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 The Sculpture Center, the Erie Art Museum, and Edinboro University 

of Pennsylvania have come together in collaboration to focus attention on the 

work of the many sculptors teaching in Ohio and western/central Pennsylvania 

institutions. Art schools and art departments of higher learning are oases of 

critical thinking and artistic output in this region. These schools are training 

exceptional artists who fan out across the country and the world after graduation. 

 We particularly thank David Carrier for curating SculptureX from the 

work of almost eighty artists and writing an essay that places the ambitions 

of these selected artists in a larger continuum. We value the opportunity to 

have worked with the design class led by Emir Bukva at Edinboro to create 

the online catalog. We welcomed the support of Saul Ostrow and the Cleveland 

Institute of Art who so generously hosted The State of Sculpture conference in  

November 2010 to jump start an exchange of ideas across the region that we 

expect will be enduring.

 Above all, we thank the six artists — Kim Beck and Dee Briggs of 

Carnegie Mellon University (Pittsburgh, PA), Carmel Buckley of Ohio State 

University (Columbus), Daniel Burke of Mercyhurst College (Erie, PA), and Sarah 

Kabot and Charles Tucker of the Cleveland Institute of Art (OH) — for sharing 

their considerable talents and patience with their students, year after year, 

and for providing or creating new artwork for not one, but two simultaneous 

exhibition venues 100 miles apart.
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Erie Art Museum is a community–based center for 

arts and culture serving northwest Pennsylvania 

and adjacent areas of Ohio and New York. Founded as 

an artists’ organization in 1898, the Museum has always 

identified artists as a special audience. Each year the 

Erie Art Museum hosts at least 15 different exhibits 

that embrace a wide range of subjects, both historical 

and contemporary, including folk art and craft, multi–

disciplinary installations, community–based work, and 

public art as well as traditional media. The Museum 

presents music and other performing arts, and produces a 

major summer music festival. The museum also maintains 

collections, supports research and produces publications, 

but its principal focus is on public programs, including a 

wide range of artists’ services and educational programs 

such as interdisciplinary and interactive school tours, 

artist residencies, and a variety of artist–led classes. 
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John Vanco, Director, Erie Art Museum

erieartmuseum.org
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Edinboro University of Pennsylvania is located in 

a small college town 20 minutes south of Erie and 

about two hours from Cleveland. Edinboro is one of the 14 

universities composing the Pennsylvania State System of 

Higher Education. The Edinboro Academy was charted in 

1857 and five years later became Pennsylvania’s second State 

Normal School. In 1927, Edinboro became a State Teachers 

College and in 1983, attained university status. For nearly a 

century, Edinboro has placed special emphasis on training 

artists and art educators. Today, Edinboro’s fifty art faculty 

teach over 900 students who are studying art education, art 

history, applied media arts and fine arts and crafts including a 

BFA and MFA concentration in Sculpture.
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The Sculpture Center in the University Circle of Cleveland 

was founded by the artist David E. Davis and his wife Bernice 

Saperstein Davis in 1989 to support early career Ohio 

sculptors and promote the preservation of public 

outdoor sculpture. It has been a unique champion of 

contemporary sculptors and installation artists and 

their output for the past twenty–one years, first in Ohio 

and of late in the greater region of Ohio, its contiguous 

states, and Ontario, Canada. As a kunsthalle, the Center 

annually presents nine one–person and one juried 

group exhibition, often of artwork created especially 

for the galleries, with the Window to Sculpture 

Emerging Artist series (W2S) as a centerpiece. On 

the website are found comprehensive documentation 

of past exhibitions, technical, material, and career 

information of particular interest to sculptors, and a 

database of over 1,000 Ohio outdoor sculptures (OOSI).

Ann Albano, Executive Director, The Sculpture Center

sculpturecenter.org

edinboro.edu

Lisa Austin, Edinboro University of Pennsylvania
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BY: DAVID CARRIER

You are about to see some marvelous art. But first, I urge, you would 
do well to do a little reading. Critics devoted to contemporary art 
tend, mostly, to offer short–term perspectives. For some of them 
Andy Warhol, who began showing in commercial galleries more than 
fifty years ago, is almost like an old master. After all, if you are thirty–
five, then he belongs to your parents’ generation. In this concern 
with the immediate present, the art world mirrors the larger culture, 
in which, because change is so very swift, it is hard to develop an 
historical perspective. Certainly computer technologies focus our 
attention on relentlessly swift change. But in the visual arts unless 
you adopt an historical perspective, you are hardly prepared to 
properly understand the immediate present. In order to see properly 
the art of our six sculptors you need to know where they are coming 
from. That requires placing them historically, in relation to mid–
twentieth century modernism and what came after. As will soon 
become apparent, they think about their art very differently from the 
generation of their teachers.
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When I was kindly invited to write about this 
exhibition, I immediately divided my pleasurable 
task into two parts. First I wanted to place our 
sculptors historically. I needed to know how 
they understood their place in the recent history 
of art. Second, I wanted to know, what are the 
shared concerns of ambitious artists of their 
generation? When I selected the sculptors I didn’t 
know them. Nor, I expect, did they all know each 
other. I picked them because their art seemed 
to have shared concerns, which now need to 
be articulated. When reviewing, I find that it is 
usually relatively easy to discuss a single–artist 
exhibition. The more difficult task is to describe 
a group exhibition like a Carnegie International 
or a Whitney Biennial, for then the critic needs to 
generalize, seeking common interests. Think of 
this essay as a review in advance of an exhibition 
that brings together diverse artists. Written long 
before the show is installed, and even before 
some of the site–specific art it contains has been 
constructed, my narrative provides an overview 
meant to guide visitors. In preparation for this 
task, we asked the artists to provide statements. 
Traditionally art was accompanied by written 
commentary, what the philosopher Richard 
Wollheim calls the “envelope in which works of art 
inevitably arrive.” With contemporary sculpture, 
the role of such interpretative frameworks has 
become extremely important. Nowadays it is hard 

even to identify much art as such 
without some theory. The best 
way to approach this exhibition, I 
believe, is to have a sense of how 
our sculptors think of their art. All 
of them, I was happy to discover, 
are lucid writers, able and willing 
to provide clues needed for the 
visitor. I warmly thank them for 
making my task possible. 

Here at the start, a brief 
autobiographical note might 
prove helpful. When in the late 
1970s I started to take an interest 
in art criticism, I was much 
inspired by a great new book, 
Rosalind Krauss’s Passages in 
Modern Sculpture (1977). She 
took the history from Rodin 
through Duchamp, Brancusi and 
Surrealism on to her important 
young near contemporaries — Eva Hesse, Donald Judd, Robert Morris, and Richard 
Serra. At that time, sculpture was undergoing a dramatic change. In the era of 
classical Abstract Expressionism, 1948 to 1964, painting was the dominant art. 
David Smith was the only major American sculptor contemporary with the Abstract 
Expressionists. Since the Renaissance, sculpture has almost always played second 
fiddle to painting. And compared with the paintings of Pollock or Kline, Smith’s 
sculptures are relatively conservative. For painters, it proved relatively easy to work 
abstractly; for sculptors, it was much more difficult. Some of Krauss’s concerns now 
are dated by more recent developments, including her own theorizing. But her book 
remains, still, the best account of late modernist sculpture. 
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Smith liked that we Americans “have no history — that we 
have no art history and we pay no attention to art historians 
and that we’re free form the connoisseurs and the minds 
of museums and collectors and everybody else. . . . We 
were pretty raw, I think.” Australia (1951), so named after 
Clement Greenberg showed him prehistorical Australian 
cave drawings, is an abstraction overpainted in dark brown. 
The kangaroo is the aborigines’ totem animal. As Michael 
Brenson explains: “Smith wanted a family and so put 
Australia in the field (next to his studio) to enact a rite of 
fertility and preservation.” 

Greenberg, the most important American modernist critic, 
was Smith’s great champion. In his late art, Greenberg wrote 
the year after Smith’s death, “he turned increasingly abstract 
. . . in conception and scheme, not to mention execution, 
the human figure became more and more the one constant 
attaching him to nature. It was the soar of the human figure 
that held him, the uncompromising upward thrust it makes, 
the fight it carries on with the force of gravity.” Indeed Zig IV 
(1961) offers a very different image, a cool frontal geometric 
abstraction. “I do not work,” Smith said, “with a conscious 
and specific conviction about a piece of sculpture. It is 
always open to change and new association.” Organizing 
space in two ways, literal and figurative, this sculpture does 
not appear whole. Zig IV is a novel kind of object, impossible 
— Krauss noted — to fully grasp either literally or figuratively. 
This is what makes it an abstraction: all boundary and all 
skin, Zig IV appears to be a surface, as she says, stripped 
from the object that would normally function  
as its support. 

To paint abstractly, artists had to overcome the resistance 
implied in the tendency of a mark on a surface to be read as 
figuration. Abstract sculptors had a more difficult task, for 
any three–dimensional object is almost inevitably understood 
in literal ways. Krauss provided an exemplary account of this 
situation. “For Smith, the sculptural object had to declare its 
unlikeness to physical objects in general. It had to be seen as 
simultaneously like and unlike all other inert objects, so that 
its sphere of meaning could be withdrawn from the world 
of empirical investigation and redirected toward another, 
quite different world. “Smith needed to create an object that 
unambiguously signaled its status as an abstraction. Anne 
Truitt, one of the major figures who was championed by 
Greenberg certainly was aware of this issue: “What I was 
actually trying to do was to take paintings off the wall, to 
set color free in three dimensions for its own sake. This was 
analogous to my feeling for the freedom of my own body and 
my own being, as if in some mysterious way I felt myself to 
be color.”

In the late 1960s, for artists of the next generation there were 
two challenging options for sculptors doing abstraction. They 
could allude to the machinery and tools of the modern city, 
employing abstract references to this industrial culture. This 
was what Judd and his fellow minimalists did. Or, avoiding 
Smith’s implicit anthropomorphism, they could make 
abstracted images alluding to body parts. Hesse’s radically 
original sculptures, which employ that second option, are 
immensely influential. (Her earlier abstract paintings were 
derivative.) Hang Up (1966), she noted, “was the first time  
my idea of absurdity of extreme feeling came through.” Is 
Hang Up a painting frame with a sculpted attachment or 
a sculpture hung on a painting frame? That question has 
no easy answer. But compare Hang Up with David Smith’s 
Abstract Expressionist totems and you see that the old 
criteria cease to be relevant. 
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How could Pollock’s heritage be used in sculpture? Hesse’s 
Untitled (1970) offers one answer. As she said: “Chaos can be 
structured as non–chaos. That we know from Jackson Pollock.” 
It would be fatally limiting to imply that Hesse is doing in 
three–dimensions what Pollock did in two. What, rather, she 
learned from him was the importance of radically rethinking 
fundamentals. An abstract sculpture, she demonstrates, can 
call for great interpretative ingenuity.

Hesse, born in Germany in 1936, escaped the Holocaust, 
immigrating to New York with her family. And so her sculpture 
is readily read as a commentary on her personal history. That 
she wanted her pieces, which were made from unstable 
materials, to deteriorate, may suggest a political interpretation 
of her art. “I would like the work to be non–work,” she 
said. “This means that it would find its way beyond my 
preconceptions.” After graduate study at Yale, Hesse moved 
to New York and was befriended by many emerging artists — 
Mel Bochner, Sol LeWitt, Sylvia and Robert Mangold, Serra, 
Smithson, and Robert Ryman. But her sculpture seems to 
come as if from nowhere. Just as original as Pollock, and more 

directly influential she had an 
even briefer career. 

Hesse praised Andy Warhol: 
“He and his work are the 
same. It is what I want to be, 
the most Eva can be as an 
artist and as a person.” But 
how, exactly is her sculpture 
autobiographical? “First 
when I work, it’s only the 
abstract qualities that I’m 
really working with, which is 
to say the material, the form 
it’s going to take, the size, 

the scale, the positioning or where it comes from in 
my room. . . . However, I don’t value the totality of the 
image on these abstract or aesthetic points. For me, 
it’s a total image that has to do with me and life.” What 
do the individual units of Repetition Nineteen III mean, 
and how should we understand their relationship 
on the floor? Hesse’s commentary focuses on her 
materials, and so it doesn’t answer that question. 

Pollock’s paintings are hard to describe, which is why 
so much attention was given to Namuth’s photographs 
and to Greenberg’s formalist account. Lacking these 
interpretative aids, Hesse’s art seemed much stranger. 
The Abstract Expressionist, she said “attempts to 
define a deeply–rooted bond between himself and 
nature and to evoke this kind of union between himself 
and his painting. He does this by suggesting the forces 
that shape things, equating an objective experience 
of nature into a subjective expression of his feeling 
toward nature. “She greatly admired Carl Andre,  
whose sculpted grids are very different from hers. But 
it is not obvious how the repetitions of her Sans (1968) 
relate to nature.

For the leading younger 1960s figures, abstract 
sculpture only really started to develop under the 
inspiration of the reductive painting of Barnett 
Newman and his young heirs like Frank Stella. Then 
sculpture turned out to be a remarkably fruitful 
medium, one that showed more promise, perhaps, than 
painting. Marcel Duchamp, whose readymades had an 
important, belated influence in the 1960s, was a key 
figure. Once he showed that ordinary unaltered objects 
could be works of art, then it was possible for the 
minimalists to make sculpture from everyday  
industrial materials. 

“Then sculpture 

turned out to 

be a remarkably 

fruitful medium...”
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In histories of older art, as I noted, sculpture usually 
occupies a relatively marginal place. But then in the 1960s, 
thanks to minimalism, that changed, as Judd observed: 
“The achievement of Pollock and the others (Newman, 
Rothko, Still, Noland and Louis) meant that the century’s 
development of color could continue no further on a 
flat surface. . . . Perhaps Pollock, Newman, Rothko and 
Still were the last painters. . . . Color to continue had to 
occur in space. “Modernist sculpture was colorless; Judd 
empowered sculptors to employ color. Some major abstract 
sculptors (Judd is one) also made paintings, and some 
important painters (Newman, Ellsworth Kelly, and Sean 
Scully to name three) also do sculpture, but on the whole 
the traditional distinction between painters and sculptors 
has not dissolved. Stella, who since the 1980s has made 
relief and freestanding three–dimensional works, still calls 
himself a painter. 

After calling David Smith “the best sculptor of his 
generation,” the only sculptor who deserves comparison 
with the canonical Abstract Expressionist painters, 
Greenberg complained that too much modernist 
American sculpture had succumbed to “biomorphism,” 
too often becoming “a superior kind of garden statuary”. 
He identifies the “abstract elements” in Smith’s art, “a 
complex simplicity, an economic abundance, starkness 
made delicate, and physical fragility that supports the 
attributes of monumentality,” without providing details. 
Compared with his account of Abstract Expressionist 
painting, this analysis is very undeveloped. Greenberg 
doesn’t explain how Smith builds upon early modernism, 
in the way that his history links Pollock directly to cubism. 

Circa 1948, it was hard to paint abstractly, but even harder 
to sculpt abstractly. In painting, marks which cannot be read 
as representations are seen as abstractions. But it turned 
out to be more difficult to create truly abstract sculpture. 
Like a traditional figurative sculpture, Michelangelo’s 
David for example, Smith’s Tanktotem VI sets a figure on 
a pedestal. But where Michelangelo shows an identifiable 
hero, Smith, as his title signals, presents not a traditional 
figurative image, but a totem. Many of Smith’s sculptures 
were totems, some real animal which has great significance, 
not real abstractions. Pollock, Gottlieb, Rothko, Still, and 
Newman, too, knew about totemism. Like Marxism and 
Psycho–Analysis, this intellectual system presented in 
James Frazer’s The Golden Bough (1890) was known to 
the Abstract Expressionists. But nowadays few artists 
discuss totemism; theories of abstract sculpture are usually 
formulated in psychoanalytic terms. In any event, since 
Smith himself said, “I have been essentially an abstract 
sculptor,” it would be a mistake to overemphasize the 
distinction between totems and his abstract works of art.

Greenberg thought that Smith’s only worthy successor 
in the next generation was the English sculptor Anthony 
Caro. Following her mentor, Krauss contrasted the way that 
“Smith’s art established or maintained an enforced distance 
between viewer and sculpture” with the discontinuity 
projected by Caro “in relation to his own body . . . instead 
of acknowledging a distance between the self and others, 
the distance projected was between different aspects of 
the single self.” Smith made totems, while Caro dealt with 
formal relationships within his individual sculptures.
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Walking around Caro’s Prairie (1967), it is difficult to 
match our visual experience of the floating poles with our 
awareness that they are attached to the main support. 
Two are supported by the main unit, while the third 
is mounted on a separate physical element, but there 
is a real gap between our knowledge of this relatively 
straightforward engineering and the way that they appear 
to be suspended, as if gravity had ceased to exist. Just as 
a representational sculpture is a work of art because it is 
both a physical thing and a representation of something, 
so Prairie is a work of art because of this distinction 
between how it literally is constructed and how it appears.

Treating Prairie as an exercise in applied phenomenology 
says nothing about the gender of the viewer who walks 
around it, or about how that experience might easily be 
understood in sociological terms. What, one might ask, 
is the relationship of this very rarefied illusionism with 
the concerns of advertising which are omnipresent in 
the society of the spectacle? Like Krauss, Caro’s great 
champion Michael Fried was a follower of Greenberg, and 
so it was natural for them to offer apolitical interpretations 
of sculptures like Tanktotem I or Prairie that cry out for 
reference to gender politics. But soon enough, Krauss 
abandoned formalism. And Caro’s sculpture, like the color 
field painting championed by Greenberg, lost its audience. 
As for Smith, he became a great sculptor who belonged to 
the past. As Carl Andre said, “Everybody just felt so close 
and so familiar with David Smith’s work that that’s why 
nobody followed in that direction.” 

