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To include destruction as a part of completion or hcing
whole.”® A further tension operating in much of her
work arises from the contradiction between its lmldly
simplified, decisive forms and the complexity and slow
deliberation with which the multiple units are put to-
gether. “ can fiddle around for days over a sixteenth of
an inch,” she remarked recently.

The amount of time that Winsor gives to the phys-
ical execution of her sculptures is at odds with the more
common contemporary practice of farming the work
out to a factory. While obviously the latter practice is
just as essential to some sculptors” work as Winsor's
homemade procedure is to hers, still the old-fashioned
criterion “How long did it take to make it?” may not be
so invalid as we are accustomed to contend; and it is
quite possible that the energy inherent in Winsor’s

Cézanne. Apples and Oranges. ¢. 1899
Musée du Louvre

sculptures may be in ratio to the energy expended in
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their making.

There is, at least, no question that accumulated
time is directly related to the density which Winsor's
sculpture possesses. T'hat phenomenon functions here
in much the way it does in pinhole photography, where
the aperture is stopped down to the smallest possible
unit admitting light and the exposure time is increased
from the usual fraction of a sccond to many hours.
There is a startling similarity in density, in sober, solid
presence, between Steichen’s photograph and
Cézanne’s painting of an apple and Winsor’s Four Cor-
ners sculpture. Steichen’s apple is one of a series he
made with stops as small as /128 and exposure time up
to thirty-six hours. Vollard tells us that when Cezanne
was painting his portrait, after 115 sittings the artist
declared, “The front of the shirt 1s not ln;ld.'”_]ackic

Winsor spent four days a week for six months at work

on Four Corners, first unraveling the huge old used
Steichen. An Apple, a Boulder, a Mountain. c. 1921 ’ g &

g ) ropes to turs ; : ¢ linear eleme
B peentision of Jopans T Sdidien p 1 them back into the more linear element of

twine, which she then wrapped and braided around the
wood. The whole slow process Winsor likened to a
ritual long before that reference became so hackneyed.
The earlier, all-rope series she had executed entirely
alone, but the bound-log picces grew too large and
heavy for one person to handle (Four Corners, for exam-
ple, weighs fifteen hundred pounds). In the rope pieces
Winsorjoins hands, as it were, with the original makers
and users of the twisted hemp. Such a notion would
not, I think, be scoffed at by Winsor inasmuch as she
actually invites spectators to bring their own associ-
ations to their understanding of her work.”

In this respect and many others, beginning withits
handmade construction, Winsor’s work is steadfastly
human. Her natural carth-colored sculpture of fibers,
7978 €0/ logs, and sticks (cven when cut and processed still

Four Corners. 1972
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1 x 1 Piece. 1974

parc them, for example, with Sol LeWitt’s grid struc-
tures). The interior space glimpsed through the small
windows in the lath-and-cement cubes is tightly
squeezed, minuscule and mysterious, becoming, in
Roberta Smith’s provocative phrase, “space impacted
in material.”® However, as | have tried to demonstrate,
this enclosed or entrapped space is charged with en-
ergy. Such is the case even in the most recent pieces,
where she has sought to open up and release the im-
prisoned spacc—in one by digging the cement away
inside the little round windows as far as the drill would
reach, in another by burning the wood laths out of the
cement. In a third she superimposes layer after layer of
metal mesh on a redwood structure until gradually light
is blocked out except for glimmers into the secret cen-
ter. Her expressed intention remains to open up and
enclose at the same time. Of the sheet-rock cube she
wrote, “The center of the piece which is in a way
nothing (air and light and space) is everything.™

Winsor’s contradictions and balancing of op-
posites function on several other levels of form and
meaning. She combines reduction and accumulation
by constructing simple, monumental, holistic forms
through the repetition of multiple units. She juxtaposes
austerity and sensuousness; hers is not the kind of
sculpture in which one expects to find texture playing
such a considerable role as it does until one is reminded
that she was first a painter: I came at it as a painter.
You never lose that. "' While the color as well as texture
of her sculpture results directly from material and pro-
cess, itis her sensibility that selects and controls brown
old rope, pale gold hairy twine, pea-green wood from
her studio wall, brightly burnished copper, and gray-
black charred cement.

