderbilt complex created by George Post on Fifth Avenue, a group of edifices occupying a
full block between 57th and 58th Streets, yet constituting a single dwelling. So grand a town
house invited foreign comparisons. All over Europe stood houses that were “evidently less
dwellings than they are scenes of social functions — dwellings the greater part of which the
inhabiting family could not make use of. . . .” Now Americans could claim their own renditions.
No official residence in America, not even the White touse, “gives the spectator so much the
sense of having been designed for the exercise of a ceremonious hospitality.” Indeed, most
foreigners would probably take Cornelius Vanderbilt's expanded home “for an ‘institution’ of
some kind, preferably a museum, rather than for the private residence even of a well-to-do
citizen.”>>

James Fullarton Muirhead, offering his mixed reactions to New York while preparing the first
Baedecker guide to America in the early t890s, had a similar response. New York’s great
homes, “"some of the most sumptuous private residences in the world,” were often adorned
“with exquisite carvings in stone, such as Europeans have sometimes furnished for a cathedral
or minster, but which it has been reserved for republican simplicity to apply to the residence of
a private citizen.”>® And T. P. O'Connor, recording his “Impressions of New York” for Munsey’s
Magazine in 1907, turned to melodrama in describing the vast fronts and sculptured walls of
the new houses, which he found to be an unprecedented mixture of Venetian palaces, German
cathedrals and pasteboard towers. “I speak of melodrama because here was a curious sense of

unreality and of the theatrical in lhis abounding luxury and display. | seemed to be living in a
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The sitting room on the first
floor of Cornelius Vanderbilt II's
residence at 57th Streetand
Fifth Avenue, New York, ¢. 1885.
(Pholo courtesy of the New-York
Hislorical Society, New York City)

Aview of the dining room in
Henry Villard's mansionat 451
Madison Avenue, New York,

<. 1885. Thearchitects were
McKim, Mead & White. (Photo
courtesy of the Art Institute of
Chicago)
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The dining roomin Louis
Comfort Tiffany’s own house at
72nd Street and Madison
Avenue, New York, in the late
1880s. (Photo courtesy of the Art
tnslitute of Chicago}

city where wealth, imperial power, unexampled conquests, desired to display and reveal
themselves with the ostentation and pride we associate with cities like the Constantinople of
the later Roman Empire. . . "7

Harper’s observation that private and public were easily confused by such grandeur was
echoed in other ways. American towns and cities across the country presented their largest
and most splendid homes as evidence of civic pride, along with libraries, churches, museums,
and colleges. Since most Americans hoped for wealth, their fascination with the way the rich
lived seems no odder than a later generation’s infatuation with rock stars and their daily
routines. Lifestyles of the rich and famous proved an inexhaustible theme, its subjects actively
cooperating in the creation of wide publicity. “There is a certain beneficence in collecting
beautiful things, and allowing other people the enjoyment of them,” wrote “Jenny June” in
Cosmopolitan. “Possession brings care, cost, and responsibility, and all the real satisfaction
that a man or woman obtains from the ownership of a beautiful work of art, or even a much
finer house than their neighbor, is the being able to look at it till they are tired, and hardly want
to see it again.” Such a point of view encouraged an image of dinner-giving as “the form of
social life capable of the finest and most varied treatment. . . .38 The caterer, like the interior
decorator, could easily become an indispensable means of setting a good example.

Tiffany’s conviction, in the late 1870s and early ‘80s, that both money and influence could
flow from a decorating career, reflected his awareness that competitive ambitions would spur
clients on, and that public and private spheres were melting into one another. It wasn't only the
domestic interiors that inviled public interesl. Non-domestic spaces were also changing in
their variety and service functions at just the same time. Tiffany’s string of such commissions

and his eagerness to become involved with their planning, sugdested his sensitivity to these
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The Velerans Roomin the
Seventh Regimental Armory,
New York City, designed by
Tiffany, c. 1885. (Pholo courtesy
of The Historic Buildings Survey,
National Parks Service:
pholographer Jack E. Boucher)

special opportunities. And in a short while he would be exploiting them quite systematically
with products as well as services.

The Seventh Regimental Armory remains the outstanding early example. This commission
brought Associated Artists clients impressed by their memorable Veterans Room. But after all,
construction of big urban armories was itself a new American enterprise, one born in the
post-War years when labor violence succeeded in frightening the propertied. The Seventh
Regiment, enjoying a distinguished and fashionable reputation, desired something more than
space for maneuvers and storage of weapons, the kind of facility nervous legislators were
beginning to promote in the interests of internal security. The regiment also craved a ceremo-
nial setting to celebrate its glorious history, to impress upon newcomers the battles that had
been won, and to evoke the heroism and energy of conflict. Instead of turning over the design
of their Veterans Room to the architects, who might have been expected to extend the
medievalism of the building’s exterior, regimental officers applied to a decorating firm. Pre-
sumably they knew that the special expression of corporate personality they sought could not
be achieved by manipulating architectural features alone.

The architect now became adviser to the decorator, for Associated Artists brought in Stan-
ford White to help with the Veterans Room and the Library, the two rooms they were hired to
design. In the Veterans Room, the more elaborate of the two, the firm employed a subtle color
scheme and a lot of iron. Across the top ran the frieze interpreting the evolution of warfare,
alternating with geometric shields and allegories. One signature of the Tiffany operation was
clearly in evidence: a large brick fireplace surrounded by glass tiles and surmounted by an
elaborately carved if somewhat obscurely inspired plaque. Candace Wheeler designed the

portieres of Japanese brocade. The pale colors were unexpected and, to some, seemed in-

7
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appropriale. But the room conveyed the unmistakable note of military triumph and evoked the
clash of arms the regiment wanted. It was gaped at by visitors, and even critics acknowledged
its special power. The promotional booklet produced for the opening spoke of the “chime” of
its "side decorations, the clamp and clang of iron, the metallic lustres, the ponderous . . .
beams,” in a tone of contented affirmation.>

Forecasting Tiffany’s later critical fate, some comments on his early work bore a highly
qualified, occasionally even a hostile tone. A. F. Oakey, writing about the Veterans Room in
Harper's, would have preferred “a revival of some fine old mediaeval guard-room,” and
objected to the “affectation of rudeness” in the room that “gave the whole a theatrical
expression.”*? Yet Oakey admitted he found many details quite arresting. His journalistic
colleague, William Crary Brownell in Scribner’s Monthly, raised more fundamental questions.
Calling the room a “decorative expression of the idea of the veteran,” Brownell acknowledged
that it clearly identified its purpose. But these were his kindest observations. He found the
color scheme weak, the stained glass poor, and the symbolism far too mechanical. “A similar
spirit would decorate the exterior of a post-office with letter-boxes, or cover the walls of a
bathroom with pictures of towels and toothbrushes.”*' Mistrusting the capacity of any group or
committee to plan an interior, because “the really organic unity” proceeds “only from the
spontaneity and completeness” of a single mind, Brownell sympathized with professional
architects and suspected “dilettanti” who broke with established conventions of form and
color. He thought Associated Artists too tame and restrained in the end, unlikely to counteract
the "mechanical tendency” of the average architect.

But Brownell's admiration for many of the room'’s touches, particularly when they were
revealed by gaslight, his careful and attentive analysis, and his beliel that decorators could
effectively challenge or resist architects in planning interior space, showed that something
was happening. In concerning themselves with corporate personality, seeking to convey a
specific sense of interior purpose and associations, advancing a more ambitious and integ-
rated set of goals, Associated Arlists displayed a coherent and influential approach to profes-
sional goals. Rooms could be transformed into demonstrations of demeanor and disposition,
expressions of intelligence and of idiosyncratic preference. Knowledgeable specialists were
able to project collective aspiration as well as individual ambition. Potential clients, like Twain
and President Arthur, sensed this in the Veterans Room. It was new, different, distinctive, and
difficult to forget, qualities increasingly valued as waves of mass-produced objects and effects
engulfed domestic and non-domestic settings alike.

In the 1880s and '90s other institutions with complex challenges of corporate display called
on Associated Artists, and then Tiffany himself after the separation, to offer advice. One of
them was the urban club. By the late nineteenth century most American cities were honey-
combed by social organizations organizing men and women according to various ethnic,
fraternal, professional, and alhletic categories.*? The clubs formed hierarchies of age, pres-
tige, wealth, and distinction. Many of them at first inhabited rather modest quarters. Some
rented rooms, taking over basements or converting town houses. But by the end of the century
a number of the older or wealthier associations had begun to construct clubhouses of their
own, incorporating, whenever possible, elegant dining rooms, lounges, billiard rooms, and
libraries. Since many of these clubs contained prominent architects as members, they turned

to them for help. The resulting buildings often became civic landmarks.*>
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Clubs served many purposes. As urban society grew more distended, as business and
professional contacts became more heterogeneous, clubs emerged as places for self-
selecting groups to celebrate ancestry, relish comfort, exchange views and informatlion, and,
for the wealthiest, to insulate themselves from the indiscriminate social contacts they suffered
in other public places. Club memberships inevitably became significant elements of personal
biography, indices to status and influence.

In purely physical terms there were many varieties. One of the newest versions, in New York
at least, was the mid-air dining club. By 1901 Manhattan had an Arkwright Club for dry-goods
merchantls, a Drug Club, a Hardware Club, a Midday Club, a Transportation Club, a Fulton
Club, and a Woman'’s Club, all located atop tall office buildings, offering members fine views
and luxurious interiors. Cleveland Moffett told readers of the Century that there was “peace ata
areat height, hope and strength in a broad panorama,” while he described the elegance and
diversion the clubs contained.**

Another institutional variely flourishing simultaneously was the athletic club. Country clubs
catered to the new passion for golf and tennis, but city clubhouses answered the need for more
immediate recreational facilities. In the 1890s and thereafter elaborate clubhouses in New
York, Chicago, Detroit, Boston, Denver, Providence, and elsewhere, mingled swimming pools
and racquet courts with their billiard rooms and dining halls. Members enjoyed, throughout
the year, boxing contests, smokers, concerts, athletic games, wrestling tournaments, water
polo, sometimes in settings of greal magnificence. The club parlor of the Chicago Athletic
Club was likened, for example, to the House of Lords in Westminster. Carved oak in Gothic
slyle, huge fireplaces, and high ceilings bespoke a lavishness that still seemed startling.*>

Even more elaborate were the new clubhouses in New York of the upper classes, institutions
like the Union League, the Metropolitan, the Union, the New York Yacht Club, the Harmonie
Club, the Arion, the Universily, the Knickerbocker, the St. Nicholas, and the Calumet. Outside
New York, other cities had their equivalents.*® In some respecls clubs were extended families
and their clientage probably resembled the domestic customers who came to architects and
interior designers for their own homes. But the clubhouse was also a civic facility, a venue for
dinners, receplions, and meetings, many with great public significance. It offered special
possibilities for demonstrating an attachment to higher values and also for displays of conspi-
cuous magnificence.

The 1894 opening of Stanford White’s Metropolitan Club, nicknamed the "Millionaire’s Club”
by locals, demonstrated just how far decorators could now go. The white marble exterior was
imposing but simple, architectural critic Montgomery Schuyler conceded. But such plainness
disappeared with a great entrance hall of polished marble boasting a gold encrusted coffered
ceiling. This in turn led to an intimidating double staircase. The public rooms (appropriately
enough Schuyler called them “state apartments”) were of extraordinary dimensions, suggest-
ing the atmosphere of a palace. 1t was not surprising that their dominating impression was of a
sense of luxury “so overpowering as to make us forget or postpone the consideration of what
of art may have gone to make it up. . . . These gorgeous interiors seem to indicate what those
hardy pioneers, the decorators of the North River steamboats, would have done if they had had
the advantage of a sojourn among the palaces of France and ltaly and a course at the Beaux-
Arts.” The enormous dining room contradicted the law of Vespasian that cash was inodorous
for it exhales riches.” A more modest private dining room, done up in colonial style, “pro-
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duces much the same effect as a solo on the flageolet after the crash of a military band.”
Schuyler predicted that the average American would enjoy the sensuality of the new clubhouse
areatly; a “more serious and strenuous art would not meet his views so well.”*”

Such special opportunities were tempting to architects and decorators. Tiffany had nothing
to do with the Metropolitan Club, but he had become involved with the trend ten years earlier.
The Union League Club, founded by fervent loyalists during the Civil War (including Tiffany’s
own father), determined upon a new clubhouse, to be built by the Boston firm of Peabody and
Stearns.*® This wealthy and conservative club pursued an ambitious set of goals. Instead of
turning to a single interior artist it employed several specialists including Tiffany, the firm of
Cottier, the sculptor Frank Hill, and Tiffany’s great rival in stained glass art, the painter John La
Farge, who designed its third-floor dining room.

Reviewing the building after the opening, the Century broke down its various features. Wilh
reference to La Farge’s dining room, the magazine noted the chronic incompatibility between
architect and artist-decorator, but expressed overall pleasure with the room’s total effect. It
seemed to unite “elegance and luxury” with “refinement and tact,” rescuing the interior from
any imputation of glitter. The color scheme, plaster scroll work, and light oak wainscoting
made for an effective ensemble.

Tiffany’s task was to decorate the main staircase and halls. Here the verdict, even ifultimale-
ly supportive, was mixed. Tiffany had sought splendor, said the Century, and splendor had
one drawback: “If it fails to please, it offends.” The green-and-silver scheme he employed
demonstrated considerable originality, and disguised the obvious presence of a decorator.
Still, it was Tiffany’s windows that produced the most powerful impression on this critic; his
stained glass had not yet established itself, so reactions to it were stiil fresh and excited.*

Other great clubhouses would be built in coming decades, many with elaborate allegorical
painting and sculpture.> Clubs seemed determined to make claims for their civic and cultural
significance, and to proclaim continuity with heroic virtues and great events. Shields, crests,
coats of arms, classical legends, historic encounters were featured in stone, mosaic, mural
work. and stained glass. The fifteen-story Gothic clubhouse for Chicago's Universily Club
enjoyed a decorating scheme supervised by a local painter, Frederic C. Bartlett.>! The Detroit
Athletic Club, designed by Albert Kahn, was decorated by W. & J. Sloane of New York.>? The
Bankers Club, placed atop New York’s Equitable Building had its interior planned by a lawyer
member, Henry J. Davison, who was also a lecturer on color and decoration.>* Although
Tiffany himself would not decorate any more clubs after the Union League experience, his
early interventions helped popularize corporate interest in unifying interior spaces, and de-
monstrated the presence of specialists who could provide an appropriate look.

Armories, clubs, and official residences were joined in these years by other establishments
poised between public and private spheres, and concerned with decorative expressiveness.
One such was the apartment house. Freshly popular in New York during this period, the
upper-class residences tried lo distinguish themselves from tenements by ambitious names
and elaborate appointments. These latter could be seen to best advantage in the lobbies,
elevators, and entry halls through which residents and guests passed. More domestic than the
hotel lobbies whose excesses had earned general condemnation, but still accessible to a
whole variety of people, such areas cried out for more coherent presentation. Occasionally

truly spectacular effects were achieved as in the Osborne, a luxury building on 57th Sireet

30



The parlor inJ. Taylor
Johnston's tower Fifth Avenue
mansion, decorated by Tiffany.
1881-82. (Photo courtesy of the

New-York Historical Society
New York City1

The dining room designed by
Tiffany for the residence of Dr
William T. Lusk on East 37th
Street. New York, 1882, (Photo
courtesy of the New-York
Historical Society, New York City)
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Tiffany’s residence in New York
City, . 1885. (Photo courtesy of
the Art Institute of Chicago}

The four-sided fireplace in the
top-floor studio of Tiffany's
home, 1890s.
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which opened in 1885, designed by James Ware, its lobby created by a Swiss-born decorator
who worked for Tiffany, Jacob Adolphus Holzer, and who would later undertake several major
Chicago commissions.>* Tiffany probably supplied the lobby’s stained glass, and the foil-
backed mosaic was another Tiffany signature, used here by Holzer along with rare marbles
and fresco work. Few other apartment houses could match the splendor of the Osborne’s
lobby, but Tiffany's ingenuity in apartment design — for both the Bella and the building Stan-
ford White created on Madison Avenue and 72nd Street — indicated once again his involvement
in a new building type.

Because of institutional growth and replication, planners and architects had become con-
vinced that successful building projects required careful cooperation with interior designers.
Plan standardization in the interests of traffic patterns, safety, and efficient operation meant
that the principal differences between one hotel, theater, or club and another were signaled by
the interior appointments and decorating schemes. These, along with commissioned murals
and sculptured pieces, endowed their institutions with special character.

This at least was the view of architectural critics like Arthur David, when he reviewed the
interior of David Belasco’s new Stuyvesant Theatre in New York in 1908. Unhappy about recent
auditorium decorations, insisting that theaters do more than simply shelter audiences in
elaborately prettified settings, a traditional recourse, David objected to Belasco's rather novel
attempt to suggest a private dwelling. Official descriptions called the Stuyvesant a “living room
in a high sense of that sometimes commonplace phrase — a room wrapped in the atmospheric
intimacy of which the spectator would feel not so much that he was in a public place, as in a
private house to which he had been personally invited.” David found the conceit unconvincing
and vulgar, affected and melodramatic. Like Belasco’s plays, this theater “was notto look like it
was,” but “to seem to be precisely what it was not.” It was an “architectural hybrid, “ and David
placed the "domesticated theatre” beside “the villas which look like palaces, the living rooms
which look like banquet halls, and the libraries which look like mausoleums. . . .” Here was
one critic unhappy about the ambitious new ambiguities he so effectively defined.>>

As in other significant interior types of the period, Tiffany got involved with the theater in the
1880s, initially through creation of a special element rather than an overall effect. Tiffany
produced a drop curtain for Steele MacKaye's innovative Madison Square Theater. Indeed this
evocation of a Florida riverbank was the very first commission Associated Artists received.
Realized by Candace Wheeler, it emphasized the illusionistic capacities of the auditorium
itself, deploying its gorgeous exoticism as an aspect of the larger theatrical experience. But it
was only a single part of somebody else’s conception, in this case the illustrator, scene painter,
and architectural delineator, Hughson Hawley.>®

A few years later Steele MacKaye turned to Tiffany (now in his own firm) for the decorating
scheme of the Lyceum Theater. Even more completely electrified (by Thomas Edison himself)
than the Madison Square Theater, the Lyceum, however financially disastrous it may have
been for Tiffany and MacKaye, demonstrated Tiffany’s skill in exploiting the new lighting
systems, and his ambitious capacity to create an entirely novel setting.

The Lyceum, like most of Steele MacKaye’s enterprises, touched off lively debate. Originally
planned as a simple extension of the Lyceum School, a small auditorium without much preten-
sion, Tiffany turned it into an exotic extravaganza, crammed with “newfangled notions and
decorations,” complained a New York Times reviewer who spoke of an “orgy of Oriental
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decoration.” He (or she) was reminded variously of the Alhambra, cashmere shawls, Buddhist
priests, an Arabian “burnous,” and the Mosque of el Teefhanneh al Afrasiab. “You hardly
know,” intoned the reviewer, staring at the big brass wheels which controlled the perforated
doors of the boxes, “whether you are in Ceylon or Connecticut.” The light bulbs hung “like the
suspended ostrich eggs in the Tomb of the Prophet.” Who “but Mr. Louis C. Tiffany could have
dribble melted lead so frantically over pieces of parti-colored glass like those blue bull's-eyes
with electric lights behind them . . .? Let us confess — it is a jumble. It is a trifle confusing.”>”
While W. J. Henderson argued that it was “the least showy but most costly theatrical interior in
New York “another Times commentator likened the central chandelier to “a lot of great inflated
beef bladders.”>® If nothing else, the Lyceum evoked colorful prose.

The imagery, the (sometimes) good-natured flippancy, the bewilderment indicate again
how startling and radical were Tiffany’s methods in the 1880s. Twenty years before theater
architects like Henry Herts and Hugh Tallant would create such atmospheric masterpieces as
the New Amsterdam, extending “the atmosphere of the drama into the auditorium itself,
enveloping the audience within a single, sensual experience,” Tiffany had set an analogous
goal.>® Even the Times reviewer admitted that a visit to MacKaye's Lyceum became, through
Tiffany’s work, "something more than a carnal pleasure of the eye or a sensuous luxury; it rises
to the level of instruction; it forms a sort of ‘object lecture’ on the decorative art of all nations,
with special attention given to that of the extreme orient.”*°

It was specialization, however, which characterized Tiffany’s involvement with another rep-
resentative building type: the resort hotel. During the '80s and ‘90s large urban hotels had
begun to attain new levels of elaborate display. In Europe the hotel was a means to an end, as
Paul Blouet observed in 1889. In America, it was the end. "Hotels are for them what cathedrals,
monuments, and the beauties of nature are for us.”®' Chicago’s Grand Pacific and Palmer
House and Auditorium, New York's New Netherlands, Holland House, and Waldorf-Astoria, its
Plaza and Belmont and Manhattan Hotels, Cleveland’s Hollenden, the West in Minneapolis,
Detroit’s Pontchartrain, Philadelphia’s Bellevue-Stratford, were symbols of the new era. "The
city hotel has grown to be a combined art gallery, music hall and club casino,” observed the
New York World.® These huge structures were filled with atmospheric rooms done up in
Moorish, Egyptian, Louis X1V, Elizabethan, Renaissance, Art Nouveau, and Georgian styles.®>
A hotel is by design a "building of a distinctly public nature,” David Tarn observed some years
later, and “it is safe to say that the public, generally considered, is pleased if it is given what it
expects. Consequently, if a hotel has no marble, no gilt, no mirrors, the public is apt to feel
itself grievously slighted. . . .”®* Muralists like William de Leftwich Dodge, George Maynard,
Maxfield Parrish, Charles Y. Turner, Edwin Austin Abbey, Thomas Dewing, and colorists like
Tiffany, James Finn, and Frank Millet, soon rushed in to fill the vacuum.

Such luxury was not confined to the city. In the ‘70s and "80s resorts began to multiply,
usually tied to railroad expansion. In Florida, California, and Colorado, these hotels now drew
on national constituencies eager to follow their physicians’ orders and enjoy the appropriately
milder or more bracing climates. One of the most popular of these institutions appeared in the
1880s with the building of Henry Flagler's lavish and influential Ponce de Leon Hotel in St.
Augustine, Florida, an extravaganza bringing together the young firm of Carrere & Hastings,
the Californian Bernard Maybeck, Pottier & Stymus of New York, George Maynard the mural

painter, and Louis Tiffany.®® In this enormous Moorish palace it was Maybeck, an architect
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Aninterior view of the Art
Institute of Chicago, showinga
hanging stained glass panel
designed by Tiffany in 1899.
(Photo courtesy of the Art
Institute of Chicago)

The lobby of the Marquette
Building Chicago, with a Tiffany
mosaic depicting the explorer P,

Marquette, ¢. 1900. (Photo

courtesy of the Art Institute of
Chicago)
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working at the time for Carrere & Hastings, who provided the central decorating scheme. But
Tiffany created some of the hotel’'s most memorable details, including a number of windows
and chandeliers. Once more, Tiffany contributed only an element of the larger scheme. But his
impact was again powerful enough for him to rival in celebrity the designer for the entire
commission. %

The Tiffany signature was unmistakable, at least when glass and metal were, involved.
Decorators of theaters, hotels, and railroad stations, designers like the painter Frank Millet,
who worked for Tiffany at certain times, James Finn, Elmer E. Garnsey, who specialized in
library decorations, Bernard Maybeck, and others, often had a more difficult time securing
public recognition.®” But they did provide overall guidance, a change from the days when
architects relied almost entirely on catalogues and supply houses for their ornaments and
furniture. A painter might be brought in to provide a mural, a sculptor for some busts or
allegories, but the decorating task had been, in general, filling in left-over spaces and turning
to the appropriate stocks of institutional furniture. Tiffany’s successes and those of the artists
who worked for him introduced a new dimension, and the presence of his work — expensive,
elaborate, popular, spectacular in effect — humanized and dignified what were sometimes
forbidding and intimidating settings.

Indeed, the glass and metal contributions of Tiffany’s companies became among the most
sentimentalized parts of the new public landscape, popular favorites by reason of color, light,
and intricacy of design. They were variously confirmatory (in cultural institutions) or redemp-
tive (in places of business). Chicago’s great mosaic and glass spectacles —in the Public Library
and the Art Institute, on the one hand, and the Marquette Building and Marshall Field's on the
other — exemplified the duality. “Lovers of beauly,” wrote University of Chicago professor
Edmund Buckley of the Marshall Field mosaic, “may see in this masterly mosaic over a mart of
trade” a step toward William Morris's goal of winning back art to the people. The “greedy
graspers that want to own everything in sight, can only be chagrined at meeting with an object
they can never even hope to acquire.” And reformers bemoaning the mosaic’'s high cost “may
take comfort in the thought that under the current competitive and individualistic social sys-
tem, the poor will always be with us . . . meanwhile humanity desperately needs the uplift of
beauty. . . .”® The Chicago Public Library, with its Tiffany decorations, was, said Harper's
Weekly, a “delightful relief” to those who habitually found the city’s architecture “arather crude
embodiment of brute force, asserting itself by Brobdingnagian height and ponderous-
ness. .. ."%?

Tiffany's Chicago projects were not unique. In the ‘80s and ‘90s, and into the next century,
Tiffany lamps, light fixtures, windows, glass domes, and mosaic tiles were placed in public
libraries, office building lobbies, banks, hospitals, university gymnasia, art museums, res-
taurants, reading rooms, department stores, hotels, lecture rooms, and terminal waiting
rooms all across the North American continent, as well as into the even more numerous
ecclesiastical and mortuary settings which sought their presence. The Tiffany Studios, and the
other producing organizations that Tiffany had a hand in, eventually grew less concerned with
any overall design logic (although there were some exceptions) and more with supplying the
accent marks, the particularities, the special effects that would render a lounge, a cafe, a
dining room, or an alrium memorable.”® This was really the second Tiffany career, as creator

and marketer of a somewhat more accessible splendor that could be incorporated, through
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lamps, vases, mosaics, and stained glass, into any kind of interior from a home to a
mausoleum. Major clients now came to Tiffany Studios not for a broader scheme (although
Tiffany Studios did offer decorating advice along with the furniture, rugs, lamps, and vases it
marketed), but for a token of Louis Tiffany’s easily recognizable ornamental genius, allying
themselves with his commitment to visual opulence. Sporting a stable of powerful artists —
Frederick Wilson, Edward Peck Sperry, J. A. Holzer, Agnes Northrop, and Will H. Low among
them — Tiffany Studios became in effect a collection of industrial painters, producing under
supervision a clearly ordered and well tested series of formulas for special settings.

Printed surveys showed prospective purchasers what they might expect. Stained glass
windows were custom designs, commissioned by individual clients, but occasionally they
copied one another and most of the time they were fitted into spaces whose character was
already defined. The lamps, the desk sets, many of the bowls and vases were not unique, even
though hand-made. Their variations moved for the most part within recognizable limits. Such
recognizability was part of their appeal. Like the hand-made books put out by contemporary
private presses, these pieces appeared in multiple editions that could be large or small.

