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At the time of this interview painter Liz Coats was doing her PhD with a focus 
on glass as a medium. Start with introductory chat about seeking her views as 
practitioner from outside glass, but now working with glass … then 
 
There is this great need to define your position in terms of the market. It is even 
more conservative than a lot of mainstream visual arts actually. 
 
You are saying glass is more market oriented. 
 
It can be, but I understand why – it’s so extraordinarily expensive to set up your 
own system. 
 
How would you place your practice?  
 
I see myself as a painter, but as an experimental artist who works within the 
range of paint media. I have to do that because I’m not really interested in a 
stylistic approach associating with a particularly established field of activity. At 
the same time I’m very interested in the history of the medium, particularly the 
history of modernism. I have always looked closely at the emergence of 
modernism at the beginning of the 20th century and the end of the 19th. That’s a 
time I find very fruitful to look at, because you can also look at questions about 
what it is that induced the shift in terms of thinking, seeing and making. I live 
out of that condition. I don’t accept any comfortable position. 
 
What interests you in the material nature of glass? 
 
Let’s say, in object terms, two-dimensional surfaces, but building into them an 
experiential quality that attracts the eyes and that stimulates the mind to ask 
questions, to look for indications of the fabrication of that surface. 
 
The effect of a 2D surface on felt response – both of maker and viewer? 
 
Yes. My motivation from the very beginning was that you look at an artist who may be 
read in very severe terms, like Piet Mondrian and the criticisms and writing that 
developed around his painting. I look at it and I see this acute intelligent sensibility 
showing itself, particularly at a time when there is nothing like it around. He has 
colleagues, but he moves within it in a way that is an interpretation of conditions of 
being alive and aware of what’s around oneself, but beyond the personal. In doing so I 
think you can only work through the focus of the personal, but you are opening up 
some thing bigger and your intention is to share ideas which, in simple terms can be 
potentially read by anyone without limitations of their national, or gender, or stylistic 
background. 
 
These surfaces are opening a portal to something greater? 
 
Absolutely. I talk about the technical detail because to access something that 
resonates experientially I feel strongly that one has to work through a strong 
understanding of the materials that one is working with. I am interested in accident, but 
I’m interested very much in setting up containment where that accident doesn’t just 
suddenly appear and I’m left asking, “Where the hell did that come from?” I like to 
know where it came from. The thing is that it can’t have come randomly. It has come 
from within my own practice and therefore it is my responsibility to know that, even 
though I might call it accident because it is not in a linear way part of my focus. It can’t 
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be denied that it is in within the shape of my intention. I don’t want to walk over it. I 
want to bring it into the picture as well. I want to know what is going on in my 
interaction.  
 
It has its possibility, because I don’t for a moment think that anything is not within the 
possibility of prediction when one sets oneself to something as specialised as this. 
 
There is a high level of technical competence and understanding of material as a 
prerequisite to you understanding what is going to happen on that surface? 
 
Yes and (within that quality of understanding materials and recognising the nature of 
what emerges) there is connectivity, because the connectivity is an understanding of 
how those materials have combined. But, within that intention of connectivity is the 
desire that it can be recognised by others – that’s the precious bit.  
 
In the end I’m not one of those people who say I’m an ‘abstractionist’, or I’m this or I’m 
that, but because I’m concerned with that notion of connectivity (say a logical 
connection between the parts that you’re working with) other people come to see that 
in all of my work. 
 
Is there connection with other parts of the world? 
 
I don’t need that. That’s up to other people. It’s my responsibility to focus on the logic 
of what I’m doing, but the logic of what I’m doing extends what I know. I must have 
some understanding of how the parts make sense and, even where they look a little bit 
random, I can see them as a microcosm connected to something larger within the 
containment that I’ve set up. That could be the detail of two little blobby bits I’ve set up 
in the corner. 
 
Larger formally? 
 
Yes. We’ve gone in the deep end, but that’s where I connect glass and painting. 
 
