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perspective

Religio and Los Angeles’ Crucifix:
An Interview with Simon Toparovsky
Damon Willick

T

he Los Angeles Archdiocese serves a local population of approximately
four million Catholics. Since its 2002 consecration, the Cathedral of Our Lady
of Angels, designed by Pritzker Prize winning architect José Rafael Moneo, has
garnered broad, international appeal beyond Los Angeles’s diverse religious
community. The Cathedral’s interior art, including the high altar Crucifix,
a six foot, six inch, bronze sculpture produced by artist Simon Toparovsky,
is a major part of the site’s appeal.1 Toparovksy’s sculpture is unique for its
rough, expressionistic texture, dark color, and realistic depiction of the effects
of crucifixion on the human body. It is a moving work that adds a contrasting infusion of human emotion to the understated, subdued style and color of
Moneo’s minimalist building. Sculpted out of chicken-wire, clay, burlap and
wax, which, when cast in bronze, created its rough, exterior surface, the feet of
the black colored Christ-figure have a golden patina caused by the thousands
of worshippers who have lined-up after Mass to kiss and touch its feet in common devotion. Toparovsky’s sculpture succeeds on two levels: the liturgical
and the artistic. As such, the Cathedral of Our Lady of Angels’ Crucifix is an
important contemporary work of art that successfully fulfills the requirements
of its religious context.
The predominant art historical view of modern religious art is that it is
out-of-step or inferior to critically acclaimed contemporary fine art. As art
historian James Elkins has written of the common opinion about religion and
contemporary art: “As a rule, ambitious, successful contemporary fine art
is thoroughly nonreligious. Most religious art—I’m saying this bluntly here
because it needs to be said—is just bad art.”2 It is not, according to Elkins, that
religious art is stylistically or technically inferior, but that religious content in
contemporary art is anathema to the supposed secular foundations of modernism and postmodernism. An exception to this rule, as art critic Eleanor Heartney has identified, is contemporary art that critiques or challenges religion. As
Heartney writes: “This seems confirmed by a general tendency within the art
world to see art that invokes religion in any but a critical way as retrograde
and reactionary. It is further reinforced by the fact that contemporary artists’
forays into religious subject matter frequently are met with accusations of blas-
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phemy and sacrilege.”3 As seen in this interview, Toparovsky’s Crucifix challenges such perspectives that denigrate uncritical religious contemporary art
as out-of-style or retrograde. There were a number of non-religious issues that
Toparovsky had to negotiate in his making the Crucifix that did not lead to
his critiquing or denigrating the work’s deeply religious content. Toparovsky’s
Crucifix raises issues central to current art historical discourses, such as the
religious and sexual identity of the artist, site-specificity of a work, and the
objective versus subjective meanings in art. Toparovsky’s work challenges the
notion of religious art as counter to contemporary fine art.
Toparovsky’s Crucifix can also be approached from the emerging art
historical perspective of religion and art as inextricably interconnected. Donald
Preziosi has identified the split between religion and art as the product of
western philosophical views that posit the material world as inferior to, or in
the service of, the spiritual realm.4 He explains, “neither religion nor art can be
understood as independent or autonomous phenomena, despite their modernist reifications and institutional commodifications. I [consider] religiosity as a
mode of artistry, in connection with its convoluted ‘observe,’ namely art as a
mode of religiosity.”5 Such a view attempts to bridge the perceived gap between the immaterial, spiritual world and world of materiality to expose both
as “fundamentally interdependent upon each other and mutually defining.”6
Toparovsky’s focus on his art as a way to link back, related to the Latin religio,
relates to this idea of the mutual entailment of art and religion.
The Our Lady of Angel’s Crucifix was Toparovsky’s first large-scale, religious commission. Before his career in sculpture, Toparovsky was a master fine
arts bookmaker; such notable arts institutions as Los Angeles’s Getty Center,
the Cleveland Museum of Art, and New York’s Museum of Modern Art have
collected his books. In addition to the Los Angeles Cathedral commission, Toparovsky has produced public art for the City of Lake Oswego, Oregon, USC’s
School of Medicine, and the City of Los Angeles Cultural Affairs Department.
Toparovsky’s current project is a collaborative installation with Italian painter
Ariel Soulé in the fourteenth-century, de-consecrated church of Chiesa Santa
Maria dell’Incoronata in Naples.7
The following interview took place in Toparovsky’s Los Angeles studio,
December, 2006.
