The Itinerant Red Bauhaus, or the Third Emigration

Daniel Talesnik

Submitted in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
under the Executive Committee
of the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences

COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY

2016



© 2016
Daniel Talesnik
All rights reserved



ABSTRACT
The Itinerant Red Bauhaus, or the Third Emigration

Daniel Talesnik

This dissertation, The Itinerant Red Bauhaus, or the Third Emigration, addresses a
movement of architects from Europe to the Soviet Union during the interwar period. These
architects (who include Hannes Meyer and Ernst May and their respective brigades) mostly
relocated before the war, and many returned to Europe after the war. This larger frame helps to
situate the specific group of architecture students from the German Bauhaus who followed
Meyer to the Soviet Union in 1930 after he was expelled from the directorship of the Bauhaus:
the Red Bauhaus Brigade. Driven by collectivist ideology, Meyer and his short-lived brigade
staged an itinerant extension of the interrupted ‘second’ Bauhaus. Part of the research focuses on
Meyer’s pedagogical project in order to unfold the education received by the students and
understand the evolution of their architectural ideas after they moved to the Soviet Union. The
dissertation concludes in the postwar period in the countries where the Brigade members Tibor
Weiner, Konrad Piischel, Philipp Tolziner, and René Mensch were independently active as
designers, city planners, teachers, polemicists, and political activists. Their distinct professional
approaches can be read against their Bauhaus origins and Soviet experience, but are not
reducible to them. Shifting the focus from Meyer to his students allows the foregrounding of the
point of view of these secondary characters, activating a new reading of the period studied and

an in-depth evaluation of an overlooked Bauhaus legacy.
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Introduction

This dissertation starts when the Bauhaus—a German art, crafts, and design school-—added
architecture to its curriculum. The Bauhaus had been established in Weimar in 1919, and after
moving the school to Dessau, the founder and director Walter Gropius hired the Swiss architect
Hannes Meyer (1889-1954) to direct a new architecture program. At the moment of his hiring,
Meyer’s credentials comprised miscellaneous projects for the Swiss cooperative society Co-op
(including the design of a housing estate in Basel), a couple of Constructivism-infused proposals
(like the 1926 entry for the Petersschule competition in Basel and the 1927 entry for the Palace
of the League of Nations competition in Geneva, both done in association with Hans Wittwer)
and a series of noteworthy texts (like the 1926 “The New World”). In April 1927, Meyer started
teaching at the Bauhaus, and the following year he succeeded Gropius as director of the school.
In August 1930, two years into his tenure, Meyer was expelled from the school under
accusations of supporting the Bauhaus’s Communist Student’s Union. The reformist ideas
implemented by Meyer and his tolerance for political diversity during his directorship had been
worrying part of the Bauhaus faculty and the Dessau authorities for a while, meaning that both
internal institutional pressure and the general political atmosphere in Germany at the time—
where nationalism was already acquiring strength—played a part in Meyer’s expulsion. After his
dismissal he arranged to be hired in the Soviet Union, taking with him a group of Bauhaus
architecture graduates—the so-called Red Bauhaus Brigade.

The first part of the title of this dissertation, The Itinerant Red Bauhaus, partly refers to the
Red Bauhaus Brigade, a politically-driven and short-lived group of seven students who worked

with Meyer in the Soviet Union. However, the word Brigade was not included in the title in



acknowledgement of the fact that there was a larger Red Bauhaus that went on the road, and also
because the dissertation is not only limited to the period these Bauhaus students lived in the
Soviet Union.' The word Itinerant in the title qualifies the Red Bauhaus, suggesting both that the
education of the Brigade members continued after they left the Bauhaus and that the members
moved on and had other architectural jobs and roles in their lives after the Brigade was
dissolved.

For consistency, the group of students that followed Meyer to the Soviet Union will be called
the Red Bauhaus Brigade. This decision requires an explanation: in the Soviet Union, Meyer

99 ¢

referred to this group simply as the “brigade,” “my group, ” or “Rotfront” (Red Front). The
Bauhaus Red Front is a good alternative, but Red Front was a standard rubric at the time that was
linked to the “Alliance of Red Front-Fighters” (Roter Frontkdimpferbund, Rotfrontkéimpferbund,
or simply RFB)—a paramilitary organization aligned with the Communist Party of Germany
during the Weimar Republic.> When writing about the history of the group, one of the original
Brigade members offered three different names: “Die Gruppe Hannes Meyer,” “Brigade Rot

993

Front,” and “Rote Bauhausbrigade.”” This last option emerged as the most specific of all the

names that have been in circulation for this group; moreover, this name does not have “Meyer”

" A brigade, if taken in its non-military definition, is “a company or crew of people,” or simply, “a
disciplined band of workers.” As an organizational system, the word “brigade” had currency in the Soviet
Union and was used to signal labor units.

% In 1924, the Roter Frontkdmpferbund were created as proletarian defense groups that clashed on the
streets against the Sturmabteilung (their National Socialist equivalent) and other political enemies. In
relation to the use of “Rot Front!” (Red Front!) as a greeting, it was usually pronounced while raising the
left arm with a clenched fist. The group also had a newspaper called Die Rote Front.

