
Andrew Carnie’s artistic practice often involves a meaningful interaction with scientists in different 

fields as an early stage in the development of his work. There are also other works that are self-

generated and develop from pertinent ideas outside science. The work is often time-based in nature, 

involving 35 mm slide projection using dissolve systems or video projection onto complex screen 

configurations. In a darkened space, layered images appear and disappear on suspended screens; 

the developing display absorbs the viewer into an expanded sense of space and time through the 

slowly unfolding narratives that evolve before them. 

……………………………………………………………………………... 

Richard Bright: To start with, I would like to ask about your artwork, which is science-based. Could 

you tell me the history of how this came about? 

Andrew Carnie: This is quite a long history! When I was a child I was very interested in science. I had 

parents that were a botanist and geographer; my father was a geographer, my mum was a plant 

person, a horticulturalist. Through them, I spent a lot of time outside; that was the interest. 

Originally, having spent a lot of time in the countryside with natural history groups and the like, I 

started by going to university to study zoology. Then I made a swap and I went to study psychology 

because I realised there was more work to do with the brain and behaviour there. But, in the 

background, part of what I had always done was to draw from nature; natural history subjects. After 

a while of being at university the passion to want to paint and to make things grew; grew to the 

point I left university prematurely to pursue making art work; the desire was so great. But when I left 

university I had that science background set in my mind even though I did not refer to it particularly. 

I painted and made sculpture for ten years or more around other subjects; the science waned 

effectively then for a number of years, but I came back to it; and I don’t know quite why! I turned to 

it as a source of inspiration partly because of the photographs I had began to take and part of it was 

a visit that I had, that really made things work, with Marina Wallace from ARTAKT. Prior to that, I’d 

already started to photograph and paint biological specimens; there was another subject matter 

turning up as I began to use a large format camera I bought to record work to take other subjects.. 



 

Andrew Carnie: Dispose-R type print 1994 

Further back one of the invited guests at Goldsmiths was Francis Crick, who gave a talk about his 

interests in art and science. I was beginning to make connections and I was fascinated to go to that 

arena. There wasn’t a very big audience for the talk it just happened to be that he lived fairly near 

Goldsmiths at that point and one of the tutors, Sarat Maharaj,knew him, so we had this debate. 

The pivotal moment was years later though really, doing the piece for the Head On show, through 

Marina Wallace at ARTAKT together with the Science Museum. Prior to that I’d been making work 

with science imagery, cellular things, fairly strange things, really looking at what it was permissible to 

paint on; painting on biological substrates. These were abstract in a way; which was kind of 

interesting. 



 

Twins . Duratran 1994 

The relationship between making time-based works really happened after the Head On show and 

making Magic Forest (2002) for that exhibition. 



 

Magic Forest. Slide dissolve work. 25 mins duration 2002 

RB: And this was during the ‘90’s, or was it earlier than that? 

AC: I started on the biological material during the late ‘90’s. What began to happen was that I had a 

huge amount of material ‘stuff’ and I needed something ‘lighter’ to work with. I wanted to work 

away from ‘things’ into photography and digital work. That was the start. This was around 1997. One 

of the other things that happened at the time was that, for recording work, I bought a large-format 

camera. Suddenly I became interested in the possibilities of photography and what I could do. I 

started a lot of work with light-boxes that mirrored looking through the microscope; that was the 

other thing that began to drive it. Then, Marina came along to the studio at the Tram Depot. She 

didn’t know I was doing the biological pieces; she just came to see some work. I used to make 

sculptural work, a lot out of suitcases and things like that. But, Marina being Marina, started 

exploring the studio and came across other hidden framed works. She said, “Well, these are really 

interesting, what are these?” I began to explain, and she said, “Well, do you know that I’m doing a 

show on science and art?” (I had previously travelled to Italy with Marina, in 1986 or ‘87, with a trip 

that she had organised. We got to know each other quite well.) She then remembered that I had told 

her of this science background, and then thought, well, Andrew you’ll be ideal, do you mind if I put 

your name forward for the Head On project? It all sort of gelled then. So, the sort of work I was 

doing secretly then took over as my main practice after that. 

