
Bruno Pacheco in conversation with Bruno 
Marchand 

Bruno Pacheco: It’s what Philip Guston used to say about abstract 

paintings: they look like fur coats on the wall [laughter]! Coming from 

someone who belonged to the community of artists of the so-called 

“New York School”, this expression is very interesting because it 

clearly reminds us that much of the painting produced in the period 

immediately after the Second World War fitted into that more simplistic 

and superficial category of abstraction. When I choose to make a 

surface, I know that the painting will largely refer to that surface. On 

the other hand, when I choose to include an image or an outside 

reference in my painting, I know that I’m opening up the experience to 

a whole world of possibilities that will be developed both at the level 

of reception and at the level of the process of creating and idealising a 

pictorial space.

Bruno Marchand: So, let’s begin there: as we already know that 

your work is mainly based on photographs, and also that the 

choice of these photographs is arbitrary (yet definitely not 

random), what we need to know now is what parameters you use 

to guide your choice of the pictures that will form the basis of 

your works.

BP: The procedures I follow when looking for these images are highly 

diversified. There’s a group of images that are repeated in my work 

and which form a very strict and private universe. Contrary to what we 

might think at first, those images don’t always reappear for the same 

reasons. For example, the image of a glass can simply appear as a 

representation of the object that it is; on other occasions, it appears in 

order to suggest a bottle, or even the smell of a wine. If the choice I 



make is the latter one, then what I’m painting isn’t actually the glass, 

but the smell of the wine that is reified in the glass. In the same way, 

when you begin to blend different elements together to form 

composed images, then these individual elements begin to establish 

dialogues between one another, and suddenly the smell of a wine can 

contaminate the light of a bottle and force the painting to function in a 

register that has to do with impressions and with the unrepresentable. 

Basically, what guides my choice of images is the suggestive potential 

that they contain within them, and that potential can be of many 

different kinds. Sometimes it’s prosaic things, such as a certain shape 

that I found curious; at other times it’s complex things, such as 

feelings or even discursive relationships that, for some reason, interest 

me and seem to me to be contained within the image, even if in a 

somewhat oblique way.

BM: This therefore implies that you can choose an image, not only 

because of its iconic value, but because it directs your attention to 

another reality or another instance that’s related with it. Certainly, 

later on, this type of metonymic relationship will affect the way 

that each painting is thought about, structured and realised. So, is 

the fact that, in your work, we can find radically different paintings 

about the same referent a direct result of the construction of this 

associative relationship with the represented object?

BP: Yes, exactly. Going back to the glass: the perception you have of 

that object is closely linked to the way it’s constructed in pictorial 

terms. It’s completely different when weight is the factor that 

dominates the painting, instead of light, density, or even material. In 

the same way, it’s very different seeing one painting that’s full of 

material as opposed to another where the representation is almost 

transparent, as if the object almost wasn’t there at all. More than just 

establishing symbolic or iconic connections, what I’m looking for in 

my work is to ensure that the meaning of the works themselves is to 



be found in the way that each one of my paintings was made.

BM: In a certain way, you enable the meaning of your paintings to 

be supported in the pictorial marks, in their subtleties, rather than 

in their stated contents.

BP: Yes, it’s drawn from the various levels of intelligibility that the 

painting can provide us with. But please note, the painting doesn’t tell 

us anything: although the data are there, they’re not integrated into it 

as if it were a narrative. It’s the spectator’s task to establish whichever 

logics he finds most appropriate within the field proposed by the 

painting.

BM: Going back once more to the idea of radically different 

paintings about the same object, it’s almost impossible not to 

consider the hypothesis that, instead of our being faced with the 

same iconic reality that invokes very different meanings, we are in 

fact faced with a series of test pieces all pointing to the same 

meaning, which they find in different ways. As if they were 

variations.

BP: Variation also happens. But, above all, it happens when I’m already 

disconnecting myself from the meaning of an image and beginning to 

look for other relationships, even though I don’t know exactly what 

they are. And it also happens very frequently that I want to go back to 

painting the meaning of the image that originally interested me, after 

having diverged into a host of very different meanings. I like to think 

of this process as being like a circumnavigational voyage: the aim is to 

arrive back at the starting point and, without ever losing the notion of 

a common territory, to discover as much of the world as I can 

throughout the journey. Naturally the starting point that I depart from 

can no longer be the same one that I find on my arrival, and this 

happens, not exactly because it’s changed, but because the voyage 

itself inevitably transforms the perception of the person undertaking 

it. 