* Konrad Piischel, “Die Tatigkeit der Gruppe Hannes Meyer in der UdSSR in den Jahren 1930 bis 1931,”
50 Jahre Bauhaus Dessau, Wissenschaftliches Kolloquium, in the Weimar Hochschule fiir Architektur
und Bauwesen (October 27-29, 1976): 468-472.



in it or the troublesome “Rot Front,” hence it was chosen as the name to call the group.” In turn,
the naming of a larger migratory movement as the Itinerant Red Bauhaus is an original
contribution of this dissertation.

The seven Red Bauhaus Brigade members were Tibor Weiner (1906-1965), Konrad Piischel
(1907-1997), Philipp Tolziner (1906-1996), René Mensch (1908-1980), Béla Scheftler (1902-
1942), Antonin Urban (?-1942), and Klaus Meumann (1907-?), all of whom had studied
architecture under Meyer at the Bauhaus. The careers of Weiner, Piischel, Tolziner, and
Mensch—which extended well beyond the period they spent together in the Soviet Union and
took divergent paths—will be studied in detail. From this group, Weiner went to the Bauhaus for
post-graduate studies. Following his sojourn in the Soviet Union, he had perhaps the most
nomadic trajectory: after working in France and Chile, he returned to his native Hungary in 1948
where he subsequently worked as an urban planner and teacher. After the Soviet Union, Piischel
returned to Germany, fought in the war, and later dedicated his life to a professorship in
Weimar—save for an intense work assignment in North Korea in the 1950s that became the most
important role of his career. Tolziner never left the Soviet Union. He survived the Gulag and
became a specialist in the restoration of historic buildings in the Urals, only to return to Moscow
after he was rehabilitated to work once again on the design of collective housing types. Mensch
worked as an architect in Iran, Chile, and his native Switzerland, but while the rest of this group
were engaged in political or survival logics, Mensch was following work opportunities rather
than an ideological agenda. Of the remaining Brigade members, Scheffler and Urban died in the
Soviet Gulag, and there is no trace of Meumann after the 1930s which probably means he had

the same tragic fate.

* The name “Red Bauhaus Brigade” already has currency in specialized literature on the Bauhaus. See
Eva Forgacs, Bauhaus Idea and Bauhaus Politics (Budapest; New York: Central European University
Press, 1995), 179; Andrés Ferkai, “Tibor Weiner,” Centropa vol. 3, no. 1 (2003): 21-23.
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Histories of the Bauhaus tend to overlook Meyer’s tenure, which should not come as a
surprise considering his directorship was tucked between the administrations of Gropius and
Mies van der Rohe—two of the most written-about architects of the twentieth century.” Meyer’s
directorship and its outcomes remain understudied. This dissertation understands Meyer’s
Bauhaus pedagogy as the beginning of an educational approach to architecture with long term
historical ramifications. Moreover, this dissertation proposes a sequential analysis that includes
the work of the Red Bauhaus Brigade in the Soviet Union as an educational sequel to Meyer’s
Bauhaus tenure, and continues to explore the careers of some Bauhaus students in the postwar

period.

Questions

The main research questions concern the architects who are studied in this dissertation in
relation to their architectural careers and their involvement in pedagogical and political projects:
What separated Hannes Meyer’s pedagogical project from other pedagogical projects of the
period and from what is usually understood as Bauhaus pedagogy? What about Meyer’s Bauhaus
project—including the classes taught by other teachers and the guest lecture series—was
innovative?

After his Bauhaus tenure was interrupted, Meyer took an organized group of students—the
Red Bauhaus Brigade—with him to the Soviet Union. Does this mean that there was an itinerant
continuation of Meyer’s interrupted Bauhaus and possibly a “Meyer School”? What are the

characteristics of this Meyer School?

> In its fourteen years of existence the Bauhaus only had three directors: Walter Gropius between 1919-
1927, Hannes Meyer between 1927-1930, and Ludwig Mies van der Rohe between 1930-33.
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If there was a Meyer School, and the Red Bauhaus Brigade is an example of it, then the
Brigade members would be considered as representative of the first generation of this school.
With Meyer teaching later in the Soviet Union and Mexico, and some members of the Red
Bauhaus Brigade teaching in Chile, Hungary, and East Germany, it is understood that some
features of the “Meyer School” were spread further afield. What are the legacies of this Meyer
school?

If the Red Bauhaus Brigade shared common characteristics with a larger scenario of
emigrating architects who left Germany in the early 1930s—many of whom were politically
committed to left-wing ideas and traveled first to the Soviet Union—then, was the Red Bauhaus
Brigade part of a larger emigration? Is it possible to demonstrate that there was such as thing as a
third model of the dissemination of modernist architectural ideas? If it existed, what were the

characteristics of this third model of nomadic modernism?

Method

This research is founded on the theoretical belief that reality is socially constructed and fluid.
Analyzing the changes in the thoughts of the architects who are studied in this dissertation in
correlation to the changing contexts where they worked has been essential to the process. The
present study accepts that what we know is always negotiated within cultures, social settings, and
relationships with other people. Instead of naming one methodological paradigm, the
hermeneutical categories on which this dissertation focuses are culture (politics, political ideas,
architecture, education), economy (materials, building techniques), language (as in pedagogical

projects and the way architecture is discussed), narratives (the evolution of discourses, and the



evolution of the interpretations of discourses, buildings, and ideas), and significance (the
meaning we assign to buildings, how it changes over time, and the role of architecture in
society).