The essence of this, the most popular phase of Tiffany’s career, was personalized industrial
production, an aggressively marketed workshop output achieved by designer and worker
collaboration. Some product lines could be sold over a counter as well as on special order, in
specially licensed stores. The Tiffany stamp was singular enough to provide the cachet of the
artist without losing the advantages of a brand name. Tiffany, after all, was competing in a
world of producers newly sensitive to the possibilities of national recognition. This period gave
birth to a flood of trademarks, stogans, and well advertised corporate personifications: Kodak
Cameras, Kellogg's Original Corn Flakes, Sapolio, Aunt Jemima’s Pancakes, lvory Soap, Post-
um, Uneeda Biscuits, all arrayed in their liveried packages. Louis Tiffany products did not
require slogans or special wrapping. But their mark was unmistakable. Having begun his
decorating career as a special adviser to individual projects, obtaining influence through
distinguished example, Tiffany now proved to be a master of influence through distribution,
his objects reiterating, by their multiplication and use of certain materials, the stylistic and
technological contributions which had absorbed so much of his energy.

This point was made, among many others, in the sumptuously produced text that Tiffany
helped design (and write), Charles De Kay’s Art Work of Louis C. Tiffany, published (in a limited
edition) by Doubleday in 1914. Louis Tiffany’s real fame came not from his stained glass
windows, De Kay (and Tiffany) argued, but from the Favrile glass he had begun to produce in
the 1890s, for “the appeal made to the people’s love of color was not misunderstood when it
came to small objects.” With such products Tiffany could construct an image of consumer
democracy, and present his career as acampaign to legitimize and dignify the often vilified but
powerfully influential decorative arts. The fact that “things of daily use like lamps, flower-
vases, and toilet articles reached a wider public than do paintings and sculpture,” wrote De
Kay, “make the 'decorative’ arts more important to a nation than the ‘fine’ arts. Hence the value
to a community of artists who devote their talent to making things of use beautiful. They are
educators of the people in the truest sense. . . ."7!

This was true even of indulgencies like personal jewelry. “Articles of personal adornment are
wont to be rated low throughout the wide field of art, “ De Kay admitted, but “they appeal to the
very widest imaginable circle of buyers. . . . Itis well, therefore, that objects of the sort should
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be beautiful.” Indeed, he continued, the quality of a people’s jewelry measured its Jevel in art.
“Each piece acts as a little missionary . . . and tries in its own dumb way to convert the
Philistine.””? Tiffany himself, at a birthday masque in 1916, claimed his interest in portable
adornment was part of his larger quest for beauty. *"When the savage searches for the gems
from lhe earth or the pearls from the sea to decorate his person, or when he decorates the
utensils of war or peace . . . he becomes an artist in embryo.””> .

Closing his texl, focusing now on Tiffany’s gardening interests al Cold Spring Harbor on
Long Island, De Kay exploited Tiffany’s color sense one more time in the interests of a popular
cause. “Mr. Tiffany has been one of the mosl efficient among modern combatants on the side
of those who have been trying to restore the balance in art and permit poor color-starved
humanity to enjoy its birthright of splendid color.””* The purveyor of luxury, the designer who
for decades had worked for the merely wealthy and the fabulously wealthy, was actually
wrestling back for the deprived majority a threatened heritage of delight. Such a notion, before
World War |, obviously involved something of a conceit. But at a later day, when Tiffany objecls
have become popular symbols of a pre-modernist nostalgia, the words assume a deeper
meaning.

In these years, when he was involved simultaneously with a whole range of business enter-
prises, Louis Tiffany’s tightrope walk between serving market demand and fulfilling artistic
visions teetered most precariously. The Tiffany firm “conforms to the wishes of customers,”
wrote Cecilia Waern in lhe International Studio, “and adapts itself to any problem presented as
adroitly as a clever milliner — yet it has given us that classically beautiful product, the ‘Favrile’
blown glass.” The workplace combined handiwork and large-scale production so skillfully it
allows for worker’s personal interesl and obedience to the inspiration of the fountain head.”
Such an operation resisted the thrust of standardization, varying wage rates with worker skill.
It did not allow for trade unions which, Cecilia Waern argued pointedly, “"are powerless against
the intelligent planning of the whole.” When the presence of too many boy apprentices pro-
duced a strike, the only one Tiffany had experienced, he simply replaced them by young
women from the art schools, retraining them for mosaic work or ornamental windows, reserv-
ing the larger memorial windows for men in other workshops.”®

Writing for Europeans, Miss Waern confessed that Tiffany’s was an assimilating eclecticism,
pulling together Japanese, Moorish, Byzantine, and many other stylistic elements. Its tenden-
cy was “to grace and worldliness, rather than dignity and austerity; but that is the big American
note.” It did indeed exhibit the “commercialism” that reformers worried about. Unlike Morris
and Co. in England, Tiffany Studios did not aspire primarily to educate the public taste; "their
aim is to sell, to persuade, not to elevate or instruct,” and they showed a tendency always lo

simplify labor processes as far as possible to reduce the production cost. ™ S. Bing, the French

entrepreneur and populatizer of Art Nouveau, was also impressed by Tiffany’s business-like
operations, his frank embrace of industrial discipline, his capacity to merge the nmost up-to-
dale processes with the mosl refined and personalized of designs, and lo marry the national
genius for mass production to an artistic obsession with form and color. ”

Because he was so emphatically a colorist, Tiffany was able to move easily from the decora-
tive adviser status he assumed in lhe ‘80s to lhe manufacturer, marketer, and promoter he
became so quickly thereafter. In paint, pottery, enamels, jewelry, glass, mosaic tiles, textiles,

and metalwork the strugdle lo interact with lhe customer was aggressively sustained.
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Although colored glass reflected rituals and traditions that were much older than the American
republic, and even bore ideological overtones that were overtly alien to national ideals, Tiffany
continued to identify himself, and the glass as well, with a spirit of improvement and experi-
ment. Acknowledging that before his day stained glass was one of the things visitors could not
find in America, Tiffany in 1893 boasted that American glassmakers were “untrammeled by
tradition, and were moved solely by a desire to produce a thing of beauty, ” irrespective of any
doctrine or theory. True art, he continued, “is ever progressive and impatient of fixed rules.
Because a thing has always been done in a certain way is no reason why it should never be done
in any other.””® With all the luxuriousness of color and even occasional voluptuousness of
theme Tiffany happily exploited for selling purposes, he also cultivated the image of the
ingenious Yankee innovator, striking out boldly on paths that seemed too risky for the con-
servative. Reviving an ancient art through modern technology brought the best of two worlds
together. If “the decorators of the 18th century had possessed a glass similar to Tiffany
favrile,” the New York Mail and Express argued, describing a conservatory with a Louis XVI
Tiffany glass window, “they would have used it in the very manner” of the Tiffany Studios.?®

His materials, moreover, proved well suited for certain modern challenges. When the First
National Bank of Pittsburgh opened its new banking rooms in 1898, its interior finish in marble
and glass mosaic supervised by Tiffany, the Pittsburgh Post argued that the treatment was
perfect for its city. Local smoke and grime could not dim the Vermont marble and mother-of-
pearl glass mosaic pilasters. A “wet sponge” or even “a hose” could clean the whole with
ease.” The rainbow glass Tiffany was placing in dining rooms, churches, parlors, and public
buildings displayed a spirit of bold experimentation. Its iridescence, said the New York Sun,
demonstrated that “a Yankee brain can outdo nature.”8!

By the 1890s, of course, Tiffany Studios was only one of many manufacturers of glass, art
metal, and mosaic ornament. Most major cities — Chicago, Detroit, Philadelphia — had their
own purveyors of stained glass and wrought iron, their own producers of terra cotta ornament
and marble flooring. At the Columbian Exposition of 1893, where Tiffany Glass & Decorating
won fifty-four medals, there were eleven American stained glass makers exhibiting, seven of
whom came from Chicago. Largely forgotten today, companies like Flanagan & Biedenweg,
Healy & Millet, McCully & Miles, J. and R. Lamb of New York, The Detroit Stained Glass Works,
and Willet Stained Glass Studios of Pittsburgh (later of Philadelphia) were competing energeti-
cally for customers in the 1890s. These were followed, in the early twentieth century, by still
others like Charles J. Connick Associates of Boston, the Henry Keck Stained Glass Studio of
Syracuse, Giannini & Hilgert, The Munich Studio of Chicago, and a series of smaller firms who
worked for architects and furniture designers associated with the Prairie School.?? The taste
that La Farge and Tiffany helped popularize in the 1880s now had spread into structures of
every size and description, and was often satisfied by standardized, machine-produced
ornamental glass.

Such rapid multiplication of glass ornament led naturally enough to a sense of vulgarization
and meaningless proliferation. The reputation of the Tiffany name in the early twentieth
century, the prestigious special commissions won by the firm, the exposition prizes and
extensive displays, the handsome catalogues and the artistry of the craftsmen Tiffany
attracted to his employment, all put some distance between the company and its rivals. In city
after city, as major mermorial windows were dedicated in churches and colleges and court-
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houses, newspaper publicity added further lustre.®> Each Tiffany window enjoyed its own
moment of communal atiention, indeed usually several such moments: announcement of the
gift or decision to purchase; details of installation; and ceremonies of dedication. Like premier
producers of other luxury goods — Steinway, Rolls Royce, Dior — Tiffany’s claims to quality
standards of design and production were intended to keep it in a class to itself.

But the intense commoditization that resulted from an expanding industry, along with the
explosion of ornament that accompanied the rise of the movie palace, must only have con-
firmed Louis Tiffany’s sense of preaching to the unconverted. Having helped pioneer the
interior design profession and transform tastes in glass and tile, Louis Tiffany seemed, in his
later years, to withdraw from active supervision over the products bearing his name and to
move on to a level of greater ideality. Like many another artist and architect, he sought, in his
various residences, to bring together an exemplary selection of his best work, to create for
himself and his entourages settings of perfect beauty. His personal quarters had been exem-
plifying his taste since the Bella Apartments in the 1870s, but Laurelton Hall in Cold Spring
Harbor emphatically climaxed this self-absorption. 1t was his Taliesen, his Menlo Park, and his
Giverny rolled into one. The obsession with Laurelton Hall reflected Tiffany’s third career — that
of teacher, pedagogue, master, and host, the presiding genius of a group of acolytes who
could spread the gospel in years to come.?*

Again it is possible to find many analogues, particularly in the America of the Progressive
Era, figures absorbed by architecture or printing or painting or sculpture or the arts in general,
who founded atelier-like settings for the pursuit of truth and beauty: Elbert Hubbard, Frank
Lloyd Wright, Gustave Stickley, Charles Booth. At Roycroft, Taliesen, Cranbrook, Pasadena,
Carmel-by-the-Sea, groups of missionary artists and craftsimen gathered, often under tutelary
spirits, to promulgate their doctrines. Tiffany had always considered his own industrial enter-
prises as breeding places of beauty, but the building of Laurelton Hall in 1902 opened new
possibilities. Devising strategies of use and application, which were ultimately expressed in
creation of the Tiffany Foundation, took up the next several decades.

These activities were highlighted by three distinct but revealing events, suggesting where
Tiffany’s interests had finally led him. These were the great fetes that began in 1913 with a
Shrove Tuesday Egyptian pageant-masque at the Tiffany Studios, continued with an elaborate
dinner and musical entertainment at Laurelton Hall the following year, and climaxed in 1916
with an expansive birthday spectacle, again in Tiffany Studios, built around a Delmonico-
catered Roman supper and still another masque entitled The Quest of Beauty.®> Elaborately
costumed, carefully lit, accompanied by specially commissioned music, attended by artists,
socialites, publishers, former patrons, musicians, important members of New York’s cultural
establishment, covered enthusiastically by the local press, these last flings indicated (along
with the commission of Charles De Kay’s book) Tiffany’s lingering desire for higher recogni-
tion, a concern that the message of his art, his technological interventions, his marketing and
self-promotion, might still be insufficiently esteemed and comprehended. The desire for
control, for the total shaping of reality that architects and decorative artists so often seek,
found expression in the maze of details that Tiffany supervised, everything from the printing of
invitations to the choice of costumes. For the Egyptian masque, actually the reception of Mark
Antony by Cleopatra, Tiffany guests played the parts of Romans, Syrians, Ethiopians, Greeks,
Egyptians, and Arabs. John D. Rockefeller, Jr., appeared as a Persian nobleman; his wife, who
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would little more than a decade later help to found the Museum of Modern Art, came dressed as
Minerva. Louisine Havemeyer was there and another notable Tiffany patron, Captain Joseph
DeLamar; so were Edward Harkness, Robert W. De Forest, and George Seligman.

The pageants were opportunities for statements, moments of consolidation for New York’s
most prominent artists and architects — Daniel Chester French, Childe Hassam, Edwin H.
Blashfield, Arnold Brunner, Donn Barber, Albert Herter, Guy Lowell, Lloyd Warren, Carroll
Beckwith, George Breck — keepers of the Beaux-Arts tradition and true believers in the religion
of ideality, to show the flag one more time. At the 1916 breakfast Tiffany denounced the
modernists passionately as narrow specialists bemused by technical discoveries. Most of his
guests could only have agreed.

When not arrayed in the robes of splendor he donned for such occasions, Tiffany was
photographed in elegant attire, often fastidiously dressed in white, the kind of garb Mark
Twain had chosen for his old age a generation earlier. The young artist who had presented
himself as a rebel designer was now a patriarch, a prophet messenger whose vision required
an invited audience.

The last years, as Tiffany’s biographers describe them, were touched by a sense of public
indifference and dampened by financial stringency. The extravagant hopes Tiffany enter-
tained for his Foundation and Laurelton Hall had to be drawn in. The 1920s and ‘30s hosted a
new generation of celebrity designers, no less flamboyant, theatrical, and self-celebrating
than Tiffany but employing very different vocabularies. Figures like Joseph Urban, Winold
Reiss, Donald Deskey, Paul Frankl, Addison Mizner, Harold Rambusch, Raymond Loewy, Lee
Simonson, Walter Dorwin Teague, and Norman Bel Geddes would bring to interiors, public
and private, to furniture, product lines, theater sets, and commercial art, insights shaped by
modernist ideologies, marketing strategies, and new synthetic materials.2® Architects, illus-
trators, craftsmen, they would, like Tiffany, provide signatures for an entire era.

But for all their proclamations of newness and boldness, for all their repudiation of the
mannerism, idealism, and sentimental rhetoric associated with their predecessors, it is clear
they had been anticipated. And, to some extent, also outdistanced. In many ways Louis Tiffany
remains our first great industrial designer, absorbed by the task of communicating his vision
to a broad audience. It was, however, a vision dominated by dreams of beauty rather than
visions of efficiency. His salesmanship was exercised in the interests of transforming stan-
dards of taste and reasserting ancient powers through modern formulas. First through direct
decoration, then through quantity production and distribution, and finally through training
and instruction Tiffany advanced his case. In the process he promoted a new joy in decorative
splendor for a society whose art conventions had been shaped by academic eclecticism.

Some recent analysts have argued that Tiffany’s free-flowing, original, incessantly dynamic
mixture of shapes and colors in glass and mosaic forecast the artistic experiments we label
abstract expressionism. Thus the resurgence of interest that came in the 1950s and ‘60s
reflected the new art’s pervasive presence. Without our denying any linkage between the two,
or the influence of contemporary abstraction on his new legitimacy, it is possible to point to
something else as well. And that is the rediscovery of decorative art as an instrument of
transcendence. Tiffany’s clients and customers responded to the power of natural imagery in
realistic or conventionalized form. The rich colors of the stained glass and the mosaics, the
iridescence of the vases, the light contrasts of the lamps and the tiles were emblematic. S. Bing

41



called some of them “glowing fantasies."®” Decorative exuberance has the power to lift onlook-
ers beyond the limits of place and time to aspirations and associations of boundless scope.
Tiffany transformed both sacred and profane spaces, offering the refigious intimations of
immortality, and presenting to the secular the exhilaration of ornamental variety. His rediscov-
ery has coincided with a new defense of the decorative arts as humanizing agents in a fast-
paced, rationalized, mechanically driven world. The gates have reopened to admit embellish-
ment and subjective fantasy.

The political implications of this taste remain cloudy. The love for adornment coincided,
after all, with indifference to the social sources of patronage. Tiffany’s art was popular, but its
consumption — outside religious and cultural settings — was open to only a few. Its glitter could
be seen as distracting and its idealism serviced establishments of every type.

But the influence Tiffany sought, in the end, was a personally liberating one. Suspicious of
dogmatism, pragmatic and experimental, he was frustrated by intelfectual currents he never
quite understood, and by the inevitable changes in taste and marketing that make one genera-
tion’s delight its successor’s aversion. His reemergence reenacts what the first clients of
Associated Artists found so exciting: unapologetic virtuosity in the interest of sensory plea-
sure. Many of his artistic contemporaries remain in the shadows. Tiffany’s present celebrity
reflects his personal judgment and technical mastery, as well as the persisting alternations of
human taste. Even if it does, in time, ebb into a decent obscurity, it seems clear that such will
be, once more, only a temporary fate. And that the influence Tiffany saw swell and then
decline, has a permanent role in our larger design traditions.
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street, with its agaressive modernity, one may step into a
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1. Helen Gould Landscape Window,
Ieaded Favrile glass, 130" x 70", Tiffany
Studios. New York, 1910
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2,3, Peacock Window: lended glass.
F11%7 % 29%", Tiffany Stodies, New
York, c. 1412

4. Goclatos and Famkeet Window,
Ieaded Favrite glass, 190044" x 203"
Tiffany Studivs, New York, ¢ 1412



5. Punch Bowl with three ladles, Favrile
glass and gilded silver, bowl 14%2" high,
24" diameter, ladles 12" x 312", Tiffany
Studios, New York, 1900




6, Gould Feacech Lampu Favrile glass
ad enamel on 0 ppret, 304" high,

13" Jlameter, Tiffany Stucivs, Row York
1813




7. Lotus Bowl, Favrile pottery, 4%" high,
12'2" long, 7 %¢" wide, Tiffany Studios,
New York, ¢. 1905

8. “Fem" Ceramic Vase, Favrile pottery,
12" high, Tiffany Studios, New Yark,
¢. 1905

9. “Salamander” Vase, Favrile pottery,
9" high, 62" wide, Tiffany Studios,
New York, 1905-10




10. Double Card Case, wood and Favrile
glass with mother-of-pearl, abalone, and
enamel insets on the cover, 5%2" high.
5'2" long, Tiffany Studios, New York,
1905-10

Humidor, wood and Cypriote Favrile
glass, 4%6" high, 4%2" long, Tiffany
Studios, New York, 1905-10

Humidor with mounted scarab
decoration, wood and Favrile glass
scarabs, 5%2" high, 6%" long, Tiffany
Studios, New York, 1905-10

11. Bronze-mounted Cypriote Glass
Covered Box with salamander decoration,
Favrile glass and bronze, 9%" long,
Tiffany Studios, New York, 1895-1905




12, Cnamcied "Gourd™ Tray, ensmel on
copper, 253" x 13, Tifany Studivs, New
York, ¢, 1400

13, "Moming Glorics™ sketch,
watercolor on paper. 229" x 21%",
Louts Comfort Tiffany. 1913

14,15, Enameled Frog Paperweight
5" dismeter, Tiffany Studies, New York,
1wn-in









16. "My Family at Somesville”, oil on
canvas, 24" x 36", Louis Comfort Tiffany.
c. 1888

17. “Family Group with Oxen”, oil on
canvas, 22%" x 35%", Louis Comfort
Tiffany, c. 1888

18. “Fields of Ivington”, watercolor,
19" x 26", Louis Comfort Tiffany.
1879



19. "Markefplace at Nuremberg”, oil
on canvas, 302" x 39", Louis Comfort
Tiffany. ¢, 1893

20. “Magnolias”, oil on canvas,
, Louis Comfort Titfany. 1885-95




21 A Comerof My Studin”, vil on
canvas. 3047 1 1247, Louls Comfort
Tiffany. 1691

22 “Tumpkin and Beots” Window
leaded glass. 463" x 347, Tiffany
Sturtivs, Now Yerk ¢ 1970




23. “Cathedral Steps, Morlaix, Brittany”,
watercolor, 40" x 17", Louis Comfort
Tiffany, 1890

24, “Market Day outside the Walls of
Tangier, Morocco”, oil on canvas,
35" x 56", Louis Comfort Tiffany, 1873












) he decorative arts of Louis C. Tiffany are as internationally famous today as they were
/| atmost a century ago, when they were first created. Whether glass or bronze, ceramic or

enamel, his brilliantly polychromed objets d’art proclaim the work of an artist who rightly
saw himself as a cotorist. There is even a vocabulary of famitiar motifs: wisteria, jack-in-the-
putpit, Queen Anne’s lace, apple blossom, spider’s web, mushroom, peacock feather, etc. Yet,
despite the unmistakable appearance of his work, we are still to come to grips with defining
Tiffany’s style.’

In many minds, Tiffany’s decorative arts are inextricably linked with the concept of Art
Nouveau. The names of the artist and the style, as well as the year 1900, are forever bonded
intoa triad. Indeed, for many, Tiffany is the outstanding exponent of the American Art Nouveau
style.

There might seem to be historical justification for this opinion. Tiffany’s glassware and
windows were featured in the inaugural exhibition of L'Art Nouveau, Siegfried Bing’s shop in
Paris which gave the style its very name. Tiffany’s creations were included in Bing's subsequent
exhibitions, including his celebrated Art Nouveau pavilion at the Paris World's Fair of 1900.
Articles about Tiffany’s work appeared with regularity in atl the major European periodicals
which featured the new styte — a style which, despite the various and often pejorative names it
bore, was generally known as Art Nouveau. In the United States the situation was no different.
In addition to Tiffany’s substantial self-promotion, the critics were quick to report on him and
his international achievements. Yet Tiffany’s name rarely, if ever, was directly associated with
the term “Art Nouveau” nor did Tiffany himself use it for his creations.?

The situation changed after World War 1. Although Art Nouveau had fallen from grace and
remained in a nadir untit well after World War 11, nevertheless a period of reevaluation began in
the 1930s. In those first tentative reappraisals one can discern both Tiffany’s return to favor (at
least among American critics) and the association of his work with Art Nouveau. Philip John-
son, for example, though a major champion of the International Style, was one of those who
sought a more careful and positive assessment of Art Nouveau; among his examples, he
mentions a Tiffany lampshade.> Just a decade later, Tiffany was being called one of “the high
priests of Art Nouveau in the United States.”*

After World War 11, when the Art Nouveau revival became a more sustained and ultimately
successful movement, Tiffany’s works were an integral part. (n the first major European exhibi-
tion, staged in Zurich in 1952, a substantial number of Tiffany’s glass vases were included.® At
the 1958 retrospective exhibition of Tiffany’s work which was held at the Museum of Contem-
porary Crafts in New York, it was declared that “Tiffany’s span of creative work embraced the Art
Nouveau movement. . . .“% In the Museum of Modern Art’s groundbreaking Art Nouveau ex-
hibition of 1960, Tiffany was proclaimed “the American master of the styte” and, in fact, he was
the only American decorative artist whose works were represented.”

Almost three decades have passed since then, and Tiffany’s work has become increasingly
and unquestionably associated with the Art Nouveau style. An ever-growing chorus has
praised Tiffany and has linked his works with Art Nouveau. Mario Amaya described him as "the
most monumental” of “the several masters of Art Nouveau,” and claimed that Tiffany glass
“became synonymous with the style throughout America up to the outbreak of World War 1.”%
Thomas S. Buechner, then director of the Corning Museum of Glass, called Tiffany “the Amer-
ican giant of the Art Nouveau style.” In her study of American Art Nouveau, Diane Chalmers
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Johnson claimed that “Louis Comfort Tiffany was and perhaps still is the most widely recog-
nized American Art Nouveau artist.”'® All books on Art Nouveau — European or American — have
included examples of Tiffany’s glass vases or lamps. Likewise, all studies of Tiffany have
included at least some allusion to Art Nouveau. The consensus is clear and unchallenged:
Tiffany’s mature work is Art Nouveau.

Central to this discussion, though, is the issue of what is meant by the term “Art Nouveau.”
Over the last three decades it has become increasingly clear that the tum of the century
enjoyed a multiplicity of styles. Most agree that "High Art Nouveau” in its purest form is the
dynamic, linear and abstract idiom practiced by Henry Van de Velde, Victor Horta and Hector
Guimard. At the same time there was another abstract style, but one which depended upon
rectilinear rather than curvilinear forms, one which sought architectonic stability and simplic-
ity rather than biological vitality and complexity. This mode is well represented by the sober
work of C.F.A. Voysey, as well as the elegant, spare creations of Charles Rennie Mackintosh in
Glasgow and Josef Hoffmann in Vienna. Another mode was literal rather than abstract, and
turned to Nature for inspiration. Emile Gallé and the School of Nancy are, of course, the chief
representatives of this form of expression, but one could easily turn to other European centers.
In fact, as we shall see, this emphasis on Nature was perhaps the dominant mode at the turn of
the century. Symbolism also had an impact on the decorative arts, from the sexually charged
furniture of Rupert Carabin to the poetic images in René Lalique’s jewelry. Although we are
primarily concerned with avant-garde idioms, there was still a great deal of historicism as well.
Japonisme and Gothic Revival, Neo-Rococo and Beaux-Arts all had their attractions.

Moreover, whileitis useful for us to isolate each stylistic current, designers at the turn of the
century frequently combined two or more modes to create interesting hybrids. Botanically
specific plants were incorporated into patterns dominated by whiplash curves. Languid sym-
bolist maidens had their hair coiffed into patterns worthy of Van de Velde, or their bodies were
encased in vertical, architectural forms. Poetic, brooding faces mysteriously emerged from
flowers, just as whiplash lines merged with Gothic architectural forms. One need only consider
Mucha’s posters, Mackintosh’s frieze from the Buchanan Street Tea Room, or the patterns in
Eugene Grasset's La plante et ses applications ormamentales to realize how pervasive these
hybrids were.

The issue of defining Art Nouveau is an old polemic. Is Art Nouveau a specific style or does it
denote the general renewal of the arts at the tum of the century? This polemic goes back to the
time of Bing himself.!! Bing declared that the name “Art Nouveau® represented only the search
for a style. But the history of his own gallery shows that while there was no uniformity of vision
when he beganin 1895, the situation changed, and before 1900 Bing had fixed upon an atelier
style which was cohesive: its basic elements were taken from the dynamics of Van de Velde's
abstract, linear style. '?

Indeed, itis the whiplash style which is invariably cited when critics want to define "High Art
Nouveau.” Then, almost as though not to offend, recognition is given to the other modes as
well. As a result, the issues remain confused. Yet the aesthetics of Guimard and Gallé cannot
be contained by a single term, unless that term is meant to denote just a chronological period
rather than a cohesive style.'? If it were decided that Art Nouveau should refer only to a
chronological period, that still leaves the problem of naming and understanding the styles
which came into being.
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The central hatl of the Hotel Van
Eetvelde, Brussels, designed by
Victor Horta in 1897.

