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Marshall N. Price: Okay, so this is June 2nd, Friday, and I’m here with 

Sonia Gechtoff, in her apartment, and we’re going to be talking about 

her time in San Francisco. So, this is a very sensitive microphone so it 

should pick up. 

Sonia Gechtoff: Pick up, pick up. Alright.

MP: So, I mean, I fi gured we could just sort of improvise, but I have a 

few questions, and maybe we’ll answer some of them just in the course of 

talking and maybe, if not, then I’ll come back to them, but I wanted to 

start in Philadelphia.

Sonia Gechtoff: Okay, we’re really going back. Okay.

MP: Well, I’m interested I guess really to know about your fi rst art school 

experience in Philadelphia at the Museum School. Who were your teachers 

there? What was that like?

SG: Well, when I was there it was still called the School of Industrial 

Art, which was its fi rst name. By the time I graduated, which was, it 

should have been ’49, but I took a year off, and came back and fi nished my 

last year after that. So I graduated in January of ’50 instead of January 

of ’49. By the time I did they had changed it to the Philadelphia Museum 

School. They changed it several times. Now it’s the school, it’s part of 

that whole complex, it’s a big, you know, school of all the different 

arts. But then it was called the School of Industrial Art, which primarily 

was a commercial art school, and the only reason why I went there was that 

I was offered a scholarship from high school and pretty much guaranteed 

that I would get it if I didn’t pick Tyler, which is where I wanted to go, 

because the man who was the head of the art department at the high school 

where I went hated Boris Lye who ran Tyler at that time. So he said I’m 



not giving any scholarships to Tyler. So he said forget that, you can go 

any place else you want to and I’m pretty sure you’ll get a scholarship, 

you know, if you go. So after discussing it with my mother I said I want 

to go then to the Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Arts. She said, well fi ne, 

but my father had just died a few years before. He was an artist and all 

his life he’d made his living as an artist. Towards the end it was rough. 

For a while he did very well. Anyway, I guess she was feeling how tough it 

had been and she said to me, you can’t get a degree at the Academy, but 

you can get one at Industrial Art and I said what do I want a degree for? 

And she said to teach because how else are you going to make a living as 

an artist? And she said, I don’t want you to have to do something else. 

You want to be an artist. So she kind of talked me into it. Very unusual 

for my mother. She never really got in my way or anything like that, 

but she talked me into it and she regretted it later, as I did, because 

it was the wrong school for me. I mean, for me, it was a very unhappy 

experience until the last year. The last year was very good because I 

had two wonderful teachers. Unfortunately, I cannot remember their last 

names. One of them was very well known in the Philadelphia area. He was 

very old at that time. He was a printmaker and he taught printmaking. 

He was such a dear man and he said to me, don’t listen to what they’re 

telling you to do. You have a lot of talent, but not in the fi eld that 

this school’s set up for, so he encouraged me to do – prints. He showed 

me how to do them. So he was a big help. Then the painting teacher, whose 

fi rst name was Paul. I’ve been racking my brains for years to remember 

the last name. I really have to look it up. But he was known as a very 

fi ne painter, unfortunately, he was also an alcoholic so he wasn’t there 

all the time, but when he was there he was wonderful. He also encouraged 

me, and just pushed at what I was trying to do, which had nothing to do 

with what was going on in the school. The last year was a good year for 

me. In retrospect, in spite of the fact that I hated it while I was doing 

it, there was another course that I was forced to take in order to get 

this degree, that I got a lot out of, and that was a course in anatomy. 

Drawing from the skeleton, drawing from the muscular, you know, diagrams 

and so on. And the reason why that turned out to be so good for me, is it 



showed me how to use a fi ne point pencil, which I had not done before. I’d 

worked entirely differently, you know, sort of sketching with crayons and 

pencils and so on. More free kind of stroking, and so on. But because you 

had to draw all those muscles, you know all these things, which you know, 

I used to hate, but something happened to me. It took a while. It took at 

least four or fi ve years, as a matter of fact, when I got in to go back to 

San Francisco and I started doing those drawings like that. I realized 

that the source of that, to a great extent, not totally, but to great 

extents, were those anatomy classes. So, I got more out of the school than 

I thought I was getting. So I had a fondness for it, in spite of the fact 

that when I got out of there I didn’t. So that was my main art training, 

aside from the fact that my father started me painting when I was a little 

kid. You know, he set me up next to him and gave me some paints and stuff 

to paint on and said go paint. So that really was the beginning of that. 

Age six. But the school, that was my formal training. When I went out to 

San Francisco I took one course in lithography with Budd Dixon at the 

school. I already had the degree, which I made absolutely no use of. It 

was to teach in the public schools. I taught for six months in the public 

schools in Philadelphia. I knew that was a horror and not anything I ever 

wanted to do and I wanted to get the hell out of there anyway, so I saved 

up some money and went to San Francisco. 

MP: So, why San Francisco? What was the connection?

SG: Well, I wanted to get out of Philadelphia. I knew that I wasn’t going 

to be able to do what I wanted to do, I didn’t think as an artist, and I 

was very much attracted to New York. I kept coming in for trips to New 

York all the time. I was a little frightened of it, and someone that I 

knew sent me a letter. I don’t remember why, but I got a letter from 

someone I had known, not too well in Philadelphia, but he was going out 

there, was not an artist, but he started going on in this letter about you 

know you really ought to come out here Sonia; there’s some really exciting 

painting going on, and although I don’t know that much about painting, I 

have a feeling that you’d get a lot out of it and you should come. You 



know, peaked my interest there. I thought two things. One, sounds like 

it’s a good place to go for painting. Two, it’s as far from Philadelphia 

as I can get without leaving the United States, which is what I wanted 

to do, and it didn’t sound as frightening as New York, and I knew it was 

cheaper too because even then New York was more expensive. So that’s why 

I went out there. I only knew that one person and her husband. That was 

it. I went out. I didn’t even know who these painters were that she was 

talking about. What she was talking about was talking about was Clyfford 

Still and his students. She didn’t even know the names. She had just seen 

a couple of exhibitions, and it was interesting because this woman knew 

really little about painting, but something got her intrigued. So she 

started describing these things and it’s not anything I knew, because 

what I knew was traditional painting. So that’s why I went out there and 

I never regretted it. I think I made the right move.

MP: And that was 1952?

SG: 1950, ’51 sorry. Jim went in ’50. I went in 1951. I got out there in 

September or October, 1951.

MP: And did you meet Jim there?

SG: There. No, we’re both from Philadelphia, but we didn’t know each other 

in Philadelphia at all. Jim was thirteen years older than I am, so he was 

already much more advanced in his work. He had gone to the [Pennsylvania] 

Academy. He had also spent a year at the Barnes Foundation, which he said 

is the best thing he ever did. And then he spent four and a half years 

in the air core during World War II. When he got out he had the G.I. 

bill, and he decided he would go as far away from Philadelphia and see 

what he could do with the G.I. bill, and that’s when he ended up going 

to the California School of Fine Arts on that. And that’s how I met him, 

because when I went there to take the litho class – he already – he went 

out there a year before I did. So he had already been there a year, and 

we met because it’s a small group there. Everybody knew everybody. The 



young artists that were working either at the school, and they were mostly 

ex- G.I.’s. And so that’s how we met. 

MP: And I read somewhere that you spent one semester at the California 

School of Fine Arts. 

SG: Yeah, that was studying with Budd Dixon taking the litho course. 

MP: And then after that you became an instructor there? 

SG: Yeah, but later. After that, that was ’50, it was before I even met 

Jim. Jim and I got married in June of ’53 and we’d known each other about 

six months before that. So it was a whole year before that, that I went 

and took Budd’s class, and then I just went on my own. I had part-time 

jobs. You know, anything that I could take that would give me enough 

money, but also enough time to paint. And I started, you know, I went to 

see, soon after I got there, a wonderful exhibition of Clyfford Still’s 

paintings, and some of his students at, I think it was the building where 

now it’s the extradition -. I’m not absolutely sure I’m right about which 

building it was, but there was a large exhibition of several of Still’s 

paintings and his students. He had already gone. He left the year before 

I got out there. He was in New York, so I never knew him. I never studied 

with him, but I got to know several of his students very well. They had an 

enormous infl uence on me. So between seeing that exhibition, which just, 

you know, changed my whole world for me. I’d never seen painting like 

that before, and getting to know how he approached painting, a lot of his 

ideas, through Frank Lobdell and Ernie Briggs. Primarily, Ernie Briggs 

because Ernie Briggs and I had started going together and Ernie had been 

very close with Still, so he talked constantly about Still and Still’s 

ideas. So between seeing the work and hearing about the ideas, and it all 

sounded so unique and dramatic and fantastic to me, this whole idea that 

painting was painting for its own sake and that the idea of searching for 

an image went out the window and it was like opening up a huge door. It 

was enormous, you know, and I was twenty-four years old and just ready for 



something like that because I’d been painting a little bit like Ben Shahn 

and then Ben [Max] Weber, uh, Max Weber, Max Weber, and you know things 

like that. And I was fed up with it, but I didn’t know quite where to go. 

That was what did it for me. It was tremendous. I never forgot it. It was 

such an experience. If I’d come to New York, that wouldn’t have happened. 

I know that. It’s an entirely different situation. 

MP: And I know that Douglas MacAgy had been the director of the California 

School of Fine Arts between ’45 and ’50.

SG: Yeah, he left before I came out there. 

MP: Yeah, and he caused a little controversy by bringing Still out.

SG: Oh, yeah. 

MP: And Mark Rothko had come out as well.

SG: Yes, Still invited him as I understand it.

MP: Was there any fall out from that when you arrived?

SG: By the time I got there, I think they’d sort of been, they sort of 

kind of got it under their belt. MacAgy left and Jermayne MacAgy was 

still around for something, not at the school, because I never met Douglas 

MacAgy, but I did meet her a couple of times very briefl y, so which means 

that she was around there for a little while. By the time I got there when 

Bud was teaching that litho course, which was sort of like a funny thing, 

because Doug wasn’t there half the time. He was drinking a lot, and we 

would all get together after the litho class and go down to this bar where 

we hung out instead of doing the lithos, so I didn’t do as many lithos as 

I should have. But it was kind of all, sort of already accepted, because 

Frank started teaching there soon after I came there, maybe a year before 

I started teaching there. 