Andre’s description of his entry point into the art world is 
revealing. A Mark di Suvero exhibition of 1960 “broke open 
sculptural scale. (It was) post–studio art, assembled right 

in the gallery. Sculpture for me . . . was still confined to, 
if not an actual pedestal, a phantom pedestal. . . . Even 
the phantom pedestal was gone. The floor itself was 
the support. . . . “At this point, everything changed. 
Sculptors of the next generation like Jessica Stockholder 
could take for granted this dramatic change: “My work 
doesn’t have a frame, in the usual sense, nor a pedestal. 
But it often relies on its status as art to be a gestalt; it 
would otherwise not exist as a separate entity among 
everything else.” Mark di Suvero’s statement, “My 
sculpture is painting in three dimensions,” undercuts his 
own originality. Kline’s gestural paintings did not really 
prepare you to envisage these sculptures. Soon enough, 
however, this reductive but visually obvious parallel was 
used against di Suvero, when Judd complained that 
he used “beams as if they were brushstrokes, imitating 
movement, as Franz Kline did. The material never has 
its own movement. A beam thrusts; a piece of iron 
follows a gesture; together they form a naturalistic and 
anthropomorphic image.” Abstract sculptors of the  
next generation wanted to avoid such comparisons  
with painting. 

It took some time for minimalist sculptors to see that 
banal arrays of industrial products could constitute 
abstract sculptures. The development of abstract 
sculpture is harder to trace than that of painting, 
because the category of sculpture is more porous. A 
painting is two–dimensional, but the boundary between 
sculpture and many three–dimensional artifacts of 
architecture, earth art, installation art, and performance 
art often is hard to locate. 
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Other abstractionists responded to Stella’s discovery 
in Andre’s spirit. Ronald Bladen (1918—88) was a very 
good abstract painter before he created The X (1967), 
a canonical, often reproduced minimalist sculpture. 
By speaking of his fascination with landscapes, he 
marked his distance from Andre’s way of thinking about 
minimalism. And Richard Serra’s One Ton Prop (House of 
Cards) develops in a radical way Andre’s understanding 
of composition. As Krauss noted, One Ton Prop (House 
of Cards) critiques the sculptural “metaphor for a body 
divided into inside and outside, with the meaning of 
that body dependent upon the idea of the private, inner 
self. . . . We are not a set of private meanings. . . . We are 
the sum of our visible gestures . . . formed by the public 
world. . . . “With no core, it is composed of four heavy 
plates, which stand only because they are balanced 
against each other. This menacing construction thus 
displays the relationship of its elements in a way that 
transcends merely figurative reference, establishing its 
identity as an abstract sculpture. 

Judd certainly responded to Stella’s proto–minimalism. 
He began as a painter, and so his early Untitled (1962), 
two painted wood rectangles joined by the pipe at right 
angles marks nicely his transformation into a sculptor. 
Just as Pollock’s allover paintings offered a new way of 
understanding the unity of paintings, so too did Judd’s 
sculpture. Serra describes the importance of Judd’s 
minimalism for artists of his generation. “By the time I 
arrived in New York, in the late 1960s, Judd’s invention 
had already transformed the historical context. Judd’s 
break had been so startling and abrupt that within three 

years Abstract Expressionism was out, Minimalism was 
in. . . . We all acknowledged his importance by either 
coming up against him, going around him, or using his 
work in ways he could not have imagined or intended.”

“Ordinary abstract painting and expressionistic 
painting,” Judd said, “have a residual naturalism . . . . 
They are still pictures.” Unlike Smith’s totems or Caro’s 
illusionistic welded constructions, his own very literal 
sculptures aspired to escape that fate. Judd’s very 
American art, in which everything can be revealed, 
because nothing is concealed, expresses the worldview 
of a secular materialist society. Religious cultures think 
that the causal order can be suspended. They believe 
that the causally inexplicable intervention of the sacred 
within our world, which we may call grace makes 
spiritual experience possible. Judd does not. One can 
be surprised by his sculpture, but it contains no mystery 
— no allusions to sacred experience. Judd’s interest in 
wholeness does not encourage seeing his sculpture as 
bodily expression, like Smith’s or Hesse’s art. Liberation 
from European compositional hierarchies and  
illusionism marked, also, liberation from artistic tradition. 
Judd thus linked himself to Newman, though he did not 
share that painter’s interest in describing the origins of 
his art. He aspired, rather, to be radically impersonal. 

In the 1960s, Richard Serra was one of many artists 
doing informal art. Then his public sculpture Tilted 
Arc (1981—9) became extremely controversial. His 
best champion, Krauss provided an eloquent defense: 
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“Sculpture has always taken as its subject the 
representation of the human body: bodies sitting and 
standing, riding horseback, raising flags, and extending 
blessings. . . . During the modern art [period] . . . these 
bodies took on an increasingly abstract and geometric 
form — a simplification which nevertheless carried 
on the idea that bodies occupy the space around us, 
and that we experience these bodies from the outside. 
In contrast to this, the sculpture that evolved in this 
country in the 1960s and 1970s . . . was conceived in 
relation to a different premise. . . . The body was still to 
be represented by sculpture, but . . . not as it is [seen] 
from without [but] from within. . . . “Traditionally the 
subject of sculpture was the body. With minimalism, 
Krauss suggests, that body was represented from 
within. Tilted Arc explored the vector of vision, an act 
that maps out this public space. 

Krauss’s account, which explains why the art world 
admires Serra, fails entirely to speak to the obvious 
problems the public had with his art. The unhappy 
saga of Tilted Arc revealed the vast gap between the 
art world and the larger public. Serra was not in that 
work a great public artist. How could he be when the 
public hated his sculpture? Once late at night, I came 
across it and unreflectively thought: what a monstrosity. 
At that moment, I was just a member of his public. 
When Tilted Arc was removed I felt the same as Peter 
Schjeldhal, “sweet relief, like that of a child when the 

school bully moves away.” What Krauss views as a 
brilliant demonstration of applied phenomenology 
was, to the ordinary citizens, or anyone walking in the 
neighborhood an ugly obstruction of a public space. You 
had to be a very insular intellectual to experience Tilted 
Arc in her terms. 

This little history of recent American sculpture 
prepares us to consider the art on which we need now 
to focus. All of our ambitious contemporary sculptors 
working in Ohio and Western Pennsylvania come out 
of this American tradition. But as artists of the next 
generation, inevitably they have a very different take 
on the concerns of their medium. Two generations 
ago, female artists had to struggle hard to be taken 
seriously. But nowadays, after much struggle, the 
legitimate role of women in the art world has started 
to become established. The artists of Hesse’s and 
Judd’s generation were much concerned to reject 
anthropomorphic reductive ways of understanding 
abstract sculpture. Reacting against Smith, they 
rejected the idea that they were making totems. Now, it 
seems, the idea that three–dimensional visual artifacts 
can be non–figurative is more secure. Our artists, 
unlike their predecessors, can take for granted that 
abstraction in sculpture is a viable option. The need for 
abstractionists to make aggressive political statements 
also seems to have passed. Our artists are all very aware 
of the social concerns, but for them political issues 
mostly are in the background. A great deal has changed 
since the publication of Passages in Modern Sculpture. 
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Carmel Buckley describes her art in a way that 
plays to the concerns of all these artists. “In both my 
sculpture and drawing I’m interested in the slightest 
transformation or repetitive mark that might give an 
unexpected reading to an otherwise prosaic object or 
geometric form.” How, she is asking, can her artifacts 
stand out in a visually busy environment? To be works 
of art, her sculptures must do that. When she describes 
the sorts of objects she employs we surely find echoes 
of Duchamp’s concerns: “In the recent work I began 
modifying discarded objects to enable the viewer to 
simultaneously read the object as it is and discern a 
material transformation or an emerging narrative. This 
allowed the piece to become a trigger for potentialities 
we sometimes ascribe to objects and for the emotions 
they provoke in us. These simultaneous readings of the 
work, one very quotidian and the other relating to the 
psychology of the object, are of utmost interest to me.” 
But where he wanted to call attention to the distinction 
between art and non–art, that dramatic transformation 
produced when the readymades are placed in a gallery 
context, Buckley is interested in how her artifacts, 
like traditional figurative sculptures, allow us to tell 
suggestive stories. 

A few years ago, Buckley became fascinated with 
discarded objects in the backyard of her house in 
Cincinnati. This setting itself readily made her think 
of fairy tales: “In fairy tales the narrative is radically 
redirected when normal objects become animated or 
change their properties. In such tales inanimate objects 
are invariably transformed to enable a favorable outcome 

for an ordinary man or woman using stealth, cunning, 
or magic in a struggle against an oppressor.” Every 
picture tells a story — that is a cliché. Her sculptures 
imply narratives about happy endings: That is her 
suggestively original variation on this old theme. 

Buckley’s ways of thinking about sculpture are built 
upon her training in the late modernist tradition we 
have discussed: “Growing up in England I was just 
behind the group of British sculptors: Richard Deacon, 
Alison Wilding, Bill Woodrow, Anish Kapoor, Anthony 
Gormley, Tony Cragg, who became very influential 
in the early 80s. In England one had the influence of 
American post–minimalism and pop art along with 
a home–grown interest, especially in the work of Bill 
Woodrow, Tony Cragg, and Richard Deacon whose 
work came out of humble origins, recycling and a 
consciousness of making work seem relevant to the 
everyday.” Already this American grown tradition 
was being modified when exported to another culture. 
Buckley’s emigration to Ohio carries that transformation 
a step further, returning to our country her rethinking of 
an American tradition, in a marvelous illustration of the 
values of cultural migration. 

Dee Briggs offers a differently focused analysis of her 
concerns: “Much of my work to date has grown out 
of a specific obsession with Chirality or handedness. 
Three–dimensional objects that are Chiral do not 
have an internal plane of symmetry, can be mirrored 
three-dimensionally but the left and right cannot be 
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superimposed. Chirality is a very common characteristic in 
many areas of chemistry and biology. And it describes parts 
(left and right) of the human body, like our hands. Using 
very simple geometric forms — circles, rectangles — I apply 
this more complex operation of symmetry and create the 
components and compositions of my work.”

Bringing to art this perspective from science, like Buckley, 
she thinks about how when ordinary things become 
sculptures, they inspire stories. Recently, she reports, her 
art has “become more and more site specific, allowing me 
to create a dialogue with the architectural context and a 
powerful human experience as the work becomes literally 
occupiable. I have also begun to work with a new complex 
operation of symmetry — reverberation. I am at the infancy 
stage of this research and experimentation.” When art 
historians discuss portraits, then it is always relevant to ask 
whether the painter is right or left handed. But before reading 

her account, I confess, I had never thought about the importance of left-
and right–handedness in sculpture, which in fact has to be a fundamental 
concern. In everyday experience, a ‘leftie’ is differently oriented than a 
right–handed person, and so surely experiences art differently. 

When Briggs describes her fascination with “heavy forms that imply 
weightlessness, delightful spatial experiences that extend threatening 
invitations, seduction tempered with caution. And all the while line teasing 
out plane, plane carving out volume — actual, implied or perceived” and her 
interest in “the possibilities of materials, their inherent qualities and how — 

through form, space, time and process — I can push 
them past their known limits” then she surely speaks 
to this issue. Her art is trying to tease out, to make 
explicit, the ways that sculpted objects should inspire 
reflection on spatial experience. 

When working with students, who Briggs introduces 
to the sculpture of “Jessica Stockholder, Gordon 
Matta Clark and Mathew Barney, Alexander Calder 
and Anthony McCall,” she teaches them to weld. 
“Some of my students will never go on to make three–
dimensional work. But I know for certain that once 
they have learned with confidence how to stick weld 
— they will never hesitate or shy away from new 
materials and processes.”

Sarah Kabot also does site–specific installations. “Art 
making, for me, unravels and reveals structure at a 
precise level, the liminal space between the surface 
of an environment, walls floors and ceilings, and 
the objects that inhabit the area directly above that 
surface. My installations respond to quotidian objects 
and commonplace spaces, taking visual clues from 
these forms to create secondary experiences of an 
individual object or entire location.” 

Liminal, an important concept for Kabot, is actually 
relevant to all of our artists. To quote that essential 
research tool, Wikipedia, “Liminality (from the Latin 
word lìmen, meaning ‘a threshold’ is a psychological, 
neurological, or metaphysical subjective state, 
conscious or unconscious, of being on the “threshold” 
of or between two different existential planes, 
as defined in neurological psychology (a “liminal 
state”)…One’s sense of identity dissolves to some 
extent, bringing about disorientation, but also the 
possibility of new perspectives. Indeed, ‘if liminality 

“I
s 

sc
u

lp
tu

re
 a

 c
at

eg
or

y 

of
 o

b
je

ct
s,

 a
 p

ra
ct

ic
e,

 

or
 a

 w
ay

 o
f t

h
in

ki
n

g
?”

 

16



is regarded as a time and place of withdrawal from 
normal modes of social action, it can be seen as 
potentially a period of scrutiny for the central values 
and axioms of the culture in which it occurs’ — one 
where normal limits to thought, self–understanding, and 
behavior are undone.“

When a sculpture is set in a gallery or public space, then 
there is an implied contrast between the space occupied 
by that work of art and its surrounding environment. 
Or as Kabot puts it: “Materials are chosen to heighten 
the mimetic experience and impermanence of the 
intervention, mimicking the fleeting quality of a glimpse. 
The pieces use systems of copying, mirroring, and 
amplification to thoroughly analyze the structures of a 
chosen object or space. Techniques of repetition create 
tension between the original and the intervention, 
between the source object and the imagined object. 
The interventions become an embodied double take. 
To draw from or draw on these spaces is a process of 
interpretation, of recording the specificities, shifts,  
and peculiarities of a place, emphasizing the mutability 
of each site.” 

The concept of Liminality is important for sculpture, 
she is suggesting, because we need to become self–
consciously aware of the boundaries between art and 
what surrounds it, the rest of the world. In that way, 
her concerns relate to those of David Smith or, indeed 
to a traditional figurative sculptor. “The fundamental 
question is the nature of sculpture: is sculpture a 
category of objects, a practice, or a way of thinking? 
My work indexes all three positions. By relocating 
existent or readymade things, I am taking forms that 

are ordinarily unavailable for manipulation and scrutiny, 
and making them available to the viewer. Much of my 
work concerns itself with the notion of materializing the 
immaterial, specifically liminal and negative spaces, and 
can be situated within a category of objects that can be  
called sculpture.”

It is interesting that here she appeals to Judd’s model. 
“Judd’s writings, emphasizing bodily awareness and 
the specific object, have both influenced and ordered 
my thinking and practice. I am both a participant in 
and (sometimes) antagonist to this modernist lineage. 
The work’s aim to ‘alter the everyday world–view’ is a 
meditation on impossibility or possibilities of ubiquitous 
forms, which manifests itself in my desire to render the 
functional functionless.” Think of how Judd’s boxes echo 
the shapes found in a modern urban environment, a 
concern also for Kabot, whose art looks very different.

Detaching objects from their context, making practically 
useful things functionless is now a familiar modernist 
ideal, as Kabot acknowledges. What then is more original 
is her desire to do that by asking her critical questions 
about the identity of sculpture. As I see it, her art is a 
category of objects and a practice and a way of thinking, 
which is just to say that her objects are embedded in a 
critical theoretical analysis of her practice. 

Kim Beck is also interested in what might be called 
the aesthetics of the banal everyday environment. “My 
work starts with looking. The peculiar street signs, gas 
station banners, overgrown weeded lots, and self–storage 
buildings — I draw, paint, print, or work with the objects 
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and spaces one usually ignores or simply does not see 
because of their ubiquity. Mostly I arrive at ambivalence, 
balancing contempt for the commercialization and 
homogenization of the landscape with an appreciation 
for the awkwardness and surprising idiosyncrasy of 
these same spaces. In every suburban parking lot there 
is a parking lot island with a badly pruned tree. Despite 
the asphalt, the tree is quirky and shows pluck. Are 
these eyesores or are they the fabric of landscape?”

This much of her account makes her sound like a pop 
artist, but as becomes clear when we look at her art, or 
read her account of it, the result is very different. For 
one thing, she is a sculptor who intervenes in these 
spaces, not a painter who depicts them. Beck doesn’t 
love these aesthetically banal environments, but neither 
does she scorn them. Her goal, rather, is to get us to 
look at them more closely, and so more sympathetically. 
“These pieces raise questions about visibility, emptiness 
and accumulation and urge a reconsideration of the 
environment. By drawing attention to these moments, 
my work brings the banal and everyday into focus.”

One senses that Beck loves these banal things. 
Certainly she loves to describe them, in prose a creative 
writer could admire. “Produced in conjunction with 
a commercial sign shop, vinyl multiples of common 
overlooked weeds grow out of cracks, up walls and 
across windows. These at once cheerful and disquieting 
oversized weeds range from the invasive kudzu to the 
everyday dandelion. The adhesive decals are layered 
and combined with sign images, which are painted 
directly on the wall.”

For several decades now, a great deal of contemporary 
art, including some abstraction, has been aggressively 

anti–aesthetic. In opposition to modernism, what Hal 
Foster calls “the idea of a privileged aesthetic realm” 
is rejected. In place of harmonious beauty, we have 
fragmentation; instead of building upon tradition, 
we find a radical rupture with the past; rather than 
celebration of universal values, identity politics. Now, 
if I am not mistaken, aesthetic pleasure is back, which 
is to say that Beck, like all of our artists, is concerned to 
provide visual pleasure. 

