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1. Transcript 

1.1. TAPE NUMBER: I, Side One (January 22, 1976) 

SCHIPPER: 

Mr. Edmondson, I'd like to go back to the beginning and ask you some 

questions about your earliest years. Where were you born? 

EDMONDSON: 

I was born in Sacramento, California. 

SCHIPPER: 

And what year? 

EDMONDSON: 

In 1916. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did your family live there for many years? 

EDMONDSON: 
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No. My family moved from Sacramento shortly after I was born, within two 

years. 

SCHIPPER: 

They moved from Sacramento. Were they an old California family? 

EDMONDSON: 

No, although my father's family had lived in California for years. My father was 

not born in California, but his family had lived in California for years. [tape 

recorder turned off] But my mother's family had come from Oklahoma, the 

whole family, when she was in her, well, when she was still young. 

SCHIPPER: 

And what did your father do? 

EDMONDSON: 

At that time, my father was in agriculture, in the sense that he bought and 

sold fruits and vegetables for one of the cannery chains that worked in 

California. So a lot of the times he worked in Bakersfield and Fresno, areas like 

that, where there was a lot of agricultural products. That's what he did. 

SCHIPPER: 

In that case, did the family move around? 

EDMONDSON: 

No, not at all. He did that like a salesman. 

SCHIPPER: 

I see. Were there other children in the family? 

EDMONDSON: 

No, I'm an only child. 

SCHIPPER: 

Was there any background of art in your family? 

EDMONDSON: 



None at all that I know of. 

SCHIPPER: 

Any interest by your parents in art? 

EDMONDSON: 

Not at all. 

SCHIPPER: 

Now, you said that your family moved from Sacramento. When was that and 

where did they go? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, I'm saying like around 1918-19. My mother moved to Oakland—

Hayward, San Leandro, Oakland, that area. My mother and father were 

separated by then, so that my father was gone at that time. My mother 

moved back, to be closer to her sister and to set up some kind of a home 

where she and her sister, who also had one child and who was also separated, 

could establish some kind of a central home. 

SCHIPPER: 

And where was that? 

EDMONDSON: 

This was in Oakland, finally, but it started in Hayward and went to San Leandro 

and then finally ended up in Oakland. In other words, they shopped around for 

a satisfactory place for a few years. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did you go to school in Oakland? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, I did. I did all of my elementary school, junior high school, and part of my 

high school education in Oakland. 

SCHIPPER: 

I see. Were you getting an education in art during your schooling in Oakland? 



EDMONDSON: 

Yes, I believe I was. My early recollections, or my recollections of my early 

experience in art, go back to junior high school, where I already seem to have 

been involved in art as a kind of a special interest subject, and where I'd 

already done theater design and theater decoration as art projects. My 

earliest recollection of being into art has to do with designing sets for theaters 

in a junior high school. 

SCHIPPER: 

I see. And had you thought, even that early, that you wanted to be an artist? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, I believe so. Again, my recollection is that I had that desire. [knock on 

door; tape recorder turned off] 

SCHIPPER: 

Mr. Edmondson, do you have any idea how old you were when you decided 

you wanted to be an artist? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, I believe I made up my mind to be an artist when I was. in junior high, 

school, which would be thirteen, fourteen, I guess. But when I say that, I want 

you to understand that I didn't know what being an artist was, or what was 

involved. I really suspect that what I'm saying is that I began to realize at that 

early age that I was interested in the general area of the humanities, I 

seriously thought of being a writer, quite seriously, at that early age. I 

seriously thought of music as a field, although I never pursued that. For a long 

while I was equally interested in writing as I was in the graphic arts. So when I 

say "artist," I just really mean I began to realize at an early age that I was not 

mechanical, wasn't handy with my hands, didn't have a scientific bent, and 

that the area of information to pursue for me generally was the humanities. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did you participate in extracurricular activities? Did you like sports? 

EDMONDSON: 



Yes, very much. I always liked sports as a kid, as a young man. But I was quite 

small, so that I was always—actually, I participated in basketball and football, 

and I played tennis. But if I played in those group sports, it was always on what 

would be a small team, like the "C" team. I was never big enough to play with 

the big boys. But I always liked sports. My happiest memories as a kid are 

playing tennis, or playing basketball, or playing football, either at school or 

with my friends on a Saturday. And I continued to be very active in sports right 

through, actually, almost—well, through my undergraduate years in college; 

at UC Berkeley, I still played basketball two or three times a week in some kind 

of a pickup game or another, just for sheer pleasure. 

SCHIPPER: 

But you already had determined your career ambition? 

EDMONDSON: 

As I say, once I decided where I was, where my intuition said I could do the 

most effective work, I never thought of doing anything else. Nor did I 

particularly think of doing that, in a strenuous way. I just didn't do anything 

else. I definitely would put it that way. It wasn't that I wanted to be an artist in 

a very eager, dramatic, vigorous way; I just didn't want to be anything else in a 

vigorous way. So I just flowed into being an artist. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did you get any special guidance in art in Oakland? 

EDMONDSON: 

No, no more than any other junior high school or high school kid. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did you go to see exhibitions? 

EDMONDSON: 

No, not at all. Didn't even know there were exhibitions. 

SCHIPPER: 

And did you know any artists? 



EDMONDSON: 

Didn't know an artist. 

SCHIPPER: 

What was the quality of art teaching? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, my memory is extremely vague. I will say this: I have no recollection at 

all of the quality of the art teaching, except that one of the basic qualities of 

art teaching was then, and is today, some kind of rapport between teacher 

and student. And I have the fondest memories of two or three very vague 

faces of high school teachers that I had whose names I long since have 

forgotten, who evidently filled me full of a sense of well-being and a sense of 

my own personal worth. So they must have been good teachers in that sense. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did you feel that you were in the mainstream of the community? Was the 

community encouraging—? 

EDMONDSON: 

I had no interest in the community at all, didn't know its relationship to art at 

all. At the time I'm talking about, I can't believe that the community of 

Oakland was the least bit interested in art. 

SCHIPPER: 

Now, you said that you moved from Oakland. 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, well, after my first year in high school, where I went to—I forget even the 

name of the high school. I think it was Franklin Roosevelt High School—

honestly, I believe that was the name. Then my mother and my father 

reconciled their differences, and my father and my mother then got together 

and established a residence in Huntington Park. My father had a job in 

Huntington Park, which was totally different from the kind of work he'd done 

before. He was doing mechanical work at that time, shop. He'd had a hundred 



jobs in between those years. So we got together again as a family, and I 

finished my high school at Huntington Park High. 

SCHIPPER: 

How did you feel about changing your environment, the geographical change? 

EDMONDSON: 

I don't have any recollection at all of what I felt like, one way or the other. I 

have no real recollection of what I felt about the change, whether I liked it or 

disliked it, whether it was disruptive or not—I have no recollection. I guess I 

did like every other kid, just went along with where the family went. It didn't 

make that much difference to me. 

SCHIPPER: 

And were the art studies much the same as before? 

EDMONDSON: 

Much the same as before, with, I think, again, one or two sympathetic 

teachers whom I remember with a sense of pleasure, but I can't remember 

anything I did in high school, only that I evidently enjoyed what I was doing. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did you go to the museum? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, I'm sure I did. This was when the museum was part of the natural history 

museum in Exposition Park. And unquestionably, either as part of school, 

work, or independently, I went to the museum many times. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did you ever go to galleries? 

EDMONDSON: 

My recollection is I never went to a commercial gallery when I was in high 

school. I didn't begin to do that until I went to junior college. 

SCHIPPER: 



Did you know any artists? 

EDMONDSON: 

No, none at all. 

SCHIPPER: 

Do you remember the year you graduated high school? 

EDMONDSON: 

No, not precisely, but I think it was 1933—that would be a guess. 

SCHIPPER: 

And where did you go to junior college? 

EDMONDSON: 

I went to Los Angeles [Junior] College, the college on Vermont [Avenue]. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did you have any special reason for going to that school? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, I did. I had several reasons at the time. I definitely had decided that I 

wanted to go into commercial art, as a field, by the time I'd graduated from 

high school. I felt that that was an appropriate field for me. Therefore, being 

not a very good academic student, I decided not to take the kind of courses 

that I would have had to take to prepare myself for college, but that I would 

go to junior college instead, spend two years there, and try to go get into 

some kind of a commercial studio and do commercial art. That was my vague 

idea of how I would deal with the problem of going out in the world and 

getting a job. The choice of going to Los Angeles Junior College was partly 

simplified by the fact that some of my friends were going there, and at that 

time, being a high school graduate, I thought, well, you kind of go where your 

friends go. I didn't do any like real research as to what alternatives there were. 

And also, this was in the beginnings of the Depression, or midway in the 

Depression, and money was extremely scarce in my family. No one had any 

money, and this was a very inexpensive school to go to. Therefore, it sort of 

packaged up as being the logical place to go. 



SCHIPPER: 

You mentioned that your friends were going there, too. Were they interested 

in art? 

EDMONDSON: 

Not at all. They were interested in other fields entirely. 

SCHIPPER: 

Now, after you got there, what happened? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, let's see. When I first went there—I really have to fill in a little bit of 

background here. In actual fact, at the same time I was very much interested 

in going into commercial art (and I was an extremely poor student in high 

school, and I didn't have grades that would get me into college), I was really 

very interested in humanities subjects. I was, in fact, interested in philosophy; 

I was, in fact, interested in pursuing a foreign language, which turned out to 

be French, the language I decided to pursue; I was, in fact, very much 

interested in literature courses, and so on—even though I was not in any way 

a good student. So my first year at Los Angeles Junior College not only was 

spent taking commercial art, directed art courses, but also was spent having a 

very good time studying humanities subjects that I genuinely enjoyed. And I 

was at that time quite assured in my own mind that at the end of two years 

there I would be able to leave and go into some kind of agency and get a job. 

So I had a lot of self-confidence about where I was at that time. Actually my 

opinion didn't change, except I became more interested in like fine-art art, art-

for-art's-sake art, and less and less interested in commercial art, which means 

art to sell products or to communicate on a simplistic level. And this was 

actually not a question of changing my mind so much as a question of 

following my nose. I just began to realize that my interests were more in some 

directions than in others. Not that I analyzed it—I just naturally pursued areas 

that—you're talking about a student who was simply following his nose. I was 

pursuing those areas, which interested me and not the ones that didn't. And it 

was like water trickling downhill: I just followed the paths of least resistance, 

basically. I didn't have any anxiety about becoming anything; I just followed 



the paths of least resistance and soon discovered that my interests were much 

more in the direction of fine art and much less in the direction of— 

SCHIPPER: 

What kind of encouragement did you get from teachers? 

EDMONDSON: 

It's hard to say. I don't really recollect—now, I'm just talking about my first 

year of college. I went to Los Angeles Junior College for three years, and in 

that time I changed around—my whole point of view changed. Before I left 

Los Angeles Junior College, I received enormous encouragement from my 

teachers to go on and get a college degree and pursue the fine arts before I 

was through. I believe this would probably be accumulated, so that at the end 

of my second year at the junior college, a lot of the teachers I had, had a lot of 

confidence in my ability. They were very approving of my work and my ability 

to work, and so I got a lot of approval and support from my teachers. 

SCHIPPER: 

Do you remember who these teachers were? 

EDMONDSON: 

There were three teachers that I remember that were the most important to 

me. The most important, probably was a gentleman named Webster 

Anderson. 

SCHIPPER: 

And where did he come from? 

EDMONDSON: 

He came from UC Berkeley, where he had graduated and, as I learned later, 

long after I left the junior college, he finally went to the University of Hawaii, 

where he is still teaching or was teaching. The second person who was a 

strong influence on me—I don't mean influence; I mean influence in the sense 

of a strong supporter, one I felt comfortable, with—was a man named Allan 

Workman. He also had graduated as an art major from UC Berkeley. And the 

third person whom I remember with a great deal of affection was a woman, 

and unfortunately right now, I don't recall her name at this moment. It's 



almost on the tip of my tongue. And I got a lot of encouragement from this 

person. Now I remember her name was Polly Blank. 

SCHIPPER: 

And where did she come from? 

EDMONDSON: 

I don't think I ever knew. 

SCHIPPER: 

Is she still there? 

EDMONDSON: 

She was there a long time. I believe she's retired now from the junior college 

system. 

SCHIPPER: 

Was she an artist herself? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes. 

SCHIPPER: 

And the others, the two? 

EDMONDSON: 

And the other two were, until Allan Workman finally decided to change fields 

and go into philosophy. My understanding was he was working for a PhD at 

either UCLA or USC when I finally last lost touch with him. He was busy in 

some graduate doctoral program in one of those two schools. My vague 

memory is that he in fact left the junior college and went into teaching in the 

field of philosophy someplace, but I've lost track of him. 

SCHIPPER: 

Were you still living in Huntington Park? 

EDMONDSON: 



Yes, at that time. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did you become acquainted with art in Los Angeles? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes. During that period—I'm talking about that three-year period of going to 

junior college, a period roughly from 1933 or '34 to '36 or '37—as an art 

student, very much into art, I definitely did become acquainted with certain 

aspects of the [art scene], I went to look at many galleries, many times. I often 

went to galleries, sometimes with a fellow student, mostly alone—

occasionally with a fellow student for company, but mostly alone. It was a kind 

of an interesting period, not interesting for me, really, but by description. I 

didn't have an automobile. I didn't have transportation, so I used the public 

trans-portation, which were at the time streetcars, primarily. And so wherever 

I went, I had to go by public transportation. Mostly it was streetcar; it seems 

to me buses were a later addition. So maybe buses, but certainly streetcar was 

my main vehicle of transportation. And therefore, you know, since I lived at, 

home and went to junior college by streetcar, it was a long ride. It was 

Huntington Park to Vermont and Hollywood Boulevard or Sunset, which was 

just about the closest cross street. It was a long streetcar ride. So, therefore, a 

good deal of my time was spent just getting back and forth, and I didn't really 

have a lot of mobility. So when I talk about going to commercial galleries and 

museums and seeing what was going on, it was somewhat limited by how 

much free time I had and so on. 

SCHIPPER: 

Do you remember anything that struck you with special importance? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes. Most dramatically, I remember seeing some exhibitions—particularly, I 

remember a [Vassily] Kandinsky exhibition that I thought was just like magic. I 

don't believe I'd ever seen a Kandinsky before, or certainly I'd never paid any 

attention to one. 

SCHIPPER: 

Where was that? 



EDMONDSON: 

This was at Stendahl's galleries; [Earl] Stendahl, who was in Los Angeles, 

mostly dealing with pre-Columbian work at that time and, for a short period of 

time at least, had a gallery. He put on some remarkable exhibitions, many of 

which I saw, and many of which I had very vivid responses to. Some of the 

names now—I don't even remember who I saw. I know I saw a [Piet] 

Mondrian show, and I remember most vividly seeing what I thought was a 

beautiful Kandinsky show. And to me, at that time, this was Modern Art with a 

capital M. These were people I had never even heard of before. I don't mean 

that my teachers didn't know about them. They may have, and they often may 

have talked about them—but I didn't listen. These were like my first 

experiences—like, wow, that's—and this is true of Paul Klee. I saw a Paul Klee 

show. These are just names I remember. I saw many exhibitions at the 

Stendahl Gallery because I went there quite often. In fact, in my recollection, it 

was the gallery that I saw the most often during those years. 

SCHIPPER: 

Was there anything of special interest at the County Museum? 

EDMONDSON: 

Nothing at all that I can remember, although I must have gone hundreds of 

times because, again, it was like something where you could go that didn't 

cost anything. And I was interested in art, and I was trying to get acquainted 

with art. I was at that time taking art history. I had just begun to read Albert C. 

Barnes's art history [The Art in Painting] and I was fascinated by it because 

these were all names I'd never heard of before. So I was studying that 

textbook or history book really very eagerly, and going to the museum, and 

seeing if I could see some work by any of these people who I read about in 

Barnes's book. It was a very eager learning time for me, seeing and learning in 

a moderate way. I don't want to give the impression that I was big gung-ho 

about anything, but it was an eager learning time for me. I felt like learning; I 

wanted to learn. 

SCHIPPER: 

Were there any artists that you especially admired? 



EDMONDSON: 

It's hard for me to say, outside of saying genuinely I was impressed by 

Kandinsky, really impressed by Kandinsky. I think I also was very concerned, 

that is, I responded with a great deal of pleasure to the work of [Joan] Miró, 

especially that kind of middle period. And I think I was interested in Paul Klee, 

too. 

SCHIPPER: 

Were you looking at old masters? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, I was, but less so. And I scrutinized them in less detail, less concerned 

about them. I was aware of them; I wanted to see them; I wanted to know 

who they were. But they just seemed to me like something out of the past; 

they didn't really connect with me in any way. I was not particularly interested 

in art history as a study, just the practicing artist. And they seemed sort of 

outside of my interest. I don't mean that I didn't look at like a Titian with a 

great deal of respect, but I didn't try to emulate—meaning there was no sense 

of emulation there; they were just something out of an untouchable past. But 

the others seemed more like they were doing what I could do, or might do, or 

would do, if that was what I wanted to do. 

SCHIPPER: 

Well, some of the names that you mentioned were abstract artists—

Kandinsky, Mondrian. Was that a special interest at that time? 

EDMONDSON: 

Evidently because I wasn't interested in other kinds of artists. And at that 

time—I can't remember—I don't think I personally ever did a painting outside 

of school, so therefore I have no kind of recollection what kind of work I did. 

So I don't know whether I did land¬scapes or figurative stuff or non-objective 

stuff at that time. But certainly my interest was with non-objective artists. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did you have any occasion to show art then? 

EDMONDSON: 



Not at that period, not at all. I never showed anything that I did during my 

junior college days. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did you meet any other artists? 

EDMONDSON: 

I met fellow students at the junior college who were artists and became 

artists, particularly at that time, since I'd been pursuing a course directed 

towards the field of commercial art. I met several young men at that time who 

did in fact go into commercial art and were very skillful at it. And they were 

artists; they were extremely skillful. In terms of the fine-art side, though, I 

don't believe I ever cultivated a friend there who, in the long run, not to my 

memory, that went into the fine arts. None that I recall. So, really, I had 

friends only because we had classes together. No artist friends outside of 

school in that sense. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did you feel you were out of step in your interest or still part of the 

mainstream? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, I didn't ever think of "mainstream" as being a word that you would use 

to apply to me. I felt very comfortable. Let's put it this way: at the end of my 

second year at the junior college, I submitted my portfolio to Art Center. All of 

a sudden, my fellow students who were interested in commercial art were all 

going to Art Center and they were all getting scholarships. And I thought, fine, 

I'll go to Art Center, too, and I'll get a scholarship. So I submitted my portfolio, 

and I was rejected. I was not accepted; I was not given a scholarship. And at 

that point I clearly saw the light: that that was not a direction that was going 

to be supportive for me at all. So towards the end of my second year at the 

junior college, I made a complete about-face about my goals, my educational 

goals. I went to the registrar, found out what the minimum requirements were 

to get into Berkeley, found out what subjects I hadn't taken in high school that 

I needed to take to get into Berkeley, and dropped all the commercial art 

courses. My third year there, I mostly did academic work to make up high 



school deficiencies to get back into college, so that I could transfer. And even 

then because of all the time I had used doing my commercial course, I 

transferred into Berkeley as a sophomore, maybe, just barely. [tape recorder 

turned off] 

SCHIPPER: 

Now, how did you happen to pick Berkeley? 

EDMONDSON: 

Essentially because of the two teachers, Anderson and Workman, both of 

whom had gone there, both of whom were high on the school, felt that it was 

a fine school, as most alumni do about their school, and encouraged me to go 

there. [They] said they would try and help pave the way and write letters to 

their former teachers, who would then be my teachers, who would, like, you 

know, make me feel comfortable up there and treat me well and all that stuff. 

And since I had no other choices, meaning I hadn't thought of other colleges—

again, it was like flowing; it was the natural thing to do. I didn't weigh and 

balance the alternatives. I just said, "Fine," and I went. I submitted my 

transcript, and I was accepted, and, after three years in the junior college, I 

just went and headed up to Berkeley. 

SCHIPPER: 

Do you remember what year that was? 

EDMONDSON: 

Not exactly, but I feel it must have been around 1937, I somehow have that—

iIt could have been '36, but around '36 or '37. 

SCHIPPER: 

Now, how did you feel about the quality of your art education at L.A. Junior 

College? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, it was excellent. I had no hesitations about the feeling that it was 

excellent. Obviously you are talking about a person who had nothing to 

compare it with and no way of comparing it with anything else. As far as I was 

concerned, I didn't even know what a good education was, and I thought I was 



given an excellent one. I was given a lot of support; I was treated with a great 

deal of kindness. I made fast friends with two or three of the teachers, who 

treated me like a human being. And I had no way of knowing whether the art 

education was better or worse than someplace else. As far as I was concerned, 

it was fine. It allowed me, evidently, a great deal of freedom to do my own 

thing, which is essentially what I needed to do, which was just, as I was saying 

before, to follow the paths of least resistance in terms of working out my own 

problems. And I seemed to at least have that environment there. 

SCHIPPER: 

How did you feel about the art environment of Los Angeles in those years? 

EDMONDSON: 

It was excellent. As far as I was concerned, it was stimulating, exciting. I 

remember one time at the junior college—I still remember—Salvador Dali 

walked down the corridor. I still remember that. There he was. This was about 

1932, '33. 

SCHIPPER: 

Do you remember why? 

EDMONDSON: 

No. There he was, though. He was there with some entourage. Down the 

corridor he went and out the door. But I saw Salvador Dali, and that was 

pretty marvelous. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did you become acquainted with Stendahl? 

EDMONDSON: 

Not at all. Never met the man. 

SCHIPPER: 

And the Arensbergs? 

EDMONDSON: 



Never met them. I knew they were here and had a collection, but I never saw 

the Arensberg collection. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did you know who Duchamp was? 

EDMONDSON: 

No, I don't believe so. When I say that, I'm only saying I have no idea when I 

first learned that Marcel Duchamp exists. I really have no recollection of when. 