BM: That analogy with circumnavigation is interesting because, in 

fact, it seems very clearly to be directed at the way you use a 

series of formal procedures – whether it’s a question of re-

framing the picture, altering the light or the visual acuity, diluting 

the material or intensifying the pictorial reality – to 

simultaneously describe a continuous shifting of position and a 

relationship of closeness and distance with regard to the object. 

Given the complexity of these changes, we might be led to think 

that technology plays an important role in this process. Is this in 

fact the case?

BP: Not really. It’s rare for me to use technology for editing anything at 

all. All the changes I make take place inside the pictorial process itself. 

For me, the problem of painting is a problem of the model the artist 

uses. An artist doesn’t invent anything. What motivates me when I’m 

looking for a certain reality for a painting isn’t the possibility of my 

becoming part of this reality – as happened, for example, in the case 

of the naturalists. That reality is merely a means to an end; it serves as 

the model from which I develop a whole way of thinking about the 

pictorial power of that image. In a certain way, making technology a 

part of this process has always seemed inappropriate to me. I don’t 

have anything against it; it’s just something that, for me, doesn’t make 

any sense.

BM: For a long time after the appearance of photography, more 

and more attention was given to the idea that painting’s main 

weapon in countering that medium’s great effectiveness in 

reproducing reality was its fondness for creating personages, 

situations or universes that were evidently fictional, although also 

verisimilar. This link of yours with photography, which you’ve 

openly acknowledged as the origin of the images that feed your 

work, shows that not only are you not interested in reopening the 

debate about painting vs. photography, but also that this 



hypothetical fantastic aspect of painting doesn’t particularly 

attract you.

BP: I’d put it another way: for me, the modern reality of painting is no 

more or less important than the baroque reality. From a contemporary 

point of view, the references of this latter reality are perhaps even the 

ones I find most appealing...

BM: Why?

BP: Because they interest me more. Because they touch me more. 

Because they reveal a concern in their pictorial construction that has 

more to do with my interests and with my working processes. Don’t 

get me wrong, I recognise the importance of all the models that have 0

successively followed on from one another in historical terms and 

which have brought us to where we are now, but...

BM: So, would you say that your interlocutors aren’t in fact the so-

called modern painters, or, in other words, the artists that were 

committed to progressively circumscribing their practices to the 

formal and pictorial domain?

BP: Precisely. But, please note: I consider that the fact of using 

figurative images in your pictorial work doesn’t take anything away 

from the singularity of the painting. A painting is a very concrete 0

reality that allows you (among other things) to refer to instances or 

realities that lie outside it. In any case, that reference is achieved 

through a perfectly artificial manipulation of the paint. That’s 

something that’s very specific.

BM: Undoubtedly.

BP: Regardless of what I’ve just been saying, I relate much more 

intensely to an image than I do to a surface.

BM: We’re simplifying things quite a lot, but I understand what 

you’re driving at. Anyway, isn’t there a subtle jarring to be noted 

in this logic of yours when you say that what interests you isn’t a 

surface or an absolutely pictorial reality, and then you say that the 



way you suggest the meaning of your paintings is achieved 

precisely by means of an essentially pictorial construction?

BP: There’d only be any jarring involved if I was interested only in an 

image or only in the act of painting, but in fact what I’m really 

interested in is the painting of an image [laughter]. I know that this is 

open to discussion and that there are exceptions, but most 

abstractions point to that exclusive and completely specific condition 

of painting, which I find simplifies things too much. Frequently it’s just 

a matter of taste. I’m much more interested in the evocative power of 

painting than in its self-reflective capacity. For me, a good painting is 

one that, while providing the spectator with sufficient data to look for 

the meaning of what he sees, doesn’t reveal anything more than that. 

