
JAMES GLEESON INTERVIEWS: IMANTS TILLERS
26 September 1979

JAMES GLEESON: Imants, can we begin with some biographical information? 
When and where were you born; the exact date?

IMANTS TILLERS: Thirtieth of July 1950.

JAMES GLEESON: And whereabouts?

IMANTS TILLERS: In Sydney.

JAMES GLEESON: In Sydney.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. 

JAMES GLEESON: Your parents?

IMANTS TILLERS: My parents are both Latvian.

JAMES GLEESON: They came to Australia before you were born, obviously?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, I think in 1949.

JAMES GLEESON: Forty-nine.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: Where did you study?

IMANTS TILLERS: You mean university?

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, your background.

IMANTS TILLERS: Well, I studied architecture at Sydney University.

JAMES GLEESON: Did you?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, and I finished it to the fourth year stage.

JAMES GLEESON: Who were your—

IMANTS TILLERS: We had different—

JAMES GLEESON: Did you come in contact with Lloyd Rees at all?

IMANTS TILLERS: No, not very much. I think I went to a couple of lectures of 
his.
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JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: The way the architecture faculty, or my course was run, we 
had say, two, I think two or three days of design with a rotating group of design 
tutors. Then we had more formal lectures on the other days. I suppose the 
foundation year course was fairly important coming straight out of high school.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes. What high school did you go to?

IMANTS TILLERS: Sydney Technical High School, which is in Bexley.

JAMES GLEESON: I see. It was a technical school?

IMANTS TILLERS: No, I think thatʼs a carry over from its old sort of status. It was 
just a normal high school.

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: With a normal range of subjects. Although at high school, 
although I did art, there wasnʼt a formal course in it.

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: I mean, I sat for the exam. So Iʼd always been interested it 
the sort of area, being an ex Argonaut and all this sort of stuff.

JAMES GLEESON: I see, yes. So youʼve drawn from childhood?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. But when I went to university, or my experience of art up 
to that point had been limited to, you know, the municipal art shows and, well, the 
amateur societies. That was my experience to that point totally. 

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: Except for, say, a couple of visits to the New South Wales Art 
Gallery or something like that. Anyway, in the first year architecture course, the 
foundation course was overseen by (inaudible) Rounds, and he had quite a 
liberal attitude. One of the experiences that it resulted in was working on 
Christoʼs Little Bay wrap up.

JAMES GLEESON: Oh, did you?

IMANTS TILLERS: As a sort of optional project.

JAMES GLEESON: It was very exciting. I remember that.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. There was a group of 10 students who worked there full 
time.

JAMES GLEESON: And you were one of them?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, and I was one of them. Itʼs actually been a good link 
because when I was in New York this time I actually stayed in Christoʼs guest 
apartment.
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JAMES GLEESON: Ah. Theyʼre a marvellous couple, arenʼt they?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. Because I think it was an important event for them too 
at his stage of his career. I think some sort of nostalgia or something like that.

JAMES GLEESON: Well, it was a great success and it looked so beautiful.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. Anyway, it was a very good experience, you know, for 
someone just in, you know, the—

JAMES GLEESON: That was your first year, was it, in that course?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, and then from that I sort of expanded, became aware of 
the—well, through people that I met at the wrap up, I suppose in particular Ian 
Millers, who was also working there, he introduced me to the Contemporary Art 
Society, so I sort of changed my perspectives.

JAMES GLEESON: Who else was working there? Anyone who we would know 
now in the art field?

IMANTS TILLERS: I donʼt think, you know, from the architecture students that 
worked there. I think a lot of people went to work for a couple of days or 
something, you know, who were from the art world.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: But I donʼt remember anyone in particular.

JAMES GLEESON: Except Ian Millers.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, because he was there for ,you know, the period of three 
weeks.

JAMES GLEESON: Did you have a chance to talk much to Christo?

IMANTS TILLERS: At the time I didnʼt at all. I donʼt think he spoke English very 
well either.

JAMES GLEESON: No, no.

IMANTS TILLERS: But I think itʼs one of those things that you can think about in 
retrospect, even though what happened at the time wasnʼt particularly earth 
shattering. Anyway, so being involved in the Contemporary Art Society and then I 
met a few other people who were interested in being artists as well, and a small 
group of us got together and had a studio for a year–no, for three months–which 
was really a—

JAMES GLEESON: Whereabouts?

IMANTS TILLERS: Oh, it was a derelict house thatʼs at the bottom of Glebe 
Point.

JAMES GLEESON: I see. Who was there then?
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IMANTS TILLERS: Alan (inaudible) Alex (inaudible) and Giselle Antmann. Alex 
had actually gone into architecture in a very serious way.

JAMES GLEESON: And you havenʼt, youʼve abandoned it?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. I suppose it was the timing, or the way it was presented 
to me. It didnʼt appear to me that one could be very creative or independent 
working at architecture.

JAMES GLEESON: In other words, youʼre an artist not an architect?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. You know, I havenʼt done any architectural work at all. 
But nevertheless Iʼm interested in architecture, or a particular kind of architecture 
that is less clearly defined in conventional terms perhaps.

JAMES GLEESON: Do you think your training as an architect has had any 
bearing on the sort of work youʼve done as an artist?

IMANTS TILLERS: Well, I think, yes, it may have negatively in the sense that, 
well, in the last couple of years of the course I was almost going out of my way 
not to be architectural in the sort of thinking that applied. But then, on the other 
hand, I suppose some of the subjects that we did, did make you think, you know, 
in a particularly analytical way or in a particular kind of way. Also, as an influence 
at that time there was the Tin Sheds complex which had been set up by the 
Architectural Faculty and the Fine Arts Faculty.

JAMES GLEESON: Whatʼs the Tin Shed?

IMANTS TILLERS: At Sydney University.

JAMES GLEESON: Ah yes, yes, I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: Bert Flugelman was running them at the time, but they 
werenʼt organised in any sense at all. It was more people just using the available 
space. But, in retrospect again, it seems like it was an interesting thing to have 
been taking place there. Whereas at the time it seemed fairly mundane and it 
was more an opportunity to meet other artists, I guess.

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: It was fairly low key.

JAMES GLEESON: One thing thatʼs always struck me in your work is a kind of 
sequential approach. You know, things done in series in order to make points. Do 
you see that as having any derivation in your feeling about architecture, a sort of 
construction on-going thing?

IMANTS TILLERS: Iʼm not sure if it comes from architecture or not.

JAMES GLEESON: Itʼs there.

IMANTS TILLERS: Itʼs there, but itʼs more something that I canʼt avoid.

JAMES GLEESON: I see.
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IMANTS TILLERS: Rather than something thatʼs deliberate. Iʼve had to keep 
trying to contain works, in a sense, and usually Iʼve done that by almost arbitrarily 
saying, ʻWell, Iʼve got a stop here, and which then creates a vacuum and then I 
have to start againʼ.

JAMES GLEESON: Again (inaudible).

IMANTS TILLERS: Again, yes. But Iʼm not sure that thatʼs through architectural 
experience at all.

JAMES GLEESON: Imants, how did you come to exhibit? You exhibit first at the 
Watters Gallery, wasnʼt it?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: Frank saw your work?

IMANTS TILLERS: Well, I guess itʼs the same, you know, for the way any artist 
begins. You know, you tend to frequent places that other artists frequent. You 
know, like Watters Gallery or wherever.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes. Wherever.

IMANTS TILLERS: Itʼs through contact, you know, with the other artists. Then, 
you know, you have aspirations to exhibit yourself. With me, when I finished the 
fourth year of the architectural degree—

JAMES GLEESON: What year was that?

IMANTS TILLERS: Seventy-two. 

JAMES GLEESON: Seventy-two.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, then I decided to take a year off and to produce work for 
a show, you know, I mean, this is the way I thought at the time. So I spent a 
whole year producing this work and then exhibiting it at the end of the year. But in 
the meantime, there was the exhibition Object and Idea which came up and 
somehow what I was doing seemed relevant for that.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: That, in fact, produced an extension of the work that Iʼd been 
doing anyway, and that was the first work Moments of inertia. 

JAMES GLEESON: Where was that exhibited?

IMANTS TILLERS: At Watters Gallery.

JAMES GLEESON: The Objects and Idea Exhibition?

IMANTS TILLERS: No, no. Moments of inertia, which was my exhibition.

JAMES GLEESON: Ah, yes. 
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IMANTS TILLERS: At the time I was working on what I suppose Iʼd call a large-
scale version of the work. When Object and Idea came up, I produced a 
miniature of that work.

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: That work was the Black box which is in the collection, and 
which was exhibited in the Object and Idea at the National Gallery in Victoria.

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: Anyway, the success of all that gave me enough momentum 
to—

JAMES GLEESON: The Black box weʼve got.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: Which is called—

IMANTS TILLERS: Still life II or something.