Charles Tucker is concerned with the relationship 
between the architectural constructions he develops and 
real habitable space, “a constructed space predicated 
on understanding via the predictability of pattern and 
repetition laid out in simple dimensional space. When 
compared to the multidimensional reality of our world 
and an inability to understand our relationship within 
that, space is revealed. This revelation makes clear a 
necessary struggle to reconcile understanding with 
reality. This struggle is, I believe, an aesthetic struggle.” 

Of course I am fascinated to note that he too speaks 
of aesthetics, if only in connection with struggle. We 
must struggle, he seems to suggest, to find order in 
our visual experience. “While the need for struggle 
is often recognized, it is rarely understood in this 
way because of our attraction to Style as a means of 
communication and its immediate value. Structural 
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relationships often require more investigation and often 
when successful reveal analogous relationships whose 
synergies are not easy to recognize and even more difficult 
to fully understand. It is this elusive relationship that my 
investigation attempts to probe and decode. And it is art’s 
ability to examine the poetic implications of non–linear 
space that I find most intriguing.” Like all of our artists, 
he is involved in what might be called teasing out the 
aesthetic pleasures of banal spaces, in what might be 
called visual poetry of the ordinary lived environment. 

None of these sculptors are making figurative statues or 
doing purely decorative designs. But, still, they all are 
interested in attracting viewers, which in our visually 
busy environments is not easy. Artists must compete with 
advertising, with architecture, and, more generally, just 
with the fact that all of us have too much to do and too 
little time for leisure looking. In this situation, only the best 
art can hold our attention.

Early on Daniel Burke was interested in being a skilled 
craftsman: “I accepted Art as being about skilled 
craftsmen using good design to organize and present their 
ideas. As a result I can’t help but see formal (aesthetically 
appealing, beautiful if you will) things everywhere. I look 
to colors, shapes, rhythms, patterns, and networks. I 
look to scenes of grandiose wonder and to commonplace 
objects in their unique settings. I‘m trying to be open to 
something hidden which when revealed becomes Art.” 
Is he an aesthete? Sometimes he speaks in terms which 
a traditional thinker such as the Victorian English critic 
Walter Pater would recognize: “I look to colors, shapes, 
rhythms, and patterns that guide me to concerns of 

fragility, improbability, imagination, abstraction and 
change.” But of course he is very much of the twenty–
first century, like all of our artists. “I’ve noticed that 
increasingly my work relies on the reuse, reclamation, 
recycling, and the repurposing of materials. These 
current concerns have entered my aesthetic but were 
not really chosen as paramount to the art. There is a 
dawning consciousness of their importance.” Pater 
would be puzzled by this statement. Like Kabot, he 
appeals to a very traditional way of thinking. The goal 
of art is to make present what is hidden. Yet, we need 
only look to his sculptures to see that now this way 
of thinking comes out all different. As one famous 
definition of modernism says: One must be of one’s time.

If pressed to define the shared concerns of these 
sculptors, I would discuss the way that they seek to 
intervene in public spaces, calling attention to what 
we view by slipping their art into these settings. None 
of them are aggressive surrealists — they are not 
interested in that shock which arises from unexpected 
juxtapositions of artifacts. We find, after all, plenty of 
shocks in the everyday news. Their goal, rather, is to fit 
their art into gallery and public spaces. And although 
they all live and work in our mid–western rust belt, they 
are not centrally concerned to comment on that social 
environment, or its political background. Certainly 
political protest art in the manner of Tilted Arc is not 
their concern. Nor are any of them centrally concerned 
with challenging the boundaries between art and non–
art, as were many early modernists. Still, it is true that 
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all of them are much involved, as we have seen, with 
explaining why what they are creating is sculpture 
which extends the late modernist tradition. 

Their shared concern, to characterize them in 
more positive terms, is to intervene in the space 
created by architecture and the contemporary urban 
environment. This, some of the best recent art 
made in our region, builds upon the achievement 
of post–minimalism, in ways that acknowledge the 
achievement of Jessica Stockholder, Jackie Winsor, 
and other post–historical sculptors. Employing banal 
materials to achieve aesthetic results, these artists 
mostly avoid direct figurative references. Often 
employing a grid to structure their works, frequently 
making architectural references these artists are 
interested in what you find at the intersection 
between nature and the urban environment. In 
that way, I believe, they are heirs to the minimalist 
tradition of the 1960s. 

Here inevitably we return to place historically our six 
sculptors. Abstract Expressionism was the art of the 
victors. A passionate belief in the compelling power 
of personal expression made this art possible. Only a 
culture with enormous self–confidence could create 
such art. In 1945, China, Europe, Japan, and the USSR 
lay in ruins while the newly powerful United States 
became the home for Abstract Expressionism. This 
art developed when Americans, spurred on by their 

victory and by awareness of the Holocaust, wanted 
that painting be reborn. In the 1960s, that situation 
started to change, for much of the most challenging 
sculpture was made not in New York, but in Europe. 
More recently, the situation has changed again. The 
catalogue of last year’s Whitney Biennial argued that 
our visual culture has become more modest, and less 
strident in its political demands. “Traditional forms of 
protest and resistance were no longer needed as in 
the years before when it felt like the United States was 
losing its moral direction.” 

Our artists too respond to this change. What aesthetic 
experience is possible, they are asking, in a country 
that, though no longer so arrogantly self–confident, 
has a rich artistic tradition upon which to build. The 
works of art that you are about to view are very varied. 
What I have tried to provide, as I noted at the start, is 
a synthesis of their concerns, a guiding framework, 
which will orient visitors to the exhibition. We 
residents of Ohio and Western Pennsylvania are lucky 
that so many gifted artists are resident here. 
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David Carrier, Champney Family Professor of Art History at Case Western 

University and the Cleveland Institute of Art since 2000 and former 

professor of philosophy at Carnegie Mellon University, is a prolific and 

wide ranging critic, author, and lecturer on contemporary art, art history 

theory, and museology. His publications include A World Art History and 

Its Objects (2008), Museum Skepticism: A History of the Display of Art 

in Public Galleries (2006), Sean Scully (2004), Writing about Visual Art 

(Aesthetics Today) (2003), and The Aesthetics of Comics (2001), among 

many others. Carrier’s contemporary art reviews and criticism are found 

often in such publications as The Burlington Magazine, Art Forum, 

artUS, and artcritical. He is currently completing a book on American 

abstract painting since World War II.
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 Kim Beck, Associate Professor of Art at Carnegie 

Mellon University, grew up in Colorado and currently lives in 

Pittsburgh. She has exhibited widely including at the Walker 

Art Center, the Carnegie Museum of Art, Smack Mellon, 

Socrates Sculpture Park, and Hallwalls Contemporary Art 

Center. A recent fellow at the MacDowell Colony, she has 

participated in other residencies at Yaddo, the Marie Walsh 

Sharpe Space Program, the International Studio & Curatorial 

Program, Cité Internationale des Arts, Vermont Studio Center, 

and Virginia Center for the Creative Arts. She has received 

awards from ARS Electronica, Pollock–Krasner, Thomas 

J. Watson and Heinz Foundations and her artist’s book, A 

Field Guide to Weeds (published through the Printed Matter 

Emerging Artist Publishing Program) is in its second edition. 

Her project for the High Line in New York City is on view 

through January 2012. She received her MFA from the Rhode 

Island School of Design and BA from Brandeis University.

 Using images of architecture and landscape, Kim 

Beck makes drawings, prints, paintings and installations 

that survey peripheral and suburban spaces. Her work urges 

a reconsideration of the built environment — peculiar street 

signs, gas station banners, overgrown weeded lots, and self–

storage buildings — to bring the banal and everyday into 

focus.
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Everything Must Go!, 2009

Charcoal, gouache, & pastel on paper on windows

Dimensions variable

Courtesy of Mixed Greens





Go!!!, 2009

Acrylic on found boxes

Dimensions variable

Courtesy of Mixed Greens

S
T

A
T

E
M

E
N

T

 My work starts with looking. The peculiar street signs, 

gas station banners, overgrown weeded lots, and self–storage 

buildings — I draw, paint, print, or work with the objects and 

spaces one usually ignores or simply does not see because 

of their ubiquity. Mostly I arrive at ambivalence, balancing 

contempt for the commercialization and homogenization of the landscape 

with an appreciation for the awkwardness and surprising idiosyncrasy of 

these same spaces. In every suburban parking lot there is a parking lot 

island with a badly pruned tree. Despite the asphalt, the tree is quirky and 

shows pluck. Are these eyesores or are they the fabric of landscape? These 

pieces raise questions about visibility, emptiness and accumulation and 

urge a reconsideration of the environment. By drawing attention to these 

moments, my work brings the banal and everyday into focus. 

I’ve never described myself as a sculptor but rather as an artist who 

works across media. I’ve even come to make work described as sculpture, 

or work that is 3–dimensional, from a background in painting, drawing, 

and print. Regardless of my projects, I choose to work with particular 

materials because of the specific references they carry (used cardboard 

boxes suggest their history in the transportation and shipping of goods, 

recycled later to become moving boxes, for instance), and consequently 

the work bends across traditional categories. Some of my work becomes 

more physical and recreates found objects through a process of 

representation in a new material or medium. These pieces do address the 

built environment in their subject matter and in material and are a way 

to puzzle through the conflicting responses I have to the sometimes ugly 

and peculiar urban landscape.
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Untitled, 2011 (installation detail)

Aluminum plates, 2 parts

Dimensions variable 

Dee Briggs was born in Burgettstown, Pennsylvania. 

She received a Masters of Architecture degree from 

Yale University in 2002 with undergraduate studies in 

architecture from the City College of New York. Briggs,  

who began to make sculpture in 2002, exhibits nationally 

and teaches in the schools of art and architecture at 

Carnegie Mellon University. She lives and works in New 

York and Pittsburgh. 

Briggs works mostly in steel and bronze at various 

scales and does much of the fabrication work herself. Her 

work is rooted in the exploration of chirality (or handedness, 

wherein pieces are composed of only two basic elements, 

the left– and right–handed versions of the same maneuver), 

which is pursued through the study of very basic principles 

of geometry and complex operations of symmetry. She is 

interested in the resulting relationships of line and plane 

and the way in which each composition describes or 

implies space. Although her work often appears chaotic 

and whimsical it is, in fact, highly ordered.





18 Rings, 2007 (installation detail)

Steel

6'×9'×15'
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 It is 2011, and I have been making sculpture 

full time for almost 9 years. I was an architect, getting 

my graduate degree in architecture at Yale when I fell 

in love with the ideas, materials, and processes that 

I’m wrestling with today. I didn’t set out to be an artist 

— it happened to me. And I realized, as I was about to 

complete grad school, that building an art practice and 

dedicating myself to working through the ideas that so 

preoccupy me was inevitable. I realized that it wasn’t 

going to let me go. People occasionally ask of my work 

“Why do you do it?” and eight years later I haven’t come 

up with a better answer than — I can’t help myself. 

The ideas, or concepts, I have been dealing with 

and exploring in my work are based in mathematics, 

architecture, and experience. I am particularly 

interested in geometry, symmetry, and rhythm — line, 

plane, and volume — visual perception and spatial 

understanding. Much of my work to date has grown out 

of a specific obsession with Chirality or handedness. 

Three–dimensional objects that are chiral do not 

have an internal plane of symmetry, can be 

mirrored three–dimensionally, but the left and 

right cannot be superimposed. Chirality is a 

very common characteristic in many areas of 

chemistry and biology. And it describes parts 

(left and right) of the human body, like our 

hands. Using very simple geometric forms 

— circles, rectangles — I apply this more complex 

operation of symmetry and create the components and 

compositions of my work. 

The most recent iterations have become more 

and more site specific, allowing me to create a dialogue 

with the architectural context and a powerful human 

experience as the work becomes literally occupiable. I 

have also begun to work with a new complex operation 

of symmetry — reverberation. I am at the infancy stage 

of this research and experimentation.

The results of this work are unexpected rhythmic 

spaces that contain limitless perceptual contradictions: 

three–dimensional patterns that are at once familiar 

and foreign, heavy forms that imply weightlessness, 

delightful spatial experiences that extend threatening 

invitations, seduction tempered with caution. And 

all the while line teasing out plane, plane carving out 

volume — actual, implied, or perceived.
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Carmel Buckley received a B.A. in Fine Arts–Sculpture 

from Newcastle upon Tyne Polytechnic, and an M.F.A. from 

the School of Visual Arts in New York. She has also studied 

at Escuela de Bellas Artes, Madrid University, Polytechnic of 

Central London, and the San Carlos Academy of Fine Arts, 

Mexico City. Buckley has exhibited broadly across the UK 

and the US for nearly thirty years, with other exhibitions 

in Germany, Greece and Japan. Recent exhibitions of note 

include a two–person exhibition with Joel Fisher at Aisle 

Gallery (Cincinnati, OH), a solo exhibition at the Weston Art 

Gallery (Cincinnati, OH), and inclusion in group exhibitions 

at E:vent (London, England), University of Cincinnati’s Reed 

Gallery (Cincinnati, OH), Carl Solway Gallery (Cincinnati, 

OH) and the Tate Modern (London, England). Buckley is an 

Associate Professor in Sculpture at Ohio State University.

In her most recent sculpture, Carmel Buckley 

reactivates discarded objects, creating environments where 

the viewer can imagine narratives for them. In these new 

settings, the found items can still be recognized as what 

they originally were while simultaneously marking the 

threshold of a transformed world, like the charmed objects 

in fairy tales. In her two–dimensional work, Buckley invents 

drawing systems that repeatedly mark the paper with pens 

and non–traditional tools to form unpredictable networks.

Untitled, 2010 (installation detail)

Laundry box (found object) & cut clothing

Approx. 8"×27"×24" 

Blanket (found object)

Approx. 9"×42"×36" 

Bucket (found object) & cut paper print

Approx. 12"×19"×24"

Potato ricer (found object) & cloth

9"×58"×55"

Cardigan & sequins (found objects)

Approx. 20"×29"×2"

Column drawings 1—5 (whirlpool)

Japanese paper, ink pen

20.5"×17" (each)

Drawing diptych (flower)

Japanese paper, ink pen

20.5"×17" (each)

(small circles 1)

Japanese paper, ink pen

20.5"×17" (each)

(small circles 2)

Japanese paper, ink pen

20.5"×17" (each)





Trace, 2009 (installation detail)

Noddy doll, rapid prototype, & wood

8"×18"×53" 

Wooden baskets (found objects) & paper

19"×19"×14"

Barbed wire (found object) & bronze

4"×20"×20"

Fencing wire (found object) & gold wire

23"×20"×20"

Plastic & metal buckets (found objects)

14.5"×12"×12"

Bucket (found object) & silver paper

12"×36"×36"

Garden shed (found object), gold paper, & 

cinderblock

81.5"×75"×39"

HD video still 

Video approx. six minutes

58" screen

From the monoprint series 1— 4

Japanese paper, ink  pen

41"×27" (framed)

Nielsen drawing series 1—10

Japanese paper, watercolor pens, & thread

26"×22" (framed)
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of work I have used sugar cubes to recreate a 

shadow for a gate; stood a garden shed on gold– 

papered cinder blocks; repaired fruit and/or 

vegetable baskets with wood–grain paper; and 

bound part of metal fencing with thread–like 

gold wire.

Throughout my career as an artist I have 

always been interested in a deeper engagement 

with the use of found objects, whether by 

incorporation as part of a piece, or as something represented (or 

replicated) in my sculpture and drawing. Early on in my career 

I was very interested in the work of Picasso and Braque for their 

incorporation of found materials and objects in their paintings and 

sculpture. I continue to enjoy the poetry of Francis Ponge whose 

1930s book “Things” contains a series of reflections on mundane 

everyday objects that we might encounter at any time. In one of 

these he describes something we often see if we go to a market: “The 

Crate: At all the street corners that converge upon the marketplace, 

it gleams then with the unpretentious luster of white wood. Brand 

new still, and slightly dumbfounded at being in an awkward pose 

tossed on the garbage heap beyond return, this object is in sum 

amongst the most sympathetic.” I would like my work to succeed 

in an equivalent way to evoke qualities of what is overlooked, or 

undervalued in the world around us.

Besides this connection to fairy tale narratives, I am also 

aware of my work’s relationship to the humanistic tendencies of 

archaeological research where it proposes ways to understand a 

society’s traditions or life activities from the unearthing and rigorous 

examination of an everyday utilitarian object that once accomplished 

a specific activity. I would like the objects which I transform in my 

studio, and the drawings in which I explore the possibilities of 

representation through line.

I primarily work in the mediums of sculpture and drawing. I 

see the drawings as closely related to my sculptural pieces which 

use found objects, wire, and mixed media. In both my sculpture and 

drawing I’m interested in the slightest transformation or repetitive 

mark that might give an unexpected reading to an otherwise prosaic 

object or geometric form. Sometimes a drawing will become a 

sculpture, or inform a sculpture, and I may take a sculptural object 

and make it into a silhouette drawing or use the object in some way 

to make a drawing. 

In the recent work I began modifying discarded objects to 

enable the viewer to simultaneously read the object as it is and discern 

a material transformation or an emerging narrative. This allowed the 

piece to become a trigger for potentialities we sometimes ascribe to 

objects and for the emotions they provoke in us. These simultaneous 

readings of the work, one very quotidian and the other relating to the 

psychology of the object, are of utmost interest to me. This ongoing 

body of works was initiated 5 years ago after I moved to Cincinnati 

and became fascinated by the discarded objects left on our property. 

The house, suggesting a cottage in enchanted woods, had qualities 

of a fairytale. Amongst the unusual objects left behind were an old 

teacup labeled “father” in large gothic script, walking sticks whittled 

out of wood retrieved from the garden, and an owl’s skull. 

In fairy tales the narrative is radically redirected when normal 

objects become animated or change their properties. In such tales 

inanimate objects are invariably transformed to enable a favorable 

outcome for an ordinary man or woman using stealth, cunning, or 

magic in a struggle against an oppressor. In this recent body of work I 

began collecting these items from the garden to create environments 

in which a reactivated existence for them could be imagined. 