MP: Frank Lobdell?

SG: Lobdell and Elmer Bischoff. He hadn’t quite taken over the way he did 

a couple years later, but they were in a kind of transitional state in the 

school at that point. Hassel Smith had had a big problem with them and then 

left and I never knew exactly what went on because it all happened really 

sort of right after I got there where I really didn’t know anybody that 

well. So by the time that it worked itself out the controversy had more or 

less died down and the school was starting to get more conservative. This 

man Carl Munch came in to run the school and I know people like Ernie and 

Frank and others like him, you know, thought he was nowhere, and didn’t 

like the direction he was going in, but that he didn’t have - somehow it 

seems to me that the major infl uence of MacAgy hung on him there for quite 

a while, at least I felt it did. Now people who had been there with MacAgy 

probably didn’t feel that way, but I still felt that after fi nding out more 

about how instrumental he had been, I still felt that his infl uence, and 

what he had done there, and Still’s infl uence, was still there.

MP: Well it’s interesting to see some of the recent shows of the work from 

that period now, and the pervasiveness of Still’s infl uence on the work.

SG: It was enormous.

MP: It’s really, I mean, from what I’ve seen, I don’t think it can be 

understated or overstated. 

SG: No, no. No, it can’t, and see there were divisions. There were, you 

know, as there is anywhere. As small an area as it was, and as small a 

group as it was, certainly compared to New York, there was controversy 

in that there were divisions. The people who were related, in one way or 

another to the California School of Fine Arts, were primarily very much 

devoted to Still’s concept, or they’d been infl uenced by him, or some of 

them had actually studied with him. People who were across in Berkeley 



were a whole other thing. The Berkeley bunch didn’t think that much of 

the California School. Some of them did, but some of them didn’t. I should 

be fair that some did, but some didn’t. There was this kind of, there 

were like two or three factions there, and I think basically, certainly 

the strongest one, was the California School one, because when you talk 

about gray area painting at that time, you’re really talking about the 

work that came out of the school directly or indirectly, infl uenced by 

Still directly or indirectly. Then, until you get to the fi gurative part, 

now that’s something else. I’m talking about before that time. There were 

people that did arts and crafts. I didn’t know any of them. We kind of, 

those of us who were involved with the school one way or another, sort of 

looked down our nose on the rest of them, those people. We thought what 

we were doing was much better.

MP: Well that’s one question that I had for you actually, was the 

perception of what was happening in Berkeley, because I know Hoffman had 

been there in the ‘30s and his legacy was sort of carried on by people 

like John Haley and Erle Loran, but they weren’t doing that abstract stuff 

until a little bit later, until the early ‘50s. So I’m just curious to 

know.

SG: Well, you know, it’s very funny. Erle Loran wrote that book about 

Cezanne, and I remember people, mostly the California School people, 

making fun of the book. And, you know, there was this sort of sneering 

attitude towards that Berkeley bunch, but on the other hand in all fairness 

to those guys over there, because eventually I met a few of them - I never 

got to know them very well - but I felt they had a sense of respect for 

what Still had done, what MacAgy had done, and even maybe a little bit of 

envy, but I don’t think they were – I may be wrong – but I really don’t 

think they were all that hostile. I don’t think they were really very 

adventurous artists and they had secure positions at the university art 

department, which was very unusual in those days. The rest of us were just 

winging it, you know, from day to day, and sort of sneering at the idea of 

anything like tenure or any of that stuff. So it was that kind of thing 



that I think that, but I think that Erle Loram, and there’s another man, 

and he’s still alive. He does a lot of prints. I met him several times. 

I’m sorry that I can’t think of his name. 

MP: McChesney? Is it McChesney?

SG: No, McChesney’s another one. McChesney. I didn’t know McChesney, but 

my husband did, and they got along very well, and McChesney was very open 

to all of these ideas. And he really wasn’t so much at Berkeley anyway. 

No, this was a guy who was on the Berkeley faculty, and he was both a 

painter and a printmaker. Well, as we go along maybe I’ll think of his 

name. 

MP: It wasn’t Haley. John Haley?

SG: No, it’s John, another name, similar to that. Anyway, I did meet 

this man many years later when we went back for an exhibition, and he 

had always been very open to the ideas. See they didn’t paint like that 

because I don’t think they…they were so stuck in this kind of semi-

abstract rut, and somehow even though they admired what was going on, I 

don’t think they could make the step into that kind of painting, but it 

isn’t that they hated it. It wasn’t that. There were other factions that 

hated it, but they were not like that. It was an interesting, you know, 

kind of thing and in all honesty I can’t tell you much more about that 

because I didn’t know any of them very well. I knew the people, you know, 

from the school at that time. That I knew a lot about, by the time I got 

there, and who was still there, and what had happened before because they 

told me, but at Berkeley I didn’t know. I do know, that they were looked 

upon as a bunch of academics, and to a certain extent I guess they were, 

but I think they had a kind of secret admiration for what was going on 

at the school. 

MP: It seems to me, when you look at some of, especially Loran’s work, 

it’s very reminiscent of 1930’s sort of scene painting, and he was slowly 



kind of breaking out of that and getting more and more abstract.

SG: Yeah.

MP: But he did have an academic - there is an academic quality to his 

work.

SG: Right, you see that. Yeah, and he’s not the only one. I think you 

could say that about most of them. You know, that that’s the way they 

learned to paint. That was what they were teaching. They were not about to 

give it up, but they weren’t hostile to – I don’t think they were hostile 

towards what was going on – I just think they were incapable of trying a 

painting like that. 

MP: Yeah, yeah.

SG: Because I know for instance, we were invited one time to a party 

at Erle Loran’s house, and by that time Jim and I had been exhibiting 

quite a bit and winning a lot of prizes, so we were doing well in that 

area. Erle Loran and the people at the party were very welcoming and I 

got the sense that they admired what was going on. Then they also did 

something else which is an indication of how, in spite of maybe their 

academic background, they were open to other ideas. They were the ones 

who instituted the whole idea of inviting the New York artists to come out 

there and teach for a semester or a whole year if they wanted to. 

MP: Yeah.

SG: So they got Marca-Relli and George McNeil and Wilfred Zogbaum and 

several other people part of the New York School came out there, and came 

out for at least a semester and some cases for a full year, and it was 

the Berkeley group that did that. So that means that they were, you know, 

hardly hostile towards what we call abstract expressionism now.



MP: And, how would characterize the role of the younger artists associated 

with the California School of Fine Arts, like Park and Bischoff and 

Diebenkorn?

SG: Well Diebenkorn had been there from the very early days. He was 

a student there. He also went out to New Mexico for a while at the 

university and was teaching and studying there. I think he was teaching 

there. Anyway, he was doing abstract work at fi rst. And, when I met him, 

I didn’t know him very well, but I met him several times and we were 

in a number of shows together. He was working very much as an abstract 

artist. His work was…he was probably less infl uenced by Still than a lot 

of the others. I think he probably respected Still, but I don’t see a 

strong infl uence of Still in Diebenkorn’s work at all. Elmer and um, 

David Park. Two other things. Both of them had been abstract artists. I 

understand that David Park dumped all of his abstract paintings after 

he turned to fi gurative painting because when the Whitney gave that big 

retrospective to him, they could hardly fi nd anything from that time. He 

had just turned his back on it, and just destroyed them, or dumped them 

somewhere. Elmer was different. Elmer was the one that I got to know a 

bit. Elmer actually was the person who invited me to come and teach at the 

California school. He was teaching there, and he was kind of, he wasn’t 

running it, but he was the major artist teaching there, and he’d already 

turned towards fi gurative painting, when I had a show at the Young museum 

in ’57. And Elmer went to see it and liked it a lot because he called 

me up on the phone. I mean I remember I was so touched and, you know, 

really kind of fl abbergasted. He called me up and said he’d just seen my 

show at the de Young, and told me he’d like me to come to the school and 

teach a couple of classes. You know, that was such a big deal for me. So 

Elmer, and I did get to know Elmer a bit… I always liked him. I always 

admired him. I didn’t understand why he turned to fi gurative painting from 

abstract painting. I mean, I thought he was doing some interesting work 

before, but you know, he did, and Park did… The interesting thing is, I 

felt that some of their students were more hostile towards the abstract 

artists than they were. They weren’t hostile at all. They had just decided 



that they were going to go the way they were going to go. But a couple 

of the students there, at the school especially, started studying with 

Elmer more. Park was pretty much gone when I came in to the school. He’d 

fi nished teaching there. Jim took a class with him, but Jim was the same 

age as Park. I don’t think Park knew it. So Jim never felt that he was a 

student. He was there because he had the G.I. bill and it was a good way 

for him to get some money and do his painting. But Elmer really, I felt 

was… I liked him. I liked his attitude, and I think if he had known how 

hostile some of his students were towards the abstract artists he would 

have been appalled. I think they misunderstood what he was doing or how 

he felt. I mean like Joan Brown is one of the ones I’m thinking about, 

because Joan, who was one of the most gifted artists to come out of that 

area, had started out briefl y doing abstract work. She took a class with 

me, she and her husband at that time. This was before she was married to 

the sculptor, this was her fi rst husband, whose name was Brown. She took 

his name. She was a very gifted artist who worked very well with abstract 

art and she got very involved with Elmer’s teaching. She admired him. He 

was a very good teacher. And she went overboard in the other direction. 

And she, I felt, was very hostile, toward at least what I was doing. 

There may have been other things involved in it. It was a funny kind of a 

thing because there were some people who were working both ways. It was 

a real transitional time. Now I’m talking about, I would say that began 

around 1955. Up until the, until that really short time period, but big 

changes to place very rapidly. And there were a number of people who were 

not fi gurative and not abstract and who didn’t like what the Still people 

were doing at all. And people like Wally Hedrick, Fred Martin, they were 

really more, if they had been in a recent time here, probably closer 

to the conceptual artists, more than anything else, with their attitude 

towards painting. There were all these little things going on.

