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Interview 1: November 9, 2009 
Begin Audiofile 1 11-09-2009.mp3 

Cándida Smith: I’d like to start with a little personal background, context for who you 
are. Where you came from, how you got to San Francisco, and then 
when you started going to the museum for the first time, how you got 
involved with the museum. 

01-00:00:53 
Bourne: I came from Spokane, Washington. I came to the Bay Area as a 

student at the Katherine Branson School. I was a boarding student 
there, for high school. During that time, there was always the quest for 
escaping from school. So what was the best way to do it? Ah, do 
cultural things! I decided that it would be neat to have a teen group at 
the Modern. Why not start it? I had about three people that came from 
school, and we would walk around the museum, which was then on, I 
think, the fourth floor of the building in the Civic Center. 

Cándida Smith: Can you say about when this was? 

01-00:01:37 
Bourne: It was about 1960.  

Cándida Smith: Did the museum know you were a teen group? 

01-00:02:52 
Bourne: No. It was my own invention to escape school. I also had an opera 

escape and a symphony escape. It all worked out quite nicely, all in the 
same neighborhood. That’s how it started. I was a studio art major, if 
one can be a major in high school. That was just my way of expression, 
that’s what I wanted to do. I wanted to go on to Rhode Island School 
of Design and have the latitude of studies that way. My parents didn’t 
agree with that. So I went off east to college, then to Europe.  I got 
back to the Bay Area because of Mills College, which had a BA 
degree that they offered in studio art. That suited my parents’ desire 
and mine as well. I went to school at Mills for one year, and then I 
decided to escape one more time back east, to Pennsylvania, the 
University of Pennsylvania. There, I started my family, I got involved 
with art at the museum in Philadelphia at the time with [Marcel] 
Duchamp’s wonderful piece being installed there. 

Cándida Smith: Étant Donnés? 

01-00:03:27 
Bourne: Yes. My mother-in-law wondered why. Why is this special? What’s 

the deal with this thing? She having been a several-generations 
Philadelphia resident, way back history, and was much more interested 
in Benjamin Franklin than Duchamp.  
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Cándida Smith: Was your husband interested in art? 

01-00:03:49 
Bourne: Somewhat, but not— 

Bishop: Was this Buck? 

01-00:03:51 
Bourne: No. This was Shep, Shep Evans. Anyway, I was also an 

environmentalist and a tread-on-the-planet-lightly person. I didn’t have 
an air conditioner in the house or in the car, so best bet was, go to the 
museum and spend as much time [as possible] in their air conditioning. 
Time passed, and in 1973, I was eager to get back to Mills to continue 
my education there and to be back in the Bay Area. In January of ’73, 
the family moved back here. I stayed in the Bay Area until about 2000, 
when Jim and I, my husband and I, moved to Jackson, Wyoming. That 
was a great love, the mountains, the experience of the wild. We 
thought, well, as long as we can do it, let’s be there. If we get tired of 
it, things don’t work out, we’ll come back.  

During that time, from ’73 to 2000, I was involved in some way or 
another with the museum.  I came back to San Francisco for several 
reasons. One was it was, seemed to me, the best place to develop a 
design practice, and that was what I really wanted to do. It seemed like 
[a] great place to raise children. It was possible to have my horse 
handy to go riding unencumbered in the hills, and then change my 
clothes in the barn and rush down to the opera within forty-five 
minutes. Perfect. So that’s what I did. 

Cándida Smith: You lived on the Peninsula? 

01-00:05:49 
Bourne: No, I actually lived in the East Bay, in Piedmont. It was handy to Mills 

College, also to the University of California at Berkeley and the 
museum there. I think it must have been ’74, somehow I was invited to 
become a board member of the University Art Museum. It was Cissie 
[Roselyne C.] Swig and David Robinson who invited me to be on the 
board. I was pretty young, and I had no idea what I was saying yes to, 
except it was very interesting. The people were interesting, the 
building was interesting, and I was really making my life in the East 
Bay. With having children that could walk to school, and my work, I 
could do everything I needed from that side of the bay. However, I 
came back to my favorite museum, SFMOMA. Henry Hopkins was 
there. I came from the Northwest, he came from Idaho, so there was a 
great connection—fishing streams that we knew—a congenial attitude 
and atmosphere with Henry that just made life sublime for me, with 
regard to being connected to the museum.  
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Bishop: Do you remember how you made his acquaintance? 

01-00:07:18 
Bourne: No. I don’t have it clear. But it must have been just an event or 

something here at the museum. I came back to it. I was also an opera 
fan and symphony fan, so I would come over from the East Bay 
regularly to the Civic Center. During the time, ’73, ’74, ’75, in that 
area, I had returned to Mills. That’s where I met Austin Conkey. 
Austin, at that time, was working in Oakland. He was in the military, 
or was working with the military, in Oakland. He would come to Mills 
for the exhibitions that we had there. I do think that he was the one 
who introduced me to SECA [Society for the Encouragement of 
Contemporary Art]. I became a member.  

Cándida Smith: Did he have to convince you to become a member or was it love at 
first sight? 

01-00:08:32 
Bourne: Oh, definitely! Because it was encouragement of contemporary art. 

That was just key. For me, that was the most important thing that 
could happen at the museum. Although you don’t get to contemporary 
without what comes before, so I was not feeling that it was an 
exclusive love, by any means. But artists need to be recognized and 
encouraged, and whatever we can do to have that happen is what I was 
interested in. 

Cándida Smith: This [referring to document outlining purposes of SECA drafted in 
1967] is something that John Bransten and Gerald Nordland wrote up, 
which were the goals of SECA. 

01-00:09:23 
Bourne: How nice! 

Cándida Smith: The first goal is to get the members to start collecting art on a more 
regular basis. 

01-00:09:32 
Bourne: Oh, yes. Oh, yes. 

Cándida Smith: Was that conveyed to you? Maybe you were already collecting at this 
point? 

01-00:09:41 
Bourne: Let me think how that worked. Okay. I had a rule.  I always have rules, 

reasons, at least three good ones. The collecting that I did, first of all, I 
had to know the artist. I would not go shopping for art, so to speak, I 
would go looking for need. Earlier on, Roy De Forest was just starting 
out—or not starting out, but emerging—and Chris Brown, Squeak 
Carnwath, even Jay DeFeo, Manuel Neri. Like that. I got to know 
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them and bought pieces of theirs at the very beginning stages. Actually, 
the first things that I got— I really believe in drawing. Drawing is the 
essential beginnings of anything. Drawing is thinking—or drawing as 
thinking, whichever way to look at it. Printmaking. My first big piece 
that I bought was a Roy De Forest. That was at Fuller Goldeen; 
actually, Hansen Fuller, maybe, at that time, before Dorothy Goldeen 
became an owner in the gallery. Anyway, I still have the painting. It 
hangs in the front hall. It is a big one.  It’s been shown here at the 
museum. It greets everyone as they come to my house, still. So that’s 
pretty neat. It’s a long history. What question were we on? I got to 
thinking about all those people and thinking where that painting hung. 
As an interior designer and a journey-person, I have had forty houses.  

Bishop: Including that fabulous home, the Stonehouse. 

01-00:12:15 
Bourne: The Stonehouse on Jackson Street. 

Bishop: That was a decorator showcase. 

