
Conversation between Peter K. Koch and Marcus Kaiser on 16.4.2007 in Berlin  

 

MK: 

Your first solo exhibition was held at the exhibition and project space Maschenmode, now the 

Guido W. Baudach gallery, in Berlin. At the time we had a preliminary conversation with one 

another and, as I recall, a heated debate about the title of the exhibition, Form und Inhalt 

(Form and Content). Could you comment on that from your current perspective?  

 

PK: 

As a student I devoted considerable attention to what became an intense interrogation of the 

various tenets of Minimalism. I was really interested in the theoretical approach that the 

majority of Minimalists had made the focus of their practice, in the philosophical 

consideration of relationships intrinsic to the artwork itself. It wasn’t long before I began to 

explore the relationship between form and content in art. The statement that there’s no form 

without content and no content without form was something that I understood on an 

intellectual level but I wanted to explore the idea in practical terms, so I tried using artistic 

means to arrive at some kind of solution. It just seemed obvious to continue exploring in this 

direction.  

 

MK: 

What I was getting at just now, and what we discussed in great detail back then, was that 

“form and content” is a huge issue – and yet it was your first solo show. Looking at your work 

as a whole, it’s quite apparent that you rarely react to “real” situations; rather, you mainly 

tend to address abstract theoretical considerations in your practice. Would you still take the 

exact same approach today? 

 

PK: 

No, it’s not a pertinent enquiry for me anymore, not at the moment. It’s clear to me now that 

you can neither have the one without the other, nor the other without the one – in practical 

terms as well. For me it was an attempt at achieving a synthesis in regard to the problematic 

discrepancy between thought and action, and about how you can give form to such 

theoretical reflections in the first place. And I’d have to say that I wasn’t daunted by the 

immensity of the issue – it didn’t even occur to me. I think, in the situation I was in at the 

time, it was the best thing I could have done: to tackle a major idea. I really wanted to know 

what relationship exists between action and thought from an artistic perspective because, as 

an artist, naturally you should think and try to solve problems philosophically and explore 

them intellectually, but at some point you have to act as an artist – and then a work has to 



emerge out of that. For me, thinking about form and content was the initial impetus for further 

artistic activity. 

 

MK: 

What was important for your artistic development, which references and personal influences? 

 

PK: 

I think it was quite important for my artistic development that I wasn’t trained at an art 

academy but a design school. In the somewhat less art-friendly environment of the design 

school it was more difficult to establish an artistic self-awareness. And I didn’t have one 

single formative influence either. These days I think the fact that I didn’t commit myself early 

on to one particular medium was also a result of this environment. No one told me exactly 

how I should be doing something or which medium I’d be best to try doing it in. And there 

was no one there who could have told me anyway. So from early on, it was normal for me to 

try out everything and use all the different media in working on the questions I was interested 

in. Further down the track I continued to cultivate that kind of approach. These days I do 

drawings, make videos, paint pictures, and build sculptures and installations. In my work it’s 

not so much the medium that’s the focus but rather the theme. References to elements of 

Classical Modernism are important in my work, for example, as are influences from hard-

edge painting and Pop art in particular, but from Conceptual art as well. That’s always 

interested me. I’ve always been attracted to clear forms, to minimal gestures, to clear visual 

languages. But I’ve always valued Dadaism too, especially because of the radical inclusion 

of typographic elements. I think you can tell by looking at my current body of work that 

there’s a confluence of aspects drawn from different artistic areas. I could never name just 

one artist, though, or one movement as a sole influence. And you emancipate yourself from 

that anyway. It’s only then that you reach a point where you can actually begin to create work 

of your own. 

 

MK: 

As I see it, your works tend to centre on graphic elements. Based on drawings and collages, 

this manifests itself in large-format paintings or site-specific installations. But besides the 

works based on graphics there are also videos which focus more on an artistic action, on a 

destructive act within a particular action. What is the relationship between the actions 

featured in the videos, which are also documentary in nature, and your paintings and 

collages?  

 

PK: 



I’d have to begin by contradicting you on that point. The works don’t centre on graphic 

elements but rather on thinking about space and spatiality. I’ve been interested in the 

concept of space right from the very beginning – in a theoretical sense, too, because it’s a 

subject area so vast that it remains unfathomable and enigmatic. For me, it’s one of the most 

exciting questions there is: What is space? What’s the difference between space and 

spatiality? The Minimalists already examined this question thoroughly in their work, so these 

days, unless there’s some kind of radical formal shift, it’s no longer an adequate theme. To 

explain the significance that the destructive action in the videos has for me, it’s easiest if we 

look at a concrete example: in the beginning I started off by building linear, geometric and 

self-contained or closed architectural structures. One time after an exhibition in Chicago I got 

an acquaintance of mine to destroy a fairly large architectural sculpture I’d made there. I 

