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the presence of a spiral, seals the knowledge that this work is a valuable Calder. Since this is an
outlier of his regular work, the ring’s value is exponentially higher than other works by Calder in
the wearable art field. The ring is approximately an inch in width and stands about half an inch off
the ring finger.

The element of line is present as it is present in all of Calder’s creations. There are many
different types of line current in the ring: curved, flowing, contour, and thick lines. The basic
hammered gold shape is that of a spiral. That would be a curved line that wraps around the finger
to create the bank and ends on the top of the finger, making the thick singular spiral. The spiral
flows across the top of the finger in a heavily textured hammered gold. The lines contour to the
finger and are wide as they spiral across the ring. The shape of the ring is organic and yet ancient
with the presence of the spiral. The light that plays off of the ring is that of contrasting reflections
off of the non-polished hammered gold. The gold tones in the ring are as warm as the Burmese
rubies. The rubies are set on the top of the spiral, following the thick lines. The texture on the top
of the ring is rough and natural, as Calder did not clean up or polish most of his maker marks on
the metal. The ring’s band does appear to be smoother than the top where the rubies are set into
the ring. The spacing in the ring is particular when it comes to the rubies. The largest ruby is the
center of the top of the spiral. The rubies spiral outwards toward the outside of the loop; they
decrease in size. Most miniature cabochons appear just at the edge of the hammered gold. The ring
suddenly takes a turn in texture to smooth that would have had to have been buffed into a smooth
finish. The smooth finish was utterly inconsistent with the workings of Calder and must have been
a request or consideration from Calder. The spiral gives an implied motion as the eye travels from
the center of the coil to the exterior, following the decreasingly smaller rubies. The repeated use

of Burmese rubies creates a unity of color and pattern. The shape of the rubies is also repeated as
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they are cabochons. The variety in the wearable art is the sizing of the cabochons—the texture of
the ring changes, which also adds variety to the surrealistic piece. Balance is asymmetrical and
changes as the ring follows the spiral from the inside outwards. The emphasis is created from the
center cabochon as it is more prominent, and the rough texture on the top of the ring contrasts with
the smoothness of the rubies. The ring has mass and would be higher than a typical set solitaire
from a registered jeweler. The ring spans the width above the knuckle and stands above a flat ring.
There are no measurements on the weight of the actual ring. The rhythm is created by repeating
the rubies and the spiral pattern.

The uniqueness of this ring (Figure 15) raises many questions that do not acquiesce to
Calder’s methods. It is debatable how much of the design could have been Calder and what
suggestions were that of Milton. Calder was known for the rough texture of the spiral in this unique
ring; however, the transition to smooth on the band raises questions as to aesthetic or need. Would
Calder have filed the band simply to make it feel better as it was worn? Physically, the smoothness
would make the ring more tolerable to wear. The rubies and the hammered setting also appear to
be Calder’s choice; however, was he commissioned to produce the call, or did he offer to make it
for a friend? The ultimate reasoning for the smooth band would be a result of wearer comfort. The
roughness of the texture on the band would have caused Ms. Higgs-Milton discomfort.

Analysis

The analysis of the work using formative assessment shows the power of the artist as a
jeweler. This changes the status of jewelry to an art form and revitalizes jewelry making in general.
Calder encouraged others — Miro, Picasso, Dali, and Man Ray — to participate in the field of
wearable art. The high participation in this separate style of jewelry set it apart from traditional

jewelry. The lack of welding, traditional, and expensive stones and metals made this a separate



genre. The fact that the jewelry was largely created during the Surrealism movement also connects
this field of study to that of Surrealism and wearable art.

Much of the literature available to the masses revolve around the individual artist and not
their influence and contributions to that of Surrealism and wearable art. The fact that researching
this evolution in jewelry is difficult also aids in the knowledge that it is not identified correctly as
wearable jewelry. Even with the participation of famous artists from the period making these items
during that period, there is a vast amount of missing information. The struggle is because Calder
did not view his jewelry as separate from his other art. Researching this topic required immersion
into the field of Calder in general.

The ability to discuss the historical context that Calder used in his jewelry also helped
connect that to his breadth of work in art. The level of collection and the numerical amount for his
jewelry items elevate the wearable art from just the field of jewelry. The collectible quality and
the lack of items also have raised each piece's value, which aided in the raising of the work from
jewelry to art.

Existing literature does not separate wearable art from typical jewelry, nor does it separate
wearable art from traditional art. In the process of research, acquiring information prior to the 2008
reflective show on Calder’s jewelry was near impossible. All of the objects constructed by Calder
were grouped together, without there being a division such as his stabiles and mobiles received.

After the showing held in conjunction with the Calder Organization, the awareness of the
jewelry has been brought to light. Prior to this, many researchers, even in the art field, were
unaware of the magnitude of jewelry that Calder created during his lifetime. The exhibition was
the start to the awareness of Calder’s wearable art and the start of a movement that is still

flourishing today.