This dissertation has set forth a strong documentary effort, rich with primary materials
including letters and periodicals. The study focuses on the analysis of original texts from the
studied periods—supplemented with new interviews conducted by the author—all in the attempt
to revisit an understudied passage of architectural culture in the twentieth century and give voice
to a group of Bauhaus architecture students who until now have occupied an ambiguous position

on the periphery of modern architecture.

Themes

As the chapters unfold, themes like politics, pedagogy, timing, and emigration allow
evaluating continuities versus disruptions. Contrasts between the different studied periods will
also be evaluated in the relationship between materials, materiality and techniques—discussed
through the architectural designs. Considering the itinerant dimension of this investigation,
modernization must be understood as being in uneven stages of development in the different
countries and periods that the research intercepts. The disparity in modernization is a line of
inquiry with which to scrutinize the protagonists’ whereabouts, the reception of their ideas, their
architectural production, and their pedagogical activity.

As far as the political is concerned, an underlying issue is how to deal with political ideas in
a conducive and productive way in order to evaluate the results of their encounters with

architectural culture. In order to understand the Red Bauhaus Brigade, it is necessary to analyze



the political dimensions of Meyer’s tenure at the Bauhaus. Politics and political ideas are crucial
in this period of the Bauhaus but have usually been played down or simplified. This project
reconsiders the political dimension, and evaluates it as a central aspect of Meyer’s career
choices, keeping in mind that the Bauhaus is just one step in the political evolution of Meyer and
the members of the Red Bauhaus Brigade.

Education is another theme of this dissertation, and in the studied periods this topic is closely
connected with the discussion of the political and politics. As far as pedagogy is concerned, the
objective is to reevaluate Meyer’s Bauhaus by revisiting the type of training received by the
students. This goal includes exploring Meyer’s discourse at the time and aspects of the classes
taught by him and other Bauhaus teachers. Consequently, by understanding the Red Bauhaus
Brigade as an extension of this educational experience, the work done by the Brigade members
in the Soviet Union can be scrutinized from a new perspective. Also, looking into aspects of the
post-Soviet careers of some Brigade members will allow for an evaluation of the outcomes of
their Bauhaus and Soviet education, and in turn allow the appraisal of their own roles as
architects and educators within a broader architectural culture.

This dissertation recognizes a larger emigration scenario, different from others of the period.
The second part of the title, The Third Emigration, implies this history to be in sequence with
two other emigration paradigms. In this sense, Third Emigration points towards a third paradigm
of emigration and not a chronological sequence (the first example being the Le Corbusier school
around the world, and the second example being the Bauhaus that goes to the United States with
Walter Gropius, Mies van der Rohe et al.) It should be clarified that emigration is the act of
leaving a country with the intent to settle elsewhere. Conversely, immigration describes the

movement of persons from one country into another that is not their native country. Although



both are acts of migration across national boundaries, this dissertation will study a series of
architects who moved between more than one country in the course of their careers. An
alternative would have been to use the term exiles, but the defining journey of this architectural
culture towards the east in the early 1930s was an act of free will. Although it is true that later on
some of the Bauhaus members would become proper exiles in Mexico, Chile, and other
countries, this action was not what originally defined them. This dissertation understands the
emigration of Meyer and the Bauhaus students who left for the Soviet Union as exemplary of a
larger itinerant culture of left-wing architects who willingly left Europe before the Second World
War. The itinerant dimension of their lives responded directly to the European scenario of the
1930s.

As far as the discourses on building materials are concerned, this dissertation understands
them as part of a larger discussion on technique and technologies. In this research, techniques are
seen as capable of defining those who practice them, providing order to economic systems (in so
far as they deal with production issues) and giving meaning to historical times (in so far as they
define cultural categories). Studying Meyer’s approach to materials, construction, and
architecture at large throughout different periods of his project enables a less idealized vision of-
and-for modernism in architecture (understood as a reaction to modernization). Therefore, both
in the architectural and the political aspects of this thesis, there is a constant search for material

evidence.

Context

The Itinerant Red Bauhaus describes a key encounter between architectural culture and left-

wing ideologies, and, in order to study this encounter, it is necessary to research part of Meyer’s



career as an architect and educator. Meyer was directly or indirectly part of some the major
architectural moments of the 1920s and 1930s: he participated in the competition for the Palace
of the League of Nations, opened the architecture program at the Bauhaus and was later the
director of the school, participated in the first CIAM Congress, and worked in the Soviet Union
during the First and Second-Five Year Plans (which included involvement in such milestones as
the Greater Moscow Plan and the Palace of the Soviets competition). Through Meyer and his
Bauhaus Brigade a series of critical architectural events that took place in the last century will be
scrutinized.

The context of this dissertation changes as the chapters advance. In the first chapter of the
present study, the context has to do with the moment when, what for the most part were national
developments of modern architecture, become itinerant. While two of these models of the spread
of modern architecture are well known, a third one—that will be studied in this dissertation—
changes the focus from Europe to the Soviet Union during the 1930s.

In the second chapter the context relates to the German Bauhaus, and how the political
dimension of the period intercepted the pedagogical projects of the school. Important episodes of
the development of modern architecture and the emergence of a “Modern Movement” like the
first CIAM congress are included in the frame of this period. Moreover, the economic and
political context of Germany in the late 1920s and early 1930s is relevant for understanding why
Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade left.