RB: This was towards the latter stages of the Wellcome SciArt initiative? 

AC: It would have been around 2002, so kind of in the middle of the initiative  I think. I’m not really 

sure when the first Sci Art awards were, but Head On was quite early. It was the first of an influential 

set of exhibitions at the Science Museum in London. I think being the first it became the most 

notable. 



RB: I received one of the early SciArt awards for a project with Martin Kemp and John Barrow. That 

would have been the late ‘90’s. You have discussed your science base, can you also say something 

about your working process now? 

AC: It depends what project it has been. Obviously since the Magic Forest period I’ve worked with a 

sequence of scientists; each relationship seems to be different in terms of the approach. It generally 

though involves visiting the scientist, hopefully making contact with them, engaged visits and gaining 

knowledge, through lots of reading. Creating Complex Brain: Spreading Arbour involved working in 

the lab with Dr Richard Wingate, really engaging with the subject matter of the scientist and then 

doing a lot of reading outside the lab visits. 

 

Andrew Carnie: Complex Brain Spreading Arbour. Video projection 25 ins 2004 

I’ve tended not to be in the lab, though or with the scientists too much, because I’ve wanted to be 

an observer from the outside. I don’t want to become too enmeshed in it. I’m looking for ideas and 

features and themes about their work and they usually grab me quite quickly about what something, 

a work might be. Most recently, I had a long, on-going project with a heart transplant team in 

Toronto, for the Hybrid Bodies Project. The first showing of that work was last year, 2014, early 

January/February in Montreal, but this is still very much an on-going process, working with the 

scientists and heart transplant team, looking at the psychic wellbeing of the patients. My work 

involved a lot of looking at taped interviews of patients that had been videoed. Because of 

confidentiality matters, we couldn’t see the patients directly, one to one. Actually getting to see the 

tapes was very difficult enough!  We did manage it after a year of waiting for ethical approval . I 

spent a lot of time looking at the tapes and making a number of  works, which ended up being video 

pieces mainly in the end. Though some of the sculptural work and a sound piece emanated from the 

process. The work was primarily being driven by listening and viewing those interviews and drawing 

while listening and picking up on things. I suppose, in the end, I had this framework drawing that I 



was working  onto, a body shape template. I was working onto as I was listening to the tapes. Then it 

was about reflecting. I was listening to the tapes and the scientists were with us, the people that 

were doing the investigation, and they were doing some of their analysis while we were there, so I 

had all of these inputs to refer to. 

The theme in the work really became about notions of hybridity and boundaries; or lack of 

boundaries; boundaries being collided by having another organ from another person inside one, and 

really how the patient’s felt about this; how they felt about the integrity of themselves. So, very 

early on, I picked up on that theme of borders from the tapes. Then it was listening to all of the 

material that came from the tapes about where they were being broken, the disruptions and things, 

and visually making work out of that. That’s really quite typical. I discovered a process and went with 

it. Importantly the research team were referencing the body language of the patients and this 

became a large part of the work. 

 

Andrew Carnie: A Change of Heart. HD video projection 19 mins duration 2011 

Some projects are just really difficult though to get involved in. You get to the science and the 

science is almost too difficult to deal with on a chemical and biological level, too intricate, too 

complicated; I’m looking for broader themes really, to explore, because, in a way, I want to make a 

more emblematic work. I don’t want to have to have a specialised audience necessarily to absolutely 

understand the work. I make art works. In the broadest sense it’s got to be, for want of a better 

term, an ‘artwork’. That’s fundamentally what it is, and the science has fed into it. It’s very much a 

sense of being involved in the subject and embodying it. I think there’s a lot of works recently where 

I’m almost, when I go to make them, I’ve forgotten about the subject because it’s so embodied in 

me. I just want the ‘study bit’ to come out, I want the ideas to come out and not follow a particular 

trace or follow too much of an idea of the strict science. I want the ideas  to be let loose, allow the 

work to talk back to me about what it’s all about, getting to that kind of process. 

