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Return to Progress

Bauhaus Transfers through
Architectural Theory and History

Bauhaus? Introductory questions.
Most of the publications, lectures, exhibitions, and televised programs dealing with the centennial celebration discuss the Bauhaus without any mention
whatsoever of a) what the Bauhaus actually was, b) whether the Bauhaus really had such an extraordinary quality that one can celebrate the hundred
years of its existence, and c) whether it is at all possible to recognize the original after one hundred years of transfer.
There are reputable authors who have asked these questions:
“It would have been better if the Bauhaus had never existed.”
In 1981, Tom Wolfe (1930–2018) published his polemic From Bauhaus to
Our House (German title: Mit dem Bauhaus leben) against modern architecture, discussing the results of the transfer of the Bauhaus ideas to the US
and criticizing the deterioration of their ideas. In the introduction, Wolfe focuses on Adolf Loos and his criticism of prescriptive Art Nouveau architects 1

1 Adolf Loos: Vom armen reichen manne;
in: Neues Wiener Tagblatt, April 26, 1900,
above quote from https://gutenberg.spiegel.de/buch/aufsatze-8059/1

and observes that
it looks like an insecticide refinery. I once saw the owners of such a place
driven to the edge of sensory deprivation by the whiteness & lightness &
leanness & cleanness & bareness & spareness of it all. They became desperate for an antidote, such as coziness & color. They tried to bury the
obligatory white sofas under Thai-silk throw pillows of every rebellious,
iridescent shade of magenta, pink, and tropical green imaginable. But
the architect returned, as he always does, like the conscience of a Calvinist, and he lectured them and hectored them and chucked the shimmering little sweet things out.

2 Wolfe 1981: 4–5.

2

In his criticism of the “glass boxes”3 of the Bauhaus, he includes “Post-Mod-

3 Wolfe 1990: 8.

ernism, Late Modernism, Rationalism, participatory architecture, Neo-Corbu,
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and the Los Angeles Silvers. Which add up to what? To such things as building more glass boxes and covering them with mirrored plate glass so as to
4 Wolfe 1981: 6.

reflect the glass boxes next door[…].”4 Furthermore, he also includes Robert
Venturi with his Guild House in this architecture, observing that, although
it looks rebellious, it has a “strong resemblance to Bruno Taut’s Red Front!

5 Wolfe 1981: 106.

Worker-housing project in Berlin.”5 Louis Kahn, Peter Eisenmann, and many
other modern architects were also the subject of strong criticism. Wolfe’s umbrella term for this type of architecture is “worker housing.” The Lever House
on Park Avenue in New York is, in his opinion, the “prototype for the Ameri-

6 Wolfe 1981: 73.

can glass box,”6 the Seagram Building on the opposite side of the street (Mies

7 Wolfe 1981: 75,

van der Rohe) is “worker housing,”7 the Olympic Tower on 5th Avenue in New
York by Whitson Overcash (SOM)8 is the “Siedlungen of Frankfurt and Berlin,

8 See E. Führ: Identitätspolitik. Architect
Cesar Pinnau als Entwurf und als Entwerfer;
Bielefeld 2016: 39–59.

with units stacked up thirty, forty, fifty stories high, [...] the only people left
trapped in worker housing in America today are those who don’t work at all.”9
When Wolfe uses the term “Bauhaus,” he is describing a damnation of
modern architecture in the US. He traces this back to the influence of the Bau-

9 Wolfe 1981: 70.

haus architects who immigrated to the US in the 1930s. In this context, he
cannot resist commenting on the original Bauhaus and its members:
It was more than a school; it was a commune, a spiritual movement, a
radical approach to art in all its forms, a philosophical center comparable to the Garden of Epicurus. Gropius, the Epicurus of the piece, was
thirty-six years old, slender, simply but meticulously groomed, with his
thick black hair combed straight back, irresistibly handsome to women,
correct and urbane in a classic German manner, a lieutenant of cavalry

10 Wolfe 1981: 10.

during the war, decorated for valor, a figure of calm, certitude, and conviction at the center of the maelstrom.10
These comments were followed by further insults aimed at Itten’s preference for foods that were not of animal origin (Wolfe quoted Alma Mahler:
“the most unforgettable characteristic of the Bauhaus style was ‘garlic on the

11 Wolfe 1981: 12.

breath’”11) and on the personal appearances and demeanors of the architects.
Wolfe shows a serious interest neither in the understandings of art and architecture at the Bauhaus, nor in the thoughts on the understanding and fostering of creative design processes. However, in his opinion, that was just the
“Bauhaus,” and even the buildings were not architecture but theory: “So goodbye, color. On spun that holy tornado, Theory, until buildings by compound

12 Wolfe 1981: 23.

artists were aimed at very little else.”12 It went so far that theory was placed
above everything else; one would only become famous if one did not build

13 Wolfe 1981: 26.

anything.13 And speaking of theory: it was above all a return to square one14,
which Wolfe felt had been appropriate for Germany after losing World War

14 discussed in depth by Wolfe 1981:
12–13.

I, but had destroyed the architectural culture that had since developed in the
US (while not giving many examples). According to Wolfe, all of modern architecture was Bauhaus, simple, inhumane box architecture of conceited Silver Princes and their marginalizing networks; it was un-American and rep-
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rehensible. In this context, he forgets to mention that a part of the American
longing for internationalization and for advances in one’s own culture gladly

15 see Göckede below.

appropriates the Bauhaus .
15

While Wolfe does not take a serious interest in the Bauhaus in Weimar,
Dessau, and Berlin at the time of the Weimar Republic, he extends the term
to all of modern architecture of the second half of the 20th century. In this
context, Bauhaus becomes a pejorative label for a left-leaning and plebeian
colonialism that is destroying American culture.16Wolfe sees the transfer as
a colonization of American building culture.
The Bauhaus does not exist
Wulf Herzogenrath, on the other hand, claims in the title of his early-2019
anthology that “Das bauhaus gibt es nicht” (the bauhaus does not exist). He

16 The centuries-long colonialism in the
US is another special topic. But the same
accusations can also be made—in a serious
and scientifically validated manner, i.e. unlike Wolfe’s arguments—about the transfer
of the Bauhaus and modern architecture
to Africa. In this context, I will only make
reference to Regina Göckede, Der koloniale
Le Corbusier. Die Algier-Projekte in postkolonialer Lesart, in: Wolkenkuckucksheim
- Cloud-Cuckoo-Land—Vozdushnyi zamok,
Vol. 10, no. 2, 2006: From outer space. Architekturtheorie außerhalb der Disziplin (no
page numbers): (http://www.cloud-cuckoo.
net/openarchive/wolke/deu/Themen/052/
Goeckede/goeckede.htm ) See also the
references at the end of the article.

uses this intentionally misleading and therefore, in the year of the centennial
anniversary, provocative statement17 to highlight five Bauhauses that are incompatible with one another18:
– In the beginning, there was a Bauhaus (Weimar 1919–1922) that was “based
on craftsmanship and worked individualistically with artistic expression.”19
The teaching principles were defined and the Vorkurs foundational course

17 The blue color of the article disappears
in many announcements and bibliographies
because they are often only printed in black
and white.
18 Herzogenrath’s corresponding essay in
the anthology is from 1978.

designed by Itten.
– This was followed by a “constructivist” Bauhaus “that emphasized the formal”20 (Weimar 1922–1923) and that distanced itself from “feeling, individuality, and ornament”21 and set out to investigate the “essence of things, the

19 Original: “…Handwerk zugrunde gelegt
und künstlerisch expressiv und individualistisch” gewirkt habe.

true and living nature.”22
– The third Bauhaus (Weimar/Dessau 1924–1927) started with the expulsion of the Bauhaus from Weimar and its establishment in Dessau. It began

20 Original: “…das Formale betonendes
konstruktivistisches.”

a close cooperation with the local industry in Dessau, and instead of wood,
metal (tubular steel furniture, steel house) was used.
– The fourth Bauhaus, under the directorship of Hannes Meyer, established

21 Original: “…Gefühl, Individualität und
Ornament.”

an architecture department that emphasized functionality and aspired to the
corresponding analytical methods and inexpensive mass production.
– The fifth Bauhaus, under the leadership of Ludwig Mies van der Rohe, was

22 Original: “…Wesen der Dinge, das
Wahre und das Lebendige.” Herzogenrath
1978/2019: 30.

under political pressure and was therefore forced to move to Berlin. The focus was then on the architecture and, in this context, particularly on the
Atrium house.
In spite of this representation of the individual “Bauhauses” as differentiated
and clearly separate, Herzogenrath sees a common intention:
Trotz all der gegensätzlichen Denkanstöße und Ideen einte alle
Bauhäusler der Grundgedanke: Die Form muss dem Wesen der Dinge,
der Wahrheit entsprechen, dann dient sie der Funktion und damit dem
Menschen. Ferner, nur das Zusammenfallen von ökonomischer Herstellung (bezogen auf das Material und den Preis) und wahrer Form

Wolkenkuckucksheim | Cloud-Cuckoo-Land | Воздушный замок

24 | 2019 | 39

Führ | 121

nützt dem Menschen – dem neuen, das Wesen der Dinge und sich selbst
23 Translation: “In spite of all the contrasting perspectives and ideas, all Bauhauses
had one fundamental idea in common: The
form must correspond to the essence of
things, the true nature; then it serves the
function and thereby, the human. Furthermore, only the coinciding of economical
production (in terms of the material and the
price) and true form benefits the human –
the new human who recognizes the essence
of things and himself” (Herzogenrath
1978/2019: 53).

erkennenden Menschen.23
One can see that he, unlike Wolfe, appreciates the Bauhaus and that he differentiates more strongly and therefore adheres more closely to the original
than Wolfe. He refers to the Bauhaus protagonists in their understanding of
art and architecture and their responsibilities in the societal context, not in
their habits. Herzogenrath sets the essence of things against Tom Wolfe’s
“square one.” And he presents the congruence of the essence of things with
the form as the common theme of the Bauhaus. But what does that mean?
What is the essence of a thing, e.g. the essence of a working-class apartment
in Dessau-Törten, the essence of a director’s villa, the essence of a chair? Is
“essence” equivalent to “essentia” for Herzogenrath or for Gropius or for all
Bauhaus teachers between 1919 and 1933? Is “essence” understood as a byword, as rising abstraction, as the ever-consistent truth, as spirit or as atmosphere? Herzogenrath leaves this term unclarified, in spite of the fact that
it plays such an important role for him as a common theme in the Bauhaus.
An understanding of the essence could lie in the “WohnFord” (Ford of
housing), a term invented by Oud. In this product, everything that is superfluous has been removed until the Ford automobile is only functional and accordingly inexpensive. However, there is no record of such research activities
at the Bauhaus. The same applies to the form that is congruent with the essence. What does form mean? Is it the outline, shape, geometry, formation?