Damon Willick: As the five-year anniversary of Los Angeles’s Cathedral of
Our Lady of Angels approaches, I wanted to sit down with you to discuss your
production of the main altar Crucifix. It must have been quite an experience
winning the commission to create the work, and, ultimately, seeing how well
the sculpture has been received.
Simon Toparovsky: It was an amazing, moving experience to have a connection with two thousand years of art history and to produce this icon for the
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Catholic community. No question that the energy to make the work and its
reception has affected how I approach art as well as changed me as a person
greatly.
Willick: It must have been a daunting task to create the Crucifix for the
new Cathedral in Los Angeles. I mean, to create the main altar Crucifix for
such an important cathedral must have made you aware of your place in the
history of religious art. The Crucifix is an important image in art history, and
the list of great artists to have produced such religious works ranges from
great Renaissance artists like Michelangelo to German Expressionists like Emil
Nolde. Were you concerned at all with this art history of the Crucifix? And,
more importantly, had you ever concerned yourself with art history before the
Cathedral commission?
Toparovsky: No, I had never concerned myself with art historical precedents before the Cathedral commission. I had always seen myself and my approach to art in relation to the 1960s and its questioning of institutional norms
and conventions. I am a product of the sixties and am rebellious by nature.
When I was younger, if there was something authoritarian, it was always a
focus for me to shoot it down, or at least challenge it.
I had never been all that concerned about contextualizing my work in art
history. My energies, before having to produce the Crucifix, were always in
the production of a piece, not its reception. I guess because of the power and
pressure of the Cathedral commission, I started to think more seriously about
art history.
Willick: There are so many significant Crucifixes throughout art history.
Were there specific artists or works that were of importance to your piece?
Toparovsky: Grünewald’s Isenheim Altarpiece was my major influence,
as well as certain folk art crucifixes. Grünewald and some of the Mexican
religious folk pieces intrigue me for their brutal yet serene qualities. I was also
greatly influenced by Fra Angelico; his veiled Jesus being mocked is one of the
most remarkable and spectacular images in the history of western art.
The icon of the Christ on the cross is an intense, brutal image. If you really
look at these images, they are quite shocking, and as a non-Catholic, this has
always struck me.
Willick: Before the commission, you had never created a religious work
of art, or art intended for a religious context. You were obviously aware of
art historical precedents to your Crucifix, but I am curious how the Crucifix
relates to your previous, non-religious work. Is there a connection between the
Crucifix and your other art, past and present?
Toparovsky: Sure, there is a connection. My work has always been concerned with narrative and celebrating the human condition. When working
from narrative, I have the desire to tell and to honor every story. I have stories
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to tell and an interest in the visual representations of stories whether they are
from the Bible or classical mythology. I do not try to get my point of view
across; it is not that kind of storytelling that interests me. Instead, I want to
add something to the world that is lyrical, difficult, and communicative. I want
to draw people in to the story and allow for a variety of rich readings and
responses.
Willick: Did you approach the Crucifix as narrative?
Toparovsky: I love the narrative quality of the New Testament, however I
could not ignore the fact that there are billions of Catholics in the world who
see the Christ figure as a representation of their Lord on Earth. You cannot get
away from that, and I was careful to represent and respect the Christ figure as
such.
Willick: This is something I think you truly succeeded in doing. To see
how people react to your Crucifix is remarkable and quite varied. For example, when I first went to the Cathedral, I was there as an art historian looking
at the interior arts as fine art, as objects to be looked at as if in a museum.
And, I was not the only person there who seemed to be appreciating the work
on this aesthetic and art historical level. However, I had to take notice of the
believers and participants who lined up to take communion and touch the
feet of the Christ figure. It struck me then that this work was more than just
a visual object to be appreciated, which it succeeds as, but that it also has a
central function within the Cathedral. It functions on many levels, but most
importantly it is liturgical.
Toparovsky: This is what made my task so difficult. This balance between
the narrative and iconic representation of Christ on the cross was initially a bit
confusing to me in an interesting way. I had a job to do in making the piece.
I wanted to create an evocative work that captured this amazing rich story
that connects not only to the Bible, but also to many of the themes I had been
interested in throughout my art, like resurrection, redemption, and rebirth.