Semantics need not be pedantic; indeed, clarity of terminology and clarity of thought are
often linked. We might think of the state of scholarship when Mannerism and Baroque were not
distinct art historical categories; “"Renaissance” and "Late Renaissance” were the only operative
terms, but they clouded the issues and inhibited an understanding of each period's aesthetics
and the artists’ real intentions. The same sorts of problems arise when one reads the literature
on Tiffany, for the critics seem confused by and vacillate between the opposite poles of
abstract rhythmic dynamics and naturalism when they discuss Tiffany’s work. | am reminded
of the problem which arose in the Metropolitan Museum’s 1970 exhibition, 19th Century
America.'* Apropos of Tiffany glass vases with naturalistic motifs, Art Nouveau was defined in
an inclusionist manner as being “characterized by elongation, flowing lines, and the frequent
use of certain natural forms — flowers, human hair and waves.” On the other hand, an abstract
Tiffany Studios lamp base was considered to reflect European Art Nouveau, with the implica-
tion that sophisticated, Continental Art Nouveau is abstract. Complicating matters still further,
a goblet in the form of a thistle plant by Tiffany and Company was linked to mid-nineteenth-
century naturalism rather than the naturalistic art which flourished at the turn of the century.
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Aglass plaque execuled by the
Tiffany Glass & Decorating Co.,
1894-95. (The Metropolitan
Museum of Art, New York: Gift of
Henry O. Havemeyer, 1896)

This sort of bewildering relationship and/or dichotomy between Art Nouveau and naturalism
is found in many instances. Robert Koch seems to have intended us to compare Tiffany’s glass
with illustrations of some of the most famous examples of High Art Nouveau architecture —
Gaudi's Casa Mila and Horta’s Hotel Van Eetvelde — but he does not explain his visual analo-
gies. Indeed, for the most part, when Koch discusses Tiffany as an Art Nouveau designer, it is
generally because the works evoke “the growth forms found in nature.”*>

In the recent exhibition sponsored by the Boston Museum of Fine Arts, we read, “Of the
several American potteries that interpreted the energetic lines of the Belgian and French Art
Nouveau styles, Tiffany’s is the most naturalistic and least derivative from European
models.”!® This conclusion is deduced from a ceramic vase with jack-in-the-pulpit plants. But
where in this instance is there an interpretation of Belgian energetic lines? And why, by
implication, is Europe again excluded from naturalism?

Robert Schmutzler is one of the few critics who specifically tried to explain Tiffany’s style in
terms of abstract, High Art Nouveau style. He did so by analyzing the threaded design on a
Tiffany plaque:

An example of the alternation between positive and negative forms and the subtle shift
from rigid symmetry to forms of organic life is given by the star-like flower at the bottom of a
Tiffany bowl [sic]. . . . Individual radiating lines and paths of design illustrate here the
typical behavior of the so-called “Belgian line.” Its characteristic is that . . . it becomes
thicker in the narrow curves where the change of direction is most stressed, and thinner
again in those curves that swing more widely.
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Acologne bottle designed

. 1899 by Hector Guimard.
(Pholo courtesy of The Museum
of Modern Art, New York)

. .. Ambiguous as the form and structure of the whole design may be, so is also its
“meaning”: an organic flower design has grown out of the inorganic glass, . . . the flower-
like design of its interior becomes something like the pulsating organism in the gelatinous
and transparent wrapping that sheaths the body of a Medusa jellyfish.'?

Schmutzler's argqument is seductive, but it is not sufficient to win the case. In the first place,
Tiffany’s design is not as consciously constructed as a design by Van de Velde, Horta or
Guimard; these masters of the Belgian line show a more taut precision of rhythmic movement.
Keeping even within the same medium of glass, one to which they turned only infrequently, we
can see some revealing differences. Just before the turn of the century, Van de Velde designed
some vases for the Val St. Lambert factory with engraved patterns, and Guimard designed
some molded flacons for the Revilon-Millot perfume firm. The linear dynamics of these objects
are far more consistent with the structured rhythms of High Art Nouveau. By comparison, the
ornament of the Tiffany plaque seems more natural and organic. It is telling that Schmutzler
repeatedly refers to the design as “flower-like;” in fact, the center of the plaque was engraved
with pistils, showing that Tiffany intended us to see this as an opened flower. Inmany ways, the
curvaceous lines that Tiffany introduced here are closer in spirit to a type of Japanese-inspired,
rhythmical ornament than to High Art Nouveau. '®

It could be argued that other Tiffany designs come closer to the Belgian line. We might
consider his vases with the so-called "rat tail” decoration, where pulls of glass emerge from the
fabric of the glass, somewhat like Guimard’s molded decorations, or we might turn to Tiffany’s
tour-de-force of a punchbowl which was commissioned by Henry O. Havemeyer and which was
exhibited at the Paris World’s Fair of 1900. But even in such works, where undulant curves and
whiplash lines abound, there still is a feeling of the organic. More telling than any single
example, though, is the totality of Tiffany’s mature oeuvre. When we look at the wisteria and
maple leaf lamps, the lava vases and the fern frond ceramics, we must inevitably recognize
that the greater part of Tiffany’s energy was far removed from an abstract, dynamic, linear
vocabulary, whereas, in strong contrast, Van de Velde and Guimard were wholeheartedly
committed to such a program.

These differences should not be surprising. Horta, Van de Velde, and Guimard were of one
generation (bomn in 1861, 1863 and 1867 respectively) while Tiffany was somewhat older
(having been born in 1848). The three European Art Nouveau masters made their first signi-
ficant contributions in the early to mid- 1 890s whereas Tiffany had been active since the 1870s.
Although they all enjoyed great international fame at the turn of the century, Horta, Van de
Velde and Guimard were exponents of a new idiom, while Tiffany’s work was centered in an
older generation’s vision.

To understand Tiffany’s particular achievements, I think it is far more useful and appropri-
ate to compare his work and career with that of his French contemporary, Emile Gallé. Gallé
was born in 1846, just two years before Tiffany. Not only were they contemporaries, but their
careers are strikingly parallel. Since they are the two great glassmakers of the turn of the
century, their works have often been brought into conjunction, but comparisons have inevit-
ably stressed the differences between the two. Emphasis has always been placed on the
supposedly opposite ways the two men approached the glass: it has been traditionally said
that Gallé carved the decoration onto the surface and showed specific flowers, whereas Tif-
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fany’s decoration of colored filaments was integrated into the glass and his designs were
abstract or, at least, more veiled. Although this sort of distinction is basically true, since Tiffany
also carved floral designs throughout his career it is not as accurate as it purports to be.
However, all differences pale when we consider the overwhelming similarities between these
two men'’s careers and their general attitude toward their art.

Both men were born into families of substance and both their fathers’ businesses were
concerned with the decorative arts. Gallé’s father, Charles Gallé-Reinemer, headed a firm
which specialized in fine glassware and ceramics. The young Emile Gallé had a broad artistic
training, but also pursued natural sciences (mineralogy and botany) at Weimar, studied
briefly in London and, quite naturally, worked in the workshops associated with his father's
business.

Tiffany’s father, Charles Lewis, headed the famous silver and jewelry concern. The young
Louis, forsaking a traditional college education, studied painting, firstin the United States with
George Inness and then with Leon Bailly in Paris. We can presume that he had been stimulated
by his father’s business in the decorative arts and his importation of the finest European
goods. It is significant that Tiffany & Company was already an old client of Gallé by the late
1870s.'° Also, we can imagine that Louis would have frequently come into contact with Edward
C. Moore, the chief designer for Tiffany, whose taste was cosmopolitan and who had an avid
interest in the arts of the Near and Far East.??

In the late 1870s both Gallé and Tiffany had embarked on their careers as decorative artists.
By 1874 Gallé had taken over the artistic direction of his father's business and by 1879 Tiffany
had entered into partnership with Samuel Colman, Lockwood De Forest and Candace Wheeler
to form Louis C. Tiffany and Associated Artists. (At this point we might remember that Van de
Velde, Horta and Guimard had still another decade before their careers were to begin.) Both
Gallé’s and Tiffany’s artistic visions were rooted in the historic revivalism which dominated
much of mid-nineteenth-century design. With the firm belief that inspiration could be drawn
from the experience of past European styles and from foreign cultures, both artists turned
unabashedly toward such sources. Much of Gallé’s work, for example, was based upon the
Rococo, as befitted an artist whose natal city of Nancy still remembered its heyday during the
reign of Louis XV, and whose family firm owned the eighteenth-century St. Clement faience
factory. While there also were traces of Medievalism and Renaissance revival as well, the most
important element for Galle’s future artistic development was his strong admiration for the
newly found charms of Japanese art. Gallé discovered exotic new Oriental shapes for his
vessels and novel motifs of bright-eyed insects and smiling fish taken from Japanese prints.

Tiffany’s early interiors register similar artistic attitudes. The projects of Tiffany and the
Associated Artists reveal the same wealth of ornamentation and potpourri of styles. Alongside
traditional Louis XV and XVI furniture and objets d‘art, there was Islamic furniture and star-
patterned ceilings, Oriental vases and silk-lined walls, Indian panels of intricately carved
patterns — all combined with equal delight. The Veterans Room in the Seventh Regiment
Armory of New York (1879-80) shows that typical blend of elements: the great table suggested
the Romanesque in its short but sturdy, clustered columns, the stenciled frieze bore Celtic
interlaced patterns and scenes of chivalric knights, the balcony and its intricately carved grill
were based on one in a Turkish harem, the portiére was made of Japanese brocade and
overlaid with Steel rings to resemble a medieval coat of mail. Everyone wrote in praise of the
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richness of color and material and of the inventiveness of design, but clearly it was an inven-
tiveness which looked backward as well as forward.

While it might be tempting to dismiss this opening phase of the two men’s work as merely a
preliminary stage, this is not the case. Throughout their careers, their choices of forms and
decorative motifs were tempered by this early experience. It perhaps contributed to the slightly
conservative elements in their work, elements which separate them from the next generation
of Van de Velde, Horta and Guimard, men who sought with greater consistency a more mod-
ern, non-historical language of form and decoration. Although, as we shall see, both Gallé and
Tiffany would soon change their artistic aims and emphasize natural forms, explicit historiciz-
ing elements remained visible throughout their careers. Since the fame of Gallé and Tiffany
rests on their later works, works of the 1890s and 1900 which are renowned for their rich
coloration and floral imagery, we need to consider how these artists came to modify (but not
really change) their artistic visions as they matured.

In the case of Gallé we can trace an explicit development, not only because there were a
series of specific events but also because the French artists articulately explained them. The
1878 World's Fair in Paris, one in which Gallé participated and which brought him his first
significant accolades, was also an exposition at which the pervasive nature of historicismin the
decorative arts was both manifest and criticized. As A.R. de Liesville bemoaned:

In short, ceramics which are very brilliant, very varied, but above all imitative — that is what
French ceramics are. Japan, Persia and Muslim art give it its most beautiful accents. In the
details of the dinnerware we have come to the point of almost not having anything to envy
Asia for. But as for decoration, we have found nothing French, nothing European, nothing
decisive, since the eighteenth century.?!

Liesville then reviewed the glass and found exactly the same situation:

Following these visits to the sections for modern industrial art in manufacture, the definite
impression is one of constant progress, continual improvement of the general appearance,
since Ancient art, Oriental art, that of the Renaissance, are copied and recopied without
stop. . . . But won't we be then only the age of copyists??*

Equally critical was Adrien Dubouché, who wrote in his official, government-sponsored
report:

Japonisme! Attraction of the age, disordinate rage, which has invaded everything, taken
command of everything, disorganized everything in our art, our customs, our taste, even
our reason.*>

Such criticism per se did not put an end to historicism. But it was indicative of a new mood
shared by Gallé and some of his avant-garde colleagues. One of them, the jeweler Lucien
Falize, wrote a telling account (an account which Gallé could have written) of how he had been
among the first to be attracted by Japanese art, how he had been enthralled by Japanese
bronzes, porcelains and ivories, and how he had traced the images on Japanese prints. But
then Falize turned away from this literal copying of Japanese art:
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Now my love is not extinguished but it is calmer, like what happens when the fever of
possession is calimed and you see your mistress of the previous night in broad daylight; she
is still beautiful, smiling and full of grace but you hesitate to take her for a wife.

The comparison seems strange or brutal to you but have not all we artists more or less
cohabited with the Japanese fairy? Have we not each had children born of this love?

Do you know what made the artisan of Kyoto give his vase the shape of a gourd or a
bulbous root? Have you penetrated the symbol of the white deer? To what end do you copy
these peach flowers or these quince branches? You write this language drawn by the
Japanese as you have copied the religious symbois of all peoples — without understanding
them.

Falize also gave a positive solution to the issue:

And us, what are we to do? To copy still? No, but to be inspired by this art and likewise return
to a healthy doctrine, to simple means, to the study of Nature.2*

As we shall see, the idea of a return to Nature became the crux of the matter. Writing about
the Japanese artist Hokusai, Ary Renan suggested similar thoughts:

The Man-gwa is addressed beyond all to the handworking artists who maintain our indus-
tries. Why do they leave the country, the streams, the fields, the sea? Why do they not
surround themselves with models from nature, brightly colored and lively? Why do they not
add seaweed, butterflies, a branch of clematis to their limited designs? If they loved their
models as the author of the Man-gwa loved his, they would pass from the ranks of artisans to
that of artists.?>

By 1900 this bonding of Japanese art and Nature became a major principle of French decora-
tive arts.?®

Gallé’s writings and work show that he too believed in the idea of returning to Nature as well
as remembering the lessons learnt from Japanese art. This transition must have been an easy
one for Gallé, since his interest in Nature had been longstanding. His early studies in Weimar
had emphasized botany and mineralogy, and the natural sciences remained a major aspect of
his mature career. Nancy itself had an important school of horticulture and Gallé retained an
active interest in botany.?? Flora and fauna became the major aspect of his artistic work. While
many of the motifs were studied directly from Nature, the humble forest and meadow flowers,
insects and small birds, seaweeds and crustacea all suggest an iconography based upon what
he had seen on Japanese objects and in Japanese prints.

This harmonious dualism of Nature and Japanese art was further reinforced for Galié by a
fortuitous event in 1885. In that year several Japanese students arrived in Nancy to study at the
horticultural school and Gallé became friendly with one of them, a certain Tokouso Takasima.
Supposedly they painted together in the countryside of Lorraine, and one can well imagine
their rich interchanges, as Gallé learnt to explore the humorous movements of the insects, the
graceful bending of the flowered branches, the poetry imbedded in the smallest of natural
phenomena.
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A word should also be said about the changes in Gallé’s sensibilities toward color and
materials, for here too we can see a similar duality of mineralogy and Japonisme. At the outset
of his career Gallé employed a clear, limpid glass, but as he matured the glass became a more
color-laden and ultimately opaque substance. After his initial triumph with a slightly opales-
cent clear-to-blue glass known as ctair-de-lune, he began, like Eugene Rousseau before him,
to add irregular streaks and flecks of mineral coloring, creating effects which were likened to
agate, opal, jade and other natural minerals.?® Also Gallé expanded the palette of enamels
which he used. While many of his experiments were those of a chemical engineer, it was his
poetic mind and eye which bade him seek the fleeting effects of “vaporous clouds” and “un-
dulating smoke” as well as tints delicate as “the green of sleeping waters” and the “cream white
of nacreous flesh.” This listing of effects and delights may cause us to think of that consum-
mate aesthete Des Esseintes, the hero of Huysmans® Aurebours who reveled in such exquisite
pleasures, but on a more practical level, we would do well to remember how the French were
impressed by the Japanese love for semi-precious and veined stones and the way Japanese
workmen took advantage of the accidents of nature to create beautiful objets d'art.

The importance of Nature in French aesthetic doctrine might have registered more clearly if
the Union Centrale des Arts Décoratifs — the most important organization for the decorative
arts in France — had held an exhibition in the early 1890s, as they planned, to be devoted to the
theme of the plant.?° It was conceived by none other than Lucien Falize, and it was to have
included a display of plants and flowers intended to inspire French decorative artists. Also, the
major portion of the exhibition was to have included objects, both old and new, from Europe
and from exotic cultures, which had been inspired by plant forms. For various reasons, the
exhibition was first postponed and then canceled. But even though it did not take place, it drew
a great deal of attention in the Revue des arts décoratifs, the publication of the Union Centrale
which was Lhe leading French journal of decorative arts at this time. There were articles not
only by Falize in support of this program, but also by Gallé.

1t was at this time that Gallé published his by now famous drawing of glass vessels whose
shapes were derived from leaf forms. And it was at this time that he created a dining table
based around the concept of garden vegetables.> It bore the poetic inscription, "Our roots are
in the depth of the woods, among the mosses, alongside the streams.”! The same inscrip-
tion, the central maxim of Gallé’s philosophy of design, was also inscribed on the doors of his
furniture factory. Gallé believed personally in this religion of Nature and created designs in this
mode; moreover, he was an eloquenl proselytizer and wrote at great length to champion the
cause of Nature.®? The table, for example, was the subject of an article he published in the
Revue des arts décoratifs and which, not coincidentally, he dedicated to Falize.

Perhaps the most significant of all of Gallé’s exquisitely conceived essays is the one he
devoted to his sideboard, The Roads of Auturmn.>® Gallé’s sideboard had a very explicit prog-
ram which the artist explained in minute detail. In lhat it was intended for a Rheims vintner, its
thematic program, on the simplest level, revolved around viniculture and autunin — the season
of the grape harvest. The principal structural elements of the cabinet represenled .gnarled
vines, terminating at the top in leafy excrescences. The autumnal roadside plants and insects
are depicted in the marquetry panels below, and in the darkened upper portions of the cabinet
are autumnal asters and gourds seen against a starred sky. Throughout the cabinet are short
poetic phrases, inlaid in marquetry, to solicit the spirit and awaken the intellect. An inscription
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Galle's sideboard, The Roads of
Autumn, c. 1892,

from Victor Hugo: "The globes, gilt fruits on heavenly branches, ” alludes to the gourds on the
branches and to the stars on the lines that fix the constellations. The flowering asters are
likened both in name and form to the stars (“astres” in French) in the heavens above. At the top
of the cabinet is a spider, symbol of the poetic laborer, who weaves its web like a constellation
of stars. The autumnal plants, birds and insects bear associations of time, climate, smells, and
sounds. Gallé summons up an orchestration of visual, aural and olfactory senses in a program
of synesthesia, which paralleled and probably was derived from Baudelaire’s idea of
correspondences.>* The all-enveloping but mysteriously shrouded program linked the ter-
restrial and celestial, and emphasized the opposition between tangible reality and visions of
distant things.

Not all the French were so intellectually or poetically gifted as Gallé€. Indeed, he was an
extraordinary exception. But many French artists, each at his own level, took inspiration from
Nature and in his own way translated it into something concrete. As Falize wrote, "Nature is the
eternal creator where each art comes to be renewed, where the eye of every thinker and artist
reads a different poem.”>> The designs which were submitted for the Union Centrale’s pending
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Edme Couty’s design fora
crystal goblet, c. 1890, which
appeared in the Revue des arts
décoratifs.

Designs by Gallé for glass vases
based on natural forms.

exhibition show quite different approaches to the use of plant forms. Edme Couty’s proposal
for a crystal goblet, for example, is far less poetic and organic than Gallé's. 1t has a decidedly
Beaux-Arts character and, were it not for the fact that each of the parts was explicitly analyzed in
terms of the particular plant which had inspired it, one might never have recognized the
*natural” origins of the object.>®

Luckily, however, by the turn of the century the more organic type of designs of Galle and
Falize triumphed. Indeed, when one looks at the works exhibited by the French in the 1900
World's Fair — the jewelry, ceramics, pate de verre and metalware exhibited by Lalique, Dam-
mouse, Decorchemont, Husson — we realize that this emphasis on Nature was at least as
strong — if not stronger — than the dynamic rhythms of the High Art Nouveau style. And,
moreover, it was a view of Nature that had been tempered by experience of Japanese art.

In the early 1890s, Tiffany’s art was just beginning to mature. As in the case of Gall¢, there
were the two polarities of Nature and historicism, but in Tiffany’s case historicism was still the
dominant mode. Its impact is clearly registered in his two most important undertakings of this
time, the chapel he exhibited at the Chicago World's Fair of 1893 and the Havemeyer House of
1890-91. Although one was ecclesiastical and the other domestic, although one was meant
more for display and the other for daily habitation, both show a free blending of historical
styles. The chapel was essentially Romanesque in its overall architectural scheme, but this was
offset by Byzantine-looking mosaics and basket-weave capitals, Flamboyant Gothic candle-
sticks, and a great many accessories which looked as though they had come from a Meroving-
jan treasury. The accent in the Havemeyer House was perhaps more on the Oriental and
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Byzantine, as could be seen in the silk-lined drawing room, the fabulous hanging staircase
(reputedly based on one in the Doge’s Palace in Venice) and glass-jeweled lamps, but here too
there were medieval elements, as in the Cosmatesque entrance hall and the Celtic interlace on
some of the furniture. More important than the derivation of the individual motifs, though, was
the overall impression of color and richness of materials, as stone, glass and bronze were
intricately interwoven. The lamp which hung over Mr. Havemeyer’s desk and the candlesticks
which graced the chapel’s altars are of a single artistic vision.

Tiffany’s leaded glass windows from this period register a similar development. A number of
them were as conservative in design as the individual details of his decorative schemes. A
great many were ecclesiastical and were banal exercises in late-nineteenth-century religious
art, redeemed only by the color and beauty of the glass material itself. Some of the windows
were transcriptions of other artists’ easel paintings; these ranged from Old Masters such as
Botticelli (a window based on his Berlin Madonna of the Candelabra was featured at Chicago in
1893) to popular French salon painters such as Jules Lefebvre and Americans such as Will H.
Low.

While it is true that Tiffany created some daring abstract windows, such as the one that
was in his Bella Apartments, these were not displayed publicly.>” Not surprisingly, the one area
in which Tiffany’s windows struck a new note was that in which the theme was taken from
Nature. Tiffany had occasionally used such windows in domestic interiors in the late 1870s, as
in the squash and eggplant windows for the Kemp house. Sometimes, as in the chapel for the
Chicago Fair, windows with symbolic Easter lilies provided a background for the ecclesiastical
setting, but Nature was not yet a dominant aspect.

Yet, indicative of the future, one of the windows exhibited at Chicago showed parakeets
perched on the branches of a blossom-laden fruit tree, and a goldfish bowl hanging from one
of the boughs. Over the next few years Nature would become a more significant feature of
Tiffany’s artistic endeavors. At his 1899 display at the Grafton Galleries in London, for exam-
ple, Tiffany included two windows with fish as their subject, two with floral motifs, and one
landscape — these five constituting almost half of the windows on display and suggesting the
significance that Nature was beginning to assume in his oeuvre.>8

In the 1890s Tiffany and his artisans began to expand their repertoire of media. Starting
about 1893 and continuing for another decade or so, they explored one new area after
another: blown glass, metals, enamels, ceramics, jewelry. It was perhaps the most fertile
portion of Tiffany’s career and the period in which Tiffany gained his international fame.

The first glass vessels were made in 1893 and were advertised for sale the following year. it
is relatively easy to identify the style of these earliest efforts and, unlike his later works, theyare
unsigned or bear distinctive early paper labels.>® In a brochure issued by the company in
1898, the forms were described as “largely derived from natural motives . . . [and] Parting-
eaux, Cantharus, Lecythus, Amphora, Pelike, Buire, Ewer, Tazza, etc.”*® Once again we see
this dichotomy of Nature and historicism. The latter group of shapes are, for the greater part,
Greco-Roman, and, indeed, this can be seen in some of the early covered jars and vessels
resting on bronze stands. Even the pinched vase form, which so many think of as one of
Tiffany’s inventions (some would perhaps claim “Art Nouveau” invention) was based on a
Roman shape, just as the iridescence which sparkles on the surface of many of these early
pieces was an attempt to recapture the effect of corroded Ancient glass.*! Lastly, we need to
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Aglassvase execuled by the
Tiffany Glass & Decorating Co.,
c. 1894. (Photo courtesy of the
Metropolitan Museumof Art,
New York: Bequest of James H.
Stubblebine, t987)

consider the impact of Oriental art on Tiffany’s works, especially the gourd- and pear-shaped
vessels and those with undulant forms. This is not to say that each vessel had a specific
historical prototype; rather, as in the case of the Havemeyer House interior, Tiffany began with
certain conceptions derived from the past and then gradually transformed them, at times
transcending the original impetus.

The decoration of the vases was generally achieved through the application of threads of
colored glass while the vessel was still a molten sphere; sometimes they were arranged in
arabesques or allowed to expand in freer patterns.*? Often the effects simulated veined marble
or agate, a concept which had been popular since the early nineteenth-century innovations of
Friederich Egermann but which, after all, also suggests certain ideas that Gallé explored.
Tiffany had certainly been well aware of Gallé’s growing success in the areas of ceramics, glass
and furniture (some of which continued to be bought and sold by Tiffany & Company). More to
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Cameo glass vase with internal
fish decoration, execuled by the
Tiffany Glass & Decorating Co.,
1893-96. (Photo courtesy of the

National Museum of American
History, Washington, D.C.)

the point, on Tiffany’s trip to Europe in 1889 — probably in conjunction with the Paris World's
Fair where Gallé had triumphed — Tiffany traveled to Nancy and visited Gallé's factory.**
Some of Tiffany’s early glass vessels have a decoration of applied threads and pads that
suggest vegetal forms. A few of the early vases have abstracted leaves and stems floating on
the surface, evoking a watery and iridescent marine life. In certain instances, these suggested
forms have been made more specific by engraving the glass. One such vase is in the Smithso-
nian and another in the Victoria and Albert Museum. Both have carved designs of swimming
fish, which recall not only Japanese art but Gallé as well. Another early vase suggestive of
Nancy is the one with carved flowers in the Cincinnati Art Museum. Others perhaps recall
English cameo glass by Thomas Webb, but even here the sense of movement in the flowers
and the openness of the design show how Tiffany, inspired by Japanese art, had gotten away
from the stiff quality of Webb glass.** A word must also be said of his flower-form vessels, for
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from the very start Tiffany tried his hand at these delicate fancies. Some were even set in
sculpted bronze bases, replete with leaves, that Gallé could have admired.*®

In short, then, Tiffany’s blown glass — the medium which made his international reputation
— was marked by the strong influences of historicism and Nature, as well as his concern for
color, and these are the very same factors that we have seen in his interior decoration and his
leaded windows. .

Although Tiffany had used a great deal of bronze and iron accessories in his work as an
interior decorator, especially for candelabra and hanging lamps, and had used metal supports
for some of his first blown glass vessels, only in 1897 did he establish a foundry and metal
shop as part of his expanded factory at Corona. This resulted in (or, more probably, was
prompted by) a greatly expanded production of lamps in which glass and metal work were
elaborately combined.

The first lamps that Tiffany showed in the years between 1896 and 1898 prove to be quite
different from the popular image we have today. There were no wisteria or peony or magnolia
lamps on elegant bronze standards. Rather, the lamps were heavy, cumbersome creations,
generally with blown glass spheres and elaborate wire frames.*® The overall feeling is of a
hybrid of the Oriental and the medieval — understandably not far removed from the lighting
fixtures used just a few years earlier at the Havemeyer House.