24 Original: “ontologisch begriffenen Ursprungsereignis…Bauhaus.”

The Bauhaus dwells in the minds of the people
Regina Göckede discusses the Bauhaus as the epistemological problem of a
chronologically oriented architectural historiography based on an “ontologically understood original event... Bauhaus,”24 that was passed on to the US,
France, Israel, and other cultures of the earth and with which one understands

25 Original: “Umdeutungsprozess als Fehldeutungsprozess.”

every “reinterpretation process as a misinterpretation process.”25 However,
she herself sees these transfer processes as (re-)signification processes that
make reference to their respective creation and are part of the Bauhaus history in all of their independence and resistance.26 Epistemologically, she re-

26 All quotes from Göckede 2009:
278–279.

fers to de Saussure, Levi-Strauss, and, above all, Derrida, who does not correlate represence with one—ontological—presence, i.e. the transferred Bauhaus
significations to the original Bauhaus, but instead shows both as represences
that are created through shifts in meaning and difference-creation, which Derrida generalizes in the interplay between différence and différance. In order
to verify her epistemological approach, she gives two examples:
she proves the approach of Kentgens-Craig, who researched the reception of the Bauhaus architecture in the US and, in this context, refers to Bau-

27 Kentgens-Craig 1993:13–14.

haus in its original version and as the Bauhaus in itself,27 that this apparently
Original Bauhaus was first signified in 1932 (Modern Art. International Exhibition; New York, February 10 to March 23, Museum of Modern Art) with
the participation of Gropius and additionally in 1935 in Gropius’s own pub-
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lication The New Architecture and the Bauhaus and was used in his “universalistic claims to validity” for a “renewal of the country as a modern, global
power.”28 This means that, unlike Tom Wolfe, who saw the Bauhaus as an in-

28 Original: “Erneuerung des Landes als
moderne globale Weltmacht” (Göckede
2009: 284).

vader, Göckede also recognized the pull factor in the transfer.
However, both Wolfe and Göckede failed to understand the Bauhaus’s
actual cultural relevance for the US, where the dominant architectural styles
from the 1920s and 1930s until long after World War II were the Colonial
Revival and Collegiate Gothic, with which the US once again aligned itself
more strongly with the United Kingdom, as well as the Roman-style neoclassicism of the government buildings in Washington, D.C. In the US, residential construction in the period around World War II was only moving slightly
towards modern architecture. It attracted some attention but was not representative of the mainstream.
Göckede makes reference to the transfer of the Bauhaus to Israel as a
second example. In this context, Göckede also investigates the transfer at
national level, as shown by her spelling of DissemiNation. The Bauhaus is
seen—here she uses Arieh Sharon’s publication on his own 1974 work, Michael Levin’s 1984 publication on the White City, and Shimon Peres’s statement at a conference on International Style (1994)—as an “authentic national
achievement”29 that manifests the country’s historical decision for the West

29 Original: “authentische nationale
Errungenschaft” (Göckede 2009: 286).

and symbolically legitimizes Israel’s policies that resulted in the expulsion of
Palestinians after 1948.30
Göckede is correct to shed light on the political signification processes and

30 Göckede 2009: 290.

their dissemination. In addition, it is questionable whether the significance
of architecture is not being exaggerated by implying that it represents a national identity. At least when there is only a single building that is doing the
representing. Not even parliament buildings or national monuments can accomplish this when viewed in the entirety of ubiquitous everyday architecture.
In epistemological terms, Göckede also places the signification processes at an
excessively high level, i.e. at a level of generalization. She sees the Bauhaus as
a symbol of an American and Israeli national culture and of their international
propagation. Meaning is not the small difference between différence and différance, but the meaning of the “big picture.” At the same time, Göckede remains uncritically rooted in the semiotic way of thinking. In this context, there
is also no transfer, because everyone thinks his own thoughts. And there is no
Bauhaus, only Bauhauses. I will return to this point further below.
Original, transfer, and tracing
Ultimately, it must be said that the Bauhaus does not exist for any of the three
authors, because Wolfe refutes its quality, because Herzogenrath does not
research the identity-building specific of the Bauhaus as a whole but rather
looks at its five different movements only as part of a socially committed modern age that gets to the heart of the matter—but is not further explained by
him—and because Göckede only refers to Bauhaus signification processes.
The three different images of the Bauhaus that are presented here—it would
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have been better if it had never existed, there was never a unique Bauhaus,
and the Bauhaus is a cognition—raise several questions:
Is the Bauhaus important enough to warrant our further consideration 100
years later?
Is it even possible to speak of an “original?” Was it the one original? Or
were there several Bauhauses over the course of the Bauhaus’s existence in
Germany (1919–1933)—depending on the different directors, depending on
the three locations where the Bauhaus existed, depending on the art forms
that were practiced at the Bauhaus, on painting, weaving, architecture, photography, product design, and graphic design?
Was there an original that has yet to be discovered, that is practically
impossible to discover now because too many sources have been lost, or that
is undiscoverable in principle because even in the 1920s it was only in people’s minds? Does every attempt to return to the original merely produce another new transfer?

I. The Bauhaus in its medial transfers
About the transfer process
Transfer should not be equated with the sending and delivery of a package
by a mailman, who delivers a package that he only recognizes from the outside, unchanged, in the same form in which it was sent.
Firstly, transfers are made by the people who taught, studied, or acquired
information between 1919 and 1933 at the Bauhaus in Weimar, Dessau, or Berlin and who took the thus-acquired knowledge and artistic ambition with them
and introduced it into a completely different cultural context. Secondly, photos, plans, and texts are also used as media for the transfer into other cultures.
People and media have wills of their own. Therefore, transfers like these
always lead to a change in the original ideas and to a change in the target culture. A transfer has “push” and “pull” factors and is therefore not uni-, but bidirectional. In the following section, I will focus on transfers of the Bauhaus’s
understanding of architecture. In the context of an essay, I have to limit myself to individual aspects. However, I will therefore be presenting my arguments in greater detail.

1. How the image of the Bauhaus building in Dessau is
carried into the world
Photos
One of the first photos of the Bauhaus that was shared with the world is on
31 Shown on page 260 of the 548-page
work published by the Taschen Verlag in
2019.

the invitation card that was designed by Herbert Bayer for the opening of the
new Bauhaus building on December 4th and 5th, 192631. It features a view
of the Bauhaus complex as photographed from the northwest, showing the
side facing away from what is now the street Gropiusallee—which, for us today, is surprising because we consider this side to be the back of the building.
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In 1925, Walter Gropius published a book entitled Internationale Architektur (International Architecture) as the first volume of the Bauhaus Books
series. In the expanded and revised edition of 1927, a picture of the Bauhaus
building in Dessau is also included.
This image shows the entire structural facility for students and teachers from the southwest without the masters’ houses or director’s villa, which,
although off campus, are actually part of the building complex. In the foreground, one can see the workshop wing, as well as the building of the school
of arts and crafts, the dormitory, and parts of the connecting wing. Although
the “bridge” with the ateliers and the administration with the two upper floors

Fig. 1 Aerial photograph pictured in Gropius
1927: 22.

is visible, it is not possible to see that there is an entrance for vehicles below.
The Bauhaus is shown—for the professionals for whom this book is intended—
as a production facility. However, everyone can recognize what is new about
the architecture in comparison with the traditional residential buildings with
hipped roofs that can be seen in the background.
The Bauhaus building is photographed from above, but the photographer
gives the viewers a sense of distance to the building; the viewers feel like they
are not only above, but also in front of the building (in contrast to the image
shown in figure 2 below). It is not possible to properly recognize the refined
design of the dormitory—e.g. through the balconies—owing to the poor resolution of the photo. Because of the diagonal view with the sun, there is no glare
on the curtain wall, and the viewer can therefore look far into the rooms of
the workshops and recognize the structure. Although this will not please everyone now and it also anticipates something historically that Hannes Meyer
first showed in the balcony-access houses of Dessau-Törten,32 in the low res-

32 See E. Führ Bauhaus zum Wohnhaus;
in: Katalog Catalog of the exhibition der
Ausstellung bauhaustapete – neu aufgerollt;
Osnabrück 2019: 189.