MP: One of the things I think that makes San Francisco at this period so 

interesting, is that there are these rapid shifts with new art coming 

in so quickly. It’s interesting because people kind of always juxtapose 

Northern California and Southern California against each other. And 



in the South, you know, Stanton McDonald Wright had been there in the 

teens and brought some really progressive ideas there very early on, but 

then it sort of languished for a while and, whereas, in the mid-40’s, 

San Francisco, almost overnight became so progressive because of Still. 

Whereas, in the South, it didn’t change very much till much later.

SG: Later is when it changed. And as a matter of fact most of us, at least 

the ones that I knew, who were in the bay area, looked down our noses 

at the L.A. artists for the most part. We didn’t think they were doing 

anything very interesting. The academic, that had been there for a long 

time… We had annuals at the museum every year, so everybody would enter 

it, so you’d get a very good idea of what was going on all over the state, 

and most of the stuff that came in from L.A. was pretty dull, at least to 

us at that time. And then when Walter [Hopps] started, well even before 

he opened Ferus, when he put on his studio show and then from there the 

Merry-go-Round. They were all happening, one after another. He came out 

to us to pick most of the work. He did put in a number of his L.A. buddies. 

I mean, he’d grown up with them, he was from that area, and so, but he 

was really very much taken with what was going on in San Francisco and he 

came out and he took work from us from the very beginning. And so I don’t 

know how those L.A. guys felt about, you know, his interest in us, but he 

certainly had it and he certainly promoted it. And you know, at Ferus he 

showed all of us all the time. Group shows, solo shows, until Irving Blum 

came in. Then everything changed. But when Walter was running it, it was 

all California, but a good portion of it was Bay Area art. 

MP: Do you think that some of the shift back towards fi guration was a 

reaction against this sort of abstract tidal wave that happened because 

of Still and the students?

SG: I think so. Yeah, I think so. I think, you know at the time I had 

no idea. I mean, everything was happening so quickly. To be honest, I 

kind of had my head in the sand somewhere. I didn’t see it coming. When 

it really, when this whole fi gurative thing kind of got going and became 



such a dominant thing, I think I was just fl abbergasted frankly. And now 

in looking back on it I’m pretty sure that it was defi nitely a reaction 

against… Because I think a lot of people felt that the Still people… I’m 

putting, you know, kind of an umbrella over that group… but let’s say the 

Still people had a strangle hold on everything and there was a probably a 

ton of, you know, resentment against that. But it wasn’t just that because 

there was defi nitely a feeling, part very strongly felt, that this was 

the way he wanted to paint. This was the way he felt it should go. And 

the strongest work were his fi gurative paintings and Elmer felt the same 

way and then of course – started to change too. So those guys felt very 

strongly about what they were doing. I don’t think they necessarily were 

doing it out of resentment. As a matter of fact, I don’t think that was 

it at all, but the younger people, I think, maybe had other interests in 

some cases.

MP: And I think also what’s interesting is that when you look at Park 

and – and Bischoff and fi gurative work, you can see how it came out of 

abstraction.

SG: Oh, absolutely.

MP: It was stuff that they were working on earlier.

SG: Oh, sure, there’s a real connection. It isn’t like they suddenly, you 

know, stopped painting abstract and it was drastic. Oh no. You can see 

very defi nitely.

MP: I don’t know if he was out there at the time, but did you ever know 

Paul Mills?

SG: I met him, maybe once. Yeah, he was running the museum, the Oakland 

Museum. Maybe he did that later. When I met him what was he doing? Tell 

me what he was doing.



MP: Well, I know he was at the Henry Art Gallery initially, and then I 

think he came down to Oakland in ’56 or ’57.

SG: Okay, that’s when I met him.

MP: Okay, yeah.

SG: Probably only once or twice. I didn’t know him. I just met him, 

probably at an opening.

MP: He became the big champion, I guess, of the Bay Area fi gurative stuff.

SG: Yeah, he did. He wasn’t the only one, but he was one of the foremost 

ones. Then it picked up, it really started to pick up about a year or two 

before we left, but it went full blast – because we left in ’58 at the 

tail end of it, I mean October. By the time we got here [New York], it was 

really taking off and a lot of curators were coming out there and starting 

to pick up on it. Then dealers came out there, which they had, with the 

exception of Walter [Hopps], had never done with us. We didn’t have any 

dealers or galleries interested in our work at all. Walter was really the 

only – and Walter wasn’t really a dealer. He became a dealer only when 

he was running Ferus. Uh, the rest of those people – I mean there were 

galleries, like Landau had a gallery in L.A. Felix Landau. I don’t think 

he was very much interested in the Bay Area abstract expressionists. If 

he was it wasn’t very many of them We didn’t have galleries really. We 

had galleries that we ran ourselves or that picked up on, like my mother 

opened a gallery after she came out there. And saw what was going on and 

decided – she had run a gallery for somebody in Philadelphia – and she 

came out there in ’54 and decided she wanted to run a gallery on her 

own. I thought she was out of her mind because she didn’t have any money 

and I didn’t even know if she understood what we were doing. My mother’s 

interest in art had been much more traditional based on my father’s work, 

but she got all excited and she got herself a place for peanuts down on 

Union Street and opened up the East West gallery and started showing all 



these people. It ended up she gave Bruce Conner his fi rst show. She gave 

Roy de Forest his fi rst show. I mean looking back on it I can’t believe that 

she did, because while it was going on Jim and I decided we weren’t going 

to have very much to do with it. Not that we were anti-it. I just didn’t 

want, you know, to get in her way, and I didn’t want anybody to think she 

was in there promoting us, which she wasn’t doing. So we kind of steered 

out of her way as much as possible. And she, I don’t know, she said to me, 

I’m going to open up this gallery. And I thought, Oh God, with what? You 

have no money. Well she hardly sold anything, but she got a hell of a lot 

of attention, and she got these wonderful reviews in the Chronicle from 

Frankfurter. He loved her gallery. He’d come around all the time, and she 

made a big deal out if this thing. And, you know, for the short time she 

was there, unfortunately, she had a stroke and died in ’58, and that was 

the end of it, but for almost four years that gallery did very well. Not 

money. No money. Hardly any sales, but the attention that it got, and so 

she would – Then after that Jim, then Jim Newman came in with the ??. Jim 

Newman had a lot of money, so Jim was really able to run on the level that 

my mother had wished she could have done, and then that was sort of the 

beginning of some of it. There had been a few galleries before, but hardly 

anything going on. There was the Labaudt gallery, which had been around 

since the ‘40s. She gave me a show soon after I came to San Francisco, 

when I was still working in a representational, semi-representational, 

style, but she was devoted more to the style of work in the earlier part 

of the Bay Area, from her husband’s work on. But aside from her, you know 

the gallery scene in San Francisco was very minimal. We had the annuals. 

That’s what kept us all going. 

MP: And I want to ask you about that, but before I do, do you remember 

what Gumps was showing back then?

SG: Yeah, Gumps was funny. I keep forgetting about it, but Gumps – I don’t 

know why they did this, I honestly don’t because I never went to look at 

– I should really, if I’m going to write this thing I better fi nd out more 

about why Gumps did what they did, but Gumps decided that they would put 



on exhibitions every once in a while of those of us in the Bay Area, and 

they did. They gave, I don’t remember any solo shows, but they could have 

done them. But they had a number of group shows. Jim and I were invited 

to several of them. Jim got an award at one of those. Some other people 

did. Yeah, I don’t know what was behind it, but they should get credit. 

They did do that. 

MP: And they were showing progressive things.

SG: Yeah, they were, and you know you’re doing this research. Find out a 

little bit more for me about it.

MP: Okay.

SG: I really should know more about what Gumps did. I mean, why they did 

it. What was behind it. They should get credit for it because they did 

do that.

MP: Yeah, well I know, I mean they have had a history of showing things, 

going back to about the turn of the century, maybe even earlier.

SG: That’s what somebody, I remember said that, that that was not brand 

new for them.

MP: Yeah, I mean Gumps was a really unique kind of place I think in the 

city.

SG: Well it was an interesting store because it was, at that time, the 

kind of thing that we think of if you go to pier…what is that, pier? You 

know this store. It’s now a chain store, but it has things from different, 

exotic clothing and exotic furniture and so on. Pier something.

MP: Pier One?



SG: Yeah, Pier One. 

MP: Yeah, yeah.

SG: Well Gumps was a cut above that. More elegant, but it seemed to go 

for more exotic stuff, which was unique. I don’t think there was anything 

else like that out there. I don’t remember anything like it.

MP: No.

SG: I know that most of the stuff was too expensive for us. I don’t 

think we bought anything from Gumps because we couldn’t afford it, but I 

remember admiring things there. 

MP: Well, I wanted to ask you about the San Francisco Museum of Art. Which 

is now of course called the San Francisco Museum of Modern Art. When the 

director, Grace McCann Morley, showed abstract expressionist work, she 

was accused of being a communist by George Dondero.

SG: That’s unbelievable. What year was that?

MP: I don’t have the year here, but it must have been, it must have been 

in the early 50s, I think.

SG: It would have to be, because that’s about when she started doing it.

MP: Did you, personally, and maybe you could speak for Jim as well in this 

case, but did you feel that there was something particularly provocative 

about the abstract work then, in a political sense?

SG: Not in a political sense. In an aesthetic sense, oh yeah. Defi nitely, 

very much provocative in an aesthetic sense. Politically, absolutely not. 