RB: Where do your initial ideas comes from? Do you have the initial idea and then seek out the 

science or scientists? 



AC: I did a piece for the Oslo Museum of Science and Technology a couple of years back. That started 

because I was listening to the radio and there was a little clip, or a short programme about autism, 

and there was something that just grabbed me; that was the initial spark;I think it was the phrase 

‘Midnight Garden’ that did it.  Then it all developed out of a coincidence. I’d been in correspondence 

with the Oslo Museum about something completely different. They sent me a letter or a draft about 

something that they were doing the ‘Mind the Gap’ exhibition that they wanted some support for, 

and in writing them a supporting letter I just mentioned my interest in autism.  Then very nicely 

without letting me know they set out to source some money for the project without letting me 

know! They managed to find some money for the project from the Norwegian Health Council. 

Contacted me out of the blue just after Christmas in 2011 and I ended up making the work ‘Dark 

Garden: wired in a Different Way’. by 2102. But it was that little piece on the radio, an idea about 

how we thought about ourselves that provided the initial impetus. 

 

Andrew Carnie: Dark garden: Wired in a Different Way 4 projector dissolve 25 mins 2012 



 

Andrew Carnie: Dark garden: Wired in a Different Way 4 projector dissolve 25 mins 2012 

I think a lot of the work is driven by this notion that lots of medical conditions cause a disruption to 

the ‘normal’ self and through this we get a chance to glimpse or reflect on who or what we are. It’s 

those little glimpses that I then like to work with. The notion of who we are. Our integrity, seen 

through the Heart Project, is broken by the notion of a transplant in a way and the psychological 

changes that happen are big. The important thing, I think, about the heart transplant is, even if there 

isn’t a change physiologically  to the person that receives the heart, the very fact that they think 

there is, changes them. You’ll get a patient in one of the videos being absolutely sure that they’ve 

got a female heart. Because there’s anonymity in Canada, the patients don’t actually know who the 

donor is, but the scientists do know because it’s on the records, and it’ll be right in front of them. 

They’ll be just shaking their heads saying, “No, you haven’t, you haven’t got a female heart!” But, 

what does the thought do to the transplantee? True or false the idea has an effect. Immediately 

breaks down the boundaries of self asks questions. Just the notion that the transplant could be 

changing them means there is a variation in perception of how they are in the world. These are 

really interesting matters. So, sometimes things have been triggers prior to starting a project, and 

other times it’s just getting into a project that creates the content and the idea in the work. 

I’m working on a project on optogenetics at the moment. I have been for about a year, it’s been slow 

to take off. Optogenetics is a tool for exploring  the nervous system, all sorts of areas of the brain 

that might have great medical advantages in the future. It might allow neurons to be stimulated 

without giving medicines , and consequently diminish the side effects of medicines. Optogenetics is a 

tool and that’s been quite difficult to get it to relate to the topic. The possible subject matter has 

been quite slow to come about because the science is so new. We’re now concentrating on the area 

of  epilepsy and epilepsy patients; this will help in terms of framing what the work becomes about. 

Now we have a body of subjects we can work with and we can now think about what the 



‘optogentics will revel about the self through epilepsy. The science team are going to try to develop 

a closed mini electrical circuit, where the site of an epileptic seizure is suppressed by firing neurons 

nearby which will calm the inappropriate neural activity. 

So, a lot of the practice element of work  is being open to what’s coming at me from the science; it’s 

kind of looking for a little nugget to work with. 

To be honest, a lot of the things are driven by practicalities though. If someone comes to me and 

says, “We’re doing this project, are you interested?” even though I might not have an interest at that 

point, the practicalities of running the studio, keeping a flow of money to exist, drives one to follow 

up to see where it might go, to get involved. I quite like that. One of the most difficult things as an 

artist is to think a fresh; to be kicked into a different territory by a project can be a very positive 

thing. 