olution of the dormitory and in the view of the structural design of the workshop wing, the photo shows a Bauhaus in naked architectural presence, a Bauhaus in the later Dessau and Hannes-Meyer understanding of architecture.
No aestheticizing, symbolizing cladding formulated in Vitruvian architectural
language of any “style” (Heinrich Hübsch) can be seen. The architecture gets
its artistic quality through the showing of its design and through nothing else.
In 1930, two years after Walter Gropius’s departure from the Bauhaus
(April 1, 1928), the 12th volume of the Bauhaus Books series, Bauhausbauten Dessau, written by Gropius, was published. What is noticeable is the new
tenor of the illustrations of the Bauhaus building and thereby also of the Bauhaus compared with the publication of 1927; this is not due to the now dominant abundance of illustrations. What was the purpose of the 12th volume of
the Bauhaus Books series? Gropius emphasizes in the text:
“[D]ie stadt dessau hatte mir für sämtliche bauten die gesamtregie—
planung, vergabe und bauleitung—übertragen, sodaß auch alle einzelarbeit bei mir im bauhaus zusammenlief und einheitlich eingegliedert
werden konnte, sämtliche entwürfe und baupläne entstanden in meinem privatatelier.”33
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were created in my private atelier” (Gropius
1930: 12).
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With this, Gropius claims sole authorship of the buildings. Although he does
not forget to mention Fieger and the others, as it was the proper thing to do,
it is obvious that he sees them as dependent employees. In this publication,
the Bauhaus building is shown on nearly 40 of the 229 pages with exterior
views of the building, including three aerial photos, a site plan, floor plans,
views of buildings with the shell complete (meaning with no presentation of
the building process, as with the residential buildings in Dessau-Törten), and
sketches of the façades, accompanied by the corresponding photos.
The aerial photo from 1927 is used again, but this time cropped, withFig. 2 Aerial photo by R. Petschow, Berlin
(Gropius 1930, fig. 2)

out the traditional architecture that could be seen in the background of the
picture in the 1927 book. In addition, two further aerial photos are shown.
These were taken from a much steeper angle. Particularly in photo 2, the viewers look down onto the building from the space above it, which gives them a
slight sense of dizziness.34 This aerial photo is preferred by the later authors
of publications on the Bauhaus—like Giedion and Droste.
It is followed by a wealth of illustrations with the reflective glass façade
of the workshop wing from the outside35 and other images, several of which
were taken through the framework structure of the windows looking outwards.
Lucia Moholy’s photo of the corner of the glass façade of the workshop wing
was printed for the first time.36
The workshop wing—with the exception of its shell—is always shown
with its reflective glass surface. Viewers can recognize the refined, aesthetic
order with the nine fields that are articulated somewhat like lesenes.37 The
construction is now shown in its cladding, and – similar to the Fagus Factory
—a clandestine Vitruvian classicism is shown with a slightly enhanced corner solution in its northern corner. This means that, in the context with the

Fig. 3 Northwest view by photographer
Lucia Moholy (Gropius 1930, fig. 31).

other photos, the Bauhaus that is being transferred to the world exhibits the
highest level of avant-garde aesthetic design. Thus, one can assume that, at
this time (the conflict between Gropius and his successor had long since esca-

34 Not every viewer will experience this
slight dizziness.

lated, and Hannes Meyer was about to be dismissed without notice on 1 August 1930), Gropius was concerned with conveying to the world an image of
the Bauhaus with high aesthetic standards, distancing himself from the real-

35 Gropius 1930, figs. 10, 29, 31, 33, 34,
35, and 36.
36 Gropius 1930, fig. 32; see fig. 9 and
analysis below.

ism of Hannes Meyer and from his socialist ideas in order to present himself
as the true master of the Bauhaus.
After his emigration, Gropius was hired to give lectures in London. These
lectures led to the publication of The New Architecture and the Bauhaus (London 1935), a book whose text was written by Gropius in German and trans-

37 A “lesene” (pilaster strip) is a low-relief
vertical pillar in a wall; in contrast to pilasters, they have no base or capital.

lated into English. In 1965, the German text was reconstructed, partially by
translating it back into German from English, and published in Germany by
Hans Maria Wingler under the title Walter Gropius: Die neue Architektur
und das Bauhaus. Grundzüge und Entwicklung einer Konzeption. The first
three illustrations in the English and German versions (which were published
nearly 30 years apart) show the Fagus Factory from 1911, as well as the machine hall and the stairwell of the Administrative Office Building in the Werkbund Exhibition in Cologne in 1914. Neither Hannes Meyer nor Mies van der
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Rohe are mentioned. Nor are the colleagues from the Work Council for Art
(Arbeitsrat für Kunst), which had developed important preliminary concepts.
With the help of his early works, Gropius succeeded in creating an identification of the Bauhaus with his person alone38 and with his architecture. In
the process, he also indirectly dated the start of the Bauhaus back to 1911,

38 Even in contexts where it would have
been historically important and proper in
relationship with his colleagues, he avoided
naming the masters and his successor: “In
1928, when I felt that the stability and future of the Bauhaus were assured, I handed
over control to my successor; and returned
to practice in Berlin...” (Gropius 1965: 65).

freeing himself from all contexts of the immediate postwar period (1919) and
from the discussions and suggestions from architect colleagues at the time.
In the German version,39 the Bauhaus building was shown to the readers
in three illustrations,40 in the photo by Lucia Moholy showing the corner of
the workshop wing (see fig. 9) and in two images showing the southern side
of the complex, one from an upper-floor window—or perhaps even the roof—
of the workshop wing and another from the sidewalk of what is now the street
Gropiusallee, taken from eye level. These two photos show neither the school
of arts and crafts nor the curtain wall of the workshop wing, which could have

Fig. 4 Gropius 1935/1965: 32.

been included in the photos with no technical problems (see fig. 4).
In 1938, the MoMA hosted the exhibition Bauhaus: 1919–1928. The associated catalog was edited by Herbert Bayer, Walter Gropius, and Ise Gropius.
The exhibition included a model and photos of the Bauhaus building. In the
model, the workshop wing shows not the curtain wall but the structural design.41
In the catalog, the standard illustrations are shown: an aerial photo from a
distance, a view from the south (see fig. 5 above), the photo of the corner of
the workshop wing by Lucia Moholy (without mentioning her name) (see fig.
9 below), a floor plan, an uncommon view from the northwest (fig. 6), the

Fig. 5 Gropius 1935/1965: 34.

dormitory, and a number of interior views. There are also two pages with the
masters’ houses and two pages with the Employment Office and the residential architecture in Dessau-Törten.
The image showing a view from the south, which was included again on
p. 101 of Gropius 1935 (see fig. 4), does not show the glass façade of the workshop wing, which could have easily been included, suggesting that its absence
is intentional. The photo taken from the northwest (fig. 6) shows the bridge and
the length of the workshop wing. Looking past the space under the bridge, the
viewer can easily see a traditional residential building in the distance. The result
is that the forecourt is not noticeable, and the dormitory is hidden from view. The
workshops are shown in their reflective glass façade consisting of vertical rows

39 The English version, which I consulted
in the MIT edition from 1965, also shows
three illustrations:, the photograph by Lucia
Moholy and the side view of the workshop
wing, like in the German version. The third
photograph focusses solely on the dormitory
and thereby avoids showing the contrast
between modern and traditional residential
architecture (in the background).
40 Two of the illustrations in the English
version are identical to illustrations in the
German version, and the third, the photo of
the dormitory, is slightly different.
41 https://www.moma.org/calendar/exhibitions/2735/installation_images/12869.

of glass panels that reflect the trees in front of them. A few of the windows are
open but only present an irritation to the vertical lines, without negating them;
the interior building structure cannot be seen. Unfortunately, it is not possible
in the context of an essay to go into greater depth about the use of photos in the
transfer of the Bauhaus. Therefore, I will now jump forward to the present day.
Owing to the trees in front of the workshop wing, software has recently
been used for creating an overall view from individual photos or for producing a digital reproduction. Through these techniques, the results give the impression of a true and factual view of the Bauhaus building. However, photo
merging only works on pictures with one depth layer; all spatially layered elements (the spatial depth of the workshops) are distorted in the process.42
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Fig. 6 AView from the northwest (from
Bayer, Gropius, and Gropius 1938: 102).
42 https://panoramastreetline.de/bauhausdessau-dessau-deutschland-P15928
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However, there are also reproductions with which photos of the Bauhaus are
transferred to the world and to the future via the internet that will make future generations doubt the artistic competence of the Bauhaus architects if
they take a close enough look. On the reproductions shown under “de.123rf.
com” and “pixabay.com,” there are 10 fields in the curtain wall; the basement
Fig. 7 photo at de.123rf.com und Pixaby.
com

level below it has 11 rows of windows. This means there is no connection to
the interior columns of the original. The fields have sometimes five and sometimes six vertical rows of windows. (In the original, there are eight.) There
are no windows that can be opened. The alamy photo (fig. 8) takes the same
image and adds its prominent “a” for copyright, meaning that it claims the
rights to the image.