Obviously, sometime early I knew about Marcel Duchamp. When it happened, 

or under what circumstances, I simply don't know. 

SCHIPPER: 

I asked that because the L.A. Times did have a story about him visiting the 

Arensbergs around 1937, and if you read the L.A. Times, you might have seen 

it. 

EDMONDSON: 

I might have, but I have no recollection of whether I read the L.A. Times or not. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did you read art reviews and art magazines? 

EDMONDSON: 

I'm sure I did. I know for sure that when I was at the junior college, there was 

a German commercial art magazine called—pardon my pronunciation—

Gebrauchsgraphik, or something like that, that I read carefully, you know, 

every issue. And I was most impressed by the inventiveness of the commercial 

artists who were reproduced there. I'm equally sure that I read every other art 

magazine that was available in the junior college library because I was 

interested in looking, and I leafed through a lot of pages in a lot of magazines. 

I don't now recall even what the names might have been, except that 

particular magazine, which was supposed to be the bible of the commercial 

artist; I looked at that. But, sure, I was very much interested in what was going 

on in art through magazine sources. But, it's curious how little overview I had 

of Los Angeles, just looking back. You have to realize that I was very 

comfortable in Los Angeles; I knew Los Angeles, downtown, like the back of 



my hand. I knew every place in Los Angeles; I was a Los Angeles boy. I was a 

streetcar rider, and I knew how to get everyplace in Los Angeles by streetcar, 

and often did. So it wasn't that I wasn't familiar with Los Angeles and 

Hollywood. I'm not talking now about Beverly Hills, places like this—they sort 

of weren't real for me; I never got that far—or Burbank. But Hollywood, Los 

Angeles, and then going south, southwest, towards Huntington Park, 

Compton, Long Beach—all of that was just like my backyard. I spent most of 

every summer hitchhiking back and forth to Long Beach to go swimming and 

things like that. In other words, I was just simply a Los Angeles boy, and I knew 

everything. But art wise, I was extremely naive. I was not a very sophisticated 

person. My background wasn't very—I hadn't done any traveling, never had 

anybody take me under their wing. So I was totally self-directed, and obviously 

you get a kind of a distorted view of what's going on, or a limited view of 

what's going on, which is exactly what I had. 

SCHIPPER: 

Since you traveled around Los Angeles so much, were you taking in the 

geographic change? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, certainly was. Yes. Definitely. I was aware of the building, the growth, the 

movement of Los Angeles as a city. You know, I mean the cliched words like 

"vitality." But, I mean, simply the fact that the city was moving, was pushing. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did you think it was an exciting city? 

EDMONDSON: 

I don't think that I ever thought of it in those terms. Never thought of it in 

terms of whether it was exciting or not exciting. It just was a city. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did you ever think about going to New York? 

EDMONDSON: 



Not at all, in those days. Not for a minute. I didn't even know New York 

existed, except, you know, in the abstract. New York was not a concrete place 

to me. I didn't know artists were there in a concrete way. 

1.2. TAPE NUMBER: I, Side Two (January 29, 1976) 

SCHIPPER: 

Mr. Edmondson, can you tell me what you admired in the artists that first 

appealed to you when you were still in junior college? 

EDMONDSON: 

As I try to recollect, as I look back and try to think about that, I guess I have to 

believe that what was important to me at that time was that for the first time I 

discovered artists for myself. I think this was the clue. This is why I became 

excited by these particular artists, particularly Kandinsky and Miró, and then 

Paul Klee and Mondrian. It isn't that I hadn't had some exposure to modern 

art pieces in various art history classes, magazines, and so on, perhaps also 

occasionally looking at them in museums. It wasn't at all that these were the 

first modern art things that I had ever seen. It was maybe the first time I had 

ever really focused as an individual on them, instead of as a student sort of 

learning about the past. They weren't the past for me; they were the present. 

They had an immediate value for me as visual reflection. And up to that time, 

they really had had something to do with history, names and dates and the 

past, identification and periods. I never really looked at them the way you 

often look at a work of art and it thrills you or excites you? I had never been 

excited by any of this stuff before, until I saw those. At least—let's put it this 

way—that's the impression I have of why I cling to these memories. Because 

the work I saw of these people genuinely excited me visually and 

contemplatively and poetically. 

SCHIPPER: 

Was there anything that you can point to, any particular painting—what work 

of Kandinsky, for instance, were you most interested in? 

EDMONDSON: 



I certainly have no recollection of what particular painting or paintings I saw—

no titles, or anything like that. I wasn't the least bit interested in titles. But I'm 

talking about late-period Kandinskys when I talk about Kandinsky; I'm talking 

about what we would now call middle-period Miró; and I'm talking about all of 

Paul Klee, as I remember, and all of Mondrian, as I remember, obviously the 

mature Paul Klee and the mature Mondrian, but particularly the late 

Kandinskys, as you later could see them at Peggy Guggenheim's museum in 

New York. In fact, as I remember, those somehow were the most vivid first 

experiences I had, the Kandinsky and Miró and— 

SCHIPPER: 

Why the late Kandinskys? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, that's all I saw. So it wasn't a question of comparing. I don't remember 

ever having seen any others besides that. 

SCHIPPER: 

Oh, I see. All right. Then you went up to Berkeley. What can you tell me about 

your first impressions of Berkeley, when you arrived there as a student? 

EDMONDSON: 

At the time I went to Berkeley, I felt I was really going to the foot of the 

rainbow, where I would get a really exciting self-experience, experience in art, 

which I would call the same as your self-experience. I really believed at that 

time that I would—it was a step toward self-discovery, self-awareness. I had a 

lot of confidence at that time that I had a great deal of ability. I always have 

had a lot of confidence that I had a great deal of ability. It was just a question 

of like opening up a rosebud, just giving it a chance to grow or expand. Even 

before I went there, I had this feeling because I'd been brainwashed, or 

prepared for it; and when I got there, this feeling didn't change at all. I was 

thoroughly happy, contented, convinced that this was absolutely the right 

place for me. And as far as I can see, it was, in fact. I have no reservations, 

looking back; as far as I was concerned, there couldn't have been a better 

place. I'm not saying that I wouldn't have grown equally well in other 

environments; I don't have any references. I have no criticism; there was no 



lack. It was a full experience for me all the way through, even though, like 

every other student, I had my ups and downs. I got into politics, eventually, 

and began to be critical of some teachers and not others, of course—like any 

student would. But because of the people I did work with, whom I admired, 

damn it—and I still do—as human beings and artists, and because I was 

treated with a great deal of friendliness and support, I just had nothing but 

good feelings about the total Berkeley experience from the first day to the 

last. As I say, with the fact that everybody has their ups and downs, and I had 

some anguishing periods, too, like everybody else. But curiously enough, I 

never had any anguish about my ability, none at all, never any doubts about 

my ability. Often I had doubts about who I was or what I would become in art, 

that is, what paths I would follow. And for that reason, I think I'm clinging in 

my mind, I cling to the past, in the sense that the earlier views I had of 

Kandinsky and Miró and Paul Klee, in Los Angeles, before I went north, did in 

fact directly or indirectly influence a great deal of what I did. Not so much 

when I was in college, but, you might say, shortly afterwards I sort of 

developed in a direction that was reminiscent of these artists. 

SCHIPPER: 

What were your academic studies? 

EDMONDSON: 

I was very interested in academics. I wasn't a brilliant student at all, but I was 

a very tenacious one. I liked to study; I liked school, curiously. I liked school; I 

liked the environment. I liked the opportunity to take courses. I was not a 

centrally directed person. I was a dilettante in a sense, in many ways. But 

particularly I was very much interested in philosophy, maybe mainly. I was 

also interested in language, although I got discouraged a little bit about it in 

my, maybe, junior, senior year. It began to take up too much time. But I would 

say I was interested in literature. My recollection is that I didn't take a lot of 

courses in literature, but I took some; and I did a lot of reading on my own, 

just like I did a lot of reading in philosophy, both in course work and on my 

own. And I did a lot of reading in art history, in course work and on my own, 

although I have to admit that I: wasn't much of an art historian, nor do I think 

that what I read affected me in any way. I just read it. I suppose I was trying to 

get familiar with my field, and also art history at college I found extremely dull 



and uninteresting. So I thought maybe it would be less dull and uninteresting 

if I read some of it on my own. 

SCHIPPER: 

Can you remember who any of your teachers were? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, I can. My first memories of Berkeley were meeting a fine gentleman 

named Worth Ryder—whom I found very sympathetic and who I liked 

genuinely—who was a fine person, a very supportive person, and a very 

interesting person. And I remember him with a great deal of affection. And 

then the second experience, and probably the most vivid experience I had at 

Berkeley in terms of teachers, was Margaret Peterson, who I guess later 

became Margaret O'Hagan (but she always painted under the name of 

Margaret Peterson), whom I thought at the time, and I still think, is one of the 

most dynamic people I ever met in a classroom. I'm not saying [she was] the 

best teacher because she was authoritarian and she certainly tried to 

superimpose her ideas, but she opened up doors that no one else had, in 

terms of an attitude toward aesthetics, which was fundamentally cubist, 

fundamentally based on Picasso, and then it followed Picasso through cubism 

into, let's say, neocubism, or whatever word you want to use, whatever you 

want to call it, the late cubist Picasso. And I learned for the first time things 

about, oh, I suppose space and tension, although I can't say that—I think 

Worth Ryder taught me as much about, like, the picture plane, and what space 

is there, and what you can do to occupy that space. He first introduced me to 

a vocabulary to deal with that surface that the artist worked on. And Margaret 

Peterson then refined that and taught me a little bit about what some artists 

were doing, particularly what Picasso was doing with the picture frames. And I 

was very strongly influenced by Margaret Peterson and her interest in Picasso 

for quite a while. I graduated in '42, and I still was influenced in '46, '47, '48. I 

still remember doing paintings as late as '48 and '49 that were figurative and 

strongly smacked of my art education based on what Margaret Peterson had 

told me. And then the third major influence there, from the studio point of 

view, was a very fine gentleman, Erie Loran, whom I worked with for a long 

time and whom I always admired—really a model of a teacher who painted* 

Somehow we could talk—no heat. We could get along, partly because he was 



very open and willing to [talk with] the students. And later on, I kept up my 

acquaintance with him for many years. Those three, mainly—there were some 

other faces that came and went in my memory of school, but those three 

people, as teachers, were the dominant people in my academic life. 

SCHIPPER: 

What other influences in the area? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, then I began to meet students at that time who were seniors and 

graduate students and who were really moving much faster than I was. I knew 

[Richard] Diebenkorn in those days, and I knew [Elmer] Bischoff in those days. 

Now, this is long before they became renowned, the way they are today. I 

knew Karl Hasten, who's been teaching at Berkeley for years and years, when I 

was a student. I knew these people and lots of other people. These are names 

that just pop into my head because I've heard them so many times lately, I 

recall them quickly. I also knew and liked and went around with several other 

students, people who were students at that time, who became college 

professors and got prestigious positions in the art field later on. I wish I could 

remember some of their names because every once in a while I recollect them 

and I know where they went, what they did. So at that time I not only was 

being influenced by course work, if you like, or the fact that I was working in 

studios, but I also was traveling around with a lot of student artists who were 

very excited about art. Most of these people were much more advanced than I 

was, even though age wise, I was very similar. They had gone faster, quicker 

than I had. They were people I looked up to, and people whose studios I 

visited and whose conversations I listened to. I was a very naive person at that 

time; I may still be kind of naive, but I was a very naive person. I didn't know a 

lot. So I learned a great deal indirectly, just the fact that they were in the field. 

SCHIPPER: 

Was there anything specific that you saw in the work by any of your fellow 

students that had an effect on you? 

EDMONDSON: 



None at all. Actually, really, as I recollect, I didn't like their work at all, really, 

as work. I thought most of them were extremely academic, to me. From my 

point of view of where I wanted to be, they seemed to be borrowing heavily 

from the past. And as I say, I was strongly into cubism and Picasso, which was 

obviously—cubism was—what?—1909, 1910, and here I'm talking about 1940, 

'41. But I had just discovered cubism, and I was looking for it in other people's 

work, and I didn't see it, and therefore—for me, I felt that they were just sort 

of Renaissance oriented; I'm not talking about specifically any one name. But 

in general, all these people whom I admired because they were further along 

in school than I was and already were being looked at by fellow students and 

teachers as coming artists, and they already had begun to have a reputation as 

being talented young people—and I followed along, too, and wanted to see 

what they were—but as far as their work was concerned, it didn't do a thing 

for me. Just the fact that people were pointing them out as being young 

comers, you know, was the only reason I went that way. Actually, I was much 

fonder of the work of a woman who is still one of my very closest friends, Ynez 

Johnston. We went to school together as undergraduates and shared studio 

time together. That is, we often worked together and had classes together. 

She was an artist at that time who wasn't particularly considered that 

marvelous, who I thought was really a fine artist and still do. So, as I say, I 

wasn't using any artist, any of those student artists as models at all, just as 

interesting people who were coming. 

SCHIPPER: 

What else did you see? What shows? 

EDMONDSON: 

I have no recollection, but I do have a strong recollection of going to San 

Francisco all the time, of going to the S.F. Museum [of Art], which is the one in 

Civic Center. I went a lot. I must have gone to that museum, oh, on an average 

of every two weeks for years. My gallery-going was almost limited to museum-

going, though. I was not interested in commercial galleries. I didn't hear a lot 

about commercial galleries. I didn't think that they were particularly 

rewarding, but not because, again, I analyzed whether they would or wouldn't 

be. It's just that I seemed to gravitate toward the museum rather than toward 

the private galleries. And I'm sure at that time there may have been a lot of 



private gallery shows that were worthwhile. I'm sure I saw very few of them, 

exceedingly few of them. I suppose, also, if I recall my lifestyle with any kind of 

accuracy, art was a kind of an ongoing part of my life. I was in art up to my 

neck; art was all I was interested in. And therefore, going to the museum—

which, as I say, I went very often—was just another day in art. It wasn't 

special. I would just go there as quickly as I would go have lunch someplace. It 

was just as natural for me to plan to go to a museum as it was to do any other 

simple daily act. So it wasn't as if it was a surprising thing. I just went all the 

time because I wanted to be surrounded by pictures. And I'm sure I was more 

interested in pictures than in sculpture. I don't remember ever seeing any 

sculpture, except I remember [Wilhelm] Lehmbruck one time, seeing some 

Lehmbruck sculptures. But sculpture didn't mean a thing to me; just painting. 

Printmaking didn't mean a thing to me; I wasn't the least bit interested in 

graphics. I was only interested in painting. 

SCHIPPER: 

In your art courses, how much did you cover in terms of media? 

EDMONDSON: 

As I remember, basically, all I did was paint in oil. That's an oversimplification 

because I had another very fine teacher, whom I admired and whom I worked 

for very hard, named Chiura Obata. Under his supervision, I worked with 

Japanese sumi in ink and ink washes, and Japanese brush, and Japanese 

calligraphy, all that stuff. I remember that distinctly. That was like almost on 

the side, you know. That really wasn't mainstream to my main goals. I painted 

mostly in oils, mostly in oils. I remember very strongly working in oil painting 

with Erie Loran. Mostly with Margaret Peterson, I worked in charcoal. For 

some reason those were drawing classes, or—I don't know why, but I 

remember painting very little with Margaret Peterson and drawing mostly 

with charcoal. Mostly I remember doing oil painting with Erie Loran. And 

mostly I remember them as being pretty bad, too, pretty bad. The sumi was 

pretty good? the charcoal drawings weren't bad. But those oil paintings were 

bad. They were really dreadful. I mean, they were totally impersonal, totally 

something else. But I learned by doing them. I learned. I learned to see. I 

learned to begin to see things that I wanted to see. But I never really painted 

anything at that time that would be worth, you know, ten minutes of 



anybody's time. They were pretty bad. It wasn't that I didn't try, either; I tried 

extremely hard. 

SCHIPPER: 

That must have been discouraging. 

EDMONDSON: 

Not at all. Not at all. Actually, when I was painting them, I wasn't critical about 

them at all. It was only afterwards, when I looked at them maybe five, six 

years later—I still had a few left over—and I looked at them, and I said, "Shit, 

that is bad." At the time I was perfectly happy with them as being exactly 

where I was—no more, no less. It didn't discourage me at all. I never was an 

impatient person. And I never was very self-critical; I was always self-

confident. So no matter how bad they were—and, of course, I didn't know 

they were bad. At the time I thought they were just paintings; I didn't think of 

them as good or bad. And I never in any way was self-critical. So it wasn't a 

question of—like you hear stories of somebody like, oh, trying to think—

Cèzanne tearing up a canvas and throwing it away. No way. I had no feeling 

like that. They were just fine. It was only later on I realized they were pretty 

mediocre. 

SCHIPPER: 

What else were you doing, outside of school? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, I worked. I was a very poor student, extremely poor, all through college. 

I started college with a little landfall of money my parents gave me, but that I 

soon spent, partly because I had no other income and partly because I was not 

a very good bookkeeper, not very good with money, never have been. But 

that was soon gone, and I soon had to work, one way or the other, doing this 

or that; throughout my college career, I worked off and on at something. And I 

don't—it wasn't work. Somehow it wasn't work, like I talk to students today 

who are working. It never seemed to me like I had a job, but I had a hundred 

of 'em. I had extremely irregular hours for the most part, and extremely short 

hours for the most part. So it wasn't like I had an eight-hour job on top of 

going to school—no way. I sometimes surely worked eight hours a day, and 



sometimes I worked one or two, and sometimes I didn't work at all. So, even 

though I worked consistently through college, work was not something that I 

even remember as being important. It was just some hours of every day spent 

doing something that I got paid for. I remember vaguely what I did, but it was 

of no importance and wasn't even—it didn't detract from my education, and it 

didn't help my education. It was just along with it. It was of no importance. 

But I worked. So outside of school, outside of classes, outside of—I also had to 

do other things to get by. And then, oh, I mean, I did a lot of moving around. I 

had some good friends, did a lot of traveling, did a lot of—gypsy. I had a very 

gypsylike life. 

SCHIPPER: 

Where did you go? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, I often came down south, where my parents were and where my friends 

from high school and junior college were, to visit with them. I would take off 

at the drop of a hat, leave school and go south, stay a few days and come 

back. No problem at all. I often went north to Sacramento, where I had some 

friends. Went really extremely often—I'm talking about at this time maybe 

weekends, or sometimes during the week. Whenever the spirit moved me, I'd 

just take off. And yet, generally speaking, I was a very conscientious student. 

Generally speaking, I would say that, you know, I missed very few classes; I 

was a very, very conscientious student. I took my schoolwork seriously, and at 

the same time I lived a very gypsylike life. It was a funny combination of 

assuming a lot of responsibilities and trying to carry them out, and at the same 

time being very footloose and free, having no roots in Berkeley, really, just 

drifting. 

SCHIPPER: 

What kind of ideas did you have about your future? 

EDMONDSON: 

Curiously enough, none at all. One of the things that happened, and probably 

the reason I stayed in graduate school—although I'm just saying this because 

there may have been a hundred other reasons—was that when I graduated 



with a BA (I was extremely poor at this time; I was extremely poor all through 

college), the thought occurred to me, "Hey, you want to maybe get a job 

because how in the world are you going to make it if you don't?" I never had 

worked in any real sense, outside of just little nickels and dimes. And some of 

my friends were beginning to work, and I could see the difference in 

lifestyles—between my lifestyle, which was really like just living off the land, 

basically, and their lifestyle, which was just more comfortable and secure. But 

right at that time, which was fairly late—now, I'm talking about 1940—some 

of my friends went out on the job market, the art teaching job market, and 

were extremely discouraged about the lack of opportunity to find jobs. The 

word came back very quickly that there weren't a lot of jobs out there. At that 

time, I had no notion of what kind of job I was looking for. Probably I would 

have done a grammar school job; I didn't care. I mean, I'd never even thought 

about it. But I quickly got this impression that there were no jobs out there 

and that it was cheaper to stay in school. And I didn't know what else to do. All 

the other jobs I had were totally unsatisfactory. I really began to think I'd go 

into teaching at that time. So then, when I got into my graduate-level work, I 

started to take those teacher-training or education courses that they require 

for the state. And I went for my master's, which took me another couple of 

years. So it took me a couple of years to go from a BA to a master's, during 

which time I also took the required education courses for a state credential. At 

that time, then, I had focused on the idea that I would go out into the teaching 

field. But, you know, it was all very vague in my head, and I had no notion at 

all about what I was doing, really— extremely confident, but extremely 

unaware, unknowing. I just sort of had the ability to remain ignorant for a long 

time. It wasn't until I got in the army and went to Europe, which was a couple 

of years later, that I began to realize what art was all about. It wasn't until long 

after I was out of school that I finally began to get a picture of what an artist 

was or could be or might be, that is, focus it in my head. I was an artist, and I 

had been an artist; and I'd looked at artists who had studios, who were 

working in studios, but I just didn't see them. I mean, I didn't really 

understand. Almost like the same thing: I looked at a lot of pictures, and it 

wasn't until I saw these early Kandinskys, I mean, these Kandinskys early in my 

career, that I really saw a picture—like that, I mean, like a flash, like an insight. 

Basically, I suppose that's the way I live. I live, in a sense, by insight. I don't 

know whether that's real or not real, but I basically—I feel that I go along 



performing at a level without having any awareness of what I'm doing, and 

then, through some kind of flask or insight, I begin to see what I'm doing. And 

that's what happened there. I really didn't know what I was doing at all. And 

yet, in a pedestrian way, I was getting a degree and getting teacher's 

credentials, and I had the capability of going on to teaching. And I knew I was 

doing that; it was very conscious. But I had no awareness of what it all meant. 

And then finally, when I was able to kind of get this looking-back insight, then I 

knew what I was doing. 

SCHIPPER: 

What year did you get your MA? 

EDMONDSON: 

I got my MA in '42. 

SCHIPPER: 

And then what happened? 