Most of us were totally apolitical. Now I had a background like Hassel 

Smith’s background. We came out of radical backgrounds, so Hassel was a 



communist party member and he bragged about it all over. I had been in the 

young communist league in Philadelphia. By the time I left Philadelphia 

I was so fed up with all of them because they couldn’t tell good artwork 

from anything, unless it had a …You fi gure this is it. I mean, the hell 

with these people. But I had that kind of background, so I understood, 

you know, what it was all about. Jim was totally apolitical, had always 

turned his nose up at anything political, and most of the other people, 

except for Hassel, at least that I knew, were a lot like that. Later on 

some of them got politically involved, like Wally suddenly became very 

involved with political issues, but that was later on. But Ernie was 

very apolitical at the time. Later on he got interested, but that wasn’t 

until he got here. Um, so that’s ridiculous, because it had nothing to 

do with politics and I’m sure it had nothing to do with politics on her 

part. I did know her. I got to know her. A lot of people didn’t like her. 

Artists, they felt that she had her nose up in the air, that she was only 

interested in certain kinds of art, that she wasn’t fair to the artists 

in that region, and so on. The only thing I can say about Grace Morley 

is that she was very good to me. She selected my work early on to show. 

Every time she had a show of Bay Area abstract expressionist paintings, 

she would always invite me. She had the women’s board by a painting from 

me before she had very many other artists’ work bought by them. I had 

nothing, but very good feelings towards that woman. She was very good to 

me and I don’t care what was behind it. It wasn’t political that’s for 

sure. You know, I started to get a bit of attention, she picked up on it, 

and she stayed with it and up until the day I left. She, as a matter of 

fact, sent me a letter just a week before we left for New York, wishing me 

the best and very supportive of, you know, anything that I was going to 

get involved in. There were two women out there that I feel very warmly 

towards for the same reason. She’s one and the other one was the woman 

who was the curator at the de Young, Nympha Valvo. Does that ring a bell? 

MP: I don’t think I’ve come across it.

SG: Well, at the time Nympha was very active. She was, I think she was, 



the major curator at the de Young Museum and what she would do is every 

once and a while she would give one of the Bay Area artists a solo show. 

And she called me up one day out of the clear blue sky and said, ‘I’d like 

to give you a solo show in January of ’57, will you have enough work?’ And 

she did, which was a tremendous thing for me. And she was very supportive 

from then on. She had seen some of my work. She liked it, and I remember 

she sent me a telegram when I had my fi rst show at Poindexter. We were 

already here in New York, but she was another one who was very supportive. 

So those two women I have very warm feelings about, but whether they were 

more supportive of me because I was a woman, I don’t think so, because 

they gave, both of them, a number of guys a lot of attention. Nympha gave 

several guys shows at the de Young and I don’t think Grace Morley cared 

one way or the other. 

MP: It’s really amazing that San Francisco had a few people who were 

so visionary that they would do that. It really...I mean couldn’t even 

imagine the city without people like Grace Morley.

SG: Well she did so many things at the museum. I mean aside from what 

she did for us, she brought in all these wonderful exhibitions before 

other people. She showed that Pollock, that She-Wolf painting. I think 

she was instrumental in getting the museum to buy it. I think she did a 

tremendous job over there at the museum. See one of things that some of 

the people there in the area resented about her is that she seemed to be 

biased towards European art more than American art, but you know, once it 

caught on, the abstract expressionism, she got in there and even she got 

in there maybe a little bit before Oliver Cook [?] because I think that 

Pollock painting… She got in as early as maybe Peggy Guggenheim did on 

that. You’d have to look at the dates, but she was not just a follower 

only, at all. 

MP: I know that there was a great exchange between the poets and the 

painters at the time, especially at places like the cooperative galleries, 

which you mentioned.



SG: The Six Gallery and also the…tell me what you have.

MP: The King Ubu?

SG: King Ubu. The King Ubu. They were both in the same place. The King Ubu 

came fi rst. When the King Ubu closed the Six Gallery opened up right in the 

exactly same spot and they were both across the street from my mother’s 

gallery. My mother’s gallery and the Six Gallery ran at the same time. 

Ubu was there ahead of time, before that. And they were artist run. Both 

of them were artist run. 

MP: What was the environment in the dynamic between the disciplines like?

SG: Well it was very strong. I’ll have to admit that neither Jim or I were 

as close to the poets as some of the other painters were. We both knew a 

couple of them, but, well Jim knew Mike McClure, but primarily because 

they were working together part time at the museum, but guys like Robert 

Duncan I only knew to say hello to. I didn’t really know him well. Some of 

the other painters did. There was a very close feeling between a number 

of the poets out there and people. Well I know that Jay DeFeo got very 

close to a number of them. That was a little later on. That was in the 

latter part of the ‘50s on. We knew some of them, but our exchange with 

them was not a strong as some of the others, but for most of the others 

there was quite a connection there. 

MP: So do you think there was maybe an intellectual exchange or something 

like that between them?

SG: Oh, I think defi nitely. Oh yeah, defi nitely there was. Sure. You know, 

Ginsberg fi rst read ‘Howl’ at the Six Gallery and by that time, he and 

a number of those guys involved, with what became the… they weren’t 

quite known as that yet…had been coming around to see the shows. Kenneth 

Rexroth, for instance, every time we would have an opening at the Six 



Gallery, Kenneth Rexroth was there. That I remember. Looking at the work, 

you know. Also, the guy who opened City Lights, along with Peter Martin, 

the poet Ferlinghetti. He used to come around a lot and look at the 

exhibitions. So yeah, in the case of a good number of the painters, there 

was a connection with the writers. 

MP: And I know that artists in the east, at that time, particularly those 

at the club, were not so receptive to deeper philosophical issues and 

painting, with the exception of a couple maybe, like John Ferren. But 

it seems to me, however, that in San Francisco there was a sort of wider 

intellectual discourse going on, between the artists and the poets and 

the performers. And it seemed to be, at least from what I have read about 

it, a more sort of cohesive scene than it was maybe in the east. Would 

you say that’s the case?

SG: I don’t know because it seems to me that, it seems to me that from 

what I read, now I wasn’t here yet, but what I’ve read about some of 

the poets and painters here in New York, there was a very close-knit 

connection there between Grace Hartigan and Elaine de Kooning and several 

others and a number of – Frank O’Hara - he was all wrapped up with these 

people and he wasn’t the only one. He was maybe the main one. So that was 

going on here. Yeah, I think that was really strong.

MP: Arthur Danto said to me, just yesterday actually, that the worst 

insult you could give someone at the club was to call them a German 

metaphysician. 

SG: Really?

MP: And he said there was sort of uh, I don’t know, they wanted to talk 

about painting and not about ideas.

SG: That’s true. They did, they did. 



MP: Was it similar in San Francisco?

SG: I don’t know about the rest of the people in San Francisco, but all 

I ever talked about and Jim ever talked about and Ernie, when I was 

going with him, was painting. We talked about painting twenty-four hours 

a day. That was, you know, all consuming. And in terms of intellectual 

discourse, that was it. Now, there’ve been, you know, history never gets 

written properly. You know that. I mean, most of the time, by the time it 

gets written, it’s not the way it happened. Somewhere, and I think it was 

probably the book about the fi gurative painters of the Bay Area, there was 

something in there, a footnote somewhere, that said something about, it 

mentioned me and a couple of other people as artists who wanted to talk 

more about intellectual ideas in painting, rather than painting. Well, 

that’s not true. I mean certainly it wasn’t true in my case, and when 

Ernie and I would talk about painting we would talk about painting. We’d 

talk about the act of painting and how important it was. Now in Still’s 

case, from what I understand, from what Ernie used to tell me, he would, 

you know, interweave everything with it, but he was really basically 

talking about painting and the act of painting and all the things that 

connected with it. That’s certainly what Jim and I always talked about. 

That’s what most of the artists that we were close to talked about. So 

intellectualizing about other things was minor compared to that. 

MP: And I know that you were part of the Hassel Smith class, if we can 

use that term in a broad sense of the word. 

SG: In a very broad sense of the word. 

MP: But it was called Theories of Non-Objective painting?

SG: That’s what he called it. You know, I didn’t even know what the hell 

he called it until I read it years later in some magazine or something. 

What happened is that Hassel had been doing this for a while before I 

ever went up there, and I only went up there maybe a half a dozen times. 



It was kind of like, for those of us who were still quite young, because 

Hassel was older and Jim was older – Jim went once. He thought it was, 

like he said, ‘Just a crock of shit and I’m not going up there anymore.’ 

And we had not yet gotten married, but I went up there with several 

people. It seemed like a fun thing to do. It was a way to get to know 

more of the artists. It was more like a social thing than anything else, 

and Hassel would go on and he was the biggest yakker imaginable, you 

know, talk, talk, talk. A really bright man and very well read, probably 

much better read than the rest of us up there, and he was very political 

too. He would get into all these kinds of things, but it was sort of a 

wide-open discussion thing and people would come and go and it wasn’t a 

class. Probably the people that were most infl uenced by Hassel, one person 

probably more than anybody else, she was very close to him, was Madeline 

Diamond. I don’t know if her name has come up.

MP: No.

SG: Well, she was a good painter. Unfortunately, she stopped painting 

later on, but she was very close to Hassel and I got to know her before I 

even knew Jim. And I think it was Madeline who fi rst brought me up there to 

one of those evenings at Hassel’s. It was just a place, as far as I was 

concerned, a place to go and be with other fellow painters, and listen 

to Hassel going on, you know, and if you admired him, you thought it was 

great and if you didn’t, like Jim didn’t, I don’t think Hassel ever knew 

it, you didn’t go again. That’s all. One time, actually when Susan Landau 

was putting her book together, she came here quite often and we talked a 

lot and we’ve gotten to be good friends in recent years, but anyways in the 

beginning she didn’t know us that well so she was sending us rough drafts 

and what was going to go in the book. Thank goodness she was checking 

with everybody. And at one point she sent us something and it said, you 

know, the infl uence on Sonia Gechtoff and Jim Kelly at that time was Hassel 

Smith. Well, Jim was a very polite man who rarely said anything, but he 

went right through the ceiling because it wasn’t true, at all. And as a 

matter of fact he didn’t even like Hassel’s work all that much. I wasn’t 



infl uenced by Hassel either. I liked him. I thought he was an interesting 

man, but it was Still who infl uenced me. So a lot of misinformation goes 

on about these things. So we got Susan to straighten that one out. She 

has a kind of thing in her book where she says something to that affect 

that we went there, but we were not really directly infl uenced, especially 

Jim wasn’t. Jim was the same age. Jim was two years older than Hassel, 

so, you know, it just depends on who we’re talking about.