Fig. 8 photo at alamy.de

However, the creators are most likely students and lecturers from the Fachhochschule Erfurt University of Applied Sciences. In the 2018/19 winter semester, they— if one considers the journal Bausubstanz from the Fraunhofer-Gesellschaft to be a reliable source, which one generally does43—designed the VR
model. Their presentation—according to Bausubstanz—was opened on April
17, 2019, by Professor Dr. Benjamin-Immanuel Hoff, Head of the Thuringian
State Chancellery and Thuringian Minister for Culture, Federal, and Euro-

43 https://www.bausubstanz.de/aktuelles/
Virtuelle-Realitaeten-erwecken-das-Bauhaus-zum-Leben/

pean Affairs. As a result, the transfer of the Bauhaus with this appearance received a very high level of recognition. On February 15, the online newspaper
meinAnzeiger.de from Erfurt published an article on this model,44 contribut-

44 https://www.meinanzeiger.de/weimar/ckultur/stiftung-bauhaus-dessau-vor-25-jahren-gegruendet_a90709

ing to the dissemination of the transfer of the “new” Bauhaus with 10 fields.
However, there is no reason to be proud. The reconstruction is nothing more
than an embarrassment for everyone involved. And: it transfers an image of

45 Among others, there is a Lego Bauhaus:
https://www.1000steine.de/de/gemeinschaft/forum/?entry=1&id=353933#
id353933

the Bauhaus—and even a chain of images—that uninformed viewers accept
and pass on. And this is not the only example of this phenomenon.45

Fig. 9 Photo from Gropius 1930, fig. p.
49; photographer: Lucia Moholy. (The gray
frame around the page was added by the
author to make it easier to visualize the
entire page of the book.)
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Architectural photography is a discipline between photography and architecture. Sometimes it leans more towards one or the other. Both types of
photos were used in the transfer of the Bauhaus. The photo with the corner
of the workshop wing that has been shown again and again in practically all
publications on the Bauhaus since 1930 unquestionably leans towards photographic art. It should serve as an example of this type of photography.
I am unaware of any formal analysis of the picture itself or of its specific
use in Gropius 1930. In the relevant publications on the architectural history of the Bauhaus, it is simply reprinted without any further description,
analysis, or interpretation and without including the entire page from 1930.
What can we see in the photo? Part of the powerful-looking workshop
wing can be seen on the right side of the image, and part of the bridge and of
the school of arts and crafts on the left. The viewer looks at the glass façade
and can see trees reflected in the lower glass panels. It is also possible to see
the vertical lines and the rows of windows with their frames in great detail.
The interior rooms appear to be of various heights. We can count eight horizontal rows of windows on the ground floor and nine on both of the two upper floors. We can also see the two additional vertical rows of windows in the
corner. In three of them, there are windows that can be opened. In front of
the interior columns, it is possible to see that the window frames with which
the entire curtain wall was attached to the columns have been substantially
reinforced. Thus, with respect to what can be seen by looking either through
the glass panels or at the reflection in the panels, the photo gives the viewer
information about several technical details. If we look more towards the right
edge of the photo, the corner of the building seems to lean to the left, and if
we look more towards the middle of the photo, it appears to be more vertical. This phenomenon can be explained by optical principles. If we consider
the photograph in the context of the history of perspective, it becomes clear
that Moholy is distancing herself from the perspective that uses two vanishing
points and an isometric grid of parallel vertical lines, which has been standard
practice since the Renaissance, and instead creates a three-point perspective,
in which the vertical lines recede toward a third vanishing point high in space.
To date, the two-point perspective is still commonly used in architectural
drawing and photography; this is why there are shift lenses in analog photography and a function for the correction of converging vertical lines in imageediting software for digital photography. Owing to the three-point perspective
in the photograph by Moholy, the lines of the window frames of the workshop
wing point toward the school of arts and crafts, and the prominent lines of the
plastered strips of wall point toward and under the Bauhaus bridge, meaning in
a direction that is dramatized by the movement direction of the shown car. Although the photo captures external reality, it is also a kind of dynamic concert
of the formal elements and content of references (car) on the surface. This dynamic results solely from the lineaments, for, if we place a grid over the photograph, we can see that the edge line does not lean in any direction but is instead
nearly vertical and, in addition, is positioned almost at the center of the image.
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The fact that the edge of the workshop wing is “nearly” vertical and “almost” in the center of the image provokes irritation in the viewer's perception
as to whether it is or is not. The viewers—to put it bluntly—are forced to reflect upon themselves as subjects, as authors in the perception, with all doubt
as to whether or not they should trust their own perception, their own belief
in its truth. This reference to our own subjectivity on the one hand and our
doubt in this subjectivity on the other is also provoked by the three-point perspective. In other words, the photograph is a composition made of depicted
reality and of the medial reality of elements on the surface. It is not only an
illustration of the Bauhaus but also an artistic, photographic staging on the
surface of the photographic print. It shows a photographic, not an architectural reality. It doubles and entangles the depiction of pre-visual reality with
structures designed within the image in the photographic—or rather—with
the photogrammatic field of the print.
Why is it important to include the entire page from Gropius 1930 in the
illustration? The image was positioned on the right side of the page in the
book. On the left side, there is a light stripe on the page, and under the image is a caption. In the very light sky on the left side of the photo, the stripe
becomes a differentiated (the lightness is slightly different, and in the lower
area, the façade of the school of arts and crafts is cut off) but incorporated
part of the actual photograph. In addition, the caption is positioned not only
below the actual photograph: it is in the middle of the whole page and begins
in the left margin. The photo is off-center but then nevertheless integrated
into the design of the page as a whole.
Not only does the image demand considerable and conscious attention
from the viewers: it calls their perception into question, driving them not only
to investigate the facts but also to decide what they ultimately want to have
perceived. Perception is work understood as a bond and attachment to that
which is specified in real and material terms and, at the same time, as freedom
of one’s own design of this reality. This inaugurates the viewers as subjects.
The image stands for the close connection between the fine arts and architecture at Bauhaus. It is used for the transfer of the Bauhaus idea; however,
it is more of a transfer of the photographic pictorial design of Lucia Moholy,
more of a transfer of the concept of art than a transfer of the architectural
mindset of the office of Gropius.
The photograph by Lucia Moholy has become an icon for the Bauhaus.
However, it is a photo that stands for the Gropius promotion of 1930. With
the use of this photo as an image of the Bauhaus, the Gropius promotion of
his Bauhaus is canonized with high aesthetic standards.

2. How the Bauhaus building in Dessau is carried into the
world through texts
Peer transfers
Over the course of the past nine decades, the Bauhaus building was transferred
not only through illustrations, but also through the expertise and knowledge
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of the Bauhaus teachers and graduates who chose—or were forced—to go out
into the world and through the products that were design by them.

46 In the beginning, they were men, as an
exception.

However, facts, attitudes, intentions, and their personal interpretations were
also transferred into the world through the exhibitions and publications that
presented the Bauhaus in images and texts. The individual interpretaments
differ in their approach to dealing with the historical sources and with the
planning and photographic material, as well as in the focus of the analysis, in
the language, and in the exponents’ basic attitudes toward architectural theory. The interpretations sometimes contradict each other, but they also stimulate each other. In addition, there are chains of interpretation that originate
from initial exponents46 before being taken up by others and then passed on
in modified form. In this essay, I will also focus on the early phase and on
the transfer to the US.
In the publication of her 1993 dissertation, Margret Kentgens-Craig already gave an excellent, broadly researched overview of the many fine connections between Europe and the US during the period from immediately after World War I to the 1936 Olympic Games. She investigated the publication
activities, the relevant exhibitions, and the impacts on architectural designs.
She postulates that it was a combination of mutual curiosity, professional interest, and initial transfers that laid the groundwork for an intensive interest in modern architecture from Europe and for taking in German architects
who wanted to escape National Socialism.
I would like to single out one of these threads of influence and discuss in
depth how transfers of ideas, interests, and intentions were guided, or how
transfers became transformations: the exhibition Modern Architecture at the
Museum of Modern Art (MoMA) in New York, the corresponding catalog, and
the related book International Architecture. Furthermore, I will analyze the
book’s 1985 translation into German, which I see as a return transfer. Finally,
I will discuss the Bauhaus catalog from the 1938 New York exhibition Bauhaus 1919–1928 by Herbert Bayer, Walter Gropius, and Ise Gropius, which I
consider to be a correction of the transfer activities of 1932.
From February 10 to March 23, 1932, the Museum of Modern Art in New
York hosted an exhibition entitled Modern Architecture. The director of the
exhibition was Philip Johnson. A catalog with the title Modern Architecture,
containing texts from Henry-Russell Hitchcock and other authors, was published in connection with the exhibition. At the same time, a book entitled
The International Style was published by Johnson and Hitchcock with the
same topics and architectural examples. The exhibition, catalog, and book
worked intensively on the transfer of the Bauhaus, and not only in the 1930s,
for several new editions of the original, English-language version have been
published to date. In 1985, Falk Jaeger provided a German translation for
the well-known Bauwelt Fundamente series. The three different publications
on modern and international architecture differ not only in their layout and
the logo of the respective series in which they were published, but also in the
buildings that were pictured on the cover: the 1932 book shows the street side

Wolkenkuckucksheim | Cloud-Cuckoo-Land | Воздушный замок

24 | 2019 | 39

Fig. 10 MoMA catalog Modern Architecture.
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47 The book was reissued numerous times,
also as a paperback, and each new edition
had different illustrations on the cover. My
own English paperback edition from 1995
shows an extravagant perspective of the
balconies of the Bauhaus dormitory from
below. This image was also used as the
cover of a French translation for the French
and Canadian market. The Villa Savoye
seems to have been popular in the 1960s.
However, I cannot discuss it in greater
depth in the context of this essay.

of the Villa Tugendhat in Brno from Mies van der Rohe, the catalog shows the
garden side of this house, and the book from the Bauwelt Fundamente series
shows the Lenglet Villa by H. L. de Koninck in Uccle near Brussels.
The aim of the MoMA’s 1932 exhibition and catalog on Modern Architecture was to present buildings that were representative of modern architecture, along with their architects. It shows a moderate attitude toward functionalism, which it also describes with the term “Neue Sachlichkeit” (“New
Realism” or “New Objectivity”). Although it included a denial of the aesthetic
aspects of architecture, this was only in theory.
Since 1922 the new style has not changed in its fundamentals. Based
as it is on modern engineering and on modern provision for function,
it went through stages where both these basic conditions were overemphasized. This was especially true in Germany during the years which
followed Expressionism when Die Neue Sachlichkeit, the new realism
or new objectivity, encouraged a denial of the aesthetic elements in all
the arts. The best work of the functionalists is, however, distinguished

48 MoMA catalog 1932: 20.

more in theory than in practice from the work of those who accept the
new aesthetic possibilities of the art of architecture.48
The illustrations are sorted according to architect, with each section beginning
with a biography. Hitchcock complained of Gropius’s bad influence: “These
years in Gropius’s career were undoubtedly confused by the double influence
of Expressionism and Neoplasticism but Gropius, the technician, was contin-

49 MoMA 1932: 58.

ually advancing.”49 With respect to the Bauhaus building, he criticized the colored articulation of the base, the plainness of the columns of the “bridge”; the
building of the school of arts and crafts was too monotone for his tastes.