In spite of the pronounced constants in Winsor's
sculpture from 1970 to 1978, one can detect, within the
groups or series, a kind of logical progression as one
picce grows out of another. The wrapped-log serics
began with a two-dimensional emphasis and gradually
increased in volume and density. First came the
organic, almost anthropomorphic Bound Grid leaning
against the wall; next the more geometric Bound Square,
also resting on the wall like a picture; then followed the
totally free-standing and solidly sculptural Four Cor-
ners; and finally Plywood Square. \ comparable pro-
gression occurred in the grid-cube series, which began
with a shallow square laminated box, on whose top a
grid pattern was chiseled out like a drawing. However,
in the fully volumetric grid-cubes (Fifty-Fifty, 1 x 1
Piece, and 55 x 55) there is no pereeptible development;
in this case, one solution or disposition appears to have
suggested a variant.,
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Oddly, it is one of the early picces in the exhibi-
tion, Cement Sphere of 1971, the most simple and least
handmade-looking, and universal more than personal,
that embodies Winsor’s distinctive contribution to con-
temporary sculpture in the resolution of opposites. It is
the essence of both density and energy. What form
could be more stable than a sphere, what more restless?
Ina recent essay on “Rhythm as Form,” Athena Tacha
wrote, “'The sphere, a classic symbol of equilibrium, is
actually the form of minimum surface for maximum
volume, and of minimum energy-expenditure —there-
fore of temporary balance.”" Absolutely still, Winsor’s
Cement Sphere is instinct with eternal motion; it rests “at
the still point of the turning world.™*

Ellen H. Johnson

NOTES

I. “Bei Cézanne hort ihre Essbarkeit iiberhaupt auf, so sehr ding-
haft wirklich werden sie, so einfach unvertilgbar in ihrer eigen-
sinnigen Vorhandenheit.” From letter to Clara Rilke, Paris,
Oct, 8, 1907, in Rainer Maria Rilke, Brigfe (Wiesbaden: Insel
Verlag, 1950), vol. 1, p- 187.

2. "\ Conversation between Two Sculptors, Jackie Winsor and
Ellen Phelan,” Jackie Winsor [Sculpture (Cincinnati: Contempo-
rary Arts Center, 1976), p. 8.

Letter to E. Johnson, Aug. 24, 1978,

4. Quoted in Ambroise Vollard, Paul Cezanne: His Life and Art
(New York: Crown Publishers, 1937), p. 86.

- Winsor: “And [ think that when people go to view work, they
want to relate to it by themselves, tuning into those discoveries
of yours, but also cach one discovering something for them-
sclves. They are ereating, in relating to the picees, ina way that
has as the given premise their experiences as well as yours.
They're creating in their own way an experience for them-
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seives, a discovery.” “A Conversation between Two Sculp-,

tors,” p. 10.

6. Quoted in Owen Findsen, “Confessions of a Post-Minimalist,”
The Cincinnati Enguirer, Oct. 31, 1976.

. T'he term “primary structures,” the title of the historic exhibi-
tion organized at the Jewish Museum in 1966, is less negative-
sounding than the popularly adopted “minimal art.”

8. Roberta Smith, “Winsor-Built,” Art in America, Jan.—Feb.
1977, p. 120.
9. Letter to E. Johnson, Aug. 15, 1978,

10. Quoted in Robert Pincus-Witten, “Winsor Knots: The Sculp-
ture of Jackic Winsor,” Ares Magazine, June 1977, p. 130.

1. “Rhythm as Form,” Landscape Architecture, May 1978, p. 197_ In
responding to my request for her critical comments before
publishing this Winsor essay, Tacha wrote, “Another idea that
came to me a propos her sphere and her preoccupation with
density is that her works (and the sphere mn particular) evoke
matter in the superdense state that is being speculated by astro-
physicists as existing in neutron stars and black holes, wherein
matter has reached such tremendous density that its power of
gravity does not even allow light—radiation—to escape the
surface of the star.” Letter to E. Johnson, May 31, 1978.