Conclusions

The theoretical implication of these findings should result in more research conducted on
other artists and their influence in following the wearable art movement. Many of the patrons of
these artists have donated their wearable art to major museums such as the Guggenheim, the Met,
and the Museum of Modern Art. The donations are also linking artists to the movements that have
long been household names in the field of art. The fact that many of these items have been created
by famous artists raises their monetary value through connection of name. The research conducted
should raise the awareness of jewelry as an art form as opposed to jewelry as jewelry. Famous
artists’ participation in the creative era of wearable jewelry and the patrons that owned these pieces
should increase awareness of this art form.

The connection to the historical values and the elevation of jewelry to the level of an art
form have been secured through the research conducted on this subject. There is more research
that can be conducted on different participants of the wearable art movement that would aid in the
elevation of wearable art from jewelry to an art form. The contributions of this thesis hold value
as the patrons, artist, and current locations all assist in proving that this is not just jewelry, but a
different type of art form.

The limitations of this project reside in the fact that many of the pieces of art are in private
collections and the loss of travel and interactions with museums have become limited due to social
constrictions currently occurring. Viewing actual items would have increased the understanding
of form as pictures are not completely accurate. Also, viewing the items as jewelry and on a person
would have increased the understanding of how these pieces would have been worn.

Relationship of new knowledge to the existing research aids in the elevation of jewelry as

an art form. The methods of assembly, the materials used, and the general lack of priceless gems



all culminate into a new/different era of jewelry/art that should be in its own category. The category
of wearable art separates from jewelers as the creation methodology is drastically different from
the artists that assembled their work. The wearable art also differs from the art that each artist,
specifically Calder, created. The result is wearable, not to be hung as a mobile or viewed standing
on the ground like a sculpture or stabile. The wearable art becomes part of the person. Thus, the
person becomes part of the exhibition.

In conclusion, wearable art elevated jewelry's status and became its division of art within
the fine arts community. Calder’s influence can still be felt as pieces come from private collections
and emerge in the auctions at some of the largest auction houses in the world. His influence
continues as collectors such as Louisa Guinness hold shows specifically featuring wearable art.

Ultimately, Calder, the father of mobiles, is also the father of wearable art.
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Figures

Figure 1. Alexander Calder, Josephine Baker, 1926, wire. Calder Foundation, New York
City, NY.
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Figure 2. Alexander Calder, The Circus, 1926-1931, wire, 54 x 94.3 x 94.3. Whitney
Museum of American Art, New York City, NY.
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Figure 3. Alexander Calder, Wedding Ring, 1930, Gold wire, 13/16 x 7/8 x 1. Calder
Foundation, New York City, NY.
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Figure 4. Alexander Calder, Anniversary Brooch, 1958, Gold and Steel Wire, 2 %2 x 5 Ya.
Calder Foundation, New York City, NY.
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Figure 5. Alexander Calder, OK Brooch, 1938, gold wire. Private Collection.
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Figure 6. Alexander Calder, Miro Ring, 1930, brass wire and ceramic, 1 %2 x 1 ¥4 x 1.
Private Collection.
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Figure 7. Alexander Calder, The Jealous Husband, 1940, Brass wire, 14 x 16. The
Metropolitan Museum of Art. New York City, NY.
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Figure 8. Alexander Calder, Drop Bracelet, 1940, 2 % x 2 ¥ x 3 1/8, silver wire. Private
Collection.
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Figure 9. Alexander Calder, Peggy Guggenheim Earrings, 1938, 3 x 5.9, brass and silver
wire. The Guggenheim, New York City, NY.
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Figure 10. Alexander Calder, Peggy Guggenheim wearing Alexander Calder Earrings,
Solomon R. Guggenheim Foundation. New York City, NY.
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Figure 11. Alexander Calder, Necklace, 1940, 20 inches, Silver. Metropolitan Museum of
Art, New York City, NY.
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Figure 12. Alexander Calder, Hair Comb, 1954, 6 % x 5, brass wire, Private Collection.
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Figure 13. Alexander Calder, Lipman Brooch, 1960, 4 x 4 ¥ x %, stone, brass, silver, and
steel wire. Private Collection.
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Figure 14. Alexander Calder, Necklace, 1930, loop 15 % inches, element: 2 5/8 x 1 ¥4, brass
wire, ceramic, and cord. Calder Foundation, New York City, NY.



Taylor, Alex J. “Unstable Motives.” American Art 26, no. 1 (2012): 24-47.
https://doi.org/10.1086/665628.

----- , A. J. “The Calder Problem: Mobiles, Modern Taste, and Mass Culture.” Oxford Art Journal
37, no. 1 (2014): 27-45. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxartj/kct044.

Turner, Elizabeth Hutton, and Oliver Wick, eds. Calder/ Miro. Washington, DC: Philip Wilson
Pub Ltd, 2006.

“Unmistakably Calder.” Antiques And The Arts Weekly. Norton Museum of Art, February 19,
2008. https://www.antiquesandthearts.com/unmistakably-calder/.

Wilson, Muriel. “Revitalising Jewellery Design: The International Exhibition of Modern
Jewellery 1890-1961.” The Journal of the Decorative Arts Society 1850- the Present, no.
33 (2009): 54-73. https://www.jostor.org/stable/41809411.

Woolton, Carol. Fashion for Jewels: 100 Years of Styles and Icons. Munich etc.: Prestel, 2010