EDMONDSON: 

Then I went right into the army. I got my diploma in one hand, and my draft 

notice in the other. They had been waiting for me. They postponed drafting 

me until I got my degree. They'd been after me for six months. I'd been getting 

deferments, which were automatic in those times: if you were in school, you 

could be deferred under certain conditions. It was no special thing for me; it 

was just generally done. And so I got my diploma in May or June and was 

drafted in June. And so then I spent from 1942 to the end of 1946 in the army. 

I got out late '46 and then spent the winter and spring of '47 in Richmond. Got 

a job in the fall of '47, teaching. 

SCHIPPER: 

Can you tell me about your army career? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, but I mean, it's—it was again kaleidoscopic and spotty and confusing. My 

impressions of it are probably all distorted by what my feelings were, what my 

needs were. You know, factually, I went into the army, into the medical corps, 

and finally I ended up in the air force medical corps, attached to the air force. 



And I traveled around, several places in the United States, various camps, in 

the medics. I was a medic. 

SCHIPPER: 

What were your duties? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, medics basically hang around hospitals. I did a lot of things around 

hospitals, as I remember—mainly, it seems to me, giving tests to, like, people 

in the air force, the soldiers in the air force. I was part of various kinds of 

testing programs. Then one time I wiggled myself into being—I got a job doing 

art work, decorating. I did a couple of murals. Then I got another job doing 

battle scene facsimiles that were used as part of training programs for these 

pilots and bombardiers, whatever they were, navigators. I did kind of portable 

murals with lights and stuff that they could use as simulated battle scenes to 

establish targets. That all sounds kind of romantic, but it wasn't really. I just 

did that for a while, among a thousand other things I did in the army. I didn't 

want to go to officers' school. I probably wouldn't have made it anyhow, but I 

really wasn't interested in being an officer. Not philosophically: I just couldn't 

pull myself together to go to officers' training school, even though with a 

college degree I would have been eligible and all that. I could have gotten in. 

It's hard to tell whether I could have gotten out or not, but I could have gotten 

in. But somehow I couldn't focus enough to find the right papers or ask how to 

get there. But finally I heard something about an intelligence branch of the 

service, and since I had an education, I thought, "Well, gee, why not give that 

a fling?" So I applied for that, and within a short time I was accepted into the 

CIC—let's see, the Counter-intelligence Corps branch of army intelligence—

and given training, or accepted as part of the training program to do 

interpreting and translating in French, with the idea that I could be sent 

overseas and deal with French-speaking civilians who had relationship to the 

army in any way. That was basically what it was all about. So I was sent to a 

couple of schools. I remember once I was sent to Stanford, which was kind of 

fun. And I was sent back—I was sent someplace else. I was sent to another 

school, back in the Midwest, and I was sent to a school in the East, sent to 

various schools for training in the field of interrogation, which sounds a lot 

more focused than it was. It was all again extremely confused. Mostly I 



remember just waiting, waiting to be assigned someplace. And then finally I 

was assigned, and I ended my army stint by spending a year in Europe as part 

of a counter-intelligence team in France—finally ended up in Germany at one 

time because of the way the war moved—but in France 90 percent of the time 

doing army interrogation, army intelligence jobs of one sort or another, 

dealing primarily with interviewing civilians. In critical times, romantically, it 

had to do with the enemy. And in most other times, it simply had to do with 

police work, politics, and the general relationship of civilians to the army, since 

the army in Europe hired thousands of civilians to do various jobs. Whenever 

they thought there was a problem, they would come to an 

interpreting/translating team and ask them to do some questioning, and we 

would be sent out and we would do it. It's as simple as that. And we worked 

every day, as I remember. Every day we had assignments. Sometimes a team 

merged with other teams, and there would be maybe twenty of us in a group. 

Other times we would split, and there would be three or four of us in a group. 

It all depended upon the assignment. And that was kind of fun, really; I mean 

fun in the sense that there's nothing really fun about being in the army. 

There's nothing fun about a war. I mean, there's no joy about it, no pleasure 

about it in my memory at all, except, I guess, compared to other assignments, 

it was not so bad. 

SCHIPPER: 

How much art were you doing? 

EDMONDSON: 

Oh, actually, curiously enough, believe it or not, I established studios several 

places in Europe and worked. I know I did once in Belgium, I know I did once in 

Paris, I know I did once in Le Vesinet—in all of those three towns. Le Vesinet's 

a little town not far away from Paris. In those three towns because I was 

stationed long enough to do it, I would meet some French civilians, find out 

who were the artists, find out where studios were. A couple of times people 

loaned me part of their studios. Sometimes they just pointed out an empty 

building that I could rent very inexpensively. And I painted. I really painted 

quite a bit during my stay in Europe, when you think about the fact that the 

army sort of owned me, body and soul, and I was like on twenty-four-hour 

duty, and that kind of thing. 



SCHIPPER: 

What kind of experiences were you having in terms of what you saw in art? 

EDMONDSON: 

I saw a lot of art. I went to the Louvre, which was of course a thrill. It would be 

to anybody, and it certainly was to me. I went to the Louvre dozens of times 

because for certain periods of time, I was free to go to Paris on weekends. It 

was part of the way my schedule was. This was mostly after the war was 

over—that is, the war in Europe was over—and some of the critical 

assignments no longer were there. There wasn't as much pressure then. It was 

a little more leisurely for myself and my team, you know, and I was allowed 

then to go. I had a sort of situation, a setup where I had transportation and a 

kind of a pass sort of thing, because I was just a sergeant of some sort, so that 

I went to Paris, you know, extremely often, and I saw a lot of art. But mostly I 

remember going to the Louvre. I went to the—what is it?—the Garden of 

Luxembourg, the Palais [de] Luxembourg, one of the two. I saw a lot of Paris. I 

walked around Paris from one end to the other, and looked at what Napoleon 

had done with making the streets, setting up the streets, you know, the Arc de 

Triomphe 
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SCHIPPER: 

What were you doing in Paris then? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, basically, I'm saying that I had leisure time to go to Paris, that is, after my 

week's work was over. I had the kind of schedule that allowed me to take off 

and go to Paris and spend a day or two—in other words, get away from army 

life, if you like. I didn't live at that time in the barracks, but I still wanted to get 

away from soldiers and talk to French people. I was sort of romantic, and I still 

am. I had a genuine pleasure in the language and meeting French people, 

informally, you know, as you'd bump into them in the park or a cafe, or 

wherever. And so this was my pleasure, in a sense—this was my hobby—since 

I could communicate reasonably well with them. I mean, I'm not bragging 

about my ability to speak, but it was adequate enough to communicate, so 



that it was very easy for me to—and I was a soldier in France at that time, and 

there wasn't a lot of hostility and antagonism. You know, people would talk to 

me and tell me how to get here and there, sometimes show me the way; 

sometimes I'd buy them a cup of coffee or a glass of wine, and sometimes 

they'd take me to their apartment and show me something or chat with me. 

This was what I enjoyed doing. So I'm really talking about—this was some of 

my holiday. And since I was in a position to do it quite often, I went to Paris 

quite often. It was a very comfortable thing to do. Once in a while I would 

indulge myself and go to like St. Cloud and play a game of golf. I had a lot of 

things going that were outside the army life at the time because there wasn't 

a great deal of pressure on me to be on duty all the time. 

SCHIPPER: 

How much contact did you have with artists and studios in Paris? 

EDMONDSON: 

None at all, curiously, or unfortunately. Nor was I particularly looking for it. I 

once remember going to—where did I go? Was it in Paris? I'm not sure. Or 

was it outside of Paris? I went a couple of times to artists' houses. I remember 

once going to where they said Picasso would be, with the idea that I might go 

in and say hello to Picasso because all the GIs were doing that, and I thought I 

might as well, too. But I chickened out at the last minute. It didn't seem like a 

comfortable thing to do, so I didn't do it. And then I remember a couple of 

other towns I was in where the townspeople would talk about a famous artist 

who lived in their town. I wish I could remember the names now because they 

were well-known, well-respected artists whose names I'd heard of. One of 

them was supposed to be pretty old and pretty decrepit, and one of them was 

supposed to be kind of an alcoholic (his wife kind of propped him up and 

made him paint a couple of hours a day before she'd give him a drink). And 

they'd say—well, the idea was, they're here, and I was moderately tempted to 

go see them. But not enough to do it. In other words, at that time, I simply—I 

wasn't that much people-oriented, in terms of meeting artists. I was 

interested in people—I don't know why; maybe not that much—but I was 

interested in people, and I was interested in art, but I really had no inclination 

to meet French artists. And that's curious because if someone showed up, I'm 

sure I would have been delighted to talk with them. But none did. I never met 



a French artist, outside of a couple of people who let me use their studio, who 

were in fact French artists of, you know, the most commonplace, mediocre 

kind—but nice people, and people whom one enjoyed. But no French artists at 

all, per se, like, that you could identify—I mean [that I could] say, oh yeah, I 

met so-and-so, or anybody. I met nobody who was a French artist. Nor did I 

see any contemporary French art, either. None at all. Only what you could find 

in the Louvre, which was all dead art, as far as I could see. I never saw a living 

French artist or his paintings while I was there, to my recollection—not once. 

Partly because we're talking about a period of reconstruction in France, when 

survival for the Frenchman was of much more concern than making art, when 

probably most of the French artists weren't in Paris at all (all had been 

dispersed), when the opportunity to sit down and paint simply didn't exist, 

when transportation was nil for Frenchmen, and so on and so on. Now, I'm 

talking about the period shortly after the end of World War II, and France was 

in a very chaotic situation. It was not a peacetime time, even though now 

there was peace. It was the aftermath of years of war and invasion and 

occupation. And I'm sure that it wasn't the same kind of Paris as it was ten 

years later. 

SCHIPPER: 

And what happened to you after that? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, actually, it's hard to say as I look back. Actually I flipped a coin in my 

head. I flipped a coin as to whether to stay in France—Paris—or go to art 

school, which I could have done on the GI Bill. I was aware enough to realize 

that I had a choice, an option. I could stay in France for another—I'd put in a 

lot of time in the army, and the GI Bill was good. A lot of people were talking—

see, I was in an intelligence group. Everybody was college educated. A lot of 

them were interested in higher education—although not in art at all, but in 

higher education. A lot of them were into French culture and literature. A lot 

of them were interested in, like, foreign travel and foreign study. And I wasn't 

interested in any—so I was with a group who talked a lot about the 

opportunities that were there to stay in Paris and study. So I became aware of 

that, and I seriously considered maybe going to Grande Chaumiere and 

studying art, which would have been just beautiful for me because it would 



have been just such a big fake. I could have loafed around and gone to cafes 

and drank wine, had a nice kind of Bohemian baloney life, and it would have 

been fine. And that's about all I thought of it. I didn't think of it as being any 

serious value, as far as learning art was concerned, but just—well, jeez, that 

would be a kick, just to lie around. But then I thought of myself, my whole 

situation, and figured I'd just been lying around for four years anyhow in the 

army, already had been lying around for four years on my back. I had a wife? I 

was married. 

SCHIPPER: 

Were you married in America? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yeah. In 1942 I got married, right after I went into the army. My wife followed 

me around most of the time I was in the army, followed me all over. My wife 

and I traveled all over. I hadn't seen my wife for a year, more, although she'd 

been in New York. Let's see, I left from New York, and she was in New York 

with me when I left, or just close to New York, so she'd seen me just before I 

left. But I hadn't seen my wife for a year. I never had had a job in my whole 

life; I'd never earned any money. It was always in the back of my head that I'd 

never earned any money in all my life, never paid any bills with my own 

money, which was basically true, you know. Never had a steady job in my life. 

Didn't know who I was. I didn't think I'd find out in Europe. I didn't think I'd 

find out. So, you know, I had some moral, intellectual, social considerations 

that made me decide that to bum around in Europe for another year was just 

postponing coming to grips with real life—which sounds kind of noble, but it 

wasn't at all. It was just like, well, you've always been a bum, and you've 

abandoned your wife—it wasn't my fault; I was sent away—and you really 

ought to go back home. Although there were a lot of reasons—Europe is kind 

of nice when you're reasonably young, and I was thirty years old then. Europe 

beckoned as being a nice, fun place: I wouldn't have had to earn any money 

(the money was coming in from the GI Bill). It would have been a kick. But my 

moral sense of duty, or need, or personal obligation made me decide that it 

was in my best interests to go back home and focus in on a life that would be 

ongoing and would have a tomorrow, not just waiting for it to begin. In other 

words, I almost was of the opinion that my life hadn't begun yet—up to that 



time I'd just been treading water (not exactly that, but kind of that way)—that 

there was a new phase in my life that had to begin, and I had to start it some 

time, and the quicker the better. It was like kind of a resolution: the quicker 

the better; get back there and shape up and do it. Because I really did think of 

the army as being four years wasted out of my life. So I opted then to go home 

and stood in line until I got a boat ride back. And then I got back, as I say, in 

fall of '46, or winter—fall of '46, I'm pretty sure—and picked up my wife. Then 

we went to Richmond, where we got a little apartment that was low rent 

because it had been used by war workers and all that kind of jazz, and could 

use it as a GI, an ex-GI. At that time, if you'd been in the army, you could get 

low rent in this little place. There were lots of them around at that time; guess 

they're all torn down now. And then I immediately started to look for a job at 

that time, look for a teaching job, put out a lot of letters, got a little organized. 

My wife is and was, was and is, an extremely well organized woman, 

extremely methodical and well organized. And so, you know, like with a little 

help from my friends, this time being my wife, I got really settled down, got 

the right, proper correspondence out, and within a very short time I got 

several offers for jobs. But they all were talking about the following fall. They 

weren't talking about springtime? they weren't talking about summer. So I 

really was killing time again until fall. There was just nothing I could do. I didn't 

have to work because I had money coming in from the GI Bill, which allowed 

me—it was like collecting unemployment insurance or something. I'd go down 

every week and collect the money. So it wasn't like I needed the money, and I 

couldn't get a job. So I just, you know, waited. it was like the army again, 

waiting. I just waited out the spring of '47, and then I kind of fuddled. I had a 

couple of job offers, and I couldn't make up my mind, and I finally made up my 

mind and took a job in Ventura at the junior college, so that was my first 

teaching. And that kind of winds up a whole period of—an exceedingly non-art 

period. Exceedingly, even though I still remember with great pleasure some of 

the things I saw in the Louvre. Particularly I remember with great drama that 

Nike of Samothrace that was on the staircase. And I saw—what is it?—

Praxiteles' Venus de Milo. I saw all kinds of marvelous stuff. I did, I did. I saw it, 

and I was very thrilled by them. I saw a lot of painting that was immeasurably 

beautiful to me. But at the same time, I saw a dreadful monotony in a lot of 

wasted things, which really kind of drowned a lot of decent— 

SCHIPPER: 



You didn't mention that you had been in New York before you went to Europe. 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, I went to New York. I looked at art in New York. There I went to 

commercial galleries because that's what you do in New York. I went up and 

down—at that time, let's see, where was I? Madison Avenue, I guess, up and 

down Madison Avenue, looking at commercial galleries, and I saw them all, all 

which you could see there. And I was very enthusiastic about it there. I'd gone 

previously with my wife, and this was nice—I'm not sure, but she was with me 

in Chicago, and we'd gone to a lot of the commercial galleries in Chicago 

together. I'd had a leave a few months before and we hustled off to Chicago 

together. In those times I really looked at a lot of art; I really looked. I knew 

what was going on; I was exceedingly well aware of what was going on in art. 

Although when I look back now I can't remember a thing I saw, I saw 

everything there was to be seen. But again, I had time to go into town and 

look around I don't remember anything I saw in Chicago. I know where | I 

went, but I don't remember like the art itself. But I know I was busy looking. 

Curious how I just looked at j things, and then they blank out. They don't have 

any—I don't fix on much. I do a lot of looking, but it sort of j goes in one eye 

and out the other, that kind of looking, I guess. Or maybe it's the kind of 

looking where I'm not j really interested in identifying names and faces, just in 

f having impressions. And yet, when I think, you know, what I kind of art did I 

see? I can't remember. I just don't | remember what I saw at all. | 

SCHIPPER: 

Do you remember what was happening in New York j then? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, let's see, that was wartime. It seemed to me at that time that New York 

wasn't the least bit affected by the war, not like my memory of how France 

was affected by the war. New York was just New York, just like there wasn't a 

war, to all intents and purposes, particularly j if you walked along the streets 

of Manhattan, where there were no war factories. There were a lot of 

soldiers; there | were a lot of sailors; so there was a war on. Every other 

person was in uniform; so there was a war on. But outside j of that, I mean 

from the casual point of view I had, there was no indication there was any—it 



looked like New York any other time I'd been to New York. It was just typical 

New York—you know, a lot of things to see, a lot of places to go, going day 

and night, the way New York does. But, you know, I can't separate the fact 

that I was sort of conscientiously—I was a conscientious person, and in spite 

of the fact that I was very footloose, I had a sort of tie with the army. All the 

time, the army controlled me like a sort of puppet on a string, so that I was 

always conscious of time—where I was, when I had to get back, what—so it 

was a kind of fun—I looked at New York at that time in a very funny way. I 

wasn't a free agent at all. I wasn't free; I was owned body and soul by the 

army. And the army was full of threatened punishment for me because I'd 

never been controlled by anybody or anything all my life; I was always a free 

spirit, always had complete freedom. And here all of a sudden I had a 

threatening sort of institution over me, always threatening. I was 

impressionable, and I didn't like those threats, so I was—I really was—I was 

exceedingly controlled by the feeling of threat. I wasn't rebellious. I was very 

much afraid of the army, what it could do to me, how it could abuse me at 

times. I was like every other GI. For every GI, the motto was, "Never 

volunteer; stay out of sight; don't get in trouble; hide in the group." Typical GI 

mentality, and I was exactly like that. Get in a group of five or six, then you 

become anonymous. Nobody appoints you. I was doing that, all my life like 

that. So it wasn't like being in New York at all, the way it would be if you were 

a free person. All through the army I just felt owned, body and soul. I honestly 

did. But that really isn't true because, curiously, the army treated me 

exceptionally nice, when you think about the army, outside of its being 

exceedingly monotonous and boring, which all army life is (especially for me 

because I had no roots in the army). Nothing in the army interested me the 

least little bit, not the least little bit. But when I look back on it, there was a lot 

of freedom in the army. When I was with my wife, I always was allowed to live 

off the post. I could live in town, which I did all the time. And when I was sent 

to schools, I was living in very comfortable places, given a lot of freedom, 

treated really very nicely. I was given a lot of free time. When I was in Europe, 

outside of critical times, when there were little crises, I was given a lot of 

freedom, all the freedom I wanted—which wasn't a lot; I just wanted to be let 

alone. But my whole art experience in those four years was spotty: thrilling at 

times, and nothing most of the time. I remember going to a hotel in Chicago 

where they had a couple of art galleries—gee, I should remember that? I was 



very much impressed by it, the art galleries in Chicago, very much impressed. 

Very much impressed by the art galleries in New York because I had never 

seen them before. 

SCHIPPER: 

What did you think of the art you saw in New York? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, as I said, my recollections—I can't remember a single thing I saw. But I 

must have been generally impressed by the fact there was a lot of it. I don't 

remember a thing I saw. I can't imagine what was in the galleries—no 

recollection at all. 

SCHIPPER: 

You did mention earlier that you went to Peggy Guggenheim's. 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, I did. And there I was most impressed—[it was] the first time I'd ever 

seen—what's his name?—Bauer's stuff, [Rudolph] Bauer, that exceedingly 

boring painter whom I was most impressed with because I thought he was 

Kandinsky for a while. For the first ten minutes I was looking, I thought I was 

looking at Kandinsky. Quickly I realized I wasn't, and quickly I realized that, for 

me, he just didn't do a thing. [laughter] 

SCHIPPER: 

Well, that was the Guggenheim Museum. But Peggy Guggenheim also had a 

gallery— 

EDMONDSON: 

I don't think I ever went to the gallery? I just went to the museum. 

SCHIPPER: 

Oh, I see. 

EDMONDSON: 

I don't remember ever going to her gallery. I don't remember what galleries I 

went to. It seemed to me I was uptown a lot; there were a lot of galleries 



uptown. I don't know if I ever went to the Village at all at that time. It was only 

later I got acquainted with the Village, many years later. But I just went 

through New York like a soldier on a holiday, and that's all it was to me. Just 

the purest kind of spectator, just like somebody who's seeing New York for the 

first time—it's all exceedingly impressive. Just like a country bumpkin, just 

impressed by it. But just as impressed by the buildings. For some reason, 

looking at art wasn't that central, except maybe looking at art history. You 

know, it's a funny thing. I never looked at art as if it would be a model, never 

looked at art for models, only as history. This is interesting, in my conversation 

because really I'm talking about museum art. I never was the least bit 

interested in what was really going on. It didn't mean a thing to me. I didn't 

need other people's art; I didn't want to look at other people's art. And I 

wasn't curious about people's art. Never knew any artists. Looking at people's 

art just didn't mean a thing to me. And I suppose basically it still doesn't, just 

doesn't at all. Now I'm more familiar with who I am and where I am, and I 

understand art better. I understand the perspective from which I look at art 

better, and I look at a lot of art. I look at art all the time, as fast and often as I 

can, now, but just like I did then, without it meaning a lot to me. It's just 

something you look at: other people, like yourself, working. 

SCHIPPER: 

And then, after the war, you came back to California? 

EDMONDSON: 

Right. 

SCHIPPER: 

Now, we left off at your arrival in Ventura in 1946. Let's go on from there. I'd 

like to know about your activities in Ventura, what happened there. 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, let's see. I tried to get acquainted immediately with the art scene in 

Ventura and Santa Barbara, which was close by. And first I got acquainted with 

the Santa Barbara museum. There wasn't much going on in Ventura at the 

time. But Santa Barbara was and has been a focal point for art. There was a 

man, whose name escapes me now, who was the director of the museum at 



that time, or had recently been the director, who had an outstanding 

reputation. His wife, up until very recently, has had a gallery in Santa Barbara. 