And this is true just as much for a [Francisco] Goya, as it is for a Fra 

Angelico or a Robert Ryman. In any of these artists’ works, you’re not 

entirely sure what it is you’re seeing. Their content is alive, or it gives 

you the impression that it’s alive – which is the same thing – but it’s 0

meaning depends on your experience of life and your artistic 

experience. I understand painting as a way of facilitating that 

enriching experience. It doesn’t lead you anywhere, but it enriches 

your experience of the world.

BM: I think what you’ve just said can be applied to other 

experiences, both inside and outside the strict field of painting. 

Anyway, I’d like to know whether this option you made for 

figuration has always been evident to you or if there were periods 

in the course of your artistic development when you set out along 

other paths or tried out other kinds of painting?0

BP: My work has always been made up of transformations. A few years 

ago, I had other concerns, and I’ll certainly have different ones fifteen 

years from now, but I think I can safely say I’ve always felt that the 

challenge of painting was knowing how to express an idea in pictorial 

terms. And what’s more, knowing how to express that idea without it 



becoming obvious or too simplistic.

BM: So, for you, is this a problem of expression? As a counterpoint, 

for example, to a problem of communication?

BP: Perhaps it’s neither the one thing nor the other. There’s a point of 

view I want to get across and that point of view has to be the most 

open one possible. Of course, there’s always a communication 

involved, in the sense that there’s something posed that’s shared with 

an Other, but there isn’t necessarily a direct and perfectly legible 

transmission. In fact, that openness is what turns painting into a 

mechanism that’s capable of pushing the spectator into looking for a 

meaning. That meaning isn’t really a matter of communication; it’s 

more in the nature of a truth.

BM: Truth?

When you reach the meaning, you know you’ve reached something 

that forms part of the idea of truth and that it doesn’t need to be 

checked in any other way. It’s a truth in itself and that’s something 

that’s reserved for the few phenomena that serve no purpose. Or 

rather that serve no evidently functional purpose; they just serve to 

unblock that experience.

BM: When you were talking about posing something that’s shared 

and you referred to that Other that is a hypothetical spectator, I 

couldn’t help thinking once again of two situations: the first has to 

do with the fact that you’re still a long way from having an 

audience that’s perfectly free and autonomous in relation to your 

own experience; and the second is that I’m still convinced that, 

however much you might wish to take that hypothetical spectator 

into account in the act of production, he can’t be anything more 

than a projection of the artist himself. Do you agree?

BP: Absolutely. I’m not ashamed to admit that I don’t take into 

consideration any idea of a spectator. While I’m painting, the only 

possible spectator is me myself. This doesn’t mean, however, that 



there isn’t some interlocutor or other involved in the work process.

BM: It’s very interesting to note that you rarely speak in the first 

person when you’re talking about your artistic practice. What we 

normally hear is you saying that a certain painting requires a 

certain intervention, as if the whole process just involved you as a 

conductor, as if you were just another means to an end, as if you 

were on the side of the spectator, much more so than on the other 

side of the painting.

BP: My way of talking has a lot to do with the fact that I know perfectly 

well that I don’t control everything. Painting is bigger than me. There 

are some things in painting that I can only aspire to.

BM: Such as?

BP: I’d very much like to achieve certain situations in painting, but I 

know that, for a long time – perhaps forever – this will be nothing 

more than an aspiration, that it isn’t within reach of my capacities, that 

certain paintings are challenges that are far too complex for me. They 

become a kind of myth, as if they were illusory aims. Anyway, it’s this 

that feeds the work.

INTERLUDE WITH PICTURES

BP: When I was younger, I liked [Claude] Monet more than I did 

[Édouard] Manet. Today, it’s the other way round: I’m more interested 

in Manet.

BM: Why?

BP: It has to do with the network of connections and references that 

I’ve been building up throughout my life. Of course, I continue to be 

hugely interested whenever I come across a work by Monet, but the 

point of view that Manet has about the world is something that 



interests me more. Although he never attached himself to anything – 

neither the impressionists, nor the realists, etc. – Manet was someone 

who seemed to be able to build a bridge between these fairly different 

worlds. In my view, this is a very modern position. At the same time, 

he was someone who knew all about old painting and was genuinely 

interested in it – especially the Spanish masters like Goya, Velazquez, 

or even El Greco – and this interest ended up being decisive in the way 

that his painting was built up. In some ways, we can understand 

Manet’s work as a modernisation of the legacy of those Spanish 

painters. 