01-00:12:17 
Bourne: That’s right. I didn’t have them all in a lineup, although sometimes 

there were three at a time, in different parts of the country. We used to 
laugh about having a 6,000 square-foot house in three states. That 
meant San Francisco, New York, and Jackson Hole. That was the case 
for a long time. 

Cándida Smith: A lot of walls to put stuff on. 

01-00:12:40 
Bourne: Lots of walls. We had a Squeak. Let’s see. 1986—this is jumping 

ahead a little bit, but—Jim and I commissioned her to do a piece for 
our house, in honor of our wedding.  She did our cake, and she also did 
our invitations. That piece comes in—let’s see—eight, ten pieces 
create this whole assemblage. That traveled with us all over the place. 
Finally Scott Attowe said, “No, you can’t roll that canvas one more 
time.” So we bought an apartment here in San Francisco that’s the 
right size, with the right wall for that piece.  They don’t have to move 
again. So collecting was where we were starting with this, yes. 

Cándida Smith: It states here clearly that the first goal of SECA is to get its members 
to collect on a regular basis. 

01-00:13:31 
Bourne: Yes. Yes. 

Cándida Smith: I would have thought that the first goal of SECA was the annual 
program and the collection of work for the museum. 
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01-00:13:55 
Bourne: Well, at that time, it was harder for the museum to accept work of Bay 

Area and emerging artists. There was a sense in the board that if an 
artist did not have the time in the world—in other words, something 
that was younger than fifty years—that it hadn’t stood the test, and 
why should we put it in the collection? That was an interesting 
sentiment, but back then it was—now, let’s see. The museum is 
almost—what—seventy-five years old? 

Bishop: Seventy-five in January. 

01-00:14:40 
Bourne: In 1974-75— 

Cándida Smith: It was forty years old. 

01-00:14:48 
Bourne: It was just getting its feet on the ground, really. It wasn’t established, 

like it is now, and it didn’t have the bravery that it would have now. 
SECA at that time was a very special organization. You had to have 
some background, and you had to be recommended to be part of this. 
It wasn’t just, I want to join and I can. The reason for this was that the 
SECA exhibition or SECA Award was given by the members, without 
the curatorial input that it has now.  One needed to have some 
background in art, in collecting, in vision. It was a responsibility that 
was pretty big. There was a waiting list. You really had to know 
something about contemporary art in order to be part of it. It was also 
under the education department. You didn’t have to have a 
membership at a certain level of financial commitment. I think the 
membership was something like $90 or $75. There was probably [a 
rule], but I don’t remember if it was a strict rule, that you needed to be 
a member of the museum. Of course, you would be anyway, because 
of the interest. That changed when Jack Lane came to the museum and 
when we moved here, to this new building. I had been on the board of 
the museum earlier than that, when we were making the decisions 
about building the new museum and where was it going to be. I was 
trying to remember when I actually got on the board, and I don’t have 
the dates. 

Cándida Smith: Was Jack Lane already director? 

01-00:17:13 
Bourne: No, Henry Hopkins.  We were over in the Civic Center. Peter Sherrill 

was one of the members of the board. I was on the accessions 
committee, also. At that time, there was no financial commitment for 
that, either. It was based more on knowledge. I had a wonderful 
opportunity to contribute a Duchamp piece to the collection at that 
time. 
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Bishop: An incredible piece, The Green Box. 

01-00:17:50 
Bourne: I have to say, it was very funny when it came up, yes, for acquisition. 

There weren’t many people at that time on the board who really 
understood it. I thought, this is crazy. We have to have this! I felt 
pretty pleased. Also when architecture and design became a presence, I 
was part of the beginning of that. 

Bishop: Can I ask you one question about the Duchamp before you move on? 

01-00:18:21 
Bourne: Sure. 

Bishop: Is that something that you had had in your collection— 

01-00:18:25 
Bourne: No. 

Bishop: You purchased it to make as a gift in honor of the fiftieth anniversary? 

01-00:18:29 
Bourne: I don’t remember if it was— Was it in honor of the fiftieth? 

Bishop: That’s what the credit line says. 

01-00:18:36 
Bourne: Yeah? 

Bishop: That would have been 1985. 

01-00:18:38 
Bourne: That makes sense, date-wise. I didn’t have it in my collection. It was 

something that was desired. This was another thing about what came 
into the collection. We would ask the curators, what are you looking 
for? They’d say, and we’d go hunt.  

Bishop: One of the best questions.  That’s a question we love. 

01-00:19:03 
Bourne: Exactly. That made us in this wonderful partnership of going and 

finding stuff. There it was. It had been found, it was available, and I 
was delighted to be able to say— 

Bishop: So great. 

01-00:19:22 
Bourne: Yes, very, very good. What year was it that Architecture and Design 

started? Do you know? 
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Cándida Smith: It was after Jack Lane comes in. Paolo Polledri starts [in] ’89, I believe. 

Bishop: A little earlier. 

Cándida Smith: A little earlier? ’88? 

01-00:19:44 
Bourne: Because we were still over at the other museum. 

Cándida Smith: He leaves about the time of the move, a little before. 

Bishop: He left before we moved. He was here ’88 to ’94, Paolo was.  I don’t 
think Aaron [Betsky] was appointed until we were here. 

01-00:20:06 
Bourne: Then Joe Rosa after that. Now— 

Bishop: Henry Urbach. 

01-00:20:11 
Bourne: That was great that I could be part of the beginning of that, of 

architecture and design. It was just so terrific. 

Cándida Smith: You said you became chair of SECA the first time probably in ’84? 

01-00:20:27 
Bourne: I think it was. The reason that I think that that’s when it was is that I 

had an office in Montclair, and I was also a single mom about that 
time. I remember Bob Cronholm was on the board of SECA, and he 
asked if I would like to do it. I said, “Do you realize what you’re doing? 
You’re asking a single woman to be the head of SECA, and I don’t 
even live in the city?” He said, “Sure. Come on.” That’s how that went. 
I also decided that it was time that we looked farther than San 
Francisco, and why not go to Japan? 

Bishop: That’s one of my questions, the trip to Asia. 

01-00:21:22 
Bourne: It was in the fall, I think, of ’84. Chuck Fraenkel had a travel agency at 

that time. My memory is that he helped us set up the tour. The purpose 
of the visit was to find contemporary art by Japanese artists that was 
not influenced by the West. That’s a hard thing to do because of course 
by then the world was looking at the world. There was no escaping the 
overlap. However, Aurore St. Gils— I may be mispronouncing his 
name. At any rate, he was an art writer, American, living in Japan. He 
was our guide. He had been given this mission to find these things, and 
we went off in a bus for ten days or so.  We went all over. We went to 
Nara, Osaka, Kyoto, of course Tokyo. We went out to Shikoku. We 
went to different islands. It was quite a trip. 
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Bishop: Agnes, do you have pictures from that trip? 

01-00:22:54 
Bourne: I might. 

Bishop: Or an itinerary? 

01-00:22:56 
Bourne: I might. 

Bishop: I would love to have that as we work towards SECA’s fiftieth 
anniversary. 

01-00:22:59 
Bourne: Dorothy Goldeen was along on the trip; she might even have some 

things. I’m pretty sure I have got pictures. D. A. Hoyt was on the trip. 
Hm. I’d have to really look and see. It wasn’t a big group, as you can 
imagine.  We were maybe twelve or sixteen people. Anyway, it was 
great. 