JAMES GLEESON: Still life II evolved from Moments of inertia.

IMANTS TILLERS: Still life II, which is the box—

JAMES GLEESON: Yes. Whatʼs its proper title? Just Still life II?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: Not ʻcaseʼ or ʻboxʼ Still life II? 

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: Weʼve got lists, have we?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, itʼs Still life II. Still life I was the work that Iʼd been 
producing for the Watters Gallery exhibition.

JAMES GLEESON: That was called Moments of inertia?

IMANTS TILLERS: The whole thing is called Moments of inertia. In fact, I always 
have difficulty in explaining this work. I suppose Iʼve made it difficult for myself. 
But I worked from a—should I go on to this?

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. I worked from, say, an ideal system. Or I set up a 
system I suppose in just idea terms and this system included 112 works, and 
these 112 works constituted Still life I.

JAMES GLEESON: I see. Why did you call them Moments of inertia? Any 
specific reason for that? It wasnʼt a philosophical concept behind it unifying it all?
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IMANTS TILLERS: Well, one of the reasons was that the works which were part 
of Moments of inertia were all still lifes, but they werenʼt still lifes in the 
conventional sense. And I also like the title Moments of inertia for its, you know, 
psychological connotations.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: You know the sort of difficulty in beginning. But apart from 
that there wasnʼt any particular significance to the title.

JAMES GLEESON: No. It seems to be a sort of paraphrase in a way of 
(inaudible), the French. 

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: I see now, yes. The big exhibition at Watters, you then re-
assembled in the case, the box, or Still life II. Or was it variations?

IMANTS TILLERS: Well, Still life I consisted of 112 objects and the way Iʼd 
worked it out, I was dealing with particular properties like image, shape, you 
know, the way the image was structured and what it was made from. Iʼd identified 
those as four properties that each object would have.

JAMES GLEESON: Such as?

IMANTS TILLERS: Well, say, the image shape was a particular pattern that 
would be on the surface of the object, and the image type had to do with the 
nature of the object that was containing the image, you know, whether it would be 
sitting on the floor or on the wall or halfway between the two.

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: All these properties were systematically related to each 
other, so that it was almost as though the objects were a demonstration of this 
system of interrelationships. In fact, it was really the only way you could talk 
about the interrelationships by referring to the objects. So itʼs really dealing with 
an abstract system.

JAMES GLEESON: Intensely analytical.

IMANTS TILLERS: Very, at the time, yes.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: Of these 112 objects, I in fact only completed about 20 and 
some were left in various states of incompletion, like Iʼd only partially finish it. 
They would be called completed, uncompleted, partial. In fact, of the 112, there 
were 91 which were missing.

JAMES GLEESON: Can I interrupt? How did you arrive at the notion of 112? 
This was on the basis of analysis of what should be there to complete the whole 
structural—
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IMANTS TILLERS: Well, I guess itʼs based on a unit of 28 which was four types 
of objects. In the first group of 28 there were four types of objects. Like there 
were a series of tiles that would rest on the floor. Then there were a series of 
paintings, stretched canvas, which were on the wall but very flat. There was a set 
of four box-like objects which would be on the wall but which would seem to be 
three-dimensional. Then there was an object which mediated between the wall 
and the floor by twisting through space.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: So they were the four kinds of objects. Then within each one 
of the four, there would be seven transformations of the original object.

JAMES GLEESON: I see, yes, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: So thatʼs how you got a system of 28.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, seven, yes, transformations of each one of the four. 
Yes, I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: What would happen, the transformations would in fact be of 
each property that I described before like image kind, you know, image shape, 
the shape of the object. They were the three main properties that changed. The 
transformations went from an emphasis on the image to an emphasis on the 
frame, which I guess it was really an emphasis on looking into the object, you 
know, by-passing its physical characteristics, as it were. You know, concentrating 
on whatʼs depicted, to concentrating on the object per se, you know, as an object. 
So that that was the logic behind the transformations from image to frame.

JAMES GLEESON: Now, the 92 missing ones—

IMANTS TILLERS: Ninety-one, yes.

JAMES GLEESON: Ninety-one, were implied by the concept.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. In fact, they had the properties and the transformations 
that they would go through specified.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: But they were presented in such a way that the viewer wasnʼt 
able to access that information very easily. They were presented just as these 
odd little objects that partly leant on the wall and partly sat on the floor. So thatʼs 
how they were displayed in the end. So that was the system of 112. Well, the Still  
life II, which you have, was an encapsulation of the first set of 28. It in fact is the 
first set of 28 objects in miniature and all completed.

JAMES GLEESON: I see. Yes, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: Then theyʼve been put into a self-contained space as storage 
space, and then thereʼs a mechanism for displaying them and a mechanism for—
itʼs a very simplistic model of an art system.

JAMES GLEESON: (inaudible)
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IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, of what would happen in the large scale.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: In fact, the Still life II, which is the box, that was the first show 
that I had, in fact. It was of the objects that were inside all the cabinets. That was 
at Watters and it was an exhibition that lasted for an hour. It was just for critics 
whose responses would be incorporated into the box itself. So you had a fairly 
empty gallery with these very tiny objects, 28 objects scattered throughout it. 
Which again, if you came into it cold, youʼd have to try and piece the system 
together mentally.

JAMES GLEESON: When we exhibit that work in the National Gallery, how 
should it be exhibited?

IMANTS TILLERS: Well, part of the work is that it can exist in the box, locked up, 
so the box is just—by the way, I probably should mention that the shape of the 
box was determined by the shapes of the objects that were to go into it. So itʼs 
not an arbitrarily derived form at all, itʼs completely—

JAMES GLEESON: Designed as a container for a specific—

IMANTS TILLERS: For very specific contents, you know.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: So one state that the box can exist in is as a closed, locked 
up object, you know, with the potential to be opened.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: The second stage that can exist is open, in such a way that 
people can take things out of drawers. All the objects have their own drawers. 
Another way that it can exist is for the objects to be installed in a particular space 
with a box adjoining perhaps. Thereʼs a mechanism for displaying the objects.

JAMES GLEESON: That that is included in the thing?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. Well, thereʼs another little case that fits inside the large 
case, which does have a little key for locating objects. It also had a hip flask with 
rum in it and a little catalogue and it had a mechanism for exchange. You know, 
people could–hypothetically anyway–determine the value of a particular object 
and then say what they would exchange for it.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: This idea was actually carried through into the 91 missing 
works, where a proportion of them could be exchanged for other objects. This 
took place in the Watters show. Anyway, there are basically those three ways of 
setting out the box.

JAMES GLEESON: I see, and all would be valid?
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IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. Although my preference at the moment–I mean, itʼs only 
how I feel at the moment–would be to set up the works, the little works in a sort 
of little room by themselves and for the box to be—

JAMES GLEESON: But whereʼs the box there?

IMANTS TILLERS: No, no, and for the box to be adjoining but not evident.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes. I see, somewhere else?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. But itʼs the sort of thing, the ways of displaying it can 
change. I probably should mention one other thing. On the drawers that the 
objects are in, there is a little diagram on each drawer. Itʼs in fact a pattern, and 
itʼs the pattern from which the images which are on the objects are derived from.

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: I should explain this because I think itʼs probably missed.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: But the image that appears on all the objects is, in fact, 
derived from the combined shapes of the objects put together.

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: So itʼs almost self-generating, well, from shape to image, or 
each objectʼs implied within the total system again. Those transformations are on 
the drawers that the objects are in.

JAMES GLEESON: Tell me, Imants, have you ever written down in words the 
concept that inspired this?

IMANTS TILLERS: Well, again there was this article for a Contemporary Art 
Society journal.

JAMES GLEESON: Can we identify that? 

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: Thatʼs the Contemporary Art Society of Australia broadsheet 
January 1974.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: On pages 12, 13, 14, 15 and 16 youʼve set out in detail your 
thinking about it.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, and itʼs presented very much in the way that the work 
was generated.

JAMES GLEESON: I see.
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IMANTS TILLERS: I mean, itʼs not an interpretation of its meaning at all. Itʼs 
really just of its structure. 

JAMES GLEESON: Yes. Now, do you have a spare copy of this?

IMANTS TILLERS: No, this is the only one Iʼve got.

JAMES GLEESON: Would it be possible to get a photocopy made of it?

IMANTS TILLERS: Sure.

JAMES GLEESON: Because to put that in the file here with these would be very 
important. They may have it, probably do have it in the library in Canberra, but to 
have a photocopy of it in this would be very useful.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, I think so. Anyway, I think itʼs more easily explained by 
reference to the article than me talking about it. 

JAMES GLEESON: Yes. Iʼd forgotten. I do remember now seeing this article, but 
it had escaped by memory. But if we can get a photocopy to put into the file, that 
would be very useful when it comes to setting it up in the gallery.