asked him to record the action on video and to send me the result. What I saw on the video 

really shocked me – the act of destruction was way more interesting than the view of the 

room that I’d built while it was still intact. It really unsettled me and got me thinking new 

thoughts. So that’s how the destructive element made its entry into my work. But I always 

wanted to construct something and then deconstruct, or rather destroy, it. I gradually began 

to realise that the performative act plays an important role in the works and that in fact it’s the 

element of the performative that is able to add another level to the works. All of a sudden 

there’s also the coordinate of time, of temporality, and no longer merely spatiality. Spatiality 

plus temporality – that became an ongoing concern in my practice, and I started looking for 

the performative aspect in installation situations. I then produced a number of works in which 

the time aspect played a role in a way, even if you couldn’t see either the performance or a 

video of a given action. What was visible, though, was that a massive intervention had taken 

place with the objects. And precisely this physical intervention on the material became the 

main aspect of the whole work. So the material used functioned as a mere medium for the 

depiction of an action. 

 

MK: 

Okay, I can understand that in relation to the video piece on the German Pavilion. But what 

kind of relationship exists in your other in situ works and sculptures – in the installation White 

Cube Lagos, for example – between the creative process and the final form? 

 

PK: 

In the beginning I was exclusively constructing situations that could only emerge within a 

very specific space. I often turned up without any concrete plan in mind. Whenever I was 

invited to participate in an exhibition I did some preliminary studies and material sketches in 

my studio beforehand to get a clear idea of what I could do with a particular type of material, 



of how it might react. Once I was on site, though, I generally responded quite spontaneously 

and just started building. Then I’d just keep making changes until I was happy with the result. 

In that sense, the creative process always played a crucial role because spontaneous 

decisions were so central to the work. Looking at the installation White Cube Lagos 

specifically, I used a large amount of broken glass panes. The result was a highly 

aggressive, almost threatening spatial situation. In moving through the space you had the 

impression that you were traversing some kind of fragmented three-dimensional image. By 

comparison with those days, I’ve altered my work insofar as I now plan the sculptural 

situations very carefully using a model, and I don’t like to encounter too many surprises in 

dealing with the spatial environment. So I still make strong reference to the space in which 

the exhibition is taking place, but now I wouldn’t work as spontaneously as I did back then.  

 

MK: 

There’s a series of photographic collages by you that you’ve been working on over the past 

two or three years where you integrate cropped black-and-white photos of architectonic 

constructions. Then you kind of combine this material to form grotesque, impossible spaces. 

The interesting thing is – and this is something I’ve never really seen in this form before – 

that the picture fragments you use remain concrete in the completed works, but when you 

look at the pictures as constituting a whole, the concept of space is addressed. How do you 

view the relationship between reality and abstraction in these works? 

 

PK: 

My goal is always the abstract image. Even though I use fragments of reality for these works, 

which remain recognisable as such as far as detail is concerned, I would still like the abstract 

image to be at the fore at first glance. Once the viewer begins to take in the details, he or she 

will notice that the fragments incorporated are drawn from actual architectural situations – 

balconies, walls, the corners of buildings. At that point, space becomes spatiality; the 

abstract becomes concrete. But the inverse can occur just as suddenly and all you see then 

is the dynamics, the composition and, once again, space. That’s the kind of content-based 

dialogue I’m looking for. These “grotesque spaces”, as you call them, ideally traverse the 

boundary between the concrete and abstract. In apprehending these works, it should be 

impossible to concentrate on both aspects simultaneously. Another important point is that the 

concrete spatial situations that I use in the production of these images should endure as 

information in spite of their radical dissection in order to determine the overall character of 

the image. Different primary materials subjected to the same means engender entirely 

different images. That’s an interesting thing. 

 



MK: 

Some years ago you also made collages in which letters and even whole words – 

typographic elements, if you like – played a very important role. I was wondering whether 

you’re still working with the medium of writing? 

 

PK: 

Yes, absolutely. And when I produce pictures with text these days it’s no different from five 

years ago – I still don’t want people to be able read something concrete and understand it. I 

don’t want people to be able to digest the content of the image on a purely intellectual level. 

It doesn’t interest me at all. What interests me about writing, or script, in this regard is merely 

its visual, aesthetic qualities and beyond that, just as a kind of metaphor for the 

dissemination and processing of information. In terms of composition, it’s important to me – 

as in my other works as well – that you can focus on either surface or space, for example, on 

a detail or the whole, but never on both at the same time. It’s a dialogic principle that’s 

always pulling at both ends. Ultimately, that’s the basic principle underlying my work as a 

whole. I always aim to produce a certain equivalence of content and form without 

foregrounding the production of that balance. To the contrary: I want people to have to keep 

deciding anew about which aspects of my work they want to focus on. I also like to work with 

very blatant means. Sometimes you just have to look twice to realise there’s a catch in there 

somewhere.  