SCHIPPER: 

Donald Bear. 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, Esther Bear, It was her husband who had been the director about the 

time, or shortly before, I arrived in Ventura. So, you know, it was a good going 

concern, the Santa Barbara museum, a lively place. So I began playing with 

that. And then, at the same time, I began to make weekly pilgrimages into Los 

Angeles to see the galleries and museums here. And I began to paint in 

Ventura. Almost for the first time I began to settle in. I finally had a stable 

address, I had a job there, and I was feeling kind of secure. So I started to 

paint, and I began to exhibit work that I did in Ventura. I remember that I had 

a painting—I still remember—I had a painting in Los Angeles County Museum, 

at one of those open, com¬petitive shows that they had at that time. I had a 

little oil painting on a panel—it was on a panel—that I did. It was sort of 

figurative, and it was sort of Picassoesque, kind of, as I remember. So I really 

began to push ahead in my own art, began to really for the first time focus on 

myself as an artist, while I was in Ventura. That was almost my first moment of 

self-realization, that this was a real field and maybe I could make a place in it 

for myself. I began to have the aspirations to be an artist, to get a reputation 

and be accepted among my peers as an artist. So I really felt that, maybe for 

the first time, when I was in Ventura. For the first time, I began to finally 

realize what it would be like to be an artist, myself—for the first time. And 

that was a good start for me, a good beginning. It was a good age for me to do 

that. Everything seemed right, and I seemed to be extremely concentrated on 

that. That was my major goal then, for a good many years to come: to push 

myself ahead in the field of art, to show and be seen and get a reputation. 

That was the major goal for the next ten years. 

SCHIPPER: 

And how much help did you get in that direction in Santa Barbara? 

EDMONDSON: 



Well, eventually, directly or indirectly, from my stay there, I met a woman who 

became the museum director [Ala Story]. Unfortunately, I forget her name 

now, but she gave me a show within the next span of time, the next couple of 

years or so—I forget now the date of the show [1953]. But it was from my 

contact with Santa Barbara and the museum and this director that it finally 

blossomed out and she invited me to have an exhibition there, which I did. So 

that I did get personal stimulation from my Santa Barbara experience. I also 

began to do a thing, which has been exceedingly important to me all my life: I 

began to teach. I have been a sort of dedicated—if you want to use that 

word—dedicated teacher all my life, and I first began to get a foot into 

teaching in Santa Barbara. Not only did I begin to have this self-realization that 

I wanted to be an artist, but I also became aware that I would make a career 

of teaching. That was my first experience, teaching at the junior college in 

Ventura, and while it certainly wasn't any marvelous success in all ways, it was 

enough of a success. I was able to set goals and achieve them, in terms of 

teaching, that I felt that it was something that I could do comfortably as a 

career. And that was good. That was exceedingly important to me. It seems 

like—how could that be important? But that was my first step to a lifetime of 

teaching, and I've been teaching ever since then. So that was the first of thirty-

odd years of teaching, therefore, it was exceedingly important that I find out 

that I could teach at that time, that I wanted to teach, liked to teach, and 

could survive in teaching. Otherwise, I would have had to find some other way 

of existing. So Ventura, for all of its limitations, was an important moment, 

year in my life. I learned two things about myself, and I began to have self-

confidence in both: self-confidence that I could be an artist, and self-

confidence that I knew how to teach. I'm not saying for a minute I ever lacked 

self-confidence in myself, but I never even knew what I wanted to do in the 

way of art. And there I discovered—and I felt I could do it; I felt confident. And 

it was a confidence that never failed me. I always felt I could do exactly what I 

wanted to do. My horizons weren't that vast. I had fairly limited goals, and I 

could achieve them. 

SCHIPPER: 

What kind of notices were you getting—from Los Angeles, for instance? 

EDMONDSON: 



I would say none at all, then. None, not even—well, a name in a catalog, that's 

all. No one paid any attention. 

SCHIPPER: 

No reviews? 

EDMONDSON: 

None at all, no. To begin with, during that year, I showed once or twice in Los 

Angeles. Certainly I remember showing at the County Museum, maybe 

showed at another competitive exhibition, someplace or another. So there 

wasn't a lot of my work to be seen. It was just lost in the shuffle, just another 

piece in the show. 

SCHIPPER: 

And what school were you teaching at in Ventura? 

EDMONDSON: 

It was called Ventura College. 

SCHIPPER: 

And what were you teaching? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, actually, curiously enough, I was teaching a double subject. I was 

teaching art (I taught art, like studio art, I taught art history); and for one 

semester I taught some elementary French. I'd just come back from France as 

an interpreter-translator, and I still had a certain interest in language and a 

certain fluency. It seemed like an easy thing to do, and it sounded like fun. And 

I was interested in the possibilities of whether it would work or not. So I tried 

that. And then, after one semester, I realized that I didn't want to double up 

that way—I really wanted to teach art—so I asked to be relieved of that 

subject, which they were happy to do. So then I simply taught a straight art 

course. It was an extremely elementary, diversified curriculum—exceedingly 

elementary. And yet, as a result of that, I remember the next year, when I 

moved to Pasadena, a couple of the students that had been in Ventura came 

to Pasadena and came to Los Angeles. So I had some small rapport with some 

of the students. It was okay. 



SCHIPPER: 

And where did you go from there? 

EDMONDSON: 

Then I applied, at the end of the year, for various reasons—one, I wanted to 

get out, and—well, in any case, I applied to the Pasadena City College for a 

job. I'd seen the junior college, and it seemed interesting to me. I thought, 

"I'm in the junior college system now. Why not try to get into another one?" 

So I applied here, in Pasadena, came up for a couple of interviews, and met 

really a very marvelous woman, one that I feel is a very marvelous woman; her 

name at that time was Helen Hunt [later Reid], and she was the chairman of 

the department. She and I sort of hit it off, so she hired me. So I spent one 

year in Ventura, and then I came to Pasadena. I guess that was in 1948, or 

something like that. And then I started a long series of years here in Pasadena. 

SCHIPPER: 

Now, you were already getting awards at that time, I believe. You received a 

first prize for watercolor at San Francisco Museum of Art in 1946. 

EDMONDSON: 

Yeah. That was just before I left the town. 

SCHIPPER: 

Then you received a sculpture award there in 1949. 

EDMONDSON: 

Yeah, I still remember that. I remember the piece. 

SCHIPPER: 

Now, how did you happen to be doing sculpture? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, I got it in my head about that time that I could work three-dimensionally, 

or I should work three-dimensionally, or that maybe working flat wasn't the 

only answer. And I also, at that time—or let's say previous to that—had sort of 

been interested in somebody's mobiles, and I'd been interested in Calder's 



stabiles and mobiles. I talked a lot about it in my classes. So one day I just 

decided that I would get into a series of sculptural pieces. By the way, that 

also is tied up to the fact that about that time I learned to solder jewelry, and I 

was doing a few pieces of jewelry for my wife. So my ability to solder and the 

fact that I wanted to go into a three-dimensional form just gravitated me to 

make a couple of pieces, which I did. And I quickly got out of sculpture. But I 

bought a lot of sheet brass and a lot of brass wire. The pieces I made at that 

time were sheet brass and brass wire, sort of were like almost flat sheet stuff. 

They were bent, but they were flat sheet stuff. 

SCHIPPER: 

Were they pieces that moved, like mobiles? 

EDMONDSON: 

No, no sense of movement. Just still pieces. 

SCHIPPER: 

But you did mention Calder as a source. 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes. I believe that if anyone would look at them, they would say there are 

certain reminiscences—the fact that I was using flat sheet the way he often 

did; and the fact that I was bending some of the pieces, like he often did; and 

the fact that I was putting them on like discs on the end of pieces of wire, like 

he did—although I didn't get involved at that time in movement. Later, 

however, or very shortly, right in that period, I did some mobiles using brass 

that quite clearly showed an awareness of Calder. I don't think my pieces, 

were Calder-like because I never solved the way he did the movement. But 

they definitely were influenced by—I evidently took a lot of pleasure in what 

Calder at that time did. I felt he just did something—and I guess somehow 

mobiles were in the air. There was talk about a lot of interesting—I remember 

talking about stabiles and mobiles as if they were something very special. So I 

got involved, myself. 

SCHIPPER: 

I see. And what was your principal medium at that time? 



EDMONDSON: 

Watercolor. Watercolor. Again, my major focus was watercolor, except in 

certain periods, when I focused on oil, or later on, much later, [when I] 

focused on etching. But watercolor's been the material that I most liked and 

was most familiar with. 

SCHIPPER: 

Now in this period—this is 1948-49—were you continuing to push your 

paintings? What was happening with—? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, I was exhibiting. I was exhibiting in what we call open, competitive shows 

just as fast as I could, every time I heard of one. I remember I was shipping 

back East. I don't know how early I began to get into the Corcoran [Gallery of 

Art, Washington, D.C.], and to try to get—I mean, I was shipping my stuff all 

over, just as fast as I could. And I began to get into eastern shows, New York 

shows. I remember I got into some kind of a show. I don't know, it's confusing. 

[inaudible] I got in the Corcoran, and I got in the Whitney [Museum of 

American Art, New York], and I got in all kinds of shows back East. I was really 

sending my stuff out, someplace in the late forties, early fifties period. And 

they were reasonably well-received. At least I got into a lot of shows, and I got 

a lot of correspondence from them about showing and shipping and so on. 

SCHIPPER: 

Yes. This [sheet] doesn't begin that early. Now, how long did it take you to get 

into a gallery? 

EDMONDSON: 

I forget now. My first gallery show was with Jimmy Byrnes's gallery [American 

Contemporary Gallery]. Jimmy and Barbara Byrnes had a gallery on Hollywood 

Boulevard at that time, when I first showed, whenever that was. I'm not sure 

whether it was late forties or early fifties. 

SCHIPPER: 

You were with Felix Landau, beginning in 1950. 

EDMONDSON: 



Well, then it was before then. My first exhibition was with Jimmy Byrnes. As I 

remember, I had a two-man show with the man who teaches cinema now 

over at Cal Arts—I forget his name. [tape recorder turned off] Yeah, the fellow 

that I showed with at Jimmy Byrne's gallery was Jules Engel. And that was a 

two-man show. And shortly after that—Jimmy Byrnes so that time was 

connected with the County Museum; he was one of the curators. His wife, 

Barbara, had the gallery, and they worked it out together. It was a nice 

association: they're very nice people. And then I think that they discontinued 

the gallery, or moved it, or whatever. Whether it was a conflict of interest with 

the museum, or something like that—but in any case, then later I moved over 

and showed with Felix Landau. 

SCHIPPER: 

Now, how did Felix find you? Felix told me that most of his artists were people 

that he went to, that he rarely took an artist that came to him. 

EDMONDSON: 

You know, I really can't remember when I first met Felix, or under what 

circumstances. And I really can't remember how we arranged my first 

exhibition with him. For some reason, I knew him and had met him. I think 

that I just sort of tentatively one day talked to him about an exhibition. I can't 

remember even whether he came out to look at my stuff at my house, or— 
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SCHIPPER: 

Now, what was your relationship with Felix when you started with him in the 

gallery? How did that go? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, how do you mean? 

SCHIPPER: 

Did you have a contract or did you have a verbal agreement? Did you have a 

smooth arrangement? 

EDMONDSON: 



Seems to me we started with a verbal agreement. I wouldn't be surprised if 

there was some contract someplace along the line, but mostly it was verbal. 

And actually, I had a very good relationship with Felix for many years, for a 

long time. It was a very comfortable gallery to be in; he was a very 

comfortable person to be with. I felt he was trying exceedingly hard to push 

my stuff the best he could. At times he did very well for me, and at other 

times he didn't. I wasn't that easy to sell. I really felt he was an excellent agent 

for me in my work. I really couldn't have asked for a better person for a long 

period of time, you know, when he was strongly into new young faces—local 

talent. As long as he was strongly into that, we had a fine relationship. And I 

have nothing but happy memories of that. Later on, he began to get into 

another aspect of the art business, looking at his gallery in a different way, and 

at that time I didn't fit in with him and his plans, so we parted company. And 

then we weren't on such good terms after that. We just parted and went our 

separate ways. 

SCHIPPER: 

Can you remember just about what time it was when you found that you were 

not in harmony? 

EDMONDSON: 

I believe about 1960. 

SCHIPPER: 

Oh, it was that soon. 

EDMONDSON: 

My memory is about 1960. 

SCHIPPER: 

And then I believe you left him and went to another gallery. 

EDMONDSON: 

I shopped around for a lot of different galleries over a period of time after 

that—I forget who and where all the time, but a lot of different galleries. I 

finally ended up, gallerywise—it seems to me that the next gallery that I 

focused in on was Adele Bednarz's gallery. That was a very good gallery, and I 



was very pleased to be with Adele. She was a very nice person, ran a good 

gallery. She gave me a most excellent exhibition? I was quite pleased. But 

wherever I was in my own work or wherever I was painting, I was certainly not 

a very successful—I was certainly not very successful financially with Adele. I 

certainly don't blame her for it. I just was doing paintings that people weren't 

interested in buying, that's all. So I had a couple of shows with her, and I 

worked hard for those shows. I worked creatively, I thought, and inventively, 

and I was doing what was right for me. But they weren't that successful. So 

then I began to kind of be disenchanted with the gallery business; it wasn't for 

me. It just wasn't doing anything for me. I was doing a lot of work focusing on 

a date—like the work is due by such and such a date for an exhibition—and it 

was kind of unrewarding. I'd already had an exhibition, so why have another 

one? So finally I got to a point in my own thinking where I began to simply 

withdraw from that particular kind of competition, just like I'd begun to 

withdraw from open competitions (I stopped sending, just lost my interest in 

sending). So I pulled out of her gallery, just voluntarily said, "Hey, this isn't 

doing it for me." I have no regrets at all about my stay with Adele. She was a 

good person for me. She was very businesslike and very efficient. A very 

cordial, very pleasant person. But I just wasn't getting any personal 

satisfaction out of the whole gallery thing at that time. Nor out of exhibition at 

that time. Somehow I was sort of spinning my wheels. I [said], "I'll sort of 

withdraw for a while." And I did withdraw, and I've sort of withdrawn ever 

since. In other words, I still don't see any present need for the kind of focus 

that it takes to have an exhibition, where, over a short period of time, you 

muscle up some work that represents a stage in your development, I just don't 

seem to have any need for that. Not that I don't feel—right now, as I talk to 

you about that, I personally feel that the work I'm doing now is fine. But is 

exceedingly diversified; it's not focused. It doesn't represent some kind of 

period statement in my life. It just is a kind of floating kind of thing. It's where I 

want to be. Therefore, I don't think I could put up an integrated body of work 

today, which really doesn't interest me—that isn't my need now. I'm not 

trying to be commercial, so I'm not seeing if I could sell myself or my work. I've 

tried that, and it didn't work too well. So the whole value of having exhibitions 

has lost some of its charm for me right now. But I had really a good experience 

with La Cienega Boulevard and the whole thing. I thought it was fine. I just 

think it was fine. There were some good moments and some highlights there, 



and there were some good galleries from time to time up and down that 

street. 

SCHIPPER: 

You also showed at Comara; you showed prints there. 

EDMONDSON: 

Yeah. [Cecil] Comara was a nice—I was with him for a while, before I went to 

Adele, I guess. Or after. I forget. I thought it was before. 

SCHIPPER: 

In '62, I think I have. 

EDMONDSON: 

Sure, I had a couple of shows with Comara. It seems to me I showed etchings. 

It seems to me I recall showing etchings. But he was a good dealer, who tried 

hard. He had his struggles, and he had some hard times. His gallery was a hard 

one to hold together. So he had his ups and downs. But certainly as a person, 

as far as I was concerned, he was a fine person. We didn't have any conflict. 

We understood each other very clearly. I was doing sort of one-at-a-time 

things. There was no marriage contract thing about it. It was just like he had a 

spot, and I was available, and we both knew each other—he knew my work, 

and I knew him, and we could get along together and have a show. And then 

at that time, I knew several artists who were in his gallery whom I ran around 

with. Dave Elder was in there And Shiro Ikegawa was in there. And, let's see, 

who else do I recall? Oh, actually three or four others that I kind of poked 

around with. So it was a very friendly gallery at one period, and a lot of my 

friends were in this comfortable place. He sold reasonably well for me; he was 

pretty successful—prints—he was pretty successful, adequately. 

SCHIPPER: 

I'd like to go back, though, to 1950 and some of the other things that were 

turning up then. It says here you were on a radio appearance, "What Is 

Modern Art?" (1952) Do you remember that? 

EDMONDSON: 



Yes, I was. What in the world was that about? I really—it was some kind of a—

I tell you, my memory's pretty faded about all of—what in the world was that 

all about? I forget. I don't even know what station it was or what the 

circumstances were. I remember I was on an interview. I think it was one of 

these news programs where they also did some kind of editorial, and I was 

part of the editorial part. I had about a five-minute interview with the man on 

the program in which he asked me a series of questions. And this came 

through some connections through the city college, Pasadena City College. 

Somehow they came to the school, the station contacted the school about 

what was going on that would be interesting. Somebody put my name up, and 

so they came and asked me if I'd do it. And at that time, I was kind of 

interested in philosophy, particularly definitions. For a long time I was very 

much interested in definitions. I was interested in defining things, like what is 

modern art? In fact, later on I did a filmstrip— 

SCHIPPER: 

It says, Say Hello to Modern Art, published by Esto Press. 

EDMONDSON: 

And it was the same idea, trying to break down art into a series of visual 

elements and then attach words to them. At that time I was interested in that. 

I'm sure that my attempt was to make some definitions that had to do with 

the content of modern art and maybe the emotional impact of art. 

SCHIPPER: 

How much did that film get shown? 

EDMONDSON: 

What was the title of that one again? 

SCHIPPER: 

Say Hello to Modern Art. 

EDMONDSON: 

Yeah, well, we sold quite a few. Actually, this was Esto. Sure, a very nice lady 

ran that, an interesting lady, and she had done several films and film strips. 

She tried very hard to sell her products to schools. She advertised in school 



magazines and things where they had video showings and, you know, like 

screenings. She sent those film strips all over the United States to wherever 

schools were, like sending teachers to buy material. My recollection is that she 

had a very difficult time selling anything, but she tried very hard. She was 

really very businesslike about it. But either her product didn't have the quality, 

or the competition was—or whatever. In other words, as I remember, it was 

pretty frustrating for her because she plowed a lot of money into several 

things, including a very nice film on etching, starring a Pasadena woman who 

was a well-known etcher. And I'm afraid it was a hard one to sell. I saw the 

film, and I thought it was extremely successful, a beautiful film. But those 

things are hard to sell because it seems that most teachers are willing to take 

on the problem of doing it themselves. They don't need a film. And maybe 

they're better off without them. 

SCHIPPER: 

What level was this film for? 

EDMONDSON: 

The filmstrip? The filmstrip was like high school level. It was supposed to be 

like high school senior level, or amateur art class level. It was just very 

elementary. 

SCHIPPER: 

It seems pretty early for that kind of interest in schools, in contemporary art. 

EDMONDSON: 

You can believe it was. [laughter] 

SCHIPPER: 

I'd like to talk about your first museum show that came about 1952 in San 

Francisco at the [M. H. I De Young Museum. How did that get going? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, that was on the invitation of Erie Loran. I don't know exactly what his 

connection was with the museum at that time, but I think he was either on the 

board of directors or had been chosen as one of the members to make 

selections for exhibitions or whatever. And as I mentioned earlier in one of our 



conversations, he had been one of my teachers. We had gotten along very 

well; he treated me exceedingly well and supported me as an artist 

exceedingly well. I guess he just—my name must have popped into his mind, 

and so he started some correspondence with me. I was most delighted and 

most flattered to be included in a show like that, to be given a show at a place 

like that. I was all charged up, and so I very eagerly accepted. As I remember I 

showed a wide diversity of stuff, including all kinds of things, it seems to me 

also including etchings as well. I don't know for sure if I did. Now what year 

was that? SCHIPPER; This is 1952, and he talks about paintings. 

EDMONDSON: 

I guess not. I guess that was a paintings show then. 

SCHIPPER: 

But you had a painting from 1948 called Integrated Forms. And Loran said 

[in Art News, September 1952], "He was driven to the perfecting of neat 

geometric elements, arranged with great knowledge of space composition." 

EDMONDSON: 

That's right. I had a period like that. 

SCHIPPER: 

And then he says, "By 1952, in projection and control, he arrived at a 

remarkably free and limpid type of floating, undulating color-shape that marks 

a bridge between earlier, mechanically perfect geometric forms and the freer, 

more emotional and unified forms suggested in Interdependences (1952)." 

Now, do you remember how that change came about? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes. My changes in style—and that one among others? certainly that was an 

early change—usually had to do with my concern for solving problems in two-

dimensional spatial rhythms. And he is absolutely right. I went from a fairly 

clear, well-defined shape with a clear edge, with a very selective kind of 

placement, so that fewer pieces sort of did this positive-negative two-

dimensional relationship very carefully—that finally began to feel sterile to 

me, or in the direction of being sterile, and I decided that I wanted to go more 

towards sort of improvisation, a little freer and a little more complex, and also 



to make the forms less clearly defined. And this is exactly what I did. It was 

almost just a change in attitude toward the picture plane. One, I wanted the 

complete control of that two-dimensional space, where, in a sense, every area 

was calculated by my eye to create some kind of tension or some kind of 

spatial vitality. I'm talking about two-dimensional vitality. And so were the 

later ones, except my interest then was in a looser kind of relationship, not so 

analytical but more emotional, if you like, more subjective. And I felt that I 

could do that best by complicating formal structure—and very definitely 

reducing the kind of clarity. So I began to float things, and I began to kind of 

overflow, to mist them up, and soften things up. 

SCHIPPER: 

What were your sources in your earlier style? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, I have to believe that—I'm thinking of Miró and then maybe Calder, 

because, by golly, a lot of the shape definition that I used surely could have 

been associated with either or both of those people. There were a lot of 

kidney-shaped things. And they were flat. They very seldom tipped. Obviously, 

maybe Miró's planes tipped, and maybe planes tipped, but mine didn't. Mine 

fundamentally were flat against the two-dimensional surface. I was not 

interested then in spatial relationships, and I definitely was not interested in 

perspective. But the shapes were genuinely sort of kidney-shaped type things. 