Fig. 11 Illustration of the Bauhaus building,
MoMA 1932: 66–67.
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The great glass-walled block which is the most startling feature of the Bauhaus includes the workshops. The capping band of stucco is somewhat
heavy in appearance but the adjustment of the glass walls to the solid stair
tower at the far end is extremely skilful [sic]. The profiling of the exposed
concrete supports under the administration bridge is somewhat lacking
in elegance... The great site of the building and the extension of the wings
permit it to be seen effectively from various different points of view.50

50 MoMA 1932: 60–61.

No further reason is given for the praise. The commentary on the curtain wall
is disappointingly short and devoid of content. The Bauhaus building is shown
on page 67, a right page of the catalog, with a view from the northwest and
with floor plans for two floors. On the left page opposite these illustrations,
where one would have expected the curtain wall of the workshop wing to be,
a section of the Fagus Factory façade is pictured.
Johnson and Hitchcock were critical of the curtain wall (as we will see in
the book), but this is actually no reason to replace it with the Fagus Factory
façade. Most likely unintentional—as I assume—this substitution implies a
historical statement: the roots of Gropius’s new architectural understanding
of “Neues Bauen” (New Building) are placed prior to World War I, and the
esoteric-anarchic situation between the end of World War I in 1918 and the
Dawes Plan (1924). As a result, the influence of the new Weimar Republic,
democracy, and women’s suffrage and the discussions of the Work Council
for Art and the Crystal Chain (Gläserne Kette) are ignored, and the idea of a
Bauhaus is placed entirely in the person of Gropius.
The authors of the book International Style (fig. 11), Philip Johnson and
Henry-Russell Hitchcock, had already curated the MoMA exhibition and catalog but now had a different focus and also gave the book a different name.
The preface was written by Alfred H. Barr, the then director of the MoMA.
He writes that, although International Style architecture was also about utility, the focus was nevertheless on aesthetic quality:
The section on functionalism should be, I feel, of especial interest to
American architects and critics. Functionalism as a dominant principle
reached its high water mark among the important modern European
architects several years ago. As was to be expected, several American
architects have only recently begun to take up the utility-and-nothingmore theory of design with ascetic zeal. They fail to realize that in spite
of his slogan, the house as a machine á habiter, Le Corbusier is even

Fig. 12 Hitchcock and Johnson The International Style.47

more concerned with style than with convenient planning or plumbing,
and that the most luxurious of modern German architects, Miës van der
Rohe, has for over a year been the head of the Bauhaus school, having
supplanted Hannes Meyer, a fanatical functionalist. ‘Post-functionalism’ has even been suggested as a name for the new Style, at once more

51 Alfred H. Barr preface; in: Hitchcock/
Johnson 1932: 29–30.

precise and genetically descriptive than “International.”51
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The book consists of two parts; approx. 100 pages of text without illustrations
and approx. 140 pages of illustrations with a short commentary text. The ten
52 Hitchcock/Johnson 1932/1985: 25.

chapters of the text deal with the basic positions of an international architecture, discussing the criteria and positions of a new style that does not exist in imitations and modifications of styles from the previous centuries but
in essence is nevertheless a style.52 This new style is
“unified and inclusive, not fragmentary and contradictory. […] In the
handling of the problems of structure it is related to the Gothic, in the
handling of the problems of design it is more akin to the Classical. In the
preëminence given to the handling of function it is distinguished from

53 Hitchcock/Johnson 1932: 35–36.

both.”53
The authors note that, as with all styles, there are a few principles; for the
new International Style, these included formulas of proportion, architecture
as volume rather than as mass, regularity instead of axial symmetry, and arbitrary applied decoration.54 In stating these principles, they argued, it was

54 Hitchcock/Johnson 1932: 36.

almost impossible to avoid the appearance of dogmatism. The positive attitude towards function is surprising according to the preface by Barr. However, in the chapter on functionalism, it becomes clear that an orientation
toward functions is acceptable as long as the architect and their building do
not—as in the case of Hannes Meyer—oppose any type of aesthetics in architecture or—as in the US—understand aesthetics as an ornament applied to
an engineered building. Although the authors stress that “[a]rchitecture is
always a set of actual monuments, not a vague corpus of theory,”55 they are

55 Hitchcock/Johnson 1932: 37.

primarily concerned with the establishment of a corpus of theory for an International Style.
In their argumentation—from a methodological point of view—Hitchcock and Johnson take a deductive approach in their book: they first present
their ideas on modern architecture in the text and then show examples using illustrations with brief comments. In this sense, they practice a kind of
art judging in which the buildings as concrete cases are subordinated to the

56 Hitchcock/Johnson 1932: 45.

general rules postulated in the text by the authors and accordingly receive appreciation or criticism. The general rules are presented in ten chapters with

57 Hitchcock/Johnson 1932: 45. However,
this statement shows that Hitchcock and
Johnson prior to their criticism had neither
been to Alfeld nor taken a close look at the
photos that were provided to them for the
exhibition, as these clearly show the separation between the load-bearing structure
and the curtain wall.

no mention of how they were derived or justified. They are understood not
as a basis for discussion but as a statement. Architectural theory at its worst!
Let us focus on the Bauhaus, or on the Gropius buildings mentioned by
the authors and how they were assessed in the book: The no longer pictured
Fagus Factory is described as “ordered by logic and consistency,”56 but also
received some criticism: “Yet there are traces still of the conceptions of tradi-

58 Hitchcock/Johnson 1932: 46.
59 The Employment Office in Dessau and
the completely atypical multistory building
with consumer establishments, administration, and rental apartments in the center of
Dessau-Törten are pictured on the two other
double-page spreads.
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tional architecture. The glass screens are treated like projecting bays between
the visible supports.”57 J. J. P. Oud’s village Oud-Mathenesse, according to the
authors, exceeded the Fagus Factory in significance.58 I am of a different opinion; apparently Hitchcock and Johnson had never visited the Fagus Factory.
The Bauhaus building—in which I am mainly interested—is pictured in the
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book on a double-page spread as one of three double-page spreads59 devoted
to the oeuvre of Gropius (pp. 148–153).
The left page shows two floor plans, and the right page a view of the building from the northeast. We might initially wonder why there is no view of the
curtain wall of the workshop wing as one would expect to see here, before
realizing that our expectations had been formed from the wealth of illustrations in Volume 12 of the Bauhaus Books (see above). The text dismisses the
glass curtain wall of the workshop wing, arguing that, aesthetically, it did not
hang in front of the façade but within it or even behind the plane formed by
the two plastered strips of wall above and below and that it is framed by the
façade and therefore did not meet the requirements of the International Style.
In the aforementioned context—well separated and several pages later—there
is an illustration of the curtain wall in the book, randomly placed on page 156
between a house by Haefeli in Zurich (p. 155) and a warehouse by Haesler in
Braunschweig (p. 157). As a result, it is shown completely dissociated from
the aforementioned context (pp. 148–153).
The frames of the glass panes are too heavy,60 the façade is not always
transparent to the view of the load-bearing structure but is reflective, the open

60 There is a section mentioning the
curtain wall of the workshop wing that I
read as criticism. Because on the image of
the workshop wing on in figure 26, on page
156, to which the authors refer, a heavy
framework can be seen. Hitchcock/Johnson comment: “The frames of the panes
in such walls must be light enough to be
distinguished from true support. Otherwise
these subordinate divisions will so break up
the surfaces into panels that its continuous
character is confused. Even though the
independent supporting skeleton is perfectly
clearly seen behind, such a panelled treatment appears to have weight if not mass”
(Hitchcock/Johnson 1932: 60–61) if it is
compared with the illustration on p. 156.
There, one can see a heavy framework.

windows destroy the continuity of the surface, and, when viewed from a diagonal perspective, the in-between rows of vertical glass panels that cannot be
opened form structures that are highly reminiscent of pilaster strips, meaning of a conservative architectural language. In other words, the curtain wall
only fulfils the requirements of Hitchcock and Johnson in a few lighting situations and from certain perspectives.
If one considers the exhibition, catalog, and book together as a transfer of
the Bauhaus to the US, then it must first be noted that the discussed and exhibited architecture, with the exception of two works (in Tokyo p. 221 and in Moscow p. 237), are not international in the strict sense, but instead limited to the

Fig. 13 Double-page spread (pp. 148–149)
with images of the Bauhaus building.