BM: Taking into account what you’ve just said about Manet, do you 

feel that you’re preoccupied with the historical moment we’re 

living through today? And, if you do, do you think you have some 

responsibility towards this present moment?

BP: It’s important to note that Manet’s painting of historical themes 

doesn’t actually address his own historical moment. To some extent, 

his painting reinterprets a way of looking at the very model of 

historical painting itself. No one saw the Alabama being sunk by the 

Kearsarge [The Battle of the Kearsarge and the Alabama, 1864]. I 

mean, there were reports passed on by sailors, but the picture that 

Manet painted of that historical episode corresponds to an effort of 

reconstruction that is contaminated by a whole series of political 

readings and moral positions that Manet himself knew he had to deal 

with. Of course, at the time, it was painting that was given the 

responsibility for such reconstruction. Nowadays, painting is no longer 

called upon to perform that role. It’s not that it isn’t capable of doing 

so, because it is – and there are countless examples of this – but, for 

me, the responsibility that painting has today is a different one. And, 

first of all, it’s not because this would involve painting having to 

compete iconically with a series of mechanisms that are much speedier 

and more effective in terms of reporting events. Even if I wanted to 



distance myself from that fact, I consider that most paintings that 

address the current historical/political moment end up creating a 

short circuit that begins and ends in the iconic quality of the image. 

You can’t get away from what the image represents, and, for me, 

painting and its experience are, essentially, a process of reflection 

about what lies beyond the image. Personally, I consider that we’ve yet 

to see the painting of Nicolas Sarkozy and Angela Merkel that is not 

just that – an unauthorised image of two politicians. And the key here 

is the idea of authority that is to be found in the base image: an image 

made by a photo-journalist who thought and acted within the mindset 

of a photographic reporter. There’s a truth in that photograph that 

painting can only falsify, it cannot reproduce it.

BM: So can it be that your responsibility towards the historical 

moment may involve the implementation of a politics of the gaze 0

rather than the exploration of a politics of the event?

BP: For me, the first role of painting is to bring a certain lucidity to the 

gaze. As soon as you have an enriched gaze... I’m thinking here about 

the following: what does it mean to be decadent and what is 

decadence? Decadence is being in agreement with a certain historical 

moment. Not being decadent means that we aren’t compliant with the 

culture and the system that are taken as being the dominant ones. 

Such a divergence is measured in the way that we relate to the 

conventions, prejudices and spirit of an epoch, and I consider that, in 

my work, there’s a series of concerns that, even though they don’t 

wish to openly acknowledge their divergence, seek to establish a 

critical look at the way that some social constructions operate in our 

context. For example, my fondness for painting groups has a lot to do 

with this wish to question the group as a construction. However, I 

repeat once again that this is a mere pretext for the painting itself. 

What really matters is the way it’s done and what it says about the 

actual condition of the painting as a thing in the world.



BM: Taking advantage of your mentioning groups, and now 

entering into the scope of the actual exhibition, there’s an 

ambiguity that runs through the paintings you called Meeting 

Point (2011/2012) and which form the central core of the first 

section at the Casa das Histórias Paula Rego. All of these paintings 

present us with images that do not offer us a full and complete 

conclusion about what’s happening. We recognise we’re faced with 

large crowds of people who have gathered together and are 

moving within apparently natural environments, but we have no 

indication as to what has brought them together, what their 

motivation is, nor even if they’re all moving in the same direction 

or pursuing the same objective. We lack a context and a purpose. 

Would you say this ambiguity is operative?

BP: I can’t say that I sought out these images already with the idea of a 

great ambiguity in my mind. As is the case with almost all the images 

in my painting, these arose from other images and other paintings 

that preceded them. To give you an example, the series Meeting Point 

is preceded by a painting called Da esquerda para a direita (From left 

to right, 2008), which depicts a “Clown Army” moving from left to 

right. The choice of this image had to do with other series I’d 

developed earlier, which were composed of portraits of groups of 

clowns. In Da esquerda para a direita, I tried to make a fundamental 

break with the work that had come before: with this new work, not 

only was I abandoning the idea of the portrait as a generic framework, 

but I was also opening up the meaning of the image to a more clearly 

ideological field through my choice of title for the painting.