Cándida Smith: The Bransten-Nordland memo indicates that educational trips were 
supposed to be another goal of SECA, but Japan sounds like it was an 
innovation. But you had taken trips before? 

01-00:23:45 
Bourne: Yes, yes. 

Cándida Smith: To probably New York, Los Angeles? 

01-00:23:48 
Bourne: Yes, New York, Los Angeles, Dallas-Fort Worth. Let’s see, where else 

did we go?  Oh, we did a desert trip. Got in the jeeps, roar around, look 
at the installations. The Lightning Field, I think we went to.  Seattle, 
we went to Seattle. At that time, we were a small group. I can’t 
remember if our limitation was seventy-five or a hundred members. It 
was always a debate, what number we should have to stay financially 
viable. Maybe it wasn’t a hundred; maybe it was less. We needed to 
keep it small, so we could meet in people’s houses. 

Bishop: When you say a hundred members, would that be a hundred 
memberships? 

01-00:24:47 
Bourne: Couples. 

Bishop: So it could be a couple. 

01-00:24:49 
Bourne: I think it was not a hundred, I think it was a hundred people total, 

maybe. But yes, it was couples.  It was a couple membership. We got 
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into some pretty funny debates about, well, what happens if somebody 
gets divorced? Who gets the membership? It was a big deal. 

Bishop: I can’t help but ask, am I remembering correctly that you met at least 
one husband in SECA, if not both? 

01-00:25:19 
Bourne: Both.  That was another theory I had. Do what you love, and people 

show up. So yeah, it was pretty nice. And Buck Bourne and Jim 
Luebbus my husband now, twenty-five years, we have been together—
we three travel and look at art, and we got to Japan and Europe and 
Jackson Hole, all of us together. Buck lives here. 

Cándida Smith: I’d like if you could talk a little bit about the process of selecting the 
artist or artists who are going to get the award, before the big change, 
when the curators began to participate or shape the decision. But if we 
could go back to the seventies and eighties, when this was really the 
members’ decision, how did it work? Were there controversial issues 
that could come up? 

01-00:26:37 
Bourne: The selection was fairly similar in a way, as far as the 

recommendations. We would get recommendations from members, as 
well as galleries—any source—curators, writers. We would review the 
recommendations and then select a tour of the artists that we thought 
would be most likely to be eligible and appropriate. 

Cándida Smith: Most of the artists, you would already know their work on some level? 
Is that true? 

01-00:27:24 
Bourne: Well, one would bring forward somebody; somebody else over here 

would bring forward somebody. Maybe this group of people didn’t 
know these artists, and they, oh, I see, I see. So the group would 
expand the knowledge of the group by bringing in new people.  Then 
of course, some years there were several who were awarded and years 
only one. That, of course, was an interesting thing. The years that we 
had several, it was, frankly, because the museum had the space for it. 
The years that we had only one, it was largely because of space. 

Bishop: Wasn’t there a system at one point, where if there was going to be a 
second award winner, it had to have votes that came in within a certain 
percentage of the top winner? I only remember that from one of the 
awards in the old building, before we changed over.  It may have been 
partly space, but also partly how close the number two was to the 
number one, in terms of whether they would qualify to be included at 
the end. Does that ring any bells? 
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01-00:28:56 
Bourne: It does, it does. It does. This is helpful, having the list to look at, also 

because maybe that’s going to bring back some memory about it.  

Bishop: I remember that discussion with the last award that we had in the old 
building, the Toi Huang, where there was another artist that was 
someone that people were keen on, and yet didn’t quite come close 
enough in the voting. That was just my recollection of that one. 

01-00:29:55 
Bourne: Well, and we did it every year for a while. 

Cándida Smith: Was there discussion and debate about the artists?  

01-00:30:03 
Bourne: Oh, yes! During our initial search, we would go in little packs of five. 

We’d load a car and go. You’d have your list, and you’d have 
appointments to see these people on Saturday. Then we’d get together 
at lunch. There was quite an informal, but yet organized way of doing 
it. It became known as the SECA U-turn. We would always get lost, 
roaring around trying to find studios, back alleys, down this and that. It 
was a lot of fun. We would have discussions afterwards about what 
you’d seen, what were the qualities of the art that made us feel that we 
had seen something that we wanted to go back to and recommend for 
the finalists. 

Cándida Smith: Did one of the curators come with you, usually? 

01-00:31:29 
Bourne: No. How did that work? We were just out there until the finals. Then 

we had, I think ten, maybe. 

Cándida Smith: For the finals, you would do a second studio visit. 

01-00:31:51 
Bourne: We would go together, our whole group. 

Bishop: So it was a smaller group doing the initial pass, and then that was 
opened up to the larger group. 

01-00:32:04 
Bourne: Yeah. Yeah. 

Cándida Smith: How many people would come for the finals, would you say? 

01-00:32:08 
Bourne: About forty. There were rules, there was protocol for behavior in the 

studios. If you didn’t behave, you would be asked to not come. 

Cándida Smith: What would be behavior that was not acceptable? 
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01-00:32:24 
Bourne: Poking around in the personal stuff of a person in the studio. Horrible. 

Trying to make deals with the artists as they were being visited.  Not 
appropriate. Chatting loudly in the back of the group while the artist 
was presenting a work. Any number of just politenesses that needed to 
be prevented. 

Bishop: It’s the exact same rules today. 

01-00:32:52 
Bourne: Still, people continue to do what they do. But then we would come 

back, on that final day, to the museum and have our meeting there and 
discuss who we would like to have. I remember one time, I don’t know 
which year, but I really felt that Chris Brown should be awarded, and 
he wasn’t. I felt so desperate because I couldn’t make the case well 
enough to have it happen. A few weeks later, he got a Fulbright or 
something wonderful like that, and I said, “Oh, good. See? I was 
right.” It was quite passionate. Part of the deal was to look, to assess, 
and be able to express why you felt somebody’s work was exceptional 
and why they should be awarded. 

Cándida Smith: I’m wondering, say from ’75 to ’85, then ’85 to ’95, there’s some 
changes in the direction of art, as well as changes in the direction that 
the museum itself was taking. How did that get reflected in the choices 
or the debates that the SECA group was engaged in? Are you looking 
for more confrontational, challenging work at any given time? Is there, 
at another time, a preference for purity of expression and form? 

01-00:34:47 
Bourne: It’s a good question. We were open to anything. As anything began to 

show up, we had to keep revising ourselves. It became the rule that if 
you went to somebody’s studio and you thought it was just awful, you 
had to express yourself as to why you thought it was awful.  And 
probably, it was the best thing you’d ever seen, because it was a 
challenge.  Usually, if you came away saying, oh, this is just awful, it 
meant you should go back and have another look. Very often, that’s 
what we did. To find advancement, it’s always hard to jump from lily 
pad to the next lily pad, without some fear.  

Bishop: Agnes, because of the responsibility of making the selection, was part 
of the overall program of SECA to continue to educate the 
membership? 

01-00:36:00 
Bourne: Mm-hm. 