Fig. 14 Image of the glass façade of the
Bauhaus workshop wing, p. 156.
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US and a few European countries. However, this ultimately does not play any
role because neither the term international nor the overall concept presented in
the text was inductively developed from concrete examples to a generalized finding and theory of internationality. International is merely Hitchcock and Johnson’s requirement for the validity of the style ideas they presented as a manifesto.
The 1985 translation of the book by Hitchcock and Johnson transferred
the American view of the Bauhaus and the manifesto for an International Style
back to Germany. The preface by the editor of the German translation, Falk
Jaeger, places the 1932 text in a contemporary context and gives it a new interpretation; in addition, he replaces individual images (see below). The book
can be seen as a return transfer of the transfer in a new Western German culture, of the divided East and West German understanding of the Bauhaus and
in the discourse on a postmodern renewal of architecture. A “New Objectivity” (Neue Sachlichkeit) evolves from the “International Style.”61
However, he leaves it up to the readers to explain this term for themselves;
we will try to do so here: The reference to the concept of Neue Sachlichkeit in
Fig. 15 Der Internationale Stil, German
translation in the Bauwelt Fundamente
series.

painting is not very helpful62; the reference to Max Weber’s rationalization theory and to the “research of essence” (Wesensforschung), to which Gropius was
devoted and which was derived from this theory and from the American “effi-

61 Jaeger in Hitchcock/Johnson 1985: 10.

62 In my opinion, the Neue Sachlichkeit
New Objectivity is a 1920s movement in
painting that was associated with a return
to the depiction of reality and, with the
use of homogeneous illumination, the
statuesque quality of the depicted people
and objects, and stabilization in the image
field, created a sense of timelessness and
distance to the viewer, which gives the
depicted a magical existence in spite of all
the “objectively.”

ciency” movement, would have been interesting but was discussed neither at
the time nor in 1985 under the concept of Sachlichkeit. Therefore, readers are
left to the everyday understanding: Sachlichkeit in German means a reference
to the objects (Sachen), i.e. to the things in their thingness and to the facts. “To
remain objective” (sachlich zu bleiben) is a demand to ban polemics and ideology from a conversation—or that which one wants to have understood as such.
Sachlichkeit means the banning of politics and fanaticism and the rejection of
functionalism. Through the term “Neue Sachlichkeit,” the happy, practical,

Fig. 16 Double-page spread for the
Bauhaus in the translated book, 1985.
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sensory, and meaning-giving order of a field of action—at least as defined by
Bruno Taut and Adolf Behne—is reduced to architecture as design of an object.
In 1932, Hitchcock and Johnson used the term “Neue Sachlichkeit” in their
book as an alternative term for functionalism.63 In Jaeger’s preface to the Ger-

63 Preface by Barr in Hitchcock / Johnson
1932.

man translation, i.e. in the return transfer from the US to Germany, he makes
it to its opposite. With the term “Neue Sachlichkeit,” Jaeger provides a line of
argumentation for a positive assessment of architecture that does not belong
to the Bauhaus but is instead built in a stylized traditional classicism or in a reduced Heimatstil (Domestic Revival), which saw itself in the Weimar Republic
as an alternative to “Neues Bauen” (New Building), asserted itself in National
Socialism as a parallel movement to monumental National Socialist architecture, and legitimized itself after World War II as true German architecture. “Es
gilt fortan, den Funktionalismus vom Internationalen Stil zu unterscheiden, das
‚neue bauen‘ Hugo Härings von der ‘Neuen Sachlichkeit.’”64 This New Objectivity in architecture has now also been embraced by Walter Gropius and his

64 Translation: “Henceforth, functionalism
should be distinguished from the International Style, and the ‘New Building’ of Hugo
Häring from the ‘Neue Sachlichkeit.’” (Jaeger in Hitchcock/Johnson 1985: 10).

works, pushing the Bauhaus—from a political perspective—to the right.
Jaeger not only writes a preface to the translation but also makes a change
to the illustration section of the book by Hitchcock and Johnson: he adds a
photo of the curtain wall of the workshop wing to the illustrations of the works
of Gropius (1985, Fig. 26). With this addition, Jaeger ignores the criticism in
the book by Hitchcock and Johnson, which is also made clear in the caption:
“The workshops have entirely transparent walls. A good illustration of glass
panes as a surfacing material. The projection of the roof cap is unfortunate,
especially over the entrance at left.”65 He destroys the historical-narrative intentions in the catalog. In addition, he replaces the somewhat praised Fagus

65 Hitchcock/Johnson 1932: 156.

Factory with the workshop wing and its glass façade.
The translation of a book from 1932 transfers the understanding of an
International Style at the time—which, by 1985, had already been recognized
as obsolete through research and discussions—as well as the reduction of the
Bauhaus to Gropius and the aestheticization of the Bauhaus in the time of
the fall of the Berlin Wall, and thereby renews the transformation of the Bauhaus into a Bauhaus style. In the 1938 catalog edited by Herbert Bayer, Walter Gropius, and Ise Gropius on the MoMA exhibition Bauhaus, 1919–1928,
the phase during which Walter Gropius was the director was presented to the
American public in an overview of all segments.
The time of the exhibition and the period of time covered were chosen
somewhat arbitrarily, and above all unusually, for one celebrates the beginning
and the duration. One could have easily made the exhibition cover the period
from 1919 to 1933, all the more because the MoMA exhibition was open from
December 7, 1938, to January 30, 1939. Limited to the period 1919–1928, the
exhibition and catalog transfer the Bauhaus to the US as solely the work of
Gropius. These dates ensured that Ludwig Mies van der Rohe, who in 1938
had just come to Chicago as a colleague and competitor, would be excluded
from mention in the book.

Wolkenkuckucksheim | Cloud-Cuckoo-Land | Воздушный замок

24 | 2019 | 39

Führ | 137

The presentation of the architecture at the Bauhaus shows on five pages
(pp. 74–78) buildings and designs by Walter Gropius, Fred Forbat, Farkas Molnar, and Marcel Breuer, as well as the Muche House (p. 84). It would certainly
have been appropriate to include at least one of the many buildings that had
been built by 1938 by Carl Fieger, who had contributed intensively in Gropius’s
office on the design of the Bauhaus building. However, this would have shown
his design skills and diminished Gropius’s work on the design. Fieger was supposed to be portrayed as an assistant, not as a competent and creative architect.
The 1938 publication shows a series of views of the Bauhaus building
(pp. 101–107), among which the photograph from the south (see fig. 4 above),
which avoids a view of the curtain wall, is showcased at the beginning. This
means the avoidance of these depictions and the presentation of the curtain
wall are evenly balanced. These illustrations are followed by other illustrations of Dessau buildings with Gropius as the architect on pages 108 to 112;
a design by Marcel Breuer gets a half-page mention. It is only at this point—
on the same page, pushed down to the margins—that Hannes Meyer is introduced, but not in the context of his work: instead, the hiring of Meyer as Bauhaus master is emphasized as an accomplishment of Gropius’s:
“In 1927 Gropius succeeded in bringing the Swiss Hannes Meyer to the
66 Beyer, Gropius, and Gropius 1938: 112.

Bauhaus as instructor in Architecture. Hannes Meyer became head of
the Architecture Department and, after Gropius left in 1928, Director of
the entire Bauhaus for a short period.”66
After this statement, designs by Hans Witwer and Marcel Breuer are shown, followed by a double-page spread with two plans for the ADGB Trade Union School

67 It is important to keep in mind that,
after the Olympic Games in Berlin, the
German Reich had been intensively building its military, had participated in the
bombing of Guernica on April 1937 as the
first experiment in “total war” against a
neutral population, representing a breach of
international law, had annexed Sudetenland
on September 29, 1938, and had initiated
the National Socialist pogrom against the
Jewish population on November 9 and 10,
1938. Gropius’s policy after the Weimar
period was to keep himself and the Bauhaus
out of politics by driving left-wing activities
from the Bauhaus, hoping to thereby keep
the Bauhaus on good terms with the radical
right-wing party. Although this approach
was not successful in Germany, Gropius
used it again in the US by distancing himself
from the threatening events in Europe at
the end of the 1930s in order to avoid harming the reputation of his person and of the
Bauhaus in the US.

(Bundesschule des Allgemeinen Deutschen Gewerkschaftsbundes) in Bernau by
Meyer. The editors of the catalog, and most likely also the MoMA, felt it was important to tell the Americans about the non-political character of the Bauhaus67:
Throughout its existence, the Bauhaus found itself involved in the political convulsions of post-war Germany. In Thuringia, the government ran
the gamut from Left Socialist to the “People's Party,” the forerunner of
the National Socialist Party. The fact that the Bauhaus happened to open
during a Socialist regime (the program had been initiated earlier under
the patronage of the Grand Duke of Saxe-Weimar), caused it to be attacked by all subsequent governments on the grounds that the Socialists
had started it. Gropius foresaw these difficulties. He found it necessary at
an early date to prohibit political activity of any kind in the Bauhaus, and
faculty and students held themselves aloof from participation in the work
of any political party. Although the enemies of the school tried in every
conceivable way to confirm their suspicions (they even went so far as to
order house-to-house searches by the military authorities) they never succeeded in producing any convincing proof. But without its nonpartisan

68 Beyer, Gropius, and Gropius 1938: 92.
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This clarification may suggest another reason—in addition to self-promotion—for the sidelining of Hannes Meyer as the second Bauhaus director in
the US. Through the exhibition and catalog of 1938, the Bauhaus could portray itself as a heroic Gropius Bauhaus and avoid not only being equated with
other modern architecture movements in Europe but also the carping criticism of Hitchcock and Johnson. By limiting the period of focus to 1928, it
was also possible to avoid the quantitative and qualitative preference of Mies
van der Rohe. The major international impact of the exhibition with its catalog was actually not felt until after World War II in a number of new editions
and in a German translation as a return transfer.

II. The Bauhaus building in Dessau 1925/26–2019
As obvious as it sounds, this fact seems to receive little attention: the Bauhaus building still stands in Dessau and only there. From 1925/26 to 1932,
the complex of the structural facilities belonged to the Bauhaus Institution, a
municipal institution that was recognized as a university of the Free State of
Anhalt. It consisted of a building for the workshops, a cafeteria and assembly
wing, the dormitory, an office and atelier wing, and a building for the municipal school of arts and crafts. Two-family houses for the masters and an separate villa for the director were built at a spatial distance from this complex.