IMANTS TILLERS: I think, I mean, Iʼve been thinking about my past works quite 
a lot recently. In retrospect, itʼs probably overly complex, not in its meaning but in 
the way it was formed. At the time I was interested in systems and I was reading 
quite a lot about systems. In a way, that work was a demonstration of a particular 
system. It was like a visual equivalent, you know, to an abstract thing.

JAMES GLEESON: Just by the way, did Marcel Duchamp play any role in 
forming your ideas about art?

IMANTS TILLERS: Well, at this time he didnʼt at all. In fact, a few people 
suggested that there was some relationship between this case and Duchampʼs 
case. I hadnʼt come across Duchamp at all, because I was quite naive in a sort of 
art historical sense at that time.

JAMES GLEESON: In your next major work Duchamp certainly figures very 
prominently.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. In fact, my reaction, you know, to people saying it was 
inspired by Duchamp was to, well, Iʼd go into Duchampʼs work and I went into it 
fairly thoroughly, you know, reading The large glass. I mean the notes to The 
large glass. Of course I found it very sympathetic to my own feelings at the time. 
Particularly the slant towards the concept of the fourth dimension as found in 
Duchamp. I did quite a lot of reading of other sources at that time. It interested 
me for a long time. Anyway, the other work that youʼve got which is what youʼve 
got—

JAMES GLEESON: Conversations with the bride. 

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, youʼve got seven coloured photographs.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, from that sequence. 
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IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: Now, first of all this sequence I remember being exhibited in 
Watters Gallery.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: And then it went to Sao Paulo?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. Well, what youʼve got really is the documentation of all 
the images which comprise the work Conversations with the bride. 
Conversations with the bride consists of these 112 images mounted on a stand, 
each on a stand.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: The back of each image is a mirror and theyʼre set out so 
that you can walk through and look at all the images because theyʼre all at eye 
level.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes. Thatʼs how they should be exhibited in the gallery?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. But what youʼve got, youʼve got the—and when theyʼre 
exhibited in the gallery, the images have no particular order to them.

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: Theyʼre just ordered randomly.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: Thereʼs a reason for that. Itʼs so that different images can be 
linked to other images by people observing them. This was like a little theory that 
I generated that is part of the work. It was the idea of coupled moments, where if 
you had say five people in the work at any moment, thereʼd be a certain number 
of images that were being observed, or their reflections were being observed. 
And that at any moment this sum total of images being observed would form a 
configuration, say, configuration A. At the next moment it would change, it would 
be something else. The next moment it would be something else. So this would 
be a process that would be occurring due to the spectators in the work, but really 
unnoticed by them. The idea was that that there might be some message or that 
this might be a code or, you know, the words being uttered in another language 
or something.

JAMES GLEESON: So that the spectator plays a very important part in the 
whole concept? Is that why youʼve put mirrors on the back to identify, so that the 
spectator reads himself into the context?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, yes. On one level, yes, definitely. On another level itʼs to 
enable images to be connected to other images.

JAMES GLEESON: I see, so that the mirror reflects other images of the work 
itself?
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IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, yes. So each stand is like a node with one image on it, 
which has the potential of coupling, if you like.

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: Having another image linked to it through a reflection and 
through proximity. So that was why it was called the notion of a—

JAMES GLEESON: Itʼs a physical linking via the mirror?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: And a mental linking through the spectatorʼs identification 
with what heʼs seen in the past and what heʼs seeing at the moment.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: So that was very important for the work to act in that way 
physically. But then the documentation which youʼve got, that puts all the images 
in their correct order and theyʼre all numbered from O1A to 28A, O1B to 28B, 
O1C to 28C, et cetera.

JAMES GLEESON: I see, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: But that puts them in their correct order. The coupling 
mechanism, the order is important because of the way images could be 
connected to each other; you know, O1A, the fact that itʼs connected with, you 
know, O4D or something. Because the images have a high narrative content, or 
they have a recognisable image content, these connections are important. 

JAMES GLEESON: The images, as I remember, are an amalgam of Duchamp 
and Heysen.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, they are. I think I should go back and explain the idea 
behind the work because my use of Duchampʼs imagery wasnʼt to reflect his 
work in my work, originally anyway. I suppose I was quite influenced by the 
stories of Louis Borges at the time as well.

JAMES GLEESON: Ah, yes, any particular ones?

IMANTS TILLERS: Quite a lot. Most of them that are in Labyrinth. 

JAMES GLEESON: Ah, yes, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: I guess I took the idea for this work from the story that deals 
with the—or I thought I could combine my interest in Duchamp and the story 
which deals with Pierre Menardʼs version of the Don Quixote.

JAMES GLEESON: Oh, yes, yes. Yes, Iʼve read that.

IMANTS TILLERS: Where Pierre Menard writes, he doesnʼt write just a version 
of Cervantesʼ Don Quixote but he attempts to write exactly the same book.
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JAMES GLEESON: Yes, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: But not through reading it and memorising it, but through 
recreating the circumstances of Cervantesʼ book. In fact, Borges shows how 
Menard is able to write, I think, two paragraphs or even two pages from a 
particular section of Cervantes' book which are identical to the original except for 
a few slight mistakes. He goes on to show how this is, in fact, a far greater 
accomplishment than Cervantesʼ own version. I think that was the inspiration for 
this work. So the idea was that I would try and recreate the large glass. Again, I 
suppose it was a naive undertaking at the time.

JAMES GLEESON: Oh, I can see now. When you link it to that Borges story, I 
can follow it very clearly, the concept.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. As I got into the Large glass I found that more and more 
the glass was just a residue of the work, if you like. You know, the Bachelors and 
the bride theyʼre frozen on this mirror surface, you know. You know, the workʼs 
subtitled somewhere else as a delay in glass. You know, thereʼs an implication of 
other things taking place and processes and, in fact, every element in the glass 
has its correlation in the notes, and in the notes the full extent of the process is 
described.

JAMES GLEESON: We have those notes in Canberra, havenʼt we?

IMANTS TILLERS: I think so.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, I think we have. Have you got a copy of them 
anywhere?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. 

JAMES GLEESON: Could you give us another copy so I can keep in this file?

IMANTS TILLERS: Of Duchampʼs notes?

JAMES GLEESON: The notes you were talking about now.

IMANTS TILLERS: No, I was talking about Duchampʼs notes.

JAMES GLEESON: Oh, the Duchampʼs. Oh, I see. Iʼm sorry. I thought you 
meant you had made some.

IMANTS TILLERS: I have some too. But Iʼll just continue with this part. Anyway, 
it seemed to me that The large glass, although its physical expression was, you 
know, this glass with imagery on it. In fact, it somehow related to some four-
dimensional object, and there are a lot of notes dealing with how this four-
dimensional object could be found. Anyway, what I tried to do in my work was not 
recreate a physical version of The large glass, but try and access the same four-
dimensional object that The large glass is derived from. Well, that was the 
concept that I adopted, or the framework that I adopted to work with. So my 
version of The large glass would look nothing like the original at all. As it turned 
out, I didnʼt produce a version of Duchampʼs large glass and this work 
Conversations with the bride is really a residue of the process that I was going 
through to arrive at a large glass.
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JAMES GLEESON: How does the Heysen come into it?

IMANTS TILLERS: Well, I attempted the work by dividing it into two parts, and 
this is to try and arrive at another large glass. One was to be a rational process 
and one was to be an irrational process. The rational process was to be a set, 
there were to be a set of steps by which, you know, youʼd go into the historical 
background of the glass. You work out the structural relationships in that work 
and you could try and you could replace Duchampʼs structural relationships. No, 
you could replace Duchampʼs images by other images.

JAMES GLEESON: In the same structural relationship?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, but the same structural relationship would be there. 
Anyway, I worked out a 28-step procedure. In fact, the images in the D row in 
Conversations with the bride are like each image stands for a step in this 
process, and thatʼs why you get Duchampʼs imagery appearing in that sequence.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: The other part of the process was to be irrational and the 
glass and this object of the fourth dimension could be found already existing in 
some other combination of images, or in some other combination somewhere.

JAMES GLEESON: I see, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: It just so happened that somehow Heysenʼs image of 
Summer came to be one of those images, but it wasnʼt used for comical affect.

JAMES GLEESON: No, it (inaudible).

IMANTS TILLERS: It was more an arbitrary use of an image which then became 
engrained in this work. So Conversations with a bride is really a residue of a work 
that didnʼt really come off.

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: Because once I got into The large glass there are all sorts of 
other considerations. Well, again, it's a work that is highly complex. Thereʼs a 
large degree of complexity in its actual making. Itʼs really a framework that Iʼve 
set up, you know, to pursue an investigation.

