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As an artist, Dorothy Gillespie shapes sculp- e Y 2 .- _ oy -rn- T e
tures. As a caring and committed person, she ) 2 |
shapeslives. !

N

Radford University, which now honors Gil- : | N (1] i | /- X | Bt \ f o i | u——,_}_ ‘Iﬁ\ﬂ _"\md e

lespie with this publication, has been the privi-
leged recipient of her generous spirit, both as
an artist and as an arts advocate. Her paintings
and sculptures enliven our campus, and her
dedicated teaching has touched many.

Gillespie began Radford University’'s now
well-established permanent collection by tak-
ingan“artvan” to her friends’ studios to collect
pieces from the many prominentartists.Asshe
puts it, “I think permanent collections are im-
portant,and Ilike tostart things.”

That simple statement reveals much about
this dedicated artist. Gillespie shares her con-
siderable energy and expertise without reser-
vation, enriching the world through artand ed-
ucation. Her vision extends beyond the present
to the future, enabling her to transcend mo-
mentary distractions and reach deeper, to art’s
basic elements. Rather than following fads, she
blazes trails.

Whetherornottheyrealizeit,artists through
the ages will owe much to Gillespie. She was
among those who transformed the art world,
opening doors for women artists. She forged
herownstyle,expressing avisiontowhich peo-
ple responded, visually and viscerally. She pio-
neered many collaborative efforts.And through
itall, she has consistently been a beacon of the
bestofhumanity,both as anindividual andasa

personwho willleave avalu able artisticlegacy.

Douglas Covington, Ph.D. ;
President, Radford University ! ( | e\ . ‘ I\ | bl

e \m‘" ;'_;‘i:‘; u‘

L

Royal Concerto I, 1992, enamel on
aluminum, 64" x 80" x 10"




Foreword

It may seem a simple truism that an artist’s work resides
in the achievement of material objects as works of artand
in an identity, a personality, or a self as represented in the
body of the work when viewed over a period of time. Too
often, however, we see myopically only that which is im-
mediately in front of us. Dorothy Gillespie’s art tests the
truism, so clearly defined is the character of her works of
art and so committed, too, the character and integrity of
the artist through the course of the work. As we are partic-
ularly drawn to artists just now who consider the condi-
tions of moral art in this time, not in massive matters of
honor, but in the smaller discourses about truth in our
history and truth in our time, the example of Gillespie be-
comes particularly pointed and especially important.

Gillespie once said, “Inever teachreligion or politics.” In
this avowal, she is specifically right, but demonstrably
wrong as well. For Gillespie’s artis a comprehensive vision
of the rightness of making art and the justice of ideas sur-
rounding art. Her art and her art world are a moral uni-
verse, a place wherein the promptings of feminism in the
1970s have been sustained in both an individual growth
and a collective conviction, a civic spirit thatis rare in con-
temporary art.

In the 1970s, Gillespie was asked by the New School for
Social Research to create a pioneering course she called
“Functioning in the Art World,” initially taughtin collabo-
ration with the late Alice Baber. Its objective was compre-
hension of how the art world works, an intellectual and
emotional attainmentin seeing how the system oneis en-
gaged in actually operates. Many art schools and related
institutions came to offer corresponding courses, though
more often oriented by title and content to the “business
of art” or “making it in the art world.” Once asked if her
courseaddressed “makingit,” Gillespie candidly admitted
that it did not and suggested that her approach was per-
sonal understanding, not some external standard of suc-
cess. Two decades ago, few saw Gillespie’s motives and
enterprise as clearly as she. The College Art Association of-
fered a panel in the late 1970s on “making it” in the art

. world, and Gillespie was rightly indignant. Her ideas had

been subverted in a way so deeply pernicious that we are
only now coming togrips with thedamagewehavealldone
t0 a world we cherish in allowing ourselves to be part of

the business and commercializing mechanisms of a new,

more cynical, crasser artscene.

Richard Martin

She expanded on her original concept with an annual
workshop at the New School and once at the Maryland
Institute, College of Art (her alma mater), called “Art and
the Community.” The workshop was a sublime expres-
sion of faith in the world of art as a single community,
surpassingboundaries among curators, collectors, artists,
art handlers, dealers, advisers, and many more. There
were always a few who attended for the purpose of “get-
ting ahead,” but Gillespie’s vision was steadfastly on get-
ting knowledge, getting to know some people, and getting
toknow how other people viewed art.

In retrospect, “Art and the Community” was one of the
last idealistic convergences in the New York art world.
In the demise of her workshop and its almost Bauhaus-
theoretical conviction, what has followed is another kind
of art world and another prevailing view. As Dan Cameron
has rightly argued in the New Art Examiner (October 1987),
“hype” is an inevitable presence in contemporary art and
art culture. That it may or may not vitiate the art and the
system that fosters art remains to be seen, but the change
in values that places the names of the collectors on all art
world lips even before the names of the artists is a signifi-
cantshift. Contemporary artmust-and will,Iam certain-
finally be seen beyond the current hype and the obsessive
interest in the conditions of the marketplace and collect-
ing. Gillespie’s “Art and the Community” can be seen only
as one of the last great art-world bulwarks against the
world of over-assessed values and hyperbole in our cur-
rentart.

Today, “community” is an awkward word for the world
of art, perhaps too redolent of ideas of civic virtue or those
senses of community invoked at the end of the Second
World War, when Franklin D. Roosevelt exhorted Ameri-
cans to become “members of the human community” and
Robert Maynard Hutchins responded to the threat of the
atomicbomb by invoking a“world community” as the only
meanstosurvival.Intheebband flowof thevalues tangent
to art, Gillespie’s “Art and the Community” workshops
continued into the early 1980s, but a sea-change was al-
ready contributing to their cessation. What Gillespie had
sought in deep knowledge rather than easy success, in
community rather than commercialism, had lost its mo-
ment.Ithasnotlostits value.

When Gillespie says that she does not teach religion or
politics, she fails to mention that she teaches a kind of



moral politics about art and its conditions. She insists on
the possibility of women artists and women’s issues; the
education of artists as evident in her participation in the
Governor’s summer program in art at Radford University
inVirginia; the dissemination of art and its information to
and from New York even as her travels demand unrelent-
ing hard work away from the studio and the hard work of
returning immediately to her own art; the possibilities of
art for enlightenment, therapy, and joy; and the achieve-
ment of dialogue among the parties involved with con-
temporary artand arthistory.

Indefatigable as ajuror, unceasingas an artist, friend to
countless curators, critics, historians,and artists, Gillespie
is the embodiment of a civic and moral spirit in contempo-
rary art. She used to respond, when asked about the com-
mon ground of the lawyers, curators, artists, dealers, and
collectors she would convene for a morning or afternoon,
thatall of them“love art.” She resisted a cynical view of the
dealer,a commerce in art-as-investmenton thepartofthe
collectors, or superficial fashionability on the part of cura-
tors.In defining the artworld as a partof artvalues andofa
covenant with art as much as with one another, Gillespie
offered apassionateidealismin“Artand the Community.”
Few who participated can forget their involvement, even
more so for the changes in art-world principles and inter-
ests since the “Art and Community” series ended. None-
theless, the conditions of her own art have remained
unchanged for several decades, suggesting a like set of
values. The integrity of the work, meaning its continuity

as a whole and its moral wholeness, has stayed and flour-
ished.