The context in the third chapter relates to the time many European architects were working in
the Soviet Union in the early 1930s and developing typified and standardized architecture
(typisierung and standarisierung), and in parallel part of the early developments of modern

architecture were being rebranded in the 1932 Modern Architecture, International Exhibition at



the Museum of Modern Art in New York. Although this exhibition did deal with aspects of a
more “social” discussion of architecture, in broad terms, the social focus of architecture was
secondary to a more formal approach that would come to be promoted as The International
Style.® Also in 1932, when the Soviet Union was reaching the end of its First Five-Year Plan,
parallel to the efforts to industrialize the country (efforts for which Meyer, the Red Bauhaus
Brigade, and a series of foreign architects were brought to the country), the former Commissar of
Education Enlightenment Anatoly Lunacharsky announced that “the workers, too, have a right to
colonnades.”” This comment is symptomatic of the road that Soviet architecture was taking,
which would end by adopting what is commonly known as Socialist Realism—which advanced
in opposition to the International Style—and by rejecting the collaboration of foreign architects
on account of a nationalist discourse of the Marxist variety.

As the 1930s advanced, nationalisms of the fascist variety consolidated their power in many
European countries, and the decade would end with the Second World War, which would last
until the middle of the 1940s. This is part of the context of the fourth and fifth chapters of this
dissertation, because as a reaction to the European scenario, we find Hannes Meyer in Mexico

and Tibor Weiner in Chile, while some of the other architects who are studied in this

% In the catalogue of the exhibition there is an essay by Lewis Mumford entitled “Housing” which deals
with the more social concerns of mass housing and community planning under the subtitles of “The
Strategy of a Collective Attack,” and “The Promise of Modern Housing and Community Planning,” see
Lewis Mumford, “Housing,” in Modern Architecture, International Exhibition, New York, Feb. 10 to
March 23, 1932, Museum of Modern Art (New York, 1932), 179-189; In the book most commonly
associated to the exhibition, Henry-Russell Hitchcock and Philip Johnson write about modern community
housing projects of the “European functionalists,” see Henry-Russell Hitchcock and Philip Johnson, “The
Siedlung,” in The International Style: Architecture Since 1922 (New York: W.W. Norton & Co.,1932),
89-96.

7 See Helen Rappaport, Joseph Stalin: A Biographical Companion (Santa Barbara: ABC Clio, 1999), 10.
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dissertation that stayed in Europe and the Soviet Union were drafted or imprisoned. The Second
World War and the Cold War that followed are also the context for part of the last two chapters.
The post-war scenario affected the political contexts of Mexico and Chile, and eventually created
a situation in which Meyer and Weiner opted to return to Europe. Piischel’s work in East
Germany and North Korea, Tolziner’s work in the Soviet Union, and Mensch’s work in Iran

were also by and large determined by Cold War variables.

References

Regarding the role of foreign architects in the Soviet Union in the 1930s, the work of art
historian Maria Gough is helpful in understanding the different types of foreigners who arrived
in the Soviet Union during the interwar period and also sheds light on the larger role that foreign
professionals played at the time—her scholarship is useful for the first chapter of this present
study. A possible point of entry is her analysis of the activities of four foreign artists in the
Soviet Union during this same period: John Heartfield, Gustavs Klucis, Lotte Jacobi, and
Langston Hughes. In a conference entitled “Radical Tourists in Soviet Photographic Utopia,”
Gough used the rubric of “radical tourists” to describe her case studies. (In Gough’s scholarship,
a “radical tourist” is someone who visited the Soviet Union to verify what was happening.)®
However, what is more useful is that Gough identifies three other categories of foreigners in the

99 ¢¢

Soviet Union at the time: “professional contractors,” “international communist workers,” and

¥ Gough borrowed the term “Radical Tourism” from Hans Magnus Enzensberger’s essay “Tourists of the
Revolution.” See Maria Gough, “Radical Tourism: Sergei Tret’iakov at the Communist Lighthouse,”
October (Fall 2006): 159-178; Hans Magnus Enzensberger, “Tourists of the Revolution,” in Critical
Essays (New York: The Continuum Publishing Company, 1982), 159-185.
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“wealthy tourists.” These rubrics are useful as a framework to conceptualize the roles played by
Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade.’

Another relevant input from Gough’s scholarship is a question she asks in her book 7he
Artist as a Producer, where she establishes that the key question for Russian Constructivists was:
What is the role and efficacy of the vanguard artist in revolution?'® Gough clarifies that by
revolution she does not only refer to the particular events that took place in October 1917 and
their immediate aftermath, but to a broader notion that involves the Civil War (1918-1921) and
the launching of the New Economic Policy (NEP, 1921-28)."" Taking a cue from Gough, this
dissertation finds Meyer “asking” a similar question about the role and efficacy of architects in
the attempt to organize society after a revolution? Answering this question requires expanding
even more the understanding of revolution (or understanding more precisely its limits) because
Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade did not arrive until the early 1930s, and the First and even
the Second Five-Year Plan (1928-32 and 1933-37 respectively) would have to be evaluated
against the idea of revolution. Also, the work of semantic historian Reinhart Koselleck was
valuable to understanding aspects of the period. His “Historical Criteria of the Modern Concept

of Revolution” essay, which tackles the “professional revolutionary” from emergence in the

’ Maria Gough, “Radical Tourists in Soviet Photographic Utopia,” Bettman Lectures at the Department of
Art History and Archaeology, Columbia University, New York, April 30, 2012.