For the two years I was working on the Jesus figure, I found deep connections
thematically and stylistically to my past work like the Icarus series and to my
own life story.
The Passion of the Christ is, of course, powerful. It is an iconic drama that
is a particular demonstration of hope in the world for millions of believers.
This is moving, and may I say that I could really feel this energy. Periodically, I
was swept away, felt awe, and was filled with overwhelming compassion while
working on the Crucifix.
When I am really working, my work is a devotion and all encompassing
for me. I have always been happy that I can engage deeply in this way . . . but
working on the Cathedral commission was another experience altogether.
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Willick: At the same time, your sculpture is often all-encompassing and
demanding of the viewer’s attention. This is especially so with the Crucifix in
that you have created an expressive figure that is undeniably human as opposed to transcendent. Was this humanness intentional?
Toparovsky: Yes, this was intentional. I wanted to depict a human Christ
as well as capture the extreme physical conditions that the body goes through
in being crucified. Early in the process, I read Pierre Barbet’s book about
what happens to the body as a result of the tortuous process of crucifixion.8
Through this research, I came to realize the enormous intensity of the crucifixion process, and just what Christ and others had to endure as a result of this
type of punishment. I wanted to convey this intensity in the piece.
I was also trying to portray the human aspect of Christ’s Crucifixion beyond its Christian connotations. Christ’s triumph over defeat, his redemption
against all odds, and his dignity of endurance are part of the human message
of his Crucifixion. Hope in the Resurrection of Christ is a human lesson for all
of us, though particularly understood by Christians.
Another thought that went into my work was to counter the coldness
of Moneo’s beautifully minimalist interior. In my opinion, the interior of the
Cathedral is handsome, but a bit cold or detached. I think the Crucifix adds
the human qualities of pain and courage to that space. I wanted the work to
render compassion to whomever finds their way to the Cathedral.
Willick: The work does contrast with the Cathedral’s interior. This idea of
the Crucifix as narrative for all to experience seems on the surface to contrast
with its specific religious connotations and liturgical functions. Do you differentiate such a secular view from a religious one?
Toparovsky: The Latin word religio means to link back. My work is about
linking back through the uncanny to resonances of life. At its best, art allows
life to be constantly revealed, to link our experience to a larger human context.
This was, and is, my job as an artist.
I am grateful to see alignments and connections that inspire and propel
me outside my temporal reality. I like knowing that everything has happened
in another way before it is happening in the present or happening in particular
with me. Linking to every story. Every possibility is a meditation. It is being
open to pay attention to life in a profound way. I think our culture, as a result
of contemporary communication and media, sets a tone that trains us not to
pay this kind of attention. I want to counter this.
Willick: Yes, this linking back takes place in so many ways: artistically
speaking as well as religiously.
Did the remarkable diversity of the Archdiocese of Los Angeles’s congregation pose any special problems for you to create this link for such a disparate
audience? I mean, the Archdiocese offers liturgy in over twenty five languages
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throughout the metropolitan area.9 In what ways did this diversity of the intended audience influence your Crucifix?
Toparovsky: Having to produce the image of Christ on the Cross for
the Los Angeles Archdiocese and its diverse constituents was integral to my
thinking. These are believers, whatever their ethnicity may be, and the Crucifix is central to all of their world beliefs. I had to be sure to be sensitive to the
iconography of the image so that many would recognize and identify with the
image.
This was a thrilling experience. It changed my life. I understood that I
could have the opportunity to be aligned with this great force—both theological and art historical—and still produce an image from my own spirituality
and my own subjectivity.
In the end, I had to release myself from thinking about all of this. I started
to work and followed my heart.
Willick: A lot was made about your own religious background when the
Cathedral opened. Can you speak about your religious background and its
influence on your approach to the commission?
Toparovsky: I am culturally Jewish. I grew up near New York in a Jewish
home. I remember as a child listening to the song-like quality of the Yiddish
spoken by my grandparents, and this had a profound influence on my artistic
sensibilities. I have always been fascinated by the nuances of this language
based on medieval German dialects and particularly its expressive qualities,
and I think this is in my subconscious somehow. This appreciation, reverence
for the word, and the idea of using the voice and body to communicate deeply
is ingrained in the Jewish culture.
I recently saw a documentary on Leonard Bernstein in which he spoke of
Yiddish’s influence on his own music, and this struck me as similar to my own
feelings. I am thinking of this idea of religio, again, as a linking back from the
present to the past, to our ancestors.