It’s happening with the material? 
 
It’s happening with the material, but within a conscious interaction. I call myself a 
facilitator, when I get down to it. My output in glass is very modest in terms of its scale, 
its intention, but I discover a lot of richness in there which absorbs me and I’m very 
happy when someone says ‘I think that is very beautiful’, but just dismiss it because it 
is not within their interest. That’s fine with me. I’m not looking to be defined by it. That 
has a relationship to style, which is very inhibiting. 
 
It’s important that you are not defined or contained? 
 
Absolutely. It’s a very big thing for women actually. It’s very hard to sustain because 
women have a very conservative edge, because of a need to protect children – all that 
stuff in the background. There is that need to define the community (or the space) 
you’re in for safety – that can be large or small. It is an interesting thing to question as 
well. Alongside my visual art practice (pretty much the centre of my life) I also have an 
attitude to people, which is not predetermined and there is a great richness there. The 
more one defines one’s community, or one’s tribe, the less that that potential can be 
there. 
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You came to glass because it offers…what? 
 
I’m very clear about that. I’ve always been involved with colours in layers, in systems 
of colours in layers. I generally work in one colour at a time. There is a different shape 
or organization for each of those colour layers and the way they fall across each other 
creates something more. But it is also difficult to maintain that cohesively without 
compression and that is at the heart of my work. In painting I have to be very clear 
about the number of layers I put together because there is a point where it all wraps 
up, there is no air within it. It does not breath. I might start by putting a colour onto a 
raw cotton canvas, then I might partially apply a white gesso, then I might apply 
another colour and then another colour over that. It occurred to me because I want to 
keep that space within open (that’s where my work has been most defined and 
recognised in the past), I thought it would be very interesting to look at transparent 
glass as another matrix apart from stained canvas and white gesso. It becomes a flat 
surface that is now transparent and I put transparent colour over the top as painting. 
Then I discovered (in this very challenging period for me when I fell in love with these 
beautiful and transparent colours which are quite expensive and luxurious to work with) 
that when I put these colours over the top of another, unless I am very clear about the 
containment of the shape, it all just disappears within the light flow that comes through. 
I wanted to maintain a defined space within which wasn’t just a merge, a bleed, or a 
diffused space. 
 
Working through that was closely involved with life experience. In 1996 I had been 
working with this for three years. I had done many things and I realised how seductive 
it could be, but none of it resonated against the kind of work I had played with on 
canvas. Then I got invited to New Zealand for two residences at art schools over three 
months. I hadn’t been there for more than a week or two in twenty years.  
 
I became reacquainted for artists I had known when I was quite young, particularly 
Colin McCowan who at that stage had become a real problem for many painters 
because he was such a big name (even though he was deceased). His paintings were 
achieving huge sums of money. There was a tremendous reaction against him. I didn’t 
know what had drawn me back until I got there. What I could see in his work was a 
very direct response to the particular light within that environment, which is a very, very 
sharp penetrating light alongside dark shadow. Looking at his work (part of my PhD 
theses) I started to realise that I wasn’t after that particular refinement that was the 
more recognised tradition within glass – facilitating that transparency above all (there is 
great beauty in that and I love it, particularly how the colour spectrum can be 
separated, that’s gorgeous, but I’m a colourist – even though it’s transparent on the 
whole).  
 
I realised that the only way I could do it was to make a lot of small pieces that were 
layered and layered and layered in many, many layers of firing. I would use whatever 
colours were available, (ceramic colours, not glass colours). What I realised was that I 
was interacting with light falling through this work in glass. The way the light was 
working was that it was penetrating wherever there was a clear transparency. It was 
reflecting off the surface in various ways depending on matt-ness, or gloss on the 
surface of various pigments and it was also sinking into a layering where you might 
apply three highly transparent colours but, as with paint, they loose light penetration. 
So I am now emersed in a way that I never would have expected in something that is 
parallel to my fascination with painting where you build on the richness of colour with 
further colours. I have then to deal with the challenge of trying to maintain some sort of 
light within that surface. I had to be very careful about the shape of those colours that I 
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applied, not overdoing it. I had to define it so I went into geometry because that gave it 
a clear edge. 
 