Then, over the course of the next few years, Tiffany gradually introduced themes from
Nature. By 1899 a number of familiar motifs had entered his vocabulary. One lamp, though it
was still probably with a blown glass shade, had a base with fully modeled crabs which suggest

Five examples of lhe lamps the
Tiffany Glass & Decorating Co.
were producing prior to 1900.
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analogies with certain types of Japanese bronze vessels that were favored in those days.*” A
second lamp was supported by three-dimensionally sculpted frogs. A third, whose design is
attributed to Clara Driscoll, had a design of dragonflies worked in the leaded glass shade, and
the oil container below rested on fully sculpted bronze water lily leaves. *® The choice of motifs
— insects and other charming denizens of a watery habitat — reminds us of the Japanese-
inspired view of Nature which Gallé and Falize had been propounding for a decade.

Another and spectacular example of the theme of Nature emerging in Tiffany’s lamps is the
butterfly lamp which was introduced in 1898-99.*° Here too we are reminded that this insect is
one which had been popularized by Japonistes (consider, for instance, the butterfly signature
of that arch Japoniste, James McNeiil Whistier) and which Tiffany had himself used a decade
earlier in a window, where they swarmed against a Japanese paper lantern. The narcissi in the
mosaic base are so beautifuily fresh and their iridescent colors so vibrant that we may not stop
to consider how Tiffany had transformed the medium. In his earlier interiors, mosaics were
intentionally used to summon up the spiritual glory of Early Christian and Byzantine monu-
ments, and their patterns corresponded to those specific historical styles. But in this lamp the
mosaic has been freed from that historicizing context. This lamp and others which are from the
same creative moment — such as the one with spider webs and apple blossoms in the shade —
reveal the same choice of Japanese-inspired motifs and constitute Tiffany’s growing paean to
Nature.

Tiffany’s metal department began to produce inkstands, candlesticks, boxes, paperweights
and other small accessories as well. Inkstands that he exhibited in 1899 included one with a
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Ceramic vase with jack-in-the-
pulpit plants produced by
Tiffany Studios, ¢. 1906.

crab design, one with a wild carrot flower (Queen Anne’s lace), and one with a dahlia design.
He also maintained a small metal workshop in his home at 72nd Street where trays, tea
services and other handwrought items in metal were being made, perhaps on an experimental
basis. Julia Munson Sherman recalled that when she began working there shortly before 1900,
her first pieces were copper trays, one based on the mullein leaf, the other based on kale.!

Working in metals seems to have sparked experimentation with enameling. One of the
primary reasons for using enamels was to introduce a coloristic harmony between metal and
glass. Those in Tiffany’s circle were quick to point out that the physical properties of enamel
were close to those of glass.>? It is also useful to recall that at that time there was a renaissance
in artistic enameling in Europe, especially in England and France, and at that very moment,
Tiffany’s European representative, S. Bing, was setting Tiffany glass in delicately enameled
and jeweled silver mounts. But whereas Bing’s mountings, designed by Edward Colonna, were
in a High Art Nouveau style, Tiffany’s were — predictably — based on naturalistic themes.

Among the first such enamels were covered jars whose surfaces were repousse-ed and
enameled with wild Indian pipes and other flowers, lamp bases with dandelions and peacock
feathers, and a small paperweight in the form of a fully modeled frog. 53The intense, saturated
tones of the enamels represent Tiffany’s never-ending concerns as a colorist. Samue! Howe
reported an anecdote of how Tiffany compared one of his enameled vases against sapphires,
topaz, opal, aquamarine, and other stones, and concluded that the enamels “showed much
more depth and perspective than were found in the stones.”>* But despite the high coloration,
the drawing and modeling of the decorative motifs was, inevitably, naturalistic.

In 1900, after seeing the success of French ceramics at the Paris World's Fair, Tiffany turned
his attention toward this medium.>® But there was also a certain logic to this expansion. Not
only is there arelation between the chemistry of enamels and ceramic glazes but, in fact, most
of the first ceramic shapes were taken directly from those which had been created in copper by
the enameling department. Thus, a great many had the type of floral design that we have
already discussed. At the same time, though, the ever-conservative Tiffany produced some
restrained Oriental forms, undecorated save for their beautiful glazes. There were even a few
models which were explicitly historicizing, with Near Eastern and Romanesque motifs.

One of the last areas which Tiffany explored was that of jewelry, this not until about 1904.5°
Enamels, metals and brilliantly colored stones were combined to create artistic jewelry and, in
a sense, repeated that earlier experiment in which Tiffany tested the color of his enamel
against natural stones.>” His jewelry was of two major types. In one the effect centered on the
combination of many colored stones — a refined form of medievalizing encrustations to which
he was accustomed. The other type was of jewels fashioned in the form of flowers — Queen
Anne’s lace, bunches of grapes, nightshade, dandelions — and even the occasional dragonfly
or octopus. Certainly Tiffany remained true to his iconography.

If we look back now at the course of Tiffany’s development over these years from 1895 to
1904, we can see not only this incredible creativity of design and richness of materials, but
also, and central to this study, the gradual triumph of Nature. His selection of motifs is
indicative: wildflowers such as Queen Anne’s lace, Indian pipes and narcissi, flowering apple
and magpnolia trees, forest ferns and mushrooms, insects such as dragonflies and spiders.
The peacock aside, one finds little of Romantic exotica. The choice is insistently in favor of

native and unassuming flora and fauna — choices that Gallé had made as well. Indeed, when
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Afloral necklace in enameled
gold designed by Louis Comfort
Tiffany and produced by Tiffany
& Co., c. 1910. (Pholo courtesy
of Tiffany & Co. Archives)

one thinks how both artists favored certain motifs such as dragonflies and frogs and umbel-
liferous flowers (for Gallé the cowparsley, for Tiffany the Queen Anne’s lace), one cannot deny
the community of impulse.

As Tiffany’s work matured in the years just before and after the turn of the century, these
natural motifs were often developed into bold, three-dimensional schemes. Unlike Gallé,
Tiffany generally did not attempt to create glass forms based upon natural motifs; the flower-
form goblets, onion-bulb and jack-in-the-pulpit vases are the exceptions. However, Tiffany did
experiment with organic shapes for many of his lamps, bronzes, enamels and ceramics.
Lamps took on the forms of mushrooms, miniature maple trees, clusters of water lilies,
branches of wisteria. Inkwells and paperweights were treated like naturalistic, fully modeled
sculpture and many of the jewels were like sprays of real flowers.

One of the interesting questions that arises in relation to Tiffany’s interest in Nature is what
pictorial sources were used, especially since biological accuracy was apparently an important
criterion, Julia Munson Sherman recalled the importance of Tiffany’s large library of scientific
books about plants and animals.>® Also, photographs played a significant role. Tiffany was an
avid photographer, and just as he relied on his early photographs for his early genre paintings,
so his later photographs of natural motifs — such as studies of Queen Anne’s lace and daffodils
— were apparently a vital resource for his artisans.>” Among the possessions left behind by
Agnes Northrop were photographs of branches of flowering magnolias that reportedly looked
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Queen Anne’s lace planis
photographed by Louis C.
Tiffany. (Photo courtesy of The
Morse Gallery of Art, Winter Park,
Florida)

very much like the windows she designed for Tiffany.®® A curious oddity, recently discovered,
is a photograph of a stuffed peacock that was in Tiffany’s workshop and which, according to
the notation on the back of the photo, was the model used for the Gould lamp. According to
Mrs. Sherman, the artists did not work directly from live specimens. There may have been
some experimentation in electroplating live plants, such as the jack-in-the-pulpit used on the
enameled copper vase; but 1 believe that such instances were exceptional, if they occurred at
all.®!

Whereas Tiffany was undoubtedly inspired in good measure by the biological shapes them-
selves, we should not discount the stimulus that European decorative arts may have offered.®?
Unlike other American designers of the period, though, Tiffany does not seem to have been
directly influenced by European design manuals nor did he generally copy specific European
prototypes. Nature freed him from that type of servitude.

It would be wonderfully convenient if we could now turn to Tiffany’s writings and discover
that he had laid out a program like Falize’s or Gallé’s which enunciated how his art was based
on a study of Nature. While he did write a number of articles in the 1910s, these deal primarily
with his concern with color. Occasionally there are pertinent remarks, as when Tiffany wrote,
“Nature is always right’ — that is a saying we often hear from the past: and here is another:
‘Nature is always beautiful’. . .”®>

Alastair Duncan shows in his essay how Tiffany’s staff justified the presence of floral motifs
in ecclesiastical windows through various restatements of the favorite nineteenth-century
aphorisim, “God is Nature.” But all too often the saccharine utterances and banat allegories
seem like carefully calculated public justifications rather than true inner visions.

It is only here and there, in Tiffany’s writings and in the reports of his contemporaries, that
we can find snippets which give us some sense of Tiffany’s thoughts. One of the most revealing
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Abittersweet “girdle”and a
blackberry hair ornament in
garnets, carnelians, Mexican
opals, gold, silver and enamel,
designed by Louis C. Tiffany:
executed and exhibited by
Tiffany & Co. at the St. Louis
Exposition of 1904. (Photo
courtesy of Tiffany & Co.
Archives)

Adragonfly and clover hair
ornament designed by Louis C.
Tiffany and executed by Tiffany

& Co. around 1904.

Aselection of scarab pendants in
Favrile glass with gold mounts,
executed by Tiffany & Co. and
offered in their Blue Books for
many years under the heading of
“Beetle” jewelery. (Photo
courtesy of Tiffany & Co.
Archives)
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The Briars, a summer residence
of Louis C. Tiffany, ¢. 1900.
(Pholo courtesy of private
collection)

documents is an article written by his colleague, Samuel Howe, and it was not about the

products of Tiffany’s atelier but, rather, about the gardens around The Briars, his country
property adjacent to and preceding Laurelton Hall.®* Tiffany evidently had a large hand in this
essay, since it was written by a close associate, contained several quotations attributed to the
artist, and the photographs were taken by Tiffany himself. Its principal theme was that Nature —
especially flowers — were the source of Tiffany’s strength as a colorist. Writing in the belletristic
prose of the early century, Howe described Tiffany:

For years a Painter has given himself up to the peculiar study of transmitting beauties of
nature to elements of decoration. Here has he lived for twenty years, working and resting
and working again. The garden his school, the flower his companion, his friend and his

inspirer.

Howe's article emphasized a view of Nature which was consistent with that of Gallé’s. Just as
Gallé’s roots were “in the forest, along the streams . . . ,“ so too Tiffany’s preference was for
relatively simple and indigenous plants:

Love of these native woods has led to their preservation. They are not simply tolerated, but
preferred. [Then, in the voice of Tiffany:] “This is the natural home of the birch, both black
and yellow; of the chestnut and of the oak. Occasionally an everdreen pine or hemlock
darkens or a dogwood brightens things. We have also maple and silver beech. When the old
chestnuts get disturbed, — blown over and uprooted, or die out, we plant others of the same

kind, and so restore the woods.” . . . The same catholicity of taste rejects double flowers
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where single ones are to be had. . . . The circular rose garden is . . . a crown of glory filled
with the roses of yesterday. Not the highly cultivated darlings of fashionable society —
prisoners of the greenhouse; but naturalized emigrants. . . .

The same “natural” program was maintained when Tiffany bought and transformed the
adjoining property of Laurelton Hall.®® Seemingly unsupervised mantles of daffodils, phlox
and daylilies bloomed in their due seasons. Wisteria, myrtle, and golden creepers were en-
couraged to meander. One portion of the property, the so-called "Grandmother’s Garden,”
contained jack-in-the-pulpits, bird’s-eye violets, ferns and other wild plants which Tiffany, his
children, and his thirty-five gardeners transplanted from their natural habitat.

Apropos of the creeping vines which covered The Briars and the walls of its garden, harmo-
nizing the disparate parts of the rambling architecture, Howe expressed sentiments which
were presumably Tiffany’s own and which are very much akin to those which Gallé expressed
about the grape vines on The Roads of Autumn transforming the cabinet from something
man-made into something which seemed to have risen from the ground:

The creepers frame the openings, giving a charm and graceful unity to everything. They are
great travellers, verily — tramps. They go underground, across door-heads, over cornices,
stopping up gutters, filling odd corners, doing no end of mischief. . . . Yet who would check
them, the truants. What harmonizers! What decorative artists! . . . Can architectural embel-
lishment, pediment or cornice surpass the fringe of living glory presented by the creepers?
Always in style; exempt from even the dictation of Dame Fashion! Always mellowing, soften-
ing harmonizing withersoever they go.®®

The correspondences between Tiffany’s activities as artist and horticulturist are striking. On
one level we could note the direct, one-to-one relationship between the plants in his art and
those which grew on his Long Island properties. The apple blossoms of his lamps, the ferns of
his ceramic vase, the jack-in-the-pulpit on his enamel, the saxifrage of his candlestick, these
and almost all his motifs found their parallel if not their very inspiration in the plants on his
estate. But if the artist was a horticulturist, the horticulturist was also an artist, an artist who
planned for color harmonies, who planned a cooler palette of flowers in one area to blend with
the fog which rose from the harbor, and who set “the intense russet brown and green of the red
cedar” against the “emerald copper of the roof.”®” For Tiffany, art and Nature were inseparably
bound.

This is not to say that Tiffany and his employees remained totally unmoved by the appear-
ance of the High Art Nouveau style in Europe. The butterfly lamp, with its movement-filled
metal and glass structure comes remarkably close to some of Horta’s cage-like glazed domes.
Also, 1 wonder if the fabulous Havemeyer punch bowl was not designed, at least in part, as
Tiffany’s response to Europe’s new style. These were unusually forceful expressions for Tif-
fany, but they were exceptional and from a seemingly short-lived moment.

Rarely does one find a Tiffany design in which floral elements have even been stylized into
rhythmic patterns. Only occasionally, in a few lampshades or objects, are floral motifs pre-
sented with a rhythmic flourish. Tiffany was not as bold as Grasset in stylizing natural forms.
For Tiffany the natural motif itself was the chief element of his art. Confirmation of this point of
view can again be found in the writings of Samuel Howe:
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by their refreshment at the fountain of Nature, the architects, sculptors and decorators of
France have been able to give a new impetus of growth to certain forms and branches of the
Fine Arts. But the new graft has dangerous tendencies which must be cut off in their budding
stage. Otherwise, degeneracy will ensue. The ‘art nouveau’ ornament in the hands of a
master who knows how to stay his touch, is beautiful and soothing to the eye. . . . But the
same system of ornament given over to the power of an insincere draughtsman is only to be
avoided and censured. The obscured plant-form becomes in this case a non-structural wavy
line, which is repeated and echoed in some dragon or reptile type, or in the tortured
anatomy and drapery of a female figure. . . . In ornament we need, we must have, life. But
we must purify it of that destructive, restless line which seems to set it in motion without

measure or rhythm . . .%8

It is understandable that Tiffany railed against the most avant-garde developments, as in
1913 when he returned from Paris and was quoted as saying “the cubists are hammering
away, but 1 think they will peter out.”®” (A few years later he explained that it is called “modern
because it can't be called art.”)”® But Tiffany eschewed most of the bold ideas of High Art
Nouveau, especially those of abstraction and linear dynamics. In fact, he never even accepted
the stylistic innovations of the Post-lmpressionists of the 1890s.

Much has been made of the fact that in 1895 Bing commissioned Tiffany to translate
designs by Toulouse Lautrec, Bonnard, Ranson, Vuillard, and other Nabis into leaded win-
dows. But, as celebrated and well-received as these windows were at the time of their creation,
they seem to have offered little inspiration to Tiffany and his staff. The windows and mosaics
they made thereafter utilized little of the flatness and abstract pattern-making that the works of
the French artists should have inspired. Tiffany’s figurative windows after 1900 still bore the
dulling effects of nineteenth-century academic propriety, and certainly shunned all the mod-
ernistic elements of design that he could have learnt from Bonnard and Ranson. Major figura-
tive windows, such as The Bathers of 1914, which Tiffany praised highly because of the realism
of the flesh tones, seem to me like hopeless anachronisms by contrast.

Tiffany’s aesthetics ran in a different direction. Realism was the quality he vaunted when
describing the window exhibited in 1893 at Chicago: “there is portrayed a number of paroquets
resting upon a branch of a fruit-tree in blossom, from which is hanging a globe of gold fishes;
the effect produced is most realistic . . .””' Another window, the Woman Feeding Flamingoes,
was described as “far more realistic. . . .”7? Twenty years later, two such windows, one with a
peacock and the other with parakeets, both amid blossom-laden branches, were still being
praised for the same qualities of verisimilitude: “The stately and majestic air of the bird is
naturally depicted . . . The opalescence, iridescence and beauty of finish of the Favrile glass
have made possible accuracy of perspective and reality in atmospheric effect.””> And is it not
this same drive toward realism which explains why he introduced the paperweight vases and,
still later, the aquamarine vases — in which naturalistic morning glories, gladioli, and water
lilies are imbedded within the walls of the vessel? Far from accepting the stylistic innovations
of abstraction and of two-dimensionality, Tiffany in fact remained true to an older idea
of beauty.™

The absence of modernism of design is perhaps less distressful in his landscapes and floral
compositions. In major late commissions, such as the Dream Garden of 1915 designed by

88



Maxfield Parrish (in itself a significant barometer of taste) or the 1911 theater curtain for the
National Theater of Mexico, the works are redeemed by their abundance of extraordinary color
and their profusion of flowering plants — the strengths on which Tiffany always drew, but not by
avant-garde qualities of design.

Tiffany did not become more adventurous in the years after 1900. On the contrary, there
was an undercurrent of conservatism, an element which seems to have grown as the artist
aged. The small objets d’art of glass, enamels, ceramic and jewelry often exhibit a restraint of
form and decoration. Unlike the sculptural boldness of the earliest floral lamps, such as the
butterfly, spider web, lily cluster and wisteria lamps which speak the organic language that
Gallé had espoused, most of the later floral lamps such as the poppy and magnolia (and these
are the ones to which we have become accustomed), have formal, domed shades and bronze
standards thal recall the type of academic exercise that Edme Couly proposed. Although
interior decoration did not form an important part of his career as it had before, and he was
further estranged from this area than from others, slill, whereas the pre-1890 rooms were
noted for their eccentric blending of exolic styles as well as their richness of colors and odd
materials, those after 1900 were more formal in characler and were executed in “proper”
period styles.

One might wish that Tiffany in his late years — like Michelangelo, Titian, Rembrandt and
Monel — would have broken old boundaries and extended his vision even further. His rich
sense of color and his poetic view of Nature might have led to an uttima maniera like those of so
many great masters and which Gallé himself had. Bul in the case of Tiffany, this seems not lo
have occurred.

Tiffany’s age and conservatism (he was fifty-two years old when the twentieth century be-
gan) also help to explain why historicism remained such a strong part of his later career.
Modern writers are relatively at ease in noting this aspect in his early career, but his work in this
mode after 1900 seems to have become a troublesome matter. For the greater part, it has
been de-emphasized or, more generally, entirely neglected. In the attempt to minimize these
elements in Tiffany’s late work — a contradiction to the popular belief that “modernism” implies
a break with the past — there has been a lot of fancy footwork. Bul it remains clear that there
were specific references to such modes of thought in Tiffany’s work.

It was in the years after 1900 that Tiffany produced his glass vases in red (a difficult color,
technically) whose forms clearly imitated Chinese vases and whose color imitated sang de
boeuf glazes. In these same years he introduced the feathered pattern known, appropriately
enough, as “the Egyptian collar”. And then there were the scores of desk sels in the Byzantine,
Chinese, American Indian, Ninth Century, Louis XVI, and Adam slyles. The latter formal styles
were extended to Tiffany Studios’ lighting fixtures, Aubusson rugs and complete suites of
Adam, Hepplewhite and Queen Anne furniture.”

These borrowings could occasionally strike a positive note. For example, in his lava glass,
the molten cascades of glass are so bold and the forms so free, thal we may overlook the
frequent resemblances to Japanese ceramic water containers. If for a moment we turn back to
Gallé, we might note that he too occasionally reverted to such historicizing elements, even late
in his career. His Gentian vase, for example, despite its floral allusion, is clearly based on an
ancient Chinese bronze form, and some of his late marqueterie de verre bowls are clearly
based on Japanese tea bowls and ivories, 7®

89



The cenlral court of Tiffany’s
Long Island mansion, Laurelton
Hall, 1902-05. (Photo courlesy

of private collector)

For the main part, Tiffany’s historicism revealed an artist whose artistic career belonged to
the late nineteenth century. One might be tempted to say that such historicizing designs were
made solely in response to the conservative nature of his American carriage-trade clientele,
but we need only turn to Laurelton Hall to realize that it was Tiffany’s taste as well. That house
has come in for a great amount of unwarranted praise in recent years. At the time of the first
Tiffany retrospective, Robert Koch called it “the finest example of mature Art: Nouveau
architecture in the United States,” and this sentiment has been repeated by many critics. ”” But
far from having anything to do with the High Art Nouveau architecture of Horta or Guimard, itis
wholeheartedly and unabashedly an exercise in the Neo-Islamic mode. Tiffany himself did not
call it Art Nouveau or modern; he termed it "Persian.””® Indeed, it had cusped horseshoe
arches, a power generating station disguised as a minaret, walls stenciled with designs from
Topkapi Palace, and the chief feature of the interior was a channeled spring that emerged in
the centra) court which, as Tiffany himself explained, followed the Near Eastern tradition of
venerating water.

Not all the rooms at Laurelton Hall were Near Eastern. The dining room’s accent was
Chinese, and a number of rooms displayed Tiffany’s collections of Japanese and American
Indian objects with a Victorian horror vacui. To me, the building seems the late expression of
an artist who thirty years earlier had been decorating interiors with the same exotic and
historicizing features.

There were, of course, saving graces at Laurelton Hall. What makes so many of the
architectural elements charming is not their archaeological accuracy but, rather, the way in
which Tiffany introduced colorful floral elements, as in the glass flowers he used atop the

a4
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Victor Prouve’s porlrail of Emile
Galle, 1892.

The portrait of Louis Comfort
Tiffany by Joaquin Sorolla,
1911. (Pholo courtesy of the
Hispanic Sociely of America,
New York)

Moorish arches of the portico. Likewise, one of the major terraces, despite its imported Alge-
rian ceiling and niches, was built around a live pear tree, and glass tiles with a pear motif
surrounded the opening, just as bunches of glass daffodils adorned the many columns.
Nature and glass were where Tiffany found his forte.

Tiffany’s close association with flowers is clearly registered in the portrait commissioned
from Sorolla in 1911. The sixty-three-year-old Tiffany is shown in his garden, posed as a
painter. Perhaps unwittingly, this portrait echoes a type which became very popular at the end
of the nineteenth century — the artist inspired by the muse of Nature. And there is no better
example of a predecessor than the one Victor Prouvé painted of Gallé. It shows Gallé as a
divinely inspired modern evangelist, a halo of light surrounding him as he intently studies
various examples of flora and fauna. By comparison, Sorolla‘s portrait of Tiffany is far more
mundane; there is none of the mystical or programmatic nature of Prouvé’s work. But clearly,
this is the way that Tiffany saw himself — in his garden, trying to capture the fleeting beauty of
Nature. Itis this portrait which was chosen to serve as the frontispiece of the biography, The Art
Work of Louis C. Tiffany, commissioned at the same time from Charles De Kay.

The publication of this biography suggests a retrospective mood and perhaps Tiffany’s own
recognition of the approaching end of his artistic career. He was already sixty-six years old and
the most innovative portion of his work had come to an end some years earlier. It was not that
much different for Gallé; his career had come to a premature end in 1904 when he was felled by
leukemia. Those years just before and after 1900 had been the period of their greatest creativ-
ity. It was then that each brought his art to full maturity, an art which had been stimulated by

the achievements of the past and by the beauty of Nature.
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4. “L'Art Nouveau,” Interiors, 101 (March 1942), 42.

5. Um 1900, Art Nowveau und Jugendstil (Zurich:
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earlier generation and an earlier period.

14. 19th-Century America (New York: The Meltropolitan
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of the style of this vase, see below (n. 61).