Gillespie likes to describe her process of making her pa-
perpieces, whichareformed while wetwith waterand pig-
ment: “They bloom just a little.” So, too, Gillespie’s art. At
first glance, it might seem that Gillespie’s art is of several
incompatible styles - abstract painting into sculpture to
representational painting - but the styles are reconciled
by theiridealism and their convincing compatibility in Gil-
lespie’s development. Moreover, while Gillespie’s art and
accomplishments seem to be so much about art-world
values, one of their strengths is that she transcends the art
world to address others. Working in performance art in
the 1960s and early 1970s, Gillespie created circumstances
and objects,many of which demonstrated responsiveness
to the viewer. For example, an exhibition in 1966 at the
Gertrude Stein Gallery was summarized by Gillespie as
“the audience was the show.” Gillespie played the role of
interlocutor and psychologist in basing the exhibition on

devices of the flag and Americana. But her conclusion is
overly deferential.Indeed, if Gillespie’s show, U.S.,isreally
only the audience, then Jasper Johns’s Flag is also only the
spectator, as any major work of art offering multiple read-
ings mightbe. Gillespieinvited the audience to participate
and valued their participation and their responses, but the
artwas undeniably Gillespie’s.
A John Philip Sousa room with Mylar stars invoked all
the senses as well as patriotic fervor; a room filled with
flag variations required a viewer’s participation and a
room with two videos and the incessant playing of all-
news radio promising up-to-the-minute news played in
this third room. Playing with both art as a permanent im-
age and the immediacy of current events (as does Johns’s
Flags), Gillespie opened up post-Vietnam ideas of Ameri-
can community and values. In her claim not to address
politics, Gillespie considers that this exhibition was not
politically prompted. Her distinction is, however, not cor-
rect. There are healing politics, there is a moral statement,
and there is a new beginning in what Gillespie offers. That
new beginning could serve the spectator to reexamine
the meaning of patriotic images as well as the meaning
of America, butit was also a watershed work for Gillespie,
bringing her performance artto the moral planewhereshe
was likewise confronting issues of the women’s move-
ment.

Gillespie’s piece for the 1973 group show Erotic Garden
was likewise a work of moral dimension and of the parti-
cipation of the spectator. Once again, Gillespieengaged the
spectator by soliciting him or her to use knowledge or in-
formation of a basic kind to become engaged in the work.
While Gillespie claims she “did it instinctively,” the Erotic
Garden work is exemplary of Gillespie’s art and convic-
tions. That is, it is based on knowledge and it promotes a
new collective knowing. Gillespie offered flowers and veg-
etables for association with gender with the rather pre-
dictable results of women associated with tomatoes and
men linked with cucumbers. Sounds were also gender-
selected with options of boat whistles, trains, and lions’
roars among others, and Gillespie tabulated results from
the spectators’ participation to see that men preferred
thunder and rain whereas women most wanted to hear
the surf. Most erotic flowers were selected, a process that

anticipates Gillespie’s 1980s works that implicitly speak
of flowers as organic forms. The spectator could feel that
he or she was participating in a game (later on, Gillespie
would participateinthe Games showof1974-75andcreate
awittyand challengingwomen’sart crossword puzzle)but

also realize that he or she was sharing with others in that
game and in the assignment of values to bodies, flowers,
sounds, and thelike.

Inthe probing ofinformation thatJoseph Kosuth,Robert
Morris, and others made in the 1960s and 1970s, we have
a natural kinship to what Gillespie was proposing in
the same period. Surely in part because they are the work
of a male artist devoted
to male-oriented themes,
we all know Morris’ I-Box
or Litanies, but few have
acknowledged Gillespie’s
Erotic Garden as a work in
which ideas are generated
by the seeming disavowal

of aesthetic experience

only to return us to the es-
sential role of the aesthetic
experience as an idea. Fur-
thermore, Gillespie made
her work provisionally and
spiritually, not dogmatical-
ly and notpermanently. Her
questioning of the specta-
torled to aresultother than
that with which she began.
Her scientism did not sup-
posethatshehadallthean-
swers; she posed and ques-
tioned and allowed the an-
swers to happen.

In this, we have the dis-
crepancies between Gillespie and the male artists. Gilles-
piedid notseek her answers from a highsemantics and as-
sumptions of philosophical speculation; she sought her
answers in common knowledge, in the joys and sense of
the spectators. Her results arise from the everyday and be-
| come symbolicasopposedtotheresultsofothersthathave
tl}eir originsinassumptions of the symbolicand aesthetic.
Picking sensations is an idea we would more frequently
: associate with a children’s museum than with the rarefied
;ai‘!sthetic experience of adults, but in that assumption,
Gillespie drives home her strong sense of art and its com-
Mmunity.

. Atthe same time, having allowed such participation to
@eﬁne art, her “content” is gender. Once again, Gillespie’s
’ork canonlybegintobeassessed with fullclarity decades

ter. H g
€r concern in the women’s movement was with

women’s rights and women’s art, but not, despite her
founding and sustained participation in the Women’s
Interart Center in New York City, with women alone. Gen-
der or difference, the issue that now animates much of the
academic discourse in women'’s studies according to Ca-
therine Stimpson and others, was the essential question
of Gillespie’s work. Men perceiving women and vice versa
as well as women seeing
themselves and men see-
ingthemselvesinreference
to objects and sensations
is a statement beyond the
women’s movementin any
parochial form.
The women’s movement
in art is an important fac-
tor in Gillespie’s work even
as she has conscientiously
never sought to exploit her
work in the movement for
personal benefit. Gillespie
sees her works on paper
as especially indebted to
the women’s movement
not only for the simplistic
sense of paper being an
available medium to wom-
en and resembling or ex-
tending the decorum of
women allowed to be illus-
trators or genteel watercol-
orists (in fact, extending
dainty watercolors to 12-footrolls of paper), butalsofor the
adventures of putting together shows of women’s work as
they mighttravel around the country by quick and efficient
cargo services. Her own idea for a 1976 exhibition at New
York University, moreinformal than her other works previ-
ously shown there, was rolls and rolls of paper unfurled
and creating a colorful and exuberantspace ata minimum
of cost.Ashermetal sculptures manifestadefianceof grav-
ity,seemingtocurlon unseentrampolinesoflegerdemain,
her paper pieces extend the ideas of a floating sculpture.
Gillespie coyly points out thatthe NYU students welcomed
a show on paper that could be taken down on the Friday
preceding a planned Saturday night rock concert (and, for
Gillespie, easily transported to the Jersey City Art Museum
for another show). But Gillespie again invests the circum-
stances with great value and depreciates the innovation



and imagination of the art. To be sure, she insists on guid-
ingher own artistic career and takes pridein exhibition di-
rection of many of her own shows, but that role in the art
community does then have a direct feedback into the
character of the art. An artist who passes up a show be-
cause he or she would be obligated to move itoutinaday
in order to accommodate a rock concert misses the oppor-
tunity that Gillespie seizes, both for the exhibition and for
the creativity of her work.