12. T.S. Fliot, “*Burnt Norton,” Collected Poems, 1909—-1935 (New
York: Harcourt Brace, 1936), p. 219.

Detail, #2 Caper. 1976
/1978, 667
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Double Circle. 1970-71
19728, 6/

i
Chunk Piece. 1970
/97561 15
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Nail Piece. 1970
(978.61%8




Solid Lattice. 1970
1478 €70
Fence Piece. 1970
17758 7%
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Bound Grid. 1971-72

/778, 6/3
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Four Corners. 1972
[1978. 401
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Fifty-Fifty. 1975
/578650
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Laminated Grid. 1974
_ 19758, 68/

Laminated Plywood. 1973
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#1 Rope. 1976
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#2 Copper. 1976
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1976

Sheet Rock Piece.
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Green Piece. 1976-77
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Opposite: Six stages in the construction of Burnt Piece. 197778
Right: Burnt Picce betore, during, and after burning

1978.677

> “Tome, one of the main things about my work habits is that I'm
L] very fussy. T wantall the details to be exactly right. Somehow they
< never are all right. There are always mistakes regardless of how
muchl oversce everything, always things thatare notas perfect as |

2 wanted them to be. Initially I conceive of an idea with an image,
and this image seems complete and perfect. Itis an overview, and
an overview has its own kind of perfection. Realizing a piece,
however, is on another level. Tris about materials, details, imper-
fection, correction, ctc. Because I don't remember or visualize
things easily, I choose to construct and reconstruct as a way of
working with an idea. So the process of making begins with an
image, then becomes constructing the picce in my mind, con-
stantly going over it completely to familiarize myself mentally
with that construction from beginning to end, slowing down to
imagine every detail, to get a clear, clear picture. Maintaining
integrity toward the perfection you envisioned in the beginning is
a constant concern. [ spend an enormous amount of time just
trying to imagine if an cighth ot an inch at some point is going to
makca major difference in the completed construction of the piece.
[ figure out what is possible. I go through what the gualities of a
material are and, because of the sense | have of them, what actually
are the capabilities and limitations of that material.

“In Burnt Piece the main unresolved arca was what kind of
wooden structure would support itselfas well as the weight of the
cement (1400 lbs.) and also provide for the cement to be one
continuous picce after the fire had burned the wood structure out.
Somehow the problem didn't lend itself to a very casy solution,
and I spent half a year imagining how to do it. I asked a lot of
peopleabout mixing fire and cement together, and the main advice
Igotwas: Don'tdoit! [ wanted to. so thei mage | keptin the back of
my mind to guide me was that of a house burning. One thing that
interested me about a building was the thickness of walls in relation
tothe possiblesize of a fire. [ figured out a wood frame that fulfilled
all the requirements and was strengthened by the five layers of
different-grade mesh that were used to reinforce the six-inch-thick
concrete and keep it structurally together during the firing. A
second big concern was with stressing the cement with fire. Ce-
mentis not like ceramic clay that cures with firing. If there was any
flawin the construction, the nature of the cement would cause the
picce to explode during burning. Sand, which is usually mixed
with cement to make concrete. could have elements init that might
be unstable during firing, sol replaced it with grog, a prefired clay
that looks just like sand but can withstand the stress of a lot of heat.
Trapped water could also cause stress, so [ cured the concrete for a
long time, let it dry for three months, and burned the piecc onadry
summer day. I had no idea how casily it would burn, since a lot of
wood was inside the concrete structure without air to aid its
burning_ As [ expected, little picces of concrete popped Of‘f— The
Popping was probably caused by bubbles of air trapped in the
conerete. The air expanded with the heat and finally, when pres-
sure built up, shot the fragments fifteen feet from the picce.

“This piece more than others was filled with uncertainty. I
never knew until the very last minute if it would explode during
the firing or crack when cooling, and I was never able to see how
the piece would look until the moment of completion.™
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CHECKLIST OF THE EXHIBITION

In the listings below, dimensions are given in inches and centi-
meters, height preceding width preceding depth.