' See Maria Gough, The Artist as Producer: Russian Constructivism in Revolution (Berkeley: University
of California Press, 2005), 8.

" Two recent dissertations have been relevant to understanding the architectural culture of the Soviet
Union in the 1930s: Elisabeth Essaian, “Le plan general de reconstruction de Moscou de 1935 (PhD
diss., Université Paris 8, Vincennes Saint-Denis, 2006), and Richard Anderson, “The Future of History:
The Cultural Politics of Soviet Architecture, 1928-41” (PhD diss., Columbia University, 2010). Their
analyses of architectural ideas at the time in relation to the political shifts during Stalinism were valuable
for locating and analyzing how Meyer and the Red Bauhaus brigade navigated during their Soviet years.
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nineteenth century to consolidation in the Russian Revolution, is helpful in clarifying the subset
where the Red Bauhaus Brigade belongs."

Regarding Hannes Meyer and the Bauhaus, Dara Kiese’s dissertation, “Entfesseltes Bauen,
Building Unleashed: Holistic Education in Hannes Meyer’s Bauhaus: 1927-1930,” shifted the
perception of Meyer’s Bauhaus pedagogy away from a restricted focus on a hyper-functionalist
approach to architecture. She demonstrates that biological concerns—the study of vital needs—
were central to his program. Kiese also focuses on production and how Meyer’s Bauhaus
presented its ideas to the general public at the time (publications, exhibitions, etc.). She focuses
on Meyer’s idea of “Unleashed Construction”, and pays attention to the guest lecturers who were
invited to the Bauhaus."® Kiese evaluates the political discussions around Meyer’s Bauhaus as a
“distraction” that has prevented attention to the pedagogical ideas. Kiese’s scholarship is an
important point of reference for this dissertation; however, the present study argues that the
political dimension cannot be avoided when evaluating Meyer’s pedagogical ideas.

While Meyer is often used as a synonym for functionalism, the Bauhaus is often used as a
synonym for modernism. As architectural historian Barry Bergdoll establishes, by the time the
Bauhaus closed in 1933, “its multiple myths were already in gestation and the tendency to
subsume much of the European architectural and design avant-garde under a Bauhaus umbrella
was already underway, setting in motion a complex reception history in which the signifier

99914

‘Bauhaus’ has only grown in the popular imagination as synonymous with ‘modernism.””"" In

12 Reinhart Koselleck, “Historical Criteria of the Modern Concept of Revolution,” Futures Past (New
York: Columbia University Press, 2004), 43-57.

B Dara Kiese, “Entfesseltes Bauen, Building Unleashed: Holistic Education in Hannes Meyer’s Bauhaus:
1927-1930” (PhD diss., The City University of New York Graduate Center, 2013).

' Barry Bergdoll, “Bauhaus Multiplied: Paradoxes of Architecture and Design in and after the Bauhaus,”
Bauhaus 1919-1933: Workshops for Modernity, (New Y ork: Museum of Modern Art, 2009), 60.
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architectural scholarship, one tendency has been to tackle the Bauhaus’s modernism by looking
for its precedents. This is the approach of Reyner Banham, who in the opening lines of his

Bauhaus Chapter in Theory and Design in the First Machine Age (1960) writes: “Although the
Bauhaus has become so established a symbol of Modernity that the adoption of its methods is a

»15 Banham not

recognized sign that a school has ‘gone Modern’, it had many roots in the past.
only corroborates Bergdoll’s statement, but also adds that the Bauhaus can correspond to
modernity.

Further proving the alleged symbiosis of the Bauhaus and modernism, in a text from outside
of architectural literature, the scholar Andreas Huyssen establishes that: “The modernist utopia
embodied in the building programs of the Bauhaus, of Mies, Gropius and Le Corbusier, was part
of a heroic attempt after the Great War and the Russian Revolution to rebuild a war-ravaged
Europe in the image of the new, and to make building a vital part of the envisioned renewal of
society.”'® Huyssen continues to explain that if modernism was to be a new Enlightenment, it
required “rational design for a rational society,” and in architectural terms this meant that
modernization was to tackle design through standardization, rationalization, and productivity. It
is revealing that Huyssen does not mention Meyer in his check list, because with the “real” shift
to modern modes of production (standardization and rationalization) Meyer brought to some
extent modernity to an institution that was already the epitome of modernism (this ideas will be
unpacked in Chapter Two). Interestingly, the architecture department of the Bauhaus under
Meyer developed a different approach to modernism and modernity than those usually associated

with the school under Gropius. Huyssen signals that the trouble of the new rationality of

modernism was an overlap with utopian impulses, which he thinks ultimately gave way to “the

' Reyner Banham, Theory and Design in the First Machine Age (1960) (New York: Praeger, 1970), 276.