Gillespie cites the formative influence of the Atelier 17
printmaking studio, with its ethos of never quite complet-
ing, always experimenting inthe matter of makingart. Gil-
lespie has therefore spoken of the artist making her or his
world anew in the manner of stepping off the edge of the
world into a vast uncertainty with every gesture and with
every mandate of being an artist. Art as an experiment is
also a concept perhaps outof favor over thepastfewyears,
when certainty prevailed among an elite group ofartists of
apparentsuccess.Likethe results of her Erotic Garden, the
factor of the uncertain, the yet-to-be-proved is ever strong
in Gillespie’s art.Itis evidentin the unceasing experimen-
tation she brings to the color, materials, and form of the
paintings and sculptures of the past two decades that
make up the centerpiece of this monograph. Her sculptur-
al color, once hard-edged, has become blurred and softly
diffused. Her materials vary at one time from aluminum
to paper and her contexts from the decors she has done
for the Cleveland Ballet to indoor works, portable pieces,
and large-scale outdoor sculptures. Her forms are neces-
sarily uncertain in their flowing penetration into space,
tentacles curling outward from a center. One more crimp
creates another sculpture; another twist resolves a matter
of form so deftly that one realizes her gift for composition.

Has Gillespie, then, moved in this body of work away
from involvement of the spectator that is her surrogate
for the community, her expression of the engaged art?

I0

No. On the contrary, she has created abody of highly sug-
gestive works that moves across all patterns of resem-
blance and expectation asif to provide us with thereading
of our minds and senses as clearly as her experimental
involvement of the viewer in the pieces of the early 1970s.
The sculptures are sea creatures, dancers, polychromed
and playful spiders, meteorites, chrysanthemums, sculp-
tures, cartoon octopuses plus extra legs, and all that one
can think of, They recognize so much that is familiar and
suggestive and they transform it into art. Their reading
in architectural installations creates a perfect interstice
between architecture and animation, creating a free flow
and joyous balance between the wall as structure and
a climbing, alternatively cascading disassembly of the
architecture. As much as ever, Gillespie’s art encourages
the viewer to see options. Those options may seem to be
the wonders of the spectator’s imagination, but they exist
in the art of Gillespie.

When Gillespie saw the great Picasso retrospective at
the Museum of Modern Art, she returned to her work em-
pathetic to the pain and anguish of an artist who was con-
stantly experimenting, never satisfied, always question-
ing. Her own work has those characteristics. To this day
she maintains a steadfast and enlightened view of the
community of art, and she is an exemplary citizen in that
community.Atthe same time, sheisan artistwho engages
the community of art and the spectator not only in her
worldly ventures, but also in an invitation to enter into a
world of beautiful objects. Her good citizenship has never
contradicted her artistic originality. Her arthas neverbeen
banalpolemics.Indeed,when Gillespiesays,“Inever teach
religion or politics,” she is right only in a literal sense.
Dorothy Gillespie’s work and her life teach all of us a spirit
about art and a moral principle about the community of
artthat are the mostimportantand most precious lessons
onecanlearn.
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Return from the Journey, 1978, acrylic on canvas, 60" x 60"
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Shadows of the Evening Clouds, 1979, acrylic on canvas, 56"x 59"
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Rearrangement, 1981, enamel on aluminum, 87 4
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Conjured Image #2, 1982, enamel on aluminum, 74" x 25" x 30"
Conjured Image #1, 1982, enamel on aluminum, 82" x 33" x 30"

Conjured Image #3, 1982, enamel on aluminum, 79" x 30" x 30"
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Festival Concerto, 1982, enamel on aluminum, 43" x 46" x 8"
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Conjured Image, 1984, enamel on aluminum, 42" x 33" x 30"
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Ballet Royale, 1985, enamel on aluminum, 58" x 16" x 3
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Encounter with a Distant Past, 1985, enamel on aluminum, 59" x 46" x 6"
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Night at the Fair, 1986, silk screen on aluminum, 36" x 20" x 8"
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Rain Dance II, 1987, enamel on aluminum, 77%," x 29"

32




Rain Dance1l, 1987, enamel on aluminum, 44" x 40" X 15"
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Penelope’s Tree, 1987, enamel on aluminum, 9'x6'x6'
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Royal Sentinel, 1984-1988, enamel on aluminum, 72" x 28" x 20"
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Encounter with a Past Presence, 1988, enamel
onaluminum, 76" x 96" x 12"
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Festival: Sierra Sunset, 1988, enamel on aluminum, 53"x36"x8"

48




Festi
ival C
oncer
to, I
988, enamel
onalu
minu
m
,48"
x 27" x 7I|

50



Harl
equin
Son
g, 198
9, si
lkscreen o
n alu
minu
m
, 16"
x 16"
X 16"

52




Detail of Color-

—~
N
<
-
<)
oo
©
&
P
&

< &
mu
& &
S g
v 3
owJa
o

‘™
o]

II
o
»

o
3



o)
~
>

o
I
»

n
)
g
= ]

g
&
>
=
©
[
o

o
S
<
o
)
o)
[e°]
o
-
&
N
S
=
P
S

&=

56



2"

12'2"x 22

inum,

enamel on alum

1989,

i

Color and Forms in Flight
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Encounter with a Future Promise II, 1989,
enamel on aluminum, 64" x 80" x 8"
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Encounter with a Future Promise III, 1989,
enamel on aluminum, 64" x 80" x 10"
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Colorfall: Landscape, 1990, enamel on aluminum, 48" X 40"x 7"
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Royal Garden Crest, 1990, enamel
on aluminum, 35" X 54" x 16"
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Color Clouds and

Ribboned Currents

1990, enamel on

aluminum
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Rite of Spring, 1990, enamel on aluminum, 102" X 53
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Shaman II, 1990, enamel on aluminum, 89"x 24" X 16"
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Royal Tribute, 1990, enamel on aluminum, 108" x 62" x 12"