BM: Ideological in what sense?

BP: Very much in the political sense of left and right, and taking into 

account that what you see represented there is a group of people who 

have chosen to march in that direction. Obviously, besides the cultural 

question contained in the fact that, in the western world, we read and 



write from left to right, there’s a spatial correlation here in the 

painting, as well as the notion of its reversibility – the perception that 

the group is walking from left to right depends on the point of view 

that the painting establishes. These are data that pose a series of 

questions about the effective existence of a left and a right and what 

this can mean in our present times.

BM: But, then, can it be said that you were deliberately looking for 

an image that could capture that political change that Europe was 

passing through, from left to right?

BP: I wasn’t doing so deliberately, but the meaning that the work 

awakened in me was certainly influenced by that. In any case, in the 

series Meeting Point, there’s an added pictorial problem that was 

rarely found in my painting before, and that is that loss of context you 

mentioned earlier. There isn’t any referential framework that tells the 

spectator who those people are, nor even what they’re doing, and 

there’s only a very limited amount of information available to 

understand exactly what reality is presented there. That erosion is also 

evident in the pictorial construction itself.

BM: The figures seem to almost step out from the canvas. There’s 

a more acute awareness of the pictorial plane that is passed to the 

spectator through the way the framing immediately denotes an 

incision, a cut in the visual field. In other words, the spectator’s 

attention is diffused, since there is no unequivocal centre for the 

composition.

BP: Yes, these ideas of a diffuse situation and a lack of centrality are 

important, as is the feeling that the figures are looking for something, 

that they’re acting in defence of something, even though we don’t 

know exactly what it is. A few years ago, I made a painting called Help 

(2004), in which we can see a group of people who have joined 

together and manifest themselves in the same ambiguous way. In any 

case, and without taking anything away from its multiple readings, 



each of these images is still, above all, a visual model that I was 

interested in working with in pictorial terms. At that level, the common 

question in these pictures is discovering how to paint an 

undifferentiated mass of people; or rather in discovering how to paint 

an image that the spectator can understand as being composed of 

individuals, but in which these figures have already lost their 

individuality, in favour of a diffuse sensation of a mass.

BM: And what type of decisions did you take in response to the 

challenge that this mass presented to you?

BP: To start with, I soon realised that I couldn’t limit this exercise to 

one single painting. The challenges were too pressing to abandon 

them at the first attempt [laughter]. I realised, for example, that 

thinking about the notion of centrality that is underlined by the title 

[meeting point] implied knowing how to construct an image that, 

without having a centre, could give the impression that the mass is 

coming together. Meanwhile, I discovered that the solution to this 

problem was not in the treatment of the mass, but in the portion of 

background that I gave to the image and the way in which that 

proportion gave the impression of space. After that, there was a series 

of other questions that it seems possible to pose merely at the formal 

level, but which, effectively, give the painting a psychological aspect 

that will be decisive in determining the way the spectator sees it. 

Where are these people going? Are they lost? I think they’re lost, but 

none of them knows this. And none of them knows this in reality, not 

in the painting [laughter].

BM: The painting of a rock facing the sea [Shoreline (2011/2012)] 

seems, at first sight, to be a complete reversal of the ideological 

questions raised by Meeting Point; however, there are countless 

similarities between both series as far as their pictorial 

construction is concerned.

BP: Yes, they are both concerned with this question of a mass that 



dominates the whole image. The difference is to be found in the fact 

that the mass in Meeting Point is composed of singular elements. Even 

when it’s understood as a whole, this amalgam always ends up 

directing our attention to the particularity and mutability of the 

elements that compose it and which can be continuously joined 

together to form the mass and break away from it at the same time. In 

turn, Shoreline presents a dense and unequivocal mass that points to 

the idea of a solid, to the idea of permanence. In this case, what 

interested me above all was to have something that couldn’t be 

moved, that had always been there. I spent a long time searching for 

this until I arrived at this image, which curiously was a perfectly 

tourist-like image [laughter]. There were great numbers of people on 

top of the rock, which led me to start editing the picture in order to 

leave it with the elements that you can now find in the painting.