The project I completed for Newcastle University and the Great North Museum,  ‘Coming of Age’, 

around the subject of aeging. Was a project  again, where the curator came to me  saying, “Look, 

we’re making an application to the Arts Council, we’ve looked at your work, we like how you 

operate, are you interested?” Prior to that, I had no idea, it wouldn’t have been a topic that I’d have 

invested any time in; working with the biology of ageing at a cellular level  suddenly became 

fascinating as I began to talk to the scientists. 

 

Andrew Carnie: Fray: Coming Away at the Ends. 4 projector dissolve 25 mins 2012 

RB: What’s been the reaction from the scientific community to your work? 



AC: Earlier I was talking about making ‘open’ work, open to a public and it being an artwork. I think 

my work has always had quite an aesthetic sensibility that people like, could view and get involved 

in. 

From the off my work seemed to engaged the scientists. So Richard Wingate was always fascinated 

by Magic Forest. He felt it was a representation of how he looked down a confocal microscope and 

saw the neurons and how the image he saw was so layered and wavered as he moved the focus 

through the specimen of brain. The work certainly puts you into a different space. He found that 

fascinating, so he immediately engaged and was a supporter in that, and that’s always been good. 

I suppose an interesting story for me, about the power of imagery of the things that one makes, has 

been the development of the Heart Project.  The team involved in the Heart Project  was the leader 

of the heart transplant team, quite a busy heart transplant team, together with a couple of the 

nurses, a psychologist and a sociologist. The sociologist and psychologist were the team members 

who thought the artist would be interesting in the mix; at the very start there were four artists. 

The outcomes and subject matter were a positive achievement as I’ve previously described on the 

research front but, from the heart transplant team, there was a frostiness at the beginning when we 

came in that lasted quite a while; I don’t think they wanted us there, they I suppose just had a regard 

for the ill! We went on and had some very difficult times. 

 

Andrew Carnie: Lacuna. HD Video projection 8 min duration 2011 

We also had real problems with the Canadian ethics board, getting permission to see these tapes, 

not because of the content, but because they are very strict about controls on anonymity, between 

transplantee and the donor. We finally got that permission, but there was still coolness all the time 

we were going to Canada to look at the video recordings, for two or so years, not from the broader 

science people, the psychologists and sociologists, but the heart team. 

That all turned around when we began to show the patients and transplant team work;; the 

realisation of how the transplant patients could relate to the work and how it brought out new 

aspects of how they thought about their transplant through the embodied art object. That made a 



complete change, to the point where, the heart transplant research team that started a second 

research project, wanted us on board. They were that positive, they couldn’t commend us more 

now! But, at the start it was very difficult. It was a very profound change for them and they 

completely acknowledge it. They acknowledged it in public meetings, when we’ve been on a forum 

talking about it. They said, “We were really awful, we didn’t want these people with us in a sense,” I 

think, being fair to them, it was partly that the kind of research they were originally doing had a 

logical approach to the work, it wasn’t really being accepted by the research framework; so they 

were having problems getting money to do their work. In fact, there was a time when the artists had 

money for their production but the research team didn’t have any, and I think that was quite difficult 

for them. I can understand that. 

 

Andrew Carnie: A Tender Heart. Soap and cotton rope 2014 



 

Andrew Carnie: A Tender Heart. Soap and cotton rope 2014 

We’re now waiting for the next phase. We’ve put in another grant in Canada with the SSHRC and 

waiting for money to continue now looking at the issues of anonimity, so we’ll see what where we 

get this time. 

 

Andrew Carnie: A Change of Heart. HD video projection 19 mins duration 2011 



That was a success story though I do sometimes think my work is too likeable in a way! The aesthetic 

of it, it’s a difficult thing to battle against, but if it is doing things aside from the science, it’s got to 

work in that kind of way. You need to hook the audience in and I do like the kinds of meditate spaces 

my work produces. 