17. Robert Schmulzler, Art Nouveau (New York 1964),
14,

18. 1 am lhinking of the type of Japanese water and air
patterns that were copied on Japoniste objeclts, and that
could also be transformed, especially in the 1880s, into
ornamental calligraphy. The relation and disjuncture be-
tween this phase and High Art Nouveau is recorded in the
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brochure: Tiffany Favrile Glass-Lamps {New York: Tillany
Studios, 1898). Part of it is reproduced in Koch, Tiffany's
Glass-Bronzes-Lamps, 120-21. Also see "Moderne Be-
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Tiffany, " The House Beauliful, 35 (January t9t4), 40-42;
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76. For a revealing comparison of one of Gallé’s vases
and the actual Japanese ivory prototype see Thérese
Charpentier, Emile Gallé (Nancy: Université de Nancy I,
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77. Koch, Louis Comfort Tiffany (19S8), 14 see also
Koch, Rebel in Glass, 142: "an almost Expressionist com-
bination of simplified Art Nouveau forms with Islamic
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27. Flowerform Vase, Favrile glass,
13" high, Tiffany Studios, New York,
<. 1900
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28. Flowerform Vase, Favrile glass,
144" high, 62" diameter of base,
Tiffany Studios, New York, 1900-05

29. Reactive Paperweight Vase, Favrile

glass, 57" high, Tiffany Studios, New
York, 1900-05

30. Aquamarine Vase, Favrile glass,
15" high, Tiffany Studios, New York,
1910-15




31, Lava Vase, Favrile glass, 5447 high,
Tirfany Studios, New York, 1900-10

32, LavaYase, Pavrile Lava glass, 14"
high, Tiffany Studivs, New York. c. 1908






33. Mounted Agate Vase, Favrile glass
with jeweled bronze mount, 10" high,
Titfany Studios, New York, 1900-10

34. Millefiore Glass Vase, Favrile glass,
tt¥4" high. Tiffany Studios, New York.
1895-1910

35. Cypriote Vase, Favrile glass,
976" high, Tiffany Studios, New York,
¢, 1900









36. Jack-in-the-pulpit Vase, enamel on
copper, 13%" high, 4%4" diameter,
Tiffany Studios, New York, ¢. 190S8-10

37. Enameled Box with Butterfly Design,
enamel on copper, 17" x 414", Tiffany
Studios, New York, ¢, 1902

38. Vasewith handles, enamel on
copper, 9%" high. 10%2" diameterof
base, 6%4" diameter of liner, Tiffany
Studios, New York, 1900-10




39. Iris Lantern, leaded Favrile glass and
bronze, 23%4" x 13%2", Tiffany Studios,
New York, ¢. 1900-10

40. Pond Lily Chandelier, leaded Favrile

glass and bronze, 36" diameter of shade,
Tiffany Studios, New York, 1900-10

41, Dragonfly Chandelier, leaded Favrile
dlass and bronze, 28" diameter, Tiffany
Studios, New York, 1900-10
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42. Elaborate Peony Table Lamp, leaded
Favrile giass and bronze, 30" high,

22" diameter of shade, Tiffany Studios,
New York, 1906-10

43. Oriental Poppy Fioor Lamp, leaded
Favrile glass and bronze. 76" high,

30" diameter of shade, Tiffany Studios,
New York, ¢, 1900-10

44. Floral Chandelier, leaded Favrile
glass, with bronze chains, 10%2" high,
25" diameter of shade, Tiffany Studios,
New York, 1900-10




45, 46. Cobweb Table Lamp. leaded
Favrile glass and bronze, 25' high,
17'42" diameter of shade, Titfany Studios,
New York, 1900-05

47, Cobweb Table Lamp, leaded Favrile

glass, mosaic, and bronze, 30'4” high,

19" diameter of shade, Tiffany Studios,
New York, 1900-05










48. Butterfly Table Lamp, leaded Favrile
glass, mosaic. and bronze, 262" high,
18" diameter of shade, Tiffany Studios,
New York, 1899-1905

49. Laburnum Table Lamp. leaded
Favrile glass and bronze, 272" high,
24" diameter of shade, Tiffany Studios,
New York, 1900-10
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50, Magnolia Floor Lamp, leaded Favrile
glass and bronze, 79" high, 28" diameter
of shade, Tiffany Studios, New York,

€. 1906-10

51. Dragonfly Table Lamp, leaded
Favrile glass and bronze, 32" high.

22" diameter of shade, Tiffany Studios.
New York, 1900-10



= PYj e,
s
- “&’#— —_—
A
H P i
e
—









DD o e e e e

L)

[
s

CEPET]

T

=

I

RS

el

I

PO, LR
KON ITOS

54. “Four Seasons” Jeweled Gold Box.
gold, enamel, opals, tourmalines,
sapphires, and chrysoprases, 6" x 6" x 2"
approximately, Tiffany & Co.. New York.
1914

55. Medusa Brooch, gold, opal, and
olivines, Louis Comfort Tiffany,
€. 1902-04

56. Necklace with Grape and Vine
motifs, gold, enamel. and opals,
18" long. Louis Comfort Tiffany,
c. 1904







57. Sketches for Vinalgrettes with
Favrile lass hovfies, exceuted by Tiffany
&Co. ¢ 1900

S Vinslgrette, Favrile glass, coameled
goid. Mexican opals, diamonds, rables:
and emenalds, 5'A" bong, Tiffany & Co
Mew Yok, 1900






T he explosion of Church activity in the United States after the Civil War provided the newly
/ founded American School of Glass with an undiscriminating flood of commissions, which
helped to nurture it through its infancy. As the nation adopted the rapid technological
advances of the Industrial Revolution, its population shifted westward in search of the raw
materials needed to fuel mmass-production. New towns were formed near mineral and oil
deposits, at railheads, and at ports along the Great Lakes. The penalty in human terms of this
economic growth was similar to that suffered earlier by the parent movement in Victorian
England: overcrowding, poverty, ignorance, misery, and their common denominator, crime.
Christian activity increased as the population began to concentrate in urban communities and
suffered the deprivations of cramped, inadequate housing. Contemporary journals, such as
The Churchman and The Congregationalist, charted the country’s shift to urban living. In 1800
the number of American cities with a population of 8,000 or more was given as six; by 1886 this
figure had risen to 286, representing 22.5 per cent of the nation’s total population. God's
message to His ministers was clear and urgent: "Go ye into all the world, and preach the gospel

to every creature.”!

Dioceses and parishes were formed with bewildering speed to save man-
kind by remedying the evils of modern civilization. By 1888 the number of church buildings
under construction was listed at 4,000.?

What was left to be resolved was the issue of how to share the spoils. On this there was
apparently no divine guidance, and the various churches quickly joined in genteel, but ear-
nest, spiritual battle. An 1886 editorial in The Church magazine traced the initial scramble for
recruits, "While sometimes interfering with and restricting each other’s work, the denomina-
tions have, on the whole, stimulated each other to incessant zeal. The great activity of the one
has necessitated the greater activity of another, if it would maintain its relative position. . . . in
the struggle for existence everywhere going on among the churches, the fittest will surely
survive.”?

All appeared, in fact, to have done so, providing the country with the rich diversity of
religious choice that exists today: Methodists, Presbyterians, Episcopalians, Baptists, Unita-
rians, Universalists, Lutherans, Roman Catholics, Congregationalisls, etc.

The American School of Glass constituted a loosely knit group of stained glass artists who
were drawn together in the 1870s to protest the general malaise of their craft, which, after four
hundred years of persistent decline, had reached its nadir at the end of the eighteenth century
in the heavily enameled and transparent paintings-on-glass of the English portraitist, Sir
Joshua Reynolds. Both the glass itself and the techniques used to ornament it flaunted the
medium'’s glorious legacy in the Gothic cathedrals of Chartres, Bourges, Angers, Poitiers, Le
Mans, and Canterbury.

The most eminent members of the new American School of Giass were John La Farge and
Louis Comfort Tiffany, two ex-painters respected for their skills as landscapists and colorists,
behind whom a host of kindred spirits, including Maitland Armstrong, F. D. Millet, Francis
Lathrop, R. Geissler, E. H. Blashfield, Elihu Vedder, G. W. Maynard, Frederick Crowninshield, J.
& R. Lamb, and Miss Tillinghast, set out to revitalize the craft and at the same time to establish
their own identifiable decorative style.*

Various characteristics identify the movement, particularly the use of opalescent sheet
glass in which variegated colors were blended to provide an infinite range of tonal effects; the

elimination of all painting and staining from windows, except where necessary to provide the
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Aworking drawing for an
ecclesiastical window, 1896,
designed by Frederick Wilson
with notations by Wilson or Louis
Comfort Tiffany (or both). The
window’s conventional Gothic
structure was particularly suited
to pictoriai religious themes of
this type.

flesh details in figural compositions; the use of plating (more than one layer of glass) to
achieve depths of nuances of color unachievable in a single sheet; and the use of lead lines as
an integral feature of design. The resulting style of window, generally called “pictorial”, repre-
sented the renaissance claimed for it by its exponents; but to many the cure was worse than the
disease. The School frequently translated into glass a range of ttalian Old Master paintings and
canvases by contemporary Romantic and PreRaphaelite painters in a style which pursued
naturalistic modeled effects and perspective.® This drew sharp criticism from purists who felt
that stained glass artists should aim for effects that exploited its main quality, that of trans-
mitted light, rather than base their work on the dissimilar field of painting on canvas.®

In all this endeavor, Tiffany was variously an indefatigable experimentalist, an innovator,
and a transgressor in the nearly twenty years between the mid-1870s and early t890s, a
lengthy period of germination which came to fruition in his display at the 1893 Columbian
Exposition. Until this point, his achievements in glass can be judged on balance to have been
largely successful, but clearly less so than those of his principal rival, La Farge, whose windows
in the same period showed a more refined sensitivity to the medium.
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Mosaic and bronze mantel clock
with scarab decoration,
designed by Tiffany.

From 1893, after the accolades received by his Byzantine chapel at the Exposition, to which
more than a million visitors flocked in awe, Tiffany leapt to international attention, passing La
Farge on his way up as the latter, dogged increasingly by the financial crisis which punctuated
his career, fell into decline. By this time, however, Tiffany must have been aware of the
limitations of traditional ecclesiastical art for his purposes and of his own inadequacies in its
pursuit. For one matter, he did not have a natural affinity for it. For anolher, portrailure was not
his forte as an artist. In the case of a designer of religious figure windows, which by convenlion
were filled with an endless retinue of biblical personages and angels, this was a major and
obvious liability. Tiffany was also not a biblical scholar, a field in which traditional glass artists
were thoroughly tutored during their apprenticeships to ensure their complete conversancy
wilh Christian iconography.

To offsel these personal shortcomings, Tiffany began early in his career to assemble an
experienced team of designers proficient in ecclesiastical window design, including Frederick
Wilson, Edward Peck Sperry, Joseph Lauber, Will H. Low, Henry Keck, and Jacob Adolphe
Holzer. Of these, Wilson emerged as the most gifted, prolific, and long-serving.” Though
Tiffany personally designed a number of figural windows, he increasingly turned such com-
missions over to his staff as the firm expanded. This allowed him time 1o build the business
and — clearly his favorite pursuits — to experiment with glass and to design domestic windows.

Even Tiffany’s inimitable glass, shot through with infinite tones and densities of color, could
not save the firm's religious figural windows from charges that they were undislinguished and
often overly sentimental. His church clients, both clergy and laity, were set in their preference
for a traditional interpretation of Christian iconography, which denied him the opportunity lo
incorporate in his commissions for them the renderings of nature — both panoramas and floral
studies — for which he had distinguished himself as a painter. And to make matters bleaker, he

was, like all glass studios, dependent on the church for lhe majority of his commissions, as the
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Peacock mosaic panel of Favrile
glass, pottery and plaster,
designed by Tiffany for the
Henry O. Havemeyer house in
New York. (Photo courtesy of the
Universily of Michigan Museum
of Art, Ann Arbor)

market for domestic windows was relatively small and sporadic, and could certainly not sus-
tain him professionally. Thus the church represented his primary source of business, and
would continue to do as long as the boom in church construction across the country main-
tained its pace.®

The opening in 1893 of Tiffany’s glass furnaces in Corona, New York, and the subsequent
introduction to the market of his Favrile glassware — handblown items such as vases, stem-
ware, and globes for lamps — provided Tiffany with an awkward, if not painful, reminder of how
his religious windows were perceived.? The public was mesmerized by the novel magical
qualities of iridescence and the symphony of evanescent hues fused on to the surface of his
new wares, and the critics were quick to praise them at the expense of his ecclesiastical
windows. Suddenly the latter, the focus of his efforts in glass over two decades, were seen as
the weak suite in his repertoire, despite the fact that they constituted a more noble art form
than the decorative household glassware which was now capturing the headlines. '° Tiffany
was forced, as he approached the age of fifty, to assess his career as a window artist. His glass
was the most spectacular in the history of the medium, yet its impact was largely neutralized in
the religious figural compositions to which he was bound by convention.

The praise voiced by the critics for the smalt selection of secular windows Tiffany displayed
at the 1893 Columbian Exposition in Chicago, the 1895 Salon at the Champs-de-Mars pavilion
in Paris, and at the Salon of La Libre Esthétique in Brussels in 1897, must have encouraged
him to proceed with his plans to introduce a similar range of non-figural windows into eccle-
siastical settings.'' Yet the enormity of the challenge must have daunted even Tiffany. Pictoriat
windows representing Christ, His Apostles, and scenes from the Scriptures were a fun-
damental and essential element in the iconography of Christian stained glass, the only true
means to edify and elevate the congregation, and a tradition which after nearly two millennia
appeared entrenched and inviolate. To attempt to alter this in any way was likely to outrage
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“Flower, Fish and Fruit, “ window
designed by Tiffanyin 1885 for
Miss Mary Elizabeth Garrett's
Baltimore home, where it was
installed as part of the transom
inthediningroom. Clearly a
favorite early commission,
Tiffany exhibited the original
cartoon at his 1899 show in the
Grafton Gallery, London, and
later made a duplicate of the
window for Laurelton Hall. The
Garrett window is now in the
Baltimore Museum of Art.

Opposite: A view of the five-
panel magnolia and wisteria
window designed around 1885
by Tiffany in his 72nd Street
home (see p.32). Three of the
panelsare now in the Charles
Hosmer Morse Museum of
American Art, Winter Park,
Florida,

most, if not all, of the religious community, and invite charges of desecration or even heresy.
Extreme prudence and diplomacy were therefore required if such an incursion into Christen-
dom’s rich artistic legacy were to stand any chance of success, even on a small scale.
Tiffany’s production of secular windows had played a secondary role in his window depart-
ment since its modest formation in the second half of the 1870s. His first recorded domestic
commission was for a pair of "Eggplant” and “Squash” transom overdoor panels for the house
which Associated Artists furnished for the pharmaceutical supplier, George Kemp, at 720 Fifth
Avenue, New York, in 1879. These, depicting the two vegetables entwined on identical trellis-
work, appear today as predictably stiff compositions from Tiffany’s earliest days as a window
designer.'? The 1885 commission for Mary Elizabeth Garrett of Baltimore, however, proved to
be a far more progressive, and clearly evolutionary, step in Tiffany’s search for a domestic
window style. Its design of flowers, fish bowls, fruitand scrolled ribbons, anticipated some of
the most successful floral windows of his mature period (1900-15) in a compact and vigorous
composition which allowed the introduction of a kaleidoscope of delicately blended colors. '
At roughly the same time, Tiffany created a monumental “Butterfly” panel for his own
mansion at 72nd Street and Madison Avenue, New York. The panel exemplifies the mania for
Orientalism which swept Europe and the Unites States at the time. In addition to a most
appealing composition in which a central Japanese paper lantern draws a swarm of yellow-
orange butterflies toits light against a background of further butterflies and jeweled blossoms
rendered in a matching palette of yellow and orange, the window’s construction provides clear
evidence of Tiffany’s search for startling new lighting effects in its mixture of both translucent
and fully opaque pieces of glass, and sections of abalone shells and sculpted lead cames.'*
For the lounge in his 72nd Street residence, Tiffany later also designed a five-panel bay
window in which flowering pale gray magnolias were set in clear glass beneath an upper
tracery of pendant wisteria sprays, a highly realistic way in which to draw the building’s exterior

into its interior.'®
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The absence of any reference to these domestic works from all contemporary literature —
both in the press and in the firm'’s literature — implies strongly that they were executed either
for Tiffany’s personal use or for special friends and a narrow circle of clients. They constituted
an on-going form of experimentation in his search for technical refinement beyond the field of
his ecclesiastical commissions, which formed the basis of his expanding business and its
steady source of revenue. Within three years of the Garrett commission, however, Tiffany had
completed at least one other important domestic commission, for a Mr. William A. Slater of
Norwich, Connecticut. The window, designed as a triptych with a large central panel flanked by
narrower lancets, incorporaled several of the decorative themes which came to characterize
Tiffany’s finest domestic landscape windows: a pergola of flowering wisteria, dhow-like boats
sailing on a distant stretch of water, and, in the foreground, vases filled with large summer
blooms, a ploy which enabled Tiffany to introduce concentrated blocks of color into his win-
dow compositions. '®

The inauguration of the Corona glass furnaces in 1893 was celebrated with the creation of
several other secular windows, including “Feeding the Flamingoes,” "Autumn,” and a panel
depicting birds perched around a fish-bowl, that were displayed at the Columbian
Exposition.'” The three provided irrefutable and spectacular evidence for Tiffany’s boast that
his windows were now made entirely with his own Favrile glass.'®

Tiffany’s production of domestic windows can therefore be seen o have kept pace with his
ecclesiastical work from the slart, but on a modest scale. Unfortunately, as practically all these
commissions were either for himself or private clients, information on individual works re-
mained confidential, a policy to which the firm adhered fairly rigidly throughout its existence.
Only in special instances after 1900 was a press release issued on a domestic commission, to
invite the public to view it briefly at the Studios showroom prior to shipmentl to the client.
Unlike its public and ecclesiastical comimissions, for which three exhaustive and updated lists
were published belween 1893 and 1910, the firm omitted domestic windows from its
literature. '?

The first success in Tiffany’s attempt to place non-figural secular windows into church
settings occurred in the late 1890s. Surviving ledgers of the firm's press clippings — salvaged
from the trash by an ardent Tiffany collector after the firm filed for bankruptcy in 1933 and its
inventory began to be dispersed or discarded — accuralely tabulate the first placement of his
non-figural windows into churches.?® These cousisted primarily of flowers or landscapes, the
latter placing clusters of flowers within broader outdoor panoramas. An article in the New York
Commercial Advertiser in early 1898 reviewed the recently installed Galbraith Ward memorial
window, comprising three panels decorated with different flora, in the Saint James Episcopal
Church at 71st Street and Madison Avenue, New York, as “simply a mass of rich color, withoul
Lhe attempt Lo portray figures or emblems. The idea is unique in church decoration, and opens
up the question of the possibility of a devotional side to the contemplation of pure color
without the association of sacred emblems or inscriptions, !

To deflecl the inevitable outburst from both the church hierarchy and other rigid traditional-
ists, which he expected to follow the installation of this and subsequent non-figural ecclesias-
tical compositions, Tiffany issued a press release which stressed the evangelical symbolisni of
the Saint James memorial. His argument was persuasive, linking its subject directly lo the

Creator. The window was an attempt to draw on “the endless wealth of precept and suggestion
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that lies around us in air and water and earth, in all the vast teeming bosom of Nature.”*= Far
from being sacrilegious, the floral theme was in fact pantheistic, drawing its inspiration direct-
ly from God's work.

Tiffany refined this argument continually during the next decade, often choosing flowers
which had a direct religious symbolism. Of these, Easter lilies and vines (emblematic, respec-
tively, of purity and the Annunciation, and the Eucharist) were the most appropriate for church
memorial windows, while poppies and lilies, to symbolize death and the Resurrection, were
frequently incorporated into mausoleum windows. Other flowers served to provide variety.
Tulips, irises, and goldenrod, for example, were emblematic of spring, summer and autumn,
while cedars and cypress trees were described invariably in the Studios’ press releases as
symbols of majesty and spiritual growth.>>

Tiffany’s cause was advanced in early 1899 through the acceptance by St. John’s Episcopal
Churchin Troy, New York, of his proposed design for a five-lancet memorial window to Charles
B. Knight. Designed by Agnes Northrop and entitled “St. John’s Vision of the Holy City,” the
window took its theme from the Book of Revelations in its depiction of the vision revealed to
the Apostle during his sojourn on the Isle of Patmos.** Above a colorful vista of red poppies
and palm fronds, there is a glimpse of a spectacular tiered and turreted celestial city beyond
banks of parting opalescent clouds. In the same year, Miss Northrop designed a smaller
window incorporating a similar composition of poppies and palms for the Robert Baker
memorial window in the Reformed Church in Flushing, Long Island, where she was a regular
communicant.?®

The Troy commission received considerable press attention, and signaled Tiffany’s break
with convention. An editorial in the New York Times noted its historic significance: “it has
generally been supposed that all stained glass windows representing a subject capable of
coherent interpretation, at least in the serious domain of religious art, must be filled with
human figures. The presentation windows of cathedral chapels contain portraits of people
engaged in some religious act towards Christ and the saints. The great choir and clerestory
windows of French cathedrals are filled with all the legendary and miraculous details in the life
of saints and martyrs. . . [but] there have been several attempts in recent years to combine in
the effect of stained glass and landscape pure and simple, unrelieved by the figure. . . one has
just been completed. . . the subject represents a vision of the New Jerusalem as revealed to St.
John. . . the idea of the landscape artist in stained glass work is here seriously put forward.”2®
The Troy Daily Press similarly noted the novelty of the commission: “it may be quite possible
that the Tiffany company, in such windows as that in St. John’s Church, may be inaugurating a
new movement in church art which shall revolutionize the conventional practice of the past
and gain in truth as well as in devotion by a full and bold portrayal of inanimate nature under its
sublimest and most thrilling aspects.“*

No doubt buoyed by these supportive editorials, which were clipped and filed by his staff to
be used to rebuff the stiff resistance he knew he would continue to face from the clergy, Tiffany
proceeded immediately with other church landscape and floral window commissions. One of
these, its location unidentified, was described in the New York Sun as an abstract floral
composition “suggestive of a tangled mass of foliage, grapes, and wisteria.”**

Tiffany's progress was eased further in these years by his careful choice of passages from
the Scriptures to justify his choice of non-figural themes to portray religious ones. The chosen
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“Holy City, ” the John Webster
Oothout Memorial designed by
Tiffanyc. 1902 and installed in
the Third Presbyterian Church in
Rochester, New York.

passage was often inscribed on, or beneath, the window to ensure that the viewer would fully
comprehend its significance. Such a large selection of sayings appeared on the Studios’
church landscape windows through the years, in fact, that it is reasonable to assume that at
some point Tiffany ordered a member of his staff to scour both the New and Old Testaments
for apppropriate texts, which were held on file and used as required. Several were used more
than once, such as “The Earth is the Lord’s and the Fullness thereof,” or "l will lift up mine eyes
to the hills, from whence cometh my help. My help cometh from the Lord, which made heaven
and earth,” or, a perennial favorite for vistas that included a lake, "He maketh me to lie down in
green pastures, He leadeth me beside the still waters.” Where there was a shortage of space on

or beneath the window, these extracts were contracted (e.q. “Green pastures and still waters”).
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This landscape window, the
largest commission of its kind
undertaken by Tiffany Studios,
was presented by Mrs. Frederick
W. Hartwell to the Central Baptist
Church in Providence, Rhode
Island, as a memorial to her late
husband. Its lack of any
religious figures aroused fierce
controversy among the
congregation.

Variants for dusk landscapes — to symbolize either the end of a perfect day or of an earthly life —
included “At eveningtime shall be light” and “He giveth His beloved sleep."?°

Commissions for mausoleum memorial windows gave Tiffany the opportunity — and an
exceedingly lucrative one — to extend the pantheist landscape theme beyond the church itself
into adjacent Sunday School buildings or the neighboring cemetery. Many of these memorials
were designed around a central stream that flowed toward the foreground from a line of
distant hills. Generally called "The River of Life, ” this vista symbolized man’s path through life,
from the cradle to the grave. More ambitious projects were entitled "He showed me a pure river
of water of life, clear as crystal, proceeding out of the throne of God and of the Lamb.” Tiffany
used a spectacular variant of the standard landscape window-with-stream for one major
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Tiffany showed this “Ducks and
Fleur de Lys” window at the Paris
Exposition Universelle in 1900.
Its present whereabouts are
unknown.

domestic commission — that of Miss Helen Gould — which incorporated a fawn drinking from a
pool at the base of the stream. The appropriate passage from the Psalms accompanied this
uplifting vision when it was selected for either mausoleum or church memorials, “As the hart
panteth after the water brooks, so panteth my soul after thee, O God.">°

At the 1900 Exposition Universelle in Paris, following ont the general acclaim for his Favrile
vases and windows at the Grafton Gallery exhibition in London the preceding year, Tiffany
received a mixed reception.”’ The majesty of his inimitable iridescent Favrile glass, exem-
plified for most of the critics in the selection of vases and punch bowl he displayed, even took
precedence over his windows, which Tiffany had chosen most carefully to prove his skills as a
designer of domestic stained glass.>? Included among these were several floral panels — most
particularly the giant “Four Seasons” window, and others depicting magnolia, snowballs, and
contained on a triptych screen trellised wisteria, fruiting gourd plants, and clematis® — all

awash with shimmering colors which dazzled viewers with their deep radiant tones. Other
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This “Four Seasons” window was
shown in Parisin 1900 at the
Exposition Universelle. Tiffany
later installed the four panels
separately in an alcove in
Laurelton Hall.

panels, including ducks and fish in their natural habitat, underlined Tiffany’s preoccupation
with nature and color.

Pride of place, however, was reserved for the two monumental windows chosen to flank the
entrance to the United States pavilion; to the left Tiffany’s now famous “"Four Seasons” window,
and to the right, the “Flight of Souls” window which had been recently completed for the Wade
family chapel in Lakeview Cemetery, Cleveland. Tiffany clearly felt that the latter would best
represent the ecclesiastical side of his business as he made a special request to the Wade
family to display it in Paris before it was installed in their chapel.>* As his persistent supervision
of the Cleveland commission — specifically, to achieve subtle artistic effects not compre-
hended, or deemed necessary, by either the family or their architects — had strained relations
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“Consummation of the Divine
Promise in the Passing of the
Goal from the Earthly Abode to
the Heavenly Home.” The
window was designed by Tiffany
and installed at the entrance to
the United States Pavilion at the
Paris Exposition Universelle of
1900. Itis nowintheJeptha H.
Wade Memorial Chapelin
Lakeview Cemetery, Cleveland.

A pencil sketch for amosaic
mural in the Wade Memorial
Chapel, Lakeview Cemetery,
Cleveland, designed by Federick
Wilson in 1899.
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to the point where they were delighted to see the last of him, Tiffany must have had no doubt
that the “Flight of Souls” represented the pinnacle of his work in church art. The critics at the
Exposition, however, were almost unanimous in their censure which must have disappointed
him deeply, even though the reasons given were similar to those which had been voiced
intermittently by the art community in the United States during the past two decades. One
French writer sumimed up precisely the general sense of disapproval by dividing the window
into two parts. The upper, which depicted the central figure of Christ with figures of souls
veering toward him, he found “froid, triste, obscur, “ even though it was made of Tiffany’s justly
famous Favrile glass. The lower part, however, which was taken up by bushes of flowers that
served merely as a pretext to introduce elements of color, showed Tiffany to much greater
advantage because it did not try to serve ideas or sentiments, but allowed the magic of the
material to speak in its own right. If nothing else, Tiffany was reminded by this criticism that his
two constituencies — those for ecclesiastical and domestic windows — required very separate
audiences if he was to maintain their respective loyalties.

Whether because he felt that he had nothing further to achieve in glass or that he had in Paris
attained the level of celebrity necessary to secure future commissions, or simply because he
was by now inundated with new commissions, Tiffany did not display his windows in Europe
again after the 1900 Exposition. Apart from the Exposition the following year in Buffalo, where
records indicate that the firm’s display included a selection of its Paris windows plus cartoons
for others then under execution in New York, he limited his participation at international
expositions increasingly to household items such as Favrile glassware, enamels, and, in small
number, lamps.>® The battie with church traditionalists remained a priority, however, and to
this Tiffany turned his attention increasingly as the earlier resistance began to erode. The war
was being won slowly, almost surreptitiously, as landscape and floral panels were placed
piecemeal in churches of all denominations across the country.

In fact, the battle was practically won by 1910. Press releases from Tiffany Studios after
1900 were full of information on non-figural memorial commissions. In those instances where
a traditional portrayal of Christ and His Disciples was retained, the figures were now often
placed in the central of three or five panels, the outer panels serving simply to extend the
landscape in which they were pictured. The emphasis was on the window’s background rather
than on its pictorial representation of a biblical event. By this adroit twist, the viewer was no
longer asked, as he had previously been, to perceive these windows as figures within a land-
scape, but as landscapes which included figures. Refinements were continually forthcoming:
in new memorial windows based on the theme of St. John's Vision of the Holy City designed
during this period —the same theme as that used in St. Paul’s Church, Troy, in 1899 — the vision
of Jerusalem through the parting clouds was often omitted, its presence only suggested in the
Studios’ press releases.>®

To add a personal touch to landscape memorials produced during these later years, Tiffany
often incorporated a view of the neighboring countryside into the window under commission.
Itis common to learn, on viewing a window in a regionai church, library, or old age home, that
the window is a direct translation into glass of the valleys or range of mountains beyond the
town. To ensure accuracy in such instances, a photograph was often requested by the Studios’
window department to ensure accuracy in its preparation of the cartoon for the

commission.>”
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The year 1910 marked the beginning of Tiffany’s most fertile period of secular window
production. Certainly many of the windows which the Studios represented as true master-
pieces —such as those for Helen Gould ( 1910), Captain DeLamar (1912), the Sumner Memorial
window for the First Church of Albany (1912), and The Bathers, intended for display at the
1915 Pan Pacific Exposition in San Francisco but installed instead directly in Laurelton Hall
(1914), were executed between then and 1915.°% High on a list of his own personal favorites
was another from this period, the Russell Sage Memorial window installed in the First Presbyte-
rian Church in Far Rockaway, Long Island, in 1910. Tiffany was immeasurably proud of the
Sage window, and for good reason: it was the largest landscape window ever executed, and it
depicted a glorious panorama rendered in deep natural tones that were startling in their
realism, even by his own high standards. He described the window’s religious symbolism in
the church’s dedicatory booklet, "It is the symbol of Life; the soft meadows from which the tree
has its birth, representing the earliest stages of life. Then as the roots and trunk grow, they
reach out over the rocks of the side hill and the trunks become gnarled with age. But all
through life it is lifting it branches toward the sky — the Land of Promise.”?