Willick: After the Cathedral opened in 2002, I remember seeing you
identified in the press as a “Jewish artist.” Your religious background became
central to how the Crucifix was presented to the public. It became part of the
piece. Were you comfortable with being identified as a “Jewish artist?”
Toparovsky: Suzanne Muchnic in her interview for the L.A. Times explained that I had been raised as an observant Jew and that for me this was a
beautiful way to understand depth and devotion at an early time in my life.
This is a fact. Up to this point the Church had seemed completely ecumenical.
They never asked me anything about my religious affiliation. Suddenly, after
the article appeared in the paper, I started to hear, “Simon Toparovsky, the
Jewish artist . . .” Actually, this was horrifying and disappointing, because it
seemed to me to be so naïve and politically motivated—a type of tokenism of
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tolerance for non-Catholics. I went to Hebrew school and had a Bar Mitzvah.
I am culturally Jewish, but not practicing. My background influences my work
obviously, but it does not define me as an artist. I mean, I resent being labeled
a “California artist” let alone [a] “Jewish artist.”
I let the Archdiocese know that I was uncomfortable with being labeled a
“Jewish artist,” and asked if they could stop profiling me as such. This didn’t
happen right away. In fact, I had to let them know that if they were going to
profile me, then they should make it more accurate and publicize my sexual
orientation as well as my religion. They stopped identifying me as a “Jewish
artist” shortly thereafter. In fact, we then arranged a wonderful meeting with
the head of the Education Department at the Church so that the docents could
tell the real story, the better story on their tours.
It’s interesting—you are really the first person to ask me these questions.
Maybe your “rethinking” of my Crucifix is partly motivated by your own
religious background, as well as your work on the art history of Los Angeles. I
think it is great, for it speaks to the communicative aspect of my work. I could
never have anticipated having this conversation with you about all this. This is
great.
Willick: Yes, I, too, never could have anticipated having this conversation
either. How I became interested in the Cathedral is the result of my interest in
art history, particularly the rich history of Los Angeles art. So when I entered
the Cathedral for the first time, it was with an art historian’s sensibility (whatever that might be), as opposed to that of a religious devotee.
Toparovsky: It is amazing to think how things change over time. I am remembering, as a child, how my grandparents would avert their eyes when they
saw Christ on a cross, as they walked or drove by churches. It was surprising
for me to see sophisticated people acting this way. This was their generation’s
relationship to Christianity: anti-Semitism, the Holocaust, pogroms, and
etcetera. It was all put together and they really did not want to talk about any
of this publicly. In another way it was about cultic purity—proudly keeping
apart, staying different. What a privilege for me to have had a sensitive background and that beyond my grandparents’ real fear they embraced the best
aspects of American culture for me, which allows me to create the main altar
Crucifix at the new Cathedral.
Willick: Had you concerned yourself with these identity issues when you
were physically producing the Crucifix? I mean these self-identification issues
are central to much art produced today.
Toparovsky: No, I had a job to do. I was really nervous and motivated to
get the commission right and meet the expectations of my patrons. I think it is
important to say here that Father Richard Vosko, the Liturgical and Religious
Environment Designer for the Arts and Furnishings Committee, was extremely
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supportive of me throughout the process. I really was given a lot of space to
produce the work. My only contact with the Archdiocese was through him. He
arranged for this isolation to allow me to do my best work. He and the Monsignor of the Cathedral, Kevin Kostelinik, were incredibly kind and patient with
me throughout the time I was working on the piece.
Willick: Getting back to this issue of your own identity as an artist and
person, there is a rich history of the artistic avant-garde of the late-nineteenth
and twentieth centuries identifying their plight with Christ’s and, as a result,
often depicting themselves as Christ-like. I am thinking here, for example, of
artists like Paul Gauguin and James Ensor in the nineteenth century and Salvador Dali and Robert Mapplethorpe in the twentieth century.
Did you base the Christ figure at all on your own likeness? I ask because I
see some physical similarities between you and the Christ at the Cathedral.
Toparovsky: I did not consciously model the Christ face on my own. That
said, I could not have done this piece if I had abstracted myself from the process. Every ounce of my being went into the work, and it only makes sense that
that would be reflected in some way. I invested everything I had—physically
and mentally—in the making of the piece. In fact, I got really ill while working on the commission. I had an angioplasty during the process, and, in a way,
wore my heart out working on the commission.