Maybe I'm just saying that because that would be kind of a school of shape. 

Actually, it seemed to me that most of my work between '50 and '60 all 

derived from some kind of doodling, some kind of subconscious doodling. All 

of my work was improvised, and all of it came out of doodling, but I also did 

very selective doodling. I mean, I had determined exactly how I would make 

the paint run, and I wouldn't include shapes that didn't allow it to do exactly 

that. Basically, I was interested almost entirely in closed shapes. In other 

words, every shape had to be closed, so it could be a shape against a field, a 

shape against a ground. I was just absolutely determined that every shape 

would be a closed shape. I worked like that for ten years, anyhow, with a small 

series of closed shapes. 

SCHIPPER: 



This was from when to when? 

EDMONDSON: 

Say, roughly '50 to '60. A long period of time, when that was my only way of— 

SCHIPPER: 

This is what he describes as "looser"? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes. These were looser because they were much more complex and because I 

would overflow material. Even though the shapes themselves were closed, 

flat, two-dimensional shapes, I would pour over them paint, and they would 

become misty and fluctuate because I was kind of over pouring a kind of 

second layer of stuff that would be freely poured, having more like an 

atmospheric effect. But the shapes themselves were just tight little closed-in 

shapes. 

SCHIPPER: 

How much attention were you paying to New York abstract expressionism at 

that time? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, you know, I would have to say none at all, but that doesn't mean that 

that necessarily is true. I don't know how early it was that I began to recognize 

[Arshile] Gorky and find him and be delighted by what he had done. I also 

thought, in his later periods, [he] associated with Miró and other people with 

whom I had had some kinship with. So when I looked at late Gorkys, I was 

exceedingly charmed because they looked familiar and comfortable to me, 

and I could sort of see how a person could make things like that. Well, I think 

that was long after the fact; that was long after I had done whatever I did. I 

don't recall now when the name Gorky first emerged in my memory. But I'm 

totally sure that my development was a personal development, coming out of 

these early influences through Miró, Calder, etc., maybe Kandinsky, that I 

played with and worked with and fooled with until finally my work began to 

have a personal character, even though it basically used the limitations that 

these people were using. Fundamentally, I guess that's what I'm trying to say: I 

limited myself. I rigidly didn't do a lot of things that I might have done. I 



decided to only work in a very limited vein, and therefore the association with 

these other people is relatively clear, because I wasn't trying to obscure, 

diffuse—but when I say influence, I really mean influence, in the truest sense 

of having looked at pictures, having been saturated. But I never thought of 

myself as doing a Miró. It was under my skin, in a kind of heritage way. This 

was just a stage in my development. It was the longest stage in my 

development where I continuously worked in a kind of general theme. And it 

lasted a long time; in fact, I don't know when it actually stopped. I can't really 

decide. In printmaking, it probably didn't stop till '65 maybe. 

SCHIPPER: 

You talked earlier about your interest in Kandinsky. How did that come into 

your own work? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, again, not directly, but indirectly. I was interested—I looked at a lot of 

Kandinsky. j was most interested in the softer, earlier, middle-period 

Kandinskys, which were non-objective and full of clearly identifiable shapes 

that overlapped and ran through space. Of course, he involved himself in a 

deeper space because he did overlapping and so on, which I began to 

somewhat carefully avoid. But the idea of working with clearly defined shapes 

like that—that was my aesthetics, too. So in a sense, I felt a very close kinship 

with—I felt that my work was reminiscent of Kandinsky, in no way did I know 

his aesthetics, nor Miró's, nor anybody else's, to the point where I was buying 

an aesthetic approach or a philosophic approach; it was totally visual, my 

analysis of ray own work having been influenced by particularly Miró and 

Kandinsky and maybe Calder. 

SCHIPPER: 

Now, in 1953, you're also getting reviews—oh, here's one in Art 

News, [December] '53: "The gouache Episodes of Identity, like most of his 

pictures, presents a typical Edmondson suggestion of a microscopic, organic 

realm, greatly enlarged, with forms overlapping and interlocking on a surface 

variously transparent and opaque." And similarly, in Art Digest[December 

1953], the writer says: "Leonard Edmondson creates his own organic world, 

which is closest to the vision seen down the eye of the microscope. Here an 



infinite variety of cells and polypedes appear to be growing at the expense of 

others. There is no forced analogy with larger or human organic form. The 

artist seems simply to have got the hang of this teeming cellular life, and his 

imagination teems along at the same pace." Now, these critics seem to be 

seeing certain ideas in your work that suggest a preoccupation. 

EDMONDSON: 

Oh, I'm sure that you could associate my work with that. It was not a source, 

but that was maybe how it appeared. I would absolutely agree that it looked 

often like cellular structure floating around in some kind of a field because I 

floated my stuff for a long time: that is, I had an atmospheric field on which 

these things floated. For a long time, that was my idea of how I wanted them 

to exist spatially. And finally, eventually I began to use devices to reduce the 

visibility of some and increase—so that they began to be more spatial. Some 

looked nearer; some looked further—through color, that is. Some blended 

more with the background, therefore were less easily discerned. And others 

were strong and striking and contrasting and quickly picked up. And there was 

the illusion that some were back in space. So I began to use my atmosphere as 

a kind of a deep space field as well as a surface space field, But again, trying 

very hard to avoid perspective and perspective devices. But obviously, when 

you have large and small, you have a perspective device, and when you have 

maybe in focus and out of focus, you have a perspective—so obviously I was 

using perspective devices, but I was trying to minimize them. And I was 

certainly trying to minimize Renaissance perspective devices. Somehow I 

thought that was some kind of a curse or something; I was very much against 

that at that time. But I began to get involved in a deeper space field. 

SCHIPPER: 

Do you know about when? 

EDMONDSON: 

No. I can't remember when, but it seemed to me that it didn't come abruptly. 

It just came. It seems to me that at a period there, I was trying to do oils 

exactly the way I'd done watercolors, which was with exceedingly thin films of 

color. And therefore, it was quite easy to get colors that were not contrasting, 

that were equally soft and equally blending and melting together. And it was 



more difficult to get stronger contrast colors. So I sort of played back and forth 

between the two. I would leave some with a minimum of contrast—and they 

would be soft and atmospherically like back in space—and others would be 

stronger. And I always had at that time a big thing about using black. For some 

reason, eventually in any painting I would introduce black as a color. I have no 

recollection what I thought it would do, but it certainly made the maximum 

clarification of shape for me. So I would pick out what were to me key 

shapes—and when I say "key," I mean just emotionally—what in the 

arrangement seemed to me key shapes, and I would make them black. They 

obviously were up-front shapes. They were the ones that were often seen as 

the nearest of all of the shapes. They often were quite dense and not 

transparent; they were quite opaque and very sharp and very strong and very 

clear. And then others would be less opaque and, depending upon how the 

color was, more blending or—but the edges always—in actual fact, for a long 

time, when I painted oils, I outlined. I drew on the canvas with pen and ink, so 

that every shape did in fact have an outline of a black line, a black India ink 

line. And then later on, some of those lines would disappear in the color, and 

others would still be clearly visible, or reasonably visible. So I mean, I was to 

the point of making shapes where I drew every shape, with black, and then 

filled it in. So I was filling in shapes all this time. In fact, I continued to fill in 

shapes maybe right up until the present time. Or certainly up until '65. 

SCHIPPER: 

It would be nice to see paintings that show these differences. 

EDMONDSON: 

I have some around. 

SCHIPPER: 

Oh, fine. That will be for another visit. In 1953, you had a show at the 

Pasadena [Art] Museum, another one-man show. 

EDMONDSON: 

Early, yes. In that period of the Pasadena museum history, they reserved one 

of the small galleries for ongoing, continuing, current artists' shows. It was 

very satisfactory size in which one could show, depending upon how large you 



work, anywhere from twelve to twenty paintings, easily. And at that time, I 

showed watercolors and oils, I believe, and maybe some constructions. I was 

doing some wood constructions at that time, Arp-like or something like that—

some vague recollection about [Jean] Arp. I was doing wood construction. I 

was also doing paintings, and I was doing watercolors and oil paintings, mostly 

watercolor. It was a nice opportunity to show locally. I had a good connection, 

with the city college, and it was a nice prestigious show in terms of local 

reputation. I was very happy to have that show. 

SCHIPPER: 

I see. How did you get into the museum there for that show? 

EDMONDSON: 

I was simply invited. At that time, I knew all the people who were the directors 

of the museum during those years, at the Pasadena museum, that is. And I 

was a local teacher in the local college; the only public college, really, in 

Pasadena is the city college, the junior college. So I was sort of, in a sense, 

eminent in art in this community. I was one of the five or six art teachers. And 

I was working; I mean, I was making art. I was showing, exhibiting around. And 

people began to—my name would pop up in catalogs. And I knew the director 

[W. Joseph Fulton], I knew what he was doing in the museum, and I knew him 

socially. 

SCHIPPER: 

Do you remember who the director was? 

EDMONDSON: 

I was just trying to think as you mentioned it, as we were talking. I can't recall 

right now, but I will recall any minute. He was a very nice person, a very fine 

person, a young man. I'll remember, but I don't remember now. Anyhow, so it 

was a very natural thing to show there for me, exceedingly natural. I would 

have expected to show there. 

SCHIPPER: 

Was the fact that you were showing at Landau's of any significance then? 

EDMONDSON: 



How do you mean? 

SCHIPPER: 

Well, was Landau's a prominent gallery at that time? 

EDMONDSON: 

Oh, yes, I believe so. Certainly among the circle that I went with, Landau had 

an exceedingly fine reputation of having a good group of artists showing at his 

gallery. And he had an exceedingly good reputation of being selective and 

being eager to show people he thought had talent, so that it was a real status 

gallery for my level, for the level I was interested in. Showing in a vital gallery 

in this town, one respectable, vital gallery—this was perfect for my needs. I 

wasn't interested in some big prestige gallery or prestige shows. And I wasn't 

that concerned about sales, only at some personal ego level: you hate to have 

a show and not sell anything, kind of. But outside of that, it certainly wasn't 

money that motivated me to have a show. I never made any money at art, 

anyhow, and didn't expect to, so that it was just, you know, recognition in the 

field. And I got it adequately through Landau's gallery, probably better than I 

could have through any other gallery in town at that time, although there 

were one or two others that were fine for the people who were working 

there, excellent for the people who were showing. 

SCHIPPER: 

I didn't see any reviews between 1953 and 1960. But you did continue to have 

one-man shows at Felix Landau in the later fifties [1955, 1958, and I960]. How 

did those shows sell? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, my recollection is with the exception of one show—I had one very 

profitable show with Felix (and I forget now which one it was) where he sold a 

group of watercolors at a good price and I made a good profit, and I felt that 

was pretty nice; it was a most successful show, financially, for me. But outside 

of that one show, I would say I sold exceedingly little. Maybe, geez, one or two 

pictures out of a show was standard for me. And yet I think he sold me as well 

as anyone could have sold me. For some reason, I just didn't have a lot of—a 

lot of people liked my work—I had nothing but compliments about my work—



but nobody needed one in their collection or wanted one or, you know> that 

kind of thing. So I just felt that in no way would I blame Felix or any other 

dealer for not selling my work. I think they all tried hard in their own way, all 

the people that I was connected with, including Comara, and including Adele. 

But I got exactly what I wanted out of Felix Landau's gallery. I got to be in a 

group of ongoing, working artists, which is what he was representing. I got to 

be part of the art community, which was what his artists could get because 

they were all sort of located here and known and interacting. He gave me an 

exhibition any time I wanted one, which was usually every couple of years, 

and without any hesitation at all. He was exceedingly, exceedingly open to me. 

And I had a place to show, which was an ego-satisfaction thing; I needed it, at 

that time. So it was all just fine. And no complaints at all. Except, you know, 

like people say, "Well, wouldn't it have been nice if I'd sold more?" But I 

didn't, and that's all there is to it. Since I just could only do my own thing 

anyhow, I just did what I wanted to do, what I needed to do, and hoped that it 

would meet some kind of approval. And actually I had exceptionally good luck 

exhibiting. So I never questioned the quality of my work. I felt that my work 

was just fine. It just didn't happen to be particularly popular. 

SCHIPPER: 

Well, critics spoke of you as an artist of considerable stature and a foreground 

figure, I would suggest. Let's talk about your teaching at that time, though. 

You continued at Pasadena. 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, right. I spent, oh, a good fifteen years at Pasadena; if I'm not mistaken, it 

was like fifteen on the nose, but it might have even been longer. I kind of half 

recall that it was fifteen years. I left for two years during that period to teach 

at the Otis [Art Institute], so actually—I don't know when I—it seems longer 

than that, doesn't it? 

SCHIPPER: 

It says, "Pasadena City College, '47 to '54, '56 to '64." 

EDMONDSON: 

So how many years is that? 



SCHIPPER: 

That's about fifteen years. 

EDMONDSON: 

That's what I thought, or something like that. And then I took two years off in 

that stint—those two years' break was to teach at Otis. I just had a fine time at 

Pasadena. As I say, I worked with a very nice woman, whom I always admired, 

Helen Hunt. And I taught mostly design. I taught everything, really: I taught 

ceramics, and I taught figure drawing, and I taught painting, and I taught 

drawing—I taught everything. But I also taught a lot of design, whatever that 

was—sort of not commercial design, but experimental design—because I was 

interested in that idea of defining and clarifying and fragmenting ideas and 

putting them back together, which is what I finally resolved was design, some 

kind of fragmentation and intellectualization. Dealing in depth with what color 

might do optically, or dealing in depth with aspects of space and movement—

that kind of thing—and seeing if out of that exploration would come a richer 

kind of painting: that was the whole thing, or that was my intention. And I had 

a good experience. It was an interesting thing. Evidently, psychologically, that 

was a good place for me. I'm surprised when I look back; I just can't believe it, 

when I look back, that I stayed that long there. I should have got out. I mean, I 

look back and I say, "Hey, Leonard, you should have gone out a long time ago. 

You should have gone to some college a long time ago, just a long time ago. 

You should have stayed there maybe five years and then got out." But I didn't; 

I stayed there all that time, and I was exceedingly happy there. Evidently, what 

I must have needed was peace and tranquility. And I got it there: they left me 

absolutely alone. They were exceedingly cooperative with me. I felt that I 

belonged, that I was comfortable. The job was not demanding; it was an 

excellent job. It was demanding in terms of time, but not demanding in terms 

of friction. But as I say, as I look back, I just can't believe any person could 

have hung in there that long. But at that time I was really doing two jobs: I was 

doing my work, vigorously, exceedingly vigorously, working on my own art; 

and at the same time, with a great deal of enthusiasm, I was teaching. And I 

was very concerned with what I taught. I was exceedingly careful. 
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SCHIPPER: 

Mr. Edmondson, in the more recent years of your career, you have been 

known particularly as an etcher and a printmaker. Can you tell us when you 

got started in that area? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes. Probably I first became interested in etching around 1950. At that time I 

bought some plates and some tools, found out how to do an etching, and 

made some black and white etchings, maybe, oh—as I remember, I made 

quite a few, maybe six, eight, ten. They were small line-drawings that were 

very much related to—I was very much into drawing at that time, with pen 

and ink, and these etchings I did were actually continuing that direction of 

drawing. They were linear and sort of decorative and elaborate and intricate, 

and they worked very well on an etching plate. And mostly, as I remember, I 

printed them on Japanese paper at that time. For some reason I thought that 

was the appropriate paper for the very fragile drawings. Very small plates—

like 3X5, 4X6—and very fragile drawings So I printed them on what I would 

consider fragile paper, an appropriate paper. And then in 1951—'50 or '51—as 

part of the GI Bill, I went to USC, where Ernest Freed was teaching, and took a 

summer course, five or six weeks, a summer course in etching from Ernest 

Freed. And at that time, having already experienced some etching, I learned 

some very sophisticated techniques from Ernest, who was a very, extremely 

competent etcher and an experimental etcher, vigorous and dynamic. Really, I 

was very much impressed by the dynamics of his teaching; that is, he was 

enthusiastic and aggressive, and I liked all that. I was at that time, too, so that 

I got a lot quickly; I was able to absorb a lot of information from him. And by 

the end of the summer, I'd already done some very elaborate etchings in 

color, a good deal larger and very successful. 

SCHIPPER: 

And you learned rather quickly? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, evidently I was ready. I had a readiness, and then I would also say he had 

an ability to talk to me about it. Somehow, we were able to talk about things, 

and I could understand what he was after, and so it was a very quick learning 



process for me. I since believe it should be a quick one for anybody. But it is 

true—there is a learning readiness for any of those things, and I was ready, no 

doubt at all. 

SCHIPPER: 

Was Freed influential on your style? 

EDMONDSON: 

No, not at all. We talked a lot about what he did. As a way of teaching, he used 

his own work as examples of how he—what?—worked in space, particularly, 

how certain tools had characteristic qualities. And at that time he was 

interested [in, and] he showed examples of, combining, like, metal plates with 

wood plates—in other words, wood carving with metal plates—so that he was 

telling us how he arrived at some of his extremely complex imagery. There's a 

lot of overlays of color in some of that early work of Ernest Freed. And 

technically, I certainly listened with a great deal of care, although I never got 

involved in those overlays? they never worked for me. My work was a little 

more clean upfront than his; his was a little more overlayed, sort of 

characteristic of him. But imagewise, I saw where he was at, and it wasn't at 

all where I wanted to be. I was off at that time in just some other place that 

really would be not describable; it wasn't like anything. It wasn't like anybody. 

I wasn't part of any school or style, whatever; I just was off in some space of 

my own. 

SCHIPPER: 

How did your etching relate to your painting at that time? 

EDMONDSON: 

For a long time, they were extremely separate. In fact, I would say I 

deliberately—I accepted the fact that what I etched and what I painted were 

extremely different. And yet I can show you etchings that are very much like 

the paintings I was doing at the same time, and I can show you paintings that 

were very much like the etchings. And yet in my head, they didn't have to be 

the same. I'm sure there was more similarity than differences, stylistically and 

image content and space orientation. But I never thought of them as having to 

be interrelated in any way. 



SCHIPPER: 

What in particular appealed to you about etching as opposed to painting? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, I don't know. I've often thought about it, and obviously I've come up 

with words and phrases, which I believe describe my special interest in 

etching. I did have and I still do have a special interest in printmaking, 

particularly in etching. And it must have something to do with—it must appeal 

to me in someways. And the way I feel, it appealed to me particularly because 

I never was particularly a spontaneous artist. I was more of the kind of artist 

who planned—I was also more of the artist that—I didn't like to make 

changes. In other words, I didn't like to develop a painting through a series of 

trial and error gestures or efforts. I liked to have a fairly clear idea of what I 

was after and then arrive at that idea and accept it for what it was, not be 

critical of it. Which is just another way of looking at your work, or the process 

of working. In contrast, some people like to evolve a work so that it follows 

their mood and their gestural needs and their kinesthetic sympathies, or 

whatever. I wasn't that way at all, and I'm still not. My way was to try to get 

some kind of a visual idea or concept or place that I felt had some kind of 

merit and then to try to put that on a plate, if that was what I was working on, 

or on a canvas, and then accept it. I very seldom was critical of my work after I 

did it, and I very seldom changed it. Once I'd arrived at a solution and it was 

close to where I was going, I simply said, "Okay, that's as far as I can go. That's 

where I meant to come to. And if there are any developments in my work, it's 

going to have to come in the next piece, not in this one." In other words, there 

was a sense of having completed, like, episode one, and the next one would 

be to go on to the next episode. So, for many reasons, including reasons like 

that, the indirect process—which was etching—was very appropriate. In other 

words, I could plan on one surface and transpose it to another. Now, I will 

admit—I'm not saying I didn't let the accidents of the acid affect my work. Nor 

am I not saying that I might, let's say, later on, if I were working in color, put a 

color spot in a place and decide I didn't like it and put it in another place, or 

put blue in a place and change it to red later. I'm not saying that I didn't make 

those changes because color was always separate from—I always worked in 

black and white. I always thought of everything I did in black and white. The 

etching, as far as I was concerned, was complete in black and white. And then 



I transposed it into color. Color was another step that had to be worked out 

independent of the etching. So although I worked in color since 1951 (almost 

exclusively I worked in color), color was always the second step. The first step 

was the black and white etching. And it was complete in itself, although I 

never printed an edition of black and white. And then I would add color to it. 

So there were some questions of where color was appropriate to it: it had to 

be worked out each time. I never, like, did a color sketch and then used it; I 

always did a black and white sketch, made an etching and then added color. 

SCHIPPER: 

You said that your first etchings were linear, but your drawings—were you 

doing aquatint and laying— 

EDMONDSON: 

No, those were just etched line. No value at all. Those had no value except the 

value that can be achieved by textual devices such as cross-hatching, dots, you 

know, scratches—needlepoint tonality achieved by lines and dots. 

SCHIPPER: 

We'll want to look at some examples when we do the video. 

EDMONDSON: 

Sure, I'll dig some out one of these days and show them to you. 

SCHIPPER: 

But did your technique change then as time went by? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes. Immediately in '51, with Ernest Freed, I abandoned that straight off and 

went into a much more, well, into tonal areas, into shape, into value and 

quickly into color. So I never again drew in a linear way—in fact, in my 

painting, either. I never went back to linear drawing until maybe ten years 

later, when I got interested in some linear work, but ten years later, long after 

this episode was finished. 

SCHIPPER: 



Now, you were still working in a fairly conventional way in your etching. When 

did you first depart from the traditional kinds of etching? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, that's an interesting question. I don't know what you mean by 

conventional or traditional. 

SCHIPPER: 

Well, the etching process as a pure process. 

EDMONDSON: 

I don't know what that means. Say it again. 