RB: It leads me onto another question – collaboration between the arts and science has the 

potential to create new knowledge, ideas and processes that are beneficial to both fields. Would you 

agree with this statement? 

AC: Yes, very much so, new things can come up. I think the fact that people, very bright people like 

Richard Wingate, from Kings College, have fully engaged over a long period substantiate this. I can’t 

remember when the research for Magic Forest was being done, I think 2001, or in the year prior to 

that, anyhow I’ve had a working contact with Richard ever since, in one way or another. 

I’ve done one other complete project with him, called Complex Brain; Spreading Arbour (2004), have 

been involved in the show Richard part-curated at Somerset House, we’ve put in applications, we’ve 

talked ever since, and you think, if it’s not beneficial to him; why continue? I think it’s been 

important in terms of his teaching and how he approaches the visualisation of the science; there’s a 

lot of benefit back and forth. 

The two of us have also been involved with Marius Kwint, a cultural art historian. Marius curated  a 

large sophisticated show on dendritic form, called Simply Complex, which then covered the field 

from a science and an art perspective. Richard and I both had work included in the show which took 

place in the main exhibition space at Design Museum in Zurich. 

So, there’s been this built and still building complex relationships in my work and, to be honest, the 

world seems to be extremely, extremely complex and we’re never going to have any understanding 

or have any grasp of it unless we have all these points of view coming at work. It seems to me it’s 

humanly impossible to have an understanding of what we’re dealing with from only one perspective 

– linking up, and how we link, and how we have different perspectives and how we throw open 

different avenues is very important now. One of the things about the heart transplant research 

which was sad, was if we had engaged more fully right at the beginning, and there wasn’t the 

frostiness, things would have been better and I believe more productive. Certainly, when they were 

undertaking the videos of these quite complex interview situations they weren’t only looking at 

what was being said by the transplant patients, but the transplantees gestures were considered very 

important; they were very telling about how they really felt. This was the really important aspect of 

the project, really understanding what the patients were feeling. These interviews 

were  undertaken  not in the hospital, but outside the hospital setting. In the hospital setting there is 

an enormous amount of gratitude on the part of the patient, which is completely understandable in 

terms of the fact that their lives have been saved. It was overriding some of the psychological 

concerns that the patients had and that only became transparent and viewable in other settings 

outside the hospital. I think if we had been more involved in helping with the video work, and how 

they were video taped, the acuity of that process would have been far greater. I don’t think that 

they necessarily had that kind of technical skill, skills of framing and removing excess noise that 

blurred a true picture. I know that first year students, at the art school I teach at are completely 

stuck when we begin to talk about work as professionals for the first time; taking them through a 

work of art. We start right back at the very beginning; discuss in minute detail about how the work is 

hung on what , its complex material make up what the materiality of it is.; all this gives clues to its 

possible meaning. And, then we’re later beginning to deal with this what the concept of it is; I think 

that this acuity is really important, and we could have fed more of this into the project. 



  

 

Andrew Carnie: Atlas. There and Here HD video 19 min duration. 2012 

RB: Your work is often time-based. What are the ideas behind this use of time? 

AC: I think it can tell fascinating stories because you can change matters dramatically as you move 

along the timeline. For me, the work that I do, is like having the chance to have a lot of paintings in a 

row to tell a story. Working with the old technology of the 35mm slides, dissolving from one image 

to another, you can just have this sequence of images, you can capture an audience with and take 

them to different places over time. You can tell a story about process, change what it might be like. I 

think then you’re not just giving a limited one-dimensional picture of a disease, like autism, or 

epilepsy; these are complex subjects. You have more chance to bring in nuance’s. So, in a time-based 

piece, you can look at different aspects of that condition. I think that’s been the driver of this work 

for me. I think that the works are kind of engaging, especially using the old technology; it drifts 

slowly forward through the dissolve.  Plus since the works often contain more than one projector 



placed in complex configurations, often opposing each other with screens in the middle there is also 

a strong sculptural aspect to the work. For me, the works I create,  spaces I create are very much a 

meditation on the subjects I engage in, a time to think. They’re slow, they’re really driven by the click 

of the projectors every 10 or 15 seconds; that click drives the expectation; it’s almost Pavlovian in a 

sense a suspended time! 