In terms of process I begin with a found object that is a starting 

point. It may take months to decide how to alter the piece in a way 

that doesn’t undermine the object’s present state. I use everyday 

materials to enhance or alter the object’s reading. The alterations 

are often minimal, repetitive, and restorative to the object that would 

otherwise generally be considered worthless. In this recent body 
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Daniel Burke, professor and chair of Mercyhurst 

College’s Art Department, has been studying and 

making art for over 45 years. Born and raised in Erie, 

Pennsylvania, he received his Bachelor’s degree from 

Mercyhurst College and his Master’s from Edinboro 

University of Pennsylvania. Burke has received 

numerous grants and participated in many invitational 

one– and two–person shows and group exhibits 

throughout the States, including the Minnesota 

Museum of Art, Butler Institute of American Art, Norfolk 

Museum of Arts and Sciences, William Penn Museum, 

and the National Design Center. He has won prizes and 

honors in more than 60 juried competitions, including 

awards in 27 national and international shows. 

Burke has accepted art as being about skilled  

craftsmen using good design to organize and present 

their ideas. As a result he views his surroundings 

in a formalistic manner with consideration of colors, 

shapes, rhythms, patterns, and networks. He also 

has a nonhierarchical approach to subject matter 

with an equal appreciation of the grandiose and the 

commonplace. Burke remains always open to something 

hidden that when revealed becomes art.
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Habitat with Birds, 2011

Acrylic, oil, & mixed media on PVC pipe & wood

9'6"×9'6"×6"





No Book Ends, 2009

Mixed media, including acrylic on childrens’ books

Dimensions variable (10'×24'— 30')
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    I look to colors, shapes, rhythms, and patterns 

that guide me to concerns of fragility, improbability, 

imagination, abstraction, and change; however, I’ve 

noticed that increasingly my work relies on the reuse, 

reclamation, recycling, and the repurposing of materials. 

These current concerns have entered my aesthetic but 

were not really chosen as paramount to the art. There is a 

dawning consciousness of their importance.

Recycling and Reclamation. In Arrivals the 

individual bird forms are made of cut out, recycled, painted 

boards. I use varied surfaces from common game boards 

as Monopoly, Scrabble, Chutes and Ladders, to garage 

sale paint by numbers panels, to old BINGO cards, and to 

illustration boards with old painting studies underneath. 

After doing 20 or 30 drawings of the wild grape vines in 

our woods, the idea occurred to use the “real.” Dead vines 

were saved, painted, and mounted on PVC pipe. Habitat 

needed characters. I used my old paint encrusted palettes 

and cut from them the bird shapes. The palettes were 

then also used as nature’s birdhouses.

Ideas sometimes present themselves from the 

material itself. My No Book Ends is a playful interpretation 

of how children’s books can take off from their bookshelf 

and then give birth to fly–away birds made from their 

pages. There was something that intrigued me about 

the servile ironing board. I bought about ten of them at 

thrift stores and simply had them in the studio. Coupled 

with a book club reading about slavery the idea arose 
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of their being platforms or 

stages and finally Slave Ships. 

The resulting work is a short 

essay on the slave trade using customary domino birds 

as central characters. The bird forms are cut from layers 

of wood, which become the decks on the ironing boards.

The leftover becomes the piece. The work may 

involve the purposeful use of all the material used in the 

production. I needed various parts for my assemblages, 

installations, and displays. I hit upon the notion of cutting 

out the shapes from a larger shape — a gate form. 

Twenty–four Gates is a wall filled with cut–out wooden 

garden gates showing a variety of my motifs being 

used as patterns. Everything from birds to falling cats to 

musical instruments to rats in mazes is featured waiting 

to be made in cast iron.

Change and Variation. Rearrangement is possible 

in all of the works. I use Velcro to enable me to move parts 

around; and clothespins on the backsides of others as 

in Habitat; and on stands as in Bird Studies Display. At 

times I use assembled sections for various placements, as 

in Afterfire with Vessels. 
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Turbine, 2011 (installation detail)

Polyester film, acrylic paint, fans, & wood

Dimensions variable

Sarah Kabot is Assistant Professor of Drawing 

at the Cleveland Institute of Art. Kabot holds a BFA in 

Fiber and Ceramics from the University of Michigan 

and an MFA from the Cranbrook Academy of Art. She 

has been included in gallery shows at Mixed Greens, 

NYC; The Drawing Center, NYC; and Smack Mellon, 

Brooklyn, NY. She has been a resident artist at Dieu 

Donne Papermill, NYC, and at Sculpture Space, Utica, 

NY. Most recently she is one of the finalists for the 

highly prestigious 2010 West Prize, and she currently 

has a solo exhibition at the Akron Art Museum (OH) 

and is in a group exhibition in Norway. 

For Kabot, making is an act of unraveling, of 

revealing structure at a precise level. Her installations 

take visual cues and materials from a location to 

create a secondary experience of that location. Wall 

drawings analyze and amplify specific aspects of 

a chosen space, using the tools of repetition and  

subtlety to create tension between site and 

intervention. Repetition, inherent to the process, 

optically enhances and torques perception, while 

subtlety encourages the viewer to be attentive to the 

nuances of the transformation.



Wearin’ it out, 2011

Paper, PVC, & Plexiglass

17'×4'×6'
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 The goal of my site–specific installations is to 

examine and question the nature of reality and perception.  

Art making, for me, unravels and reveals structure at a precise 

level, the liminal space between the surface of an environment, 

walls floors and ceilings, and the objects that inhabit the 

area directly above that surface. My installations respond to 

quotidian objects and commonplace spaces, taking visual clues from 

these forms to create secondary experiences of an individual object or 

entire location. Materials are chosen to heighten the mimetic experience 

and impermanence of the intervention, mimicking the fleeting quality 

of a glimpse. The pieces use systems of copying, mirroring, and 

amplification to thoroughly analyze the structures of a chosen object 

or space. Techniques of repetition create tension between the original 

and the intervention, between the source object and the imagined 

object. The interventions become an embodied double take. To draw 

from or draw on these spaces is a process of interpretation, of recording 

the specificities, shifts, and peculiarities of a place, emphasizing the 

mutability of each site.
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Charles Tucker, head of the sculpture 

department at the Cleveland Institute of Art, is 

an artist and researcher actively working toward 

an art/science methodology, a goal which he has 

written about and researched since the mid–1990s. 

Furthering this end he and noted critic and theorist, 

Saul Ostrow, are organizing a Spring 2009 residency, 

Analogous Fields (The Convergence of Art and 

Science), for the Banff Center in Alberta, Canada. 

Last spring the two collaborated on a project known 

as “The Banff Dialogues” in which they discussed and  

envisioned this overlap. Tucker received a BS in 

Biology and Geneology from Livingston University 

and a BFA in Sculpture from the University of South 

Alabama; he holds an MFA from the University of 

Alabama. He has exhibited widely including shows in 

Germany and Italy. 

Much of Tucker’s work has been focused on 

the structural connection within the component 

parts of the constructions he presents. Particularly 

significant for the artist is an aesthetic mapping of 

ultrathin boundaries that obscure and separate the 

relationships between our constructed human world 

and the real space that we inhabit.



Hypertext, 2009

Douglas fir & plaster, 3 parts

9.5'×1.5'× 1.5' (each)



Ecologies: Constructions II, 2010

Douglas fir, redwood, & polyethylene

6'×6'×6"

Ecologies: Constructions III, 2011

Douglas fir, redwood, & asbestos siding

6’×6’×6"

Ecologies: Constructions IV, 2011

Douglas fir, redwood, & lead paint

6’×6’×6"



S
T

A
T

E
M

E
N

T

Much of my work has been focused on the 

structural connection within the component parts of the 

constructions I present. Significant is an aesthetic mapping 

of ultrathin boundaries that obscure and separate the 

spatial relationships between our constructed human 

world and the real space that we inhabit. A constructed 

space predicated on understanding via the predictability 

of pattern and repetition laid out in simple dimensional 

space. When compared to the multidimensional reality of our world 

and an inability to understand our relationship within that space 

is revealed. This revelation makes clear a necessary struggle to 

reconcile understanding with reality. This struggle is, I believe, an 

aesthetic struggle. While the need for struggle is often recognized, 

it is rarely understood in this way because of our attraction to Style 

as a means of communication and its immediate value. Structural 

relationships often require more investigation and often when 

successful reveal analogous relationships whose synergies are not 

easy to recognize and even more difficult to fully understand. It is 

this elusive relationship that my investigation attempts to probe and 

decode. And it is arts ability to examine the poetic implications of 

non–linear space that I find most intriguing.
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KIM BECK

Everything Must Go!, 2009

Charcoal, gouache, & pastel on paper on windows

Dimensions variable

Courtesy of Mixed Greens

Under Construction, 2008

Silkscreen on cardboard

Approx. 4'×8', 30 pieces total

Courtesy of Mixed Greens

DEE BRIGGS 

Untitled, 2011

Aluminum plates, 2 parts

Dimensions variable 

3 Rings, 2008

Steel

4'×5'×5'

Dimensions variable 

CARMEL BUCKLEY

Untitled, 2010

Laundry box (found object) & cut clothing

Approx. 8"×27"×24" 

Blanket (found object)

Approx. 9"×42"×36" 

Bucket (found object) & cut paper print

Approx. 12"×19"×24"

Potato ricer (found object) & cloth

9"×58"×55"

Cardigan & sequins (found objects)

Approx. 20"×29"×2"

Column drawings 1—5 (whirlpool)

Japanese paper, ink pen

20.5"×17" (each)

Drawing diptych (flower)

Japanese paper, ink pen

20.5"×17" (each)

(small circles 1)

Japanese paper, ink pen

20.5"×17" (each)
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KIM BECK

Go!!!, 2009

Acrylic on found boxes

Dimensions variable

Courtesy of Mixed Greens

DEE BRIGGS 

18 Rings, 2007

Steel

6'×9'×15'

CARMEL BUCKLEY

Trace, 2009 

Noddy doll, rapid prototype, & wood

8"×18"×53" 

Wooden baskets (found objects) & paper

19"×19"×14"

Barbed wire (found object) & bronze

4"×20"×20"
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(small circles 2)

Japanese paper, ink pen

20.5"×17" (each)

DANIEL BURKE 

Slave Ship, 2011

Mixed media including oil, enamel, & acrylic on 

wood & ironing board

Dimensions variable

Habitat with Birds, 2011

Acrylic, oil, & mixed media on PVC pipe & wood

9'6"×9'6"×6"

SARAH KABOT

Turbine, 2011

Polyester film, acrylic paint, fans, & wood

Dimensions variable

CHARLES TUCKER

Hypertext, 2009

Douglas fir & plaster, 3 parts

9.5’×1.5’× 1.5’ (each)



Fencing wire (found object) & gold wire

23"×20"×20"

Plastic & metal buckets (found objects)

14.5"×12"×12"

Bucket (found object) & silver paper

12"×36"×36"

Garden shed (found object), gold paper, & cinderblock

81.5"×75"×39"

HD video still 

Video approx. six minutes

58" screen

From the monoprint series 1— 4

Japanese paper, ink  pen

41"×27" (framed)

Nielsen drawing series 1—10

Japanese paper, watercolor pens, & thread

26"×22" (framed)

DANIEL BURKE 

No Book Ends, 2009

Mixed media, including acrylic on children’s books

Dimensions variable (10'×24'— 30')

Twenty Four Gates, continuing

Acrylic & oil on cut wood

42"×24"

SARAH KABOT

Wearin’ it out, 2011

Paper, PVC, & Plexiglass

17'×4'×6'

CHARLES TUCKER

Ecologies: Constructions II, 2010

Douglas fir, redwood, & polyethylene

6'×6'×6"

Ecologies: Constructions IV, 2011

Douglas fir, redwood, & lead paint

6'×6'×6"

Ecologies: Constructions III, 2011

Douglas fir, redwood, & asbestos siding

6'×6'×6"
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S ALLEGHENY COLLEGE 

Meadvi l le ,PA 

ART ACADEMY OF CINCINNATI

Cincinnati ,  OH 

BALDWIN WALLACE COLLEGE

Berea,  OH 

BOWLING GREEN STATE UNIVERSITY

Bowling Green,  OH 

BUCKNELL UNIVERSITY

Lewisburg,  PA 

CARLOW UNIVERSITY 

Pittsburgh,  PA 

CARNEGIE MELLON UNIVERSITY

Pittsburgh,  PA 

CLEVELAND INSTITUTE OF ART

Cleveland,  OH 

CLEVELAND STATE UNIVERSITY

Cleveland,  OH 

COLUMBUS COLLEGE OF ART AND DESIGN

Columbus,  OH 

CUYAHOGA COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Cleveland,  OH 

DENISON COLLEGE

Granvi l le ,  OH 

DICKINSON COLLEGE

Carl is le ,  PA 

EDINBORO UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA

Edinboro,  PA 

FRANKLIN AND MARSHALL COLLEGE

Lancaster,  PA 

GETTYSBURG COLLEGE

Gettysburg,  PA 

HAVERFORD COLLEGE

Haverford,  PA 

KENYON COLLEGE

Gambier,  OH



KENT STATE

Kent,  OH 

LAKE ERIE COLLEGE

Painesvi l le ,  OH

LAKELAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Kirkland,  OH 

LEBANON VALLEY COLLEGE

Annvi l le ,  PA 

LYCOMING COLLEGE

Wil l iamsport ,  PA 

MARIETTA COLLEGE

Marietta,  OH 

MARYWOOD UNIVERSITY

Scranton,  PA 

MERCYHURST COLLEGE

Erie,  PA 

OBERLIN COLLEGE

Oberl in,  OH 

OHIO UNIVERSITY

Athens,  OH 

OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY

Columbus,  OH 

OTTERBEIN UNIVERSITY

Westervi l le ,  OH 

PENN STATE UNIVERSITY

State Col lege,  PA 

SETON HILL UNIVERSITY

Greensburg,  PA 

SLIPPERY ROCK UNIVERSITY

Slippery Rock,  PA 

UNIVERSITY OF AKRON

Akron,  OH 

UNIVERSITY OF CINCINNATI

Cincinnati ,  OH 

URSULINE COLLEGE

Pepper Pike,  OH 

XAVIER UNIVERSITY

Cincinnati ,  OH
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 The dual exhibitions documented in this 2011 catalog were conceived as a part of SculptureX. SculptureX 

was founded in 2009 by Edinboro University of Pennsylvania, the Erie Art Museum, and The Sculpture Center in 

Cleveland to foster regional collaborations supporting the discipline of sculpture and the education of sculptors. 

 The SculptureX.org website was built by Edinboro sculpture professor Dietrich Wegner in 2010. Erie Art 

Museum interns Rachel Fugate, an art history graduate of Birmingham–Southern College, and Melissa Garrity, 

an undergraduate at Indiana University of Pennsylvania, compiled a list of sculpture faculty in Ohio and western/

central Pennsylvania universities. Edinboro graduate student, Michael Anthony Smith, and The Sculpture Center 

work–study Cleveland Institute of Art student, Robert Zamora, assisted in the process. Faculty–artists were  

invited to contribute six images of their work for posting. Ann Albano invited David Carrier to review the website 

and curate simultaneous shows for the Erie Art Museum and The Sculpture Center. Working under the supervision 

of Professor Emir Bukva, Edinboro Graphic Design students created this print–on–demand catalog.   

 Saul Ostrow, Chair: Visual Arts + Technologies Environment 

of the Cleveland Institute of Art, proposed a SculptureX Symposium. 

The free, day–long event, The State of Sculpture, sponsored by the 

Cleveland Institute of Art, the Edinboro Foundation, and The Sculpture 

Center, was expected to draw 40 faculty and students. On November 6, 

2010, more than 150 artists from Ohio, Pennsylvania, New York, Indiana, 

Michigan, and West Virginia crowded into the meeting rooms at the 

Cleveland Institute of Art. The keynote address by Jeanne Silverthorne 

and the afternoon of conversation on the state of sculpture and the 

teaching of sculpture were a grand success. Ostrow is planning a 

symposium on graduate education for October 15, 2011 with Cleveland 

State University as another supporter.    

 More inter–institution events are underway. In 2009, Carey 

MacDougall gave a talk on performance at Edinboro, and in return, I 

spoke on social sculpture at Kent State’s Trumball Campus. Selecting 

artists from the SculptureX website, Edinboro’s Dietrich Wegner 

curated an exhibition, Dislocation, to be shown at the Bruce Gallery 

in November 2011. Another SculptureX show will be curated by 

Anthony Cervino for Dickinson College in 2012. If you have an idea for 

a SculptureX event, check out the website and find an artist–professor 

with whom you’d like to collaborate. Send them an email. Good luck.

Lisa Austin, Edinboro University of PA, March 3, 2011
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The Sculpture Center’s exhibition and this catalog are made 

possible by the generous direct project support from The George 

Gund Foundation, the Callahan Foundation, and the Ohio Arts 

Council. All exhibitions and publications of The Sculpture Center 

are supported by the Kulas Foundation, The John P. Murphy 

Foundation, the Bernice and David E. Davis Foundation, Cuyahoga 

Arts and Culture, and many most generous individual donors.
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The Erie Art Museum’s exhibition and this catalog are 

made possible by support from the PA Council on the 

Arts and The Erie Downtown Arts & Culture Coalition.
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The Sculpture Center
June 17—August 20, 2011

Erie Art Museum
July 9—September 25, 2011

SCULPTUREX: SIX SCULPTORS OF OHIO & WESTERN PENNSYLVANIA

1



 The Sculpture Center, the Erie Art Museum, and Edinboro University 

of Pennsylvania have come together in collaboration to focus attention on the 

work of the many sculptors teaching in Ohio and western/central Pennsylvania 

institutions. Art schools and art departments of higher learning are oases of 

critical thinking and artistic output in this region. These schools are training 

exceptional artists who fan out across the country and the world after graduation. 