I began forming the hands and feet of the figure from castings I had from
my own body, but this is not unusual to how I work. I work in relative isolation within my studio, and my body becomes the most readily available model.
Additionally, I knew I wanted to do a Semitic face. The 1930s blond, blueeyed, ethereal Christ, though appealing, was not what I wanted. Christ was
not some Austrian Aryan; he was from the desert and would have probably
had coarse, curly hair and Semitic features.
Willick: Did the Archdiocese have a particular Christ-figure in mind for
the commission?
Toparovsky: When I first got the commission, my sense was that the
Archdiocese did not want a Semitic Christ. I had a meeting with their Arts and
Furnishings Committee, and each member of the board expressed a different
image of Christ that they wanted to see depicted in the Crucifix. They all were
heartfelt, but different, and this made me realize that I would have to find my
own personally felt image of Christ. I knew that if they all had their own version in their minds of what Christ looked like, that this gave me the freedom
to find my own vision for the work. At the same time, I also understood that
I needed to fulfill some common aspects of these external expectations. In the
end I think I succeeded to address both my needs as an artist as well as the
hopes of the patrons.
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In fact, when Cardinal Mahoney came to my studio for the first time to
see the work before I brought it to the foundry for casting, he felt that the
image was blessed. He proclaimed to those gathered in my studio “God bless
Simon!” It was really emotional. There was a lot of crying, and no criticism at
all. It was really extraordinary. I was quite nervous, but confident that I had
produced my best work, but it could have been open for enormous criticism.
After the Cardinal clasped his hands and blessed me, I almost passed out.
Willick: Let’s talk about the surface quality of the Crucifix for I have never
seen such a dark and rough surface used for Christ’s body. Can you discuss the
unique color and texture of the Christ’s body? How did you decide for such a
dark, burnt looking surface?
Toparovsky: To me it portrays flayed skin. I was eager to portray the
agony of the physical pain of crucifixion. At the same time, I kept thinking of
the five-year old child brought to the Cathedral to kiss the Icon’s feet. Did this
child need to see specific gashes and wounds amplified? The surface alludes to
the flailing, and I believe by intuition, for people who already know the story,
to anguish.
The dark color was deliberate, a part of my Semiticizing (if that is a word)
the Christ-figure. Also, the dark red molding wax I use in producing all my
work influenced me. While working on the figure, I became used to this blood
red color and I started to associate the red wax with what Christ probably
went through on the cross. The actual flailing of Christ on the cross was undoubtedly bloody, and there was the sweating of blood that can happen when
one is crucified and under such physical duress. As Barbet explains in his study
of what the body endures in crucifixion, the capillaries would burst, resulting
in blood secreting out of the skin’s pores. Hence, my use of the burnt, dark
surface of the finished piece.
This surface texture is something I have used in parts of my work for a
long time. I accentuate the surface irregularities of bits and pieces of hardened
wax by painting cool wax over the surface again and again. Depending on the
temperatures of the wax, the new surface can be granular or bumpy or chunky.
Understanding the translation from wax to bronze while I’m working on a
piece is particularly satisfying for me.
Willick: About how long did the entire commission take from start to finish?
Toparovsky: I first received a letter of invitation to send my portfolio in for
consideration for the Cathedral commission sometime in 1998. From what I
understand, I was one of several hundred artists asked to submit portfolios. In
March of 2000, I was asked to prepare a design for the main altar Crucifix. In
April, I sent a formal presentation to the Archdiocese and received the commission formally by letter from the Cardinal in May. That month, I had my first
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meeting with the Arts and Furnishings Committee where they laid out their
expectations and ideas for the piece, and from there I started working. It took
over two years to physically produce the Crucifix from this point. In March
2002, the Arts and Furnishings Committee and Cardinal approved my final
mixed media sculpture, and, from there, I proceeded to have the piece cast in
bronze. I had the finished cast bronze work in my studio for four months. This
was wonderful to have that there. It was installed in the Cathedral in August
of 2002.
Willick: Since the installation, how many times have you returned to the
Cathedral? And to follow that question, what has it been like for you to see
the piece in situ and in practice?
Toparovsky: I have been back around two dozen times, and the work feels
as if it is not mine in any way. It belongs to those who interact with it now,
who worship in its presence, or who wander through the Cathedral out of
curiosity to see this great building.