 

Andrew Carnie: Heart and Mind: Who is Knocking HD video projection 19 mins duration 2013 

RB: I was going to say, your use of old technology, the old slide projector; that’s an intention 

obviously. 

AC: I thought of it as a necessity in the beginning when I began to make work.; and certain elements 

of timing have been really lucky in terms of making the work. 

I knew a little bit about that technology of slide projectors from my earlier days with my early 

interest in natural history. I was introduced to slide talks when I was quite young, twelve, thirteen 

years old, at the Ambleside Natural History Society; so it was something I was familiar with. 

My work was greatly helped by the fact that when I came to make my first pieces in the  period of 

2001/2002,  digital technology was taking over, so I was very fortunate that a lot of the old 

technology, the analogue technology, was being dumped in vast amounts onto the newly developed 

Ebay, and I could buy it at very a very affordable price. 

In fact, at that point, the old technology was of much better quality. The old fashioned slide was far 

better than the digitaly projected image at that point, so that’s what I wanted to use. I was buying 

lenses from the United States that were originally hundreds, maybe a thousand dollars each. I was 

paying more in postage to get them here than the actual lens cost! I’d pay $8 on the postage, $4 for 

the lens! The big AV companies were just getting rid of all this older equipment, and the equivalent 

high quality video equipment at that point would have been £2000/£3000 a projector, £2000/£3000 

a lens. I needed more than one, between two and four, in some of the big projection pieces, eight 

projectors! 



So, the old stuff that people were just happy to get rid of, in a sense, was an ideal way for me to 

work. I got the equipment that I needed and I got the quality that I couldn’t have afforded, or in fact 

wasn’t even invented. 

Now things price and quality have caught up a bit. I’ve been doing pieces with HD video technology 

more recently, it’s still expensive, I mean, prohibitive for some works! I’ve shown two projector 

video pieces, but I’ve never made a four-projector piece with video; I’d like to but it’s expensive. 

People say, “Well, hire the equipment for the exhibition!” but it’s not a case of that, you need the 

equipment when you are making the work, there’s so many days that you need to test things out, 

look at the work time and time again; it’s about availability. 

 

Andrew Carnie: WAWWA. 4 projector dissolve 25 mins 2006 



 

Andrew Carnie: WAWWA. 4 projector dissolve 25 mins 2006 

Going back to the biological things and the photographs I first took, I could have hired a large-format 

camera at that point, but I would have never really been able to use it fully. The fact that I owned 

one, that it was present, I could use it eight hours a day, mess around with it, that was the important 

thing. So, the old technology has been very important, but I’m making a shift and learning new 

things. Definitely, one of the issues now is that, if I use video, what do I do with the sound? Do I do 

anything? I really liked the inherent click of the old 35 mm projectors. 



 

Andrew Carnie: The Beat Goes On. Black speakers and MP3 player 2014 

RB: It’s interesting that the practical considerations took priority, but also those limitations were 

important in the making of the work. 

AC: They drove it. The other thing I was going to say about time-based work which I found really 

interesting, is often that… I mean, I don’t know how other artists work, but often I have a kind of an 

idea about how a bit of work might be, a vision of a high point, something meaningful and hopefully 

that’s what drives the making of a work. Hopefully, that’s quite a solid image of how something 

might look, how it might affect people. I always think that in a time-based piece, if you get a couple 

of these points, and then you’ve got to link them with a section of images over this period of time, 

you’re opening yourself up to new discoveries in this lacuna. You always want it to be as good a 

quality jump between the two points , but quite often when you’re working on the piece, that bit 

gets better than the original sections that you thought were good. So the time-based work really 

gives this opportunity to make better work! 