BM: In your editing processes, you can equally well add or subtract 

elements from the image, isn’t that right?

BP: Yes, but it’s normally a subtractive process. Above all, because, 

although I don’t know what the painting may turn out to be while I’m 

painting it, I know what I don’t want it to become. I know I don’t want 

the painting to be literal, or excessively graphic, or too mannerist, or 

fragmented, or individualised and centred on a certain figure. This is a 

logic that favours subtraction more than addition. For this same 

reason, I almost always look for images that are somewhere in 

between.

BM: Somewhere between literality and non-objectivity?

BP: Yes, somewhere between an image whose meaning is exhausted in 

itself and an abstraction. I consider that painting hasn’t changed much 

since Giorgione. There’s no denying that Renaissance painters were 

engaged in reproducing a certain reality, but painting, the pictorial 

body, adds something to the image that otherwise it wouldn’t have. 

Painting’s about constructing a point of view, it’s about giving clues to 



a certain relationship with reality. That’s something that’s clear, even 

in the work of a painter who’s as raw as Velazquez. A work by 

Velazquez brings with it a whole conception of the world. In it, you can 

understand his intentions, his reservations, his ambitions or even his 

vanities. Looking at a painting is also about looking at the author.

BM: If I may just pick up on this idea, I’d say that the works that 

we find in the second section of this exhibition allow the spectator 

to glimpse your everyday world, both through the vernacular or 

even domestic nature of some of these images and through the 

objects and their evident relationship with the studio 

environment. Beginning with these last ones, I’d like you to talk a 

little about the genesis and the evolution of this type of work 

under the scope of your production.

BP: This part of my work began with a book of studies that I made a 

long time ago, and which was called Around in the Studio. This book 

was composed of paintings of all the objects what were to be found 

lying around in the studio and which didn’t intervene directly in the 

working process. They were things like chairs, radiators, ashtrays, etc. 

I think those objects ended up being of interest to me because the 

time that I spend in the studio forces me to look at them in a way that 

a merely functional gaze doesn’t allow. In a certain way, the presence 

of these objects in the studio runs counter to their hypothetical 

banality, giving them a singular character.

BM: And how do you move from your interest in the singularity of 

those everyday objects to their transformation, combination or 

recontextualisation?

BP: Basically, the process is based on a series of associations that 

normally begin in the painting. For example, if, when I’m painting a 

certain box, I notice that it suggests a flower, I know that I have room 

to explore the physical transformation of this box into an object that 

has the form of the imagined flower. Obviously, this translation isn’t 



direct and there’s no correspondence between what the painting 

suggested and the way the object is effectively presented and how it 

behaves in the space. When I embark on this kind of work, I’m fully 

aware that I have to deal with the specificities of three dimensionality. 

In any case, I try to retain my autonomy insofar as possible, which 

means that most of these objects involve very rudimentary 

construction methods [laughter].

BM: So, can it then be said that, just as happens in the paintings, 

these objects appear through a series of associations and double 

meanings?

BP: They appear through those associations, and because their 

presence in my studio – whose architectural features are closer to 

those of an exhibition space rather than a domestic space – creates 

that context and that opportunity.

BM: The works on paper that you show in this second section of 

the exhibition are organised in two distinct ways. On the one 

hand, we have the presence of two clearly thematic books, in 

which images of the same kind follow on from one another, 

highlighting their serial nature. On the other hand, we have an 

enormous frieze of works on paper composed of disparate 0

images, whose contiguity necessarily establishes processes of 

association. Taking the books into account, can it be said that the 

repeated structure of the series essentially serves to establish and 

enhance these pictorial differences?

BP: Yes. In fact, for me, the reality of the world always comes from 

difference and never from similarity. In these books, just as on many 

other occasions when I insist on repeating the same image or a 

particular class of images, the differences that are revealed by the 

repetition serve not so much to make something visible as to make 0 0

something known. The fact that I keep repeating certain subject-

matters, themes or objects has a lot to do with this need I have of 



knowing how to look at the same thing in a different way. When this 

works, it’s interesting, and I continue to try out new ways of 

approaching the object until I exhaust the possibilities, until I totally 

lose interest, or until I feel that there’s nothing further to be known. 

