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Ellen Mara De Wachter: Your 
work contains meticulously 
produced components, 
which you bring together in 
assemblages of drawings, 
sculptures and reliefs and, for 
the first time, as an installation 
with Again, How Can We Carry 
On?. How has this spatial 
development changed the way 
you think about your practice?

Anthony Green: I guess the 
most precise answer is that I 
don’t know because it is yet to 
happen. As with all my work, 
I’m approaching the installation 
as a means of experimentation. 
The idea is simply to bring lots 
of elements in, play around 
with different compositions 
and see how they work. In 
terms of spatial questions, 
I’ve always imagined a mature 
and fully extended version 
of my practice to involve all 
dimensions and media. This 
installation is a tentative move 
towards sculpture. A productive 
and important tension in the 
work is between the image and 
the object. The works operate 
in a shallow depth in-between 
painting and sculpture, a 
shallow depth, which is the 
psychological space of illusion. 
The palette of objects I’m 
working from is charged with 
memory and associations of 
memory. My intention for using 
them is to do with a feel, a 
mood or a sensation.
 
EMDW: A work like Christopher 
Williams (2011), the large wall 
relief in this show, is composed 
of flat images, reference tools 
such as colour gradients, text 
and sculptures. Can you talk 
us through the elements in the 
work and how they function 
together to create meaning or 
a story or something altogether 
different?

AG: The elements or 
segments in the relief are not 
in the service of a particular 
meaning or narrative, but 
rather they are in spatial 
relationships with each other 
and within themselves. The 
work functions in-between 
these objects – a geographical 
story of territories and 
thresholds. The elements 
are also in relationships of 
speed – in terms of their 

production, intensity and how 
they’re read. By way of these 
relations I’m attempting 
to produce a change in level, 
an immaterial movement 
of sensation. 

EMDW: Christopher Williams 
also has to do with desire 
and the production of desire, 
in terms of the way Williams 
photographed objects that were 
used to stimulate desire, i.e. 
advertising tools or tropes. Your 
mention of affect, sensation 
and the invitation the work 
extends to engage with it in 
different ways, makes me 
wonder whether the question of 
desire arose for you in making 
this work? 
 
AG: In a very real sense, desire 
is the material of the work. 
There’s a very even focus of 
desire across the different 
speeds of the objects; so the 
dirt in the work is as fetishized 
as the sheen is. Christopher 
Williams, the photographer, 
foregrounds an industrial 
logic involved in this kind of 
image. These images, without 
the familiar post-production, 
show the economies, tools 
and structures, which shape 
them. The joy in looking at his 
works is that they give you all 
the seduction of capitalism 
but without the PR: you’re not 
being sold anything, which 
allows you a pleasure in the 
image’s means.

EMDW: You’ve talked about 
your work as challenging 
the meta-phenomenon of 
representation, which could 
be defined as a desire to make 
images of some “thing” in the 
world, which is considered 
somehow more real than the 
art itself, a compulsion that 
runs through the history of art. 
However, there are obvious 
representational qualities to 
your work. Facial features, 
for example, are meticulously 
realised, and you’ve included 
found objects and others 
produced to mimic a highly 
manufactured aesthetic. How 
are you interfering with this 
cultural tendency towards 
representation, and perhaps 
coming close to achieving 
something that is truly more
real than the art itself? 

AG: I realised that 
representation is this kind of 
polemical enemy for me, to 
the point where it stopped 
me making work at one stage, 
because I had such a desire 
to make something that was 
non-representational, that 
everything I did failed as soon 
as I started it. I was trying 
to make things without any 
referent at all, which was kind 
of mad. It was an issue even in 
relation to artists I like, such 
as Francis Bacon, for whom 
representation is a real target, 
but who still used illustration 
and representational elements 
in his work. It was a lesson that 
took me a long time to learn, 
that I could use representation 
to go beyond itself through the 
way representation fails itself 
and that this was a way that I 
could engage and accept my 
fascination for representation. 
Although my work is made 
up almost entirely by 
representational images, I don’t 
think they are in the service 
of a representational logic. A 
tactic I started to allow myself 
was to try to imagine the worst 
representation of what I wanted 
to make and have it as a virtual 
starting point, which gave me 
an immense freedom, suddenly. 
My use of representation is 
always straining at the edges of 
representation; I’m interested 
in where it falls down and is 
exposed. Stock photography 
libraries are an important 
source of imagery, style and 
tone. I love their attempt to 
represent everything – for me 
they are representation in its 
purest form and show it as 
an ideology.
 