As a structure? 
 
Spatial structure. It is nothing more than that. 
 
You mention the light and you mention containment while trying to keep the work 
open. 
 
I would describe that differently. It has always been my practice with layering 
transparency to build a depth which is visible with a certain degree of empathy within a 
two dimensional surface. It can be seen. It can be read through the logic of the 
connections between the layers. 
 
An illusion? 
 
No, no, no! You can actually read it logically as part of a practice. Nothing is 
concealed, but at the same time it is not telling you this is a shape representative of 
something. You read a logical progression in depth which is apart from the shape of 
things, which comes through colour and that takes us back into Cezanne as the great 
illuminator of this. 
 
What does that do for you as a spectator, or as a maker? 
 
This could go on quite a long way. This comes out of painting abstraction. I feel over 
two or three generations following some of the emergent ideas from abstraction that 
have shifted and shifted, there is a tendency to build work that is much larger, but more 
opaque and less penetratable. Very refined in its making, but flattened. Part of the 
problem is being away from the centres where these things have originally evolved so 
a lot of the knowledge is coming through reproductions, or that generation of lecturers 
that came out of Britain who had a problem with French painting. Painting had come 
from somewhere else before we even get here. I look past that to someone like 
Cézanne who worked over many years with a degree of discipline. He is so familiar 
with what he is looking at that he starts to question what he’s looking at apart from the 
language of shape. He is looking at a language of shape that is highly controlled by a 
vista in front of him, which is a physical, touchable thing, but what he is trying to do is 
access, or engage himself within that space as a participator (with the natural world he 
is reproducing). So, particularly with his late watercolours, which to me are great 
things, he is actually painting colour in light and he is doing it systematically. He could 
only do it with the discipline of the real, by breaking it up into little flat planes of colour. I 
don’t care what they say about cones and squares and the rest of it. 
 
There is an accepted way of seeing and that has become a painting convention. 
 
A cliché, yes, but I think he was simply measuring himself against what he saw. I don’t 
think he was concerned about style. There is a very interesting psychological quality 
here. He is no longer a spectator on the outside. He is emersed within. He sees 
himself within the picture instead of simply framing it from the outside. It’s a huge leap 
because it is a loss of identity to a certain degree. 
 
You can go within the work, is that why you leave open space? 
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It’s impossible otherwise, but I don’t need to go within it myself. My eyes can be 
satisfied with it as an equivalent language to something that might be a tree, or a 
mountain. Even though it hasn’t got any of those defined shapes that we understand in 
the outside word, it has logic of structure that is parallel to those things. 
 
One behind the other? 
 
Yes, but there is more because every overlap of colour creates another colour. It is a 
human response, but it is coming closer to the nature of space and light. There is more 
of that then anything else. 
 
It’s a shift in consciousness? 
 
The Russians were onto it immediately too. That was alongside a huge social 
revolution in the 1910’s, 1920’s. There were some artists there who just picked up on 
the most advanced French painters straight away because they could see its 
difference from the norm. 
 
Away from traditional representation? 
 
Yes. Everyone looks at Malevich because there is so readily available, just like 
Margaret Preston at the beginning of the woman’s movement, and that implies that 
person is the most important – not necessarily so. Malevich also did a lot of writing (he 
was a teacher), but there was a man called Mikhiael Matyunshin, who was a close 
friend of Malevich. I have been pursuing little fragments of information about him since 
the 1970’s. This is not central to my thing, but he translated into Russian an essay that 
was written on Cézanne, when Cézanne was still alive. His work was mainly 
watercolour, not the most advanced modernist work, but he and his students pursued 
this notion of visual perception (and being emersed within). They did all sorts of 
experiments with expanded vision. He even said we can see from the back of our 
heads and it sounds a little bit mystical, but they dared to push the boundaries of what 
was possible. 
 