1. Return
The planning and construction of the Bauhaus building was completed quickly.
In January 1925, the Dessau magistrate approved the construction of a new
building for a school of arts and crafts. This third institution for the new building was added a few weeks later, when the Bauhaus was taking its first steps
in its move to Dessau. After Gropius had presented an initial design69 for the

69 First draft signed with “Carl Fieger,”
see Schmitt 2013/15.

new school building, the finance committee gave its approval (June 22, 1925)
and provided the required funds. All of the offers from construction companies had been received by late August 1925, construction work began in September, the topping-out ceremony was held on March 21, 1926, and the inauguration was held on December 4, 1926.70
In August 1932, the city council voted to close the Bauhaus. Between 1932
and 1945 the building was used by various institutions of the NSDAP (e.g.

70 Information based on Christine Kutschke: Bauhausbaten der Dessauer Zeit,
dissertation for Dr. Ing., Hochschule für
Architektur und Bauwesen Weimar from
Dec. 18, 1981, Vol. 1: 21-25.

the State School for Women's Work and the NSDAP School for Office Stewards for the Gau Magdeburg-Anhalt). At the end of World War II, the curtain
wall was destroyed during an Allied air raid. The GDR repaired the building
and used it but did not rebuild the curtain wall. In 1964, measurements were
made with students upon the initiative of a lecturer from the university in Weimar. In 1975, the building was measured again, and the curtain wall rebuilt.
Who built the seven-gated 71 Bauhaus?
In her carefully researched dissertation text that was published in 2015, Uta

71 It was one of the workers in Bertold
Brecht’s poem Questions from a Worker
who Reads who asked, “Who built the
seven-gated Thebes.”

Schmitt investigated the discussion on the authorship of Walter Gropius and
Carl Fieger. She rejects Hans Maria Wingler’s pigeonholing of Carl Fieger “as
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a drawing servant”72 and lists a series of sources and positions based on art72 Original: “als Zeichenknecht” (Schmitt
2015: 114 ff).

historical research73 according to which the design work in Gropius’s office
was carried out cooperatively with Ernst Neufert and Carl Fieger.
In contrast to the personality cult of Walter Gropius, which has been pro-

73 e.g. Jaeggi 1995: 12.

moted by Gropius himself and many others to this day,74 it is important that,
in this context, the authorship is clearly credited to the office of Gropius. The

74 The reduction of the Bauhaus to
Gropius began in 2019 with the speech by
the German Federal President about the
Bauhaus in January and was continued for
the entire year. The first of a six-part film
series on Gropius (Die neue Zeit) will be
aired on September 5, 2019, unfortunately
after the editorial deadline for this journal
issue. However, it is apparently only about
Gropius. The role of Gropius will be played
by August Diehl, and in the announcements, we can see that the mask pushes
the actor’s hair back sternly and that he
therefore, with his high forehead, conforms
to the expectations of a “fountainhead” (a
term used in the title of Ayn Rand’s 1943
novel about an architect).

preliminary designs that Fieger also signed make this completely clear; one
can only agree with her. Although one can argue with Nerdinger, “jedenfalls
konnte Gropius, der praktisch nie zeichnete, … allein aufgrund seiner verbalen Fähigkeiten einen hervorragenden Entwurf aus seinem Atelier hervorbringen,”75 this does not justify giving Gropius credit for the sole authorship.
Location
The buildings of the Bauhaus school were constructed on a site where, in the
old land-use plan, a church had been envisaged. The choice of this construction site may have been associated with the idea, as it was also presented in
Feininger’s cover design for the Bauhaus Manifesto, that the Bauhaus was

75 Translation: “…in any case, Gropius, who
almost never drew, was able to produce an
excellent design from his atelier … solely
because of his verbal skills” (Nerdinger
1985: 70).

supposed to be a new cathedral for bringing humankind together. However,
it could have also simply been coincidental. At the same time, however, another statement was made: the school of arts and crafts was separated from
the Bauhaus by a street.
The fact that the Bauhaus complex was to consist not only of a workshop and a dormitory, which would be connected by an intermediate building with cafeteria and event hall, and of a building for the school of arts and
crafts, which would be linked to the other complex via a middle wing, but also
of the masters’ houses is not shown in the plans. Near the school building,
it would have been possible to find space for the masters’ houses and their
spatial connection to or even integration into the school complex without

Fig. 17 Location of the institutions and the
masters’ houses (red marking by author)
based on a plan from the Sächsische
Landesbibliothek – Staats- und Universitätsbibliothek Dresden (http://www.deutschefotothek.de/documents/ obj/71054206/
df_dk_0010001_4139_1930)
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any great effort. Instead, the masters’ houses were built at a separate site, directly across from the Große Kienheide and the Georgium, a landscape garden from the late 18th century with a country home by von Erdmannsdorff
and with numerous artificial ruins. The director of the Bauhaus was given a
separate villa, and the other masters lived in two-family houses. Social distinction seems to have been a priority, even here among the artists. Distance
was also created to the university and to the employees and students—similar to the villas of factory owners and directors in the 19th century. This also
suggests that the title of “master” is (or was intentionally?) misleading, for
the master craftsmen in Germany also lived in (lower-)middle-class housing
in the first decades of the 20th century. The social status and the social relationships between master craftsmen, journeymen, and apprentices in the
skilled trades were closer. As it is impossible to deal with the entire Bauhaus
complex within the scope of this essay, I will be limiting my investigation to
the workshop wing.
Form-finding
The Bauhaus building was designed in the office of Gropius. The second preliminary design (fig. 18) was already quite close to the design that was ultimately built. It shows the building of the school of arts and crafts, the wing
with the ateliers of the masters and the director (supported by columns)—
which, in this design, still has three stories—and the building for the workshops (on the right).
The workshop wing, on which I will be focusing here, has a basic structure that resembles that of the turbine factory by Peter Behrens in BerlinMoabit (fig. 19). In the latter, the narrow side is formed as the main façade

Fig. 18 Office of Gropius (Carl Fieger), second preliminary design of a Bauhaus building, Dessau, 1925, from: Kempen 1925.

by its location on the street that is now known as Huttenstraße (one of the
main traffic axes in Berlin-Moabit), by the gable, and by the association with
the front of a temple; the long façade on what is now the street Berlichingenstraße (a secondary side street) can be perceived as a side front. The narrower
side of the workshop wing faces north. As with the turbine factory, there are
narrow strips of windows on the left and right and, in the middle, a central
field (which is doubled in Dessau). In my opinion, it is also understood as the
main façade. Owing to the fact that an entrance is located beside the front façade of the workshop wing and, across from it, the entrance to the school of
arts and crafts and additionally a three-story elevated middle wing with the
rooms of the Bauhaus management and the administration forms a barrier

Fig. 19 Façade of the AEG turbine factory in
Berlin-Moabit; from: Gropius Internat Arch
(1925) 2nd Edition 1927.

to the east, a kind of forecourt is formed here—similar to the type of baroque
city palaces in Paris.
However, this does not fit to the tower-like entrance in the southwest of
the workshop wing that appears to be the main entrance (on fig. 18, right). In
addition, the long side of this building is located not on a simple side street
but on a main traffic axis from the town center to the parks. In the later version of the building that was constructed, the tower-like entrance in the north
was replaced with an emergency staircase of secondary importance. The two
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narrow side strips on the right and left sides on the front of the workshop
wing facing the courtyard are abandoned, and solely the glass façade is implemented in two fields. This takes away the reference to the turbine factory.
On the area that could previously be clearly understood as a forecourt, the
three-story middle wing loses one of its floors, and its opening on the ground
floor now looks more like a passageway for vehicles. The other two floors of
the connection can now be understood as a bridge and are also described as
such. The courtyard area has less of a quality of “resting in itself,” and instead
seems to have the character of a path. It is no longer possible to see a reference to the typology of French city palaces.
The constructed building
It was the curtain wall that sparked the most controversy in the discourse of
the 1930s. Was it—and was it supposed to be—transparent? Was it not really
in proper International Style because it was too reflective, because the open
windows destroyed the continuity of the surface, and because the panes of
glass that could not be opened resembled lesenes (pilaster strips) when looking at the façade from a diagonal perspective? Was the façade not particularly
skillful, as Hitchcock and Johnson believed? Or is every perception a signification, to adopt Göckede’s position once more, with equal validity? First I
will take a closer look and offer a description in the context of terminology
Fig. 20 Dom-Ino House by Le Corbusier.

for architectural science:
Construction and floor plans
The building is a skeleton structure. In basic structural terms, it is a “DomIno” structure consisting of nine rows and three layers on top of each other
(see fig. 20). The workshops of the Bauhaus have three floors over a recessed
basement level. The workshop wing has the appearance of a horizontal cuboid

Fig. 21 Sketch for the workshop wing as
viewed from Gropiusallee.

raised on a plinth (fig 21). The three-story overhanging superstructure is exactly 11 meters up to the lower edge of the roof and 49.95 m76 long. The building is 16.22 m deep in the south and 14.85 m deep in the north on the court-

76 Comment in a measurement from
1975, see LASA Amt 3-61-150 / photo:
LASA_2019-07-31_12395
77 Source: LASA Amt 3-61-150 Source:/
LASA_2019-07-31_123957.jpg

yard. It has three stories of varying heights (internal dimensions: ground
floor 3.67 m, second floor 3.43 m, and third floor 3.30 m77). However, with
one change: with the “Dom-Ino” House, the floors and ceilings protrude on
all sides. With the workshop wing, this only occurs in the north; on the courtyard in the south the columns are flush with the side of the stairwell.