It’s that difficulty of pushing one’s self outside one’s own boundaries. If you just made what you 

knew, it would be pretty dull. In the slow animation type work I make the fact is, there are at least 

two points which are good and where you can make a third point, or a fourth point in between, that 

is  even higher, even better has helped in my practice. Because I did the science courses  first, and 

only went to art school secondly, I missed the I think very important  Art Foundation year out. So I 

came to things a bit late, and in a state that I always found process more difficult, but time-based 

media has allowed me to deal with process and play and discovery much better. 

RB: Sci-art and Art-sci, or whatever terminology is being bounded around as artists working with 

scientific ideas is on the increase, and certainly more than when I founded the Interalia Centre in 



1990, when I was talking about this in art schools and people were saying, “What the hell are you 

talking about?” I’d just like to ask how do you see this progressing in the future. 

AC: I think it’s positive. One of the interesting things in my life was going to art school through the 

1980’s. There was some interesting work around, but it was bleak, and artists were being isolated in 

a way, in their conceptual, minimal world. This work wasn’t really appreciated by a wider audience. I 

think we need a topic to talk about, and the themes of science is a good topic, but it isn’t the only 

topic. I think we should work with everybody and anybody. I have a sadness about the isolation of 

artists. I think we train in art school, many incredibly bright students who are very, very able, and 

then we don’t seem to have professional systems that they can work in. I think that the integration 

of artists into science labs is an important step forward and a really good way for them to work and 

maybe have some professional way of developing their lives. But, I think it should be true elsewhere; 

in other fields of work. 

We were talking about complex worlds before, artists should be working in many, many fields. I feel, 

as an artist, that I could go and work in a canning factory and find things that were interesting. 

Why train people expensively if they don’t have a role? Centrally, government-wise, we’re missing a 

trick. And, especially as lots of students are dyslexic, they have different ways of functioning and 

thinking  in the world, that is something we should access and use in lots of different ways. So, the 

expansion, I think, is good. 

I don’t know where I fit into it, and that’s kind of interesting. I think, for a time, quite a lot of the 

people, and possibly yourself, you know, you started off in this area, and it’s quite nice, because 

you’re challenged by the fact that you’re isolated in a way, you’re doing something that’s slightly 

unique, but now it’s become more ubiquitous. How does one feel about that? Generally, I feel really 

encouraged by it, but I think we should also look at a lot of other subjects as well, it’s not just science 

we should be working with that’s interesting, and it will develop. 

I think that the difficulty, and I see a lot of work being made in that area but, what we’re also talking 

about is the embodied nature. I do feel that a lot of the work I see is very illustrative and it needs a 

better engagement in a way, so that we have a proliferation of good work; whether we have a 

proliferation of good work, I don’t know, we’ll see. There are actually some very exciting things out 

there. I’m always talking to my students; telling them that you can work wherever you are, just work 

in the community, small scale. The fact is, we’ve worked in the community of scientists. It doesn’t 

mean they have to do that, there are other fields as well. I think artists need to be better integrated, 

and I’m always interested in other artforms where that’s true, things like carnival, which involves 

community and people, an artistic activity which is grassroots. I think as artists we need to be more 

grassroots. Models of ‘genius’ and things like that are difficult to live with in this world, we need a 

different model. 

Art, in all its ways, if we look at it, is interesting. Why does somebody do that? Why does somebody 

pick up on that as a point of interest? Some people have a greater sense of examination; I suppose 

that brings me back to that visual acuity, there are messages being given all the time, what are they? 

How do we, as a wider public, interact? How do we learn through that? I think that is important. 