They are also very aware of the emergence of ideas from other cultures. Partly why 
that fascinates me is being here until I was seven and then going back to New 
Zealand. That being such a remote place, I was acutely aware of new trends that were 
occurring overseas. We all were. There was never a notion of plenty. 
 
An outsider breaking through accepted ways of seeing? 
 
Something that people all know, but they have not named yet, imaged – bringing it to 
light. Not being mad, but doing something that is not necessarily accepted. 
 
It is more a question of never having questioned. 
 
Yes, questioning… because something is not alive… as a questioning mind I felt dead 
there. 
 
‘Alive’ ? Is light and the way light enters into a work an issue? 
 
Absolutely. It’s space, it might be a metaphor, but it might just be white gaps. What I 
am after in each of those layers – particularly when I was working with brush marks 
that overlapped each other – was that they complimented each other, but did not 
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dissolve into each other. Actually this is very important because I found, after I got 
started with the glass, that there was too much dissolving and merging occurring… I 
didn’t want definition across the plane. I wanted to hold onto that shape I had 
facilitated within the transparency within that very narrow 4 or 5mm. 
 
All this is a balancing act between constraints and freedom? Between closure and 
openness? 
 
It is, but it challenges your skills and keeps the mind engaged. 
 
The glass offers a degree of resistance? 
 
Absolutely. Something I didn’t say at the very beginning… I could see in French and 
English medieval Gothic glass, particularly in the more abstract glass, the Cistercian 
(that which was virtually colourless), there was a very knowing way that the great 
glass, without figures, was constructed. The colours… they were designs, defined 
patterns within containment, which would be a window (not a modernist concept 
because you are engaged with the object you are working with, it has to be built into 
that object). [The window] is a shape which suits a landscape mode, defining of 
something which is outside of the self. It’s representation of something out there. The 
notion of window is more like a frame. I rather talk about containment then frame. I’m 
after this [gestures through space] rather then that [gestures to surface, plane] 
 
What I was seeing in the medieval (and it was almost beyond analysis) was that I 
could see within those defined patterns that went around the whole window in divisions 
as borders, was that different colours were cleverly measured in relation to the overall 
balance. There was a flow (it shows more in the Cistercian where there is no colour) 
that you can see in the light, the ways one’s eye sees those colours, you can believe 
there is an intertwining of those colours. Even though there might be a beautifully deep 
ruby red, or a deep blue, within the overall shape there is a connectedness all the way 
through. What you are reading is light that shines through, but you are reading light 
that actually pulses right through the whole. That pulse (this is fairly radical but it’s 
obvious) mirrors the pulse within the body, and that to me is perfectly obvious. But it’s 
not something I am throwing at it. I believe it was conscious in the artist that made that 
glass. It is conscious because they are making something that is not like something 
else. They are building it out of nothing… They are building it out of colour and light, 
but the colour and light is understood through the body. There is not a lot of objective 
separation. There is something very healing about that which is acknowledge too.  
 
The way I work these colours are not a fraction as rich as stained glass, that’s why I 
have to play with these other surfaces like refractive and opaque. They would have 
been the most extraordinary things to experience. The intention was that the light 
comes through and people discovered they could stand in that light, they’re within it. 
 
Again you are entering to the work. 
 
It’s instinctive. 
 
It’s more than instinctive, it’s physical, you are there in it. 
 
Yes. Obviously the artist would have more of a technical, highly skilled… but in terms 
of the intellectual side, there is the master/apprentice where you learn through a 
person. What the person shows you and the strictness of their response. The parallel 
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to this was Tibetan practice. That opened up art history for me. That, apart from market 
trends, there is an ongoing intention there, which is not easily defined any more 
because people are caught up in context and styles.  
 