' Andreas Huyssen “Mapping the Postmodern,” New German Critique 33 (Autumn, 1984): 14.
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myth” of modernization. However, in the Bauhaus Meyer had a more straightforward
relationship with modernism than what Huyssen implies because Meyer understood the
mechanisms of production and reproduction better than Gropius had. Huyssen concludes that the
Modern Movement’s anti-historical stance gave way to internal contradictions, particularly in its
relation to history itself, and more important for this dissertation, in relation to politics. This
dissertation establishes a dialogue with Huyssen’s last point and reconsiders his description
counter to? the particularities of Meyer’s Bauhaus tenure.

Architectural historians Adrian Gorelik and Jorge Francisco Liernur researched Meyer’s
Mexican years in detail, they published a book entitled “A la sombra de la vanguardia, Hannes
Meyer en Mexico” where each of them has an essay that retroactively addresses Meyer’s overall
political project—they provide an interesting historiographical model that influenced the present
study of Meyer, his pedagogy, and the work of some of his students. Gorelik writes about
Mexico being a dead end in Meyer’s career and about aims of building a “real capitalism.” This
essay is particularly valuable in how it weaves together details of Meyer’s work in Mexico and
the political context in the country at the time. Gorelik’s alternating consideration of specific
architectural ideas and broader political ideas was a reference for the present study.'’ Liernur
examines Meyer’s interest in regional, indigenous, and classic architecture during his years in
Mexico.'® Liernur’s use of the Marxist-infused concept of “dialectical synthesis” is a useful
working hypothesis to deal with this period of Meyer’s career. These two essays are valuable

reference points, and to a certain extent, they determined the route of this dissertation, since they

"7 Adrian Gorelik, “Final de viaje: el arquitecto en la construccién del “capitalismo real,” in La Sombra de
la Vanguardia, Hannes Meyer en Mexico 1938-1949 (Buenos Aires: Proyecto Ed., 1993), 15-67

'® Jorge Francisco Liernur, “La “sintesis dialéctica”: regionalismo, indigenismo y clasicismo en el

pensamiento maduro de Hannes Meyer,” in La Sombra de la Vanguardia, Hannes Meyer en Mexico
1938-1949, 69-111.
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had already yielded high-quality analysis of Meyer’s years in Mexico. Hence, after the chapter
on Meyer and his students in the Soviet Union, this dissertation moves on to analyze the work of

the students instead of revisiting Meyer’s years in Mexico.

Objectives

The Red Bauhaus Brigade, if mentioned at all, is typically depicted as a footnote in Bauhaus
scholarship. There is a need to complete the history of the Brigade, to define its larger context,
and to determine its position relative to other groups of foreigners working in the Soviet Union at
the time. Architectural historians like Christian Borngraber and Astrid Volpert have addressed
aspects of the Red Bauhaus Brigade; however, their research is episodic and does not explore the
Bauhaus training of the students or their post-Soviet careers. The theoretical and biographical
writings by Brigade members Konrad Piischel and Philipp Tolziner are relevant, for they provide
project details and shed light on the agenda and itineraries of the group, but as much as these
autobiographical texts are valuable prime sources, the interpretations are for the most part too
personal and as such limited in scope. '

Researching Meyer’s Bauhaus project allows for a reevaluation of the school and some of its

teachers and students, and the nomadic continuation and the overall migrant culture to which the

% See Christian Borngriber, “Foreign Architects in the USSR. Bruno Taut and the Brigades of Ernst
May, Hannes Meyer, Hans Schmidt,” Architectural Association Quarterly vol. 2, no. 1 (1979): 50-62;
Philipp Tolziner, “Mit Hannes Meyer am Bauhaus und in der Sowjetunion (1927-1930).” In Hannes
Meyer, 1889-1954: Architekt, Urbanist, Lehrer (Berlin: Ernst & Sohn, 1989): 234-263; Philipp Tolziner,
“Leben und Werk der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der Sowjetunion und in anderen
Landern,” (unpublished, Bauhaus-Archiv, Berlin, 1995); Konrad Piischel, Wege eines Bauhduslers:
Erinnerungen und Ansichten (Dessau: Anhaltische VIg., 1996). Astrid Volpert “‘Bauhaus im Ural’—
Geschichtsfelder im Spiegel des Erhalts von Gemeinschaftsbauten der Moderne im postsowjetischen
Raum.” ICOMOS — Hefte des Deutschen Nationalkomitees 48 (2015): 60-65.
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project belonged. This trajectory allows for a reexamination of aspects of the heroic period of the
Modern Movement. By tracing a set of architectural ideas that responded to social issues from
the 1920s in Germany and following them into the Soviet Union during the 1930s, it will be
possible to evaluate how these ideas were modified under the objectives of the First and Second-
Five Year Plans. Following their trajectory to other non-European contexts, will further explore
their development.