Bishop: How did that play out? 
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01-00:36:03 
Bourne: Well, we had monthly meetings, presentations by curators, writers, 

artists, at the homes of the members. We would visit galleries, and 
have our meetings sometimes in the galleries so that we could see 
more of the art, the actual pieces, by the artists that we were learning 
about. It was an ongoing education process.  Oh! We had a book group! 
I forgot about the book group. That was not well attended, but we did 
it. There was a bibliography suggested for the year. The trips, the visits 
to galleries, other museums—just anyplace we could get it. 

Bishop: Are there any of those events or in-home visits by artists, or anything 
that really stand out to you as particularly memorable? 

01-00:37:15 
Bourne: I’m remembering something else we did. At my house, Paul Kos came. 

I remember how wonderful that was. That was in ’86 or ’7. I thought 
his work was just fantastic, but there were several people at that time 
that were not enthusiastic and couldn’t quite understand. Then we did 
experiences. We would work with clay. We went to the [San Francisco] 
Art Institute, to the studio there, and did some clay work.  We made a 
print another time, so that we could begin to understand hands on, 
what materials were.  

Cándida Smith: Of course, you already had that knowledge because of your profession, 
for one thing, but also your training. How many of the other SECA 
members had that more intensive art experience? 

01-00:38:27 
Bourne: I don’t think they had the practice of art as much as the history, and 

experience as a viewer and collector. Like Ted and Ruth Nash have 
this fabulous collection, the whole time I knew them, focused on clay. 
Of course, Rene di Rosa. We used to talk about how our collections 
were paralleling. Of course, he went on to do what he’s done.  

 [interruption] 

Cándida Smith: [Suzanne Foley] probably left in ’80, ’81. She and Henry did not get 
along.  They came to a parting of the ways, after “Space, Time, 
Sound,” the conceptual art exhibit. She seems to have been a very 
important person for the seventies, but most of the people we have 
interviewed were not around at that time. 

01-00:39:44 
Bourne: I’m thinking, but am I remembering or creating memory? I don’t know. 

I think she went to Japan. No. She went maybe to Micronesia in 1980, 
when Kathan Brown and Tom Marioni did Word of Mouth. It was all 
performances, a fictitious celebration of ten years of performance art. 
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John Cage was there, Laurie Anderson, Daniel Buren, Bill Wiley. It 
was a great list of people. 

Bishop: Did the museum have an official role in this? 

01-00:40:43 
Bourne: As far as I know, no, but I was thinking that maybe she might have 

gone on that. And Paule Anglim, Moira Roth, me. It was a wild, 
wonderful spectacular time. The idea was to take these artists out of 
their normal environment and put them in a completely strange place 
and see what they would say about what their work was. Each person 
had a fifteen-minute presentation, which was recorded, and also 
photographed during that time. I think we were there for ten days, a 
week or ten days. We were just talking about it because now we’re at 
the thirtieth anniversary of that. It was January of 1980. Maybe it’ll be 
converted to a CD.  I don’t know. I don’t remember specifically 
Suzanne Foley’s work. 

Cándida Smith: Henry is described as a very hands-on director, a curator-director. Did 
that play out in your relationship with him? 

01-00:42:17 
Bourne: Yes. At the anniversary of the museum, he did a drawing, which I have. 

It’s one of my favorite things. It’s just fabulous.  Henry did it on paper 
that was made for the anniversary, embossed paper.  Various artists 
did pieces. He did one and gave it to me. He did his own art. Rather 
than being an historian or an administrator only, he actually did his 
own. He was very hospitable. Really, it was his home, and he would 
welcome people. I particularly loved doing things about the museum 
with him. Did you say that Jack Lane came in ’89 or— 

Bishop: 1987. 

01-00:43:29 
Bourne: Jim, my husband Jim Luebbers was chair of SECA in ’89. That was 

about the time when the financial picture of SECA began to change. 
We needed to be a certain level of membership, and the price of 
membership was higher. There were a lot of changes at that time. 

Cándida Smith: Was the initiative for that coming from Jack Lane, or from the board 
of the museum, or from within SECA itself? 

01-00:44:05 
Bourne: Within SECA. It was a change across the map. Earlier than that time, 

SECA was one of the only auxiliaries. It is the oldest, isn’t it, of the— 

Bishop: The Modern Art Council goes back a little further, but it’s second 
oldest. 
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01-00:44:28 
Bourne: SECA had done a clay show, we had done a photography show. We 

did film, we had a film award. We also had a media award. We had 
some very rigorous juries for all of these things. Then Foto Forum 
started in the eighties. The different auxiliaries came into being. Now, 
there is something that happened when we moved. I was asked to 
make a contribution to the museum, a financial contribution. It was to 
be an endowment for whatever I chose. I chose it to be an endowment 
for the exhibition of Bay Area arts. Aaron Betsky used it fairly often 
for architecture and design. Then in recent years, it hasn’t shown up. 
So it’s part of my quest, is to find out what happened. It needs to still 
be around because it was an endowment for that purpose. What can we 
do about it? It was there as a means of saying the Bay Area produces 
beautiful stuff. 

Cándida Smith: If we could go back to the transition from Henry to Jack. One of the 
issues that emerges in that transition is Henry was perhaps too 
enthusiastic about local art, California art, and Jack was basically 
indifferent. How did that affect what SECA was doing and SECA’s 
place within the museum? 

01-00:47:02 
Bourne: Well, I think it was the time when our position moved from being part 

of the education— I don’t know. Did it ever move out of being part of 
the education department? 

Bishop: It wasn’t part of the education department in my time, so it became, I 
think, officially under development. 

01-00:47:29 
Bourne: That’s when I was recalling it. Some of that had to do with a policy 

change. As far as being enthusiastic about Bay Area, it’s just a hunch, 
but I think that Jack felt that the museum needed to have a larger 
stature or a larger picture in the whole picture of museums in the 
country. Being focused on art of the world rather than Bay Area was a 
good thing. 

Cándida Smith: I know that there were a number of people who left the museum board 
as a result of that shift, and they went over, I guess, to the Fine Arts 
Museums. Rene di Rosa certainly left, and probably that was an 
impetus in his starting his own— 

01-00:48:34 
Bourne: It may have been. 

Cándida Smith: His own preserve, I guess it’s called. 
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01-00:48:37 
Bourne: Hunk Anderson, Hunk and Moo [Harry W. and Mary Margaret 

Anderson], their collection was broader than Bay Area, but they were 
very in favor of Bay Area. I remember some struggles, but the struggle, 
actually, that came up most poignantly in my time of being part of 
SECA was the name, Society for the Encouragement of Contemporary 
Art. Was it appropriate to continue to call it a society? As it started, it 
was that way because you had to be invited and it was a society, so to 
speak. As time changed, it wasn’t that way. Besides, was society 
giving a different image to what it was? It seemed too elitist. Well, in 
some regards, the elitism of it was appropriate because we were 
making selections. But since we were not making final selections for 
the museum, the rigor of what you knew didn’t make so much 
difference. We started looking at different titles for SECA. It was 
during the time I was the chair of the SECA, the second time that this 
came about. After much studying and branding examination, we came 
up with IN/SITE. Well, just after we came up with IN/SITE, I noticed, 
as I was leaving the museum, that there was a car on the street, from 
Toyota or somebody, that was called IN/SITE. I thought, well, okay, 
it’s in the wind. The name is out there. Later, it stopped being Insight 
and went back to SECA again because the members realized that the 
brand of SECA was really well established and society was not a 
stigma.  SECA was established well enough so that they could get past 
the hump of being known as elitist or having any impure intentions.  