JAMES GLEESON: Just a word about the technique, the medium about that. 
Could you tell me something about that?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. Well, once Iʼd arrived at the images that I wanted to use, 
I set out a series of steps before I did any of the images and I had little rules for 
generating positions of, you know, where there were four images from four 
sources—

JAMES GLEESON: Yes. Four sources?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, the Hans Heysen. Say in the top row, row A, thereʼs a 
Hans Heysen image and then thereʼs the axeman, thereʼs an extra, a woodsman, 
then thereʼs an extra tree, then thereʼs a little cluster of images that is like a 
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visual equivalent of a story. All those elements were randomly chosen and 
combined and then they transformed, you know, from one to two to three to four. 
You go through a set of transformations and all those were prepared beforehand. 
The ways that the colours were changed were prepared beforehand.

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: So the system was set up before any of it was executed, so 
the way they turn out is quite independent of me.

JAMES GLEESON: I see, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: In retrospect, now I think thatʼs something thatʼs quite 
important to my work generally, a sort of way of trying to distance myself from the 
outcome. Even to the extent now where at the moment Iʼve been—should I refer 
to what Iʼve been doing lately?

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, please.

IMANTS TILLERS: At the moment Iʼve been doing paintings of seascapes and 
just doing precise copies. So, in a sense, my aesthetic isnʼt entering into it at all. I 
think that what Iʼm doing now in that sense is an extension of these processes in 
that I would set up some system whereby I didnʼt have to make a decision as to, 
you know, what colour or composition.

JAMES GLEESON: No. The decision is made according to the system, the pre-
determined system that youʼve planned.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. That Iʼm working with, yes.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: Although the concerns of these current works are quite 
different, and theyʼre far simpler. I mean, in fact, itʼs taken me a long time to 
simplify, you know, my concerns or sort of the thing that results from it.

JAMES GLEESON: Imants, youʼve just shown me this, a companion to 
Conversations with the bride. This is a document that youʼve prepared which sets 
out the whole process of your thinking on this matter.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. It was a summary of the way I produced the work and, 
again, it just tells you, it tells you the steps that I went through. Itʼs more or less 
for my own record, because after Iʼve worked through within a particular 
framework, I tend to forget it in time, or I take things from the previous works 
which may not have seemed particularly important at the time.

JAMES GLEESON: This is really to preserve the memory of the process for 
yourself?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. But I wasnʼt really intending it for, you know, public 
consumption.

JAMES GLEESON: No.
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IMANTS TILLERS: Itʼs more or less just a document, you know.

JAMES GLEESON: It would still be valuable for us, I think, to have a copy, if we 
could have it.

IMANTS TILLERS: Sure.

JAMES GLEESON: Great.

IMANTS TILLERS: For sure.

JAMES GLEESON: To get back to the actual techniques youʼve used, I 
remember that they were arranged in a stand on a block of concrete?

IMANTS TILLERS: No, it was a stand made out of aluminum.

JAMES GLEESON: Aluminium, was it?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: A rod bringing it up to eye level and then a frame containing 
the image with a mirror on the reverse.

IMANTS TILLERS: It was actually a metal plate.

JAMES GLEESON: A metal plate?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, and the image was laminated to the—

JAMES GLEESON: I see. Now, the image was a photograph?

IMANTS TILLERS: No, the image was painted.

JAMES GLEESON: It was painted?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, on paper, gouache on paper.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: Then it was coated with plastic Imperite.

JAMES GLEESON: Ah, I see. I see. Well now, here weʼve got it catalogued 
incorrectly because we say—

IMANTS TILLERS: No, what youʼve got is the photographic documentation of 
the images.

JAMES GLEESON: Oh, I see, not the images themselves. We donʼt have any 
images?

IMANTS TILLERS: No. All the works are in a set in the New South Wales Art 
Gallery.
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JAMES GLEESON: Ah, I see. So we only have the documentation, photographic 
documentation.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, yes.

JAMES GLEESON: I see. Well, that clarifies that point because I couldnʼt 
understand that part of it.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: Good. Well, Imants, from there, the next things of yours I 
remember were the Heysen images, the big images.

IMANTS TILLERS: Theyʼre in the Sydney Biennale.

JAMES GLEESON: Biennale of seventy what?

IMANTS TILLERS: Nine.

JAMES GLEESON: Seventy-nine.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: Could you tell us something about that?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. Well, perhaps I should describe them first.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes. First of all, is there a step between Conversations with 
the bride and this one that weʼve missed? Or is this the next major—

IMANTS TILLERS: No, there are a couple of other things in between.

JAMES GLEESON: Well, perhaps we ought to talk about those, if you wouldnʼt 
mind.

IMANTS TILLERS: Okay. After Conversations with the bride, that was a work 
that was particularly difficult to get out of, as it were, because there were all sorts 
of repercussions. For instance, I told you before about the coupling of images. At 
one stage I had the vague idea that perhaps the fourth dimension might be 
manifested in this sort of secret coupling of images, and thatʼs I suppose what 
the conservation refers to on one level, the bride being the four dimensional 
object, not being a literal bride.

JAMES GLEESON: I see, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: I mean, standing for something else, but four dimensional. 
And that this conversation was the coupling and re-coupling of imagery, because 
each image has a potential for meaning. Anyway, one of the interesting things 
that did happen with the work that was unforeseen, in fact, and that I suppose 
validated the use of numbering and order, was that there were five images which 
had a certain fate, as it were. I think two were stolen when they were in Brazil 
and one was badly damaged. Then prior to going to Brazil there were two that, 
when they were installed, dropped off their stands because of their poor 
workmanship or some unforeseen problem. So there are five images.
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JAMES GLEESON: Singled out by chance?

IMANTS TILLERS: Singled out by chance, yes. The first two which fell off their 
stands in the gallery, their fate was somehow very appropriate to the image that 
was depicted on them.

JAMES GLEESON: Really?

IMANTS TILLERS: I mentioned that the images were all randomly displayed.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: And at two separate occasions—

JAMES GLEESON: But they may not all be here yet.

IMANTS TILLERS: No, I donʼt think they are.

JAMES GLEESON: No, no.

IMANTS TILLERS: But I think they might be here. Anyway, it happened on 
consecutive days or something like that. Anyway, the two images, as it turned 
out, were both side by side in their sort of correct order. 

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: Oneʼs 11B and the other was 11C. They both depict axe men 
cutting a tree down. 

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: You know, destroying the landscape, as it were. Theyʼre the 
only two images in which axe men are depicted actively desecrating the 
landscape.

JAMES GLEESON: I see. So itʼs quite extraordinary that they should have fallen.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. All the other axe men are more like guards, or theyʼre in 
fact guarding the landscape. 

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: Anyway, the two that fell depict axe men cutting the 
landscape down. 

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: So whether this was some aspect of what I was dealing with 
that was trying to tell me something or not, I canʼt be sure.

JAMES GLEESON: How extraordinary.

IMANTS TILLERS: Anyway, the other three images, the two that were stolen and 
the one that was damaged, theyʼre all quite key images in a sense because the 
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first one that was stolen is one that depicts the bride, Duchampʼs bride, image of 
the bride.

JAMES GLEESON: Ah, yes, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: They all depict the main protagonists in The large glass.

JAMES GLEESON: I see, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: Whereas, other images deal with more tangential matters. 
One depicts the bride; the other one depicts the bride in her domain. The ones 
that fell, on another level depict the bachelor stripping the bride. 

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: The other one was the one in the D row which was this 
argument, is the one that depicts the principle of coupled moments. In fact, it 
implicates images 11A, 11B, 11C. This is all within, you know, the potential 
number of couplings of images that you can get out of 112.

JAMES GLEESON: (inaudible) thatʼs like reading a book by (inaudible).

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, well, the work actually started to take this sort of turn.

JAMES GLEESON: How extraordinary.

IMANTS TILLERS: This is the extension that the work then took.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: I seemed to be dealing with parallelisms with Duchamp. I 
was somehow not just dealing with it analytically, but I was now being implicated 
in the whole thing on a sort of very personal level. I started to get these—actually, 
during the whole making of the work, there were—

JAMES GLEESON: It must have taken a year or more?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. Well, thinking about the work, I was thinking about it in 
ʼ74 and ʼ75. The actual execution of it took about three or four months. But 
because I was dealing with trying to replicate the bride, I didnʼt commit myself to 
a physical form until the last moment, you know, and it took this form. But I now 
realise that this is just the residue of the process, not actually what Iʼd intended.

JAMES GLEESON: Did Borgesʼ Labyrinthine systems have anything to do with 
the way you arranged as a labyrinth (inaudible)?

IMANTS TILLERS: Perhaps vaguely, but not directly.

JAMES GLEESON: Not consciously.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. Anyway, I found myself being involved in it on this 
personal level. Actually, I may as well mention that there was a particularly 
frightening aspect to it too.
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JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: I donʼt know how I can—thereʼs quite a lot to summarise.

JAMES GLEESON: (inaudible) would be pleased.

IMANTS TILLERS: Is there any length to this?

JAMES GLEESON: No, no.

IMANTS TILLERS: I suppose itʼs interesting, isnʼt it?