Buddhism carries that quality which is also carried by Catholicism. To carry cultural 
values forward through art. [Values] that were once conveyed through personal 
contact. [Values] which are about recognition of live-ness and the light. The way you 
identify light within colour is the point of contact with live-ness. That is something we 
know instinctively. I don’t see that as mystical. 
 
You are talking about passing on a way of knowing. 
 
Yes and that’s what brought me to the glass, although my work is modest. I like the 
idea of doing something larger, but I would need many more years of skill. And I 
actually don’t like the way lead is managed now, For instance the Germanic way with 
those hard sharp lines and the early twentieth century English interpretation that came 
out of a style conscious thing influenced by Picasso (I call Picassode, a rather crude 
interpretation of Cubism) which ends up fracturing glass into sharp shards and the 
joining them. It’s describing edge, rather than working for that inner flow, that is the 
connectivity between the colours and the shapes overall. It just ends up being sharp 
slivers. 
 
Talk about accident. 
 
I must start thinking about giving (accident) a new name because it’s more about 
enabling the mind to be constantly attracted by new discoveries. Facilitating the 
potential for new discoveries. That’s the easy part. The hard part is drawing the mind’s 
attention to recognition of those things that occur. It’s a two-sided thing. It’s part of the 
discipline of painting, not just walking over, smearing and destroying those beautiful 
things that emerge. Particularly that’s part of the discipline of gestural painting, but it 
seems to me that gestural painting is often about thrashing around, thinking that 
intuition is everything without combining it with a clearly defined intention. I see that as 
a problem. I backed away from that and went back to an analytical stage very early in 
my work, just so I actually knew what I was working on. 
 
A felt awareness? 
 
I don’t think one can easily separate those. It collapses into verbals like conceptual 
and that’s as destructive as it is good. I’m working within some defined rules that I set 
at the beginning of my practice in the early 1970’s. It is to actually separate out my 
colours to build the structure within, to actually construct within, because I’m not 
working with figuration. The closest I get to it is geometry, but even that is unpicked 
into separate parts. I’m doing what geometry intends – that is giving a shape to space 
and (at my ideal) I’m doing something in parallel to that. 

 
The grid was an early version of this. Funnily enough Lucy Lippard, when she came 
over here on a Power lecture tour in 1976 or 1977, used the grid as a definition of what 
was happening at the time with so many women who were defining themselves as 
women artists. It is now understood as part of many complex frameworks that underpin 
one’s work. When you look back at it, it is part of a sense of new beginnings. Setting 
up a simple structure then watching what happens within it. One learns that way, but 
one has to set it up for oneself and learn within one’s own practice. With a respect for 
history, you are also trying to get to that notion of woman’s sensibility. An experiential 
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thing that was missing from a lot of art at the time, particularly the painting and 
particularly abstraction which was becoming too formalised, too stylistically 
defined...(talks of her mentor and non acceptance of her conditions) 
 
Talk about distinguishing between a work and what is written about a work 
 
I came out of a discipline where one does not talk about a work, particularly the mentor 
and other people I associated with who were abstractionists (all men) would not talk 
about the work itself. That was almost a rule, a tradition. Definitely not talk about how it 
was made. If it’s any good it speaks to the observer, the viewer. I could see even then I 
would have to join a club in which I was not really accepted. I also found over time that 
(not discussing the work) was doing harm to the tradition of painting. I could see it was 
creating a mystique and a notion of an authority I thought was false. It becomes an 
impenetratable mystery that some people understand and others don’t. People play 
with that to build up their own sense of authority. I disagree with that, so I do 
everything I can to put to words what I do, not in rule ridden ways, but because I think 
a lot of the potential richness one can get out of experiencing and thinking about 
abstraction is dropping out of consciousness.  
 
You have to decide yourself what is important in what the work contains (that is 
important culturally – that is its meaning within a cultural group). 
 
If you take the work out of that context? 
 