SCHIPPER: 

Well, I mean not combining other kinds of techniques or processes. 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, I still don't, really. I consider myself a traditional etcher—contemporary, 

but traditional. I don't think I ever invented anything in etching. I'm not an 

inventor? I'm not a technical inventor at all. I really am quite a conservative 

etcher. Anything you see me do in etching other people have done before. So 

I'm not a technical innovator. Some people are. This fellow Shiro Ikegawa is a 

technical innovator. He finds new processes. But I never was into that. My 

etching is—Rembrandt could have done it, if he wanted to. As far as it being 

twentieth century: it's not twentieth century. It's just the simplest process of 

letting the acid bite. I don't consider myself at all a technical innovator. 

SCHIPPER: 

But have you added to that process by using other techniques? 

EDMONDSON: 

No, I use processes, and I combine them, but I use processes that were old-

fashioned, well established, such as using stencils, which is a long-accepted 

device in etching. All of my color work, for ten years anyhow—maybe longer, 

fifteen years—was using stencils. As you know, there's nothing new about 

stencils. Those were done a long, long time ago. And my etching technique 

was just needle work. I didn't do anything innovative. I did a little bit of 



engraving at one time, and that's even older, you know. Actually, I never even 

challenged the technical aspects of printmaking. I see the potential there, and 

I see it as a way of achieving new aesthetics, but it's not mine. It's not for me; 

it's nothing I would be interested in. 

SCHIPPER: 

You haven't been engaged in lithography as another technique? 

EDMONDSON: 

Oh, yeah, sure, more recently. I did lithography as early as '54 or '55—'53, '54, 

or '55, I was doing lithography. So I know lithography—I mean, I knew of it, 

and I involved myself in it and I did some lithographs in '54, '55. I did again 

some lithographs in 1960, when I was in New York. And then I've done 

lithographs since that time. At that time, they didn't interest me. Now they 

interest me more, but just because I can see more potential in them, not that I 

particularly may pursue them. But I am not against lithography. I think 

lithography has a lot of potential for artists, but it's just something I never got 

into particularly. I didn't think it did anything more for me than etching would 

have done for me. I never was particularly tempted by it. 

SCHIPPER: 

How about photography? 

EDMONDSON: 

I'm technically very inept. I never could figure out how to use the camera. I 

would always forget. Finally at this stage in my life, I sort of know what F-stop 

to turn the thing to, but that's about the extent of my technical knowledge. I 

mean, then also if I were to shoot a picture with a camera today, I'd go ask 

somebody, "Hey, fix it up for me." I just don't have that kind of mind. I never 

did. I'm not a Mr. Fix-it. Never was. Never had any kind of manual dexterity. 

SCHIPPER: 

Oh, because in your book, you mention that the etcher needed to be an artist, 

a craftsman, and a chemist. 

EDMONDSON: 



Absolutely. I really believe it. And I'm as much as I can be of any of those. And I 

think everyone should be. But it's a matter of degree. Everybody does what 

they can. I did what I could. And I wasn't—I mean, you have to realize, I also 

surrounded myself with people who knew things I didn't know, who would 

help me. When I reached barriers, I would get help. So it isn't that I wasn't 

aware of my limitations. Whenever I needed to go further, I would get 

someone who could help me. I would pick their brains and ask them to show 

me how to do it. 

SCHIPPER: 

Well, you didn't collaborate— 

EDMONDSON: 

No, I'm not talking about collaboration now; I'm talking about technical help 

when I needed it. 

SCHIPPER: 

But you've never introduced photography into your work? 

EDMONDSON: 

In the present period, since 1972, there's a lot of photo image in my work. 

SCHIPPER: 

Now, how were those brought in? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, in 1971-72, Shiro Ikegawa and I were teaching at Los Angeles State 

University [California State University, Los Angeles], and we were both 

teaching print-making. He is very interested in technical exploration, 

innovation. He was interested in the camera and what he could do, and he 

was doing a lot of things with the camera, and we got to thinking how we 

could use it in etching. We were both in the etching studio at that time, kind 

of walking around, wondering how we could move things. And then at that 

time, he got into some interesting possibilities of making negatives without 

using the darkroom. And that just triggered us into doing all kinds of 

experiments with making negatives. Then we found out where we could get 

photosensitized plates and how we could develop them, and we started to do 



that. So that was in about 71-72. And so in 1972-73, when I was writing my 

book, I already had a fairly thorough background in our early sort of primitive 

explorations in how to use photo etching, the possibilities. So that was the 

time I got into it, and since then I've been into it, in and out of it ever since. 

And I've only done photo plates since then. I would do another kind in a 

minute if I wanted to; I don't feel bound fast to it. But it has solved all of my 

problems for a while. [tape recorder turned off] 

SCHIPPER: 

You introduced Xerox in your most recent work; is that true? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yeah. That's just another photo process. You can get Xerox either in black and 

white or color, you know, immediate Xerox prints? and also, it's a direction 

away from the manual aspects of printing into the electronic or commercial 

aspects of printing, which interests me. Sometimes I look at this mass of 

commercially printed material—you know, like stacks and stacks of it are 

printed every day all over the world—and I say, "Hey, that's printmaking, too. 

You just can't turn your back on it as having potential." And also there's 

something about the speed and skill of using technologically very intricate 

machines, which interests me. So it's that, but it isn't in any way that I think 

that Xerox is any fervent answer to anybody's needs. It's just a tool that you'd 

use if your eye and your head needed it. 

SCHIPPER: 

There's kind of a school, though, of etchers who would not admit these other 

processes. It seems to me that they're in relationship with [Mauricio] Lasansky 

there, the teacher at Iowa, who trained many printmakers. 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, he certainly was influential. Now, that I don't know. You're asking me a 

question I have no answer for. I didn't know there was a school of anybody. 

SCHIPPER: 

Well, I'm thinking of people like John Paul Jones. 

EDMONDSON: 



Individually, there, I could name a dozen of them who wouldn't use 

technological equipment, sure—and good ones. But I don't think they're a 

school. They may have some philosophy in common. I don't know whether 

they all stem from Lasansky or don't stem from Lasansky. I think Lasansky had 

a very powerful influence for a long time over certain kinds of imagery, and a 

Lasansky student could be seen a mile away because he had a certain kind of 

characteristic compositional device. But I think all of them grow out of that 

school influence, most of them do, become their own man, which is a healthy 

thing to do. No, that doesn't mean anything to me. If I were talking to John 

Paul Jones, I know—absolutely, I agree with you—he would not be interested 

in Xerox. You know, I would just say, "Fine, John Paul Jones isn't interested in 

Xerox." 

SCHIPPER: 

Now, you've been teaching etching since what year? 

EDMONDSON: 

Actually, I taught etching very little until I got to the state university at Los 

Angeles. I didn't teach etching at all at Pasadena City College. I guess in 1964 I 

went over to the state college, the state university, as chairman, and began 

then off and on to teach a course in etching. And finally, I got kind of 

interested in it as being something I wouldn't mind teaching. Actually, I was 

just as interested in teaching painting as I was in etching, and still am. I find 

teaching etching has one fierce handicap, and that is it gets extremely crafty, 

craftsmanlike. As I said before, not being really a craftsman—and I don't mean 

I'm not, that I don't have a steady hand, and that I can't be skillful, but my 

heart isn't in craftsmanship—therefore, I find teaching etching, at least 

beginning etching (teaching etching to beginners), is a little monotonous. I like 

to teach painting more because you can start from more advanced levels. You 

don't have to talk about any of the rudimentary problems because students 

have been mixing paint since they were in junior high school. So all you really 

are talking about when you're teaching painting—all I ever talk about when I 

teach painting—are ideas and attitudes. I'd like to teach printmaking that way, 

too, but that's more difficult because everybody says, "Well, I don't really 

know how to do it." [tape recorder turned off] 

SCHIPPER: 



Okay, you felt that teaching etching got involved in too much craft. 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, let's put it this way: For me to be comfortable teaching it all the time, I 

do have to balance the craftsmanship part of it with maybe the 'searching for 

the student's own identity' part of it. So actually I talk more about growth, 

aesthetic growth, than I do about technical innovation, and leave it to the 

artist, the student, to discover his own technical needs and where he needs to 

go. Now, you know, I say that, but at the same time, I'm trying to offer them—

like I'm offering the student the potentials of combining silkscreen and 

etching, or combining lithography and—I'm offering the student the potentials 

of combining photo work with hand work. I'm offering the student a lot of 

potential technical opportunities. At the same time, I lay them out and expect 

them to pick and choose what fits their hand best. 

SCHIPPER: 

Do you teach your painting in a similar way? 

EDMONDSON: 

No, mostly I taught painting as an idea subject. Actually, I taught painting for 

the last five years at the state university on the premise that it was either 

totally autobiographical (and painting was simply an extension of the person, 

like the idea of the person), or painting was simply a position that you took to 

reject the commonplace and the superficial, so that painting began to be a 

rejection position rather than an accepting position (you simply did things that 

you'd never done before; you simply rejected the obvious, didn't deal with the 

obvious). And that became a very difficult intellectual balance to maintain, I 

must admit. And I'm sure that most students didn't find it rewarding. It wasn't 

meant to be rewarding. It was meant to be almost like cleansing, like getting 

rid of all that that you've been accumulating. But a lot of people thought that 

garbage they'd been accumulating was also part of their identity and their 

soul, and they weren't anxious to get rid of it. And it may well have been, too. 

Therefore, that method of teaching had limited merit. But I like it, and I 

probably would continue. Later on, I got into the autobiographical business, 

where the whole thing was self-awareness and dealing with your own identity, 

even all the way from, you know, dealing with your social security number up 



to dealing with the color of your eyes, that kind of stuff, or your latest sex 

dream, whatever it was that was a part of you, any and all of those things, 

anything that had to do with your own identity. I was using it as a device to 

trigger art, which I was hoping would be authentic—authentic, independent, 

self-aware art, having nothing to do with style and fashion at all. But this is a 

very narrow position to take, too, and it's sometimes exceedingly difficult 

because it isn't sensuous often. There's no real—the sensory parts can be very 

diminished. It isn't sensuous, and it isn't pleasurable, particularly, or delightful, 

particularly. So you end up by doing something that goes all the way from just 

simple information to personal expression about aspects of yourself that 

nobody's really interested in except you. All of which makes my painting 

courses, you know, pretty strange. But they interest me, and this is what I'm 

doing them for. They interest me because I think that that's the only place 

where some kind of a teacher-student role has any merit—or any challenge—

partly because I've sort of abandoned the role of being technical adviser for 

students. I've abandoned the role of trying to teach them how to do things 

that other people have done, to make it look like somebody else made it look. 

So, you know, somebody says, "Well, how do you paint an eye that looks like 

an eye?" I just walk away; it's not a subject I want to pursue. 

SCHIPPER: 

What level students are you talking about? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, actually, any level. Actually, I would deal with that myself at any level, 

from the junior high school level all the way to college graduates, all the way 

to people working for their MFA. It's all the same as far as I can discern; it's the 

right place to be. This is not a question of sophistication; it's a question of 

clarification. 

SCHIPPER: 

Then you would abandon traditional academic training in art? 

EDMONDSON: 

I would. Yes, I certainly would if I hear you say what I think you're saying. 

SCHIPPER: 



Studies from the model, from setup—? 

EDMONDSON: 

Certainly I would. No value at all. Not in the art that I'm talking about. But I'm 

really not talking about end product so much as an activity, art as activity. The 

merit of art for the artist is in the doing—that's where the merit lies. That's 

where you get your sanity. That's where you find your own identity. This is 

where you keep your sanity. This is where art becomes emotionally pure—in 

the doing. The idea of doing things that please people, or that are pleasing to 

people—that seems to me another step, another position. That has to do with 

the relationship of the artist and the dealer, the artist and the patron, in the 

studio—that is not my concern. My concern is the artist dealing with himself 

or herself. 

SCHIPPER: 

How do your students feel about this, or how does the academe feel about 

this approach? 

EDMONDSON: 

I don't know. 

SCHIPPER: 

Are you allowed, just left free, to do what you please? 

EDMONDSON: 

I don't ask them. I don't ask them if that's what they want or don't want. And I 

don't really ask the students if it's what they want or don't want. I would 

suspect that most of the academic faculty would think that that was not a 

valid direction, and I would think that most students would find it not too 

rewarding. Most students like to do what they like to do, want to do their own 

thing. They don't want to be told that what they're doing is useless and 

worthless. Most students would simply like to be praised for whatever they 

do, all the way from elementary school to college graduates. And so, you 

know, if I were to teach a course that was for students, I would teach a course 

where I praised them for what they did. And I'm not saying that I don't praise 

people. I praise them for being real, genuine, but I mean that's not the course 

content, [tape recorder turned off] 



SCHIPPER: 

How about critique in your class situation? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, I use that; I use that extensively. I personally often like the idea of 

critiques, like to give long, involved critiques, lasting a couple, three hours, if I 

feel that that's an important thing to do. And I also am very much interested in 

the idea of the student doing self-critique, meaning I stay out of it and let the 

student and the students, in a dialogue, make their own critique. This goes 

along with the idea that I'm not so much interested in watching the art in 

process—and this is probably part of my own idea about art—and therefore 

I'm really not interested in helping the student come to the conclusion of a 

work of art. I'd like to see the work of art finished to the point where the 

student feels that it's finished, and then have the student try to discuss what 

happened, where it is, why they did it, and how they arrived at these 

decisions. So they're talking about something concrete, not something still 

tentative and ephemeral but something that is out front. "I did it; there it is." 

Now deal with it as a fact, an episode in reality. I think that talking about art is 

extremely important for students. Some students don't agree. Some students 

say, "Well, I did it, and I shouldn't have to talk about it." Again, I'm talking 

about this as a kind of a projection of my own personality. I basically feel that 

I'm quite an intellectual person; my head spins around and I think of things 

and of ideas. I like to deal with art in areas that are comfortable to me, and 

the critique is a comfortable, intellectual—and this is what's so interesting. 

When you talk about critiques, obviously you're talking about some kind of 

intellectual-level knowledge. You're talking about word knowledge. People 

who like to give critiques or get involved in critiques are interested in word 

knowledge. A person who is interested in visceral knowledge wouldn't open 

his mouth—there's no need to—and so on and so on. So, you know, liking 

critiques is really a projection of your own personality. 

SCHIPPER: 

This is getting off the subject, but do you engage in discourse with your 

colleagues on this level? Has this been a habit of yours? 

EDMONDSON: 



Yes, but only close friends, only extremely close friends, not just colleagues 

walking up and down the hall in an art school—no way. Only those people that 

I feel close enough to to want to share something with. I will share my 

philosophy of art education, teaching, with anybody at any time—personal, 

impersonal—at any meeting that anybody wants to get into the merits of 

curriculum, the value of course content. I will talk about those things 

academically at the drop of a hat. But when it comes to a discourse about the 

fine points of the philosophy of aesthetics, I very seldom involve myself, 

except with very close friends. Part of that comes from the fact that I'm not a 

salesman for any philosophy. I don't have anything to sell. And secondly, I 

have a lot of sense of privacy. I'm not really anxious to—I don't feel deprived 

when people don't know what I'm thinking or doing. I don't have a great need 

to project my needs on people. So unless somebody was seriously very 

interested, I wouldn't talk about it at all. 

SCHIPPER: 

Getting back to your etching itself, what institutions or foundations or other 

agencies dedicated to etchings have been supportive of you? I'm thinking 

about something like Tamarind [Lithography Workshop] or perhaps a 

foundation that supports etching. Have you—? 

EDMONDSON: 

Not per se. Actually I got a couple of grants early in my career from, oh, let's 

see— 

SCHIPPER: 

You had a [John Simon] Guggenheim grant? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yeah, that was an etching grant, I suppose. I got some Louis Comfort Tiffany 

Foundation grants in etching. And I got some grants from the Cal State 

University, Los Angeles, some of which were used for etching. Those agencies, 

as funding agencies, helped me. I was for a while with the AAA [Associated 

American Artists] Gallery in New York, which was basically a printmaking 

gallery, and they were nice; they helped. And Pratt Graphics [Center] was an 

interesting institution, and it helped me in 1960-61, whenever it was was 



there. And yeah, I've had people like that help me financially, or in terms of 

showing and supporting me. 

SCHIPPER: 

You mentioned being in New York in 1960. What were you doing there? 

EDMONDSON: 

I got a Guggenheim for the purpose of going to New York to travel—I guess it 

would be what you'd call a travel project—to travel to New York, to live there, 

to get acquainted with the art scene of New York, and to work there. And I did 

that for a year. 

SCHIPPER: 

And did you have your own etching studio? 

EDMONDSON: 

No, I worked at the Pratt graphic arts etching studio, actually an etching 

workshop or printmaking workshop at that time. I had a studio there, but it 

was a painting studio—I used it for painting. 

SCHIPPER: 

Now, you wrote your book Etching in 1972. Were you encouraged to write a 

book before that time? 

EDMONDSON: 

No, no. That was it. That was the first one. 

SCHIPPER: 

Did the publisher come to you and ask you if you wanted to write a book? 

EDMONDSON: 

An agent from the publishing company contacted me and said they were 

looking for people on the West Coast who might have something to say, some 

expertise in a field. This person and I were well acquainted, and he knew I was 

very much interested in etching. And although he didn't specifically say it had 

to be about etching, he said, "Would you like to write a book on some subject 

that you feel comfortable and familiar with?" I kind of stalled around for a few 



months before I decided I wanted to make the commitment, but finally I 

decided I would. So I said I would, and then through his front-running, I 

contacted the publishing company. They sent me some forms to fill out, and I 

sent them a sort of a chapter outline. Then we negotiated a little bit, and then 

I contracted to write the book. 

SCHIPPER: 

Well, it's a very lucid description and discussion of etching, both from the 

traditional process and experimental techniques, modern techniques. It seems 

to me as if it would be very useful for teaching purposes. Does this follow your 

course as you teach it? Is it parallel? 

EDMONDSON: 

No, but it could. It doesn't because I don't teach in such a structured way that I 

would follow chapter by chapter, for example. But one could very practically 

go from the traditional techniques to the contemporary techniques following 

ideas outlined in that book and get a pretty broad overview. The overview, of 

course, would be essentially technical, and since I'm not primarily interested 

in a technical course, that overview has a series of steps to take to explore all 

the potentials of the technical aspects of printmaking. Really, I don't think it's 

necessary that all of those be done in a classroom or workshop situation. I 

think they're nice to read about because they would help the person loosen 

up their head about what the potentials were. But I don't necessarily think 

that every student has to do every one of those processes in order to become 

an effective printmaker. 

SCHIPPER: 

Your own students, do they find this useful? 

EDMONDSON: 

I think some of them do, yes. Some of them do; some of them don't. Most of 

them buy a copy of it from time to time. At one time or another, most of them 

buy it—if they want to. I mean, I don't require it. I indicate it as a source and 

indicate other books that are also very effective as sources. It's just another 

source for those people who find reading to be of value when they're working. 

Some people can't learn from reading, and others can. Some people have to 



do it with their own hands. Again, I don't use the book in any special way. It's 

just a source material—or a resource material, if you like—for those people 

who want to use it. 

SCHIPPER: 

Have you found any of your students becoming distinguished in this field? 

EDMONDSON: 

In printmaking? 

SCHIPPER: 

Yes, that you can look back on as your disciples, say. 

EDMONDSON: 

No, none at all. Except there have in fact been many of my former students 

who have established themselves in the art field very effectively and who have 

done prints— 
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EDMONDSON: 

—whom I watched working at the printmaking studio and who was an 

extremely excellent drawer-painter-etcher and has continued to be one. And 

it seems to me there was another student there who quickly went from L.A. 

State and is now teaching at one of the state colleges, in Sonoma, or up north. 

There have been several former students who worked with me, but not in the 

sense of printmaking in a special way. I don't have any print-making disciples 

at all, and this isn't either something I wanted or didn't want. It just didn't 

happen. I didn't look for them, nor did I not look for them. It's just the nature 

of my teaching, no doubt, and my personality, doesn't make for that kind of 

student. 

SCHIPPER: 

Are there any painters that you can think of that were part of your—? 

EDMONDSON: 



No, again. I have had, I believe, absolutely no influence at all on students in 

any way, except just as a step on the road toward their own personal learning, 

[tape recorder turned off] I guess I've done my oil painting and watercolor 

painting—I did both rather strenuously. I was equally interested in both. Many 

of the shows I had both. Even though sometimes I thought I would be painting 

mostly in watercolor, I was always painting in oil, too, and so on. And they 

were very similar; that is, the content of those two were often quite similar. 

Certainly the sense of the relationship of shapes and colors were similar, even 

though the techniques were different. 

SCHIPPER: 

Was your work in the sixties a direct continuation of your earlier work, or did 

you make some significant changes? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, it's my general impression that through the fifties, at least through the 

fifties till about 1960, I worked in a very special way where I sort of floated the 

material on a field. And then gradually, partly maybe coming out of my visit to 

New York and working there, gradually I began to want—I guess in those days 

I kind of forget what was in my head, but I wanted a kind of a skin across that 

picture plane, where the depth was more controllable, where it didn't sink 

back atmospherically so far. And I began to juggle my shapes then spatially as 

well as two-dimensionally, with the idea that I could maintain sort of a plastic 

skin of space, which wouldn't be too deep and wouldn't be too—a relatively 

narrow space. And in order to do that, I closed in on space and reduced out 

the atmospheric aspects of space. And that meant that every shape had to be 

a plane in space; it couldn't be just a hole. And that general aesthetics 

occupied my interests all through the sixties, one way or another. There was a 

very distinct change in the sort of plastic idea, plastic content of my space. It 

was the aesthetic device then that motivated and triggered me through most 

of the sixties. 