 We particularly thank David Carrier for curating SculptureX from the 

work of almost eighty artists and writing an essay that places the ambitions 

of these selected artists in a larger continuum. We value the opportunity to 

have worked with the design class led by Emir Bukva at Edinboro to create 

the online catalog. We welcomed the support of Saul Ostrow and the Cleveland 

Institute of Art who so generously hosted The State of Sculpture conference in  

November 2010 to jump start an exchange of ideas across the region that we 

expect will be enduring.

 Above all, we thank the six artists — Kim Beck and Dee Briggs of 

Carnegie Mellon University (Pittsburgh, PA), Carmel Buckley of Ohio State 

University (Columbus), Daniel Burke of Mercyhurst College (Erie, PA), and Sarah 

Kabot and Charles Tucker of the Cleveland Institute of Art (OH) — for sharing 

their considerable talents and patience with their students, year after year, 

and for providing or creating new artwork for not one, but two simultaneous 

exhibition venues 100 miles apart.

A
C

K
N

O
W

L
E

D
G

E
M

E
N

T
S



K
IM

 B
E

C
K

   
  

  
  

  
D

E
E

 B
R

IG
G

S
  

  
  

  
  

C
A

R
M

E
L

 B
U

C
K

L
E

Y
 

D
A

N
IE

L
 B

U
R

K
E

  
  

  
  

  
S

A
R

A
H

 K
A

B
O

T
  

  
  

  
  

C
H

A
R

L
E

S
 T

U
C

K
E

R

S
IX

 S
C

U
L

P
T

O
R

S
:

3



Erie Art Museum is a community–based center for 

arts and culture serving northwest Pennsylvania 

and adjacent areas of Ohio and New York. Founded as 

an artists’ organization in 1898, the Museum has always 

identified artists as a special audience. Each year the 

Erie Art Museum hosts at least 15 different exhibits 

that embrace a wide range of subjects, both historical 

and contemporary, including folk art and craft, multi–

disciplinary installations, community–based work, and 

public art as well as traditional media. The Museum 

presents music and other performing arts, and produces a 

major summer music festival. The museum also maintains 

collections, supports research and produces publications, 

but its principal focus is on public programs, including a 

wide range of artists’ services and educational programs 

such as interdisciplinary and interactive school tours, 

artist residencies, and a variety of artist–led classes. 
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John Vanco, Director, Erie Art Museum

erieartmuseum.org
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Edinboro University of Pennsylvania is located in 

a small college town 20 minutes south of Erie and 

about two hours from Cleveland. Edinboro is one of the 14 

universities composing the Pennsylvania State System of 

Higher Education. The Edinboro Academy was charted in 

1857 and five years later became Pennsylvania’s second State 

Normal School. In 1927, Edinboro became a State Teachers 

College and in 1983, attained university status. For nearly a 

century, Edinboro has placed special emphasis on training 

artists and art educators. Today, Edinboro’s fifty art faculty 

teach over 900 students who are studying art education, art 

history, applied media arts and fine arts and crafts including a 

BFA and MFA concentration in Sculpture.
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The Sculpture Center in the University Circle of Cleveland 

was founded by the artist David E. Davis and his wife Bernice 

Saperstein Davis in 1989 to support early career Ohio 

sculptors and promote the preservation of public 

outdoor sculpture. It has been a unique champion of 

contemporary sculptors and installation artists and 

their output for the past twenty–one years, first in Ohio 

and of late in the greater region of Ohio, its contiguous 

states, and Ontario, Canada. As a kunsthalle, the Center 

annually presents nine one–person and one juried 

group exhibition, often of artwork created especially 

for the galleries, with the Window to Sculpture 

Emerging Artist series (W2S) as a centerpiece. On 

the website are found comprehensive documentation 

of past exhibitions, technical, material, and career 

information of particular interest to sculptors, and a 

database of over 1,000 Ohio outdoor sculptures (OOSI).

Ann Albano, Executive Director, The Sculpture Center

sculpturecenter.org

edinboro.edu

Lisa Austin, Edinboro University of Pennsylvania
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BY: DAVID CARRIER

You are about to see some marvelous art. But first, I urge, you would 
do well to do a little reading. Critics devoted to contemporary art 
tend, mostly, to offer short–term perspectives. For some of them 
Andy Warhol, who began showing in commercial galleries more than 
fifty years ago, is almost like an old master. After all, if you are thirty–
five, then he belongs to your parents’ generation. In this concern 
with the immediate present, the art world mirrors the larger culture, 
in which, because change is so very swift, it is hard to develop an 
historical perspective. Certainly computer technologies focus our 
attention on relentlessly swift change. But in the visual arts unless 
you adopt an historical perspective, you are hardly prepared to 
properly understand the immediate present. In order to see properly 
the art of our six sculptors you need to know where they are coming 
from. That requires placing them historically, in relation to mid–
twentieth century modernism and what came after. As will soon 
become apparent, they think about their art very differently from the 
generation of their teachers.

7



When I was kindly invited to write about this 
exhibition, I immediately divided my pleasurable 
task into two parts. First I wanted to place our 
sculptors historically. I needed to know how 
they understood their place in the recent history 
of art. Second, I wanted to know, what are the 
shared concerns of ambitious artists of their 
generation? When I selected the sculptors I didn’t 
know them. Nor, I expect, did they all know each 
other. I picked them because their art seemed 
to have shared concerns, which now need to 
be articulated. When reviewing, I find that it is 
usually relatively easy to discuss a single–artist 
exhibition. The more difficult task is to describe 
a group exhibition like a Carnegie International 
or a Whitney Biennial, for then the critic needs to 
generalize, seeking common interests. Think of 
this essay as a review in advance of an exhibition 
that brings together diverse artists. Written long 
before the show is installed, and even before 
some of the site–specific art it contains has been 
constructed, my narrative provides an overview 
meant to guide visitors. In preparation for this 
task, we asked the artists to provide statements. 
Traditionally art was accompanied by written 
commentary, what the philosopher Richard 
Wollheim calls the “envelope in which works of art 
inevitably arrive.” With contemporary sculpture, 
the role of such interpretative frameworks has 
become extremely important. Nowadays it is hard 

even to identify much art as such 
without some theory. The best 
way to approach this exhibition, I 
believe, is to have a sense of how 
our sculptors think of their art. All 
of them, I was happy to discover, 
are lucid writers, able and willing 
to provide clues needed for the 
visitor. I warmly thank them for 
making my task possible. 

Here at the start, a brief 
autobiographical note might 
prove helpful. When in the late 
1970s I started to take an interest 
in art criticism, I was much 
inspired by a great new book, 
Rosalind Krauss’s Passages in 
Modern Sculpture (1977). She 
took the history from Rodin 
through Duchamp, Brancusi and 
Surrealism on to her important 
young near contemporaries — Eva Hesse, Donald Judd, Robert Morris, and Richard 
Serra. At that time, sculpture was undergoing a dramatic change. In the era of 
classical Abstract Expressionism, 1948 to 1964, painting was the dominant art. 
David Smith was the only major American sculptor contemporary with the Abstract 
Expressionists. Since the Renaissance, sculpture has almost always played second 
fiddle to painting. And compared with the paintings of Pollock or Kline, Smith’s 
sculptures are relatively conservative. For painters, it proved relatively easy to work 
abstractly; for sculptors, it was much more difficult. Some of Krauss’s concerns now 
are dated by more recent developments, including her own theorizing. But her book 
remains, still, the best account of late modernist sculpture. 
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Smith liked that we Americans “have no history — that we 
have no art history and we pay no attention to art historians 
and that we’re free form the connoisseurs and the minds 
of museums and collectors and everybody else. . . . We 
were pretty raw, I think.” Australia (1951), so named after 
Clement Greenberg showed him prehistorical Australian 
cave drawings, is an abstraction overpainted in dark brown. 
The kangaroo is the aborigines’ totem animal. As Michael 
Brenson explains: “Smith wanted a family and so put 
Australia in the field (next to his studio) to enact a rite of 
fertility and preservation.” 

Greenberg, the most important American modernist critic, 
was Smith’s great champion. In his late art, Greenberg wrote 
the year after Smith’s death, “he turned increasingly abstract 
. . . in conception and scheme, not to mention execution, 
the human figure became more and more the one constant 
attaching him to nature. It was the soar of the human figure 
that held him, the uncompromising upward thrust it makes, 
the fight it carries on with the force of gravity.” Indeed Zig IV 
(1961) offers a very different image, a cool frontal geometric 
abstraction. “I do not work,” Smith said, “with a conscious 
and specific conviction about a piece of sculpture. It is 
always open to change and new association.” Organizing 
space in two ways, literal and figurative, this sculpture does 
not appear whole. Zig IV is a novel kind of object, impossible 
— Krauss noted — to fully grasp either literally or figuratively. 
This is what makes it an abstraction: all boundary and all 
skin, Zig IV appears to be a surface, as she says, stripped 
from the object that would normally function  
as its support. 

To paint abstractly, artists had to overcome the resistance 
implied in the tendency of a mark on a surface to be read  
as figuration. Abstract sculptors had a more difficult task,  
for any three–dimensional object is almost inevitably  
understood in literal ways. Krauss provided an exemplary 
account of this situation. “For Smith, the sculptural object 
had to declare its unlikeness to physical objects in general. 
It had to be seen as simultaneously like and unlike all 
other inert objects, so that its sphere of meaning could be 
withdrawn from the world of empirical investigation and 
redirected toward another, quite different world. “Smith 
needed to create an object that unambiguously signaled 
its status as an abstraction. Anne Truitt, one of the major 
Ffigures who was championed by Greenberg certainly 
was aware of this issue: “What I was actually trying to do 
was to take paintings off the wall, to set color free in three 
dimensions for its own sake. This was analogous to my 
feeling for the freedom of my own body and my own being, 
as if in some mysterious way I felt myself to be color.”

In the late 1960s, for artists of the next generation there were 
two challenging options for sculptors doing abstraction. They 
could allude to the machinery and tools of the modern city, 
employing abstract references to this industrial culture. This 
was what Judd and his fellow minimalists did. Or, avoiding 
Smith’s implicit anthropomorphism, they could make 
abstracted images alluding to body parts. Hesse’s radically 
original sculptures, which employ that second option, are 
immensely influential. (Her earlier abstract paintings were 
derivative.) Hang Up (1966), she noted, “was the first time  
my idea of absurdity of extreme feeling came through.” Is 
Hang Up a painting frame with a sculpted attachment or 
a sculpture hung on a painting frame? That question has 
no easy answer. But compare Hang Up with David Smith’s 
Abstract Expressionist totems and you see that the old 
criteria cease to be relevant. 
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How could Pollock’s heritage be used in sculpture? Hesse’s 
Untitled (1970) offers one answer. As she said: “Chaos can be 
structured as non–chaos. That we know from Jackson Pollock.” 
It would be fatally limiting to imply that Hesse is doing in 
three–dimensions what Pollock did in two. What, rather, she 
learned from him was the importance of radically rethinking 
fundamentals. An abstract sculpture, she demonstrates, can 
call for great interpretative ingenuity.

Hesse, born in Germany in 1936, escaped the Holocaust, 
immigrating to New York with her family. And so her sculpture 
is readily read as a commentary on her personal history. That 
she wanted her pieces, which were made from unstable 
materials, to deteriorate, may suggest a political interpretation 
of her art. “I would like the work to be non–work,” she 
said. “This means that it would find its way beyond my 
preconceptions.” After graduate study at Yale, Hesse moved 
to New York and was befriended by many emerging artists — 
Mel Bochner, Sol LeWitt, Sylvia and Robert Mangold, Serra, 
Smithson, and Robert Ryman. But her sculpture seems to 
come as if from nowhere. Just as original as Pollock, and more 

directly influential she had an 
even briefer career. 

Hesse praised Andy Warhol: 
“He and his work are the 
same. It is what I want to be, 
the most Eva can be as an 
artist and as a person.” But 
how, exactly is her sculpture 
autobiographical? “First 
when I work, it’s only the 
abstract qualities that I’m 
really working with, which is 
to say the material, the form 
it’s going to take, the size, 

the scale, the positioning or where it comes from in 
my room. . . . However, I don’t value the totality of the 
image on these abstract or aesthetic points. For me, 
it’s a total image that has to do with me and life.” What 
do the individual units of Repetition Nineteen III mean, 
and how should we understand their relationship 
on the floor? Hesse’s commentary focuses on her 
materials, and so it doesn’t answer that question. 

Pollock’s paintings are hard to describe, which is why 
so much attention was given to Namuth’s photographs 
and to Greenberg’s formalist account. Lacking these 
interpretative aids, Hesse’s art seemed much stranger. 
The Abstract Expressionist, she said “attempts to 
define a deeply–rooted bond between himself and 
nature and to evoke this kind of union between himself 
and his painting. He does this by suggesting the forces 
that shape things, equating an objective experience 
of nature into a subjective expression of his feeling 
toward nature. “She greatly admired Carl Andre,  
whose sculpted grids are very different from hers. But 
it is not obvious how the repetitions of her Sans (1968) 
relate to nature.

For the leading younger 1960s figures, abstract 
sculpture only really started to develop under the 
inspiration of the reductive painting of Barnett 
Newman and his young heirs like Frank Stella. Then 
sculpture turned out to be a remarkably fruitful 
medium, one that showed more promise, perhaps, than 
painting. Marcel Duchamp, whose readymades had an 
important, belated influence in the 1960s, was a key 
figure. Once he showed that ordinary unaltered objects 
could be works of art, then it was possible for the 
minimalists to make sculpture from everyday  
industrial materials. 

“Then sculpture 

turned out to 

be a remarkably 

fruitful medium...”

10



In histories of older art, as I noted, sculpture usually 
occupies a relatively marginal place. But then in the 1960s, 
thanks to minimalism, that changed, as Judd observed: 
“The achievement of Pollock and the others (Newman, 
Rothko, Still, Noland and Louis) meant that the century’s 
development of color could continue no further on a 
flat surface. . . . Perhaps Pollock, Newman, Rothko and 
Still were the last painters. . . . Color to continue had to 
occur in space. “Modernist sculpture was colorless; Judd 
empowered sculptors to employ color. Some major abstract 
sculptors (Judd is one) also made paintings, and some 
important painters (Newman, Ellsworth Kelly, and Sean 
Scully to name three) also do sculpture, but on the whole 
the traditional distinction between painters and sculptors 
has not dissolved. Stella, who since the 1980s has made 
relief and freestanding three–dimensional works, still calls 
himself a painter. 

After calling David Smith “the best sculptor of his 
generation,” the only sculptor who deserves comparison 
with the canonical Abstract Expressionist painters, 
Greenberg complained that too much modernist 
American sculpture had succumbed to “biomorphism,” 
too often becoming “a superior kind of garden statuary”. 
He identifies the “abstract elements” in Smith’s art, “a 
complex simplicity, an economic abundance, starkness 
made delicate, and physical fragility that supports the 
attributes of monumentality,” without providing details. 
Compared with his account of Abstract Expressionist 
painting, this analysis is very undeveloped. Greenberg 
doesn’t explain how Smith builds upon early modernism, 
in the way that his history links Pollock directly to cubism. 

Circa 1948, it was hard to paint abstractly, but even harder 
to sculpt abstractly. In painting, marks which cannot be read 
as representations are seen as abstractions. But it turned 
out to be more difficult to create truly abstract sculpture. 
Like a traditional figurative sculpture, Michelangelo’s 
David for example, Smith’s Tanktotem VI sets a figure on 
a pedestal. But where Michelangelo shows an identifiable 
hero, Smith, as his title signals, presents not a traditional 
figurative image, but a totem. Many of Smith’s sculptures 
were totems, some real animal which has great significance, 
not real abstractions. Pollock, Gottlieb, Rothko, Still, and 
Newman, too, knew about totemism. Like Marxism and 
Psycho–Analysis, this intellectual system presented in 
James Frazer’s The Golden Bough (1890) was known to 
the Abstract Expressionists. But nowadays few artists 
discuss totemism; theories of abstract sculpture are usually 
formulated in psychoanalytic terms. In any event, since 
Smith himself said, “I have been essentially an abstract 
sculptor,” it would be a mistake to overemphasize the 
distinction between totems and his abstract works of art.

Greenberg thought that Smith’s only worthy successor 
in the next generation was the English sculptor Anthony 
Caro. Following her mentor, Krauss contrasted the way that 
“Smith’s art established or maintained an enforced distance 
between viewer and sculpture” with the discontinuity 
projected by Caro “in relation to his own body . . . instead 
of acknowledging a distance between the self and others, 
the distance projected was between different aspects of 
the single self.” Smith made totems, while Caro dealt with 
formal relationships within his individual sculptures.
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Walking around Caro’s Prairie (1967), it is difficult to 
match our visual experience of the floating poles with our 
awareness that they are attached to the main support. 
Two are supported by the main unit, while the third 
is mounted on a separate physical element, but there 
is a real gap between our knowledge of this relatively 
straightforward engineering and the way that they appear 
to be suspended, as if gravity had ceased to exist. Just as 
a representational sculpture is a work of art because it is 
both a physical thing and a representation of something, 
so Prairie is a work of art because of this distinction 
between how it literally is constructed and how it appears.