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, it is.

IMANTS TILLERS: One of the things was that in my investigations on The large 
glass, the relationship with the bride to the bachelors on a sort of allegorical level, 
related to various myths. One of the myths that it related to was the myth of 
Diana, the Roman myth of Diana in her grave at Lake Nemi.

JAMES GLEESON: Oh, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: In fact, one of the critiques that Iʼd read on The large glass, I 
think it was by Octavio Paz, something like Water writes in the plural, I think it 
was called something like that, or Always in the plural. For me it was quite a 
convincing demonstration of how the same main elements were in The large 
glass as were in this myth of Diana. Diana was, in fact, incarnate as a tree in this 
grove and there was the priesthood of Nemi.

JAMES GLEESON: This is Fraser territory (inaudible)?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, it is. In fact, it was never meant to be part of the work, 
and perhaps I should describe the circumstances by which Fraser became 
involved in the work.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: As it happened, I was working at that time and Iʼd changed 
my off day–I had an off day–and I was working on Conversations with the bride. 
One of the texts that I was trying to find was a book called The primer of higher 
space by Claude Bragdon, because it seemed that the same material was 
present there as was in Duchampʼs notes, notes for The large glass on the fourth 
dimension. In fact, when I did find the book eventually, some of the illustrations 
were like things that you could find in Duchampʼs work. Like, for instance, thereʼs 
a poster of falling cubes with the king on one side and the queen on the other, 
but it was supposed to imply a disintegrating chessboard. Whereas, in fact, it was 
almost identical to this image which had to do with cubes traversing a plane 
which was used as an illustration for explaining this particular concept of the 
fourth dimension, the one that Duchamp probably knew about, or was referring 
to.

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: Anyway, I was searching for this book and I couldnʼt find it on 
this particular day that Iʼd taken the day off, and Iʼd changed it from a Monday to 
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a Friday. Anyway, I was leaving in desperation and I had looked through Fraserʼs 
Golden Bough before but I didnʼt know what it was about really. Anyway, on 
impulse I saw this almost right in front of me. You know, I turned around and 
there was this tattered version sort of crying to be bought. So I picked it up and 
took it home and then started reading it. Right from the start the whole book, in 
fact, uses Diana and the priests of Nemi as its major theme. The version that 
Octavio Paz had was a slightly different version of the myth. I think it was more 
the Greek version which has to do with Artemus and Iʼm not sure—

JAMES GLEESON: Action?

IMANTS TILLERS: Action. Yes, Action spying on Artemus having her bath and 
then being turned into—

JAMES GLEESON: A stag.

IMANTS TILLERS: A stag and being chased and devoured by Artemusʼs—

JAMES GLEESON: Hounds.

IMANTS TILLERS: Hounds, yes. That was the aspect of the myth that Octavio 
Paz had being dealing with. But the myth thatʼs in The Golden Bough is about 
Diana being incarnate in a forest and being protected by this priest.

JAMES GLEESON: Priest king, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: A priest king, and the succession of the priest kings was by 
rule of death.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: They were usually run away slaves and the next priest king 
would be the one who slew the one that was on guard.

JAMES GLEESON: (inaudible)

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. So it was quite a violent myth. Anyway, I was reading on 
about all this, and at that stage Iʼd already decided on my imagery in 
Conversation with the bride, which was a landscape with a tree with an axe man 
in front of it, but quite independently of this myth.

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: So suddenly I saw that I had—

JAMES GLEESON: You could visualise this imagery before reading?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, yes. That, in fact, was the last input into the work.

JAMES GLEESON: Goodness me. 

IMANTS TILLERS: So Iʼd already quite intuitively or randomly chosen a 
landscape. Iʼd added a separate tree, which could easily in the light of this myth 
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now be Diana incarnate. The woodsman was no longer a woodsman about to 
hack the landscape down, but in fact a protector.

JAMES GLEESON: The priest king.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. So if you go back to the two images that fell down, 
theyʼre almost violating this first reading of—

JAMES GLEESON: (inaudible)

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. So, anyway, the most uncanny thing with getting this 
book on this particular day, well, the first item was that Iʼd already had the 
imagery and the second item, as I read on through the text to about page 6, it 
nominated the day of Dianaʼs festival. In fact, it was the 13th, I think it was the 
13th of August, and that was the day that Iʼd bought the book and come into this 
new information.

JAMES GLEESON: Good lord.

IMANTS TILLERS: So after that I was quite visibly upset by it and, needless to 
say, I went straight to bed. But it seemed to endow the whole exercise with some 
sort of extra importance. Anyway, it seemed to me that somehow the work was 
generating some sort of resonance. I think resonance is probably the best way of 
describing it.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: This led on to other things later which I tried to put them into 
a work somehow but I realise now that it was more important that I was working 
with this material. However, I was working with it and this was generating all sorts 
of resonances with something or other. Anyway, after Conversations with the 
bride, or just towards the end of it–no, actually before it–Iʼd also read a book by 
Flan OʼBrien which was called The Third Policeman. It had been given to me by 
Noel Sheridan together with the Borges stories because he felt that the sort of 
convoluted way of thinking that Iʼd come up with in Moments of inertia was also 
present in these books. Anyway, The Third Policeman, I was very excited by it 
because it was a story about a scholar who tries to deal with the ideas of de 
Selby, whoʼs this savant philosopher, inventor, all the rest of it. The thing is that 
he doesnʼt believe any of de Selbyʼs theories because none of them are 
believable, you know. He conducts these experiments and one of the 
experiments, he believes that night in fact is just accumulations of pollution or 
black air and that sleep is brought on by fainting fits due to this lack of good air. 
He conducts these experiments with elaborate piping systems and hoses—

JAMES GLEESON: (inaudible)

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, hoses and things like that and, in fact, tries to clear the 
air by using these water jets at night time and gets involved in all these law suits. 
He has these incredible inventions. 

JAMES GLEESON: Whatʼs the name of this book again?

IMANTS TILLERS: The Third Policeman.
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JAMES GLEESON: By?

IMANTS TILLERS: Flan OʼBrien.

JAMES GLEESON: Flan OʼBrien. 

IMANTS TILLERS: Heʼs an Irish writer. On the back of the book it says that even 
with all the joyous accomplishments he was still envious of not having written this 
book. But he has all these other inventions too. One quite memorable invention—
or he takes this trip in a room, he wants to take a trip to England, you know, from 
France or wherever he is. Instead of, you know, buying a ticket and then getting 
the boat over, you know, and booking into a hotel, de Selby decides to recreate 
the experience without moving from his home. So he has a special room made 
with portholes, you know, to resemble a shipʼs cabin and he, in fact, undergoes 
the experience of travel without going anywhere. Thatʼs another of his 
undertakings. Anyway, the story of The Policeman is about this scholar who is 
writing several books, probably on de Selby. One of the ways he has for 
generating some money to publish these books, heʼs involved in this murder 
which involves stealing a small black box from this guy, old Mathers. From that 
moment on the heroʼs life starts to resemble more and more this absurd universe 
of de Selbyʼs. So all the time heʼs making reference to de Selby–de Selbyʼs 
appearing in the footnotes–heʼs still never believing de Selbyʼs laws of the 
universe. But he finds that the things that happen to him more and more are 
completely irrational and canʼt be explained through normal turns. This is the sort 
of tack that the book takes, or the tack that the book takes. 

Anyway, this book was very much in the background until after Conversations 
with the bride. One of the things with the version that I had was the fact that there 
is an image of Duchamp on the cover. Duchamp and Flan OʼBrien, thereʼs no 
overt connection between them at all. The most logical explanation is that the 
graphic designer read the book and was reminded of Duchamp either in de Selby 
or in the occurrences that were taking place. Anyway, the image of Duchamp on 
the cover is that image of him where heʼs turning both ways at the same time, 
heʼs looking sideways and front on. So it occurred to me that he was two faced, 
you know, like Janus or something like that. Janus, in fact, is the equivalent to 
Diana, you know, in Roman mythology. Anyway, there was enough of a 
connection to implicate Flan OʼBrien in all this as well. So when I was in Paris 
after this work had been shown at Sao Paolo, Conversations with the bride, I 
wanted to somehow clarify Conversations with the bride, but I think now that I 
was just being more and more embroiled in it.

JAMES GLEESON: I see, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: I was starting to work on these etchings, mainly etchings 
because George Baldessin was there at the same time. By this stage we were 
quite good friends and he was showing me how to do etchings and I thought I 
liked the idea of such a traditional medium. In fact, in retrospect now, I think that 
all along although Iʼve been interested in sort of conceptual art movements and 
this sort of work and Iʼve been quite up in it, Iʼve quite deliberately not used the 
same technical means or the same media that itʼs conventionally used. In a way, 
I probably am not working in that sort of mood at all.