Shadows in the Royal Garden, 1991, enamel
on aluminum, 90" x 117" x 1%,"
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Changing Shadows, 1991, enamel on aluminum, 12'x8'x 11"
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Shadow Tapestry, 1991, enamel on
aluminum, 67" x 90" x 11,"
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Colorfall: Mardi Gras, 1991, enamel on aluminum, 48" x 56" x 8"
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Bulrushes, 1993, enamel on aluminum, 30" x 30" x 30"
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Colorfalls, 1992, enamel on aluminum, 14' X 15'4" X 14"
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Colorfall: Garden, 1993, enamel on aluminum, 73" x 80" x 4"
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Triangled Celebration, 1985 - reinstalled 1993, enamel on aluminum, 120" x 40" x 42", 120" x 40" X 42", 120" x 48" x 48"
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Celestial Celebration, 1994, ink and paint on plastic, 108%," x 76"
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Magic Carpet Slides V, 1994, enamel on aluminum, 55" X 34" X 5
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Royal Mardi Gras Encounter, 1995, enamel
on aluminum, 48" x 72" x 7"
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Wings of Song, 1995, enamel on aluminum, 85" x 88" x 9"
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Ribboned Image I, 1996, enamel on aluminum, 54" x 24" x 28"
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Lower section of Encounter at the Winter Palace (page 147), 1997, enamel on aluminum, 19'10" x 7'11" x 8"
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AlLifein Art

Dorothy Gillespie was born in 1920 in Roanoke, Virginia,
where an early affinity for art (at school she was always
the classroom artist) was encouraged by her parents -
until she declared her intention to go to an art college.
“Nice” girls did not go to art school. The family hope was
that she would study at nearby Radford University and
become a schoolteacher. Her wish was sanctioned by the
fortuitous family visit of a minister who declared that
Dorothy’s was a God-given gift. She was duly enrolled at
the Maryland Institute, College of Art, in Baltimore. There,
the director, Hans Schuler, guided her away from only
commercial art - with which she later supported herself
for several years - and into fine art.

Having traveled from the South to Baltimore, Gillespie
set her sights on the roistering art scene of New York City,
whereshearrived onJunes, 1943 (shememorized the date)
at age twenty-three. To support herself, she took a job as
assistant art director at the B. Altman department store,
and promptly entered the Art Students League, a hotbed of
eager students sharingideas on technique, materials, and
marketing one’s work. At Atelier 17, the printmaking stu-
diothenrecentlyrelocated fromParis to GreenwichVillage,
experimentation was akeynote; Gillespie wasencouraged
toseek and produce herownideas and images.

In 1946 Gillespie married Bernard Israel and soon bore
their first two children, Dorien and Gary, which forced her
to set aside her twelve-hour studio days. By the time their
third child, Richard, arrived in 1957, Gillespie succumbed
to her need to make art, however circumscribed the hours
might prove to be. The family traveled extensively; in Peru
and England Gillespie explored an interest in archaeolo-
gy that affected her later work, with its elements of buried
memory and discovery. Beginning in the mid-1950s the
family spent eight years in Miami, Florida. By then Gilles-
pie was moving away from the realism that had marked
her work to establish herself as an abstract painter. She
worked ferociously in a studio in Coconut Grove, showed
locally and internationally, and founded a group called
Six South Florida Abstract Artists.

In 1963 at age forty-three Gillespie returned to New
York and full-time creative work. She also determinedly
lent herself to the city’s roiling art scene, its Happenings
and loft events. Her gentility and lack of pretension not-
withstanding, she fought fervently through the 1970s to
rectify the plight of women in art, picketing the Whitney

Virginia Rembert

Museum, helping to form the Women’s Interart Center
and other organizations, curating women’s art exhibi-
tions, and authoring consciousness-raising articles.

By the 1980s Gillespie’s work was well known and dis-
played internationally. Successive, sometimes overlap-
ping commissions rolled in for works in public spaces, es-
pecially pleasing to Gillespie, who feels that art should be
accessible to a broad audience. This sense of outreach
brought her to teaching and coaching young artists, as a
Woodrow Wilson Visiting Fellow since 1986, at Lehigh
University and, in a mellow return to her roots, at Radford
University, where she is Distinguished Professor of Art.
The association with Radford began when, with a deposit
of her own work, she helped start the university’s perma-
nent art collection. Today Gillespie’s joie de vivre is still
manifest, in her continuing travels to exotic locales and in
her continuing curiosity about what sundry mediums
can produce: painting, sculpture, editions, and most re-
cently jewelry to wear or display.

Underlying the nostalgic appeal of Gillespie’s art is an
expertise developed over more than five decades of daily
application in the studio. Since her work assumed its ab-
stract character in the 1950s, it has moved from easel to
wall to space, without denying its origin in the plane. Her
higher education included drawing from casts and life as
an introduction, and then moving to color - pastels and
watercolor followed eventually by oils - for which she had
a natural facility. Her style was a direct, unembellished
form of realism, centered around portraiture (which she
revived in the early 1980s). As with most art students and
artists of the time, she was aware of the developments in
modern artin Europe and the United States thatled to ab-
stractionism. She began the move in that direction as she
turned to more and more ephemeral subjects.

From the beginning, Gillespie found correspondences
between her abstract and realistic styles. She saw that
patches of color in the shadows placed on skin areas in
her portraits were the same irregular shapes thatshe em-
ployed in her abstract inventions. In the realistic paint-
ings these shapes were subdued in color, elided and
fused by her painterly style, and as often revealed from
beneath the surface as imposed upon it. Similarly poly-
gonal in contour, such shapes in her abstracted paintings
sometimes joined, sometimes separated, but always
functioned responsively with one another and the spaces
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between them. As Gillespie’s works became undeniably
abstract, she simply clarified the contours of the shapes
and heightened them in hue. An additional element relat-
ing her late to her early style is an outstanding sense of
imminent movement.

To Gillespie the full shift into abstraction was a real
breakthrough, and like other abstractionists she project-
ed a very individual style. She is proud that her auto-
graphic imagery came not by influence from others but
from inner imperative (which is why she never wished to
study with famous artists). All along, the entities with
which she worked had become stronger and the ground
more interactive, but it soon occurred to her that virtual
space was not enough. A desire to incorporate actual
movement and dimension inspired her to bring her
paintings into the viewers’ space and let the spectators
move around them. She did this first by placing three or
four canvases together in boxlike shapes, sometimes
suspended from the center of a ceiling at eye level, so that
viewers had to walk around or among them to see all their
facets.

Gillespie’s move toward compositional variation came
when she turned directly to wooden cubes, with each side
painted like one of her canvasses to be complete in itself,
but also to coordinate with other sides when the cubes
were stacked or arranged according to their multiple pos-
sibilities. Her standard number of cubes for a composi-
tion was nine, since this grouping could be logically
stacked together as well as built into arches or squares.
The next step was to regularize their arrangementby pro-
viding a setting for the cubes consisting of a base with a
back attached at an upright angle that would ostensibly
hold nine cubes; but now there were only four, which al-
lowed the remaining ones to interact with the empty
spaces and to project a patterning across several surfaces
in any possible arrangement. She said that the shapes on
the form as well as the form itself could be accommodat-
ed by the “mobile eye,” but until this time she had de-
pended on the spectators’ mobility to give the needed ani-
mation. Now, she began to look for ways to make her work
have a vivacity of its own.