Treating Prairie as an exercise in applied phenomenology 
says nothing about the gender of the viewer who walks 
around it, or about how that experience might easily be 
understood in sociological terms. What, one might ask, 
is the relationship of this very rarified illusionism with 
the concerns of advertising which are omnipresent in 
the society of the spectacle? Like Krauss, Caro’s great 
champion Michael Fried was a follower of Greenberg, and 
so it was natural for them to offer apolitical interpretations 
of sculptures like Tanktotem I or Prairie that cry out for 
reference to gender politics. But soon enough, Krauss 
abandoned formalism. And Caro’s sculpture, like the color 
field painting championed by Greenberg, lost its audience. 
As for Smith, he became a great sculptor who belonged to 
the past. As Carl Andre said, “Everybody just felt so close 
and so familiar with David Smith’s work that that’s why 
nobody followed in that direction.” 

Andre’s description of his entry point into the art world is 
revealing. A Mark di Suvero exhibition of 1960 “broke open 
sculptural scale. (It was) post–studio art, assembled right 

in the gallery. Sculpture for me . . . was still confined to, 
if not an actual pedestal, a phantom pedestal. . . . Even 
the phantom pedestal was gone. The floor itself was 
the support. . . . “At this point, everything changed. 
Sculptors of the next generation like Jessica Stockholder 
could take for granted this dramatic change: “My work 
doesn’t have a frame, in the usual sense, nor a pedestal. 
But it often relies on its status as art to be a gestalt; it 
would otherwise not exist as a separate entity among 
everything else.” Mark di Suvero’s statement, “My 
sculpture is painting in three dimensions,” undercuts his 
own originality. Kline’s gestural paintings did not really 
prepare you to envisage these sculptures. Soon enough, 
however, this reductive but visually obvious parallel was 
used against di Suvero, when Judd complained that 
he used “beams as if they were brushstrokes, imitating 
movement, as Franz Kline did. The material never has 
its own movement. A beam thrusts; a piece of iron 
follows a gesture; together they form a naturalistic and 
anthropomorphic image.” Abstract sculptors of the  
next generation wanted to avoid such comparisons  
with painting. 

It took some time for minimalist sculptors to see that 
banal arrays of industrial products could constitute 
abstract sculptures. The development of abstract 
sculpture is harder to trace than that of painting, 
because the category of sculpture is more porous. A 
painting is two–dimensional, but the boundary between 
sculpture and many three–dimensional artifacts of 
architecture, earth art, installation art, and performance 
art often is hard to locate. 
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Other abstractionists responded to Stella’s discovery 
in Andre’s spirit. Ronald Bladen (1918—88) was a very 
good abstract painter before he created The X (1967), 
a canonical, often reproduced minimalist sculpture. 
By speaking of his fascination with landscapes, he 
marked his distance from Andre’s way of thinking about 
minimalism. And Richard Serra’s One Ton Prop (House of 
Cards) develops in a radical way Andre’s understanding 
of composition. As Krauss noted, One Ton Prop (House 
of Cards) critiques the sculptural “metaphor for a body 
divided into inside and outside, with the meaning of 
that body dependent upon the idea of the private, inner 
self. . . . We are not a set of private meanings. . . . We are 
the sum of our visible gestures . . . formed by the public 
world. . . . “With no core, it is composed of four heavy 
plates, which stand only because they are balanced 
against each other. This menacing construction thus 
displays the relationship of its elements in a way that 
transcends merely figurative reference, establishing its 
identity as an abstract sculpture. 

Judd certainly responded to Stella’s proto–minimalism. 
He began as a painter, and so his early Untitled (1962), 
two painted wood rectangles joined by the pipe at right 
angles marks nicely his transformation into a sculptor. 
Just as Pollock’s allover paintings offered a new way of 
understanding the unity of paintings, so too did Judd’s 
sculpture. Serra describes the importance of Judd’s 
minimalism for artists of his generation. “By the time I 
arrived in New York, in the late 1960s, Judd’s invention 
had already transformed the historical context. Judd’s 
break had been so startling and abrupt that within three 

years Abstract Expressionism was out, Minimalism was 
in. . . . We all acknowledged his importance by either 
coming up against him, going around him, or using his 
work in ways he could not have imagined or intended.”

“Ordinary abstract painting and expressionistic 
painting,” Judd said, “have a residual naturalism . . . . 
They are still pictures.” Unlike Smith’s totems or Caro’s 
illusionistic welded constructions, his own very literal 
sculptures aspired to escape that fate. Judd’s very 
American art, in which everything can be revealed, 
because nothing is concealed, expresses the worldview 
of a secular materialist society. Religious cultures think 
that the causal order can be suspended. They believe 
that the causally inexplicable intervention of the sacred 
within our world, which we may call grace makes 
spiritual experience possible. Judd does not. One can 
be surprised by his sculpture, but it contains no mystery 
— no allusions to sacred experience. Judd’s interest in 
wholeness does not encourage seeing his sculpture as 
bodily expression, like Smith’s or Hesse’s art. Liberation 
from European compositional hierarchies and  
illusionism marked, also, liberation from artistic tradition. 
Judd thus linked himself to Newman, though he did not 
share that painter’s interest in describing the origins of 
his art. He aspired, rather, to be radically impersonal. 

In the 1960s, Richard Serra was one of many artists 
doing informal art. Then his public sculpture Tilted Arc 
(1981—9) became extremely controversial. His best 
champion, Krauss provided an eloquent defense: 
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“Sculpture has always taken as its subject the 
representation of the human body: bodies sitting and 
standing, riding horseback, raising flags, and extending 
blessings. . . . During the modern art [period] . . . these 
bodies took on an increasingly abstract and geometric 
form — a simplification which nevertheless carried 
on the idea that bodies occupy the space around us, 
and that we experience these bodies from the outside. 
In contrast to this, the sculpture that evolved in this 
country in the 1960s and 1970s . . . was conceived in 
relation to a different premise. . . . The body was still to 
be represented by sculpture, but . . . not as it is [seen] 
from without [but] from within. . . . “Traditionally the 
subject of sculpture was the body. With minimalism, 
Krauss suggests, that body was represented from 
within. Tilted Arc explored the vector of vision, an act 
that maps out this public space. 

Krauss’s account, which explains why the art world 
admires Serra, fails entirely to speak to the obvious 
problems the public had with his art. The unhappy 
saga of Tilted Arc revealed the vast gap between the 
art world and the larger public. Serra was not in that 
work a great public artist. How could he be when the 
public hated his sculpture? Once late at night, I came 
across it and unreflectively thought: what a monstrosity. 
At that moment, I was just a member of his public. 
When Tilted Arc was removed I felt the same as Peter 
Schjeldhal, “sweet relief, like that of a child when the 

school bully moves away.” What Krauss views as a 
brilliant demonstration of applied phenomenology 
was, to the ordinary citizens, or anyone walking in the 
neighborhood an ugly obstruction of a public space. You 
had to be a very insular intellectual to experience Tilted 
Arc in her terms. 

This little history of recent American sculpture 
prepares us to consider the art on which we need now 
to focus. All of our ambitious contemporary sculptors 
working in Ohio and Western Pennsylvania come out 
of this American tradition. But as artists of the next 
generation, inevitably they have a very different take 
on the concerns of their medium. Two generations 
ago, female artists had to struggle hard to be taken 
seriously. But nowadays, after much struggle, the 
legitimate role of women in the art world has started 
to become established. The artists of Hesse’s and 
Judd’s generation were much concerned to reject 
anthropomorphic reductive ways of understanding 
abstract sculpture. Reacting against Smith, they 
rejected the idea that they were making totems. Now, it 
seems, the idea that three–dimensional visual artifacts 
can be non–figurative is more secure. Our artists, 
unlike their predecessors, can take for granted that 
abstraction in sculpture is a viable option. The need for 
abstractionists to make aggressive political statements 
also seems to have passed. Our artists are all very aware 
of the social concerns, but for them political issues 
mostly are in the background. A great deal has changed 
since the publication of Passages in Modern Sculpture. 

 

14



Carmel Buckley describes her art in a way that 
plays to the concerns of all these artists. “In both my 
sculpture and drawing I’m interested in the slightest 
transformation or repetitive mark that might give an 
unexpected reading to an otherwise prosaic object or 
geometric form.” How, she is asking, can her artifacts 
stand out in a visually busy environment? To be works 
of art, her sculptures must do that. When she describes 
the sorts of objects she employs we surely find echoes 
of Duchamp’s concerns: “In the recent work I began 
modifying discarded objects to enable the viewer to 
simultaneously read the object as it is and discern a 
material transformation or an emerging narrative. This 
allowed the piece to become a trigger for potentialities 
we sometimes ascribe to objects and for the emotions 
they provoke in us. These simultaneous readings of the 
work, one very quotidian and the other relating to the 
psychology of the object, are of utmost interest to me.” 
But where he wanted to call attention to the distinction 
between art and non–art, that dramatic transformation 
produced when the readymades are placed in a gallery 
context, Buckley is interested in how her artifacts, 
like traditional figurative sculptures, allow us to tell 
suggestive stories. 

A few years ago, Buckley became fascinated with 
discarded objects in the backyard of her house in 
Cincinnati. This setting itself readily made her think 
of fairy tales: “In fairy tales the narrative is radically 
redirected when normal objects become animated or 
change their properties. In such tales inanimate objects 
are invariably transformed to enable a favorable outcome 

for an ordinary man or woman using stealth, cunning, 
or magic in a struggle against an oppressor.” Every 
picture tells a story — that is a cliché. Her sculptures 
imply narratives about happy endings: That is her 
suggestively original variation on this old theme. 

Buckley’s ways of thinking about sculpture are built 
upon her training in the late modernist tradition we 
have discussed: “Growing up in England I was just 
behind the group of British sculptors: Richard Deacon, 
Alison Wilding, Bill Woodrow, Anish Kapoor, Anthony 
Gormley, Tony Cragg, who became very influential 
in the early 80s. In England one had the influence of 
American post–minimalism and pop art along with 
a home–grown interest, especially in the work of Bill 
Woodrow, Tony Cragg, and Richard Deacon whose 
work came out of humble origins, recycling and a 
consciousness of making work seem relevant to the 
everyday.” Already this American grown tradition 
was being modified when exported to another culture. 
Buckley’s emigration to Ohio carries that transformation 
a step further, returning to our country her rethinking of 
an American tradition, in a marvelous illustration of the 
values of cultural migration. 

Dee Briggs offers a differently focused analysis of her 
concerns: “Much of my work to date has grown out 
of a specific obsession with Chirality or handedness. 
Three–dimensional objects that are Chiral do not have 
an internal plane of symmetry, can be mirrored three-
dimensionally but the left and right cannot be 
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superimposed. Chirality is a very common characteristic in 
many areas of chemistry and biology. And it describes parts 
(left and right) of the human body, like our hands. Using 
very simple geometric forms — circles, rectangles — I apply 
this more complex operation of symmetry and create the 
components and compositions of my work.”

Bringing to art this perspective from science, like Buckley, 
she thinks about how when ordinary things become 
sculptures, they inspire stories. Recently, she reports, her 
art has “become more and more site specific, allowing 
me to create a dialogue with the architectural context 
and a powerful human experience as the work becomes 
literally occupiable. I have also begun to work with a new 
complex operation of symmetry — reverberation. I am at 
the infancy stage of this research and experimentation.” 
When art historians discuss portraits, then it is always 
relevant to ask whether the painter is right or left handed. 

But before reading her account, I confess, I had never thought about the 
importance of left-and right–handedness in sculpture, which in fact has to 
be a fundamental concern. In everyday experience, a ‘leftie’ is differently 
oriented than a right–handed person, and so surely experiences art 
differently. 

When Briggs describes her fascination with “heavy forms that imply 
weightlessness, delightful spatial experiences that extend threatening 
invitations, seduction tempered with caution. And all the while line teasing 
out plane, plane carving out volume — actual, implied or perceived” and 

her interest in “the possibilities of materials, their 
inherent qualities and how — through form, space, 
time and process — I can push them past their 
known limits” then she surely speaks to this issue. 
Her art is trying to tease out, to make explicit, the 
ways that sculpted objects should inspire reflection 
on spatial experience. 

When working with students, who Briggs introduces 
to the sculpture of “Jessica Stockholder, Gordon 
Matta Clark and Mathew Barney, Alexander Calder 
and Anthony McCall,” she teaches them to weld. 
“Some of my students will never go on to make three–
dimensional work. But I know for certain that once 
they have learned with confidence how to stick weld 
— they will never hesitate or shy away from new 
materials and processes.”

Sarah Kabot also does site–specific installations. “Art 
making, for me, unravels and reveals structure at a 
precise level, the liminal space between the surface 
of an environment, walls floors and ceilings, and 
the objects that inhabit the area directly above that 
surface. My installations respond to quotidian objects 
and commonplace spaces, taking visual clues from 
these forms to create secondary experiences of an 
individual object or entire location.” 

Liminal, an important concept for Kabot, is actually 
relevant to all of our artists. To quote that essential 
research tool, Wikipedia, “Liminality (from the Latin 
word lìmen, meaning ‘a threshold’ is a psychological, 
neurological, or metaphysical subjective state, 
conscious or unconscious, of being on the “threshold” 
of or between two different existential planes, 
as defined in neurological psychology (a “liminal 
state”)…One’s sense of identity dissolves to some 
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extent, bringing about disorientation, but also the 
possibility of new perspectives. Indeed, ‘if liminality is 
regarded as a time and place of withdrawal from normal 
modes of social action, it can be seen as potentially a 
period of scrutiny for the central values and axioms of 
the culture in which it occurs’ — one where normal 
limits to thought, self–understanding, and behavior are 
undone.“

When a sculpture is set in a gallery or public space, then 
there is an implied contrast between the space occupied 
by that work of art and its surrounding environment. 
Or as Kabot puts it: “Materials are chosen to heighten 
the mimetic experience and impermanence of the 
intervention, mimicking the fleeting quality of a glimpse. 
The pieces use systems of copying, mirroring, and 
amplification to thoroughly analyze the structures of a 
chosen object or space. Techniques of repetition create 
tension between the original and the intervention, 
between the source object and the imagined object. 
The interventions become an embodied double take. 
To draw from or draw on these spaces is a process of 
interpretation, of recording the specificities, shifts,  
and peculiarities of a place, emphasizing the mutability 
of each site.” 

The concept of Liminality is important for sculpture, 
she is suggesting, because we need to become self–
consciously aware of the boundaries between art and 
what surrounds it, the rest of the world. In that way, 
her concerns relate to those of David Smith or, indeed 
to a traditional figurative sculptor. “The fundamental 
question is the nature of sculpture: is sculpture a 
category of objects, a practice, or a way of thinking? My 

work indexes all three positions. By relocating existent or 
readymade things, I am taking forms that are ordinarily 
unavailable for manipulation and scrutiny, and making 
them available to the viewer. Much of my work concerns 
itself with the notion of materializing the immaterial, 
specifically liminal and negative spaces, and can be 
situated within a category of objects that can be  
called sculpture.”

It is interesting that here she appeals to Judd’s model. 
“Judd’s writings, emphasizing bodily awareness and 
the specific object, have both influenced and ordered 
my thinking and practice. I am both a participant in 
and (sometimes) antagonist to this modernist lineage. 
The work’s aim to ‘alter the everyday world–view’ is a 
meditation on impossibility or possibilities of ubiquitous 
forms, which manifests itself in my desire to render the 
functional functionless.” Think of how Judd’s boxes echo 
the shapes found in a modern urban environment, a 
concern also for Kabot, whose art looks very different.

Detaching objects from their context, making practically 
useful things functionless is now a familiar modernist 
ideal, as Kabot acknowledges. What then is more original 
is her desire to do that by asking her critical questions 
about the identity of sculpture. As I see it, her art is a 
category of objects and a practice and a way of thinking, 
which is just to say that her objects are embedded in a 
critical theoretical analysis of her practice. 

Kim Beck is also interested in what might be called 
the aesthetics of the banal everyday environment. “My 
work starts with looking. The peculiar street signs, gas 
station banners, overgrown weeded lots, and self–storage 
buildings — I draw, paint, print, or work with the objects 
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and spaces one usually ignores or simply does not see 
because of their ubiquity. Mostly I arrive at ambivalence, 
balancing contempt for the commercialization and 
homogenization of the landscape with an appreciation 
for the awkwardness and surprising idiosyncrasy of 
these same spaces. In every suburban parking lot there 
is a parking lot island with a badly pruned tree. Despite 
the asphalt, the tree is quirky and shows pluck. Are 
these eyesores or are they the fabric of landscape?”

This much of her account makes her sound like a pop 
artist, but as becomes clear when we look at her art, or 
read her account of it, the result is very different. For 
one thing, she is a sculptor who intervenes in these 
spaces, not a painter who depicts them. Beck doesn’t 
love these aesthetically banal environments, but neither 
does she scorn them. Her goal, rather, is to get us to 
look at them more closely, and so more sympathetically. 
“These pieces raise questions about visibility, emptiness 
and accumulation and urge a reconsideration of the 
environment. By drawing attention to these moments, 
my work brings the banal and everyday into focus.”

One senses that Beck loves these banal things. 
Certainly she loves to describe them, in prose a creative 
writer could admire. “Produced in conjunction with 
a commercial sign shop, vinyl multiples of common 
overlooked weeds grow out of cracks, up walls and 
across windows. These at once cheerful and disquieting 
oversized weeds range from the invasive kudzu to the 
everyday dandelion. The adhesive decals are layered 
and combined with sign images, which are painted 
directly on the wall.”

For several decades now, a great deal of contemporary 
art, including some abstraction, has been aggressively 

anti–aesthetic. In opposition to modernism, what Hal 
Foster calls “the idea of a privileged aesthetic realm” 
is rejected. In place of harmonious beauty, we have 
fragmentation; instead of building upon tradition, 
we find a radical rupture with the past; rather than 
celebration of universal values, identity politics. Now, 
if I am not mistaken, aesthetic pleasure is back, which 
is to say that Beck, like all of our artists, is concerned to 
provide visual pleasure. 