Despite the fact that buildings are an important part of the story of the Third Emigration, this
dissertation is not so much about formal issues, as it is about the legacy of pedagogical ideas and
the outcomes of the encounter of an architectural culture and political ideology. The dissertation
moves from the general context of architects and their architectural cultures as both began to
emigrate out of Europe in the interwar period, to the specifics of Meyer’s pedagogy in the
Bauhaus, to the experience of Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade in the Soviet Union, and ends
with the individual work of four Bauhaus graduates. Finally, the focus on these students, who
until now have been read as secondary characters, will allow us to trace the outcomes of an

understudied architectural culture that broke away from the central trends of modernism.
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Chapter One

Three Interwar Emigrations

Discussions about dating the origins of modern architecture abound, but it is safe to establish
after acquiring momentum from different directions, it took off after the First World War. During
the 1920s, there were a series of institutions that brought architects together and provided
platforms for debates and discussions: the Deutscher Werkbund with exhibitions like the 1927
Weissenhof Estate, the CIAM congresses starting in 1928, and pedagogical institutions like the
Bauhaus, among others.' Although modern architecture was never a unified impulse, divisions
became more evident when architects started to leave continental Europe in the 1930s, and
spread their ideas abroad. Several groups of architects can be identified as having disseminated
different strategies of modern architectural design and pedagogy. Despite overlaps and blurry
limits, these groups can be characterized by unifying traits. The political scenario in Europe
caused the displacement of a large part of the architectural avant-gardes, and different patterns of
dissemination/emigration can be distinguished. This chapter describes three models of how
modern architecture was disseminated by architects from Europe starting in the 1930s. The First
Emigration refers to the dispersal of Le Corbusier’s collaborators around the world, the Second
Emigration might be called The Bauhaus Goes to America, and the Third Emigration describes
European architects in the Soviet Union, from the 1920s until 1937, and their post-Soviet

movements. The First, Second, and Third Emigration paradigms are differentiated by their ideas,

" The Deutscher Werkbund was founded in 1907; its purpose was to promote dialogue between
industrialists and retailers with architects and designers in order to elevate the standards of German mass-
produced commodities and industrial design in general.
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the reasons and ways their members traveled, and the pedagogical projects they exported. The

organization is not chronological: the three models happened more or less in parallel.

The First Emigration: The Le Corbusier School Around the World

The First Emigration relates to Le Corbusier and his collaborators who resettled in their
home countries, established practices around the world, or worked for international agencies.
There are too many examples to name them all. For instance, the Yugoslav Ernst Weissmann
worked in Le Corbusier’s office between 1928-1930, and later in 1938 immigrated to the United
States. Others like Kunio Mayekawa (who worked for Le Corbusier in 1929) and Junzo
Sakakura (1930-35) came to the office from Japan and then returned to their country. The
foreigners who worked for him usually, but not exclusively, resettled in their home countries
afterwards. Others emigrated again, and others stayed in France for good. All of them, to
different extents, spread Le Corbusier’s gospel (and at times got international commissions for
Le Corbusier).

In Le Corbusier’s office before the Second World War, apart from twenty-eight French, there

had been at least eight American,” one Argentinian, two Belgian, six British, two Canadian, one
g g g

? The Americans who worked in the office of Le Corbusier before the Second World War were: Mathew
Ehrlich (who worked for LC in 1930), Robert Allan Jacobs (1934), Hugh McClellan (1931), Jane Reiner
(1932-35), Norman Rice (1929-1930), Guy Rothenstein (1939), Paul Weidlinger (1937), Jane West
(1932, who returned to the United States and married and worked with Alfred Clauss in Tennessee).
There were also some “future” Americans like Clauss (orig. German), Albert Frey (orig. Swiss), and
during the postwar, Matthew and Stanislawa Nowicki (who, originally from Poland, taught at North
Carolina State and then at the University of Pennsylvania), Jerzy Soltan (who, originally from Poland,
taught at Harvard University), Maria Fenyo McVitty (Hungarian, who later emigrated to London then the
United States, studied at Harvard, then worked for Le Corbusier and when she returned to America taught
at the Pratt Institute, Parsons, and Harvard), Blanche Lemco Van Ginkel (born in London, studied in
McGill University, then worked for Le Corbusier, who when she returned to America taught at the
University of Pennsylvania and eventually became the dean of the architecture school of the University of
Toronto), Guillermo Jullian de la Fuente (originally from Chile, then worked for Le Corbusier, and later
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Chilean, seven Czech, two Danish, five Dutch, five German, one Greek, four Hungarian, three
Japanese, one Palestinian, one Spanish, one Soviet, three Swedish, thirty-two Swiss, one
Uruguayan, and fifteen Yugoslavian collaborators (including employees, interns, photographers,
sculptors, etc.) (fig. 1.1.) The international character of the office continued until Le Corbusier’s
death; it was an authentic international practice.’

Le Corbusier’s office employed architects who later became internationally renowned, such
as the Catalan Josep Lluis Sert (who worked for Le Corbusier in 1929-30), Swiss Alfred Roth
(1927), Czech Frantisek Sammer (1930-35), plus others who became local authorities in their
home countries like the Chilean Roberto Dévila Carson (1932), and Hungarian David Karoly
(1931-32). Architects like the Russian Nikolai Kolli stand on a category of their own since he
was sent by the Soviet authorities from Moscow to Paris in 1929 to work on the Centrosoyuz
project and then returned to Moscow to lead the construction.

The pedagogical aspect of Le Corbusier’s office can be compared to the offices of Peter
Behrens in Berlin and Auguste Perret in Paris (two offices where Le Corbusier worked) from the
point of view that all three followed an atelier system. Moreover, Perret and Behrens had what
constituted international practices for the period since they had foreign employees and designed

and built outside of their countries.* However, because of the size, the number of international

came to America and taught in Kentucky, Cornell, and Harvard), or José Oubrerie (French, worked for Le
Corbusier, and later came to American and taught in Kentucky and currently teaches at Ohio State). For
more information, see Mardges Bacon, Le Corbusier in America: Travels in the Land of the Timid
(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 2001).