The means presented itself in the 1960s when she dis-
covered Mylar, a new plastic material, lighter than cello-
phane and stronger than steel of its own thickness. She
first used it on flat surfaces, so that its mirrored finish left
unpainted would reflect the spectators, thus drawing
them into interaction with the painting. A watershed
came around 1972, when she covered cardboard with
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Mylar and made a construction consisting of eight cylin-
drical pieces. This was when she started to do “paper
things,” as she calls them. The cylinders got larger and
she then placed them in contact with paper that hung on
the wall or fell to the floor so that they appeared to unroll.
The next step was to let the paper actually unroll and fold
back onto itself as it spread across the floor, eventually
opening the way for all sorts of forays including increas-
ingly larger paper strips going up steps or along walls.

Over the years Gillespie turned more and more to met-
al, backing Mylar with galvanized steel and paper with
polished aluminum, before using these metals in their
own right for works that are as flexible as paper yet able to
stand alone. Being impervious to wear and weather, such
materials offered perfect opportunities to carry outside
what she was doing indoors. Two of her early exterior
metal pieces were paradigmatic: one shot up a ten-and-
a-half-foot head above a forty-three-foot-long body; the
other was a ten-piece group of bowing and swaying
“ribbons.” The complex movement of these and similar
pieces, which stand on one end and extend the other
in vertical arabesques, caused art critic David Shirey to
dub them “pictorial semiquavers,” from which Gillespie
adopted the name “quaver” to refer to any of them. An-
other outstanding variation on her metal works was a re-
lief, consisting of a large rectangle from which strips of
metal extrude in all directions before turning back to-
ward the surface in what she calls a “peeled paint” effect.
Whereas she had formerly superimposed her more mut-
ed shapes on a white space, here she painted them with
pure-hued colors and continuously interlocked them so
that the colors became “Fauvish.”

As Gillespie’s works became more multidimensional,
she equivocated about calling them paintings or sculp-
tures. The question was resolved when she saw the 1979
exhibition at the Guggenheim Museum called The Planar
Dimension. Curator Margit Rowell explained the titular
phrase in her catalogue: “‘The Planar Dimension’ is the
painter’s dimension. Yet, to the generations which came
of age in the 1960s and 1970s planar is synonymous with
sculpture and planar sculpture synonymous with one as-
pectof modernism.”

This idea applied to Gillespie and others who brought
their sculptures completely into space, but who kept
them (in Rowell’s words) “pictorial through the use of col-
or, planes, and a strongly graphic articulation.” In the flu-
idity and mutability of her art, Gillespie was extending
the scope and scale of Modernism. It was once pointed

out by Arnold Glimcher that the only thing about Mod-
ernism that did not still exist was its dogma: “The only
rule is to break all the rules. . . . The only way to find the
next step is to examine the last. Sometimes a break is the
next step; you can take it by making something the most
unlike as well as the most like the last. What is Post-Mod-
ernism but a break thatis a continuation of Modernism?”

Gillespie’s work grows out of the object-orientation of
Modernism, at the same time representing the “break
that is a continuation of Modernism.” Respecting the
past, she knows that participating in her own era does not
remove individuality, especially in a period of pluralism.
Currently, she has assumed a baroque stance, with more
movement, more color, and more variety than ever. She
continues to exhibit constantly and to sell her work, but
there is a great deal of it left over to inhabit her magical
studio, which looks to some like a “sculptural botanical
garden.”

In the essays that follow, Dorothy Gillespie’s work is
examined in all its diverse forms by Kyra Belan, professor
ofartand art history at Broward College in Florida; George
S. Bolge, executive director of the Boca Raton Museum of
Art; art critic and author Marcia Corbino; Francis Martin,
Jr., professor of art history at the University of Central
Florida; and Richard Martin, curator of the Costume Insti-
tute of the Metropolitan Museum of Art.

Francis Martin, Jr., concentrates on paper as having in-
spired all of the sculptural work. He surveys Gillespie’s
development in the medium, which began in the usual
way with drawings, pastels, and watercolors; next for
printmaking; and then in her unorthodox, monumental
uses of paper.

George S. Bolge sees Gillespie’s paintings as closest to
her intent to communicate with directness and immedia-
cy. Her notion that size could be associated with the envi-
ronment led to the large-scale sculpture, but the gestural
quality of the two-dimensional work so close to Gilles-

pie’s artistic personality remains the aesthetic heart of all
her work.

Marcia Corbino’s first essay addresses the radical so-
cial changes that erupted in the 1960s and the concomi-
tant new forms in art, Environments and Happenings, in
which Gillespie was a pioneer. A second essay chronicles
the Women’s Art Movement and Gillespie’s tireless work
on behalf of women artists - encouraging them to uphold
the highest standards in education and in their art as well
as to take political action - always with herselfin the van-
guard as exemplar.

Kyra Beldn offers a thoroughgoing survey of Gillespie’s
site-specific projects. These difficult-to-categorize pieces
are formal crossovers: artisanal, painterly, and sculptur-
al. They are meant to enhance, to play with and against,
the places in which they are set - attached to walls, free-
standing in gardens and fields, suspended from ceilings,
even inhabiting the ballet stage.

Richard Martin, in his essay on the sculptures of Gil-
lespie’s mature style, selects and provides a close analy-
sis of seminal works from the past two decades. Behind
the surface exuberance and technical mastery of these
abstract constructs, he finds a persistent, nondogmatic
statement of a specifically woman’s art.

Of her consuming love of art, her productivity, and that
of the very few like herself, Gillespie says: “There must be
some reason why we make art, why it becomes priceless;
the question has almost nothing to do with analysis-why
some art is bigger than life and lasts longer than individ-
ual life. The artists I know with this respect for art had the
feeling they wanted to do something terribly important
and were willing to sacrifice everything for it.”

Perhaps one explanation lies in the statement with
which she ended the 1983 commencement address at the
Maryland Institute: “The dedication of a life to producing
works which have no practical purpose, which may or
may not be preserved, which may or may not be sold,
which may or may not be exhibited, and which may or
may not be worth the original costs of materials, is a curi-
ous phenomenon that has existed in all civilizations. The
creative artist is truly the great adventurer of all times.”
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than-life, standing just above 6 feet, stretching out with
outlandish and exotic curls, ringlets, and swirls, their
corkscrew animation suggesting something a little bitout
of Uncle Remus’s tar baby, but something equally out of
the contemporary alien. These are space invaders of the
most basic kind in their relative congruity to human be-
ings, but also in their spiny foreignness. Gillespie had set
out, as early as 1982, to describe a sculptural form perti-
nent to the human body, primary in its shapes yet in-
exorably new and different. Her images are not merely
made in the twisting and manipulating of three-dimen-
sional space, though there they are crafted and innova-
tive. Gillespie’s images are conjured: summoned up in
pure magic as well as in sculptural shape.