Omitted from Tiffany’s explanation of the window was a justification of why he had placed a
landscape scene within the strict constraints of a neo-Gothic window frame replete with broad
oak mullions, spandrels, and an elaborate arched upper tracery. Perfected in the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries to accommodate one or more registers of pictorial panels, each por-
traying a scene from the Scriptures or parables which the clergy used as teaching aids for their
illiterate congregations, the Gothic window aperture had been faithfully revived in the
nineteenth century during the wave of Gothicism that overtook first English and then American
architecture.*® That its heavy web of wood supports — accounting for roughly a fifth of its total
volume — was totally unsuited to frame a continuous summer landscape, must have been as
obvious to Tiffany in 1910 as it is to today’s observer, yet he persuaded Mrs. Sage and her
church ministers of its aesthetic and symbolic merits. In his defense, it can be assumed that
the church’s architectural style was determined by Mrs. Sage and her architects long before
any decision was made about who would design the building’s secondary elements, such as its
windows. Mrs. Sage, the wealthy widow of the railway magnate and a philanthropist with a high
profile in New York's social circles, was a most desirable client whom Tiffany could not afford to
lose. Anxious not to offend her, therefore, he probably accepted the commission without
advising her that the building’s Gothic style of fenestrations was quite unsuited to the type of
window for which he was now famous and for which she was no doubt initially drawn to him.
There is no suggestion in the surviving records of either Tiffany Studios or the First Presbyte-
rian Church that any consideration was given initially to produce a thirteenth-century-style
medallion window compatible with the architecture of the building in which it was to be
housed. Tiffany simply went ahead and did what he did best within the constraints of the
commission at hand.

If Mrs. Sage was persuaded, others were not, particularly Kalph Adams Cram, a partner in
the architectural firm of Cram, Goodhue, & Ferguson, which had designed the church.*' Cram
was an ardent and self-righteous traditionalist who took every opportunity to assail Tiffany and
his colleagues in the American School of Glass for what he considered a flagrant transgression
against good taste and an exalted art form. The Sage memorial, in particular, was a personal

affront since it was situated in his church, and he railed for many ycars against what he
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Tiffany’s Russell Sage Memorial
window in the First Presbyterian
Church, Far Rockaway, Long
Island (c. 1905), commissioned
by Sage’s widow, was one of
Tiffany Studios’ finestand
largest commissions.

iR

perceived as Tiffany’s opportunism in this matter. In Cram’s opinion the window was quite
simply irreligious and unworthy of the building in which it was placed.

Within the glass community, Cram’s neo-Gothic sympathies drew support from members of
long-established studios, such as Charles Connick who, in a 1924 article deploring the con-
tinuing preoccupation among his stained glass colleagues with pictorial windows, wrote that
the Sage memorial had “resulted in the feeling among glass men that architecture need notbe
greatly respected, and very often where windows in Gothic architecture were divided into
narrow lancets by wide mullions, those mullions have been entirely ignored as in the famous
memorial chapel at Far Rockaway . . .”*? Tiffany’s action did draw support, however, especially
from a long-term promoter of his achievements, the critic Edith Syford, who presented the
opposite view to that of Connick, “Suppose a church has features suggestive of some old
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cathedral’s architecture. There is no more reason for filling it with stiff painted or antique glass
to imitate its model than to demand thal the pew holders dress in mediaeval style and that the
musty odor of the cathedral be reproduced. It seems to take Americans a long time to realize
that sincerily is the only road o progress inart . . . .*4>

Today’s hislorian can review the Sage window with the dispassion that time affords. Where-
as Cram’s grievance remains valid, it is easier now to comprehend the predicament which
faced Tiffany in an age when all types of architectural revivalism — particularly the Gothic and
Romanesque — remained firmly in favor for church buildings. Yel the year 1910 fell within the
modern era, when technological progress had provided architecture with the two materials
necessary to revolutionize its methods: steel and reinforced concrete. These rendered obso-
lele the structural devices basic to Gothic architecture: vaulted ceilings, flying buttresses, and
solid granite exterior walls. The new building materials, in theory at least, even eliminated the
need for walls. These advances, in turn, provided the modern stained glass arlist with the
opportunity to determine the shapes and size of his window aperture without having to con-
cern himself with the disunity created by the mullions and traceries of medieval architecture.
Tiffany no doubt felt stifled by the traditionalism which dominated church architecture at a
time when progress was evidenl in practically all other areas of the building industry. In the
commercial sector, numerous buildings had by 1910 attained a height of ten stories or more,
and there was talk of others soon to come which would “scrape the skies.” Yet church
architects, on whom he was dependent for much of his work, persisted in designing churches
“to look like churches.” Clearly it was Cram, rather than he, who was at fault, for his buildings
constituted an anachronism in the modern age.

Tiffany’s church landscape and floral windows conlinued to be in demand during this
period. After the initial success in New York, interest spread in roughly concentric circles to
other States. The Studios reported on April 3, 1909, the inslallation of its first ecclesiastical
landscape window in Ohio, in the First Presbylerian Church, Akron,** and others began to be
placed at roughly the same time in lllinois, Pennsylvania, and Minnesota. There were still
pockels of fierce resistance, however, as was graphically illustrated some years later in a
brouhaha that erupted when the Pittsburgh tycoon Andrew Carnegie attempted to donale a
Tiffany landscape window lo the cathedral in Dunfermline, the city in Scotland where he had
been born. The event illustrates again that Tiffany was often the target of criticism, but it also
shows thal he was not insensitive to his critics, and that he lried in many instances to
accommodate them.*®

In 1913, Carnegie’s wealth and success were already legendary, so his request for a memo-
rial window for Dunfermline was evidence of the esteem in which he held Tiffany and his
window-making skills. For Tiffany, the commission provided a great opportunity to eslablish
the industrialist as a treasured client from whose association other commissions would cer-
tainly follow. In other words, Carnegie was not a client he was likely to alienate.,

The New York Sun recorded the events surrounding the Dunfermline commission.*® On
visiting Tiffany Studios with his wife, Carnegie requested a memorial window to his parents
and dead brother and sister, which would represent an idealized view of the Pittencrieff glen
near Dunfermline. A typical Tiffany landscape was prepared, which included a view of distant
hills through pine trees with a profusion of flowering rhododendron bushes in the

foreground.*? At this point the Studios warned Carnegie that since the cathedral in Dunferm-
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The landscape window
commissioned by the tycoon
Andrew Carnegie for
Dunfermline Abbey, Scolland,
asamemorial Lo his parents.

line was more than 800 years old, a modern non-figural theme, such as the proposed land-
scape, would be stylistically inappropriate. What was required was a reinterpretation of a
period window incorporating a series of biblical figures or emblems within medallion-type
borders. Carnegie agreed to consider an alternate design based on this suggestion (which
Mrs. Carnegie strongly endorsed), but advised one of the Studios’ staff in secret not to draw the
Gothic-style figures too well since he did not want his wife to approve of it. On seeing the two
completed cartoons, Carnegie could not be swayed from his initial decision, and ordered the
Studios to proceed with the landscape, stating, "l want something new, something American. |
don’t want any of these old style windows with the figures of bible prophets and crosses and
that sort of thing. 1 want an outdoor scene. God is in that sunset. God is in all the great
outdoors. | want a window just like that.”

The window was executed and delivered to the Dunfermline cathedral, where it was prompt-
ly rejected by the church council for the very reasons which Tiffany had expressed: it was totally
out of keeping with the building’s Anglo-Norman architecture, Advised of the cathedral’s
decision, Carnegie arranged for it to be placed in the town’s public library, which he selected as
an appropriale allernative venue, as his father had instituted the region’s first circulating
library many years earlier. He explained his choice, "It will have a better even if a less historic
and sacred setting, but it's something of a joke on the Tiffany people, isn'tit?”

This statement, published in the daily press, generated an immediate response from Tif-
fany Studios, issued through its general manager, Edwin George Stanton. Responding that
“The joke isn’t on us, it’s on Mr. Carnegie, ” Stanton traced the history of the commission, even
publishing the cartoon of the intended medallion window as a means to repudiate Carnegie’s
account. Clearly voicing Tiffany’s sensitivity to similar issues that had arisen in the past,
Stanton ended his press statement by comparing this event with others which preceded it, “Mr.
Carnegie does us an injustice by his little joke. It is not the first time we have so suffered. We
designed a Renaissance chapel for the World’s Fair in Chicago in 1893. It was never intended
for sale, but one woman insisted that we set a price on it, and when we had done so took our
breath away by purchasing it. Then she did not know what to do with the chapel. After we had
stored it for her for many years she finally gave itto the cathedral of St. John the Divine. I do not
know why the cathedral authorities were so rash as to accept it, but they did, and as we had sold
it we could do nothing. The result is that it now stands in the crypt of the cathedral, and persons
of fine taste, seeing a Renaissance chapel lost in a Gothic cathedral, cry out against the Tiffany
Studios for designing such a misfit. Yet it is not our fault. But what are you to do with persons
who will have their own way though they break every law of art and taste?”

The above statement is important in a historical context as it provides the only recorded
defense by the Studios against accusations of bad taste among more than a thousand press
clippings of its work which the firm filed between 1897 and 1927. Loyalty to its customers
remained a high priority, even to the extent of remaining silent when they made outrageous
artistic demands that would expose it to later charges against which it could not retaliate. Itis
therefore reassuring to read that the firm was both aware of, and concerned about, the place-
ment of the Chicago chapel in the Cathedral of St. John the Divine, as its presence there
obviously violated established tenets of artistic good sense.

Itimplies, also, that there were similar mitigating factors in those instances where one finds
a Tiffany landscape window in a church where both the building itself and all the other windows
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conform to another architectural style. The obvious discord which the solitary Tiffany land-
scape panel imposes on an otherwise unified interior forces the question of why he would have
wanted to be guilty of such artistic disharmony. This, in turn, raises the more fundamental
isstie of who should have been the final arbiter of taste in such matters if the artists could not
be relied upon to discipline themselves. Whose responsibility was it to monitor the stampede
among late-nineteenth-century American churches to embellish their new structures?

Surprisingly, perhaps, Tiffany survived any real condemnation on this issue, even though,
as he was by far the most prolific window manufacturer of his era, examples of his work were
involved in many unhappy mixtures of artistic styles. Traditionalists turned their frustration
rather to the clergy on their own opportunistic ambitions: in the race to win converts and to
erect edifices which would establish their credentials as spiritual leaders in a highly competi-
tive field, they acceded readily both to the wishes of the donors of memorial windows and to
the suggestions of stained glass studios.*® The inevitable result was a medley of styles, as
memorials were added piecemeal until all window spaces were filled. Offenders were warned
to no avail against the “picture mania of the day”: churches were not art galleries where the
works of different painters could be juxtaposed as in an exhibition.*?

The ever-vigilant Cram traced the original problem in a 1927 article, “The old days when a
completely untrained bishop or priest employed whatever firm approached him with the most
dynamic super-salesmanship, or permitted a valued parishioner to make his own choice, both
of subject-matter and of manufacturer are happily gone forever — at least in most sections of
the country . . .“>° Another traditionalist, Charles Collens, admonished his readers that, “like
fire, stained glass is a good servant but a bad master.”>' The lack of a common policy among
church administrators concerning window styles worked to Tiffany’s advantage, often allow-
ing him to proceed unimpeded in his goal to introduce non-figural windows whenever the
opportunity arose, the installation of each making easier that of the next.

For most, the issue was dead by the late 1910s, when the spate of church building had
abated and interiors had already acquired their patchwork appearance. Today, as one views a
glorious Tiffany landscape of floral composition in isolation, far from its original setting ina
now defunct church, it is hard to understand the controversy that often surrounded its original

unveiling.
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NOTES

1. Hamilton M. Bartlett, “The Work of the Church in
Cities,” The Church (July 1886), 95 ff. See also Rev.
Daniel Addison, “The City Church,” The Churchman
(September 24, 1904), 268.

2. Will H. Low, "Old Glass in New Windows, “ Scribner’s, iv
(1888), 675.

3. The Church (note 1), 95.

4. For a comprehensive article on the American School
of Glass, which was founded around 1875, see Charles H.
Caffin, “Decorated Windows, " The Craftsman, |1l (March,
1903), 350-60. See also Clement Heaton, "Memorial Win-
dows: An Analysis, “ The American Architect, CXI (May 16,
1917), 301-6; Harry Eldredge Goodhue, “Stained Glass in
Private Houses,"” The Architectural Record, XVII (1905),
347-54; and Mary Martin, “Stained, Leaded and Painted
Glass, “Arts and Decoration, 28 (April 1928), 73, 112. For
Tiffany's own accounl of the School, see "Art Glass sup-
reme in Colored Glass, " Forum, XV (1893), 621-8.

S. Like his colieagues in the American School of Glass,
Tiffany drew readily on the field of Old Master paintings
for the themes of many of his ecclesiaslical windows.
Particular favorites, often translated directly into glass,
included works by Prockhurst (e.q., Chrisl Blessing Little
Children, The Ascension, and Magdalene), Raphael (The
Transfiguration), Ingres (The Apotheosis of Homer),
Murillo {The Annunciation), Perugino (The Ascension),
Correggio (Holy Night), Carracci (The Holy Family), Durer
(Resurrection of Christ), Fra Angelico, Botticelli {Madon-
na and Child), Giofto, and Lippi. Nineteenth-century
artists provided similar inspiration, especially Heinrich
Hoffman (Chrisl and the Doctors, Christ at Gethsemane,
and The Adoration of the Magi), Gustave Doré (Christ
Leaving the Praetorium), Holman Huni (Christ Knocking
at the Door), Bouguereau {The Adoration of the
Shepherds), Jules Lefebvre, and the PreRaphaelite, Ed-
ward Burne-Jones.

6. Sir Joshua Reynolds summed up as well as any the
disappointment which most painters experienced on
trying to capture on glass the effects they achieved on
canvas. "l had frequently pleased myself with reflecting,
after | had produced what | thought a brilliant effect of
light and shadow on my canvas, how dreatly that effect
would be heightened by the transparency which the
painting on glass would be sure to introduce. Il turned
out quite the reverse.” (quoted in Charles H. Caffin [note
4], 35).

7. Frederick Wilson (1858-1932) was a highly versatile
artist who provided Tiffany with a ceaseless output of
figural window and mosaic compositions for more than
thirty years. In 1927 he retired to pursue an independent
career as a slained glass designer. In addition to his
ecclesiastical work, he was responsible for many of the

Studios’ historical window themes, such as Charlemagne
and Alcuin, Sir Galahad, the Argonauts, and library
memorials to early printers and typographers such as
Gutenberg, Caxton, Manutius, and Plantin.

8. Church construction in the United States continued to
accelerate beyond the turn of the century. In 1904, an
article in The Churchman (December 31} estimated the
number of parishes and missions at roughly 6,927, a
aain of 2 per cent over the previous year.

9. Tiffany's Favrile glassware was dispatched lo retail
stores across the country, such as John L. Earll in Utica,
New York (see the Utica Heratd, November 25, 1899),
Fischer's department store in Washington, D.C. (the
Washington Star, November 26, 1898), and 1. R. Brayton
in Buffalo (the Buffalo Commeercial, December 13, 1899).

10. The initial response by the critics to Tiffany's Favrile
glassware was immensely favorable, particularly when
compared to his windows. Charles H. Caffin, for example,
wrote in the New York Evening Post (February 15, 1899)
of an exhibition at the Tiffany showroom at 331-341
Madison Avenue, “Included in this exhibit are several im-
portant windows. They are handsome enough. It would
be hard with such material to produce a result that is not
handsome. But they have not the deep artistic feeling
that is exhibiled in the vases . . .” In December of the
same year, Otto von Bentheim wrote in Dekorative Kunst
(December 1899), 178, “Tiffany’s talent is almost entirely
limited to color . . . but entirely free and above all critic-
ism are his vases. These we cannot admire enough. The
difference between them and the other items is 5o jjump-
ing’ that itis hard to believe thal one hand only was active
here . . . In these apparently free-form decorations one
finds ornamental designs of the deepest originality, and
the effects of color reaches here a unique and in every
way perfect splendor . . .*

11. Included among these secular windows at the 1893
Exposition were “Feeding the Flamingoes,” “Autumn”
(designed by Lydia Emmett), and “Birds and Fish-bowl!";
al the 1895 Salon du Champ-de-Mars and the inaugural
exhibition at S. Bing's Salon de I'Art Nouveau in Paris in
the same year, the windows Tiffany displayed were not
from his designs, but by noted European artists whom
Bing had commissioned. These included Paul Ranson
(two examples), Roussel, Pierre Bonnard, [bels, Vuillard,
Toulouse-Lautrec, Félix Vallaton, Eugene Grasset, Seru-
sier, Maurice Denis, P.-A. Isaacs, and Albert Besnard; at
the 1897 Salon of Le Libre Esthétique, Tiffany exhibited
his own "Deep Sea” window, which was reviewed in the
Brussels La Gazette (March 1898).

12. The original windows, now in the collection of the
Morse Gallery of Art, Winter Park, Florida, are illustrated
in Hugh McKean, The “Lost” Treasures of Louis Comfort
Tiffany (Garden City 1980}, 56-7.
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13. The Garrett commission, entitled "Flowers, Fish and
Fruit” in some contemporary literature, was installed as
part of a transom in Miss Garrett’s dining-room. Tiffany
included the cartoon for the window in his 1899 exhibi-
tion at the Grafton Gallery in London; a duplicate panel
was made and installed in the living-room at Laurelton
Hall. it must be presumed that the 1885 example for Miss
Garrett, now in the collection of the Baltimore Museum of
Art, is comprised entirely of non-Tiffany glass made
under his supervision at one of New York’s commercial
glasshouses, while the later example, which is believed
to have been destroyed in the fire which swept Laurelton
Hall in 1956, would have been comprised entirely of
glass manufactured at Tiffany’s Corona furnaces.

14. The Butterfly window, now in the collection of the
Morse Gallery of Art, Winter Park, incorporates many fea-
tures of Tiffany’s on-going experimentation in window
production: milled lead cames, translucent non-glass
materials, and a search for novel contrasting lighting
effects through the juxtaposition of translucent and
reflecting glass surfaces.

iS. Therealistic effect achieved here by Tiffany, in which
the wisteria and magnolia sprays appear to hang against
the outside of the windows and therefore to draw the
exterior into the room itself, was a theme developed
further by Frank Lloyd Wright shortly after the turn of the
century. Wright provided a sharply modernistic inter-
pretation of Tiffany’s flowers in his application of abstract
geometric floral compositions to the windows in his
Prairie School residences.

16. lllustrated in Will H. Low (note 2), 678.

17. The fact that Tiffany’s display at the 1893 Exposition
appears to have included only the three secular windows
listed here, among a giant display of liturgical objects
that centered on an entire Byzantine chapel, indicates
Tiffany’s perception of the relative balance in the market
for a producer of stained glass windows and mosaics.

18. Several early references, including Charles De Kay's
book, The Art Work of Louis C. Tiffany (Garden City 1914),
list the date of Tiffany’s monumental “Four Seasons”
panel as 1893, the year of the Columbian Exposition. It
appears with hindsight that this is incorrect. Not only is
the quality of the glass in the “Four Seasons” window of
such technical complexity that it is unlikey to have been
among the first creations of the furnaces he established
inCorona in thatyear, but the window, when shown atthe
1900 Exposition Universelle in Paris, included the date
1900 in roman numerals. The additional fact that the
window is not referred to or illustrated in any surviving
literature on Tiffany’s exhibitions between 1893 and
1899 strongly suggests that the ascribed date of 1893 is
incorrect. Tiffany retained the “Four Seasons” window for
display purposes until after the 1901 Pan-American Ex-
position in Buffalo {see The Jewelers’ Review, July 24,
1901), after which it was disassembled and the four
panels of the seasons installed individually in Laurelton
Hall. The entire window, largely complete but lacking
sections of its urn border and jeweled center, is in the

collection of the Morse Gallery of Art, Winter Park. where it
has recently been reassembiled in the new warehouse.

19. The only known lists of Tiffany windows include the
Addendum to the 1893 Exposition catalogue, an updated
version published in 1897, and an extensive list entitled
“A partial List of Windows" distributed around 1910.
Curiously, this does not include all the windows given in
the two earlier listings.

20. The ledgers, which comprise thousands of press
cuttings from the period from both American and Euro-
pean newspapers and magazines, also include copies of
press releases issued by the Studios to newspapers
across the United States to announce the completion of
new window commissions in their regions.

21. The New York Commercial Advertiser, February 16,
1898. It is significant that the Ward memorial window is
not in the main body of the church, but in a side corridor,
where it is hidden from the congregation.

22. This description was included in several press re-
leases issued by the Studios around 1900 (see note 20).

23. The William Goddard memorial in St. Luke’s Church,
East Greenwich, Rhode Island, provides an example of
tulips, irises, and goldenrod used to depict the seasons.

24. For a color illustration of the window, see Alastair
Duncan, Tiffany Windows (New York and London 1980},
pl. 39.

25. For a discussion of the Robert Baker memorial, see
the Brooklyn Eagle (March 30, 1899).

26. The New York Times (April 8, 1899) See also reviews
of the window in the Philadelphia item (May 8, 1899); the
Troy Budget (April 23, 1899); the New York Evening Post
{April 8, 1899); and the Troy Daily Press (April 8, 1899).

27. The Troy Daily Press (note 26).
28. The New York Sun (January 16, 1898).

29. Appropriate passages from the Scriptures were also
included wherever possible by the Studios in the releases
which it issued to the press to announce the completion
of new church commissions.

30. For an example of a mausoleum window that in-
corporates a variation on the theme of the fawn in the
Gould commission, see Alastair Duncan, Tiffany Win-
dows, col. pl. 75.

31. The Grafton Gallery exhibition, on Brook Street, Lon-
don, opened on May 16, 1899, and was reviewed, among
others, by The Itlustrated London News (June 24}, 92,
and The World (May 24), 28. The latter provided a typicaily
mixed review in its criticism of the Baptism of Chrisl win-
dow, designed by Frank Brangwyn, finding it garish in
comparison to Tiffany’s Favrile glassware, which was “a
blaze of color, shot through with ruby lights and metallic
lustres.”
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32. For reviews of Tiffany’s display at the 1900 Exposi-
tion Universelle, see the New York Mail & Express (March
13); the Pittsburgh Dispatch (March 14); the Kansas City
(Mo.) Journal (March 17); The China Decorator, (April
1900), and The New York Times (April 20).

33. The whereabouts of the magnolia panel, designed
by Agnes Northrop, is now unknown. The Snowball panel
was purchased at the Exposition by Mr. Kaier of Oslo, and
has remained in his family. The triptych screen was disco-
vered some years ago by Mr. Paul Nassau, of the Lillian
Nassau Gallery in New York, in a New England collection,
and was lent by him to The Folding Image exhibition in
1984,

34. Tiffany decided to include the “Flight of Souls” win-
dow in his exhibit at the 1900 Exposition as early as 1898
(see the Cleveland Plain Dealer, December 25, 1898). For
a color illustration of the window, see Alastair Duncan,
Tiffany Windows (note 24), col. pl. 5.

3S. The Pan-American Exposition in Buffalo was the last
event in which Tiffany showed a comprehensive range of
his wares. Many, such as “The Four Seasons” window and
the Havemeyer punch bowl, had been in Paris the pre-
vious year. Included in Buffalo was a selection of eccle-
siastical and secular windows and window cartoons; Fav-
rile glassware; enamels; blown and leaded glass lamps,
including the prototype for the Gould peacock lamp; and
a large illuminated and tiered glass fountain. See The
Jewelers' Review (note 18).

36. Variations on the St. John's Vision of the Holy City
window in St. Paul's, Troy, which only suggest, rather
than depict, the celestial city, include the William Stod-
dard memorial in St. Luke’s Church, East Greenwich,
Rhode Island, and the Margaret Standart Watson niemo-
rial in the Central Presbyterian Church (now the West-
minster Presbyterian Church), Auburn, New York.

37. Documented examples of surviving Tiffany windows
that depict specific landscapes include the John Henry
Livingston memorial in St. Paul's Church, Troy {the
neighboring countryside); the Kingsbury memorial in the
First Presbyterian Church, Albany (a view of Lake
Luzerne); the Cole memorial in the Aftenro Old Age Home
in Duluth (the hills beyond the town); and the three Proc-
tor diptych memorials in the Union Church, Proctor, Ver-
mont (views of the neighboring valley, Pico Peak, etc.).

38. Windows executed in the 1910-15 period also show
a remarkably high level of technical expertise, especiaily
in the quality of their copper-foil leading, the elimination
of conventional reinforcing bars, and the application of
delicate etched detailing to the back layers of glass. By
1920 much of this quality had disappeared as the pro-
duction of windows at the Studios became increasingly
commercial. [n the 1920s, only one window, that com-
missioned by Mr. Towle and designed by Tiffany himsel,
approached in its selection of glass the artistic level
attained in the earlier years. The Towle window, which
was given in 1925 by William De Foresl to the Metropoli-
tan Museum of Art, New York, is now on display in the

Sculpture Garden of the Museum’s new American wing.
For reviews of the window, see The Christian Science
Monitor, Boston, January 1S5, 1926, and The Herald Tri-
bune, New York, December 7, 1925.

39. Tiffany's quotation on the windows was included in
the Church's dedicatory booklet, published in 1910. See
also The New York Observer (May 19, 1910), 618.

40. The American preoccupation with Gothic-style
church architecture and the subsequent impacl of this on
window styles has been reviewed frequently since the
1880s. See, for example, Ralph Adams Cram, "Church
Building: Decoration and Stained Glass, " The Churchman
{(August 18, 1900), 207-12; Anne Webb Karnaghan,
“Three Workers in Stained Glass,” The American Maga-
zine of Art, XIX (November 1928), 389-96; Charles J. Con-
nick. “Modern Glass — A Review, " International Studio, 80
(October 1924), 40-53; Orin E. Skinner, “The Decorative
Elements in Stained Glass,” The American Archilect,
CXXIX (February 5, 1926), 215-20; and Helen Jackson
Zakin, “American Neo-Gothic Stained Glass,” Henry Keck
Stained Glass Studios 1913-74 (Syracuse, 198S), ch. 3.