Bishop: Agnes, was part of that impulse to find a new name coming from the 
fact that there was another group that wanted to merge with SECA? 

01-00:51:46 
Bourne: Let’s see. There was the contemporary art group— 

Bishop: New Forum. 

01-00:52:01 
Bourne: Oh, yes. I’d forgotten about that.  Yes, that was part of it, too. What 

happened to that? Is there still it?  That was also, I think, at the time 
when we had a magazine. It was called Open. That was David Ross. I 
loved the concept of Open because that’s what we were. We were 
open for it. We want to open doors, we were open for seeing. Give us 
the new stuff.  We want to see what’s going on and respond to it.  

Cándida Smith: You mentioned in ’89, when your husband was chair, that the SECA 
begins to change, in the sense that you now all are expected to make, it 
sounds like, a sizeable financial contribution? 

01-00:52:59 
Bourne: It felt sizeable at the time. You had to be a $500 member or something 

like that, and then the dues were raised. I can’t remember the amount. 
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Previously, you could be a $25 member. You could essentially be like 
I was when I came in. Albeit almost thirty years old, I was still a 
student, and I had a small company. I couldn’t have afforded anything 
bigger. 

Cándida Smith: Did this change the nature of the group, the nature of the conversations 
that were taking place? 

01-00:53:30 
Bourne: The curators began to be the choosers of the exhibition. 

Cándida Smith: Well, technically, that’s supposed not to happen until ’94, ’95. 

01-00:53:49 
Bourne: Well, it took a while.  

Cándida Smith: The last exhibit that the SECA members chose was the Toi Huang. I 
wanted to discuss that transition. In our interview with Gary [Garrels], 
he’s described his perspective on that. Jack discussed it a little bit, 
though he was looking at it somewhat from a distance.  What did that 
mean, about SECA’s relationships to John Caldwell and then to Gary? 

01-00:54:29 
Bourne: Well, everybody loved them. I myself had no problem with it because 

I could see that the museum was taking steps to be a more mature 
museum. If we weren’t going to have trained membership, it wasn’t 
appropriate for us to make final decisions on this. We would learn 
more by having the curators tell us about their thinking, and we could 
get on the inside of their decision making. It would be much more 
helpful for us to not be the final decision makers. It didn’t bother me, 
but there were people who were very bothered by it.  They felt that 
there wasn’t any point in being in SECA anymore because they 
couldn’t have that influence.  

Cándida Smith: As the curators took on a major responsibility, how did the selection 
process change from the point of view of the members? I know you 
would still do the studio visits.  You ceased to have votes? You had a 
discussion and exchange with the curators? 

01-00:55:46 
Bourne: The curators would listen. It wasn’t just, we’re going to do this 

whether you like it or not. There was a lot of exchange of information, 
and a very nice conversation that would occur.  

Cándida Smith: Did you feel that at some points, the curators might have changed their 
opinions, based on the exchange with SECA? 
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01-00:56:13 
Bourne: I thought so. They would get thoughtful contribution, they would get 

input, and maybe they would see it differently. I was basically an 
optimist.  I have no examples for you. 

Cándida Smith: No examples? 

01-00:56:34 
Bourne: No, I can’t think of any. I was trying to remember back. I always 

remember things from who was I married to? What stage of this was I 
in?  What room were we in when we were having these discussions? 
Downstairs in this building, we would meet and sit around the tables 
and discuss. There were people who would get fired up about things, 
but basically, I really appreciated the input.    

Cándida Smith: Well, if we could talk a little bit about the Toi Huang choice. 

01-00:57:27 
Bourne: I’m not sure that I was there for that. I don’t think I was. 

Bishop: John Caldwell had just died, after the studio visits. 

01-00:57:40 
Bourne: I was trying to think, what was I doing? That was the year that I did 

the showcase. I moved into that gigantic house. I was just so 
completely other tracked at that point. I had my office at the Design 
Center, and I was building the company in five different directions at 
the same time. I don’t think I was chair at the time. 

Bishop: Dominique Payo was chair. 

01-00:58:10 
Bourne: Oh, right. Right, right, right. I wasn’t so much a player at that point 

because I was so involved in the other things that I was doing. I 
remember feeling sorry that we had to shift it to every two years 
instead of it being an annual. When did we move over here? 

Bishop: The fall of ’94; we opened in January ’95. Toi Huang was the last one 
in the old building, the last one where the membership made the 
choice. Then it changed when we moved here.  

01-00:59:06 
Bourne: I was pretty aware of everything from’74 until ’94, or maybe ’92. That 

was the last year that was I really invested in it. 

Bishop: You supported wonderful acquisitions. 
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Begin Audio File 2 November 9, 2009 

Bishop: You just mentioned being very involved throughout the time that John 
Beech was one of the Award winners, and when Nayland Blake was 
one of the award winners. Both of those were artists whose work you 
supported for the collection. Do you remember how that came about? 

02-00:00:22 
Bourne: Generally, just as in the case of the Duchamp, when one would find 

that there wasn’t support for something, I would say, okay, fine, I’ll do 
it. Because filling the gap was important for me. If it hadn’t been taken 
care of by somebody else, I would do it. So that was part of it.  I 
appreciated having that opportunity. It was good. 

Bishop: I think since then, we have really worked to bring all of the SECA 
Award winners’ work into the collection. 

02-00:01:12 
Bourne: Oh, good. Yes. 

Bishop: But it wasn’t always happening, necessarily. 

02-00:01:14 
Bourne: No. No. 

Bishop: This is a little off the topic of SECA, but one of the extraordinary gifts 
that you made to the collection was the pair of South China Chairs by 
David Ireland. I wonder if you could just talk about the chairs and that 
gift. We’ll go look at them a little bit, after the interview. 

02-00:01:37 
Bourne: He was a really sweet person.  He represented everything that was me. 

It’s just hard. [pause] That was a great time. It was just amazing. He 
was a Washington kid. I was from Washington state. There were just 
so many connections that we had.  

Bishop: Did you have the chairs at home— 

02-00:02:21 
Bourne: No. 

Bishop: You bought them for the museum? 

02-00:02:23 
Bourne: Paule Anglim had a lot to do with that. I did purchase quite a few of 

his works.  

Cándida Smith: Was SECA, were you personally, involved in the discussions for the 
museum to acquire his home, 500 Capp? 
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02-00:02:45 
Bourne: No, that came a little later than I was involved. At that time, I was just 

a little bit involved, but not a lot.  

This year has been a terrible year of loss.  Lots of people. I can’t get 
used to it. I think that’s one of the reasons I haven’t hung out. I haven’t 
been in San Francisco very much this year, except to take care of 
people that were dying. It’s just like, ach! Is it my age? Is it just 
coincidence? I don’t know. It’s really annoying. You never get used to 
it.  

So anyway, what got me going on this inexorable round was that the 
Santa Barbara Museum of Art has an exhibition going on right now.  
The David Ireland piece that I gave them is up. 

Bishop: What’s that piece? 