A similar floor-sited sculpture, Royal Sentinel (1984-88),
page 45, is also a 6-foot-high sculpture as spiny as a cac-
tus and as animated as a pirouetting dancer. While Gilles-
pie tends to explicit reference rather than wordplay, it is
hard to imagine that she has not thought of the sentinel
as one who is sentient and alert in feeling as well as a
watch-person. Penelope’s Tree (1987), page 39, glitters with
resplendent light. Penelope is, of course, the woman who
weaves in order to fend off her suitors. By assuring such
" suitors that she cannot meet with them until she finishes
afuneral garment for her father-in-law, Laertes, the faith-
ful wife to Odysseus connives not only to weave, but also
each night to rip apart the day’s weaving so that the task
is never achieved. What, then, is this tree dedicated to the
weaver? Itis the celebration of a traditional woman'’s craft
and it is the implanting of that tedious craft into the
grandiloquent aesthetic of sculpture, the medium alu-
minum and the scale g feet tall.

How did Gillespie arrive at this amalgamation of the
physical and metaphysical as the nexus of her sculpture?
The origin of her magic s, of course, her assimilated femi-
nism, the impact of Mother Nature and such forms as
rivers in their course, stalagmites in their free-standing
assertion, and the amorphous aspects of forms familiar
and forms invented. To be sure, there are other artists
who have willfully shared art’s invention with Mother
Nature’s and with the feminine form-giving property. Gil-
lespie is no O’Keeffe; she does not yield to one recurrent
metaphor, soon jejune. Gillespie is no Bourgeois; she
does not answer Freud or Eliade. Gillespie is no Mendieta;
she is not earthbound, though she is earth-referring and
earth-enlarging. But Gillespie’s sculpture, as her culmi-
nating achievement, effects the synthesis of agenda, fully
assimilated into the work, and the exultation in form. We
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know how humanoid, how natural, even how wonderful
Gillespie’s sculptural forms are even while they enrap-
ture us visually. It is the reconciliation of the formal and
the mystical, physical energy and the delightful incorpo-
real feeling that is Gillespie’s conjuring and image-mak-
ing. Simply put, it is amazing grace, an intangible ren-
dered palpably physical.

Knowing that we are drawn to the physical in Gilles-
pie’s sculptures but are inevitably taken into her meta-
physical dimension, the erupting flowerlike sculptures of
the mid-1980s constitute a major step for Gillespie.These
sculptures, in particular, seem to explode off the wall
with the effect of fireworks or confetti shooting all from
multiple centers. In one example, that eruptive force is
compared to a Celestial Journey (1987), page 41. The jour-
ney is an important simile for Gillespie. The cliché of life’s
journey is rendered profound in the complexity of Gilles-
pie’s artistic and personal life, her indomitable conviction
in being an artist, and her will to advance her art, never
letting it restin one psychic place or formula.

Moreover, Gillespie employs a favorite description of a
sky journey to recall her astonishment the first time she
flew above the clouds in a plane. That upper zone - once
heavenly, now visible and certain - is Gillespie’s most fre-
quent explanation of the amazements of a modern artis-
tic and visual life. Therefore, when Gillespie depicts a ce-
lestial journey, it is based in her own experience in flight
but no less the ambition of life as well. The white field of
Celestial Journey is, of course, the “ground” of the clouds;
the inflections of color above and the projectile spurs of
aluminum lick into a three-dimensional space, but Gil-
lespie’s exploration of a formal space is always her sensi-
bility for the astral and heavenly, not forgotten in her
sculptural blast. As much as Gottlieb’s bursts stirred not
only canvas but also earth and bomb, Gillespie’s explo-
sions send us into an outer space of the mind and of life’s
journey as much as they articulate the circumscribed
space of the wall.

The wall-rippling music series of the 1990s (especially
Royal Concerto, pages 78-79, and Royal Concerto II, pages
4-5) are sculptures that cease the eruption and begin to
orchestrate the plane. Color is more dramatic than ever;
this is, after all, baroque music. But the convulsive rup-
ture of the 1980s is replaced by rhythm in the 1990s. After
all, Gillespie knows the tempered sculpture as much as
the all-out burst. In a sense, the Royal Concerto sculptures
are influenced by and most like her 1970s stewardship of
artist quilts, understanding fields of color. Gentle fluctua-

tion waves across the broad expanses of these sculp-
tures, a mellow moment of musicality for Gillespie,
whose relations to music and dance are recurrent
throughout her art. Moreover, Gillespie’s sculptural mu-
sic had begun earlier in works such
as Festival Concerto (1982), page 21, a
germinal work in which twirl and
curl begin to be more independent of
the wall and the process of shredding
is progressively more a process of
knitting and suturing and twisting.
Among the musical subjects, Gil-
lespie’s Winter Jazz (1989), page 57,
befits its name, recognizing the syn-
copation of the music in a burst form
of large petals, augmented by a sys-
tem of smaller tendrils. Jazz’s natural
form, without seeming to be unduly
controlled, is a perfect counterpart to
Gillespie’s innate improvisations. As
dauntless as ever, Gillespie set her-
self the double task of embodying
music and of capturing the season in
one sculpture. If music is, as Goethe
imagined, an ultimate abstraction,
the flickering white light of the sculp-
ture is an abstraction but also a
glimpse across a snowy winter land-
scape shimmering with color.
Gillespie captured another season
the following year. Rite of Spring
(1990), page 73, is again a musical re-
frain and a season’s evocation. At
first the shape and the colors suggest
a Christmas tree, but Gillespie deftly
leads us in the direction of spring as
the yellow, chlorophyll green, and
vermillion of her exuberant stele de-
clare the colorful season. Ribbons of
bright color, intensely conjoined, are
like a spring garden of bounty and
budding verdure,a spectacular feast for the eyes. Charac-
teristically, Gillespie gives us Stravinsky, but reminds us
of spring’s first flowers as well. In another season, the
music is unheard; Autumn Beanstalk (1990), page 69, nar-
rates instead the sky-climbing story of Jack and his bean.
Given that Gillespie is in virtuoso command of gravity in
such sculptures, rippling them along a wall to which they

cling with tenacity but never feel pressed, the aspiring
beanstalk is an apt metaphor. Further, Gillespie is never
afraid to express her sophisticated optimism in terms as
fundamental as a child’s story.

Ritual Grande, 1982-84, enamel on aluminum, 122" x 72" x 18"

Gillespie’s abundantjoy is evidentin all her art.In Cray-
olas (1990), page 77, the artist takes from the child’s cray-
on box, but laces and plaits with a special deliberation.
The raveling forms take on the circles of parings, as if
skinning an apple, sharpening a pencil, or (as every child
does at one time) stripping the colored paper from a
crayon. Of course, the crayon is color within as well as col-

I51



or outside. Gillespie offers a similar reve-
lation: her peels, clumped together in
cascade, rotate color exposed and color
within in a continuous strip. The pigtail-
like interlacing of Crayolas is merely rein-
forced in Shaman II (1990), page 75. The
sweet memories of childhood are sup-
planted by bright colors and a mystical
ideal of a shaman (magician, conjurer,
healer). Gillespie’s belief in this healer is
apparent. The luscious colors make a rib-
bon candy of this mystical magician, but
even more importantly Gillespie attrib-
utes to the shaman the dynamic of inter-
locked colors and twists. In fact, Shaman
Il defies the wall, seems to suspend gravi-
ty, and generates a spunky, shiny pointil-
lism of colors lashed together.