41. A narrow and dogmatic traditionalist, Cram was
blinded by the glory of Europe’s Gothic age. He wrote and
spoke out constantly against the American School of
Glass, believing specifically that a church window is
merely a piece of translucent colored decoration and
therefore subordinate to its architectural environment.
His account of a recent Tiffany commission, published in
The Chwchman (August 18, 1900), 212, reveals his
abhorrence of the pictorial style of window practiced by
Tiffany and others. “To show lhe false position the art of
glass-training occupies nowadays, let me speak of an
incredible occurrence | know of. Certain people who were
proposing to give a memorial window and who had a
liking for the painter Millet, asked a certain firm of glass-
stainers to make a window representing ‘The Sower’,
and, instead of refusing the commission, it was accepted
with alacrity. Now no subject could possibly be chosen
which was less adaptable to stained glass than this par-
ticular piclure, and yet the work was cheerfully under-
taken, without the least regard lo the absurdity of the
idea. Not only this; but, at the instigation of the donors,
the glass makers copied the well-known picture, and be-
cause the man in whose memory the window was to be
erected wore a full beard, they showed this full beard on
Millet's figure. Could anything be more preposterous and
more disheartening? Yet this is an example of what is
asked for and what is gotten at this time, and it shows
how totally false is the attitude of the public and the mak-
ers of glass toward this mosl noble and exalted form of
religious art.”

42. Charles J. Connick (note 40), 46.
43. Edith Syford, "Examples of Recent Work from the
Studios of Louis C. Tiffany, " reprint. New England Maga-
zine, September 1911, unpaginated.
44. A Studios’ press release on April 3, 1909, listed the

W. B. Fisher memorial in the First Presbyterian Church,
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Akron, as the first landscape to be installed in an Ohio
church.

45, Tiffany did, however, impose his own taste over
those of the clergy and donors of memorial windows on
occasions when it suited him. His mastery of his field and
increasing celebrity allowed him a measure of freedom to
insert whatever style of window he wished. Elderly com-
municants of two Midwest churches who were inter-
viewed in 1980 recalled separate instances when Tiffany
and the church authorities differed on what type of win-
dow should be chosen. In both cases, Tiffany's prefer-
ence prevailed.

46. The New York Sun, December 13 and 14, 1913.

47. The completed window was illustrated in the Sun on
December t4; Memorials in Glass and Stone, Tiftany

Studios booklet, New York, 1913; and Alastair Duncan,
Tiffany Windows, 166.

48. Tiffany did on occasion design medieval medallion
windows for neo-Gothic churches. Many of these, suchas
the John W. Stoddard memorial in the Westminster
Church, Dayton, Ohio, and those in the first Church of
Christ, Fairfield, Connecticut, and St. Savidur’'s Episcopal
Church, Bar Harbor, Maine, are inspired works that in-
corporate the mosaic principles and primary colors of the
Gothic originals with breathtakingly beautiful results.

49. The Church Standard, January 6, 1900,

50. Ralph Adams Cram, “Stained Glass in Church
Architecture,” Stained Glass (1927), 223.

51. Charles Collens, "The Memorial Window — A Plaint,”
The American Architect, CXI (March 21, 1917), 182.

59. “Vase of Red Peonies” Window,
leaded Favrile glass, 54" x 44", Tiffany
Studios, New York, ¢. 1900
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Far Exposithon Snowhall Window,
fewted Favrilesbass, 31927 0 314"
Tty Stidies. New Yerk, 190

61 Magnolla" Window, leaded Favrile
glass, 15 an02”, Tillany Stacins, New
York, . 100510

62, Window with Farikcets and Gold
Fish Bawl, Jeaded Favnle gless, 327 x 707
Tiffany Glass & icenrating Cr., New
York. ¢ 1623
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67. Muraland Fountain, Favrile glass
mosaic, Tiffany Studios, New York,
. 1900-10

68, Cartoon for Mosaic Bird Bath, pencil
and watercolor on paper, 137" x 1174",
Tiffany Studios, New York, c. 1900-10

69, Mosaic Wall Panel with Fish Design,
Favrile glass mosaic, 38'4" x 16", Tiffany
Studios, New York, ¢. 1906

70. “Sulphur Crested Cockatoos” Mosaic
Wall Panel, Favrile glass mosaic, 22%2" x
31%", Tiffany Studios, New York, 1908




71. Sarah bay Sumner Momarial
Window, lunted ylass, 120" x 427 Tiftany
Studies, New York, 1912

72, Cartoon for Wisteria and Hollyhock
Window. watercolor and pencil vn hoard,
LU X 219", Louis Comfort Titfany,

c 1910



DETAILS OF PLATES

t. HelenGould Landscape Window
Tiffany Studios, New York, 1910
Leaded Favrile glass
130"X707({3.30x1.78m.)

Unsigned

Literature: Ethel Syford, Examples of
Recent Work from the Studios of Louis
C. Tiffany, Boston 191 I; Mary Martin,
“"Stained, Leaded and Painted Glass, "
Artsand Decoration (April 1928), 112;
Alastair Duncan, Tiffany Windows,
London/New York 1980, 171 (detail)
Provenance: Miss Helen Gould; Mr. Vito
D'Agostino; Parke-Bemnet (N.Y. 1969);
Bruce and Adelte Randall

2,3. Peacock Window

Titfany Studios, New York, ¢. 1912
Leaded glass

111727 x29%"(2.83m. x75cm.)

With lag impressed TIFFANY STUDIOS
NEWYORK

Literature: Memorials in Glass and
Stone, Tiffany Studios, New York 1913;
“A New Era in Domestic Glass, " Arts and
Decoration (June 1913), 288; Alastair
Duncan, Tiffany Windows, coverill.
and Plate 61.

Provenance: Capt. Joseph R. DeLamar;
Private collection; Mr. David Bellis

4. Cockatooand Parakeet Window
Tiffany Studios, New York, c. 1912
Leaded Favrile glass

109" x29%" (2.78m. x 78cm. )
Unsigned

Literature: Memorials in Glass and
Stone; "A New Era in Domestic Glass, *
Artsand Decoration (June 1913), 288;
The New York Herald Magazine
(December 1926), 12; Alastair Duncan,
Tiffany Windows, Plate 61.
Provenance: CaptainJoseph R.
Delamar; Private collection; Mr. David
Bellis

Note: Commissioned by Capt.
DeLamar for the Pompeian Room in his
town house at Madison Ave. and 37th
St., New York, the windows were later
transferred to DeLamar’s country
estate "Pembroke” inGlen Cove, Long
Island

S. Punch Bowi with Three Ladies
Tiffany Studios, New York, 1900
Favrileglass and gilded silver

Bowl: 144" x 24" in diameter (37 x
6lcm.)

Ladles: /2" x 312" (1 x9cm.)

Impressed on base April 1900/Tiffany/
G.&D.Co.)1282

Exhibited: Exposition Universelle, Paris
1900; Pan-American Exposition,
Buffalo 1901; "Nineteenth Century
America, " Melropolitan Museum of Art,
New York, April-September 1970;
“Glass from World's Fairs, 1851-1904,”
‘Coming Museum of Glass, Coming,
N.Y., 1986

Literature: Flotence N. Levy. "Applied
Arts at the Paris Exposition, “American
ArtAnnual l1l (New York 1900), 21;
Robert Koch, Louis C. Tiffany, Rebelin
Glass, New York 1966, Pl. ix:
Nineteenth Century America: Furniture
and Other Decorative Arts, New York
1970; S. Bing, Artistic America, Tiffany
Gilass, and Art Nouveau, Cambridge,
Mass., 1970, frontispiece; Robert
Koch, "Tiffany Exhibition Punch Bowl,”
Artsin Virginia, 16 (Winter/Spring
1976), 32-39; Charles H. Carpenter,
Jr., “The Silver of Louis Comfort
Tiffany, " Antiques (February 1980),
393; Patricia Bayer, "Art Nouvean, "
Antiques World {October 1981}, 31;
Carla Cerutti, Arti Decorative det
Novecento: Liberty (Mitan 1985), S0-
S1; Frederick R. Brandl, Late 19thand
Early 20th Century Decorative Arts,
The Sydney and Frances Lewis
Collection in the Virginia Museum of
FineArts, Seattle 1985, 74-75; Jane
Shadel Spillman, Glass from World's
Fairs, Coming, N.Y. 1986, 49; Tessa
Paul, The Art of Louis Comfort Tiffany,
Baldock, Herts, England, 1978, 78
Provenance: Henry O. Havermneyer;
Robert and Gladys Koch; Collection of
the Virginia Museurm of Fine Arts,
Sydney and Frances Lewis Art Nouveau
Fund

6. Gould Peacock Lamp

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1908-13
Favrile glass and enamel on copper
404" (1.02m) high, 13" (33cm.)
diameter

Base unsigned; globe inscribed

M 3460 oninside rim

Exhibited: Tiffany Studios Showroom,
1916; Dayton (Ohio) Art Institute,
October-November 1966; “Louis C.
Tiffany: The Laurelton Hall Years”,
Nassau County Museum of Fine Art,
Roslyn, N.Y., August 17-October 19,
1986; Art Nouveau Gallery, Virginia
Museum of Fine Arts, Richmond
Literature: Charles de Kay, The Art Work
of Louis C. Tiffany, New York 1914, 34;
The Objects of Art of the Louis Comfort
Tiffany Foundation, Sale No. 789,
Parke-Bernet Galleries, New York,
September 24-28, 1946, lot 288;
Gertrude Speenburgh, The Arts of the
Tiffanys, Chicago 1956, 69-70; R.
Koch, Rebelin Glass, 187, 206; Henry
Winter, The Dynasty of Louis Comfort
Tiffany, Boston 1971 (privately
printed), 242-43; Patricia Bayer, “Art
Nouveau, " 24; Alastair Duncan, Tiffany
atAuction, New York 1981, 17; William
Feldstein, Jr., and Alastair Duncan, The
Lamps of Tiffany Studios, New York/
London 1983, 76-77; F. R. Brandt, Late
19th Century and Early 20th Century

DecorativeArts, 74-75; Louis C.
Tiffany: The Laureiton Hall Years, 21, T.
Paul, The Art of Louis Comfort Tiffany.
92

Provenance: Mr. Charles W. Gould;
Louis C. Tiffany Foundation; Mr.
Richard Barnett; Mr, Oscar Schroeder;
Christie’s (N.Y. 1978); Collection of the
Virginia Museum of Fine Arts, Gift of
Sydney and Frances Lewis

7. Lotus Bowi

Tiffany Studios, New York, ¢. 1905
Fawrile pottery

4%"(12cm.) highx 122" (32cm.) long
X7%s" (18cm.) wide

InscribedL.C. T.

Provenance: Philadelphia Museum of
Art, Gift of Mr. and Mrs. Thomas E.
Shipley, Jr.

8. “Fern” Ceramic Vase

Tiffany Studios, New York, c. 1905
Favrile pottery

12"(30cm.) high

InscribedL.C. T.

Literature: Gareth Clark and Margaret
Hughton, A Century of Ceramics in the
Unites States, New York 1979, fig. 56;
John Loring, Tiffany’s 150 Years, New
York 1987, 123

Provenance: Professor Martin
Eidelberg

9. “Salamander” Vase

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1905- 10
Favrile pottery

914" (24cm.) high, 62" (16cm.) wide
Signed LCT with firm’s original paper
label

Literature: John Loring, "American Art
Pottery”, Connoisseur (April 1979),
281

Provenance: Professor Martin
Eidelberg

Note: Following the 1900 Exposition
Universelle in Patis, Tiffany began his
poltery experimentation in earnest. His
early pieces inthe medium reflecteda
heavy and uninspired hand. By 1906,
however, after years of continual
research, he produced boldly sculpted
pieces of anii ive li and

Humidor

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1905-10
Wood and Cypriote Favrile glass
4%s" (12cm.) high, 42" (11cm.) long
InscribedA23614L.C.T. and
(indistinctly) 207

Provenance: Joseph Briggs; Mr. and
Mrs. Howard Ellman

Humidor wilh Mounled Scarab
Decoralion

Tiffany Studios, New York, ¢, 1900
Wood and Favrile glass scarabs
SY4"(14cm.) high, 6%"(17cm.) long
Stamped on base (twice) TIFFANY
STUDIOSN.Y. aroundan L.C.T.
monogram, and inscribed S/C 2871
Literature: Alastair Duncan, Finde
Siécle Masterpieces from the
Silverman Collection, New York 1989
Provenance: Mrs. Alice Osofsky; Private
collection

Note: Virtually nothing is known of
Tiffany’s production of wood tabletop
items, including humidors, playing
card cases, and cigarette boxes,
beyond the fact that they were offered
by Tiffany & Co. in the finn’s annual
Blue Book catalogues around 1910.

11. Bronze-mounled Cypriote
Glass Covered Box with Salamander
Decoralion

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1895-190S
Fawrile glass and bronze

914" (23cm.} long

Unsigned

Provenance: Private collection

12. Enameled “Gourd” Tray

Tiffany Studios, New York, c. 1900
Enamel on copper

2512"x 14" (65 x 35¢m.)

Unsigned

Literature: James L. Harvey, “Source of
Beauty in Favrile Glass, " Brush & Pencit
(January 1902), 175; R. Koch, Rebetin
Glass, 189

Provenance: Christie’s (N.Y. 1985); Mr.
and Mrs. Erving Wolf

13. “Moming Glories” Sketch
Louis Comfort Tiffany, New York, 1913

vigor. Someof them, such as this
“Salamander” vase, whichwas

i asacabbage witha pi
of flowers above a plant-form body,
were re-created froman earlier
repousse enamel-on-copper model.

10. Doublie Card Case

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1905-10
Wood and Favrile glass with mother-of-
pearl, abalone and enamel insetson
cover

54" (14cm.) high, 2" (14cm.} long
Inscribed L. C. Tiffany
Provenance:Joseph Briggs; Mr. and
Mrs. Howard Ellman

on paper
22%" x21%8" (S7 x54cm.)

Signed Louis C. Tiffany, October 1913
Literature: Robert Koch, Louis C.
Tiffany’s Glass, Bronze, Lamps, New
York 1971, fig. 21

Provenance: Arthur ). and Leslie H.
Nash: Private collection; Sotheby’s
{N.Y. 1983); Bruce and Adele Randall

14, 15. Enameled Frog
Paperweight

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1900-10
Enamel oncopper

§"(13cm.) diameter

InscribedL.C.T., impressed EL 212
Provenance: Bruce and Adele Randall
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16. "My Family at Somesville”
Louis Comfort Tiffany. c. 1888

Oiton canvas

24"x36"{61 x9lcm.) Unsigned
Exhibited: “Tiffany — Louis Comfort
Tiffany: The Paintings.” Grey Al Gallery
and Study Center, New York University,
March 20, 1979, Plate 8, No. 24:“The
Artof Louis Comfort Tiffany, " M. 1. de
YoungMemorial Museum, San
Francisco, April 25-August 8, 1981. No.
13; "The Treasures of Tiffany, *
Museum of Science and Induslry,
Chicago, June 10-November 14. 1982,
fig. 19, No. 64: “Louis C. Tiffany: The
Laurelton Hall Years. " 48

Literature: G. Speenburgh, The Arts of
the Tiffanys, 39; H. F. McKean, The
“Lost” Treasures of Louis Comfort
Tiffany, New York 1980, 23
Provenance: Collection of the Artist;
Charles Hosmer Morse Museum of
AmericanArt, Winter Park, FL, through
the courtesy of the Charles Hosmer
Morse Foundation

Note: Based ona small oil sketch, this
paintingdepicts Tiffany's children,
Charles Lewis. Mary Woodbridge, and
the twins Louis Comfort and Juliade
Forest, with hiswife Louise and a
nurse. The lreatment of the
surrounding Maine countryside
exhibits the luminous quality that
characterizes many of his best
Jandscapes.

17. “Family Group with Oxen”
Louis Comtfort Tiffany, c. 1888
Oilon canvas

224" x 358" (58 x 8%cm. } Unsigned
Exhibited: “The Genius of Louis C.
Tiffany, " Heckscher Museum,
Huntington, N.Y., July 9-August 15,
1967, No. 149: "Tiffany. . . The
Faintings, " No. 36

Provenance: Mr. and Mrs. Charles T.
Lusk

18. “Fields of Irvington™

Louis Comforl Tiffany, 1879
Watercolor

19"x26"{48x66cm.)

Signed Lowis C. Tiffany, ‘79
Exhibited: “Louis Comfort Tiffany
1848-1933, " Museum of
Contemporary Crafts of the American
Craftsman’s Council, New York,
January 24-April 6, 1958, No. 5; “The
Geniusof Louis C. Tiffany, "No. 159;
“The Laurelton Hall Years, “ 22, No. 2
Literature: C. de Kay, The Art Work . . .,
8C: K. Koch, Rebetin Glass, 25
Provenance: Private collection

19. “Marketplace at Nuremberg”
LouisComfort Tiffany, ¢. 1893

Oilon canvas

3012"x 39" (77 x99cm.)

Signed lower right, Louis C. Tiffany
Exhibited: “Tiffany . . . The Paintings,”
fig. 20; “The Laurelton Hall Years, ” 23,
Ro.3

Literature: C. de Kay, The Art Work

8D; R. Koch, Rebelin Glass, 27
Provenance: Private collection

20. “Magnolias™

Louis Comfort Tiffany, 1885-95
Oilon canvas

21"x30" (53 x 76cm.)

signedLouis C. Tiffany

Exhibited: “The Genius of Louis C.
Tiffany,” No. 148

Literature: G. Speenburgh, The Arts of
the Tiffanys, 39

Provenance: Private collection

21. “ACornerofMyStudio”

Louis Comfort Tiffany, 1890

Oilon canvas

30%"x 124" (76 x31cm.) Unsigned
Exhibited: Society of American Artists,
New York, 1890; “Louis Comfort Tiffany
1848-1933,"No. 3; “Tiffany . . . The
Paintings, " fig. 19, No. 43

Literature: C. de Kay, The At Work . . .,
10A; Q. 5peenburgh, The Arts of the
Tiffanys, 39; R. Koch, Rebelin Glass,
95

Provenance: Robert Tiffany Lusk: Yale
University Art Gallery, Gift of Louis
Tiffany Lusk

Note: The woman depicted is thought
to be Tiffany's second wife, Louise,
whom he marriedin 1886.

22. “Pumpkin and Beets” Window
Tiffany Studios, New York, ¢. 1900
Leaded glass

46Y"x58"(1.17 x 1.47m.)

Unsigned

Exhibited: "The Artof Louis Comfort
Tiffany, " Toledo Museum of Art,
November 12-December 17, 1978, No.
51; "The Treasures of Tiffany, “ No. 28
Literature: H. F. McKean, The “Lost”

.." 88, fig. 81; Norman
Potter and Douglas Jackson, Tiffany,
London 1988, 73

Provenance: Charles Hosmer Morse
Museum of American Art, Winter Park,
FL, through the courtesy of the Charles
Hosmer Morse Foundalion

Treasures. .

23. “Cathedral Steps, Morlaix,
Briltany”

Louis Comfort Tiffany. 1890
Watercolor

40"217"(1.01m. x43cm.)

Signed lower/left, Lowuis
Exhibite
1933." No.
Year:
Literature: René de Quelin, “A Many-
Sided Creator of the Beautiful, " Arts
andDecoration (July 1922), 177
Provenance: Private collection

Tiffany
“Lous Comfort Tiffany 1848-
: “The Laurelton Hall

24. “Market Day outside the Walls
of Tangier, Morocco”

Louis Comfort Tiffany, 1873

Oilon canvas

35"x56" (89cm. x 1.42m.)

nedand dated Jower left, Louis €.
Tiffany 73

Exhibited: National Academy of
Design, New York 1873; “Tiffany .

The Paintings. " Flate 8, No. 14
Provenance: Private collection

25,26. “FourSeasons” Window
Tiffany Glass & Decoraling Co., Ne
York 1897 2
Leaded Favrile glass

78"x45"(1.98x 1. 14m.)

Unsigned

Literature: Tiffany Studios Memorials
in Glass and Stone; A. Duncan, Tiffany
Windows, 158

Provenance: Mr. Walter Jennings;
Private collection

Note: Commissioned by Walter
Jenningsin 1897 for his country
residence on LongIsland

27. FlowerformVase

Tiffany Studios. New York, ¢. 1900
Favrile glass

13"(33cm.) high

Inscribed L. C. 7. M2068 with original
Tiffany Glass and Decoraling Company
monogram paper label

Exhibited: “The Artof Louis Comfort
Tiffany, " No. 51; “The Treasures of
Tiffany. “No. 206

Literature: H. F. McKean, The “Lost”
Treasures. . .. 158

Provenance: Charles Hosmer Morse
Museum of American Art, Winter Park,
FL. through the courtesy of the Charles
Hosmer Morse Foundation

28. FlowerformVase

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1900-05
Favrile glass

144" (36cm.) high, 64" (16cm.)
diameter of base

Inscribed 02417

Provenance: Estate of Pauline Heilman,
Sotheby's (N.Y. 1982); Private coll.

29. Reactive Paperweight Vase
Tiffany Studios, New York, 1900-05
Favrile glass

57" (15cm. ) high
Inscribed 47 A-Coll L.C. Tiffany-Favrile
Provenance: Bruce and Adele Randall

30. Aquamarine Vase
Tiffany Studios, New York, 1910-15
Favrile glass

15"(38cm.) high

Transcribed 1999H

Literature: R. Koch, Louis C. Tiffany’s
ArtGlass, New York 1977, No. 28: N.
Potterand D. Jackson, Tiffany, 45
Provenance: Joseph Brigas: Haworth
ArtGallery. Accrington, Lancs,
England; T. Paul, The Artof Louis
ComfortTiffany, 80-81

Note: A similar example isillustrated in
Elizabeth Lounsbery, "Aquamarine
Glass, “ American Homes and Gardens
{December 1913), 419

31. LavaVase

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1900-10
Favrile glass

514" (14cm.) high

Inscribed L.C. Tiffary Favrite 63048,
with firm'sol
Provenanc

nal paper Label
v. David Bellis

32. LavavVase

Tiffany Studios, New York, ¢. 1908
Favrile lava glass

143" (37cm.) high

Inscribed .. C. Tiffany Favrile 2563C
Literature:A. Duncan, Finde Siecle
Masterpieces . . .

Provenance: Private collection;
Sotheby's (N.Y. 1988); l:rivale
collection

33. MountedAgate Vase

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1900-10
Favrile glass with jeweled bronze
mount

107 (25¢m.) high

Inscribed Lowis C. Tiffany —Favrile —
546D

Literature: A. Duncan, Tiffany at
Auction, 40, ill. 109

Provenance: Mrs. Lillian Nassau;
Eugene and Eleanor Gluck; Christie’s.
(N.Y. 1979); Mrs. Lillian Nassau; Mr.
David Geffen; Christie’s (N.Y. 1984);
Team Antiques

34. Millefiore Glass Vase

Tiffany 5tudios, New York, 1895-1910
Fawrile glass

114" (29cm.) high

mscribed Louis C. Tiffany R2385
Literature: New York Times Magazine
(March 19, 1979), 92; Architectural
Digest (June 1983), 155
Provenance: Mrs. Lillian Nassau; Mr.
David Geffer; Christie's (N.Y. 1984);
Team Antiques

35. Cypriote Vase

Tiffany Studios, New York, ¢, 1900
Favrile glass

976" (24cm.) high

Inscribed Lowis C. Tiffany L.C.T. 1779
Exhibited: Paris Exposition, 1900
Provenance: Philadelphia Museum of
Art

36. Jack-in-the-pulpit Vase
Tiffany Studios, New York, ¢. 1905-10
Enamel on copper
13%"(33cm.) high, 4%4" (11cm.)
diameter

InscribedLowis C. Tiffany, impressed
SGiol

Literature: N. Potter and D. Jackson,
Tiffany, 96; A. Duncan, Finde Siécle
Masterpieces .
Provenance: Barry Toombs; Sothebys
(N.Y. 1984); Private collection

Note: Tiffany appears to have setup an
enamel departmentin 1898 asan
adjunct to the Studios’ newly
established metal furnaces, intime to
include several enameled itemsin his
selection for the Paris 1900 exhibition.
The c Samuel Howe traced Tiffany's
technique inthe April 1902 issue of The
Craftsman. After 1904 there were no
specific references to the enameling
department in the firmy's literature. 1t
appearsto have closed as quietly as it
began, probably around 1910,
although it reopenedin 1921 when
Tiffany Furnaces, the successor to
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Tiffany Studios, introduced anew line
of enamelware, mainly to desk sets.

37. Enameled Box with Butterfly
Design

Tiffany Studios, New York, ¢. 1902
Enamel oncopper

177 x 4 %" (S x 10cm. }

Inscribed C D 9041 &, Louis C. Tiffany,
July 28, 1902, N.F. McGto CB.
Provenance: Bruce and Adéle Randall

38. Vasewithilandles

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1900-10
Enamelon copper

9%" (25cm. ) high, 10%2"(27cm.)
diameter of base, 6% (16cm.)
diameter of liner

Impressed TIFFANY STUDIOS NEW
YORK S { 285 with Tiffany Glass
Decorating Co. logo

Exhibited: “The Laurelton Hall Years”
Literature: C. de Kay, The ArtWork . . .,
34:G. Speenburgh, The Arts of the
Tiffanys, 76: R. Koch, Rebetin Glass,
189; Henry Winter, The Supplement,
Back Bay Annex. Boston 1967, 46
Provenance: Parke-Bemet (N.Y. 1946);
Private collection; Team Antiques

39. lrisLantern

Tiffany Studios, New York, ¢. 1900-10
Leaded Favrile glass and bronze
23'%"x 132" (59x34cm.}

Unsigned

Literature: W. Feldstein, Jr., and A.
Duncan, The Lamps of Tiffany Studios,
38-39

Provenance: Private collection

40. Pond LilyChandelier

Tiffany Studios, New York, §900- 10
Leaded Favrile glass and bronze

36" (91cm.) diameter of shade
Unsigned

Literature: W. Feldstein, Jr., andA.
Duncan, The Lamps of Tiffany Studios,
84-87

Provenance: Private collection, Oak
Park IL., Mr. John Belger, 5r.

41. Dragonfly Chandelier
Tiffany Studios, New York. 1900-10
Leaded Favrile glass and bronze
28"(71cm.) diameter

Impressed TIFFANY STUDIOS NEW
YORK

Provenance: Private collection

42. Elaborate PeonyTable Lamp
Tiffany Studios, New York, 1906-10
Leaded Favrile glass and bronze

30" (76cm.) high, 22" (356cm.) diameter
of shade

Shade: impressed TIFFANY STUDIOS
NEWYORK

Base: Impressed TIFFANY STUDIOS
542

Literature: W. Feldstein, Jr., andA.
Duncan, The Lamps of Tiffany Studios,
32-33

Provenance: Private collection; Mr.
David Bellis

43. Oriental Poppy Floor Lamp
Tiffany Studios, New York. ¢. 1900-10

Leaded Favrile glass and bronze
76"(1.93m) high, 30" (76cm.)
diameter

Unsigned

Literature: W. Feldstein, Jr., and A,
Duncan, The Lamps of Tiffany Studios,
158

Provenance: Private collection

44. Floral Chandelier

Tiffany Studios, New York. 1900-10
Leaded Favrile glass, with bronze
chains

102" (27cm.) high, 25" (63cm.)
diameter of shade

Impressed TIFFANY STUDIOS NEW
YORK

Literature: W. Feldstein, Jr.. andA.
Duncan, The Lamps of Tiffany Studios,
174-75

Provenance: Mr. David Bellis

Note: This is one of the few Tiffany
shades known lo incorporate painted
details, atechnique used selectively on
Tiffany windows, mainly for facial
details. The shade is also unusual in
havinga non-repeating design,
including trellised morning glories and
clematis.