Rope Trick. 1967 —68. Hemp with steel rud.(74 x 9in. diam. (188 x
22.8 cm).)Collection of the artist. Il p. 14
73% X G5dican (1828 2 2% .(Com.
Chunk Piece? 1970, Hemp, (36 x 28 in. diam. (91.5 x 71.1 cm).)
Collection Albert Alhadeft and Michele Amateau, Boulder and
Crested Butte, Colo. Ill. p. 15
38 %% 26%" dicmm- (9%.5 x 61.2cwmr)
Nail Piece. 1970 Wood and n;ai[s.('/ x82x8in. (17.8x208.3 x20.3
t‘m).j(k:llcclinn Mr. and Mrs. Charles H. Carpenter, Jr., New
Canaan, Conn. In New York showing only. Ill. p. 16
7% % 7 %X 82k« (1.0 X 17903 gF£208 Gew)
Fence Piece. 1970, Wood and nails {49 x 49 x 49 in. (124.5 x 124.5x
124.5 c:n))(lourtcsy Paula Cooper Gallery, New York. Ill. p. 17
40 444 x 45h " (124) % (2523 x (15 X cw)
Solid Lattice . 1970. Wood and nailzx(l'f x 24 x221in. (68.6 x 61 x55.9
cm).)Private collection. 11l p. 17 "
23" diowm. K 2bhn (5THXET3cwm)
Brick Dome. 1971. Bricks and ccmcnt.(44 x 52 in. diam. (111.8 x
132.1 L‘:n))(ﬁourtcsy Paula Cooper Gallery, New York. Il p. 19
L5l am- X 3 (765t K 82 6Cum.
Brick Square. 1971. Bricﬁ-s, 15 x 50 x 50 in. (38.17x 127 x 127 cm).
Courtesy Paula Cooper Gallery, New York. II1. p. 19

Cement Sphere. 1971, Cement, (18 in. diam)(45.7 cm). Collection
Keith Sonnier, New York. Frontispiece

/54 diam - (3‘3f€m)
Double Circle. 1970 =71, Rnpc,(jl x 54in. diam. (53.3x 137.2 cm))
Department of Fine Arts, University of Colorado, Boulder. Car-
negic Fund Purchase. 11 p. 15

20 % 62" e - (565X (57.5cw)
Bound Grid. 1971 —72. Wood and twinc,@‘t x84 x 8 1in. diam. (213.4
x 213.4 x 20.3 cm))Fonds National d’Art Contemporain, Paris.
1. p. 18

53 w94 ¥ ad v (208 %2381 8 13.5ew)
Bound Square. 1972. Wood and twine, 75%2 x 76 x 142 in. (191.8 x
193.1 x 36.8 cm). The Museum of Modern Art, New York. Pur-
chase. Il p. 8

Four Corners. 1972. Wood and hemp /27 x 48 x 481n. (68.6 x 121.9x
1219 cm).?/\llcn Memorial Art Museum, Oberlin College,
Oberlin, Ohio. Gift of Donald Droll in memory of Eva Hesse. In
New York showing only. Il p. 20
b A G9EX SOF “ (AR 1.6 X293 X 25-50)

.ammated Plywood. 19737 Lamunated plywood, 7% x 48 x 48 in.
(19.1x121.9x 121.9 ¢m). The Museum of Modern Art, New York.
Gift of the Gilman Foundation in memory of J. Frederic Byers III.
1l p. 23

Laminated Grid. 1974, Laminated plywood (82 x 47% x 477% in.
(21.6 x 120.6 x 121.6 cm)) Courtesy Paula Cooper Gallery, New
York. Ill. p. 23
BL x4 % x 478 (210X 2.5 xi2 O gewn )

55 x 55. 1975. Wood and nails, (0 x 40 x 40in. (101.6 x 101.6 x 101.6
cm)?.‘\]l‘)righr—Knox Art Gallery, Buffalo. National Endowment
for the Arts Purchase Grant and gift of Mr. and Mrs. Armand J.
Castellani. 11l p. 22

