




7 Projects - 11 Proposals Introduction

The installations presented here were based on a series of 
eleven small scale models, which I made between 1990 
- 1994. Seven off these models were used as concepts 
for installations. Four others never got that far. ”Their” 
installations, although planned and prepared, did not 
take place. “My” models came forth from reflections on 
the possible shape of a house or were variations on this 
theme. 

All were intended as ”ideas”, ”concepts” or ”structures” 
that could be used as houses, or could be transformed 
into houses. The first models of my series were most 
clearly ”houses”. The later ones were different: their 
concept involved the ”house” as an environment and a 



tool for its ”builders”, ”users” or ”inhabitants”, and not as 
an object anymore. No model was initially intended as 
an installation. The models were not planned and made 
at the same time, nor as a series. I could make more of 
these models, but I have no intention to do so. 

The first installation took place quite unexpectedly. After 
working intensively on architectural competitions for a 
whole year, suddenly the invitation to participate in a project 
in ”Theater de Unie” in Rotterdam (The Netherlands) was 
there. 

Looking at the place, and having a model available, it 
seemed a good idea to use this and fill the available 
space of this small theatre completely with the full scale 
realisation of that model. I thought of household goods as 



building materials, but that was impossible. There were 
however enough bakery crates and so it was decided to 
use these instead. It was fun to do and it was inspiring. 
I realised that making more installations could be just as 
inspiring. 

The first installations were based on models for houses: ”De 
Unie” installation in Rotterdam (summer 1990), illustrates 
this. It could be seen as a kind of unusual home. With a 
green kitchen in the middle, a staircase, a floor to sleep 
on and a round yellow bathroom. 

The “Indesem” installation in Delft (The Netherlands, 
autumn 1991), could be seen as a collection of five 
spaces, combined in a way traditional rooms cannot be put 
together. Five dancers, body-painted in the same colours 



as the spaces, performed in this installation. 

The ”HACK” installation in the Hague (The Netherlands, 
early autumn 1992), consisted of many ”shapes”, put 
together in a very irregular fashion. One could compare 
this to any kind of room full of objects. All these objects 
could be considered as ”spaces”: the space in a book, a 
bottle, a chair, a table etc. The installation was big enough 
to walk into, upon and around. 

The ”Arnhem”  installation at the Art Institute in Arnhem 
(The Netherlands, late autumn 1992), was more 
complicated, as there were many functional requirements: 
an audience of 200 people had to be accommodated; the 
costumes for the dancers had to be designed and made 
especially for this project; a stage was needed for the 



orchestra; theatre lights and acoustics had to be planned 
and brought in, into an empty space of 50 x 18 meters. 
Everything was done by students, on a very tight budget 
and with many bureaucratic and pratical obstacles. 

Sixty persons were involved in this project (composers, 
musicians, dancers, artists, designers etc.) from fifteen 
different countries and with fifteen different professional 
backgrounds. The ”IO” installation in Delft (The Netherlands, 
spring 1994), offered similar challenges but everything 
in this project was directed towards stimulation and 
creativity. 

The space was larger, bureaucracy hardly existed and 
hundreds of people did whatever they wanted at that 
moment in a large construction of scaffold material. Many 



pieces of waste material from the streets of Amsterdam 
and Rotterdam were used in creative combinations and 
as decoration for fascinating performances. 

”The Magic Restaurant” in Oulu (Finland, midsummer 
1994), was unique and became one of my favourite 
installations. In ten days a restaurant was conceived, 
planned and built spontaneously. Anyone who wanted to, 
could participate in the project and do whatever he or 
she wanted to, as long as it fitted into the theme of a 
”restaurant”. 

Design, art, music, dance, furniture, building, entertainment 
and food were realised in a continuous creative dialogue. 
The restaurant was open for one evening and there were 
more than five-hundred visitors. 



It was dismantled the very next day. Around noon the 
whole place was empty and clean again. 

The project in Kampen (The Netherlands, spring 1995), 
was different. Everybody who wanted to, could participate. 
The results changed daily due to the participation of the 
students of the Art Institute and the Theatre Institute. 

There were no themes, no stories, no guidelines. And 
plastic was the only available material. The final results 
made this very clear. 

The project was interesting as a creative process, but did 
not look like a traditional piece of art at all. Four other 
installations were planned in Hasselt (Belgium), Berlin 
(Germany), and in Hoorn and Rotterdam (the Netherlands). 



Proposals were made and preparations were under way 
but the projects were for various reasons not realised.

The first installations were most clearly based on the 
original small scale models. Later ones were more free 
and sometimes contained combined ideas of several small 
scale models at the same time. In some situations there 
was a sense of total freedom to suggest and build what was 
originally intended, in others situations the possibilities 
were very limited: like for example in Arnhem where 
preparations for the music and dance performances, that 
would take place in ”our installation”, were already well 
on the way at the moment I got involved. 

The concepts of the projects changed from architectural 
models into ways to work with others and to get others 



involved. The spatial structure changed from an object 
and purpose in itself into a three-dimensional working 
environment, where those who wanted to, could do what 
they wanted within the limits of the project. 

The creative process became more and more important and 
the final results got less important. Strong architectural 
design appeared to be very limiting for the creative 
output of those involved in the first projects. They were 
builders of preconceived plans and could not bring in their 
own ideas and creativity. In later installations, when the 
architectural design was less dominant and the character 
of the structure was different, they could use their own 
imagination and contribute to the overall outlook. 

The structure allowed this and was intentionally designed 



to get as much creative feedback as possible. An open 
dialogue. You might compare this way of working to an open 
dialogue where anyone involved reacts to that what others 
say. The results of such conversations are unpredictable 
and quite often stimulating, challenging and confronting 
for anyone involved. 

The Magic Restaurant was the most clear example of 
this way of working. Anything was possible as long as it 
fitted in the theme of a ”restaurant” in general. The rules 
were simple: anyone could react to the ideas and work of 
others, but was only allowed to modify and use the output 
of others as a start for further development. It was not 
allowed to destroy the work of others. In this way a kind 
of open creative dialogue took place in which many could 
participate as they wanted at the moments they liked. 



Some worked on the restaurant for the whole period, 
some were there just for one afternoon. Every hour it was 
completely unclear what would happen the next hour. 

For each installation a new crew was assembled: each project 
was built for that special occasion, on that particular spot 
with those people, involved at that moment. Other situations 
and other people would have formed other installations. 
All installations were temporary and dismantled almost 
immediately after their opening. All these projects were 
possible thanks to the enthusiasm of many: individuals, 
groups, institutes and companies a. o. 

For me it was and I hope for many others as well, a 
nice and stimulating experience. It was challenging (and 
it always will be) to work with many others in several 



countries, to meet many creative people and to realise 
these unconventional projects in close co-operation with 
them. 

Of course it is not always easy, but that should never be a 
reason to stop the work on these projects. It is (and it will 
always be) a challenge of one’ s own possibilities, attitudes 
and abilities to search for unconventional ways of three-
dimensional expression and for ways to realise projects 
with others nobody has ever seen or done before. 

It forces you, and everyone else involved, to be flexible 
and open minded towards others and their ideas, however 
crazy or impossible they were. And to go on even if the 
results were not always nice to look at. For me it was a 
stimulating period, full of surprises, full of challenges and 



with many, many uncertainties. But most of all it was a 
period with a lot of fun. Without such fun there is no way 
to realise these ”useless and unfunctional” structures. 

Ger C. Bout in co-operation with Anna Klink Rotterdam, 
October 1998. �
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