02-00:04:11 
Bourne: It was a green cabinet that had, ironically, on top of it, was Roy De 

Forest’s painting that he had thrown away. It was a little, tiny thing, 
one of the very early pieces. David had taken it out of the garbage and 
put it on top.  Both of them are gone, and there’s that piece. My 
grandchildren couldn’t figure out what was the matter with me; I’m 
looking at this thing that looked like it’s just an old green cabinet with 
a silly painting on top.  I’m going, [makes crying sounds; laughs] How 
am I going to explain? Anyhow, so that piece, that green cabinet with 
the little piece on top, was the beginning and the end of everything. 
There it is, in the Santa Barbara Museum. I don’t remember how many 
pieces of David’s that I placed in collections, but there are several 
around the country. Paule Anglim was really at the core of that. She’s 
so great. 

Cándida Smith: How did you come to be involved with the Santa Barbara Museum? 

02-00:05:39 
Bourne: My aunt was one of the founders. So I got to be part of what was going 

on down there. My grandfather lived in Spokane, Washington, and 
Santa Barbara.  She lived there, as well, I guess from about 1940 until 
she died, which was about twenty years ago. I spent lots of time in 
Santa Barbara, and I did things with her with the museum there. They 
were doing a special exhibition on David, and so I gave a piece. But 
yeah, David and I spent a lot of just wonderful time. We used to 
describe ourselves as being two pioneer kids sitting on the back of the 
wagon coming across. We made up a story about who we were when 
the pioneers were coming. [laughs] We fell off, and he went with one 
family, and I went with another. So that’s how we were related.  We 
were very close. This has just been one of those years.  Several people 
are gone. I just had to dodge out. I’m just tickled that the pieces are 
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here.  I get to go down and have a look. I was worried about the house, 
trying to figure out what to do with it. Then again, I love the other 
house that he made, the one that I guess— Is it still being used with 
Ann Hatch? 

Bishop: I don’t know what’s going on with that one. 

02-00:08:17 
Bourne: The metal one. 

Bishop: I’m not sure what the current status of that is. 

02-00:08:21 
Bourne: I love that. I learned a lot from David on that one, about looking out 

and in, and little moments. 

Cándida Smith: You have been involved with contemporary art for forty years now? 

02-00:08:39 
Bourne: At least. 

Cándida Smith: When you talk about David, of course, it’s a generational moment. It’s 
like that’s a way in which he—and I’m sure Roy De Forest and a few 
others—expressed an experience that you really understand. I wonder 
if you could, for people of the future, to help them understand, what 
was special about that particular generation, from the people who 
preceded them and the people who followed. There’s great artists in 
the whole time, but that particular generation really sets off your 
Geiger counter.  

02-00:09:32 
Bourne: We weren’t exactly children of the sixties, but we were participants!  

Rock and roll was basic to our DNA. Also Vietnam. The world picture 
was, in some regards, outrageous. It was like, well, what do you 
mean!!? We got through with the Second World War, we set up the 
United Nations—this junk was not supposed to happen anymore. We 
were supposed to stop fighting. There were connections that we all had 
with humans all around the world that we felt comfortable with, but 
there were people that still insisted on fighting. I know that that was 
part of our discussions at times when we would have coffee or get 
together. There just seemed to be a need to express love deeply—for 
our world, our planet.  In 1970, we had Earth Week. We became aware 
that we were draining our resources.  We tried to stop it. We were all 
part of that. There was reverence for the past, and a little bit of fantasy, 
and some outrage. Mr. Unnatural showed up. What was that about? It 
was before computers. The conversations didn’t have anything to do 
with the internet when we were stirring around. What was 
performance art, anyway? That was there. It was an invitation to be an 
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artist and not have to put a boundary on it. I can imagine now, looking 
at the Bloomsbury Group, their reaction to Victorian living, maybe our 
reaction was railing against a promise that we thought we’d gotten 
about world peace. We all went around like this. We burned our bras. 

Cándida Smith: But always with a sense of humor, rather than anger, in terms of the 
artists that you’re talking about. 

02-00:13:01 
Bourne: Because of love. We did it for that. First there was an anger about 

betrayal, but then it was just love. That was at the core of it.  Anyway, 
that’s my take. 

Cándida Smith: In a couple of the interviews, some of the curators have said there’s a 
special moment for them when they saw the art of their generation. 
Today, looking at younger artists, they sometimes have a difficult time 
understanding what they’re doing. They can appreciate, they can see 
quality, but it’s not moving them in the same way. In a sense, it’s like, 
now’s the time for a younger generation of curators to take over the 
torch of contemporary art. I wonder if for you, as you continued to be 
involved in SECA, if there were generational shifts that you had 
trouble understanding as you kept seeing younger and younger artists. 
Their ages might have stayed the same, but they were getting younger 
and younger relative to you and your group. 

02-00:14:22 
Bourne: There were things that showed up that I couldn’t understand as having 

beauty. So I went into a period of time of trying to define, What was 
beauty, anyway? Where did it belong in art? Where did art belong in 
the whole picture of things? Were we not all artists? Aren’t my clients 
artists, too? Why do we need to have a look at some dead something or 
other? What’s the purpose of poop? Of course, I taught some classes 
where the students came forward with their annual poop contribution.  
Always the body function somehow would come into it. It was like, 
can’t we get over this? Please! I see nothing beautiful in this. Not like 
I’m stuck up, it’s just that I just don’t get it.  Oh, well.  

Cándida Smith: Were you affected by the feminist movement? 

02-00:15:45 
Bourne: It was annoying, actually, because I did what I wanted to do, anyway. 

It still bothers me a little bit. Even though I went to Mills College, and 
my mother went to Wellesley, and I was all for women having a say.  I 
had my say. I did my thing. If I came up against people saying, you 
can’t do this because you’re a woman, I’d say, phooey to that. I’m just 
doing my thing. For me, the feminist movement didn’t matter so much, 
but I could see how people needed it. I can see how, worldwide, it is 
absolutely needed. Women need to be liberated from traditions that 
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keep them from having self-expression and from being leaders. How 
odd it is that women show up as leaders in various countries where 
you just couldn’t imagine it would happen.  How does that happen? 
Then you begin to realize that it must be something about 
reincarnation, that gender makes no difference, it just has to do with 
your mojo. 

Cándida Smith: I asked, in part, because I think SECA’s one of the places in the 
museum where you’re going to be encountering, as part of what you’re 
doing, feminist art, cultural nationalist art, queer art, the nub and the 
essence of the identity politics as it gets expressed in the art world—
and how you as one SECA member, but also as SECA in general, how 
you approach that work, as opposed to other kinds of work that you 
could also support. 

02-00:17:48 
Bourne: I found that I was, and still am, representing my personal view. As 

much as I wanted to say, this is a SECA view, I would not be able to 
do that. All through my career as a designer and my life looking at life, 
I have always searched for the universal personal, not the identity of 
singular groups. I find that when I operate out of the universal personal, 
it opens up the doors to understanding, love, and communication that’s 
much greater than from identity. I lived on the outside of those 
questions. I would look at something like a gay issue or a feminist 
issue, and I would say to myself, what is in common with all of these 
things? What this group is saying is just their personal thing, but where 
is it in the other group? Where do these ideas melt away and you can 
get to the universal stuff. Everything you think is just you is not just 
you. I’m always tickled when I’m having a conversation with 
somebody and they say, well, this is just my point of view, when I 
know very well I have heard it a whole bunch of times from a whole 
bunch of other people that they don’t know. Sometimes I’ll say, what 
if you found out that it was the opinion or the position of lots of people? 
Would that be okay? Is the identity the thing? Or is it the thing? So 
that was always my view. What’s the thread?  