3?19 X‘fO'é"X 3?%“ (fﬂl.‘;/xfcf.?xwl.‘(cw)

30

Fifty-Fifty. 1975. Wood and nails,(40 x 40 x 40 in. (101.6 x 101.6 x
101.6 cm).)Collection Paula Cooper, New York. Ill. pp. 12, 22

39t x 39F x g0 (997 X go1.% X 10/, 6cw-)

#1 Rope. 1976, Wood and hemp, 0 x 40 x 40 in. (101.6 x 101.6 x
101.6 Cl]]).)‘:’.l‘llFr;lﬂL‘iS('O I\(f]usuzn ol'aModcm F;_rt. 111 pJ24

05’ 0 n (f02.6x 102.%x 105- Lcw -

#Z c%fu?-'. & \)‘](;{»ii and copper,(34 2 x 51 x51in. (87.6 x 129.5
x 129.5 em) YHHK Foundation for Contemporary Art, Inc., Mil-
waukee. II1. pp._ 13, 25, back cover

294 x50 x 505 (97.2%(28.5% 133 cw-)
Sheet Rock Piece. 1976. Sheet rock and staplcs,bfﬁ x33 x33in. (83.8
x83.8x83.8 cm))(_ful]cctinn of the artist. In New York showing
only. IlI. p. 26

343 x 3% % % 3%5 * (93X .5 xE8.Ncw)
Green 'Piece. 1976 =77, Painted wood, cement, and nails {32 x
32% x 32% in. (82.5 x 82.5 x 82.5 cm).)Courtesy Paula Cooper
Gallery, New York. lll. front cover, p. 27

324 x323 x 325" (526 K §2.3 %§2.b5w)
Cement Pim*ﬁ‘)?() =77 Cement, wire, and wood, (36 x 36 x 36 in.
(915 % 91i5:% 91.5 cm))(ﬁourtcsy Paula Cooper Gallery, New
York. IIl. p. 27
36x 353 x 35F" (U4 x QU2 % Fhacw)
Burnt Piece. 1977 =78, Concrete, burnt wood, and wirc,(ﬁ‘»() x 36 x
3oin. (91.5x91.5x91.5 cm))(’lourtcsy Paula Cooper Gallery, New
York. Ill. pp. 28, 29

345 x 345 x 345" (810 x 86.7x §10Cw )
Wire Piece. 1978, Wood and wirc.(33 x33x33in. (83.8x83.8x83.8
cm)) Courtesy Paula Cooper Gallery, New York. Not ill.

33.% X335 x 333 b (4.4 X FS-2 X 50w
Drilled Piece."1978. Concrctc,(32 2 x32% x32%in. (82.5x82.5x
82.5 cm).)Courtesy Paula Cooper Gallery, New York. Not ill.

w331 (8.7 x28.9 ¥ 78.cem)

The following works are illustrated in this catalog but are not
included in the exhibition:

30to 1 Bound Trees. 1971-72. Wood and hemp, 20 x 5 ft. diam. (6.1 %
1.5 m). (No longer extant.) Ill. p. 11

Plywood Square. 1973. Plywood and hemp, 25 x 53 x 53 in. (63.5
x 134.6 x 134.6 cm). The National Gallery of Australia, Canberra.
1. p. 21

I x 1 Piece. 1974, Wood and nails, 45 x 45 x 45 in. (114.3 x 114.3
x 114.3 ¢m). The Detroit Institute of Arts. Gift of the Friends
of Modern Art. Ill. p. 12

Paul’ Walter's Piece. 1974. Copper wire and creosoted wood, 29 x 32
in. diam. (73.7 x 81.3 cm). Collection Paul Walter, Princeton, N.J.
. p. 1 '

Diagram for Wrapping #2 Copper. 1976. Colored pencil on paper, 8
x 101n. (20.3 x 25.4 cm). Collection of the ardst. I1l. p. 13