SCHIPPER: 

You mentioned that you were in New York in the sixties, and it was that 

experience that contributed to your— 

EDMONDSON: 



No doubt about it because When I went to New York, I was doing sort of 

abstract art, non-objective art, sort of kind of a world of my own, a kind of a 

fantasy-world art. When I went to New York, almost immediately, the first day 

I picked up a pencil or a crayon, or whatever I picked up in New York, I started 

to work figuratively. I mean, I dealt exclusively with figures. This is partly 

because I wanted to change my head. I wanted to leave the West Coast and go 

to New York and do something entirely different. Secondly, in the first few 

weeks I was in New York, I bumped into some people working there—I'd 

gotten to meet them—who had a studio where they had models. It was a 

congenial group, and I was introduced to this group, and so I went there and 

immediately started to draw from the model, models. I immediately sort of 

improvised some compositions using figures. That lasted maybe a few weeks, 

and then I no longer was interested in drawing from the model; but I began to 

draw from magazines, and I began to do montage things and then draw from 

them. And I spent the rest of my time in New York, all the time I was there—

all the art I accomplished while I was in New York, which was a lot of oil 

paintings and some prints, had to do with figurative material. The human 

figure as a prime factor. 

SCHIPPER: 

What work were you looking at in particular? Does anything strike you?— 

EDMONDSON: 

Art work? No. Actually, it all came out of this almost social association and 

nobody's work. I saw a lot of figurative work in New York at that time. All of a 

sudden, it seemed to be burgeoning. But it didn't interest me. Again—that was 

the curious thing—I didn't like what I saw. I didn't like what people were 

doing. I didn't like figurative painting when I saw other people do it. I only 

liked it when I did it. Still I don't like what people do in figurative painting. I 

like what I do, but I don't like what other people do. 

SCHIPPER: 

And so your painting changed. 

EDMONDSON: 



Then, when I came back, I dropped figurative. Immediately, the day I hit the 

West Coast, I never did another figure study. But some of the concepts of how 

to deal with the space I held on to, and they began to infiltrate into my 

compositional style. And the painting that you have [Reunion] is a good 

example of that sort of skin idea, the continual skin. And that was a motivating 

force for a whole decade of painting—and, remember, that's a whole decade 

of painting, and I did a lot of painting in that ten years, from '60 to '70. And 

then, all of a sudden, again, I changed my head a little, and I began to—maybe 

slowly, I don't think necessarily so abruptly—began to get in a whole other 

compositional device. I began to get into figurative material, mostly landscape 

and landscape and figures, starting in around 1970. I went back to figurative 

work, partly fooling around with photography—that is, photo printmaking—

and I wasn't painting then. And then, finally, I did some oil paintings, which 

were white, landscape figurative things, and the latest pieces I painted were of 

that. 

SCHIPPER: 

This has continued to the present? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes. It started in mid-70, '71, '72, '74. And then now what I'm doing is still very 

figurative—I'm very realistic—except not scenes any more, just fragments. I'm 

into painting fragments. 

SCHIPPER: 

When you came back to Los Angeles and your painting changed, you dropped 

the figure, but was it still an abrupt change from prior to New York? 

EDMONDSON: 

No, I went right back to the same non-objective attitude I had before, except 

my attitude toward the space was different, and my attitude toward line was 

different. I'd always been a linear artist and always filled in shapes. And then, 

after coming back from New York—and I was strongly a linear artist in New 

York (I mean, I drew everything and filled it in)—then I began to move away 

from that and make shapes out of paint rather than outline filled in. That 

seems like a very minor change, and yet to me it was a major change because 



I'd been sort of entrenched in linear design for ever so many years, and I was 

slowly working my way out of it. And this is another reason that the photo 

image is tempting to me. I can avoid the linear outline because I' m working 

with halftone, I'm working with a tonal shape. I don't have to draw around 

that shape. And that's interesting. If I were to say it in reverse, negatively, I'm 

really trying to find ways to avoid drawing with line. Fundamentally, this is 

what my art's all about now: to try to make it without drawing it with an 

outline. 

SCHIPPER: 

Then your etching had an impact on your painting? 

EDMONDSON: 

Very definitely. But also my painting had a—in other words, it all worked 

together, yeah. In other words, when I drew outlines, I drew them on both 

paintings and etchings, and when I stopped drawing outlines, I stopped doing 

it in both paintings and etchings. 

SCHIPPER: 

Now, did you find, looking back, that one field nourished the other and 

interchanged? 

EDMONDSON: 

Oh, no doubt about it, no doubt about it. It was the same artist doing it both 

ways, and there was a certain amount of feedback. Certainly, coloristically, 

paintings influenced etchings. Shape wise, etchings influenced paintings 

somewhat. Idea wise, they both came out of the same source because I 

intellectualized a lot, and that would work both ways, meaning I could do my 

intellectual game in both painting and etching. In other words, I; would get 

myself in the position where I would say, "In the next work I do, I'm going to 

have both organic and geometric shapes." And I would have a work—whether 

it was an etching or a painting, it wouldn't matter—which would have both 

organic and geometric shapes. 

SCHIPPER: 

How about the titles of your works? 



EDMONDSON: 

Well, I went from very romantic titles in early periods in the fifties, where I use 

a lot of literary devices for titles (and many of the titles were almost what 

you'd call nonsense word combinations coming out of just words that had an 

appeal to my ear) and now they're extremely prosaic titles. I'm not a poet 

about titles, and I was—it had a literary aspect and a poetry aspect and a 

fantasy aspect. Now I'm just using titles as pure identification. I could just call 

them One, Two, and Three—it would do just as well. I've simply gone away 

from the romance of poetry. 

SCHIPPER: 

Were those titles, the romantic ones, intended to say something about the 

work? 

EDMONDSON: 

Oh, yes. But they also say something about myself. They refer to the work, and 

they refer to the ambiguity of the work, that the work was not a description of 

a scene or an event but almost of an inner state of turmoil, an inner state of 

activity, which maybe could only be discovered indirectly through an 

ambiguous title. So it was an ambiguous work defined by an ambiguous title. 

SCHIPPER: 

Klee's titles always intrigued me in their ambiguity. 

EDMONDSON: 

Exactly, exactly. Gorky's titles were often very, very similar, certainly were 

ambiguous and certainly were poetic, and very similar in spirit to those titles 

that I used in the fifties. They had merit. It was a valid thing to do because 

they did reflect the spirit of the art. Later on, when the spirit of the art 

changed, then the titles changed. And also there is a personality aspect to 

titles in art, too. It seems to me that at a certain period, I had a need to be 

known as a certain kind of person, and that was reflected in the art and in the 

titles. I also held certain aspects of the humanities in high, esteem, and poetry 

was one of them. Therefore, I wanted to be identified with a high status 

theme, which was poetry. And as my personality changed, as my art changed 

and my personality changed, my need to be identified in these ways changed. 



And now I'm doing a low-profile art in a low profile—in terms of what is status 

condition and what is not status condition. I'm letting it all amalgamate, and 

I'm letting the people make their own choices on that, without forcing or 

pushing choices. I'm not telling them what I think. I'm not telling them that I 

think poetry is marvelous. If they think poetry is marvelous, that's fine. If they 

don't, that's fine. 

SCHIPPER: 

Do you have feelings about various kinds of expressions? There are so many 

going on right now, particularly by younger people. 

EDMONDSON: 

Directions in art, you mean? Oh, I have very definite feelings about all of them, 

you know. You just show me one and I'll tell you in a minute what I think. 

Some I like very much, some I dislike very much, and most of it I'm very 

comfortable with and let it flow, and I don't react one way or the other. I just 

accept it as part of the reality of ray environment. I'm very much interested in 

conceptual art? I naturally would be because I'm sort of intellectual. I find it 

intellectual game playing, but I'm not so sure that Gorky isn't, when I come 

right down to it. I find there's a lot of activity around points that are extremely 

unimportant, which sort of charms me intellectually. I find it wry and amusing 

that there would be all of this effort to do such an unimportant thing as 

digging a hole and filling it up. It amuses me, intellectually. I have no interest 

in doing it myself, but I am charmed by it. And then I'm not charmed by a lot 

of things. A lot of things leave me extremely indifferent. I'm really not very 

negative about a lot of it, but I am negative about a lot of art that I think is sort 

of shallow, and I'm indifferent to a lot of art, totally indifferent. It doesn't do a 

thing for me. But I'm not indifferent to the people who do it? I'm very much a 

supporter of the people who do it. And therefore I go to a lot of shows with 

enthusiasm because real people are making real art and it's there. While the 

art may or may not charm me, I don't care. I mean, sometimes I make critical 

judgments "Well, you know, this is pretty thin stuff," or, "This is pulling our 

leg," or, "This is a device that's worn out or used up," you know. Even though 

nice guys are making the art, I don't necessarily buy everything I see. But you'd 

have to be specific, like, point at something, for me to make a statement. 

There's no way you can generalize about what's going on in this context. But 



you see, academically, I'm into situations where there's all kinds of evaluation 

of student art, all the way from junior to graduate level, and there are a lot of 

areas that I'm not comfortable with. I'm not comfortable with the idea that a 

real person did it, and therefore it's doable. I'm comfortable with the idea that 

a real person did it, and real people have to be respected. I'm into respecting 

identities, but I don't have to respect the art of real people, if in fact the art is 

either, let's say, cliche, or that deja-vu business, or I guess the word is eclectic, 

to the point where the artist doesn't know it's eclectic. If an artist does eclectic 

work and knows it's eclectic, I'll accept it. But if an artist does an eclectic work 

and doesn't know it's eclectic—meaning their aesthetic is that—that I don't 

buy. I just think, you know, "Just don't bore me with it." 

SCHIPPER: 

Do you mean white paintings or black paintings? 

EDMONDSON: 

For example. Or like landscapes that have just a touch, of Laguna Beach and 

just a touch of Marsden Hartley, and then you say, "Well, I'm working my way 

out of this." I say, "Work it out on your own time." That's kind of what I'm 

trying to say. I mean, I don't deny anybody the right to make any kind of art 

they want, but I don't have to look at it. I don't have to look at it with 

enthusiasm. I mean, I just have to say, "Hey, don't waste my time." 

SCHIPPER: 

Well, a lot of artists are working today with the medium, very consciously. 

There's a whole generation of young artists working with soft painting, the 

idea of painting with fabric, which is something that Ed Moses has started and 

EDMONDSON: 

Yeah, I haven't seen a lot of that. That's not something I'm too familiar with. 

SCHIPPER: 

Oh, because that seems to be going on a great deal. And also the exploration 

of plastics. 

EDMONDSON: 

I haven't seen a lot of that either. 



SCHIPPER: 

Using the panel as a canvas. 

EDMONDSON: 

I guess I just missed out on that. 

SCHIPPER: 

What about illusion, artists creating art for a new idea of feeling, new feelings 

about illusion, whether it is the illusion in the painting, window into the 

depths, or the idea of the whole thing as an illusion? 

EDMONDSON: 

I never thought much about that, so I'd have to look, at a painting before I 

could talk about it. I never thought about it as a general topic or something. 

SCHIPPER: 

Well, some artists play around with illusion, like Ron Davis or Ellsworth Kelly. 

EDMONDSON: 

I'd have to see a specific piece in order to talk about it. 

SCHIPPER: 

There was one more thing I wanted to ask before we stop for the day. A lot of 

artists have written rather powerful statements, I think Kandinsky is one (On 

the Spiritual in Art), and the constructivists [Naum] Gabo and [Antoine] 

Pevsner—Gabo in particular. Klee has written. 

EDMONDSON: 

He did sketchbooks, I guess. 

SCHIPPER: 

[Robert] Motherwell has written. Now, how much interest have you had in 

writings by artists? 

EDMONDSON: 

None at all. 



SCHIPPER: 

None at all. Not even Kandinsky? 

EDMONDSON: 

Never read him. I held the book a few times. And I held Klee's books a few 

times. And I'm sure I looked at some pictures and diagrams in Klee's book. I 

remember looking at some diagrams—couldn't fathom them that much. I 

didn't understand what he was doing. I looked at them, but I never really had 

the courage to read any of that stuff. 

SCHIPPER: 

Courage? 

EDMONDSON: 

Courage. Just didn't have the intellectual curiosity, just didn't have it—and I 

admire people who do. I know lots of people who just read that like it was the 

funny papers. But I can't. I have to really focus, and I really take all this stuff to 

heart. I'm one of these guys who really believes what he reads. So if I read 

something, I really am conditioned by it for, you know, as long as I can 

remember it, which is maybe a week or ten years, depending on what it is. But 

I just never could get myself into a position—it's because I can't read like a 

gristmill. I don't do things in a gristmill way. I'm affected by things that I do 

and read. I'm not unaffected by them. They're not just grist for a mill. I don't 

have that kind of a head. So if I take something seriously enough to read it, I 

really am concerned about it: I read it, and I'm affected by it. I have read a lot 

of things, and they have affected me, but not art things. Not by artists, and not 

aesthetic criticism—although I read some of that too, but that was different. I 

never could understand that, either. I'm still trying to read that lady Langer. 

SCHIPPER: 

Oh, yes. Susanne Langer. 

EDMONDSON: 

I'm always carrying her books around; I still can't read them. [laughter] I'm 

determined someday to read them. 

SCHIPPER: 



Well, why do you feel that's important? A challenge? 

EDMONDSON: 

As kind of like [laughter] like a hurdle to jump over or a ladder to climb. To 

have read her with comprehension would be kind of marvelous, I think. The 

only guy I ever read with great delight—and I read it when I was feeding my 

head—was old Barnes, Albert Barnes. I read him—and why anybody would 

want to read him, I never did know—but I got on to him, and I read him 

forwards and backwards, read his books and read them and understood every 

word he said. But he's about the only one. Why anyone would pick, him, I 

don't know. But he just happened to come along at a day in my life when I was 

like twenty-five and, you know, really eager to pick up on something, and I 

read him. A couple of other people I read at that time, too. There was another 

guy who was writing art history, who you must be exceedingly familiar with, in 

the thirties—an exceedingly prolific writer, too, among art historians. 

SCHIPPER: 

An American? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yeah, and with a pretty good philosophy. He was avant-garde in his time. If I 

said a name, you'd say, "Oh, sure," but I can't remember. A relatively popular 

American writer. He popularized cubism and synthetic cubism and all that 

stuff. Anyhow, I read him. I read a lot of the people in college. I was a pretty 

good reader, and I read a lot of stuff in college, including looking at Kandinsky, 

including looking at Paul Klee, and not looking at Motherwell CI never 

managed to do that). But after that I never read anything. And it wasn't that I 

was a snob about it. I just couldn't get myself pulled together to do it. 

SCHIPPER: 

Then you were not interested in theory? 

EDMONDSON: 

Except now there's this very interesting woman who's written these last 

couple of books on American art, art in America, the critic for Art News. She 

wrote a series of articles in Art News on some kind of aesthetics or—who in 

the world was that? And she's written at least two books on— 



SCHIPPER: 

Not Barbara Rose? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yeah, Barbara Rose. All of a sudden, in about 1971, I started reading Barbara 

Rose, and I got really interested in what she was saying. I really thought she 

had a lot of insight into what was happening in American art, where the 

aesthetics were shifting and changing. That interested me, particularly those—

she did a series of articles, three or four articles, and I read them very 

carefully. And I used those in my teaching, meaning they helped me cut away 

dead wood and replace it—with nothing, if possible, but certainly not dead 

wood. She helped me cut away the romanticism; she helped me cut away 

abstract expressionism, my dead limbs. And that interested me. I was very 

much interested in her because I could read her and take the negative 

aspects—in other words, take away the dead wood and see what was left 

within. That interested me. 

SCHIPPER: 

She was mainly writing about the sixties. And she's married to Frank Stella. 

EDMONDSON: 

I guess she was pushing Frank; I don't know. But in any case, I could see that 

she was helping me reevaluate the sixties, get rid of what was sort of dead in 

the sixties, and look ahead to something else. Which was basically nothing. I 

never got any direction out of her, but I got the idea that at least I could clean 

up the stage. I was trying not to lay a lot of predeterminers on students, a lot 

of givens, but to lay as few givens as I could, so that whatever happens 

tomorrow wouldn't come out of a lot of dead wood of yesterday. That's what I 

had in my mind. That's why I was trying to teach art, and am trying to teach 

art, where there is no positive aesthetics, just an empty space that the 

individual fills up with his own aesthetics, with his own personality. In other 

words, I'm In the position, academically, as a teacher, where it just turns my 

stomach to talk about what was. I'm only interested in what will be. Except 

myself, you see. Then I have to smile, smile and I say, "It is true, I'm into 

Matisse now." And I admit it. [laughter] I mean, I'm still into Matisse. But I 

don't think other people have to be. 



SCHIPPER: 

That took a long time to get to Matisse. [laughter] 

EDMONDSON: 

It took all my life. And I mean his aesthetics, not his art. But I'm into things 

that are pretty, and Matisse is pretty. I'm into things that are selective, like 

Matisse is selective, or was. I'm into things that are personal distortions of 

reality to make them pretty so I can deal with them. Like a lot of people have 

been, except he happened to be sort of pleasant, sort of delightful. And even 

when he was extremely strong—and he was many times—it was out of 

somebody else's strength, too, out of fauvism or cubism or a little bit of 

Picasso thrown in. In other words, he was able to float along and pick up a lot 

of advice from a lot of different directions, and I kind of like that. Without 

suffering a lot later. I never see him as having suffered a lot. Which is okay. 

SCHIPPER: 

No, I think he wanted his art to be for delectation. 

EDMONDSON: 

Right. I'm beginning to kind of enjoy that position. It just pleases me. 

SCHIPPER: 

How about color theory? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, I was into color theory. I think that Picasso's color theory influenced me, 

as I learned it through Margaret Peterson. And I think Cézanne's color theory 

influenced me strongly, as I learned it through Erie Loran. He was big on 

Cézanne's color, and he gave me all kinds of stuff about Cézanne's color. And 

his book [Cézanne's Composition], which I read, did, too. I was interested in 

that picture plane idea, which was a strong Berkeley theory when I went to 

school. Everybody was talking about the picture plane. And always, everybody 

was talking about two-dimensionalism— 

SCHIPPER: 

That was very dominant in your early work, wasn't it? 



EDMONDSON: 

Yeah. Sure, I was strongly influenced by all that. And I was strongly influenced 

by the color theories of, particularly—it's easy to talk about Cézanne because 

he wanted colors to recede or project, and he wanted them to push forward 

here and push back there, and he wanted them to turn corners, and he 

wanted them to establish volume, etc., etc., etc. And I did, too. I mean, I 

fooled around with that a long time. Maybe forever. Maybe I always have. I've 

always been concerned with the spatial relationship of that piece of color in 

relationship to another piece of color. I don't always necessarily do it for the 

same purposes that Cézanne did, but I'm aware of his—what he learned, I 

learned, because I learned it partly through Erie Loran's book and partly 

through looking; but mostly through Erie Loran's book, I would say, I learned 

what Cézanne was after. And through Margaret Peterson, mostly I learned 

what the cubists were after. In color—obviously if they were in the brown 

sepia school, that's another thing. But I mean I learned about—you're talking 

about the illusion of space through modeling and the illusion of space through 

segmented planes, and those had to do with color. It had to do with tonality, 

but they had also to do with color. And then I got into the late cubists; I was 

interested in the late cubists, too, after Picasso and Braque. There were a few 

others that interested me, whose color work interested me. And I still am 

dealing with it. Let's put it this way: I'm exceedingly aware of what the color 

does. I may do traditional, like Renaissance things with it, but I know what I'm 

doing. I'm aware of what will be effective, visually effective, and mostly 

through those early studies with Margaret Peterson. 

SCHIPPER: 

And you've never been interested in simultaneous color contrast? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yeah, for a short time, in some of my paintings, I was interested in optical 

color, mildly interested in optical color, in a very rudimentary way. Red and 

green. Sure, I fool around with optical color, played around with it, but not in a 

very sophisticated way. Certainly not in the way that [Josef] Albers would. No 

way was I so sophisticated. And then when you get past that, in no way 

sophisticated even like—who's that guy in Chicago, the guy who had the 

school called Chicago School of Design? 



SCHIPPER: 

Oh, [Laszlo] Moholy-Nagy. Oh, yes, yes. The New Bauhaus. 

EDMONDSON: 

Yeah, I used to look at his pictures and read his stuff, and I thought he was 

kind of way out. But, again, I never could understand how he got there, so I 

couldn't—but I was interested in what he was doing? that is, the technology of 

color, like color on plastic, and color on veneer, and the idea of color that 

would shine and color that was matte and color that had texture—all of that 

stuff interested me very much. I never used a lot of it, but I was aware of it. I 

thought of it as being—well, Moholy-Nagy and, of course, the Bauhaus that he 

came out of intrigued me very much. I never used it. I never used it 

consciously in my work, but unconsciously I may have used a lot of it. But I 

certainly was impressed, you know, and obviously—Klee was in the Bauhaus 

and some other people were that I was [interested in]. Actually, in a 

sentimental, romantic way, I am most interested in the theory of—if I were to 

ever do anything with a period, like for my own erudite pleasure, it would be 

cubist, say, 1916 to 1925, it seems to be. Wasn't there a book called The 

Banquet Years [Roger Shattuck] or something? It seemed to me that that was 

dealing with a whole period that historically was very romantic to me and 

charming. You know, my favorite composer is [Erik] Satie. And all that stuff, 

that kind of romance of the twenties—I really had a big dose of it as being—I 

seem to be nearer, historically, there than I am in yesterday, even though I 

lived through yesterday and I didn't really live through the twenties (although I 

was born before then). But the idea of that—that has a lot of romance for me, 

that period. 

1.7. TAPE NUMBER: IV [Video Session] (March 25, 1976) 

SCHIPPER: 

We're in Leonard Edmondson's studio in downtown Pasadena, and I'm talking 

to Mr. Edmondson about some of the work you see that represents his 

painting and sculpture over the last twenty years. Mr. Edmondson, this is a 

fairly new studio for you; you haven't been here very long, is that right? 

EDMONDSON: 



Yeah, I've only been in here for about six months with my studio partner. 

SCHIPPER: 

And you do painting here exclusively. 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, this is my painting studio. I have an etching studio in Altadena. 