By 1989-1990, Gillespie was so confi-
dently in control of her legerdemain of
the wall to begin a colorful series and to
initiate a series on landscape, our refer-
ences to the phenomena of nature. Great
splotches of color, reminiscent of Jasper
Johns’s 1960s parodies of abstract paint-
ing, prevail in Colorfall: Landscape (1990),
page 65; here, she definitely plays with
words as well as the wall, concomitantly
delighting in a waterfall of color and a col-
orful scene. Gillespie leads the eye of the
viewer through the colors of her labyrin-
thine ribbons, letting us identify motion
withouteverbeing certain that we can fol-
low one line. Waterfall, color, and land-
scape should perhaps conspire to deny
sculpture and to affirm painting, but Gil-
lespie is supremely the sculptor by 1990.
Landscape Memory (1993), pages 98-99,
eventakesontheaccustomedrectangle of
modern painting, but insists on her
ability torender even landscape as some-
thing fully sculptural. The massive Color-
falls (1989), pages 54-55 and 145, which
had initiated this effort, renders the wa-
terfall in the manner of a Matisse cut-out
ofthe 1950s.Rich,juicy color abounds and
pushes the falls toward an abstraction
so intense that no natural kaleidoscope
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Rain Dance I, 1987, enamel on aluminum, 46" x 19" x 14"

could match its brilliance or its bold-
ness. The irresistible sparkle of Color-
falls (1992), pages 94-95, functions in
the same way: the intense painterly
field is even heightened by the alu-
minum medium, made more vivid
by the curling, twirling forms and
their propensity to catch light at any
angle,and the quiltlikeintense field of
the sculpture’s giant rectangle. It is
Wordsworthian nature rendered in
neon-acute hyperbole, but with the
passion we reserve to the cosmos.

In Wings of Song (1995), pages
110-111, Gillespie conveys her inter-
est in the quilt’s field of color under
the impact of her constructed field
into three dimensions. The shape is
more or less a square, but, like Mon-
drian, Gillespie converts the square
to a diamond, subverting our orderly
flatness and directing our attention
to the ribbons of color, concave and
convex, flexing across its surface.
Even when we discern the outline - a
diamond, or is it Africa? - we see
more clearly the rippling structure of
the aluminum ribbons basted and
puckered and plaited.

Gillespie, the great feminist, has
thus insinuated another quiet revo-
lution. Not with the declamation of
Judy Chicago, but with her own quiet
fortitude, Gillespie has placed sewing
and weaving in a man’s medium of
metal and of sculpture. Her poetry
of intentions, her lyricism of beauty,
and her willingness as an architec-
tural sculptor to collaborate with
space are all signs of the feminine.
Butis the stitch - elsewhere, “the sub-
versive stitch” - not the rippled re-
placement for the masculinized ges-
ture of painting, or facture? Sculpture
as something intractable has been
replaced in Gillespie’s sculpture by
the bouncy, animated vivacity of col-
or and improvised sculptural form.

Rain Dance to the Sun II, 1990, enamel on aluminum, 59" x 24" x 8"
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New River: Celebration, 1997, enamel on aluminum, 18" x 17" x 17"
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Her free-standing sculptures seemed to bounce into be-
ingin the early 1980s as something taken from the sea, so
spongy and so flexible were these whippy shapes. Gilles-
pie’s City Tumbleweed (1986) is like a Bertoia sculpture in
the sense in which the spectator longs to touch its
swirling tentacles, knowing that it will, like its namesake
tumbleweed, spring and bounce with the touch. Gillespie
by the mid-1980s was not manufacturing obdurate form
in the tradition of male sculpture; she was developing a
springy, tremblant, responsive form; she was employing
the vigor and elation of things that move and cohabit, not
sculptural objects that stand and command.

Is this an accident of time and technique or is this one
of the bold signals of our time? Gillespie is too modest to
propose the correct answer; she has customarily deferred
to Schapiro, Spero, and Chicago and others in offering
grand solutions to the problem of what emerging women
artists and the feminine sensibility do in creation. But
Gillespie’s sculptures are the metaphors and they are
the materials of decisive, substantive feminism. Impish

curls are not coiffure; Gillespie’s are the maximum ex-
pression of how sculpture is transfigured from the over-
powering and weighty to the ingratiating, lacing, and ap-
pealing. Flex, curls, ribbons: these are major instruments
of sculpture for Gillespie. She is Penelope, the woman of
craft who outsmarts the men around her.

Gillespie is not ashamed of pleasure in art. Her sculp-
tures are figuratively lightened by their delight, the puck-
ish joy of aluminum ribbons in ringlets along with the
consummate joys of unabashed entertainment in color.
Perhaps because her work so conspicuously lacks the
angst that characterizes so much modern art, some have
failed to notice Gillespie’s innovative and visionary work.

Gillespie refers to another story in her work, the magic
carpet. What her art creates is a kaleidoscopic carpet we
might all admire and wish to ride. Her sculptures flutter
off the wall and whip into the space of a room. But what
one might cherish most of all is that they afford everyone
a fantasy, a dream, and a transport, a magic-carpet ride
on a sculptural spectrum of brilliant color.
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Dolly Fiterman

Fones & Mann, Durham, North
Carolina, and New York

Fort Lauderdale Museum of Art,
Florida

Fort Wayne Museum of Art,
Indiana

Alice Fox

Frankfurt Museum, Germany

Jean Freedman

Irma Freudenreich

Molly Friedman

Fritz-Sessler Corporation,

Dallas, Texas

Pat Frizzell

Kathleen Galop

Garren, New York

Julie Garrett

Lloyd Gathings

Ronnie Geist

Silvia Gelbum

Jean and Martin Gerstell

Gibbes Museum of Art, Charleston,
South Carolina

Betty and E.V. Gillespie

Jackie Ginsberg

Karen and Michael Ginsberg

Regine and Reuben Ginsberg

Sandi Glaberson

Glaxo-Wellcome, Research Triangle
Park, North Carolina

Irene Glenny

Betty Gold

Judith and Michael Goldman

Lauren Goodman

Arlene Gordon

Eric Green

Blue and Abe Greenberg

Grey Art Gallery, New York
University, New York

Mr. and Mrs. James R, Griffith, Sr.

Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum,
New York

David Guthrie

Diana and Gene Haberman

Janet Hahn

Peter Haige

Lillian and Frank Hall

Margaret and Clay Hammer

Wally Harper

Anita Charney Harris

Hilda and Paul Harris

Stefan Hartman

Delmar Hendricks

Tressa and Bernard Herold

Tom Hicks

Mary and Watts Hill

Gloria and Harold Hoffman
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Hollywood Federal Bank, Coral
Gables, Florida

Inez and Sidney Horn

John Hornbaker, Jr.

Sheila Houlihan

Housing and Urban Development
Corporation, North Miami,
Florida

Mr. and Mrs. John Houston

Jack Hulen

Eric Hunter

Tim Huskins

Institute of Contemporary Arts,
Lima, Peru

Andrew Israel

Beth and Gary Israel

Bruce Israel

Doris and Richard Israel

Elfie and Stuart Israel

Karen Israel

Madeline and Paul Israel

Sandra and Mardon Israel

Silvia and Dave Israel

Steven Israel

Victoria and Eric Israel

Izmo Productions, Inc., New York

Harry Jacobs

Ann Jaffe

Johnson Museum, Cornell
University, Ithaca, New York

Diana and Arthur Jones

Mr. and Mrs. Mytl Jones

Ruth Julian

Constance Kane

Honni Kaufman

Terry and Sam Kaufman

Bernerd Kautz

Kenan Center

Kessel Museum, Germany

Mary Kilroy

Donald Knaub

Nancy Knox

Muriel and Marvin Kogod

John Kohler

Wally Kolodinski

Andrea Kramer

Edward Krumbhaar

Chuck Kugler
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Judith and Harold Kulman

Linelle La Bonte

Lafayette Museum of Art, Indiana

Mary Ann Lambros

Sue and Zev Lapin

Barbara Lea

Mr. and Mrs. Don R. Learned

Doris and Bill Leopard

Joseph Levine

Eric Levy

Margot Lewitin

The Lighthouse, Inc., New York

Janet Liles

Rayford Liles

Lincoln Center for the Performing
Arts, New York

Virginia and Robert Loftin

Midge Longley

Lowe Museum, University of Miami,
Florida

Fran Luckoff

Henry Luckraft

Maitland Art Center, Florida

Francis Martin, Jr.

Maryland Institute, College of Art,
Baltimore

Ann Masters

Mayo Clinic, Rochester, Minnesota

Karen and Jerry McCarthy

Romey McCoy

Mimi and Claude McKinney

Michael McLaughlin

Regina McLaughlin

Lois Mapes

Meadows Museum, Southern
Methodist University,
Dallas, Texas

Miami Public Library, Florida

Mitch Middell

Barry Miller

Scott Miller

Helen Mills

Beatrice and Alan Minion

Lynn and Loren Mintz

Edna and Leo Monger

Montebello University, Alabama

Kathy and Max Moore

Philip Morris, New York

Mr. and Mrs. A. L. Mueller

Charlotte Murdoch

Eileen and John Murphy

Esther and Ken Myer

Dennis Nahat

National Museum of Women
in the Arts, Washington, D. C.

New School for Social Research,
New York

Newark Museum of Art, New Jersey

Beatrice Arden Newman

North Carolina Central University,
Durham

North Carolina Museum of Art,
Raleigh

Norwest Bank, Rochester, Minnesota

Sheila Nussbaum

O’Conner, Maillory

Ohio Dominican College, Columbus

Jessica and Fred Olefson

The Palace Hotel, Orlando, Florida

Diana Parish

Sharon Crockett Peet

Jeffrey Penneys

Judy and john Perrone

Charles Perry

Lee Perry

Patty Perry

Peter Perry

Jane Peterson

Louise Peterson

M. G. Pharo

Frances and David Platzer

Georgia and Monty Pooley

Don Porcaro

Scott Powhatan

Dr. John Poyner

Lisa and Timothy Priano

Thom Priano

Radford University, Virginia

Michele Reekie

Virginia Rembert

Jenny and Bill Rhodes

F. D. Rich, Stamford, Connecticut

Elizabeth and Bill Richards

Sara and Dr. Henry Rittenberg

Tony Rivenbark

Diana M. B. Roberts

Marjorie and Shaler Roberts

Ann and Ike Robinson

Charlotte Robinson

Fred Rogers

Rollins College, Winter Park, Florida

Sheri Romanoff

Pat Rosenstein

Roslyn and Manny Rosenthal

Edward Ross

Charlotte and Harold Rotenberg

Janet Rothberg

Joe Rowand

Rowe Development Corporation,
Research Triangle Park,
North Carolina

Lucille and Walter Rubin

Ruth and Dr. Lester Rudy

St. Marks School, Dallas, Texas

Beverly and Alan Sanberg

Annette Schiff

Marian and Burt Schools

Rita and Joe Schwartz

Tremayne Selic

Mary and Jim Semans

Betsy and Dick Sesler

Jerry Shepp

Lisa and Martin Silver

Dorothy Silverman

Lois Simon

Elaine and Don Singer

Lauren Singer

Sandra and Carl Sloan

Diedra Smith

Monterey and Warren Smith

Willa Jean Smith

Smith College, Northampton,
Massachusetts

Mary Smithe

Janet Solinger

Mr. and Mrs. Ron Sorrow

Rosanne Spear

Alan Spence

Coletta Sperling

Sprint, Inc., Wake Forest, North
Carolina

Langston Stabler

Monty Stabler

Vastine Stabler

Stamford Harbor Park Sculpture
Garden, Connecticut

Betsy and Bruce Stodola

Louise and Chuck Stone

Jill and Bill Strode

Beth Sullivan

Johanna and Richard Swanson

Systems Associates, Charlotte,
North Carolina

Pat Taylor

Richard Taylor

Tel Aviv Museum, Israel

Thalian Hall for the Performing
Arts, Wilmington, North Carolina

Sharon Theobald

Diane Thoenen

Jock Truman

Francene Turkin

Edna Tuttleman

Kelly Turner

Mary and Dan Udell

United States Mission to the
United Nations, New York

University of Arkansas, Little Rock

University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill

Ruth Van Doren

Debra and Jaap van Opstal

Bill Vaughn

Leonard Verebay

Ron Vereen

Virginia Museum of Fine Arts,
Richmond

Virginia State Theater, Abington

Mary and Norbert Vonnegut

Robert Votsmier

Jane Waites

Barbara Wallace

Max Wallace

Alice Warren

Warren Wilson College, Asheville,
North Carolina

Sharon and David Watkins

Leslie Wayne

Charles Weatherby

Ann and Jack Weil

Ann and Sidney Weinstein

Bibi and Sid Wendroff

Jack Wheeler

Tiffany Wilcher

Karen Wilkerson

Lillian Wilkerson

Barbara Wisch

Charles A. Wood, Jr.

Woodrow Wilson Foundation,
Princeton, New Jersey

Caroline Brown Woods

Jody Wycoff

Noel Wynn

Yale University Art Gallery,
New Haven, Connecticut

Sabrina Yen

Martha Yielding
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