JAMES GLEESON: No.
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IMANTS TILLERS: Although quite aware of it. In a perverse way, Iʼve tried to 
avoid it, working that way and then found that Iʼve gone into something different 
anyway. Anyway, thatʼs just to explain why I jumped at the idea of using etching, 
rather than—

JAMES GLEESON: Etching, the traditional mode, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. Rather than trying to make my work traditional, I thought 
Iʼd give it the appearance of a traditional work which has relevance to what Iʼm 
doing now, I think.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes. Were these ones that we have here done in Paris at 
that time?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. They were done just after and, in fact, theyʼre called 
According to des Esseintes, and des Esseintes was the model for de Selby in 
The Third Policeman.

JAMES GLEESON: Oh, really?

IMANTS TILLERS: Iʼll talk about those etchings later.

JAMES GLEESON: Right.

IMANTS TILLERS: Anyway, at the time I was working on these etchings—let me 
show you. They resulted in a book called Rendezvous with configuration P, which 
was done in 1978 by the Experimental Art Foundation. Anyway, at the time I was 
working on these etchings. I suppose there were two parts to them. One part was 
going to be an explanation of the imagery in Conversations with the bride. So it 
was going to be, first of all, the Hans Heysen landscape, then the woodsman, 
then the change in the axes. They rotate.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, yes, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: Then the tree, the added tree, which could be Diana 
embodied. Then this composite image that comes from the moment from Virginia 
Woolf, and then the actual meaning of the axe man and the tree.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: Thatʼs the implication of the myth of Diana. So, on the one 
hand, they were going to be an explanation of each of the elements of that. 

JAMES GLEESON: Now this is something also that we should have in our 
collection.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. Then, on the other hand there was going to be some of 
Duchampʼs imagery. At this same time, it occurred to me that Duchampʼs painting 
of the bride–and thatʼs the image on which the bride in The large glass is derived 
from–could quite easily be turned from an abstract image into a representational 
image by the addition of two bicycle wheels and a head. This, of course, had 
great significance for me because in The third policeman one of the strange 
things that occurs to the main character is that he comes into this region, this 
small county, where the only thing that anyone ever talks about is bicycles, and 
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thatʼs about it. The reason for this becomes evident later on. Itʼs because thereʼs 
this strange principle operating in this shire, and itʼs expounded by one of the 
policemen. See, the only people that this guilt-ridden person has to deal with are 
policemen all the time. But theyʼre not at all interested in him. Theyʼre always 
chasing up stolen bicycles or bicycles are being reported with damaged parts to 
them or lost bicycle pumps. It comes to light that in this particular part of the 
world which this hero canʼt escape, bicycles and human beings, the properties of 
both can be transferred to both. 

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: It has to do with, well, to state it simply, people that ride 
bicycles for long periods of time are likely to acquire the characteristics of the 
bicycle.

JAMES GLEESON: I see, like dog-owners beginning to look like their dogs.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. Thatʼs right. The bicycles start to resemble the owners. 
So itʼs quite dangerous to ride both bicycles for so long, you know, for long 
periods of time. The policemen have lists of the inhabitants of this area of the 
world, and the particular percentages that people are part bicycle, you know. So 
there are certain people who are at least 40 per cent bicycle.

JAMES GLEESON: Good lord.

IMANTS TILLERS: Some that are even 80 per cent. There are tales told of 
bicycles committing crimes and the bicycle being hung because the bicycle is the 
part that was 80 per cent human. The person who had been riding it, whenever 
youʼd see him coming youʼd find that heʼd always reach for a wall, you know, 
thereʼd be the awkward way heʼd prop his legs against each other. If he was left 
standing in the open space heʼd just fall over. There are also tales of bicycles. 
You know, have you ever observed that there is always a bicycle in the kitchen 
near the fire when itʼs cold and pouring outside? Or what about the breadcrumbs 
at the front wheel, you know? So it was quite a real event, you know, in this story. 
Towards the end of the story thereʼs quite a touching love story, if you like, when 
our hero has escaped from the policemanʼs jail. As his escape vehicle he uses 
the policemanʼs bicycle, whom, by the way, the policeman keeps locked up in the 
adjoining cell to stop it from presumably going off on its own. Thereʼs this quite 
delightful description of, you know, these tender moments shared between this 
bicycle and the hero as heʼs peddling away; the way his foot fits her pedals and 
the sort of warm feel of her handlebars in his hands. So, anyway, it was for that 
reason that this perception that I had of Duchampʼs bride, you know, this abstract 
painting, acquiring two bicycle wheels and a head to become, you know, a 
pictorial or representational image, that was quite significant.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: So the other side of these etchings that were concerned with 
using Duchampʼs imagery from other sources and working out a step-by-step 
procedure whereby it became logical that the bride, you know, did have two 
wheels and then pedalled off. Oh, I wonʼt describe all the images. But, anyway, 
thereʼs a sort of transformation whereby the bride from an abstract image, by 
adding a head and by the—
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JAMES GLEESON: I see, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: It becomes a—

JAMES GLEESON: A figurative—

IMANTS TILLERS: A figurative element.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: So sheʼs tied with her two bicycle wheels. She has this 
impulse to leave the image, this relationship to landscape, and she acquires two 
wheels and pedals off into this landscape. So that was going to be side by side 
with my images.

JAMES GLEESON: I see, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: I suppose just to implicate. I mean, this image is just drawn 
into it. Itʼs not a particularly logical system but itʼs associative, I guess. Then I 
took it one step further by finding a quotation from The third policeman which 
would illustrate this change of the bride into a figurative bride. I found it was quite 
easy to find appropriate descriptions for my images on that side, and then I went 
through Duchampʼs notes and found appropriate descriptions for my 
transformation of images from the Conversations with the bride.

JAMES GLEESON: I see, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: These were to be side by side. In fact, they had quite a good 
connection with each other, the words to the image. So this was what I was 
working on at the time and I guess it must have been getting fairly confusing, you 
know, to an outsider. But this was the process that I was involved with. 

JAMES GLEESON: This was after the biennale?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: In Paris?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: You were working on this?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. At the same time I found I was discovering other things 
in the general environment that related to this activity. One of them was at that 
time I was highly sensitised to bicycles. So on passing this bicycle repair shop 
called La Musette, I noticed this postcard in the window which said ʻCycles 
Omniumʼ and Omnium was another thing that comes from The third policeman, 
and itʼs the building blocks of all matter. In fact, itʼs used to illustrate this atomic 
theory. Omnium is like the ether or everythingʼs made from Omnium.

JAMES GLEESON: I see, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: So presumably if you have some Omnium, and one of the 
policemen carries it around in a matchbox, you can make anything from it all. 
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One of the other things that occurs in The third policeman is the hero makes a 
trip to infinity, which is in fact you go there by a lift. You know, thereʼs this secret 
place behind some bushes and you take a lift down into infinity. Sorry, not infinity, 
eternity. 

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: In eternity thereʼs no time. Time just stands still so the 
policeman can be puffing at his cigarette and itʼs the same length when he 
comes back up from eternity as it was when he went down. Also in eternity if you 
go from one point in any direction you arrive back to the original point where you 
started from. Anyway, Omnium is one of the things thatʼs down in eternity, and itʼs 
in these machines. It drives these machines and these machines, you know, if 
you desire something, you just tell it to the machine, and the machine, or you turn 
the right dials and knobs and the Omnium in the machines is turned into 
whatever you want it. Except, of course, you canʼt take it up in the lift outside. 

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: Anyway, so Omnium was very significant as well. So Cycles 
Omnium was doubly significant and an image of a woman bicycling off was the 
sort of third triad. Anyway, all these things started to be tied together.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: At this stage I was almost proceeding like a detective and I 
joined the Bibliothèque Sainte-Geneviève in Paris, where Duchamp had worked 
as a librarian, just to look for whatever I could see there. Or just to know what it 
was like, you know, as a building. You had to join, so it was not a half thought 
thing, it was actually considered. When I went there, I didnʼt find anything at all 
that would be of any use, and I was quite disappointed until I was leaving and I 
discovered all around me on the walls were these huge signs which said 
Omnium.

JAMES GLEESON: Really?

IMANTS TILLERS: Thatʼs a photograph of Omnium.

JAMES GLEESON: Good lord.

IMANTS TILLERS: Of course it meant something else in French, but Iʼd never 
seen it until this moment. I was deeply embroiled in it by then. 

JAMES GLEESON: I can imagine.

IMANTS TILLERS: I came across this book on Duchamp called Marcel 
Duchamp by Michel Sanouillet, and on the cover of this book there was a pun on 
Duchampʼs name. It was Marcel Duchamp turns into Marchand du sel. It 
suddenly dawned on me that it was, in fact, very close to Marchand de Selby.

JAMES GLEESON: De Selby.

IMANTS TILLERS: So it seemed as though, as Duchamp had appeared on the 
book about de Selby, de Selby had reciprocally occurred on a book on Duchamp.
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JAMES GLEESON: Extraordinary.