EMDW: What relationship does 
your practice have with theory? 
You are obviously informed 
by contemporary philosophy 
and aesthetics. In what ways 
do you let theory influence 
your practice; or conversely, 
your practice influence your 
understanding of theory?

AG: My use of theory is very 
practical; it’s a toolbox from 
which to steal tactics. In the 
past I would often deal with 
problems or impasses by 
reading. Even though that didn’t 
produce a work as such, it was 
a way of carrying on working.

In terms of overall approach, 
the main thing I have taken 
from philosophy is the 
problematising of things, and 
the productive nature of that. 
I tend to think of my work as 
proceeding by problems, which 
is where I’m most creative. 
Mapping the impossible 
conditions of something that 
forces you to think and to act. 
 
The question of artists’ 
relationship to theory often 
induces anxiety and I think it’s 
generally agreed that a bad 
relationship of art to theory is 
the attempt to illustrate it. The 
general question of the anxiety 
of influence reminds me of the 
advice of Michael Craig-Martin, 
that I heard second hand. He 
suggested that you own the 
work of an influence to such an 
extent that you imagine you’ve 
just made their last piece of 
work. So what are you going to 
do next? It’s a head-on way of 
dealing with that relationship 
without the shame of it. At 
times I’ve adopted a similar 
approach to philosophy and 
even attempted the terrible idea 
of representing it – purely as a 
means to produce an impossible 
problem to get out of, to force 
me to think. 

EMDW: In your work, it’s clear 
that each element has been 
carefully made: drawings 
are meticulously rendered; 
supporting elements to the 
reliefs end in flawless infinity 
curves at the bottom; the finish 
is very refined. And yet there 
is grubbiness to some of the 
elements, for example with 
some of the flesh-tone pellets, 
which are evocative of lumps of 
genetically modified lab-grown 
protein cells. They seem to have 
accumulated filth and dirt, as if 
they had been stroked for good 
luck by many hands or partaken 
in an abject lifestyle for too 
long. It’s almost as if you have 
staged an intervention in order 
to vilify the pristine finish of 
the work and make it ugly. Can 
you talk about this phenomenon 
of rendering the perfect 
imperfect? 

AG: I think of those flesh-
coloured elements as very 
formal, because they come out 
of drawing and they are a 

solution to formal problems. 
I started as a painter, and 
always felt that paint has an 
amazing history of being able 
to break out of representation, 
but I couldn’t think of any way 
to do it better than Francis 
Bacon had done it. A lot of 
the detailed, kaleidoscopic 
aspects of my work are almost 
like a hallucinogenic version 
of that paint; I wanted to think 
about how you can recreate 
this sensuous blur of material, 
but have it as an image. Those 
elements became a way of 
imagining this intensified, 
magnified, slowed down thing.

In terms of the ageing and 
dirtying of the elements, your 
reading is spot on. It came from 
when I was first trying to figure 
out the paint finish on the 
relief objects and was looking 
at polychroming. There’s a 
long Catholic tradition of this 
kind of sculpture and they do 
paint them in a very even, but 
slightly nuanced way. A few of 
the sculptures I looked at had 
marks where there had been 
devotional touching, which had 
worn through the paint, and 
it exposed the mechanism of 
how it was put together. I loved 
that combination of exposing 
the make-up of something – so 
working through the layers of 
paint to show the wood – and 
the duration of this process. 
Duration is a very important 
idea to me in terms of thinking 
about how to put something 
in the work other than simply 
the image. I think about this in 
relation to Matisse or Picasso 
and their use of revision. You 
can see with Matisse, the way 
he has vaguely represented a 
table, which has come about 
through a coalescence of 
various permutations and 
mistakes. This somehow gives 
a much stronger reality than 
a direct representation would. 
And it has time in it; there is an 
accumulated duration to the 
images. So it has something 
more real than the object 
itself. I’m always trying to put 
time into my work, to pack 
duration in. 