MP: Yeah. Did Hassel give critiques to some of the younger artists?

SG: He may have. I don’t know. He did teach at the California School. He 

taught there, but he had, I believe he had gone by the time I came in there 

to take Fred’s class because he was involved in a lot of the controversy 

that went on at the time when they were changing over from MacAgy, because 

he had been close to MacAgy. So he got involved in, I never knew the whole 

story, but he got involved in something and he left the school, but he did 

teach there for a while and he had quite a following of younger students 

who admired him very much. So he was an infl uence there, just it wasn’t on 

Jim and myself, but it was on a number of other people. 

MP: Did you know Robert McChesney when you were there?

SG: I only met him once. Jim knew him. Jim knew him quite well. I only 

met him once.

MP: He’s still alive. 

SG: Yes, he is.

MP: And still working as far as I understand.

SG: Yeah, yeah, that’s what I understand too, and he’s now into his 90’s. 

He’s a year older than Jim. Jim was born in 1913. McChesney was born in 

1912.



MP: I guess chronologically we’re sort of coming to the end of your 

stay in San Francisco. What made you and Jim move back to the east? In 

particular New York, I assume. 

SG: Well a lot of things happened. I had a number of very good things 

happen to me. Grace Morley played a role in this too, to a certain 

extent. You know how these things snowball. Once you get into a major 

show and then somebody picks up and then they all want to get in on the 

same deal. One month practically after another in a very short period 

of time, from let’s say ’56 to ’58, I was put into a number of major 

exhibitions, national and international. The big Brussels fair exhibition 

of 1958, Morley picked that one and put me into it. That was written up 

in Time magazine. I had a reproduction in the article. It was just one 

after another. Carnegie International. It was just like a whole bunch 

of these really major shows that I was invited to. Jim was invited to a 

few, but not as many as I was, which was not so good for the marriage, 

but it lasted anyway. It wasn’t fair because he was a damn good painter. 

It just was the way things happened. So, I got the idea in my head that 

maybe I should – we should – be in New York, instead of San Francisco. 

Also, Poindexter gallery had somehow either sent me a letter or somehow 

I found out they were interested in my work. And so we came to New York 

for a visit in ’57 and by that time we had already gotten to know George 

McNeil because he had been out at Berkeley for a year in one of those 

invitational things they were doing. And George was at Poindexter, so 

George introduced me to Ellie Poindexter and she said, ‘Well, I’d like to 

have you in the gallery and I’ll give you an exhibition.’ So we went back 

to San Francisco and I was getting pretty unhappy with what was going on 

at the school, with the fi gurative artists versus the abstract artists. 

I’m a part of the younger artists, not the mature ones, and I didn’t know 

how to handle it right. I was too young to deal with all of it. So I 

fi gured the best thing to do was to get the hell out of there. I’d reached 

the end of the road. I thought, we should come to New York. Jim actually 

didn’t want to go, at least he didn’t want to go then. I kind of pushed 



him into it, which he reminded me of a number of times later on, but it 

was mainly my idea to do it and to come here then. And the fi nal clincher 

was my mother died in the summer of ’58, and that sort of was the last 

connection. If my mother had still stayed alive and had ran her gallery I 

probably would have stayed out at least another year, but when she died I 

just fi gured, that’s it. There’s no reason for me to hang around here any 

longer and so we left in the fall of ’58. 

MP: Was there, do you know if there was, a water class, a watercolor class 

taught at the California School of Fine Arts?

SG: If there was I don’t remember it. I don’t remember it. There could’ve 

been. You know there were so many people that came and went teaching there 

and it underwent so many different changes, like briefl y when this man Carl 

Munch [?] was there, I don’t know what was going on there because I really 

wasn’t doing much with the school then. When I started teaching there, the 

year and a half I taught there, Gordon Woods was the director and he’s 

actually the guy who hired me based on Elmer’s, you know, recommendation. 

So after Gordon there were other changes. You know, other people came 

in and went. So there could’ve been. There could’ve been, but I don’t 

remember anything, but that doesn’t mean there wasn’t. 

MP: Were you working in gouache?

SG: I was working two mediums. I was working very large in oil with a 

pallet knife. All knife work. And, I was doing medium to large drawings 

in graphite – pencil. I wasn’t doing them side by side practically, but I 

never really did watercolors in my life. It’s not a medium that I’m very 

good at. I admire it by other people, but it doesn’t work for me. 

MP: You work with gouache sometimes, right?

SG: I work with, well, it’s actually acrylic. That’s why it looks like 

gouache. And I’ve done a lot of work with acrylic, acrylic on paper. I 



spent, let me think, the last twelve paintings that I did was around 1966 

and then I started experimenting with acrylic on canvas because I wanted 

to be able to draw and paint. Combine the two together. Acrylics then 

weren’t so good. They were, you know, limited in their surfaces and so 

on, so it wasn’t a very satisfactory experience, but it sort of developed 

for me and I dropped working with oil. And then I started, after I dropped 

working with acrylic on canvas, I went to acrylic on paper, and so from 

probably about 1970 roughly, until the middle of the ‘80s, we’re talking 

about a good fi fteen years or more, I worked entirely with acrylic on 

paper. I did lots of work, some of it very large, but that was mainly the 

way that I worked all during that period and when I was with Gruenbaum, 

from ’79 through ’89, or ’88 is when he folded. The gallery that I was 

with here, all of the shows that I had there, were all of works of acrylic 

on paper. That was a terrifi c experience for me. I had one sold out show 

after another. It was wonderful. I didn’t teach during that time. I lived 

off the sales of the paintings. It was unbelievable. I couldn’t believe 

that, you know, it could happen, but it did. And unfortunately, you know, 

well, a lot of things happened, but the gallery went out of business. 

MP: What…I think in New York, the group that was painting abstract mainly 

in the ‘50s. Women, at least now, tend to be somewhat forgotten as being 

a part of that group. 

SG: You mean the New York people?

MP: Yeah, in the New York people, but in San Francisco, I mean it strikes 

me that people such as you and Deborah Remington and Jay DeFeo and others 

were equals. I mean the group seems to be much more inclusive. 

SG: It was, it was. I’ve been telling a lot of people that this whole 

macho hang up that the New York guys had, and you know the women have 

complained about it for years for good reason. If it was there, I didn’t 

feel it. It was there maybe on a very minimal basis, but you’re right. 

We were treated as equals. In all my conversations about painting with 



Frank, Ernie, and several other, you know, guys other there, I always 

felt that they treated me equally, that they weren’t thinking of me as a 

woman painter, but as another painter. And when Elmer hired me, he wasn’t 

hiring me as a woman painter, he was hiring me because he liked what I 

was doing. And the same was true for Jay, I’m sure, and Deborah. No, I 

don’t feel that, and certainly Joan Brown didn’t have any part in that. 

That’s a younger generation. That’s another reason why I’m glad I went 

out there, instead of coming to New York, because I did not have to deal 

with that, and here they did have to deal with it. I mean, there were some 

real pioneer women, you know, here, who are now very well known, but of 

that time and of that group, but they had one hell of a time from what I 

understand. Grace Hartigan for a while was calling herself George, you 

know, because she felt they weren’t going to accept her as a female. So 

it was an entirely different situation. Here there were a number of women 

like Lee Krasner and Elaine de Kooning, who were painters themselves, but 

who decided that they were going to devote themselves to pushing their 

husbands. There wasn’t anything like that out there in the Bay Area. I 

cannot think of a single woman out there, who was really a good painter, 

who was in there pushing her husband ahead of herself. We did not have Lee 

Krasner people or Elaine de Kooning people out there. We really didn’t. 

Jim and I worked side by side as equals and looked at each other as 

equals. The brief time that Jay and Wally were together, they were very 

different, I mean Wally, I think, has talent about that big and Jay’s is 

huge, but I certainly don’t think their friction had nothing to do with 

the painting. And Joan Brown was on top of everything. I mean Joan was 

there to kill somebody if they got in her way. It was never a problem. So, 

no, that was not there and that’s something that people should really know 

about. That’s a very important thing. And I know that Walter at some point 

was asked, somebody told me they went to him at a conference somewhere in 

San Francisco recently, maybe about ten years ago, and Walter was there 

talking about what had gone on, and somebody brought up the fact that 

there were no women out there who were well known. And Walter said ‘That’s 

not true.’ He said, ‘First of all you all know about Joan Brown and then 

he mentioned both Jay and myself.’ And he said, ‘Both of them, you know, 



had plenty of attention.’ So he said, ‘Maybe there weren’t a lot,’ but he 

said, ‘I wasn’t aware of it.’ In L.A. apparently there were very much. 

From what I understand, now that whole group of guys that he was showing 

at Ferus [Gallery], those guys were really very much attitude. You read 

any of the things they said, I mean, I’m glad I never knew any of them. 

I wouldn’t have wanted to, but the San Francisco men were not like that. 

MP: And there were also women in positions, in major, sort of, administrative 

positions in the institutions, like you mention Grace.

SG: Grace Morley, [?], Jermayne MacAgy. You know, San Francisco has to 

really get credit for being ahead of a lot of other places, in terms of 

things like this. A lot of people say, you know, alright we all know San 

Francisco was where all the gay people were, you know, have no problem, 

blah, blah, blah, blah, blah. But there’s a kind of tradition in that 

city of always being, in it’s own small way, more democratic, more open to 

diversity, and more accepting of diversity, than I think most other major 

cities. It’s a small city, but it’s still a major city, and I think, you 

know, that’s very much to its credit. It’s so funny. I love being in New 

York and I really wouldn’t want to live any place else, and I’ve been here 

a long, long time, but every time I go back there for a visit, or I see 

a movie, you know they fi lm so many movies in San Francisco. You know, I 

lived up on Russian Hill for a while looking right down on where Alcatraz 

was. It’s still there. Right above where the California School was. They 

fi lm a lot of movies in that area. Every time there’s a, you know you’re 

up there on the hill, and either the trolley car comes down, you know, 

or whatever they’re fi lming, I get a real pang. I mean, a real nostalgic 

feeling. I think to myself, god damn, I really miss it. I wouldn’t want to 

live there again. I know I wouldn’t, but I’m so glad that I was there at 

that time. It was a very special place, and I don’t think there’s anything 

like that in the rest of the country, especially for the artists. And I 

wish it would get more credit. You know, people here in New York are so 

reluctant to admit that anything major went on there. 



