
Interview with Lisa Schilling about The House by the Sea (2013) 

With Rachel Gugelberger 

 

On the subject of a new artwork, based on Fitzgerald's last and unfinished novel The Love Of The Last 

Tycoon - A Western (originally published in 1941) and May Sarton's 1977 journal The House by the Sea.  

 

RG: Why have you chosen to use these two texts? 

LS: Both texts, in their own ways, talk about similar things: love, loss, passion, desolation and new 

beginnings. In short, the creative process. 

RG: Are there any other reasons for combining these two works? 

LS: Well, strangely, they both seem to unfold in the same place: at the edge of everything - a house by 

the sea. I found that simultaneity hard to shake because I am fascinated by the idea of doubles. Not 

twins so much as stand-ins. It is this idea of the stand-in that I work with here. I worked for years in film 

and advertising and stand-ins are regularly used in a very practical way in both of those industries. In 

film the term stand-in refers to a person whose job is to help the crew prepare for a scene when the 

actor is not on set by posing or physically doing what the actor will do, but in advertising a stand-in can 

be anything from a chair to a foot to a pepperoni pizza. In those contexts a stand-in represents 

something but isn't actually that thing, and that slippage between the two can get really weird. And 

exciting. And it is this motif that I decided to work with. 

RG: So, how, then, does this motif manifest? What does it look like? 

LS: In Fitzgerald's book one of the characters is in the process of building a house by the ocean, but as a 

reader you get the sense that it will never be finished or, rather, that it is done but incomplete. A house 

in name only. Just a foundation and floor boards and roughed-out framing - no walls, no roof, no 

electricity, no heat - but with a view of the ocean from every "room". It is a stand-in for a house, and all 

that a house represents.  

RG: Are you saying you intend to build a house? 

LS: Well, in a way. Although, it will be quite small. I often make models in my practice to help me with 

various sculptural problems that drawing just can't answer. And within these models I am able to 

address more directly the materials of a piece. When I was at school I studied under people who were 

deeply and earnestly invested in the language of materials, and that brand of materiality, although I 

don't ultimately share it, still influences many of the choices I make. But, again, this is an example of 

where the notion of the stand-in comes into play for me. When I make a model I am always thinking 

about what material can represent another material. It is rare that I use the same material for both the 



model and the larger piece.  

RG: Why? 

LS: Because, to my mind, that would be a miniature, not a model - big difference! The model is a 

stand-in, albeit a small one, wherein the material choices of the model help to tell the viewer what the 

meaning of the piece may be. The model helps to build visual and linguistic relationships for the viewer 

to draw upon. A miniature, on the other hand, is just a smaller version of a larger piece. A replica, or a 

copy - the only difference being scale. There isn't much information you can get from a miniature that 

you won't get from the larger piece, so what is the point? It functions as a parlor trick more than 

anything else.  

RG: So you are making a model that is to function simultaneously as both a discreet sculpture and a 

stand-in for a larger piece? 

LS: Yes! Exactly. 

RG: Are there historical examples of this sort of model-as-sculpture that you're drawing from? 

LS: Well, Calder employed models quite a bit. And they really work, even still. But if I had to choose one 

example I would have to say that Giacometti's The Palace at 4am is one of the most exquisite examples 

of a model/sculpture that I have ever seen. That piece is kinda perfect! 

 

 

 

 