Charles Tucker is concerned with the relationship 
between the architectural constructions he develops and 
real habitable space, “a constructed space predicated 
on understanding via the predictability of pattern and 
repetition laid out in simple dimensional space. When 
compared to the multidimensional reality of our world 
and an inability to understand our relationship within 
that, space is revealed. This revelation makes clear a 
necessary struggle to reconcile understanding with 
reality. This struggle is, I believe, an aesthetic struggle.” 

Of course I am fascinated to note that he too speaks 
of aesthetics, if only in connection with struggle. We 
must struggle, he seems to suggest, to find order in 
our visual experience. “While the need for struggle 
is often recognized, it is rarely understood in this 
way because of our attraction to Style as a means of 
communication and its immediate value. Structural 
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relationships often require more investigation and often 
when successful reveal analogous relationships whose 
synergies are not easy to recognize and even more difficult 
to fully understand. It is this elusive relationship that my 
investigation attempts to probe and decode. And it is art’s 
ability to examine the poetic implications of non–linear 
space that I find most intriguing.” Like all of our artists, 
he is involved in what might be called teasing out the 
aesthetic pleasures of banal spaces, in what might be 
called visual poetry of the ordinary lived environment. 

None of these sculptors are making figurative statues or 
doing purely decorative designs. But, still, they all are 
interested in attracting viewers, which in our visually 
busy environments is not easy. Artists must compete with 
advertising, with architecture, and, more generally, just 
with the fact that all of us have too much to do and too 
little time for leisure looking. In this situation, only the best 
art can hold our attention.

Early on Daniel Burke was interested in being a skilled 
craftsman: “I accepted Art as being about skilled 
craftsmen using good design to organize and present their 
ideas. As a result I can’t help but see formal (aesthetically 
appealing, beautiful if you will) things everywhere. I look 
to colors, shapes, rhythms, patterns, and networks. I 
look to scenes of grandiose wonder and to commonplace 
objects in their unique settings. I‘m trying to be open to 
something hidden which when revealed becomes Art.” 
Is he an aesthete? Sometimes he speaks in terms which 
a traditional thinker such as the Victorian English critic 
Walter Pater would recognize: “I look to colors, shapes, 
rhythms, and patterns that guide me to concerns of 

fragility, improbability, imagination, abstraction and 
change.” But of course he is very much of the twenty–
first century, like all of our artists. “I’ve noticed that 
increasingly my work relies on the reuse, reclamation, 
recycling, and the repurposing of materials. These 
current concerns have entered my aesthetic but were 
not really chosen as paramount to the art. There is a 
dawning consciousness of their importance.” Pater 
would be puzzled by this statement. Like Kabot, he 
appeals to a very traditional way of thinking. The goal 
of art is to make present what is hidden. Yet, we need 
only look to his sculptures to see that now this way 
of thinking comes out all different. As one famous 
definition of modernism says: One must be of one’s time.

If pressed to define the shared concerns of these 
sculptors, I would discuss the way that they seek to 
intervene in public spaces, calling attention to what 
we view by slipping their art into these settings. None 
of them are aggressive surrealists — they are not 
interested in that shock which arises from unexpected 
juxtapositions of artifacts. We find, after all, plenty of 
shocks in the everyday news. Their goal, rather, is to fit 
their art into gallery and public spaces. And although 
they all live and work in our mid–western rust belt, they 
are not centrally concerned to comment on that social 
environment, or its political background. Certainly 
political protest art in the manner of Tilted Arc is not 
their concern. Nor are any of them centrally concerned 
with challenging the boundaries between art and non–
art, as were many early modernists. Still, it is true that 
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all of them are much involved, as we have seen, with 
explaining why what they are creating is sculpture 
which extends the late modernist tradition. 

Their shared concern, to characterize them in 
more positive terms, is to intervene in the space 
created by architecture and the contemporary urban 
environment. This, some of the best recent art 
made in our region, builds upon the achievement 
of post–minimalism, in ways that acknowledge the 
achievement of Jessica Stockholder, Jackie Winsor, 
and other post–historical sculptors. Employing banal 
materials to achieve aesthetic results, these artists 
mostly avoid direct figurative references. Often 
employing a grid to structure their works, frequently 
making architectural references these artists are 
interested in what you find at the intersection 
between nature and the urban environment. In 
that way, I believe, they are heirs to the minimalist 
tradition of the 1960s. 

Here inevitably we return to place historically our six 
sculptors. Abstract Expressionism was the art of the 
victors. A passionate belief in the compelling power 
of personal expression made this art possible. Only a 
culture with enormous self–confidence could create 
such art. In 1945, China, Europe, Japan, and the USSR 
lay in ruins while the newly powerful United States 
became the home for Abstract Expressionism. This 
art developed when Americans, spurred on by their 

victory and by awareness of the Holocaust, wanted 
that painting be reborn. In the 1960s, that situation 
started to change, for much of the most challenging 
sculpture was made not in New York, but in Europe. 
More recently, the situation has changed again. The 
catalogue of last year’s Whitney Biennial argued that 
our visual culture has become more modest, and less 
strident in its political demands. “Traditional forms of 
protest and resistance were no longer needed as in 
the years before when it felt like the United States was 
losing its moral direction.” 

Our artists too respond to this change. What aesthetic 
experience is possible, they are asking, in a country 
that, though no longer so arrogantly self–confident, 
has a rich artistic tradition upon which to build. The 
works of art that you are about to view are very varied. 
What I have tried to provide, as I noted at the start, is 
a synthesis of their concerns, a guiding framework, 
which will orient visitors to the exhibition. We 
residents of Ohio and Western Pennsylvania are lucky 
that so many gifted artists are resident here. 

20



David Carrier, Champney Family Professor of Art History at Case Western 

University and the Cleveland Institute of Art since 2000 and former 

professor of philosophy at Carnegie Mellon University, is a prolific and 

wide ranging critic, author, and lecturer on contemporary art, art history 

theory, and museology. His publications include A World Art History and 

Its Objects (2008), Museum Skepticism: A History of the Display of Art 

in Public Galleries (2006), Sean Scully (2004), Writing about Visual Art 

(Aesthetics Today) (2003), and The Aesthetics of Comics (2001), among 

many others. Carrier’s contemporary art reviews and criticism are found 

often in such publications as The Burlington Magazine, Art Forum, 

artUS, and artcritical. He is currently completing a book on American 

abstract painting since World War II.
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 Kim Beck, Associate Professor of Art at Carnegie 

Mellon University, grew up in Colorado and currently lives in 

Pittsburgh. She has exhibited widely including at the Walker 

Art Center, the Carnegie Museum of Art, Smack Mellon, 

Socrates Sculpture Park, and Hallwalls Contemporary Art 

Center. A recent fellow at the MacDowell Colony, she has 

participated in other residencies at Yaddo, the Marie Walsh 

Sharpe Space Program, the International Studio & Curatorial 

Program, Cité Internationale des Arts, Vermont Studio Center, 

and Virginia Center for the Creative Arts. She has received 

awards from ARS Electronica, Pollock–Krasner, Thomas 

J. Watson and Heinz Foundations and her artist’s book, A 

Field Guide to Weeds (published through the Printed Matter 

Emerging Artist Publishing Program) is in its second edition. 

Her project for the High Line in New York City is on view 

through January 2012. She received her MFA from the Rhode 

Island School of Design and BA from Brandeis University.

 Using images of architecture and landscape, Kim 

Beck makes drawings, prints, paintings and installations 

that survey peripheral and suburban spaces. Her work urges 

a reconsideration of the built environment — peculiar street 

signs, gas station banners, overgrown weeded lots, and self–

storage buildings — to bring the banal and everyday into 

focus.
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Everything Must Go!, 2009

Charcoal, gouache, & pastel on paper on windows

Dimensions variable

Courtesy of Mixed Greens





Go!!!, 2009

Acrylic on found boxes

Dimensions variable

Courtesy of Mixed Greens
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 My work starts with looking. The peculiar street signs, 

gas station banners, overgrown weeded lots, and self–storage 

buildings — I draw, paint, print, or work with the objects and 

spaces one usually ignores or simply does not see because 

of their ubiquity. Mostly I arrive at ambivalence, balancing 

contempt for the commercialization and homogenization of the landscape 

with an appreciation for the awkwardness and surprising idiosyncrasy of 

these same spaces. In every suburban parking lot there is a parking lot 

island with a badly pruned tree. Despite the asphalt, the tree is quirky and 

shows pluck. Are these eyesores or are they the fabric of landscape? These 

pieces raise questions about visibility, emptiness and accumulation and 

urge a reconsideration of the environment. By drawing attention to these 

moments, my work brings the banal and everyday into focus. 

I’ve never described myself as a sculptor but rather as an artist who 

works across media. I’ve even come to make work described as sculpture, 

or work that is 3–dimensional, from a background in painting, drawing, 

and print. Regardless of my projects, I choose to work with particular 

materials because of the specific references they carry (used cardboard 

boxes suggest their history in the transportation and shipping of goods, 

recycled later to become moving boxes, for instance), and consequently 

the work bends across traditional categories. Some of my work becomes 

more physical and recreates found objects through a process of 

representation in a new material or medium. These pieces do address the 

built environment in their subject matter and in material and are a way 

to puzzle through the conflicting responses I have to the sometimes ugly 

and peculiar urban landscape.
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Untitled, 2011 (installation detail)

Aluminum plates, 2 parts

Dimensions variable 

Dee Briggs was born in Burgettstown, Pennsylvania. 

She received a Masters of Architecture degree from 

Yale University in 2002 with undergraduate studies in 

architecture from the City College of New York. Briggs,  

who began to make sculpture in 2002, exhibits nationally 

and teaches in the schools of art and architecture at 

Carnegie Mellon University. She lives and works in New 

York and Pittsburgh. 

Briggs works mostly in steel and bronze at various 

scales and does much of the fabrication work herself. Her 

work is rooted in the exploration of chirality (or handedness, 

wherein pieces are composed of only two basic elements, 

the left– and right–handed versions of the same maneuver), 

which is pursued through the study of very basic principles 

of geometry and complex operations of symmetry. She is 

interested in the resulting relationships of line and plane 

and the way in which each composition describes or 

implies space. Although her work often appears chaotic 

and whimsical it is, in fact, highly ordered.





18 Rings, 2007 (installation detail)

Steel

6'×9'×15'
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 It is 2011, and I have been making sculpture 

full time for almost 9 years. I was an architect, getting 

my graduate degree in architecture at Yale when I fell 

in love with the ideas, materials, and processes that 

I’m wrestling with today. I didn’t set out to be an artist 

— it happened to me. And I realized, as I was about to 

complete grad school, that building an art practice and 

dedicating myself to working through the ideas that so 

preoccupy me was inevitable. I realized that it wasn’t 

going to let me go. People occasionally ask of my work 

“Why do you do it?” and eight years later I haven’t come 

up with a better answer than — I can’t help myself. 

The ideas, or concepts, I have been dealing with 

and exploring in my work are based in mathematics, 

architecture, and experience. I am particularly 

interested in geometry, symmetry, and rhythm — line, 

plane, and volume — visual perception and spatial 

understanding. Much of my work to date has grown out 

of a specific obsession with Chirality or handedness. 

Three–dimensional objects that are chiral do not 

have an internal plane of symmetry, can be 

mirrored three–dimensionally, but the left and 

right cannot be superimposed. Chirality is a 

very common characteristic in many areas of 

chemistry and biology. And it describes parts 

(left and right) of the human body, like our 

hands. Using very simple geometric forms 

— circles, rectangles — I apply this more complex 

operation of symmetry and create the components and 

compositions of my work. 

The most recent iterations have become more 

and more site specific, allowing me to create a dialogue 

with the architectural context and a powerful human 

experience as the work becomes literally occupiable. I 

have also begun to work with a new complex operation 

of symmetry — reverberation. I am at the infancy stage 

of this research and experimentation.

The results of this work are unexpected rhythmic 

spaces that contain limitless perceptual contradictions: 

three–dimensional patterns that are at once familiar 

and foreign, heavy forms that imply weightlessness, 

delightful spatial experiences that extend threatening 

invitations, seduction tempered with caution. And 

all the while line teasing out plane, plane carving out 

volume — actual, implied, or perceived.
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Carmel Buckley received a B.A. in Fine Arts–Sculpture 

from Newcastle upon Tyne Polytechnic, and an M.F.A. from 

the School of Visual Arts in New York. She has also studied 

at Escuela de Bellas Artes, Madrid University, Polytechnic of 

Central London, and the San Carlos Academy of Fine Arts, 

Mexico City. Buckley has exhibited broadly across the UK 

and the US for nearly thirty years, with other exhibitions 

in Germany, Greece and Japan. Recent exhibitions of note 

include a two–person exhibition with Joel Fisher at Aisle 

Gallery (Cincinnati, OH), a solo exhibition at the Weston Art 

Gallery (Cincinnati, OH), and inclusion in group exhibitions 

at E:vent (London, England), University of Cincinnati’s Reed 

Gallery (Cincinnati, OH), Carl Solway Gallery (Cincinnati, 

OH) and the Tate Modern (London, England). Buckley is an 

Associate Professor in Sculpture at Ohio State University.

In her most recent sculpture, Carmel Buckley 

reactivates discarded objects, creating environments where 

the viewer can imagine narratives for them. In these new 

settings, the found items can still be recognized as what 

they originally were while simultaneously marking the 

threshold of a transformed world, like the charmed objects 

in fairy tales. In her two–dimensional work, Buckley invents 

drawing systems that repeatedly mark the paper with pens 

and non–traditional tools to form unpredictable networks.

Untitled, 2010 (installation detail)

Laundry box (found object) & cut clothing

Approx. 8"×27"×24" 

Blanket (found object)

Approx. 9"×42"×36" 

Bucket (found object) & cut paper print

Approx. 12"×19"×24"

Potato ricer (found object) & cloth

9"×58"×55"

Cardigan & sequins (found objects)

Approx. 20"×29"×2"

Column drawings 1—5 (whirlpool)

Japanese paper, ink pen

20.5"×17" (each)

Drawing diptych (flower)

Japanese paper, ink pen

20.5"×17" (each)

(small circles 1)

Japanese paper, ink pen

20.5"×17" (each)

(small circles 2)

Japanese paper, ink pen

20.5"×17" (each)





Trace, 2009 (installation detail)

Noddy doll, rapid prototype, & wood

8"×18"×53" 

Wooden baskets (found objects) & paper

19"×19"×14"

Barbed wire (found object) & bronze

4"×20"×20"

Fencing wire (found object) & gold wire

23"×20"×20"

Plastic & metal buckets (found objects)

14.5"×12"×12"

Bucket (found object) & silver paper

12"×36"×36"

Garden shed (found object), gold paper, & 

cinderblock

81.5"×75"×39"

HD video still 

Video approx. six minutes

58" screen

From the monoprint series 1— 4

Japanese paper, ink  pen

41"×27" (framed)

Nielsen drawing series 1—10

Japanese paper, watercolor pens, & thread

26"×22" (framed)
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of work I have used sugar cubes to recreate a 

shadow for a gate; stood a garden shed on gold– 

papered cinder blocks; repaired fruit and/or 

vegetable baskets with wood–grain paper; and 

bound part of metal fencing with thread–like 

gold wire.

Throughout my career as an artist I have 

always been interested in a deeper engagement 

with the use of found objects, whether by 

incorporation as part of a piece, or as something represented (or 

replicated) in my sculpture and drawing. Early on in my career 

I was very interested in the work of Picasso and Braque for their 

incorporation of found materials and objects in their paintings and 

sculpture. I continue to enjoy the poetry of Francis Ponge whose 

1930s book “Things” contains a series of reflections on mundane 

everyday objects that we might encounter at any time. In one of 

these he describes something we often see if we go to a market: “The 

Crate: At all the street corners that converge upon the marketplace, 

it gleams then with the unpretentious luster of white wood. Brand 

new still, and slightly dumbfounded at being in an awkward pose 

tossed on the garbage heap beyond return, this object is in sum 

amongst the most sympathetic.” I would like my work to succeed 

in an equivalent way to evoke qualities of what is overlooked, or 

undervalued in the world around us.

Besides this connection to fairy tale narratives, I am also 

aware of my work’s relationship to the humanistic tendencies of 

archaeological research where it proposes ways to understand a 

society’s traditions or life activities from the unearthing and rigorous 

examination of an everyday utilitarian object that once accomplished 

a specific activity. I would like the objects which I transform in my 

studio, and the drawings in which I explore the possibilities of 

representation through line.

I primarily work in the mediums of sculpture and drawing. I 

see the drawings as closely related to my sculptural pieces which 

use found objects, wire, and mixed media. In both my sculpture and 

drawing I’m interested in the slightest transformation or repetitive 

mark that might give an unexpected reading to an otherwise prosaic 

object or geometric form. Sometimes a drawing will become a 

sculpture, or inform a sculpture, and I may take a sculptural object 

and make it into a silhouette drawing or use the object in some way 

to make a drawing. 

In the recent work I began modifying discarded objects to 

enable the viewer to simultaneously read the object as it is and discern 

a material transformation or an emerging narrative. This allowed the 

piece to become a trigger for potentialities we sometimes ascribe to 

objects and for the emotions they provoke in us. These simultaneous 

readings of the work, one very quotidian and the other relating to the 

psychology of the object, are of utmost interest to me. This ongoing 

body of works was initiated 5 years ago after I moved to Cincinnati 

and became fascinated by the discarded objects left on our property. 

The house, suggesting a cottage in enchanted woods, had qualities 

of a fairytale. Amongst the unusual objects left behind were an old 

teacup labeled “father” in large gothic script, walking sticks whittled 

out of wood retrieved from the garden, and an owl’s skull. 