My great desire is that one doesn’t need any of that stuff to accept and enjoy a work. 
On one hand I encourage putting words to work, because it is like telling oneself – a 
clarification. It’s very important, but I don’t disagree with the fact that people are going 
to accept or reject (the work) on their own terms. There was a period where you didn’t 
talk about the work, where you were very controlling about the context in which it was 
presented. You have very exclusive galleries and curators that could be very 
destructive. [talks of the difficulty of women in working with abstraction in this period]  
 
How do you talk about a work? 
 
I’m very aware of the difference between teaching and talking to colleagues. Even with 
a student I’m not going to go straight in there. It’s now instinctive with me that I look for 
a sense of articulation within it. Articulation, it doesn’t matter what it is. The articulation 
which is not just trying to put something on top of something, but to bring the fabric and 
the image into some kind of correspondence. I see that because I always look into 
things. If I’m talking about someone else’s work, I am always quite gentle. I am 
interested in intention.  
 
You look for formal elements then try to conceptualise this by looking for intention… 
 
I can see when something is dead. I’m talking about empathy, which is rather an old 
word. (Visual empathy is part of the title of my thesis.) Simply through recognising. 
Anyone with an involvement with abstraction knows there are lots of problems there. 
There is representation, which is representation of abstraction, rather than being 
consciously built.  
 
Representation masquerading as non-representation? 
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The intention of abstraction was to unravel that. Now it’s entirely caught up in style and 
its own narrative. It’s awful. You need to be conscious. 
 
Do people have responses to your glass different to your response? 
 
My dealer. They always say it’s beautiful. I’m getting more and more annoyed with this 
bullshit actually. This is a delicate thing. I don’t mind asking someone what they think, 
but I know very rarely is someone going to be honest with you. They would be honest 
with a third person. I would be interested – whatever that response is. Thinking about 
the Horus and Dolorus show, the first thing that Lee [Mathers] said to me was ‘you’re 
not going to show this side of the work?’ That [side] is not interesting. Quite a few of 
the younger students, now say hello and I don’t even know their names. Somehow 
they have seen something, or they like something that makes me seem a little more 
serious. I note that. A lot of practitioners are so absorbed in wanting people to 
recognise their own pursuit that they are not really going to give me (feedback).  
 
I keep asking what the hell am I doing this for. There is so much hard work in it, such a 
struggle and I’m still only getting a tiny bit of what I want. I’m spending a lot of money – 
even if I’m not using the stuff – these pigments are so expensive. I could work larger, 
but I really want to get what I want out of this. Why am I wasting so much time on this 
because I’m not going to get much financial return? It’s a great challenge to find 
something transformative going on in it. But what bugged me when I first started doing 
it, particularly woman curators working with glass (I didn’t know that glass was an 
emerging thing – with a glass community) there was a lot of interest. They wanted to 
see my glass rather than my paintings. It’s a curatorial problem – it’s about young-
ness. It’s about emerging. It’s about careers of people who are commentators on art 
wanting to show they are in on the latest thing. Then I not sure they are even 
interpreting what I do. It’s “Ooo glass, show me.” I saw something I didn’t want to see 
in the curatorial environment. Even then I can be criticised because I am an 
experimenter rather than a stylist. 
 
There is an underlying consistency to every thing I do, but one has to know my work to 
understand that. Whenever I start with a new medium I have to restart the whole thing 
from scratch – completely different surfaces to work on. This (glass) is about as hard 
as it gets because there is no grip at all. 
 
(talks about working on a book and describes a friend working on it with her. Work is a 
whole-life thing, not a stylistic thing) 
 
I have to leave the work for people to suss out, or it’s impenetratable, but at the same 
time I do everything I can to put it into works. 
 
It is constantly psychologically demanding, because you are questioning your own 
perceptions. 
 