 

Andrew Carnie: Seeing the Wood for the Trees Giclee Print 2009 

RB: I think, from my own perspective, at the beginning of the art/science ‘movement’ , discussing it 

was going against the grain. Later various other organisations came about, but by early 2003 I took 

myself away, thinking that sci/art was becoming mainstream, which is not a bad thing, by the way. I 

needed to think about the whole process again, so coming back and re-thinking what’s the next 

challenge is now involving the whole range of, as you say, interdisciplinary thinking… but, not as a 

synthesis. I’m still thinking of it as a complimentarity, how you can find out various aspects of this 

complex world, which involves consciousness, spirituality (although I don’t like that word) but, 

basically, a whole range. 

AC: You mentioned the word ‘collaboration’ at the beginning and I have a difficulty with that word, 

because ultimately, I have to take the works and make them on my own. There’s a lot of it that isn’t 

collaborative with scientists. There’s a discussion and a debate in certain fields, but I make the work. 

There’s no scientist that would be mad enough to spend the amount of time I spend on tweaking 

images. I mean, Magic Forest took six months. Most of my time-based works take between six 



months and a year of fairly solid work to produce. When you’re doing that, you’re on your own, it’s 

not collaborative, and you learn lots of things about what you want; hopefully the work is built in 

that period and it is important. I still think though that this way of working, the interaction with 

scientists at the beginning is really, really important. In a wider sense, we are,  our communities;  I 

think in general we’re too broken down as communities and we need to re-establish communities of 

people conversing. Specialism is good but we need to comeback together at some point. 

I’m very fortunate that I live in Winchester and there’s a lot of interaction between many, many 

different groups here. You find yourself rubbing shoulders and exchanging ideas with lots of people. 

I feel we need this on a much wider scale. I’ve had fascinating conversations with people sitting on 

the train, because when I’m on the train I tend to draw, and people are quite nosy and somebody 

wants to know what you’re doing. Suddenly a conversation will open up and you say you’re working 

on science and art, and some people are absolutely fascinated by it! People that have no interest in 

the whole topic, you tell them a bit about the theme that you’re interested in and wow, you’re 

having an hour’s conversation on the train with people who have just finished at the office or 

something! 

RB: Which projects are you working on now? 

AC: I’m working on the optogenetics project quite busily, that’s with Newcastle University, hopefully; 

we’re just setting up things currently; the project’s been going on for some time, but we haven’t 

involved scientists as yet, partly because, as I was saying, they’ve got to set up; it’s all very new 

science. So, that’s with the ‘Cando’ research group up there. We have spoken to a number of other 

research groups though as preparation and been to a very important conference in Oxford with Gero 

Miesenbock of Oxford University talking; the information is all seeping in. 

When I say the science/art thing, it’s not all that I do, I do other projects or other things leap out. I’ve 

been painting quite a lot, Sci-art kind of things, but not necessarily things. What I’d like to do is find 

the money to go back to Magic Forest and, not re-make it, but re-make a work out of the new 

science in that field; so that’s another thing I’m trying to do in a wider sense; there’s been a lot of 

changes in the ten to twelve years since I made that work, and I’d like to re-visit that. I’m trying to 

fund raise currently. 



 

Andrew Carnie Light Factory Studio 2014 

I’ve also been making some more sculptural things of late as well. I made a piece for the Hybrid 

Bodies Project , that is the real name for the Heart Project I mentioned earlier. I was interested in the 

patients and their, certainly at the beginning, their need for cleanliness. They have very reduced 

immune systems because of the drugs that have to take to stop rejection. I made a piece out of 

soap, some very large soap hearts; which were actually soap hearts within soap hearts, which was 

meant to be used in the restrooms during the exhibition. That’s triggered off a slight interest in that 

kind of materiality of things that disappear, that you are tender about and hold. So, I’m working on 

some things around that, but that’s very much in the studio at present and not for dissemination, I 

don’t know where it’s going to go. I think that’s about it! That’s enough! 



 

Andrew Carnie: A Dark Preparation. Soap, loofa and enamel dishes. 2014 

……………….. 
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