In fairy tales the narrative is radically redirected when normal 

objects become animated or change their properties. In such tales 

inanimate objects are invariably transformed to enable a favorable 

outcome for an ordinary man or woman using stealth, cunning, or 

magic in a struggle against an oppressor. In this recent body of work I 

began collecting these items from the garden to create environments 

in which a reactivated existence for them could be imagined. 

In terms of process I begin with a found object that is a starting 

point. It may take months to decide how to alter the piece in a way 

that doesn’t undermine the object’s present state. I use everyday 

materials to enhance or alter the object’s reading. The alterations 

are often minimal, repetitive, and restorative to the object that would 

otherwise generally be considered worthless. In this recent body 
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Daniel Burke, professor and chair of Mercyhurst 

College’s Art Department, has been studying and 

making art for over 45 years. Born and raised in Erie, 

Pennsylvania, he received his Bachelor’s degree from 

Mercyhurst College and his Master’s from Edinboro 

University of Pennsylvania. Burke has received 

numerous grants and participated in many invitational 

one– and two–person shows and group exhibits 

throughout the States, including the Minnesota 

Museum of Art, Butler Institute of American Art, Norfolk 

Museum of Arts and Sciences, William Penn Museum, 

and the National Design Center. He has won prizes and 

honors in more than 60 juried competitions, including 

awards in 27 national and international shows. 

Burke has accepted art as being about skilled  

craftsmen using good design to organize and present 

their ideas. As a result he views his surroundings 

in a formalistic manner with consideration of colors, 

shapes, rhythms, patterns, and networks. He also 

has a nonhierarchical approach to subject matter 

with an equal appreciation of the grandiose and the 

commonplace. Burke remains always open to something 

hidden that when revealed becomes art.
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Habitat with Birds, 2011

Acrylic, oil, & mixed media on PVC pipe & wood

9'6"×9'6"×6"





No Book Ends, 2009

Mixed media, including acrylic on childrens’ books

Dimensions variable (10'×24'— 30')
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    I look to colors, shapes, rhythms, and patterns 

that guide me to concerns of fragility, improbability, 

imagination, abstraction, and change; however, I’ve 

noticed that increasingly my work relies on the reuse, 

reclamation, recycling, and the repurposing of materials. 

These current concerns have entered my aesthetic but 

were not really chosen as paramount to the art. There is a 

dawning consciousness of their importance.

Recycling and Reclamation. In Arrivals the 

individual bird forms are made of cut out, recycled, painted 

boards. I use varied surfaces from common game boards 

as Monopoly, Scrabble, Chutes and Ladders, to garage 

sale paint by numbers panels, to old BINGO cards, and to 

illustration boards with old painting studies underneath. 

After doing 20 or 30 drawings of the wild grape vines in 

our woods, the idea occurred to use the “real.” Dead vines 

were saved, painted, and mounted on PVC pipe. Habitat 

needed characters. I used my old paint encrusted palettes 

and cut from them the bird shapes. The palettes were 

then also used as nature’s birdhouses.

Ideas sometimes present themselves from the 

material itself. My No Book Ends is a playful interpretation 

of how children’s books can take off from their bookshelf 

and then give birth to fly–away birds made from their 

pages. There was something that intrigued me about 

the servile ironing board. I bought about ten of them at 

thrift stores and simply had them in the studio. Coupled 

with a book club reading about slavery the idea arose 
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of their being platforms or 

stages and finally Slave Ships. 

The resulting work is a short 

essay on the slave trade using customary domino birds 

as central characters. The bird forms are cut from layers 

of wood, which become the decks on the ironing boards.

The leftover becomes the piece. The work may 

involve the purposeful use of all the material used in the 

production. I needed various parts for my assemblages, 

installations, and displays. I hit upon the notion of cutting 

out the shapes from a larger shape — a gate form. 

Twenty–four Gates is a wall filled with cut–out wooden 

garden gates showing a variety of my motifs being 

used as patterns. Everything from birds to falling cats to 

musical instruments to rats in mazes is featured waiting 

to be made in cast iron.

Change and Variation. Rearrangement is possible 

in all of the works. I use Velcro to enable me to move parts 

around; and clothespins on the backsides of others as 

in Habitat; and on stands as in Bird Studies Display. At 

times I use assembled sections for various placements, as 

in Afterfire with Vessels. 
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Turbine, 2011 (installation detail)

Polyester film, acrylic paint, fans, & wood

Dimensions variable

Sarah Kabot is Assistant Professor of Drawing 

at the Cleveland Institute of Art. Kabot holds a BFA in 

Fiber and Ceramics from the University of Michigan 

and an MFA from the Cranbrook Academy of Art. She 

has been included in gallery shows at Mixed Greens, 

NYC; The Drawing Center, NYC; and Smack Mellon, 

Brooklyn, NY. She has been a resident artist at Dieu 

Donne Papermill, NYC, and at Sculpture Space, Utica, 

NY. Most recently she is one of the finalists for the 

highly prestigious 2010 West Prize, and she currently 

has a solo exhibition at the Akron Art Museum (OH) 

and is in a group exhibition in Norway. 

For Kabot, making is an act of unraveling, of 

revealing structure at a precise level. Her installations 

take visual cues and materials from a location to 

create a secondary experience of that location. Wall 

drawings analyze and amplify specific aspects of 

a chosen space, using the tools of repetition and  

subtlety to create tension between site and 

intervention. Repetition, inherent to the process, 

optically enhances and torques perception, while 

subtlety encourages the viewer to be attentive to the 

nuances of the transformation.



Wearin’ it out, 2011

Paper, PVC, & Plexiglass

17'×4'×6'
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 The goal of my site–specific installations is to 

examine and question the nature of reality and perception.  

Art making, for me, unravels and reveals structure at a precise 

level, the liminal space between the surface of an environment, 

walls floors and ceilings, and the objects that inhabit the 

area directly above that surface. My installations respond to 

quotidian objects and commonplace spaces, taking visual clues from 

these forms to create secondary experiences of an individual object or 

entire location. Materials are chosen to heighten the mimetic experience 

and impermanence of the intervention, mimicking the fleeting quality 

of a glimpse. The pieces use systems of copying, mirroring, and 

amplification to thoroughly analyze the structures of a chosen object 

or space. Techniques of repetition create tension between the original 

and the intervention, between the source object and the imagined 

object. The interventions become an embodied double take. To draw 

from or draw on these spaces is a process of interpretation, of recording 

the specificities, shifts, and peculiarities of a place, emphasizing the 

mutability of each site.

41



C
H

A
R

L
E

S
 T

U
C

K
E

R

 B
IO

G
R

A
P

H
Y

Charles Tucker, head of the sculpture 

department at the Cleveland Institute of Art, is 

an artist and researcher actively working toward 

an art/science methodology, a goal which he has 

written about and researched since the mid–1990s. 

Furthering this end he and noted critic and theorist, 

Saul Ostrow, are organizing a Spring 2009 residency, 

Analogous Fields (The Convergence of Art and 

Science), for the Banff Center in Alberta, Canada. 

Last spring the two collaborated on a project known 

as “The Banff Dialogues” in which they discussed and  

envisioned this overlap. Tucker received a BS in 

Biology and Geneology from Livingston University 

and a BFA in Sculpture from the University of South 

Alabama; he holds an MFA from the University of 

Alabama. He has exhibited widely including shows in 

Germany and Italy. 

Much of Tucker’s work has been focused on 

the structural connection within the component 

parts of the constructions he presents. Particularly 

significant for the artist is an aesthetic mapping of 

ultrathin boundaries that obscure and separate the 

relationships between our constructed human world 

and the real space that we inhabit.



Hypertext, 2009

Douglas fir & plaster, 3 parts

9.5'×1.5'× 1.5' (each)



Ecologies: Constructions II, 2010

Douglas fir, redwood, & polyethylene

6'×6'×6"

Ecologies: Constructions III, 2011

Douglas fir, redwood, & asbestos siding

6’×6’×6"

Ecologies: Constructions IV, 2011

Douglas fir, redwood, & lead paint

6’×6’×6"
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Much of my work has been focused on the 

structural connection within the component parts of the 

constructions I present. Significant is an aesthetic mapping 

of ultrathin boundaries that obscure and separate the 

spatial relationships between our constructed human 

world and the real space that we inhabit. A constructed 

space predicated on understanding via the predictability 

of pattern and repetition laid out in simple dimensional 

space. When compared to the multidimensional reality of our world 

and an inability to understand our relationship within that space 

is revealed. This revelation makes clear a necessary struggle to 

reconcile understanding with reality. This struggle is, I believe, an 

aesthetic struggle. While the need for struggle is often recognized, 

it is rarely understood in this way because of our attraction to Style 

as a means of communication and its immediate value. Structural 

relationships often require more investigation and often when 

successful reveal analogous relationships whose synergies are not 

easy to recognize and even more difficult to fully understand. It is 

this elusive relationship that my investigation attempts to probe and 

decode. And it is arts ability to examine the poetic implications of 

non–linear space that I find most intriguing.
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KIM BECK

Everything Must Go!, 2009

Charcoal, gouache, & pastel on paper on windows

Dimensions variable

Courtesy of Mixed Greens

Under Construction, 2008

Silkscreen on cardboard

Approx. 4'×8', 30 pieces total

Courtesy of Mixed Greens

DEE BRIGGS 

Untitled, 2011

Aluminum plates, 2 parts

Dimensions variable 

3 Rings, 2008

Steel

4'×5'×5'

Dimensions variable 

CARMEL BUCKLEY

Untitled, 2010

Laundry box (found object) & cut clothing

Approx. 8"×27"×24" 

Blanket (found object)

Approx. 9"×42"×36" 

Bucket (found object) & cut paper print

Approx. 12"×19"×24"

Potato ricer (found object) & cloth

9"×58"×55"

Cardigan & sequins (found objects)

Approx. 20"×29"×2"

Column drawings 1—5 (whirlpool)

Japanese paper, ink pen

20.5"×17" (each)

Drawing diptych (flower)

Japanese paper, ink pen

20.5"×17" (each)

(small circles 1)

Japanese paper, ink pen

20.5"×17" (each)
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KIM BECK

Go!!!, 2009

Acrylic on found boxes

Dimensions variable

Courtesy of Mixed Greens

DEE BRIGGS 

18 Rings, 2007

Steel

6'×9'×15'

CARMEL BUCKLEY

Trace, 2009 

Noddy doll, rapid prototype, & wood

8"×18"×53" 

Wooden baskets (found objects) & paper

19"×19"×14"

Barbed wire (found object) & bronze

4"×20"×20"
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(small circles 2)

Japanese paper, ink pen

20.5"×17" (each)

DANIEL BURKE 

Slave Ship, 2011

Mixed media including oil, enamel, & acrylic on 

wood & ironing board

Dimensions variable

Habitat with Birds, 2011

Acrylic, oil, & mixed media on PVC pipe & wood

9'6"×9'6"×6"

SARAH KABOT

Turbine, 2011

Polyester film, acrylic paint, fans, & wood

Dimensions variable

CHARLES TUCKER

Hypertext, 2009

Douglas fir & plaster, 3 parts

9.5’×1.5’× 1.5’ (each)



Fencing wire (found object) & gold wire

23"×20"×20"

Plastic & metal buckets (found objects)

14.5"×12"×12"

Bucket (found object) & silver paper

12"×36"×36"

Garden shed (found object), gold paper, & cinderblock

81.5"×75"×39"

HD video still 

Video approx. six minutes

58" screen

From the monoprint series 1— 4

Japanese paper, ink  pen

41"×27" (framed)

Nielsen drawing series 1—10

Japanese paper, watercolor pens, & thread

26"×22" (framed)

DANIEL BURKE 

No Book Ends, 2009

Mixed media, including acrylic on children’s books

Dimensions variable (10'×24'— 30')

Twenty Four Gates, continuing

Acrylic & oil on cut wood

42"×24"

SARAH KABOT

Wearin’ it out, 2011

Paper, PVC, & Plexiglass

17'×4'×6'

CHARLES TUCKER

Ecologies: Constructions II, 2010

Douglas fir, redwood, & polyethylene

6'×6'×6"

Ecologies: Constructions IV, 2011

Douglas fir, redwood, & lead paint

6'×6'×6"

Ecologies: Constructions III, 2011

Douglas fir, redwood, & asbestos siding

6'×6'×6"
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S ALLEGHENY COLLEGE 

Meadvi l le ,PA 

ART ACADEMY OF CINCINNATI

Cincinnati ,  OH 

BALDWIN WALLACE COLLEGE

Berea,  OH 

BOWLING GREEN STATE UNIVERSITY

Bowling Green,  OH 

BUCKNELL UNIVERSITY

Lewisburg,  PA 

CARLOW UNIVERSITY 

Pittsburgh,  PA 

CARNEGIE MELLON UNIVERSITY

Pittsburgh,  PA 

CLEVELAND INSTITUTE OF ART

Cleveland,  OH 

CLEVELAND STATE UNIVERSITY

Cleveland,  OH 

COLUMBUS COLLEGE OF ART AND DESIGN

Columbus,  OH 

CUYAHOGA COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Cleveland,  OH 

DENISON COLLEGE

Granvi l le ,  OH 

DICKINSON COLLEGE

Carl is le ,  PA 

EDINBORO UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA

Edinboro,  PA 

FRANKLIN AND MARSHALL COLLEGE

Lancaster,  PA 

GETTYSBURG COLLEGE

Gettysburg,  PA 

HAVERFORD COLLEGE

Haverford,  PA 

KENYON COLLEGE

Gambier,  OH



KENT STATE

Kent,  OH 

LAKE ERIE COLLEGE

Painesvi l le ,  OH

LAKELAND COMMUNITY COLLEGE

Kirkland,  OH 

LEBANON VALLEY COLLEGE

Annvi l le ,  PA 

LYCOMING COLLEGE

Wil l iamsport ,  PA 

MARIETTA COLLEGE

Marietta,  OH 

MARYWOOD UNIVERSITY

Scranton,  PA 

MERCYHURST COLLEGE

Erie,  PA 

OBERLIN COLLEGE

Oberl in,  OH 

OHIO UNIVERSITY

Athens,  OH 

OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY

Columbus,  OH 

OTTERBEIN UNIVERSITY

Westervi l le ,  OH 

PENN STATE UNIVERSITY

State Col lege,  PA 

SETON HILL UNIVERSITY

Greensburg,  PA 

SLIPPERY ROCK UNIVERSITY

Slippery Rock,  PA 

UNIVERSITY OF AKRON

Akron,  OH 

UNIVERSITY OF CINCINNATI

Cincinnati ,  OH 

URSULINE COLLEGE

Pepper Pike,  OH 

XAVIER UNIVERSITY

Cincinnati ,  OH
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 The dual exhibitions documented in this 2011 catalog were conceived as a part of SculptureX. SculptureX 

was founded in 2009 by Edinboro University of Pennsylvania, the Erie Art Museum, and The Sculpture Center in 

Cleveland to foster regional collaborations supporting the discipline of sculpture and the education of sculptors. 

 The SculptureX.org website was built by Edinboro sculpture professor Dietrich Wegner in 2010. Erie Art 

Museum interns Rachel Fugate, an art history graduate of Birmingham–Southern College, and Melissa Garrity, 

an undergraduate at Indiana University of Pennsylvania, compiled a list of sculpture faculty in Ohio and western/

central Pennsylvania universities. Edinboro graduate student, Michael Anthony Smith, and The Sculpture Center 

work–study Cleveland Institute of Art student, Robert Zamora, assisted in the process. Faculty–artists were  

invited to contribute six images of their work for posting. Ann Albano invited David Carrier to review the website 

and curate simultaneous shows for the Erie Art Museum and The Sculpture Center. Working under the supervision 

of Professor Emir Bukva, Edinboro Graphic Design students created this print–on–demand catalog.   

 Saul Ostrow, Chair: Visual Arts + Technologies Environment 

of the Cleveland Institute of Art, proposed a SculptureX Symposium. 

The free, day–long event, The State of Sculpture, sponsored by the 

Cleveland Institute of Art, the Edinboro Foundation, and The Sculpture 

Center, was expected to draw 40 faculty and students. On November 6, 

2010, more than 150 artists from Ohio, Pennsylvania, New York, Indiana, 

Michigan, and West Virginia crowded into the meeting rooms at the 

Cleveland Institute of Art. The keynote address by Jeanne Silverthorne 

and the afternoon of conversation on the state of sculpture and the 

teaching of sculpture were a grand success. Ostrow is planning a 

symposium on graduate education for October 15, 2011 with Cleveland 

State University as another supporter.    

 More inter–institution events are underway. In 2009, Carey 

MacDougall gave a talk on performance at Edinboro, and in return, I 

spoke on social sculpture at Kent State’s Trumball Campus. Selecting 

artists from the SculptureX website, Edinboro’s Dietrich Wegner 

curated an exhibition, Dislocation, to be shown at the Bruce Gallery 

in November 2011. Another SculptureX show will be curated by 

Anthony Cervino for Dickinson College in 2012. If you have an idea for 

a SculptureX event, check out the website and find an artist–professor 

with whom you’d like to collaborate. Send them an email. Good luck.

Lisa Austin, Edinboro University of PA, March 3, 2011
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The Sculpture Center’s exhibition and this catalog are made 

possible by the generous direct project support from The George 

Gund Foundation, the Callahan Foundation, and the Ohio Arts 

Council. All exhibitions and publications of The Sculpture Center 

are supported by the Kulas Foundation, The John P. Murphy 

Foundation, the Bernice and David E. Davis Foundation, Cuyahoga 

Arts and Culture, and many most generous individual donors.
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The Erie Art Museum’s exhibition and this catalog are 

made possible by support from the PA Council on the 

Arts and The Erie Downtown Arts & Culture Coalition.
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