MP: I think New Yorkers are reluctant to admit anything happens west of 

the Hudson. 

SG: I think you’re right. I mean, and of course New York is a great place, 

and everything does happen here, and there’s no comparison. You know, we 

all know that. That’s one of the reasons why I love being here, but you 

know there have been some marvelous things happening. Chicago produced 

some very interesting things too. - Excuse me, I’ll just screen this. 

It’s not important. 

MP: One of the interesting things I think about San Francisco, in relation 

to New York, and what was happening with abstraction in the middle of the 

20th century, is that when you look at abstraction in New York, it was a 

progressive development, and it came out of, you know, surrealism, and 

European artists who were over here played a big role in that. But in 

San Francisco, I think it seems to me at least, that it really kind of, 

was almost a spontaneous sort of event. Well, there still were the major 

catalysts for that, but it happened so quickly that it really was like a 

tidal wave, it seems. 

SG: Yeah, I think you’re right. I think maybe part of the reason is a 

geographical one. San Francisco is very far from Europe. We’re very close 

to Europe. There was, certainly while I was there, very little feeling of 

anything connection with Europe at all. That’s changed, you know, obviously 

in more recent time, but at that time it was almost as though Europe didn’t 

really count out there. They were so geographically removed. There was a 

closer feeling to the Far East, you know to any of the Asian countries, 

again for geographical reasons as well. So I think that plays a large role 

there. The other thing is that it’s also, again it’s geographical, it’s so 

far removed from New York, you know. San Francisco’s kind of funny. They 

have a kind of, there’s sort of a split personality about New York. Half 

of them hate New York, or think it’s crazy, and who wants to be there. 

While the other half of that same thinking is, they’re a little envious 

too, because New York gets all the attention and everything, you know, 



happens here and so on. But involved with that also is this great pride, 

as they should have, in that place, of how unique they are, and you know, 

what particularly unique role they had played, you know, over a long 

period of time. So it’s a combination of these things. I felt when I was 

there, as far away from my own background as I had ever been, I mean my 

parents were European, I was born on the east coast, my whole background 

was bad. I got out there and I cut it right off and here I was in this new 

place. I had nothing to do with any of that. It was kind of wonderful, and 

I’m sure a lot of people felt that way out there. You know, the native 

people, that’s something else. They were born there and that’s what they 

knew, but a lot of people come out there and of the artists who were out 

there that I knew, some of them were native, but a lot of them weren’t, 

the GI guys, Frank came from the Midwest somewhere. He had been in Paris 

before he came there. Ernie was from there, but he was in India during the 

war, so he had a little different experience in the army. Jim of course, 

and I, were from here. Hassel was from there. Still was not from there, 

but you know also getting back to Still. Still was very anti-European. 

I’m sure you’ve read this. I mean he, as I understand, he never went to 

Europe. I don’t think he ever did.

MP: I don’t think so.

SG: Well from what I understand, he would tell all of those guys that 

were working with him, ‘Forget about the Europeans. They’re from Hungary. 

You know, they have nothing to offer us in terms of painting.’ He really 

was pretty much of a super duper American nationalist in that feeling, 

and he felt that the European infl uence on American art was, you know, 

to be ignored or denounced. The one thing about Still that I’m in total 

disagreement about, it really bothers me, is that. And in particular, he 

included, as I understand from what Hassel said, who also said the same 

thing, that Matisse was not a major painter. That statement that Matisse 

made about the armchair being comfortable, and painting being – what is 

the statement? You know the statement I mean, but something to the affect 

about painting being as comfortable as being in an armchair. You know 



what I mean?

MP: Yeah, yeah I know.

SG: Hassel would take that statement and go on for hours about, this is an 

example of how painting’s gone down the wrong direction. You know, well 

I’m sorry. Matisse, to me, was one of the great painters of all time, and 

I feel of the 20th century. So there I have a big break with that part of 

Still, and his infl uence. I mean, I really was startled when I fi rst heard 

some of these ideas, but I never said anything for a long time because 

I was thinking, okay I’m not going to get into an argument with these 

people about that because everything else was so important to me. What 

they stood for. 

MP: And when you look at some of Hassel’s late work, it’s so, I mean he 

was a great colorist, so you would think that he –

SG: Well, I think later he changed his mind. First of all, he went to 

live in England for a long time, and I think he still lives there most of 

the time. So he did, you know, a whole turn around. Ernie, unfortunately, 

never did go to Europe until he was dying and he went to Germany because 

he was seeking a cure for his throat cancer. It was too late. He should 

have gone. It would have helped him a lot because he got stuck with his 

painting after a while and he got onto Hoffman. I think it was the worst 

thing that happened. Ernie was a terrifi c painter. I don’t know if you know 

those early paintings of his from the ‘50s.

MP: I’ve seen a few of them. 

SG: They’re wonderful, and he did a lot of them. They’re strong and the 

show an infl uence of Still, but they also are very much his own it’s not you 

know, Dugmore’s are obviously much more infl uenced by Still than Ernie’s 

are. And he was a terrifi c painter, and then he came here, and he went to 

Hoffman’s class and I think he got sort of thrown off the right track 



there for a while. And if he had gone to Europe and he had seen what was 

going on and had better connection and was able to clear his head and see 

what he could do with it, I think it would’ve been good for him, because 

I think he was one of the best painters to have come out of the Bay Area. 

Still was practically unknown. Very few people know of Still, but that’s 

true with most of them. Think about it. Ask most people who are in the 

art world to name a Bay Area, forget about California in general, to tell 

you a Bay Area artist, who are they coming up with? Richard Diebenkorn. 

That’s all they know. I don’t mean that Dick wasn’t a good painter, but 

he wasn’t the only one. 

MP: Right. Sure, sure. Yeah.

SG: But that’s all they know. They know Still, but they think of Still 

here. They don’t even know that he was there. 

MP: I mean, I’ve told people that Still had gone out there and was there 

for a number of years, and they were surprised to hear that, you know.

SG: Because they thought he was here.

MP: Yeah, yeah. Most people don’t even know that he’s from the west coast.

SG: No, I know. Actually, he’s from the mid, is it Dakota? North Dakota? 

Something like that. It’s not California.

MP: Right, and then he went to Washington I think. Didn’t he? He went to 

college in Washington and then came down to northern California right?

SG: Right, right, during the war. World War II started, I think, and he 

came down into northern California at that point. 

MP: Yeah, yeah. So.



SG: Well, the whole history of that period still has to be done properly. 

One of the tragedies of Walter’s death, I mean just the fact that he died 

is a tragedy, but in addition, one of the tragedies is that if he had 

lived and seen that show through that he was planning historically, I’m 

convinced, it would have been a change because he was planning a really 

major overhauling of the idea of what abstract expressionism was in this 

country, which was an American movement anyway. He was planning to show 

its wide range and take it out of even the west coast, east coast thing. 

He wanted to show that it existed all over and that there were pockets 

where it was stronger obviously, but he wanted to show what a major 

movement it was, how long it lasted, how strong it was, and he came up 

with a lot of people that no one ever heard of. He had been digging out, 

you know, these works and going to look at them. He was relentless and if 

he had been able to have that show I’m convinced that it would open up a 

lot of arts.

MP: Yeah, well, I’m actually thinking of doing a show from our collection 

at the academy, maybe in the fall of next year, on abstraction because we 

have a lot of abstract work in the collection. 

SG: You’ve got some early ones.

MP: We’ve got some early ones, going back to the early ‘50s, and we’ve got 

coming all the way up into the present. So, and you know, various strains 

of abstraction. I mean, not just abstract expressionism. 

SG: No, no there’s other kinds. 

MP: Geometric. And so, that’s something that I’ve been turning over in my 

head for the fall of next year.

SG: You know, that’s interesting Marshall, because when I fi rst started 

getting involved with the school, I’d been a member of the academy for a 

couple years, but I went to one meeting and I found it so dull. You know, 



I’m not coming back here again. Fortunately, I started teaching at the 

school, and I loved it from the beginning and got more involved, so then 

I would go to more meetings and get somewhat more involved. At one point 

I got this idea and I talked to Jim Bohary and um, he’s a sculptor who 

I just mentioned early that I know, who’s a member. He’s a sculptor and 

painter. Anyway, I’ll think of it. Anyway, the idea was, let’s see if we 

can get the academy to put on an exhibition of the abstract artists in the 

collection. This was maybe six years ago, and I went to Annette who loved 

the idea, and talked to her about it, and she said, ‘I love the idea, but 

I can’t make the decision. The exhibition committee has to make the fi nal 

decision on it.’ And I didn’t know anybody on the exhibition committee and 

I didn’t even write it out as a proposal. I should have maybe done that, 

but the three of us got together briefl y and started working on the idea 

of presenting it, you know, and so on, and we never got very far with it 

and fi nally I felt that nobody was interested in it so I never did anything 

more. So I’m delighted.

MP: Yeah, well, and since then we’ve actually gotten a number of really 

important works in the abstract collection. 

SG: Yeah, and new members too.

MP: Yeah, new members, and so that sort of got me thinking about this idea 

and so I’m going to try and push it through. You know, it’s at the very 

early stages of my thinking. Maybe we can do a small catalogue for it, 

but yeah I think, there’s a lot of stuff in the collection that’s purely 

abstract, but there’s also a lot of stuff that is abstracted and you can 

see the abstract infl uence on a lot of the stuff, so you know I want to, my 

thinking, at least at this point, is to have a broader sort of defi nition 

of abstraction.

SG: That’s good.

MP: Yeah, yeah.