SCHIPPER: 

We'd like to see that, too, a little later. Let's look at some of the painting that 

you've done. What we see on the easel is a work [untitled] that goes back to 

1956, and right between us, if the camera can catch it, is a very recent work 

[Clip Save], a 1976 work. So it's a twenty-year span. The work on the easel is 

the kind of painting that I remember first becoming familiar with, that you 

were doing back then, when you were showing at Felix Landau's. Can you talk 

about how you got into that kind of painting that you were doing at the time? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, but maybe not so much how I got into it because I got into this kind of 

imagery out of a series of experiments. I was interested at the time in dealing 

with what I thought was an outer world, which became a very inner world of 

forms, like an inner landscape I felt at times. And it seems to me that these 

shapes, which became very characteristic shapes for me and lasted a long time 

in my work, were partly the idea of working with flat two-dimensional shapes, 

partly the idea of working with shapes that could be made with a continuous 

line, and partly the idea of shapes that had a kind of brittleness about them. 

All of those things were in my head when I first began to invent them. I 

invented these shapes in a sense a long time ago, but I continued to use them 

in various stages of development for perhaps the next ten, twelve, thirteen 

years. This was a long, sustained period of personal interior landscape art. 

SCHIPPER: 

That's a very airy, spacious painting, very open. The next painting, it seems to 

me—the one that you have next to the easel—carried on those shapes, but 

they are more compressed. 

EDMONDSON: 



You're talking about this one here. 

SCHIPPER: 

Can you show the next one? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, fine. 

SCHIPPER: 

Now, that is about 1962, is that right? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes. 

SCHIPPER: 

And I see the very similar shape characteristics and suggestions, almost surreal 

in their fantasy ideas, [tape interrupted; conversation with the technicians] 

You moved from that very open style to a much more enclosed and 

compressed painting there. I'd like to know about the progress you were 

making towards that. 

EDMONDSON: 

Yeah, that's really very precise; that's exactly what I did do in terms of 

changing the aspect of the painting. This was a much later development, and 

at this time I was quite interested in not floating these small fragments, 

fragmentary pieces, but closing them in some kind of, almost like plastic 

envelopes, so that there would be a real end to where the space went. I 

wanted the space to be flattened out, not to be this atmospheric space, but to 

have a spatial extension, a distance in space—this is what I was after. And in 

order to do that, I had to break up the space into small fragments, rather than 

to let it be one continuous floating sort of atmosphere. And then the 

background space became increasingly important, as you can see. In other 

words, it began to be, oh, not necessarily ambiguous with the positive, but it 

began to be vigorously active in the main. 

SCHIPPER: 



I don't see any depth of space though, any kind of perspective. You speak of 

backgrounds. 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, well, for me as I painted this, I felt, that in an ambiguous way, or in an 

alternate way, in the case of this particular painting, sometimes the blue 

would act like negative or atmospheric space, sometimes the green, and then 

occasionally even the black would look like the depth of a negative space. And 

then at other times they would reverse their roles. 

SCHIPPER: 

Another difference is that your palette is a little more intense in the later 

work; your hues are stronger. 

EDMONDSON: 

No question about it, I began to get much more interested in intense colors, 

and I changed my medium. Obviously we're talking about a watercolor 

[untitled] now, and I often used various kinds of dyes that were quite intense 

in their qualities. And actually, going back to the earlier painting, I was doing a 

kind of stain painting, with exceedingly thin, exceedingly watered-down 

pigment (watered down with paint thinner). So that in the oil painting, you're 

looking at extremely thin layers of paint, while in the watercolor, that 

pigment, relatively speaking, is a lot heavier, a lot richer, and consequently I 

got more intense color. Here, I deliberately wanted these to be almost like 

transparent shapes, so that you could almost see in places the background 

come through. And here I was more concerned with the color-shape quality. 

And also I was more interested in color against color—for example, this color 

against this. And in these I was interested in positive and negative space. 

SCHIPPER: 

This suggests that you may have been using collage, but that was not included, 

was it? 

EDMONDSON: 

Oh yeah, the whole background—the preliminary work for this painting and all 

the ones I did like it, was to first of all prepare a surface by collage, using 

different kinds of paper that would absorb the paint differently, using paper 



that was mildly different in color. And then on top of that I drew a painting. So 

I prepared a surface on which to paint. 

SCHIPPER: 

Now, what was the next step in your evolution in painting? Which one of the 

paintings that we have around us would—? 

EDMONDSON: 

In terms of sequence, I went from this to an increased Interest in tactile 

surfaces. And after a long struggle—it wasn't like yesterday and tomorrow—I 

went into this period of work. I'm talking about the one with the heavily 

raised, or heavily embossed, surface [Green Relief]. I prepared that canvas 

with paper-mache in order to develop some thick areas. But not only was that 

an extension of the tactile interest that I began to have here, but also at that 

period I was going into an area of symmetry. I was interested in some kind of 

balance, some kind of symmetry, and I was definitely interested in opposing 

geometric and natural forms on the same surface as sort of opposites to 

create some kind of visual tension, visual surprise, if you like. 

SCHIPPER: 

Well that's very sculptural. Were you doing sculpture as well at that time? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, at the same time I was doing that I was working on sculptures like this 

bronze here [Metamorphosis]. That was very similar, to me, combining the 

geometric shapes and the actual shapes, the rounder shapes. To me, these 

were both part of the same idea. This one just extending three-dimensionally 

and doing sculpture in the round versus doing low-relief sculpture. 

SCHIPPER: 

What year was that work done? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, I had a grant from L. A. State to do this sculpture. They supported me 

with a modest grant to do this sculpture, and I believe it was '64 or '65. 

SCHIPPER: 



So you went from the painting that we just looked at in 1962 to '64-65. It was 

just a couple of years later that your configuration changed considerably. 

EDMONDSON: 

Very drastically, yes, and has continued to change somewhat drastically ever 

since. In other words, I had a long, continuous period using a similar imagery 

and a similar aesthetics, which was developed here, and then I rapidly 

changed to other things. In fact, I just began to throw myself out into a lot of 

new ideas, and these were all short-lived ideas. All of them only lasted a year 

or two and then I would go on to something else. So, my states of transition 

became increasingly rapid after this long, long period of—it's interesting 

psychologically about the artist: There was a long period of kind of 

contentment with, satisfaction in—and it was rewarding. And then, when it 

became unrewarding and I moved to another kind of imagery, then none of 

those sustained themselves in the same way. Partly no doubt because of my 

character, I began to be increasingly impatient. 

SCHIPPER: 

And then, what was your next move to? 

EDMONDSON: 

Then I went into these more or less imaginary flower studies. Like this painting 

here [Succulents], and like the one over there [Succulents#2]. These were just, 

they were like plant forms, like sort of the various kinds of clean-cut cactus 

forms; but they weren't like paintings of plants; they were just paintings of 

plant ideas, ideas in my head that I had about what a plant might look like. 

And I also did some sculpture of plantlike forms, which were variations, 

modifications of the drawn and painted ones. I even did some etchings. In 

actual fact, I did one etching in black and white [untitled], which was this same 

idea. And again, time-wise, all that lasted maybe about two or three years. I 

was in a period of doing a whole series, particularly of oil paintings on canvas, 

using that motif, putting things side by side in a row, like in a narrow space 

where they both occupied the same space, not one behind the other, but 

modeling, you know, so that I was getting this illusionistic space. Like the low-

relief piece has a sense of modeling because it is modeling. Then I began to 

use that same idea of modeling, only this time illusionistic modeling, or, if you 



like, Renaissance modeling. So, there I kind of arrived at that stage then. To 

me they have lots of parallel qualities, although physically and visually there's 

a lot of difference between them. 

SCHIPPER: 

Do you define this as figurative painting as opposed to abstraction, your 

earlier work? 

EDMONDSON: 

I would call those still lifes, sure. I certainly think of myself as doing the still 

life. In a peculiar way, that is a still life. That is a table plane, that wide area at 

the bottom, if you like, or a ground plane certainly. Those objects are sitting 

on some kind of ground plane. Sure, that's still life. 

SCHIPPER: 

Let's look at something that came after that. 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, let's see. You have to realize that we're looking in this studio mostly at 

painting and sculpture, but all the time I was doing this, I was doing etchings 

as well, and there would be long periods of time when I didn't paint and didn't 

sculpt. In fact, we're looking on the floor here at several pieces, which cover a 

span of time of maybe seven, eight years, and only a few pieces. So that I 

would jump from painting to sculpture to printmaking, and there were long 

gaps in these where I was doing printmaking. And maybe printmaking that 

was similar or quite different. Actually, at this time, my printmaking began to 

follow my painting, so that when I went into this episode of painting, which 

was sort of a landscape series—let's see if I can maybe pull that out. [tape 

recorder turned off] So when I went into this landscape series I got interested 

in being more impersonal, that is, like instead of always talking about my own 

imagination and my own concerns in my head, sort of glorifying the outside, 

like, say, something like this, which I would call, like Santa Monica beach, 

[Santa Monica #2], or something like that, or Malibu beach. I would just—it 

was the idea, well, here I live in Southern California, and I've been increasingly 

interested in my own locality, Pasadena, almost saying, "Why not just do some 

straight out, simple statements of some of the pleasurable areas of my 



environment?" And the fact that I handled it in this sort of broken up way was 

my own formula for doing it. But actually I just wanted a little fragment of sky, 

a little fragment of water, a little fragment of people on the beach, and to 

assemble them in a very simple way and to try to stay out of making editorial 

remarks about it. Except the general one that it is all pretty and peaceful and 

warm and gentle and comfortable, which I guess is kind of editorial. 

SCHIPPER: 

Was there any photography involved there? 

EDMONDSON: 

Oh, yes, all these paintings are based on photographs that I took, or friends of 

mine took, at one time or another. I just assembled them. They were usually 

projected on some surface, and then I just transposed it to canvas. This is kind 

of. a photo realist work in a sense, without being that meticulous. And I did 

several in this series, including several etchings, which were photo plate 

etchings, with that four-point color-separation process that I got into recently. 

And these happened about 19 72, 19 73, roughly. I was doing photo etchings 

similar to these landscapes, that is, a beach series and painting at the same 

time. And I did this until about 1974. 

SCHIPPER: 

And what came after that? 

EDMONDSON: 

Then I started to go back into watercolor, and I did a series of watercolors 

[Sunburst] that I finished in '74, around '74, maybe most of the year in 1974. 

And these were collage, rubbings. And then I got into a very interesting 

period, which I am in now, which is quite different than anything I've done 

before, where I found myself almost unable to draw in the old sense of 

drawing from my imagination and drawing imaginary shapes. Instead I'm 

taking all my material from ready-made in the form of rubbings, in the form of 

stamps (that is stamping—coloring things and stamping), in the form of 

making crayon-resist things, thumb rubbings. So that all of a sudden I'm sort of 

refusing to get my own personal feelings involved, which isn't. literally true 

because I transform them and I do fool around with them occasionally. But, 



for some strange reason, I got in a period of trying to find material, which was 

already there—found material—and use it in my own way. And this, then 

started that general development. And from that I did a series of watercolors, 

watercolor collages, that I used as a basis for this kind of painting over here. 

This is my latest work [Clip Save], this particular one, which just was finished 

recently, maybe a month ago, and it is just a painting that is based on an 

assemblage of photographic and painted material. And I painted this—still my 

major interest, as it always is, is in the format, and what interests me more 

than anything else about this series that I'm working on is that hole in the 

middle. I mean, the whole painting is based on establishing a hole in the 

middle. And that hole in the middle is kind of the key to my aesthetics about 

it. 

SCHIPPER: 

Some of the imagery you have going around the hole suggests things that 

might be in your personal life. Is that true? 

EDMONDSON: 

Not at all. Just found material. 

SCHIPPER: 

I'm looking at those—are those pool balls? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, it's true. I play pool. But I just happened to find a picture and I just used it; 

but actually I didn't search out pictures, which would in any way reveal my 

own personal interest. These are just pictures. Obviously I chose them, 

therefore I must have triggered some interest in them. But I think I chose 

them—obviously I chose them because they interested me—but not to reveal 

something about my own personality, but simply just because they were 

visually interesting to me. 

SCHIPPER: 

Now, I think we'd like to go to your etching studio and see some of the work 

there and the environment that you have over there in Altadena. 

EDMONDSON: 



Sure, that's an excellent idea. Let's do that. 

SCHIPPER: 

Here we are in this rather marvelous etching studio that Edmondson shares 

with Shiro Ikegawa. I have a feeling that the studio here in Altadena has an 

interesting history. What about that history? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, it does for Shiro and me, no question about it. We first moved into here 

and set this up as a studio workshop for the two of us in about 1971. At that 

time we were working with a group of very interesting students over at Los 

Angeles State university. We decided amongst the group of us that it would be 

fun to make a kind of collaborative community workshop, and Shiro and I 

were very open to that idea. So we pulled the group together under the name 

of Pioneer Press Club, which we sort of incorporated at about the end of 1971. 

And this Pioneer Press Club was both a workshop idea and collaborative art 

idea, and also a Saturday class idea for the community. It really held us 

together and held our interest for a couple of years It was a very vital place for 

a couple of years. We had some exhibitions and we had some community 

publicity, which we all enjoyed. And it was good for all of us. It was good for 

the young people we were working with because they all sort of learned and 

progressed in this kind of atmosphere. Actually, the main effort that we had at 

that time was to get involved with, to perfect aspects of photo plate etching. 

At that time we began to refine some of our processes that we'd been 

developing. We actually moved in quite rapidly, the group of us, in doing some 

experiments in photo etching, till now some of those people are quite skillful 

at it, really, technically and in terms of mechanic exceedingly skillful. So, it was 

a fine experience. And since that time, the Pioneer Press Club, as a group, has 

broken up and people have gone their several ways, but Shiro and I still share 

this studio, and this is still where I do most of my etching. 

SCHIPPER: 

Now, we'd like to look at some of those etchings. Can we start with some early 

ones. The one that we have in front of us now [Flex] is 1950, is that right? 

EDMONDSON: 



Around in there, right, or probably a little later, probably closer to 1955-'56. 

This is not the earliest etching at all that I ever did—no way—this is quite late, 

quite sophisticated in my etching experience. And yet, in terms of the ones 

that I have here that I'd like to show in relation to this interview, this is the 

earliest and represents a period of thinking where I was trying to assemble a 

lot of previously drawn material. This really comes out of cutting and pasting 

and assembling ideas and then using those ideas to etch with. This is just a 

plain combination intaglio black and relief color etching. Very simplest kind. 

The relief color is applied using stencils. 

SCHIPPER: 

Was that a new process for you at that time, or had you been doing it for a 

long time? 

EDMONDSON: 

No, I would probably say this was the first color process I ever learned, and it 

was the color process I continued to use right up until I got heavily into photo 

etching; then I began to think I would like to try other methods. And I'll show 

you a couple of them. But before I go that far, let me sort of show you very 

simple development here, not always totally chronological, but partly having 

to do with developments in my own aesthetics. For example, here is another 

etching [Line-Up], which—if you'll remember when we were in the painting 

studio, I was doing sort of plant forms on a platform, and this is a variation of 

that. In other words, these are no longer plant. forms per se, but they have a 

lot of overtones of plant forms, and they're more imaginative variations on 

plant forms. But nevertheless, the idea of setting these parallel on a platform 

was exactly the same compositional motif, if you like, or organizational motif, 

that I was using before. Just a little more flights of fantasy than the others. 

And then from there, or closely allied with that, I went into a statement like 

this [Made in U.S.A.], which was about the same time, where I was actually 

fragmenting, taking fragments from various drawings and paintings and 

assembling them until I began to like what they did, and then trying to restate 

them in a new way on an etching plate. And again this is intaglio and relief, 

intaglio black and relief color. And this time I was quite interested in the kinds 

of imagery, which would be found object, like this American eagle symbol, like 

using coins. I was sort of into that quality for a while, you know. But this also 



parallels my painting because if you think about the last painting that we 

looked at, at the studio, which was a collage of magazine photograph material, 

there I was using ready-made material, too, and this is also sort of ready-made 

material. 

SCHIPPER: 

You're also going into an irregular, outside shape there. 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, actually I was in and out of this. This earlier piece here has that same kind 

of edge. Sometimes I did it, and then sometimes I decided that I wanted just 

the rectangular edge not to be so involved with what was happening inside, so 

I would use the rectangular edge. From there I went into a more regular—this 

is very similar to the last. one I showed you. This is kind of a landscape idea 

[Australia], at least to me; it is kind of an abstract landscape. They don't 

represent objects in the landscape, those pieces, but when it was all finished it 

had a kind of a landscape quality to me. But you will notice again a recurrence 

of recognizable kinds of objects in it, and recognizable kinds of textures and so 

on. In other words, I was always using, still interested in this ready-made idea. 

And then this series that looked like this was probably the last of the regular 

etchings, intaglio relief, I did. At that time I began to combine them with photo 

work. The first [Cherry Pie]—and this is about 1972 roughly, 1971-1972—the 

first efforts were really quite crude. They combined photo plate work using 

the camera with photo plate work using handmade drawings. But this is a 

photo plate etching. This is a photo plate, and these two are photo plates, 

although this is negatives from a camera, and this is negative from a hand-

drawn negative. They're very simple because [there's] only one color here, 

only one color. I was at this time trying to make a passage from handwork to 

photo work, from my own handwork to the photograph. And I'm not so sure it 

was that successful. I believe now that that's a difficult combination, that 

visually it's difficult to relate these two images. That's my kind of opinion at 

this time. And then, as I went on in my photo work, I went into camera work 

where I was using negatives taken with a camera, and then I got reasonably 

sophisticated. Let me show you one of the pieces [Pasadena] that was fairly 

elegant as far as I could go. Let's see if I can find it. Well, I suppose that this 

probably represents a stage of elegance that's about as sophisticated as I was 



able to go: Using four plates, one for each color—superimposing them, 

registering them, superimposing them—and doing a landscape that was based 

on a photograph of a montage that I made. I did one print [Santa Monica 

Beach] that was like my painting of the beach series, I did one print, which had 

that sequence of the cloud, the ocean, and the bathing figure lying on the 

sand. And each one of these involving several plates. I felt that this was about 

as sophisticated as I needed to go in technology because I wasn't, that 

fascinated by it in the first place, really, just kind of curious about what it 

could do, you see because it got me away from stenciling and that kind of 

thing, just moved my head away from old ways of making prints to new ways, 

which I liked. So, this then is a state that lasted up to about 1973. For about 

two years, '71 to '73, I was very much interested in photo etching, finally 

getting into the photo negative. And then I moved away from that back into 

my own hand-drawn material. 

SCHIPPER: 

Can we see one of those now? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, let me show you one [Sun Spots—Summer]. This is all drawn material, 

usually on tracing paper, and then using the tracing paper as negative, the 

tracing paper drawing. 

SCHIPPER: 

I see. What about your color process here? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, since there is a plate for each color, including the background color, 

which is a yellow plate—and I have a red plate, I have a blue plate, I have a 

black plate, a silver plate, and a brown plate—so this is about a five- or six-

plate print. Very complicated, very elaborate to print, but, you know, 

printable. It's not that impossible. 

SCHIPPER: 

And you've been staying with hand printing? 

EDMONDSON: 



Well, actually, my interest now probably is going back to the photo material, I 

think, going back to the photo image. Like the last painting, where I was using 

montage material, I think that my next plate will go back to montage. 

SCHIPPER: 

Is this the most recent work you've done? 

EDMONDSON: 

Well, it's the most recent etching. Since then I have done two other prints. 

One was a lithograph, black and white. And then I did a Xerox print, which 

interested me, in color, using a color Xerox. 

SCHIPPER: 

Do you have one of those here? 

EDMONDSON: 

No, unfortunately, I don't have one here at this time. 

SCHIPPER: 

So, does this round out your selection of prints? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, this rounds out my display of what I've been doing in etching. 

SCHIPPER: 

Well, we see how your etching has been quite parallel with your painting. 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, it has, in many instances. 

SCHIPPER: 

But you became much more heavily involved in etching over the recent 

period? 

EDMONDSON: 

Yes, maybe for the last—71, '72, '73, I was very much into etching. Then got 

into printing again, and now I'm going back into etching again. I kind of go 



back and forth between the two. I don't know. I suppose right now I'm anxious 

to do another painting, I will admit, and I will go back in my studio and work 

on a painting there as soon as I get around to it, but I also have some ideas for 

etching, kind of up on top of my head, that I'll use soon. 

SCHIPPER: 

Well, I think this gives us a pretty complete picture of the work that you've 

done over the last twenty years. So, we want to thank you very much for your 

time, and the pleasure it's been to talk to you and look at the work that you've 

had to show us. 

EDMONDSON: 

I appreciate the opportunity. It was a pleasure for me, too. [tape recorder 

turned off] 

SCHIPPER: 

Finally, a postscript to the end of tape III, side I. I was asking you about 

students and their work after they left you. Now, what students can you 

discuss whose work was affected or perhaps showed some response to their 

teacher's—? 

EDMONDSON: 

That's very difficult for me as a teacher to say because basically, while I 

certainly try to say my own thoughts and give my own ideas about art to the 

students I work with, and I certainly try to be influential in their development, 

and I certainly try to provide them with stimulation and with ongoing ideas, I 

don't try to affect their style or the conformity of their art. And therefore, I'm 

most pleased when their art never looks like anything that I'm. doing in the 

first place. Consequently, as a teacher, I would say that I've been exceedingly 

successful because almost no one ever does anything that looks like mine, 

which makes me very happy, to be honest with you because I've seen the 

other way of teaching and I avoid that. On the other hand, I have had a great 

many very talented students work with me. I kind of hate to name any 

because I hate to exclude some. Unfortunately my memory isn't that good 

that I can remember all of them, and I'm talking now about ones that I worked 

with maybe fifteen, twenty years ago, who had a time since then to develop in 



their own fashion and be prominent in art, rather than more recent ones who 

may well be just as strong in the near future. A couple names that come to my 

mind of really fine people I worked with, who have gone on in art would be 

David Simpson and Walter Askin, and Doug Bond, all of whom I had in classes 

briefly here and there, and all of whose careers I have followed with a great 

deal of interest. I'm very proud to have been associated with them as 

students, just like I'm equally proud of their success. 
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