78 Püschel 1964 sheet 54, Source LASA
Bauhausgebäude Dessau A 3.61 – 146, Part
II / LASA_2019-07-31_123505.jpg

The detailed blueprints for the workshop wing from 1926 have never been
found. However, there are measurements from 1964 and 1975 in different
scales and no reason to doubt the accuracy of the colleagues; they also had a

79 The two measurements can be found at
the state and municipal archives Landesund Stadtarchiv Dessau. The two measurements show minor deviations. For example,
in the 1964 measurement, the diameter
of all columns is given as 42 cm, while the
figures vary slightly in the measurement
of 1976. These differences are most likely
associated with the cladding, and I choose
to disregard them.
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remnant of the original façade,78 on the basis of which they drew up the plans
for the reconstruction. The blueprints made from the measurements can be
found at the state and municipal archives Landes- und Stadtarchiv Dessau.79
The bays of the load-bearing structure of the workshop wing stretch across the
narrow side. The load-bearing structure consists of two rows of ten columns
(on a rectangular base: 0.42 m to Gropiusallee, 0.54 m to the forecourt). The
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Fig. 22 Floor plan of second floor (measurement 1964), colored markings from author,
source: LASA A3-61-61 merged from photos
LASA_2019-07-31_123634 LASA_2019-0731_123639, LASA_2019-07-31_123645.

span width of the two bays is 6.45 m each. The distance between the bays is
4.60 m (or exactly 15 ft). With two times half the width of a column on both
sides (0.42 m), the total is 5 m. The distance from the columns to the curtain
wall on all sides of the building is 0.85 m.The listing of the dimensions sounds
complicated: and they are indeed complicated. The building is not simply a
cuboid. The structure is wider from the right than from the left. The base,
ceilings, and roof protrude on the left but not on the right. The stories are of
varying heights. You can check this in the plans, but it is a question of attention on site or of the size of the illustration in a book whether you can manage to see it. Maybe my red markings in the original plan (fig. 22) will help.
How can one design façades for this structure?
Façade
It would have been simple, independent of the columns, to place a homogeneous glass façade with no subdivisions around the entire building. This
approach would have overcome the differing heights of the stories and the
overhang on the northern corner of the façade facing Gropiusallee, which is
missing on the southern corner, with no major design issues. However, the
office of Gropius decided for an articulation of the bays on the narrow northern façade and of the spaces in between with their columns facing Gropiusallee and the back of the building. If the ceilings and the roof on both sides
had been overhanging, one could have—as with the department store Warenhaus Tietz on Leipziger Straße in Berlin—framed the protruding corners
and interpreted them as a kind of risalit. Should the fields have been 4.60 m
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wide with a separate central strip? Or should they have gone from the center
of one column to the center of the next with no central strip, meaning should
80 Source: LASA Amt 3-61-150 /
LASA_2019-07-31_123919.jpg. It is not
clear whether this measurement was taken
inside or outside. In the blueprint, there are
differing figures for the front and back.

they have been 5 m wide? The curtain wall now has a height of 9.80 m. It
does not extend completely over the three floors, but rests on a parapet that
is 1.20 m in height.80 It gives the façade a second base or, together with the
roof, a frame. On the narrow northern side of the workshop wing facing the
forecourt, a solution with two fields was implemented.
Both fields consist of 12 windows (counted horizontally). The ten in the
middle have a length of 57.6 cm; they are each flanked by one windowpane
with a length of 62.7 cm except on the entrance side. There, the pane has a
length of only 57.7 cm. The two fields meet at the middle column but not in
its center (red marking in fig. 23), a point to which I will return below. The
outer panes of each field group together to form a kind of lesene (for more information, see below). In order to compensate for the overhang on the Gropiusallee side, two additional rows of panes are added to the outer standard
field: a row with panes of 62.7 cm in length so that another lesene is formed
here, and another row of panes 58.7 cm in length at the outer edge. The front
facing the Gropiusallee is divided into nine fields (each 5 m) – oriented to
the internal skeleton structure. In these fields, the length of the individual
windows is irregular: the two external rows with the windows that cannot be
opened have panes of 56.6 cm in length, and the six rows with windows that
can be opened have panes with a length of 61.5 cm. Two problems arise in the
connection between the skeleton structure and the fields of the curtain wall:
– If the windows begin in the middle of the respective columns, then there will
be an overhang of two half columns on the right and left sides of this system.
– There is already an overhang of 85 cm owing to the protrusion on the left
side of the front here. How do the designers deal with this situation?
It would be possible to make each of the fields at the edge somewhat wider.
However, the solution that was built takes nine equally wide fields, lets them

Fig. 24 Façade facing Gropiusallee.

begin at the right outer edge of the column, and adds two additional fields
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on the left side. As a result, the façade not only is asymmetrical,81 but also is
shifted somewhat in front of the columns, meaning it is no longer centered
there (see fig. 28).
The inner rows have vertical reinforcements (against wind pressure) that
are 9.6 cm deep; they protrude by approx. 5 cm. One could have positioned these

Fig. 25 View 1: fields in the vertical view
from a distance. (left)
Fig. 26 View 2: lesenes from a transverse
view.(middle)
Fig. 27 View 3: windows that cannot be
opened (yellow) and floor slabs (gray).
(right)

reinforcements toward the inside; then the exterior façade would not have been
so profiled. The reinforcements and profiling are not used on the edge strips
with which the façade is attached to the interior columns. No reinforcement
is required there (although it also would not have had any negative effects).
Owing to the fact that the reinforcements are left out, the two strips are

81 The concept of symmetry used here is
axial symmetry.

combined to form a lesene. Another effect of the lack of profiling here is that
the lesenes are perceived as strips of wall lying not over the actual wall—as
usual—but instead behind it. In other words, a pattern of lesenes is produced
with surfaces lying in front of them, actually as much more strongly emphasized with the Fagus Factory. If we look at the façade at a right angle and from
some distance, we can no longer see the profiling, and therefore, the lesenes
also disappear from our perception. As one can see in many photographs, the
open windows—sometimes here, sometimes there—also play games on the façade. The fact that the ceiling height of each story is smaller than that of the
story below cannot be seen in the façade, regardless of whether one looks at
it from the front or diagonally. The floor slabs cannot be seen unless there is
no reflection on the glass, for example when close up or at night; in this case,
one sees a very low lower story. As a student or teacher, one recognizes in this
context a conflict between the stored knowledge and what is currently being
seen. In addition, if one considers the order of the façade facing Gropiusallee, one can recognize a shifting of the frames of the glass fields to the columns. The shifting is not so significant that the frame fields are no longer in
front of the columns but still significant enough to perceive it.
It is interesting that, to my knowledge, no one has written or publicly
spoken about this to date. However, a scientist at the Bauhaus knew of this
phenomenon. In a conversation with me in late July 2019, she attributed it
to the reconstruction. In fact, one can also recognize this shifting in the measurement of 1976.
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Now one could suspect that there may have been errors in the measurement
after all. However, there are also reasons for seeing this shifting as original. At
least I would like to mention them and then leave it up to the readers to decide,
or to scholars conducting source research in the future to verify or falsify it.
– For example, in my opinion, one can recognize in the photograph by Lucia Moholy (fig.9) in the left corner of the façade facing Gropiusallee that the
frame here is not in the middle of the column—although it is somewhat concealed there owing to the shadowing.
– The overall aesthetic design is directed at questionableness, slight deviations, and inconsistencies; in this respect, this shifting fits to the principle.
– The design principle of the artists at the Bauhaus is the shifting and the
creating of tensions, of irritations in perception and signification. One good
example of this is the dust jacket of the first volume of the Bauhaus Books
(see fig. 29).
Fig. 28 Photo by author.

2. Progress:
Original Bauhaus?
One could dismiss the irregularities and irritations as indicative of the incompetence of the designers. However, they are so programmatic that we have to
recognize them as the “being-as-it-is” or as “suchness” of an aesthetic work; one
can also speak of identity or of self-being or peculiarity. What I have actually
done in the above analysis in order to answer the question about an original
is not going up to the level of meaning (if I may make this spatial metaphor),
but instead going down to the level of “being-as-it-is.” This “being-as-it-is,”
this “suchness,” precedes every signification—to once again make reference
to Göckede. There is—to put it in abstract terms—a configured basal ground
or primeval level of “being-as-it-is.” It can only be recognized in putting the
complexity apart and spreading it out.
Box?
Tom Wolfe would have been very surprised if he had taken a closer look. Then

Fig. 29 Dust jacket of the first Bauhaus
book (1927 edition).

he could have recognized the irritations as an aesthetic program and understood the consequences for a theory of art and for a philosophy of the people.
He would have understood that the Bauhaus (Bauhaus building) is not a box
and has nothing to do with something banal that merely implements purposes.
The Bauhaus was modern; fully in keeping with the concept of “modern” from

81 The concept of “modern” from the
Moderns was developed in the 17th century
in the context of the querelle des anciens
et des modernes. The focus is on an understanding of the human as constituent of his
world. This concept differs from the term
used mostly today, which originated from
Max Weber. Although it also implies a turning away from the traditional, it is aimed
at a super-human rationality.

the Moderns.81 The aim of the visual arts and in architecture at the Bauhaus
was to design a work of art in such a way that it challenges people to make
their own decisions about the identity of the work, to creative co-contrivation, and to their own subjectivity. This is why the normative ideas of the International Style in the 1930s from Hitchcock and Johnson, who also immediately inaugurated themselves as the highest art-judges for this style, were
not in fact modern. At the Bauhaus it is not about the “doing things right,” and
also not (as with Mannerism or with the Postmodern) about a targeted “doing
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things wrong” in the context of an architectural language that was established
in ancient times. It is not about the deduction of a work from a set of rules.
Bauhaus means genesis of the subject. Creative contrivers are not only the
architects but all users and viewers, as long as they are open to “reading” the
work—i.e. to putting the complexity and the irritations apart and spreading
it out. However, this requires time—as with any good book—and the awareness of the “not yet knowing.” Can we go back to this? Can we start again
from that point?
Translated by Leslie Ocker
(Deutsche Fassung unter cloud-cuckoo.net abrufbar.)
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