IMANTS TILLERS: So this little book Rendevouz with configuration P is really all 
that just put together.

JAMES GLEESON: Well, we must have a copy of that.

IMANTS TILLERS: So the main thing was that again it seemed as though 
working within this sort of ambiance of ideas, the same as say the guy in the 
Third policeman was working on these ideas, suddenly they seemed to set up a 
resonance that extended outside the actual work. 

JAMES GLEESON: Getting back echoes from all (inaudible).

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. Some of them were shouts. After that I could see that it 
was going to be difficult for anyone else, you know, to have this same kind of 
experience from the work. I mean, the work wasnʼt really communicative.

JAMES GLEESON: No. You needed the additional explanations to fill in the 
gaps.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. Yes, and I always felt that the explanations, I could 
never make them too obvious because then they become boring. So they always 
had to be fairly obscure. But the information had to be there for sort of almost an 
initiate to sort of understand it. Anyway, I felt I was getting too involved in all this. 
You know, the same with Moments of inertia. There were too many spin-offs and 
it was such an all-consuming system, obviously. You know, any sort of event in 
daily life could be mapped into this work.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: So I started to try and tone it down. Also I think I was 
becoming clearer in what I wanted my work to do. I mean, this wasnʼt one of 
things I wanted it to do. 

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: Anyway, the subsequent work to this was in my last show at 
Watters, which was ʼ77. There was an exhibition called The Property of Being 
Found. There was a work in that which comprised residues of other things that 
somehow fitted but werenʼt related to any particular general work.

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: One of them was a postcard. It was really a parallel version 
to one of Duchampʼs works, which again Iʼd just stumbled on. The Duchamp work 
to which itʼs a parallel was the Mona Lisa with the moustache.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: Which is called L-H-O-O-Q. My parallel work was an image 
of the Mona Lisa, stripped to the waist, which had the initials I-L-B-C-N-U 
underneath it. 
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JAMES GLEESON: I-L-N?

IMANTS TILLERS: No, I-L-B-C-N-U.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes. Meaning what?

IMANTS TILLERS: (inaudible)

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, of course. Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: The image that I used was a found image of a painting thatʼs 
in The Hermitage painted by one of de Vinciʼs contemporaries.

JAMES GLEESON: Oh yes, I think I know that one.

IMANTS TILLERS: Oh, you know that one.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: Where sheʼs stripped to the—…

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: So I just put the words and the letters and the image together 
and I had a parallel version to that. Since I was now heavily into Duchamp on 
that sort of level. Not analytically but sort of—

JAMES GLEESON: Parallel.

IMANTS TILLERS: Parallel, or resonating with it. Also there was then the 
repainting of Duchampʼs bride with two bicycle wheels, which now could be 
called [speaking French].

JAMES GLEESON: Passed by the bachelors.

IMANTS TILLERS: No, (inaudible) meaning, you know, put on wheels.

JAMES GLEESON: Oh, I see, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: Rather than the bride stripped bare by her bachelor 
(inaudible). So that seemed another one. Then there were two—I think the other 
ones are too difficult to explain verbally. But they have to do with rotary tillers as 
well, as an agricultural implement.

JAMES GLEESON: A pun on your own name?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, but itʼs also that the bride stripped bare by her bachelor 
(inaudible) is called by three names. The bride stripped bare by her bachelor 
(inaudible), itʼs also the world in yellow and itʼs also an agricultural implement. So 
I thought I was mapped into this as well.

JAMES GLEESON: Youʼre really caught in the web.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. Where was I?
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JAMES GLEESON: You were in Paris talking about these developments that 
came after the Sao Paulo work.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. I suppose I should point out that, I mean, this is looking 
at it retrospectively.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: Iʼm not sure how what I was doing relates to art very clearly 
at the moment. But it was certainly an all consuming interest, you know, probably 
to the detriment of everything else. Thatʼs one reason Iʼve tried to extricate myself 
from it. But I suppose I can mention how Iʼve gone about doing it now. Iʼve 
divided my work into two streams and, on the one hand, Iʼm interested in doing 
work which much more neutral than this and less emotionally involved. I suppose 
it develops from aspects of my earlier work like (inaudible).

JAMES GLEESON: (inaudible)

IMANTS TILLERS: Not so much that, but displacement from my involvement in 
the actual look of the work. Also in the image not being what it appears to be. So, 
for instance, with the last work, the work which has two images of Hans Heysen, 
it looks like two images of Hans Heysen blown up to a large size. Unless you 
think about whatʼs actually been presented to you, that might be all that you get 
from it. Whereas, the work in fact deals with other things altogether. But thatʼs 
just to illustrate the look of it.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: So, in a sense, say the Moments of inertia work, the way the 
objects appeared, it was just the logical outcome of that system. So the objects 
had very much a relationship to the system behind them rather than being taken 
on surface value.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, yes. I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: Or rather on the way that they looked. In fact, some of the 
large versions in Still life I where I had large paintings, thereʼs one thatʼs in the 
New South Wales Gallery has got the progression of seven images. I was quite 
pleased at the time that the transformations meant that the paintings each looked 
like a different style of work. Whereas, in fact, they only look like that because the 
system determined that they would, not because I was trying to imitate a 
particular style or produce a range of styles. So I think that aspect carries on with 
what Iʼm doing at the moment. Especially with these paintings that look like 
seascapes but are in fact called displacements at the moment. Theyʼre the ones 
that Iʼm working on for the show. Anyway, thatʼs one stream where I wanted to 
develop a purely visual work that doesnʼt need the sort of back up, informational 
backup, that both Moments of inertia and Conversations with a bride seem to 
need. 

Anyway, Iʼm also working on a book which is going to be called Three facts, and 
itʼs really an extension or a summary of these processes that were taking place in 
Paris. In this book something quite extraordinary also happens in that I was at a 
particular place in the Flinders Ranges, a geographical location, and I was having 
this conversation with one of the students that I was with, you know, talking about 
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all my interests, et cetera, and he was talking about Godel, who is a 
mathematician, and how heʼd come up with a theorem that showed that one 
could find two—no, a theory that showed that one could find two propositions 
derived from mathematics which were self-contradicting. In fact, Godelʼs proof, 
as itʼs called, is still an unsolved problem in logic. You know, that somehow one 
can arrive at an outcome which contradicts the axioms on which the whole 
system is based. In a sense, I suppose it could be analogous to my processes as 
well, you know, sort of working with a set of procedures or axioms almost and 
then something odd jumping out of it, as it were. For instance, say the five 
images to which something happened.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: That was totally unforeseen and totally outside the limits of 
the system, and contradicting to the system. Anyway, so I was interested in what 
he had to say about it, and he thought it was some sort of creative generating 
principle, you know, that could have applications elsewhere as well. Anyway, we 
were talking about this and we suddenly realised that the region that we were in, 
there was a peak of mountaintops just to one side. These mountaintops from the 
map that we had were called Mount Haywood, False Mount Haywood, South 
Mount Haywood and Haywoodʼs Bluff. So in relation to what we were talking 
about it seemed as though it was echoed in the topography, you know, physically. 
So during the night time we would have these quite hysterical conversations, 
hysterical drunken conversations. During the daytime I would go off on, well, 
solitary walks in the area around it. On one of these walks I came across a sign
—first of all, a road leading off to this mountain range. Then the road had a sign 
and the sign said ʻNo Roadʼ and it seemed as though this ʻNo Roadʼ was heading 
off in the same direction or in the general direction of False Mount Haywood. So 
it was as though the sort of topic of our conversation was already present in the 
landscape.

JAMES GLEESON: (inaudible) False Mount Haywood.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. Subsequently, I found that there were two other. That 
constituted the first fact of these three facts. The second and the third fact, the 
second fact—Iʼll mention them now because they do relate to what Iʼve been 
talking about before.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: The second fact was the fact that Mount Haywood, False 
Mount Haywood, South Mount Haywood and Haywoodʼs Bluff were the peaks of 
the Heysen Ranges. This I only realised after Iʼd gone home from this area. Now, 
thatʼs not the second fact. Also at home while Iʼd been working on Conversations 
with the bride and Hans Heysenʼs image Summer had crept into the work, as it 
were, quite of its own accord. I mean, it wasnʼt to send it up or because it was 
just necessarily Australian imagery, it was more because Iʼd just had it on hand 
as it were and it had seemed appropriate. So there was no significance to me in 
incorporating it. Anyway, while Iʼd been working on Conversations with the bride 
someone from the Visual Arts Board had given me a cutting from the Chinese 
newspaper and there was a report on the exhibition of landscape paintings that 
had gone to China. The image that theyʼd reproduced was Hans Heysenʼs 
Summer and the one that Iʼd reproduced. That was the reason theyʼd given me 
the clipping. Anyway, so thereʼs this image of Hans Heysenʼs Summer 
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surrounded by Chinese characters, which is very odd. So Iʼve had that for a long 
time and it hasnʼt occurred to me how it fitted in with all this. Except that Iʼd only 
produced a few hundred reproductions of Heysenʼs Summer, whereas the 
Chinese numbers must be counted in millions, you know, because of their high 
circulation and propensity to duplicate images precisely. Anyway, back to False 
Mount Haywood. On another map of that same general locality, it came to my 
notice that the range that runs parallel to the Heysen Ranges is called the Great 
Walls of China.