SG: I like that idea. 

MP: Yeah, we’ve got works like by Xavier Gonzalez, for example, from 

the early ‘50s that are somewhat representational, but you can see the 

infl uence of abstract expressionism in the work and you know to include 

that in a larger sort of context, I think is really interesting and it 

could be really interesting.

SG: Yeah, it could be interesting. That’s a very important point because 

I teach a class, I know you know, the abstract class. I do one in drawing 

and one in painting. With the painting one, I’ve kind of had a running 

dialogue this whole semester with my students about abstract painting and 

they have said to me a number of times, that they’re very worried when 

they do a painting and there’s something recognizable it, because they’re 

trying to do an abstract painting. And I keep saying to them, ‘Look, the 

main thing is to do a good painting. If you’ve got a recognizable thing 

in it and it works, don’t take it out, leave it in there, you know, and 

if you want to abstract from it, okay.’ That’s what a number of them are 

doing, but I don’t want you, I keep repeating this over and over again, to 

get into this kind of rut of thinking that abstract painting is only one 

kind of thing. It’s a very broad term. It really is. It’s not a very good 

term because it doesn’t explain itself very well, but I like exactly what 

you said because there are so many, like, little roads that come out of 

it and relate to it, and if you put on an exhibition that points that out 

I think that would be terrifi c. I really do, because I know we’ve had the 

review exhibitions of geometric abstraction and the review exhibitions of 

this period of abstraction, but the main thing is to show how broad an 

idea it can be and has been.

MP: Yeah, for sixty plus years now.

SG: Yeah, longer than that. Right.



MP: Yeah.

SG: So, but it shouldn’t be, you know, there’s still, you know, we have 

a core of academic people at the school, as we do in the membership, 

because that’s how the whole place was founded anyway, and some of them 

are a little open, and some of them, I know, are very resentful. They 

really don’t want any change. They’d like to stay with, you know, a fi gure 

sitting on a chair kind of, and if those people would somehow understand 

that there are other ways to take a fi gure sitting in a chair and approach 

it from another point of view without totally losing the fi gure, how much 

more exciting that could be. This kind of exhibition might open a couple 

of eyes there so that they wouldn’t feel, you know, so threatened by this 

concept. 

MP: Well the last time I did, I installed the permanent collection, I 

included, you may have seen this. I did a gallery of just abstract works 

and I included the Vicente painting, the James Brooks painting, one of 

Jim’s big paintings, and one of the Cajori’s, which you know, it’s still a 

fi gure painting, but it’s abstracted, and it was really, I didn’t know how 

it was, I mean I assumed it was going to look good in my head, but then 

when I got it in the gallery, it just looked fabulous and I thought, you 

know, this is really something that we could do. And what’s interesting 

is the more that I’ve sort of gone back and read about the history of 

the institution and looked in some of our fi les, you know, the 40s, 50s, 

and 60s was an interesting time at the academy because it was probably 

the most reactionary time and the reason for that is because abstraction 

became so prevalent, that the academy I think felt like it had to react 

against it. 

SG: It’ll be the last bastion. The one that’s going to hold out against 

this tidal wave.

MP: So you know guys like Vicente and Brooks and people like that, they 

weren’t elected until the 80s. 



SG: Oh I know that. I know that. There was a, as a matter of fact, most 

of them, I would never have been elected into that place any earlier than 

at the most ten years ago. They elected me in ’93 and I was fl abbergasted. 

I thought to myself, who the hell did this, because I still to this day 

don’t know who nominated me. I have no idea, and I thought to myself, you 

know, this place, inviting me to be a member. I really thought it was very 

odd, and it was still then rather unusual. It was only thirteen years ago. 

Since that time there’s been a tremendous change, I think, you know, in 

the membership and the attitude towards painting, and you know you see 

it in some of the shows and you see it in, and well the whole idea of 

doing that invitational is I think an outgrowth of that idea as well. Now 

I just wish that the membership shows could be more interesting… I don’t 

know why, I mean, there are enough interesting artists there. I don’t 

know what the hell the problem is, but the last one, well the last one 

was a disaster because of that confusion. It will be interesting to see 

what this next one’s going to be like because there are at least a half 

a dozen, if not more, new members in there since that time. 

MP: Really good ones.

SG: Good ones. Yeah, really good ones, and I hope, you know, they put 

their work in.

MP: Yeah. 

SG: Everybody doesn’t put their work in. 

MP: Yeah, it’s unfortunate, sometimes some of the better artists don’t 

participate.

SG: Yeah, that’s part of the problem. It’s just like some of the better 

artists don’t want to come and teach at the school either, and we could 

use, you know, a couple more. Nancy tries very hard, but she’s saying 



sorry I don’t want to do it. 

MP: Yeah, yeah.

SG: We’ll put them on the jury. Sorry, I don’t want to do it. So sometimes 

we get a student show that looks like the school from, you know, forty 

years ago instead of what’s really going on now, but some people just 

don’t want to. Alright, they’re a member. That’s all they want. They don’t 

want to have anything more to do with it. That’s unfortunate. 

MP: Yeah, it is.

SG: And I don’t know what you can do about it. I mean, you know I 

understand if they’ve been teaching or they’re still teaching, and enough 

with the teaching, they don’t want to do anything after it, but in a few 

cases I’ve felt, I mean I practically begged some people, friends of mine, 

please come and do, you know, one workshop. I don’t want to do it. I need 

you. I don’t want to do it. We need you. To hell with it. 

MP: Well, it’s one of those organizations, I think that, to be really 

successful it requires a dedicated involvement from the members.

SG: It does.

MP: And, you know there are some people who are incredibly dedicated and 

involved.

SG: But not enough.

MP: Yeah, but not enough. 

SG: And then you see at the meetings, you know pretty much the same forty 

or fi fty people come. Maybe once in a while there’ll be a new member turn 

up, but I still feel the old guard is still in there and they’re the ones 



who get up and do a lot of talking and arguing and it’s disheartening. I 

hate going to those meetings because of that. I really do, I mean I feel 

like I’ve stepped back in time. And I don’t feel that way at the school 

anymore, anything like that, but at those meetings I still feel that way.

MP: Yeah, well you know, this year we did for the very fi rst time, we had 

a dinner for the new members.

SG: Yeah, that’s a good idea. 

MP: Yeah and it was great because, you know, Annette got up and she talked 

about the institution and Susan stood up and talked about the institution 

and I stood up and said we’d love to have your work in the collection 

because that’s part of being a member and I would love to work with you 

on that. And it was really good because it was a sort of orientation for 

them, you know. It told them what we were all about.

SG: Yeah, and I’m sure that it gives them more of an incentive to 

participate. 

MP: Yeah.

SG: Instead of just saying, okay I’ll be a member.

MP: Absolutely, yeah.

SG: That’s great because when I was elected, when Jim was elected a couple 

years later, it wasn’t anything. I mean they asked for our work, as a 

matter of fact they turned down my fi rst work that I offered them and said 

it was too large. Whether it was or not, I don’t know, I don’t think they 

liked it. So I gave them a smaller one that I wasn’t at all happy about, 

but they seemed to say okay. Jim gave them a small one because he already 

felt that they wouldn’t take a large one. They could have, in both cases, 

had better work, but there just didn’t seem to be all that much interest, 



you know.

MP: Well, I think your painting is really nice, but you’re right, it’s 

small. 

SG: It’s small. The drawing. Have you seen the drawing?

MP: Oh yeah, I’m going to show the drawing coming up.

SG: Good. I gave the drawing because I felt I was not represented properly 

there, and something happened. That women’s show came up and I got mad 

because I thought they were leaving me out. I don’t know if you heard 

the story, but a total misunderstanding all the way. I thought, why, but 

the good thing that came out of it is I decided I’d give the drawing. I 

had wanted that drawing to be in one of the shows, and I had framed it, 

had it framed, and I felt very good about that drawing. So Annette said, 

when all this happened I said to her, I have a drawing that I really want 

to give the academy to sort of take the place that I’m not happy with 

that painting to represent me and she was delighted. So that’s how that 

happened. That drawing I feel very good about. The painting is, you know, 

it’s alright, but not my best.

MP: Well, and Jim’s painting I think is nice. 

SG: Jim’s is nice, but it’s not one of his top ones either.

MP: Yeah, yeah.

SG: He would’ve been very happy to give a larger, better one, but he just 

felt that nobody was going to take it, and then when he gave it they 

didn’t even show it. They didn’t even have it. They didn’t do that with 

mine either. They didn’t even do what you’re doing and now they show the 

new acquisition. They didn’t do it, which I think is a big mistake. They 

should have been doing that all along.



MP: Yeah, yeah. Well, I’m going to show your drawing, and Jim’s painting 

also, in the next rotation. 

SG: Oh good, when is this going to be?

MP: It’ll be this summer. It opens –

SG: And what it’s called? 

MP: Oh, it’s just the selections from the permanent collection. 

SG: From the permanent collection, okay.

MP: So there’ll be two galleries of that and then I’m doing a small show 

of academicians inspired by Italy. That’ll be like a themed show, you 

know, and then the permanent collection will be separate from that. So 

it’ll be good. It’ll be good. I mean, we’ve got a lot of really good stuff 

in the collection, you know? And one of the things I think that Isabelle 

didn’t do, and maybe it’s because she just didn’t have the time or she 

wasn’t interested or what, I don’t know, but she never really sort of 

mined the collection for some of the things that are hidden away.

SG: I don’t think she was interested. I have to be honest with you 

Marshall. I didn’t like Isabelle. I had a bad run in with her and I just 

felt she was hostile and not interested and it may have been just one of 

those bad kind of chemistry where two people just don’t hit it off, but 

I didn’t like her.

MP: Yeah.

SG: I know her knowledge of contemporary art was pretty good, which I 

thought was fi ne. And didn’t she do that Gorky thing?



MP: Yeah, yeah. She’s a Gorky scholar. 