Obviously, none of this is definitive and I can always return to subject-

matters that at a certain time I considered to be closed.

BM: As far as the great frieze of works on paper is concerned, the 0

suggestion that we’re looking at something that has the same 

structure as a book is underlined by the blank sheets that begin 

and end the set of pictures. Despite this allusion, I think that the 

set is free of any narrative intention. The elliptical flow of 0

associations that it imposes leads to a completely open 

experience, as if the spectator were being subjected to a stream of 

stimuli whose meaning is remade with each new pair of images. 

Do you agree?

BP: I don’t disagree, yet I’d like to stress the way that this flow of 

possible associations is marked by a female figure who, with her back 

to the spectator, is looking at something that can’t be conclusively 

discerned, but which we assume may be a landscape or even an 

object. In the same way, that sequence also includes various works 0

that present the same image, with a new framing or a different surface 

treatment. In this sense, I think the flow of meanings you’re talking 

about has to take into account the recurrence of these elements and 

the importance they acquire in the set as a whole.

BM: The third section of this exhibition returns to themes, 

structures and even some works that also formed part of the 

earlier sections. Besides new paintings of groups – this time small 

groups of tourists – we also find here canvases with images that 

we had previously seen on paper. What’s the relationship between 

these two supports under the scope of your production?

BP: In the works on paper I normally record a first gaze, which often 0



turns into a second one, a third one, a fourth one (laughter). Above all, 

it’s a work that’s done more quickly than a painting on canvas, a type 

of register that allows me to understand what kind of images I’m 

working on or to test problems in their execution before moving on to 

the oil painting, which, by its very nature, highlights other problems of 

materialisation.

BM: But would you say there’s a subsidiary relationship of the 

works on paper towards the paintings on canvas? 0

BP: Some of them are, in fact, studies, and they don’t go beyond that 

limit. There are others that are totally autonomous.

BM: What must a work on paper have for you to decide to turn it 0

into a painting on canvas?0

BP: Most of the time what happens is that I have more than one work 0

on paper and these will all contribute to the construction of a painting 

on canvas. From one of them I can take a certain impression of light, 0

from another I can take the framing, and so on. The painting on 

canvas always ends up being absolutely distinct, although it benefits 0

greatly from the problems that I anticipated and solved in the works 

on paper.0

BM: Does this difference you’ve mentioned have any consequences 

at the level of experience?

Yes, it does. Unlike the more rapid, gestural, and sometimes slightly 

more graphic works on paper, the paintings on canvas are made over 0 0

several days, have a larger scale and are generally built up through the 

application of layers of paint on top of other previously dried ones. 

This procedure creates a distance in the act of painting and calls for 

another type of reflection, affecting both the final result and the 

experience of the work. The casualness that can be felt in a work on 0

paper ceases to exist in a painting on canvas. Instead, the particularity 0 0

and the precision of the light, as well as the chromatic nuances, are 

much more evident in an oil painting on canvas. From another 



perspective, it’s interesting to note that the point of entry in a work on 

paper is effected through certain gestures or brushstrokes, sometimes 0

synthetic ones, which express an object or a landscape. In the 0

paintings on canvas, however, this takes place, above all, through the 

refraction of the light and the use of colour, factors that create a 

certain atmosphere in which the object will be revealed.

BM: You frequently refer to that idea of a “point of entry into the 

painting”. What exactly do you mean by that expression?

BP: The point of entry is the element that makes the painting plausible. 

It’s something that exists in the painting and makes you believe that 

such a totally artificial construction is possible. In itself, this element 

isn’t worth anything, but, in a much vaster painting, it can be the 

element that structures and brings together everything else that’s 

presented. The point of entry brings a problem with it, however: as 

soon as you recognise it, the experience can end.

BM: In the sense that, as soon as you find this element, everything 

else becomes accessory and the experience of the painting is 

suspended or, at least, limited to a reconstruction that always 

takes that element into account as the founding element?

BP: Exactly. The work can be almost resolved and its inner tension is 

annulled. With the stabilisation that this implies, the spectator’s 

involvement takes place at a later time and the experience of the work 

is weakened. Much of my work depends precisely on that careful 

management of the point of entry into my paintings – a place in which 

it can act, without this becoming evident.