I have been in the Cathedral when it is practically empty and the Crucifix
seems solemn, and there have been times when I have seen the piece at the
center of elaborate ceremonies that make it much livelier. One of the most
amazing things I witnessed at the Cathedral was when the Los Angeles Nigerian Catholic community was there having a celebration. The Cathedral was
packed with about three thousand African Americans wearing extraordinary,
glamorous national dress and dancing sensuously throughout the space, and it
seemed to me that all of their activities were aiming toward the Crucifix. I saw
the Christ figure as alive at that moment. It was all quite sensual and moving.
Every time I am in the Cathedral, I notice how central the work is to all
the congregants, whether it be for the few praying on an uncrowded weekday,
or to the large numbers of people who line-up after weekend masses for the
adoration to touch the feet of the sculpture. It speaks to many people in varied
ways.
Willick: Your current project is a collaboration with painter Ariel Soulé
to produce an installation loosely based on the fourteenth century narrative
of Giovanni Boccacio’s The Decameron. Can you relate the process you went
through in creating the Cathedral Crucifix to your current work? You have
collaborated in the past with other artists. Do you at all see your work for the
Los Angeles Archdiocese as a type of collaboration?
Toparovsky: I really haven’t thought about it. I think collaboration is central and natural to how I always work. My work with Ariel Soulé is like this.
We are holistically working together, not programmatically. This is the type of
collaboration I had with the Catholic Church. I felt respect for what they were,
and are, doing at the Cathedral, and I felt that I was given the space to do
what I was doing as an artist producing the Crucifix. It was this mutual respect

SPIRITUS | 7.2

which allowed the Crucifix to be so successful and multiple in its reception.
How I as an artist can feel proud of the work, and how the Archdiocese and
its congregants can celebrate their religion through the Christ-figure and his
Crucifixion. I wanted to give them what they wanted, but also fulfill my own
needs and feelings as well.
Beyond the Cathedral commission, I view making art as a type of meditation akin to a monk connecting through certain religious exercises to the
spiritual or divine. Unlike the monk, however, the artist has a job to do and is
not sequestered in silence. The artist has to be able to be both meditative and
communicative, a simultaneity of process that will allow for personal vision
as well as public connection. The personal and the public expectations of the
artist can be quite stressful. This is even more intense when you have as public
a commission as producing the Los Angeles Cathedral Crucifix.
Willick: So to be an artist affords one the opportunity for moments of
reflection as well as communication.
Toparovsky: Yes, this is a beautiful dichotomy. This combination, though
stressful to be in both places at the same time, is actually quite expansive. The
artist works on multiple levels: the private, the social, the religious, the political. I oftentimes feel quite vulnerable as a result.
Notes
1. In addition to Toparovsky, the Los Angeles Archdiocese commissioned a number of
important contemporary artists to produce the site’s liturgical art. Lita Albuquerque,
Robert Graham, and John Nava are the most well known artists who had work commissioned for the Cathedral.
2. James Elkins, On the Strange Place of Religion in Contemporary Art (New York and
London: Routledge, 2004), 20.
3. Eleanor Heartney, Postmodern Heretics: The Catholic Imagination in Contemporary
Art (New York: Midmarch Arts Press, 2004), 2.
4. In addition to Preziosi, Giorgio Agamben has identified this connection of art and
religion, particularly to pre-modern conceptions of both. See Giorgio Agamben’s The
Man Without Content, trans. Georgia Albert (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press,
1999).
5. Donald Preziosi, “Enchanted Credulities” (keynote lecture for the international conference “Godless! Modern Criticism of Religion,” University of Copenhagen, January
2007).
6. Preziosi, “Enchanted Credulities.”
7. This collaboration will culminate in the exhibition Qui, del dicibile (Naples: Chiesa
Santa Maria dell’Incoronata, May, 2007).
8. Pierre Barbet, A Doctor at Calvary: The Passion of Our Lord Jesus Christ as Described
by a Surgeon (New York: Doubleday and Company, 1963).
9. For a list of the languages, see the Los Angeles Archdiocese’s webpage: http://www.
archdiocese.la/directories/language/index.php.
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Red Crucifix, Detail (Feet), 2007. © Simon Toparovsky

Red Crucifix, 2002. © Simon Toparovsky