Cándida Smith: So as you looked at the art, you were trying to feel what resonated 
with you as an individual that you thought would resonate with other 
people? 

02-00:20:28 
Bourne: If I got something out of this, if I got a certain thing out of it, I 

wondered who else was getting that? Are we tied into one idea? Why 
not?  

Cándida Smith: You were also part of the A&D forum, the Architecture and Design 
Forum. You were probably one of the founding members? 
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02-00:21:23 
Bourne: I introduced— 

Bishop: Aaron? 

02-00:21:31 
Bourne: No. 

Cándida Smith: Paolo? 

02-00:21:33 
Bourne: Mm-hm [affirmative]. 

Cándida Smith: To Jack Lane? 

02-00:21:36 
Bourne: No, to the membership. You know, drum roll, and it’s now my great 

pleasure to introduce—  

Cándida Smith: Had you known Paolo before he came? 

02-00:21:46 
Bourne: No. 

Cándida Smith: You had nothing to do with his hiring? 

02-00:21:49 
Bourne: No. I didn’t.  

Bishop: But when you say that you introduced him to the membership, do you 
mean to the membership of SECA or membership of— 

02-00:21:59 
Bourne: Of the museum.  In the old building. Then he asked for a chair of mine 

that I gave to the collection, that’s someplace in mothballs. I was so 
pleased. He was making a point of collecting design from the Bay 
Area. I really appreciated that that was how it started. I wasn’t sure 
whether he was just thinking that it would be the best way to start a 
collection, do it locally with the funding that was available at the time, 
which perhaps wasn’t much. I remember bringing the chair over to the 
old building, and it was put on the freight elevator and it went down. It 
was like, bye-bye, chair. See you sometime. But quite a few artists that 
I had in my studio are part of the collection, which was very nice, to 
have that happen. 

Cándida Smith: Did you have any hopes for the architecture and design program, once 
it got started? Did you share a vision with the curators? 
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02-00:23:18 
Bourne: Perhaps I did. I felt that by establishing this department, that we could 

say architecture and design in the Bay Area is extremely important.  It 
has a voice, and it has something to offer in the bigger picture. By 
having it, we could invite people from other parts of the country and 
the world to participate. If we didn’t have that, we wouldn’t have the 
hospitality. We wouldn’t be able to have that ongoing conversation. 
With the strength of what was being made here, it definitely had to 
happen. That was at the time, also when the Aspen Design Conference, 
International Design Conference, was still going on. That was an 
important thing in the West. It started in the fifties and was still 
underway at that time. 

Cándida Smith: What did you think of “Visionary San Francisco,” which was 
apparently controversial at the time? 

Bishop: Do you remember the show? 

02-00:24:41 
Bourne: I do, kind of. I’m just thinking. I don’t know. 

Bishop: Do you want to take a look at the catalog to refresh your memory? 

02-00:24:53 
Bourne: Yeah, maybe I could. 

Bishop: It’s right here. 

02-00:24:55 
Bourne: I had some other things that I was thinking about, about SECA policies.  

I remember when I was head of it, I wanted to be sure that we had 
enough funds in our savings account to run SECA for a year if no one 
contributed. 

Bishop: Agnes, are you speaking of your first round? 

02-00:25:26 
Bourne: No, this was the second.  And that the education program of SECA 

was a mandatory thing; absolutely had to happen.  People had to attend, 
or they shouldn’t put themselves on the bus to go look at art. The 
attendance of the studio visits was also mandatory. There was no 
possibility that you could offer opinions, if you hadn’t experienced it. 
Oh, yes. We had an annual dinner every year, which was lots of fun, 
and we usually had that at the City Club, as I recall. Our searches for 
art went as far north as Sacramento and as far south as San Jose, for 
the exhibition, for the award. We continued to have those meetings in 
houses and homes. We had a chairman. That was a person with a 
station wagon, who could pick up folding chairs and take them.  
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Bishop: Agnes, I’m glad you mentioned the savings account, because I 
remember there was a moment when the development department 
decided, maybe in conjunction with finance, that the auxiliaries 
weren’t meant to carry over their savings. 

02-00:27:00 
Bourne: That’s right. That was awful. 

Bishop: It was awful, but what ended up happening is that SECA was allowed 
to put the money into the acquisitions fund. 

02-00:27:14 
Bourne: That’s right. That’s right. 

Bishop: So rather than having it be absorbed by the operating budget, which is 
I think probably what the development and finance departments would 
have wanted to have happen to that money, we were able to put it into 
an acquisitions fund.  I don’t know if you remember anything about 
that. 

02-00:27:29 
Bourne: I do. I do. I do. I remember hours of discussion. Argument.  

Bishop: A lot of great works have entered the collection because of that. 

02-00:27:39 
Bourne: It’s true, but it was difficult to work that way, in a way, because there 

was no incentive to save. That bothered me a lot. I couldn’t run my 
business without having at least six months of operating stowed away 
in the bank that I could count on. I didn’t see why we shouldn’t have 
that for our auxiliary. It gives people the incentive to watch the money. 
Oh, by the way, besides having chairs, we had liquor.  Do you 
remember that? 

Bishop: I think I was too young to drink. 

02-00:28:28 
Bourne: We had a full bar that we dragged around with us to every meeting.  

Bishop: That’s before my time.  

02-00:28:35 
Bourne: A bartender, who was actually O.J. Simpson’s father. 

Bishop: You’re kidding. 

02-00:28:41 
Bourne: This was way back. So yes, I decided when I became part of the 

organization, the best way I was going to get to know the members 
was to be the assistant bartender. I knew nothing about anything but 



 26

wine in those days, anyway. I still don’t, really. So it was very funny. I 
kept a list of what all the members drank, so that when they would 
show up, as I got to know them, I could just offer them what they were 
looking for. See, it was very social. Very congenial. But that went 
away after a while. I think Lydia Titcomb still has the chairs. She may 
still have the booze, too. Who knows? Or maybe Bob Cronholm has 
them. He had his eightieth birthday this year.  He was chair of it in the 
very beginning. 

Cándida Smith: When you joined, or even before you? 

02-00:29:45 
Bourne: Before. And Mary Keesling was, of course, part of it. 

Cándida Smith: You talked about in ’94, ’95, you were probably so focused on your 
business you didn’t have time to concentrate on SECA. Was the 
membership floating in and out, depending on their personal 
circumstances? Or was there a constant core group? 

02-00:30:12 
Bourne: There was a core group. About that time, though, I think, it started to 

change. Do you remember?  But people tended to stay with it. Once 
they were in it, they stayed with it. I think that the upheaval times 
where when we changed from making the decision to having curators 
do that. Now, in my mind, that was the biggest shift. 

Cándida Smith: Some people obviously, like you, went along with that as being 
perfectly fine. 

 [interruption] 

02-00:32:08 
Bourne: When Jim and I got married, we asked that people send a gift to 

making a purchase for the museum. We didn’t need anything.  We 
were married in ’86, something like that. I can’t remember.  

Cándida Smith: Ingo Maurer seems to be someone you gave a lot of work. 

02-00:33:44 
Bourne: First of all, it was cheap. Secondly, I just love his work. It was part of 

the architecture and design collection.  