JAMES GLEESON: Good lord.

IMANTS TILLERS: So what appears as, you know, an image of Heysenʼs 
Summer surrounded by Chinese characters, in this particular False landscape, 
the Heysen Ranges are echoed by the Great Walls of China, so China is present 
there as well. This constitutes the second fact in this book The three facts. The 
third fact is quite remarkable too because Iʼve already described how Flan 
OʼBrien and Duchamp have been linked together. One of the things about this 
character in The third policeman is that he also has a wooden leg. He only has 
one leg. Thatʼs just so you will get the punch line when it comes later on. Well, 
thereʼs this friend whose name is Brian Lindman and Iʼve got him to write a thing 
on one of my works already. The thing about him is that, well, it occurred to a 
couple of us, Noel Sheridan and myself basically, that his name in fact mediated 
between Flan OʼBrien and Duchamp. The way it does is that if you abbreviate his 
first name, Brian, it becomes B, and B Lindman of course is blind man, and blind 
man relates to Duchamp through Duchampʼs famous magazine called The 
Blindman. It relates to Flan OʼBrien in that itʼs almost—how do you call it when 
you mix the letters? 

JAMES GLEESON: Anagram.

IMANTS TILLERS: Anagram, yes. It sounds like Brian Lindman sounds like Flan 
OʼBrien and The third policeman combined together. That might be a sort of 
tenuous link but, you know, thereʼs the blind man and his one form of physical 
handicap and the one-legged man is the other.

JAMES GLEESON: The policeman.

IMANTS TILLERS: Anyway, itʼs not so important whether that connection applies 
and that Brian Lindman actually does mediate between them. But what is 
important is that I was talking about this to this student, his nameʼs Michael 
Scullion, out in the middle of—

JAMES GLEESON: The Flinders Ranges.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes, near False Mount Haywood, et cetera. The conversation 
assumed a particularly hysterical tone at times and a lot of the time 
communication was being made through puns rather than through direct 
conversation, you know. Itʼs quite important that there was this atmosphere. 
Anyway, as it turned out, on the third night that we were there the wine, you 
know, for all the students and the staff had run out, so we had to go into the next 
town. The next town as it turned out is called Blinman.

JAMES GLEESON: Blinman?
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IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: No.

IMANTS TILLERS: Blind man without the D.

JAMES GLEESON: Good heavens.

IMANTS TILLERS: Subsequently, I found out too that itʼs named—or I heard it 
on the radio in one of these historical talk back programs. It was actually 
mentioned. Blinman was mentioned; the origin of it was mentioned. It was named 
after a convict called Peg Leg Blinman.

JAMES GLEESON: Good lord.

IMANTS TILLERS: Sort of a one-legged man.

JAMES GLEESON: Isnʼt that extraordinary?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. So thatʼs the third fact. The book will be three sets of 
conversations with these three facts as outcomes, and then some elementary 
theory about mapping mistakes. Anyway, thatʼs really the extension of this 
previous work, and I think it actually comes together in a more condensed form. 
You know, with these previous works thereʼs a sort of density of imagery and 
explanation. But itʼs almost as though itʼs been necessary to have it, you know, to 
arrive at a more succinct form.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: Anyway, I thought that would be—

JAMES GLEESON: Is it finished now?

IMANTS TILLERS: Iʼve got it to the second draft stage.

JAMES GLEESON: I see. So thatʼs your next major work?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. Well, the actual event occurred at the beginning of last 
year, so Iʼve been working on it for this period. But itʼs not quite ready to sort of 
find a—

JAMES GLEESON: Purely text?

IMANTS TILLERS: Text and illustrations.

JAMES GLEESON: Illustrations as well.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. See, I have to bring in things like Omnium too. Some of 
the things that occurred in Rendevouz with configuration P can be included 
because they form a background to the significance of the latest sort of outcome. 
In a way itʼs slightly terrifying. You know, I hope it doesnʼt take a very sort of 
personal involvement. So Iʼm happy to try and sort of move away from it a bit.
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JAMES GLEESON: Imants, can we go back to Paris and the time when you 
were working with George Baldessin on the etchings? Can you elaborate a little 
bit on this period and the processes?

IMANTS TILLERS: Okay.

JAMES GLEESON: For instance, both you and George worked on these plates, 
did you?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. I think the best way to explain it is that first of all George 
had been helping me with the etchings for Rendevouz with configuration P, just 
the basic processes which he showed me very quickly. I liked the medium. So he 
suggested that we do a plate together. Oh well, some sort of souvenir of us both 
being together at the same time. So the way we did it was he started a plate. He 
just put an image on it, which was the corkscrew. No, no, it was a screen. That 
one.

JAMES GLEESON: This is the plate?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. That was the first plate. He did an image of a screen 
and then he gave me a plate and he asked me to put an image on that. We both 
allowed each other enough space for the other person to complete it.

JAMES GLEESON: Which one was that?

IMANTS TILLERS: These ones. I started this one.

JAMES GLEESON: You started that one.

IMANTS TILLERS: So there was a pair of images. One that he started, which 
has a screen on it, with a woman and some rocks and things.

JAMES GLEESON: And the ruler?

IMANTS TILLERS: No, no, he didnʼt put that on there. He just put the screen.

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: He left one of the panels empty.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: Then for my image I did a table from an old engraving with a 
scale on it. Then he took the plate Iʼd started away and he finished it by adding a 
corkscrew and a window and making it vaguely into a room. I finished his plate 
by imitating the format and reiterating my first image.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: We both liked the outcome so much that we decided to do a 
whole series of them, a series of five pairs of plates. All of them are done in the 
same way.

JAMES GLEESON: So that was the first one?
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IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. Theyʼre numbered.

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: 1A, 1B.

JAMES GLEESON: I see, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: Two, three, four, five.

JAMES GLEESON: Of course they are, yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: Anyway, so the process in all cases was that within each pair 
of plates, he would start one and I would finish it; I would start one and he would 
finish it. They were done in sequence and neither of us knew what the next plate 
after that was going to be. So it was very much getting a plate and seeing what 
you could do with it and, you know, the other person doing likewise. 

JAMES GLEESON: I see.

IMANTS TILLERS: Thatʼs how they added up to five. He had his strategy for 
completing them. I donʼt know what that was. I had, well, a very simple strategy 
for completing mine.

JAMES GLEESON: I see, yes. So that in both images you both play a part. 

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. In a funny way, what interested me in the outcome was 
that the images looked like neithers work.

JAMES GLEESON: No, no.

IMANTS TILLERS: So it was almost a new artistic style or something that 
mediated between us, rather than being an obvious collaboration. I suppose I 
was doing a similar thing in Rendezvous with configuration P, you know, 
illustrating Duchampʼs image with a text of OʼBrienʼs. So that sort of procedure 
was something that I was sympathetic to. 

JAMES GLEESON: Yes.

IMANTS TILLERS: For my part, the images that I used were vaguely related to, 
say, The large glass or the work that I was doing, but there is no real system to 
them.

JAMES GLEESON: One seems to have been just a single image.

IMANTS TILLERS: Thatʼs not mine.

JAMES GLEESON: Isnʼt it? 

IMANTS TILLERS: No.

JAMES GLEESON: Thatʼs Georgeʼs.

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.
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JAMES GLEESON: Ah, so that doesnʼt belong to the sequence. You werenʼt 
involved in that at all.

IMANTS TILLERS: No. 

JAMES GLEESON: Ah ha. So thatʼs George. So thereʼs only that one and these 
five.

IMANTS TILLERS: These five.

JAMES GLEESON: Five altogether. 

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes.

JAMES GLEESON: Thatʼs all you did?

IMANTS TILLERS: Yes. So, yes, thereʼs five with two plates for each image.

JAMES GLEESON: Oh, good.

IMANTS TILLERS: But I was quite pleased with doing it for several reasons. 
Firstly, because both George and I were from different backgrounds, but also 
weʼre interested in different sorts of art, I guess. It just interested me to sort of 
have this fusion. 

JAMES GLEESON: Well, Imants, I think that covers it very well.

IMANTS TILLERS: Okay, good.

JAMES GLEESON: You havenʼt anything more youʼd like to add?

IMANTS TILLERS: No, I think thatʼs all.

JAMES GLEESON: That covers it. Thank you very much indeed.

IMANTS TILLERS: Okay, thank you.
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