I have been fiddling around on this for about three months now and I’ve got virtually 
nothing out of it, working terribly hard and fast. Here (handles work piece) there is 
nothing more than something decorative. It’s very, very hard to grasp. 
 
You’re searching amongst these experiments? 
 
It’s the way all the things that you have put together shape – a wholeness as space 
within. 
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You are moving towards something… 
 
…that keeps showing itself. There is the physical as well. This is a physical thing and it 
speaks, it shows itself. It’s not intangible. These little tests, they’re nothing, but they 
contain qualities that have to be reformed. You have an object and it’s actually telling 
you… There is something fundamental about being an artist, or an artisan, or 
fabricator. With painting (very few people articulate this) it is the most challenging thing 
psychologically. This has been that for me. I don’t want it to be my central focus, 
because I want more room to move. That’s what painting is isn’t it. It tells you faster 
than anyone, or anything is going to tell you, just where you fail and where you say 
something that has a little bit of ‘intentionality’. 
 
Where’s that assessment coming from? 
 
From yourself – the mirror. It’s a powerful sort of challenge really. It’s not always 
running ahead of you like a bad dream. You work fast, or you work slow. It may look 
like you are running for something that is not there, but possibly when you go fast you 
are deeply engaged, forgetting about everything else.  
 
And be open to things that happen fortuitously? 
 
That’s where the discipline comes in. Some people are very good at thinking I’ll set up 
this structure and something will happen. It will speak at a level, but will it speak 
emotionally, that’s something else. It is the emotional bit that is difficult. 
 
Are we getting down to your purpose in doing this? 
 
It’s common purpose to get engaged with these things otherwise you wouldn’t do it. It’s 
not that rewarding in the conventional sense. Some people can construct it that way. 
There are artists who really do construct an identity for themselves and everybody 
believes it. 

 
Is ‘decorative’ something that gets in the way? 
 
What that says to me is that I did certain things and I put certain combinations of 
elements together and yes it is interesting to create a more distinctive formulation 
around it. At first I was uncomfortable about all these little blobs around it. It looks like 
lace. 
 
People often get uncomfortable about the ‘prettiness’ of glass. 
 
Yes, but I have to bring it into relationship with the other work I do – that there’s 
something clearly conscious going on, rather than an event that simply occurred. I 
want it to communicate as having a conscious intention. You see, I haven’t done any 
glass for a couple of years, and I haven’t used those colours and every time I use a 
kiln it’s different.  
 
What about ambiguity? 
 
Oh! I would love to develop that. That’s a sky thing for me. I love that little piece, but 
extremely difficult to do on a larger scale, but I would like to get to that point. If I were 
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working for months and months without any interference I would end up with stuff like 
that. 
 
That’s representational. 
 
It is in a weird way. That’s a strange thing that’s happened in my work actually, since 
I’ve been in New Zealand. That environmental influence has come into my work. It’s a 
circle, it’s come back without my direct invitation and I’m finding that very interesting, 
but my background is saying block it out immediately. 
 
But that’s style. 
 
Exactly. That’s what I would have said. So I just say I have moved into several 
environments, which are vastly different, and the light and the way the light shows the 
colour within is so different I struggle with it.  
 
Formal elements working through the material have now become, in their ambiguous 
nature, representational of other deep concerns you have. The material is open 
enough to allow that? 
 
I’m challenging the rules of the debate and that’s not going to help me. In my last show 
I’ve had people who collect my work say the work was very beautiful, but I didn’t sell 
one bloody painting. 
 
So collectors don’t like the change? 
 
I’ve had regular solo shows since 1977. There is continuity in my work, but many 
people are lead by critics. For a long time I was an emerging artist. Critics said this 
person deserves more attention, but I have very critical about them (talks of John 
McDonald) 
 
They don’t want change. They’re newspaper reporters anyway. Most people will take 
just so much change. 
 
So the critics have a signature as well. They don’t want to make it difficult. 
 
Yes, they have cheer groups. (returns to John McDonald) 
 