Bishop: Were these the [Timothy] Pflueger drawings?  That was really an 
important gift. 

02-00:34:23 
Bourne: That was because my policy was to ask the curators, tell me something, 

What do you want? Find something. That was always the great thing, 
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was that you’d tell the curator, I have got this amount of money, what 
can we do? 

Bishop: You and Phyllis Wattis!  

Bishop: What about the Manuel Neri piece? That’s an important piece, the 
double figure. 

02-00:35:26 
Bourne: Oh. Oh! I’d forgotten all about that. Mary and Julia. That happened 

way back. ’79. Let’s see, where was I living? I had a piece myself, and 
my mother used to hang her coat on it. She said, “Well, it’s pink. It 
should fit.” Because it was a plaster piece with pink paint on it. She 
wasn’t sure of my taste in art. I don’t remember how that came about, 
but I think it was because of Paule Anglim. I had a deal with her, too. 
She knew what I liked, and if there were a museum someplace that 
needed something, maybe I could do something. And Deborah 
Butterfield, I was able to place a big red horse at the Metropolitan 
[Museum of Art], through Paule and Deborah, way back. Those 
partnerships are really pretty fun. 

Bishop: Very productive. 

02-00:36:43 
Bourne: Thank you for mentioning that. I had forgotten that. I think David 

Bottini, that one was the same. Nayland Blake, maybe her connection 
was with that one, as well. And John Beech.  

Bishop: Knowing you over a number of years and having visited a couple of 
your houses, if not a few, I think— No, it must be a few, because at 
least two places in San Francisco, and then your loft in New York. 

02-00:37:15 
Bourne: Oh, right. You guys came. 

Bishop: When SECA came to visit. 

02-00:37:17 
Bourne: That’s right. Right. 

Bishop: But I think of you as such a color person. I wonder if that might have 
been another point of connection with Henry [Hopkins] and with Bay 
Area art during his era. When I think of his period, I think color. When 
I think of you, I think of color. 

02-00:37:40 
Bourne: Well, that’s appropriate, totally. I studied with Rudolph Schaeffer in 

San Francisco here, the Schaeffer School.  Rudolph ran that school 
until he was 102. Then we tried to keep it going after that, but we 
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couldn’t do it. He was a colorist and an experiential person. Right at 
the heart of everything that I do is color. It’s about arrangement, about 
relationship, about the void, about the in between. The Bay Area was 
very special with color. Joan Brown used to talk about the quality of 
light here and how it had reminiscence of the Mediterranean, for 
instance. My furniture that I have designed over the year has all been 
based on color, the amount of it, and the relationships of colors to 
colors. I designed a line of furniture for Federated Stores that was done 
so that the way the fabrics and the colors for the wood all this stuff, the 
way it was organized, you didn’t have to know anything. You just 
could point and take this, this, this, and this, and it would all work. 
Because they were analogous colors, they were colors that had a little 
bit of every other color in them.  I also taught a course called Color as 
Language at CCA [California College of Art], and at Stanford 
[University] and at the Art Institute.  But of course, then there’s what 
David did; it wasn’t always about color, it was about relationship. 

Bishop: David Ireland? 

02-00:39:52 
Bourne: Yeah.  

Bishop: Did I tell you? We were talking to his daughter about trying to identify 
color to use as part of the décor for his memorial. She said, “I really 
think of him as more of a texture guy.” 

02-00:40:10 
Bourne: Yes. It’s true. Texture and relationship. Memory. 

Bishop: Of course, there’s the Yves Klein blue that figures into his work. 

02-00:40:22 
Bourne: Oh, yeah. Yeah. I think, then again, that green cabinet was— But that 

was part of the house. So much transparency. Yeah. 

Cándida Smith: Were you involved, was SECA involved with the fiftieth anniversary 
show, the 1985 show? If so, what was your contribution to that? 

02-00:40:54 
Bourne: It’s a good question. I remember it more from Henry giving me the 

drawing. Henry Hopkins had given me his drawing. I must have been 
the SECA chair at that time, that first time. I don’t remember what I 
did.  

Cándida Smith: For the opening of the new building, did SECA gear up? 

02-00:41:19 
Bourne: I know why I can’t remember is because I was madly in love, and I 

wasn’t paying attention to anything. 
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Cándida Smith: Ah, yes. Well. 

02-00:41:24 
Bourne: Jim and I were moving to town. Sorry.  

Cándida Smith: No, that’s not a sorry, that’s part of the story. 

02-00:41:36 
Bourne: But that year was when we did move. We moved from the East Bay to 

a house in Pacific Heights. We completely redid it, and it was finished 
two days before our wedding. So it was a busy time. 

Cándida Smith: What about the move into this building, the [Mario] Botta building? 
How did SECA prepare for that? What were you guys charged to do? 

02-00:42:07 
Bourne: Well, there’s one little memory. We boxed up all of our stuff and put it 

in storage, and we didn’t find it again. Buck was the historian for 
SECA for quite a while. We had boxes of memorabilia. When we 
moved over, it just disappeared. I don’t know if it was ever found. 
What can I say about our move, though? Because by then, we were 
doing every other year, weren’t we? 

Bishop: Right, so there wasn’t an art award that first year. It was the following 
year. 

02-00:42:52 
Bourne: We didn’t have an introduction exhibition here. But I remember the 

Barry McGee installation.  

Bishop: And SECA bought a work of art in honor of the new building. Do you 
remember that? 

02-00:43:20 
Bourne: Oh. Yes, I do. Oh, good, good. 

Bishop: Was that David Berg? That’s what’s jumping to my head, but I don’t 
know. 

02-00:43:30 
Bourne: I don’t know. I don’t know. When we moved over, that was when I 

started the fund for the exhibition of Bay Area arts.  

Bishop: I remember we did that fantastic show, “Art From Around the Bay,” 
that had the entire David Cannon Dashiell installation as part of it. 
That was sponsored by that fund. 

02-00:43:53 
Bourne: That was fun. There’s so much to remember. 
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Bishop: A lot of SECA Award winners in that show.  

02-00:44:04 
Bourne: That was great. Yeah. 

Bishop: One of the things that I just wanted to point out that, to me as a curator, 
has been such a benefit of that process is that not only do we identify 
and celebrate and exhibit the award winners, but it’s this incredible 
introduction to so many other artists’ work. Many of those artists have 
also become part of the program in one way or another, whether they 
were actual award winners or not. 

02-00:44:34 
Bourne: I think it’s an amazing organization. I remember at one point, we were 

looking to see what other museums had, organizations like this. It 
seems to me there weren’t many, if at all. Do you recall? 

Bishop: No, I think it’s quite singular in allowing the access to the studios that 
it does. 

02-00:45:03 
Bourne: What you’re speaking of in the way of introducing artists who did not 

become the finalists, but who became known to the collectors and 
known to the community through this process, this is one of the points 
that I liked a lot about SECA.  It had an integrity of purpose. 
Everything was about the emerging artist. It was all weighed against 
that. The shows, the visits, the conversations, the encouragement to 
collect the work, to share it—it was all about that one thing, the 
importance of emerging.  

Bishop: It’s made a difference. Really made a difference. 

02-00:46:07 
Bourne: It made a difference to all of us. You could see yourself doing the 

same. The members. The artists, the members, the community, the 
works. It’s all about that. New stuff.  

[End of Interview] 
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