SG: Yeah, and I love Gorky. She did a very good job and I admired her for 

that, but I thought she was cold and hostile and when somebody told me 

that she was gone I said, ‘Hooray.’ I’ll be honest with you. I never – I 

told, Nancy knows that I felt that way about her. I never told Annette 

because I know Annette was so fond of Isabelle. I thought, what’s the 

point?

MP: Yeah.

SG: But I’m glad she’s gone.

MP: Yeah. Well, thank you. You know, I mean, the curator position there is 

a unique one because, because we have this constituency that we have to 

work with and it’s not like being at a patron run museum, where, you know, 

the curator can choose to work with certain artists if he or she wants to 

and do, you know I mean, we have this base established of artists and that 

is the organization and that’s, you know, there’s no other institution 

like it in the country.

SG: No there isn’t, and I don’t think until now really, now that, you 

know, we’re talking about this that they have done – that’s been one of 

the legitimate complaints on the part of some of the members. If they 

had done very much about, you know, showing the members work and making 

a point of, you know, the diversity of some of what you have in the 

collection and doing the kinds of things that we’re talking about. They 

haven’t done very much of that.

MP: Yeah, I know, I know.

SG: And it seems like the members have been taking a backseat to everything 

else that’s been exhibited there at the museum and I know a number of 

people are very upset about that. It’s come up. That’s a legitimate 



complaint.

MP: Sure, sure. Um, I mean, I think one of the diffi culties is trying 

to fi nd a balance between representing the members’ interests, as far as 

exhibiting their work, and also doing exhibitions that have a broader 

appeal and a broader recognition to the general public that will bring 

people in, because bringing people in, I mean it’s mutually benefi cial, 

you know, to not only represent the artists’ interests, but also to show 

broader appeal stuff that will bring more people in because ultimately 

that, those people being brought in will recognize and will come to know 

the artists members’ work by being brought in. So it’s, you know, an 

interesting sort of –

SG: Well, there’s so much that can be done, you know, with that. I mean 

you really have at the beginning stages of that idea, and you know as you 

get more and more new members with more interesting working coming in, 

and in the case of members who are already in, I’m sure other people would 

be willing to do what I did. If they’re not happy with what they have in 

there representing them, and you know that they have better work, they 

might be willing to give another work.

MP: Yeah, sure, sure. 

SG: To represent themselves, just for their own interest. 

MP: Sure, sure.

SG: You don’t want to be represented with a second-rate work.

MP: Yeah. 

SG: I think if that idea could get across, you’d have already a better 

collection than you have.



MP: Yeah, and that’s something that I’ve actually been able to do with 

this Italy show is silicate a number of gifts from people and you know, 

work from maybe an earlier period in their lives, where they were really 

doing something that was pretty progressive. I mean, Wolf for example, 

gave an early painting that he did in the early 60s and it’s very abstract.

SG: Really?

MP: Yeah, it’s, I mean, very few people know that period of his work.

SG: I don’t know it at all.

MP: It’s really, it’s really good. It’s really, really good. It’s just got 

that gestural abstraction about it that’s just great. So it was a good 

opportunity for us to get a painting like that from him.

SG: Well, you know, there are others I’m sure that you could. Now, in 

terms of talking like this, I’d be willing to give a better one of Jim’s 

to the collection.

MP: Okay, well let’s revisit that.

SG: Now, now think about it. I would probably have to check with Katarina, 

but I don’t think she would object because it just comes out better for 

her. 

MP: Sure, sure, and she and I are friends so she likes me a lot.

SG: Good, so you won’t have any problem because she adores my son, so we 

get along. I get along with her fi ne, but I don’t have to deal with her 

with my work. See it’s so much easier. I’m dealing with Jim’s work, so 

it’s strictly business there. Yeah, no no, well anyway, at some point if 

you want to, I would, I know he put in an okay work, but you could have 

a better one in there.



MP: Yeah.

SG: It doesn’t have to be large, but it could be better than that. 

MP: Yeah, well we should talk about that in the future I think. Yeah, 

that’s very generous.

SG: See, I think, I know some artists who that feel that if you’re going 

to have your work in a museum, the museum should be willing to buy it 

from you. Alright, they should. The reality is that, except for unusual 

situations, museums are not going out and buying work, unless you’re a 

huge big name.

MP: Yeah.

SG: And even in that case they get a donor. Museums don’t have that kind 

of money for the most part.

MP: Sure.

SG: A lot of artists don’t understand that.

MP: Yeah.

SG: So they think that an artist giving a work to the museum is not a good 

idea because they should be paying for your work. I used to think the same 

thing. Actually, Walter helped to change my mind with this thing, but then 

I gave some things to the San Jose museum, just about the same time. Now 

the curator there is Susan Landau and I know her very well.

MP: Sure, sure.

SG: And she had asked us both before if we’d be willing to give something 



and we said yes, but we never did anything about it so after Jim died I 

then decided, okay, I’ll do that too. It’s good for them and it’s good 

for us.

MP: Sure.

SG: And, you know, so a friend of mine said, ‘Gee, Sonia it’s great you’re 

in both those collections, but why didn’t you get them to pay for it?’ 

And that’s beside the point. 

MP: Yeah, yeah, yeah.

SG: You know, fi rst of all, you explain that museums aren’t going to just 

take the work because you want to give it to them. They want it. If you 

say, I want to give you a work of mine and they don’t want it they’re 

going to turn you down.

MP: Yeah.

SG: So, it isn’t as if they’re going to take every freebie. 

MP: Right, right.

SG: So it’s still a feather in your hat to be accepted.

MP: Right. Yeah, yeah.

SG: If artists would understand that a little bit better. I don’t mean 

you have to give everything away. God, I need some money to. I’d love 

to make some, but I think it’s great to have your work in as many good 

collections as possible, and if you can get it in addition – Now I know 

I have the work in the Whitney now. That was given by a collector who 

owns a couple of my prints. He’s given them to the Whitney so, you know, 

I didn’t give it. But I did give the Whitney two more of Jim’s prints, 



because they like his from the 50s. They like his work so much so David 

Keihl came over here, picked the work, liked it a lot, and has shown it 

before, and so I fi gured that’s good for Jim. You know, instead of one, 

he now has three things in their collection. So you know, I wish artists 

would understand that.

MP: Yeah, yeah.

SG: The trouble is we’re all so broke. That’s a good reason, but it’s to 

your benefi t to, to have the work there.

MP: Yeah, yeah, sure. Yeah, well, maybe if they change that tax law it 

will help. 

SG: Oh, yeah. With all kidding aside, that would make a big difference. I 

know plenty of artists who would then say, yeah, I’m willing to.

MP: Yeah.

SG: If I can take the complete deduction on this, I’ll be willing to give 

the work.

MP: Yeah.

SG: That should have been done. It never should have happened, because 

originally you could do that. Then what is it, about fi fteen years ago, 

when congress decided to pull the rug out from under us, and you can only 

put down the cost of the work. Then artists started doing, you know, this 

exchange thing. I did that several times. You exchange work with another 

artist so then you gave that work and they gave your work, but the IRS 

gets a little antsy about that.

MP: Yeah, yeah.



SG: You can’t do that very much. I do it once or twice and then I think 

they’ll crack down, but if they would only change that law it would be a 

terrifi c difference. You could get so many good things from artists, who 

ordinarily wouldn’t be doing that.

MP: And, you know, it would especially benefi t the academy, because we 

don’t buy anything. Period. I mean none of that is bought.

SG: Yeah. I know, I know, it’s all given. It would be wonderful.

MP: Yeah, yeah.

SG: Well, the kind of congress that we have, I don’t expect it. 

MP: Well maybe this will change.

SG: With the next election? Oh God, I hope so, but every time I say that.

MP: I know.

SG: I mean, look at what we ended up with the last time.

MP: I know, I know, but they seem to be really, you know, screwing 

themselves pretty badly, so…

SG: I hope so. I hope they screw themselves right out of the picture. 

Screw those bastards, honestly. I thought with Nixon we had reached the 

bottom. 

MP: I know, I know. I mean, I wasn’t old enough to remember Nixon, but I 

know it was bad then.

SG: It was bad, but this is worse. 



MP: It is.

SG: This is really terrible. I just. All the way down the line, on 

practically anything. I mean, you know, stand up for the war in Iraq, but 

everything else. 

MP: Yeah, yeah.

SG: You know, and they’re just – Look at this jerk in congress who’s 

trying to keep this immigration bill from going through. Well what’s the 

big deal? So you give some of these people citizenship? They’re already 

here working. 

MP: Yeah, yeah.

SG: They’re helping the economy.

MP: Yeah, yeah.

SG: The thinking is about that big.

MP: Yeah. Yeah.

SG: These people are so, you know, irrational and so conservative. It’s 

impossible to change their mind. The only thing is get them the hell out 

of there. 

MP: Yeah. Yeah.

SG: I hope so. I’m not much of an optimist anymore. The last election 

almost fi nished me.

MP: I know, I know, me too. I was depressed for about a month after that.



SG: We all were. I came in to school, I think the next day, to do a class 

and Nancy was sitting in her offi ce, Nancy Little, like this. And I said, 

are you sick? And she said, well I should be. You know what happened. 

And I said, let’s not even discuss it. Everybody was walking around, just 

totally depressed over that. It was terrible.

MP: And it was a shock. I mean, it was really a surprise.

SG: Yeah, it was, because you thought, you thought that Americans are 

not stupid, but sometimes they do stupid things, and this was a classic 

example.

MP: Yeah. 

SG: How could people reelect that jerk? And how could they take these 

other people in and throw these other people out? And now, of course, 

it’s reversing itself. People are beginning to realize how bad, but they 

put them in there.

MP: Right. Right, right. Yeah.

SG: I mean we still have a democracy. They were still elected in there. So 

that’s why I’m not very optimistic anymore. That was, to me, you know I 

thought God damn it, you know I don’t have any faith in Americans anymore. 

MP: Yeah, well we’ll see what happens in November. 

SG: We’ll see.

MP: It’ll be interesting.

SG: That’ll be the fi rst sign because that’s the congressional thing and 

that’s an indication, everybody says, of where the 2008 thing will go.



MP: Yeah, yeah.

SG: We can hope.