45,46. Cobweb Table Lamp
Tiffany Studios, New York, 1900-05
Leaded Favrile glass and bronze

25%2" (65cm.) high, 17%2" (44cm.)
diameter of shade

Base: The underside and font
impressed TIFFANY STUDIOS NEW
YORK 2883

Literature: The Spinning Wheel (May
1979, cover ill.; Review of the Season,
Christie’s Yearbook, London 1979,
355; Victor Arwas, Tiffany, New York
1979. Plate 35; A. Duncan, Tiffany at
Auction, 110, No. 297; W. Feldstein,
Jr., and A. Duncan, The Lamps of
Tiffany Studios, 90-91

Provenance: Mr. Jasha Nicoyevski; Mrs.
Lillian Nassau: Mr. and Mrs. Eugene
Gluck; Christie’s {N.Y. 1979); Mr. Joel
Schur

Note: The present exampleis
illustrated in the original Tiffany
Studios photograph album to advertise
modeino. 151: see Egon Neustadt. The
Ltampsof Tiffany, Fairfield, Conn.,
1970, 169, No. 236

47. Cobweb Table Lamp

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1900-05
Leaded Favrile glass, mosaic, and
bronze

30%"(77cm.) high, 197(48cm.)
diameter of shade

Baseimpressed TIFFANY STUDIOS
NEWYORK

Provenarice: Mr. Jeffrey Thier. Mr. and
Mrs. Jack Stievelman

48. Butterfly Table Lamp

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1899-1905
Leaded Favrile glass, mosaic, and
bronze

262" (67cm.) high, 18" (46cm.)
diameter of shade

Shade: Unsigned

Base: The fontimpressed TIFFANY
STUDIOS NEW YORK 25902

Literature: W. Feldstein, Jr., andA.
Duncan, The Lamps of Tiffany Studios,
168-69

Provenance: Mr. Ted Ingham; Mr. David
Beliis

49. Laburnum Table Lamp
Tiffany Studios, New York, 1900-10
Leaded Favrileglass and bronze
7'/ 170cm. ) high, 247 (61cm.}
diameter of shade
Shade: Impressed TIFFANY STUDIOS
NEWYORK 1557
Base: Unsigned
Provenance: ishade) Christie’s {N.Y.
1982); (base) Sotheby's (N.Y. 1984); Mr
David Bellis

50. Magnolia FloorLamp

Tiffany Studios. New York, 1906-10
Leaded Favrile glass and bronze
79°{2m.) high, 28" (7 1cm.) diameter of
shade

Shade impressed TIFFANY STUDIOS
NEWYORK 1599

Literature: W. Feldstein, Jr.. andA.
Duncan, The Lamps of Tiffany Studios,
7475

Provenance: Mrs. Lillian Nassau; Mr.
David Geffen; Christie’s IN.Y. 1984);
Private collection

51. Dragonfly Table Lamp

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1900-10
Leaded Favriie glass and bronze
32°(81cm.) high, 227 (56cm. | diameter
of shade

Shade: Impressed TIFFANY STUDIOS
NEW YORK 1507-33

Base impressed TIFFANY STUDIOS
NEW YORK 550

Literature: W. Feldstein, Jr., andA.
Duncan, The Lamps of Tiffany Studios,
168-69

Provenance: Mr. Ted Ingham; Mr. David
Bellis

52. Maple Leaf Table Lamp

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1900-05
Leaded Favrile glass and bronze

182" (47cm.} high, 177 (43cm.)
diameter of shade

Base impressed TIFFANY STUDIOS
NEWYORK 78

Exhibition: "Art Nouveau, ” Finch
Coltege Museum of Art, 1969, No. 168
Literature: W. Feldstein, Jr., and A
Duncan, The Lamps of Tiffany Studios,
34-35

Provenance: Mrs. Beatrice Weiss: Mr.
JohnMecom

53. LotusTable Lamp

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1900-10
Leaded Favrile and mosaic glass, and
bronze

34%"(88cm. ) high, 28" (7 lam.}
diameter of shade

Base impressed TIFFANY STUDIOS
NEWYORK 352

Literature: W Feldstein, Jr.. andA.
Duncan, The Lamps of Tiffany Studios,
78;A. Duncan, fin de Siecle

Masterpieces.

Provenance: Charles Wrigley: Wrigley
family (by inheritance;; Mrs. Sandra
vanden Broek; Private collection
Note: The Lotus was the most
expensive table lamp recorded in
Tiffany’s Studios' Price Lists between
1900and 1913. Because of its high
cost1$750), only one was made ata
time, to be replaced by another
example when required.

54. “FourSeasons” Jeweied Gold
Box

Tiffany & Co., New York, 1914

Gold, enamel, opals, tourmalines,
sapphires, and chrysoprases
6'x6°x2"(15x {5x5cm.)
approximately

Base stamiped TIFFANY & CO.. 18597
MAKERS 6035, 18KT. GOLD, above the
letter M for John C. Moore, president
and chairman 1907-47

Provenance: Private collection;
Sotheby’s (N.Y. 1987); Charles Hosmer
Morse Museum of American Art. Winter
Park, FL, through the courtesy of the
Charles Hosmer Morse Foundation
Note: The Tiffany & Co. ledgers record
this box entered April 30, 1914: the box
was made at the factory, the enameling
and stone-setting were done in the
workshops at the store. This box was
made while Louis Comfort Tiffany held
the position of artistic director of
Tiffany & Co. It depictes the famous
Four Season stained glass panel which
he exhibited at the Paris Exposition
Universelle in 1300 and the following
year at the Pan-American Exposition in
Buffalo.

55. MedusaBrooch

Louis Comfort Tiffany, ¢. 1902-04
Gold, opals, and olivines
Inscribed L. C Tiffany

Provenance: Henry Walters: Parke-
Bemet (N.Y. November 22, 1943, lot
no. 586); present whereabouts
unknown

56. Necklace with Grape and Vine
motifs

Louis Comfort Tiffany, c. 1904

Gold, enamel, and opals

18" (46cm.)long

Marked Tiffany & Co.

Exhibited: St. Louis Exposition, 1904:
Paris Salon, 1906; "Louis Comfort
Tiffany 1848-1933, " Plate 30, No. 246
Literature: Tiffany & Company. at the
Saint Louis Exposition. 172; R. Koch,
Rebelin Glass, 190; S. Bing, Artistic
America . . ., 166; R. Koch, Louis C
Tiffany’s Art Glass, No. 118; T. Paul,
The Art of Louis Comfort Tiffany, 96
Provenance: Sarah E. Hanley:
Metropolitan Museum of Art, Gift of
Sarah£. Hanley, 1946

57. Sketches forVinaigrettes with
Favrile glass bodies, executed by
Tiffany & Co., . 1900

Provenance: Tiffany & Co.
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58. Vinaigrette
Tiffany & Co.. New York, 1900

Favrile glass, enameled gold, Mexican
opals, diamonds, rubies, and
emeralds

54" (13cm.) long

Impressed TIFFANY & CO with beaver
hallmark

Exhibited: Paris Exposition, 1900; Pan
American Exposition, Buffalo, 190t
Literature: Contemporary pholograph,
Tiffany & Co, Archives, Parsippany,
NJ.

Provenance: Christie’s (N.Y. 1987);
Private collection

59. “VaseofRed Peonles” Window
Tiffany Studios. New York, ¢. 1900
Leaded Favrile glass
54"x447(1.37x1.11m.)

Unsigned

Provenance: Bruce and Adele Randall

60. Exposition Snowball Window
Tiftany Studios, New York, 19300
Leaded Favrile glass

31%2"x 31" (80x80cm. }

Exhibited: Paris Exposition Universelle,
1900

Provenance: Fredrik Kiaer, 1900; Kiaer
family (by inheritance)

CHRONOLOGY

61. “Magnol Window

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1905-10
Leaded Favrile glass

16"x 48" (41lemx 1.22m.)
Unsigned

Provenance: 8ruce and Adele Randall

62. Window with Parakeets and
Gold Fish Bowi

Tiffany Glass & Decorating Co., New
York ¢ 1893

Leaded Favril glass

42'x78°(1.06x 1.98m.}

Unsigned

Exhibited: Columbian Exposition,
Chicago 1893

Literature: Objects at the 1893 Chicago

94cm.)
Provenance: Bruce and Adele Randall

67. Muraland Fountain

Tiffany Studios, New York, ¢. 1900- tO
Favrile glass mosaic

Provenance: Metropolitan Museum of
Art, Giftof nNassau, 1976, Giftof
Mrs. L. Grooves, 1978

68. Cartoon for Mosaic Bird Bath
Ecclesiastical Department. Tiffany
Studios, New York. ¢. 1900-10
Penciland watercolor on paper

137" x 117" (35 x 30cm. )

Signed Louis C. Tiffany

Designed for Mrs. Richardson Pratt,
NY

L iti f the

. . .. Tiftany Glass & Decorating
Company (1893), illustration p. 5,
discussion p. 8; William H. Thomas,
“Window Makingas an Art, " Munsey’s
Magazine (December 1901), 392; A,
Duncan, Tiffany Windows, Plale 3; J. S.
Spillman, Glass from World's Fairs, 45
Provenance: Lorenz Trust

Provenance: Metropolitan Museum of
Art, Purchase, Walter Hoving and Julia
T. Weld Gifts and Dodge Fund, 1967

69, Wall Panel with Fish Design
Tiffany Studios, New York, . 1906
Favrile glass mosaic

38'A"X 16" (97 x4 cm.)

Unsigned
63-66. ™ and Wi ia” Li :W. H. Thomas, “Glass
Window Mosaic as Old Art with a New

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1905-10
Leaded Favrile glass
Four panels, each 89" x 37"({2.26m. x

Distinction, " International Studio (May
1906), LXXVII
Provenance: Private collection

70. “SulphurCrested Cockaloos”
Wall Panel

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1908
Favrile glass mosaic

22'4"x 314" (57 x80cm.) Unsigned
Lilerature: Mario Amaya, Tiffany Glass,
London 1967, 20: C. Eileen King,
“Tiffany — Peacock of Glass-Makers, ”
The Antique Dealer and‘CoIlc( tor's
Guide (October 1972), 82; N. Potter
and D. Jackson, Tiffany. 114;T. Paul,
The Art of Louis Comfort Tiffany, 56-57
Provenance: Joseph Briggs; Haworth
ArtGallery. Accrington, Lancs, England

71. SarahFaySumnerMemorial
Window

Tiffany Studios, New York, 1912
120"x42"(3.04 x 1.06m.) Unsigned
Literature: Memnorials in Glass and
Stone; A. Duncan, Tiffany Windowws,
Plate 64

Provenance: First Reformed Church,
Albany, N.Y.

72. Cartoon forWisteriaand
Hollyhock Window

Louis Comfornt Tiffany, c. 1910
Walercotorand pencil on board
1176 x21%" 30 x 55cm. ) Unsigned
Provenance: Mr. Vito D'Agostino; 8ruce
and Adele Randall

1848 Louis Comfort Tiffany born in New York on 18th February
1866 Painting tuition under George Inness
1867 Exhibition of paintings at the National Academy of Design, New York
1868/9 Studied painting in Europe under Léon Bailly: met Samuel Colman
1870 Electeda member of the Century Club, New York
Visited Cairo
1871 Elected an associate member of the National Academy of Desian
1872 Married Mary Woodbridge Goddard on 1Sth May
1873 First experiments in glass-making at New York commercial glasshouses, including Heidt, Thill, Dannenholfer,
and Leo Popper
8irth of first daughter (April 3rd)
1874 Birth o first son (December 9th; died three weeks laler)
1876 Exhibition of attheF entennial E National Academy of Design and the
Century Club
Executed first ornamental windows
1878 Exhibition of L the Inte: E iti Paris
First compleled window commission, for St. Mark's Episcopal Church, Islip, Long Island
Established residence at BellaApartments, 48 E. 26th Street. New York
Elected treasurer of the Society of American Artists
8irth of son, Charles Lewis 11 (January 7th)
1879 Fonmation of his first business, L. C. Tiffany & Associated Artists, an interior decorating firm, with Samuel Colman,
Lockwood de Forest, and Candace Wheeler
Birth of second daughter. Hilda (August 24th)
Commission for George Kemp's Fifth Avenue residence
1880 The interior decoration of the Veterans Room and Library in the Seventh Regiment Armory on Park Avenue, New York
Commission for the drop curtain, Madison Square Theatre, New York
Firstexperiments with mosaics; first walipaper d
1880/1 Commission for the entrance stairway and halls, Union League Club, New York
1881 Registration of Tiffany's patent for opalescent window glass
Elected a full member of the National Academy of Design
188172 Commission for the William S. Kimball residence, Rochester, New York

Commission for Mark Twain residence, Hartford, Conn.
Commission for Cornelius Vanderbiit 11's mansion
Commission for Ogden Goelet's residence, Fifth Avenue
Commissions for W H. De Forest dining room, Kingscote dining room. JI. Taylor Johnston parlor. William

T. Lusk diningroom
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1882/3 Commission to decorate the White House under President Arthur
1883 Termination of L. C. Tiffany & Associated Artists
1884 Death of Tiffany's first wife
€. 1885 Constructionof the Tiffany mansion at 72nd Street and Madison Avenue, New York. in collaboration with
Stanford White
1885 Formation of his new firm, the Tiffany Glass Company
Decoration of the Lyceum Theater, New York
1886 Second marriage, to Louise Wakeman Knox
1888 The Kempner Memorial window installed in St. Paul's Episcopalian Church, Milwaukee (Tiffany’s largest figural window)
1889 Extensive travet through Europe
Chil nwindow ¢ ission for Yale Uni ity
1890 Early experiments with glass tiles
< 1890 Construction of The Briars, acountry estate at Oyster Bay, Long Island
189072 Redecoration of Henry O. Havemeyer house
1892 Formation of the Tiffany Glass & Decorating Company and the establishment of a glass furnace in Corona, Long Island
1893 Participation in the Columbian Exposition in Chicago, including achapel, other liturgical works, and
domestic windows. Tiffany Glass & Decorating Company won 54 medals

€ 1893 The division of Tiffany’s glass turing ion into the idge Glass Co. and the Allied Arts Co.
1894 Application with the United States Patent Office toregister the trademark “Favrile” to be used on all items
made by the company

Exhibition of glassware at the Salon of the Société Nationale des Beaux-Arts, Paris
1894/7 Firstsales of Favrile glassware. including vases and lamps with blown glass shades

Fifty-three pieces of Favrite ¢ gifted to the politan Museum of Art by Henry O. Havemeyer
Thirty-eight pieces of Favrile to the Smi i itution, Washi D.C.
Twenty-three pieces of Favrile glassware sent to the Imperial Museum of Fine Arts, Tokyo

1895 Exhibition at the Salon of the Soci¢te Nationale des Beaux-Arts, Patis, of a selection of Favrile glassware
and of windows designed by Besnard {La Cascade), Bonnard (La Malernité), Roussel (Le Jardin), Ranson
(LaMoisson Fleurie), Isaac (Iris et Roseaux), Ibels (L'Eté), Vuillard (Les Marronniers), Denis (Une Paysage),

Lautrec (Papa Chrysz {Une Parisi and Serusier (three untitled panels) all of which
were executed by Tiffany
1895/6 Exhibition of Favril and windows i by Grasset and Serusier. at S. Bing's “L'Art Nouveau”

qalleryin Paris
1896 Commission for Pratt Institule library
1896/7 Exhibition of Favrite glassware at the Salon of the Soci¢té Nationales des Beaux-Arts, Paris
1897 Publication of alist of completed Tiffany window commissions
1897/8 Exhibition at the Salon of La Libre Esthétique, Brussels
1898 Openingof a Tiffany showroom at 331-34 1 Fourth Avenue, New York,
Art Institute of Chicago commission
1898/9 Exhibition of Favrile glassware and an electric lampaat S. Bing's "L'Art Nouveau” Gallery
Formation of an enameling department

1899 Exhibitional the Grafton Gallery, London, of windows, lamps, and glassware
First documentation of a leaded glass lamp (a butterfly model)

1900 Participationin the International Exposition, Paris, with more than 100 pieces of glassware, windows,
lamps, mosaics, and enamels. Award of several Grand Prix bytheE ition Jury and the i as
aknight of the Legion of Honour by the French State
Change inthe firm's use of the name from “Tiffany Glass & Decorating Company” to “Tiffany Studios”
Chicago Public Library commission

1901 Participation in the Pan-American Exposition, Buffalo, and in St. Petersburg Russia, and the award of Grand Prixat both
Wisteria tamp designed by Mrs. Curtis Freschel

1902 Appointment as Design Director of Tiffany & Company on the death of his father, Charles Lewis Tiffany
Re-location of Tiffany showroom to 45th Streel. New York
Formal adoption of the name “Tiffany Studios” for all items made at the Corona factory
Participation in the Turin Exposition; the award of the Grand Prize for the lily cluster lamp mode)

Tiffany Fumnaces established
1902/5 Construction ofa summer home, Laurelton Hall, near Oyster Bay on the north shore of Long Island for $2 million

1904 Death of his second wife on 9th May
Exhibition at the St. Louis Intemnational Exposition

1905 Exhibitionat the Salon of the Société des Artistes Frangais, Paris

1906 Publication of a Tiffany Studios Price List providing acomprehensive listing by model number of lamp
shades, bases, candlesticks, "Fancy” goods, and desk-sets
Exhibitionat the Salon of the Société des Artistes Francais in Paris

<1910 Publication of A Partial List of Windows", an updated (but incomplete) list of completed Tiffany Studios
window ¢ iSsi (primarily ecclesiastical)

1911 Completion of the glass mosaic curtain for the National Theater in Mexico City
1912 The peacockand cockatoo panels for Captain J.R. DeLamar installed in his Madison Avenue residence
191214 Construction of the mosaic murals and domes for the Roman Catholic Cathedral in St. Louis, Missouri,
consisting of 30 million pieces of glass mosaic
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1913

1914

1915

1916

1918
1919

1922
1924
1927
1932
1933

1934
1946
1957
1958

1979

ition al the Salon of the Societe des Artistes Frangais in Paris
Publication of an updated version of the 1906 Tiffany Studios Price List of lamps, bases, etc., including
modelsintroduced in the interim
Eqyptian Fete at Tiffany Studios showroom
Visit to Nuremberg, West Germany
Visit to Havana, Cuba. to oversee large domestic window commiission
Biography of Tiffany by Charles de Kay, entitled “The Art Work of Lowis C. Tiffany”
Exhibition at the Salon of the Societé des Artistes Frangais in Paris
Creation of "The Bathers” window later installed in Laurelton Hall
Queen Anne's Lace design patented (February 3rd)
Gala Feast at Laurelton Hall
Participation in the Pan-Pacific Exposition in San Francisco
Creation of the "Dream Garden” mosaic mural designed by Maxfield Parrish for the lobby of the Curtis
Publishing Company building in Philadelphia
pective ibition of Tiffany [¢ . Mmosaics, enamels, andlamps, tocelebrate
Tiffany's 68th birthday: "Quest of Beauty” birthday party at the Tiffany Studios showroom
Tiffany’s mosaic chapel from the 1893 Columbian Exposition, which had been installed in 1899 in the
cryptof the St. John the Divine Cathedral in New York, re-installed at Laurelton Hall
Visitto Alaska
Creation of the L. C. Tiffany Foundation to subsidize gifted young artists
Retirement of Tiffany and the rough division of Tiffany Studios into Tiffany Furnaces, which was taken over
by A. Douglas Nash for the continued production of Favrile glassware; and the Tiffany Ecclesiastical
department, which continued the firm's production of windows, mosaics, leaded lamps, etc.
Creation of the Te Deum Laudamus mosaic triptych for the First Methodist Church in Los Angeles
L. C. Tiffany Furnaces dissolved
Collection of Tiffany glass presented to Andrew Dickson White Museum of Art at Cornell University
Tiffany Studios declared bankruptcy
Deathof L. C. Tiffany on 17th January
Memorial Studio. i 1by former toc ety ing Tiffany Studios

commissions

First of several public auctions to dispose of the firm's inventory

Contents of Laurelton Hall sold at public auction in New York

Laurelton Hall partially destroyed by fire

Firstimportant retrospective exhibition of Tiffany’s work, The Museum of Contemporary Crafts, New York
Heckscher Museurn exhibition, Huntington, New York

Grey Art Gallery and Study Center, New York University, paintings exhibition
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(Page numbers in italic refer to illustrations)

ArtInstitute of Chicago 36; 35

Art Nouveau 66-91

Arthur, Chester A, President 20, 21, 28

AssociatedArtists (Louis C. Tiffany and) 14. 16-19, 22, 27, 28,
33,42,71, 126

Bailly, Leon 71

BellaApartments (home of L.C. Tiffany) 18, 33, 40, 77
Bing, S.38, 42, 66, 82, 88

Bonnard, Pierre 88

Briars, The 86; 86

Briggs, Joseph 12

Carnegie, Andrew, see Memorial Windows

Carrere & Haslings 34, 36

ceramics 10, 82; 54, 82

clubs 28-30

Colman, Samuel 14, 17, 22, 71

Colona, Edward 82

Columbian Exposition, Chicago {1893) 7, 39, 76, 77, 88, 123,
125, 128, 139

Couty, Edme 76, 89; 76

Cram, Ralph Adams 136if., 140

De ForesL Lockwood 14, 17, 71
De Foresl. Robert W. 41
Delamar, Joseph 41, 136
Driscoll, Clara 81

Egermann, Friedrich 78

enameling (Tiffany) 82;56, 57, 104, 105

Exposition Universelle (World's Fair), Paris (1900) 7, 66, 70, 76,
82,132:7, 132, 133, 134

Falize, Lucien 72-75, 81, 84

Fawileglass 10, 37, 39, 125, 128, 132; 7, 78, 79, 85
First Presbyterian Church iAkron) 138

First National Bank (Pittsburgh) 39

Gallé, Emile 67f.; 76; The Roads of Autumn (sideboard) 74-75,
87: 75; portraitof 91; 91

Gallé-Reinemer, Charles 71

Garrett, Mary Elizabeth (Baltimore) 126; 126

glass vessels (Tiffany 10, 68, 77-80, 89; 78, 79, 97. 98, 99, 100,
101, 102,

Gould, CharlesW. 84;53

Gould, Helen 132, 136;49

Grafton Galleries iLondon) 77, 132; 126

Grassel, Eugéne 67, 87

Guimard, Hector 67, 70, 71, 72; 70

Havemeyer, Louisine and Henry 0. 22, 41, 69, 70, 76, 78, 87: 7,
25,52, 125

Herter Brothers 16, 20

Hoffmann, Josef 67

Hokusai 73

Holzer, JacobAdolphus 33, 37, 124

Horta, Victor 67, 70, 71. 72; Hotel Van Eetvelde 69; 68
hotels 34. 36

Howe, Samuel 82, 86-88

Hunt, Richard Morris 16

Inness, George 71
interior decorating 1 5ff.

Jjewelry 10, 82-83: 83, 84, 85, 118, 119, 120
Johnson, J. Taylor house 31

Keck. Henry 124
Kemp, George 18-19, 22, 77, 126; 19
Kimball, William S. 21-22

LaFarge, Jobn 31, 39, 122, 123

lamps (Tiffany) 9, 80-81;80, 81, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 1it,
112,113, 114 115, 116, 117

Lauber, Joseph 124

Laurelton Hall, Long Island 14, 38, 40, 41, 86-87, 90-91; 90,
126, 133

Lefebvre, Jules 77

Low, WillH. 37, 124

Lusk, WilliamT. house 31

Lyceum Theater 33-34

Mackintosh, Charles Rennie 67

Madison Square Theatre (N.Y.) 33

Marquette Building (Chicago) 36; 35

McKim, CharlesF. 21

McKim, Mead and White 2 1; 25; see also White, Stanford

Memorial windows: Robert Baker (Flushing, L.1.) 129; Andrew
Carnegie (Scotland) 138ff.; 139; Frederick W. Hartwell
(Providence, R.1.) 131; Charles B. Knight (Troy) 129, 135;
JohnWebster Oothout (Rochester, N.Y.) 1.30; Russell Sage
(Far Rockaway, L.1.) 136, 138; 1.57; Sarah Fay Sumner
(Albany) 136; Jeptha H. Wade (Cleveland) 133; 134; Galbraith
Ward (N.Y.) 128

metalwork (Tiffany) 81-82

Metropolitan Club (N.Y.) 29-30

Mitchell, Donald Grant 18

Moore, C. 71

mosaics 150, 151

Northrop, Agnes 37, 83, 129

Oriental art. Orientalism 71, 72-73, 78, 79, 81. 89, 90, 126
Osborne Apartment House (N.Y.} 30, 33

Parrish, Maxficld 89

Ponce de Leon Hotel (St. Augustine) 34
Post, George 24

Pottier & Stymus 16, 20, 34

Prouve, Victor (portrait of Gallé)91; 91
Public Library (Chicago) 36
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QueenAnne’s lace 82, 83; 84

Ranson, Paul 88
Rousseau, Eugene 74

St. John the Divine (N.Y.) 139
St. Louis Exposition (1904) 85
Salter, William A. {Norwich, Conn.) 128

Seventh Regimental Anmory (N.Y.), Veterans Room 18, 19, 20,

22, 27-28, 71,27

Sherman, Julia Munson 82, 83, 84

Sorolla, Joaguin (portraitof L.C. Tilfany) 91; 91

Sperry, Edward Peck 37, 124

stained glass windows 8, 77, 88, 122-40;50, 51, 61, 63, 145,
146, 147, 148, 152

Stanton, Edwin George 139

Stuyvesant Theatre (N.Y.) 33

theaters 33-34
Tiffany, Charles Lewis (father of Louis C.) 14, 16, 19-20, 71
Tiffany, Louis Comfort. photograph ! 1; Madison Avenue

residence 18, 22, 33, 82, 126: 26, 32, 126; paintings 58, 59,
60, 61, 62, 63; portrail by Sorolla91; 91
Titlany & Co. 68, 71, 78; 83, 85
Tiltany Glass & Decorating Co. 39; 69, 79
Titfany Studios 7. 8, 10, 12, 3637, 38, 40, 135, 138;7. 9
Toulouse Lautrec, Henri de 88
Twain, Mark 19-20. 28, 41:21

Union Centrale des Arts Décoratifs 74, 75 N
Union League Club (N.Y.} 20, 30

Van de Velde, Henry 67. 70, 71. 72
Vanderbilt. Cornelius ll house 24; 25
Villard, Henry mansion 25

Voysey. C.F.A. 67

Vuillard, Edouard 88

Webb, Thomas 79

Wheeler, Candace 14, 17, 27,33, 71
White, Stanford 16, 22, 27, 29

Wilson, Frederick 12, 37, 124: 123, 134
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