? After the Second World War this list of foreigners in Le Corbusier’s office would grow to include
Chinese, Colombian, Finnish, Korean, Mexican, Norwegian, Peruvian, Portuguese, Puerto Rican, Indians,
Iranian, Irish, and Venezuelan employees. “Répertoire des collaborateurs de Le Corbusier ayant travaille
a I’atelier 35 rue de Sévres ainsi qu’aux travaux exécutes a |’étranger,” Fondation Le Corbusier.

* Peter Behrens’s built works outside of Germany include: Reading Hall, World Exhibition, St. Louis,
1903-04; the German Embassy in St. Petersburg, 1911-13; “New Ways” House, Northampton 1923-26;
Wintergarden, International Exhibition for Decorative Arts, Paris, 1925; College of St. Benedict,
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collaborators, and the number of international commissions, Le Corbusier’s practice far
surpassed the other two offices as an engine of international exchange and emigration. The
pedagogical repercussions of the First Emigration are, nevertheless, different from those of the
Second and Third since Le Corbusier’s office was not an educational institution in the traditional
sense. Despite Le Corbusier’s anti-academicism and the professional focus of the office, many of
his former collaborators were also teachers. Sert, Roth, Davila Carson, among others traveled
and communicated some of his “strategies” of modern architecture in the United States,
Switzerland, Chile and numerous other countries.

Le Corbusier, who more than almost anything wanted his architecture to be built, at one point
of his career flirted with communism and thought highly of the Soviet Union. In 1928 he won the
second and then the third competitions for the Moscow cooperatives office, the Centrosoyuz. (He
had not participated in the first competition.) (fig. 1.2.) After a series of revised projects, he was
given the commission. After the competition, two Soviet technicians came to Paris for the design
phase and later returned to Moscow to take charge of the construction. The first one was a Party
member, Pavel Nakhman, and the second one was the architect Nikolai Kolli who spoke French.
The pre-construction phase was completed in 1929. Le Corbusier traveled to Moscow three times
during the design and building process (the last trip being on March 5-17, 1930). (fig. 1.3.) Later
Charlotte Perriand, representing the office of Le Corbusier, would make two trips to the Soviet
Union, the first one in 1931 and the second one in 1934 to work on the Centrosoyuz. This project

was an opportunity for confrontation between the members of the Third Emigration and Le

Salzburg, 1924-26; Housing Block Konstanziagasse, Vienna, 1924-25; Housing Block Winarskhyhof,
1924-25; Remodeling of the Department Store Stern, Zagreb, 1927-29; New Synagogue, Zilina, 1928-
1931; Housing Block Franz-Domes-Hof, Vienna, 1928-1930. Auguste Perret’s built works outside of
France include: Wallut Docks, Casablanca, 1914—17; Emile Mayrisch Tomb, Colpach, Luxembourg,
1930-1; Refurbishing of the square Maréchal Foch (in association with Jacques Guiauchain and Maurice
Rotival), Algiers, 1936; Residential Building, 21 rue Desfontaines, Algiers, 1939.
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Corbusier. In 1931 Meyer publicly criticized the Centrosoyuz in a lecture in Moscow, and later
in an article in a German periodical.’ Later, in 1934 in a lecture in Moscow, French architect
André Lurcat (then also living in the Soviet Union) openly criticized Le Corbusier’s Radiant City,
and called Le Corbusier “a bourgeois architect for the bourgeois.”® This was during Perriand’s
second trip to Moscow, she was in the room, and the reports of this incident caused internal
divisions at CIAM.

Le Corbusier was not part of the Third Emigration, because although he designed the
Centrosoyuz in Moscow and visited the Soviet Union a series of times to oversee aspects of the
project, he never moved there permanently. However, one of his employees did, and his
circumstances were close to those of the members of the Third Emigration, exemplifying the
dynamic situation of architects in the period. The Czech FrantiSek Sammer had worked at Le
Corbusier’s atelier in Paris since 1930. In 1933, he moved to the Soviet Union to work on the
Centrozoyus and, in 1935, moved to Tokyo to work for Antonin Raymond who eventually sent
Sammer to Pondicherry, India to work on the Golconde Dormitory.” Another good example of
the First Emigration is Ernst Weissmann, who worked for Le Corbusier between 1928-30 (and
was a member of CIAM), and, in 1938, moved to the United States where he worked for the
former Le Corbusier collaborator Josep Lluis Sert (there was such a thing as a Le Corbusier

network). In 1944, he joined the United Nations and eventually became the director of Housing,

> See Chapter Three, footnotes 150-51.

% Jean-Louis Cohen, Le Corbusier and the Mystique of the USSR: Theories and Projects for Moscow,
1928-1936 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1992), 94; Jacques Barsac, Charlotte Perriand:
un art d’habiter, 1903-1959 (Paris: NORMA, 2005):128-133.

7 Jindrich Krise, “Zemfel Frantiek Sammer, architect urbanista e filosof,” Architektura CSR 3 (1974):
140-43; Christine Vendredi-Auzanneau, “Antonin Raymond and the Modern Movement: A Czech
Perspective,” in Crafting a Modern World: The Architecture and Design of Antonin and Noémi Raymond,
eds. Kurt G.F. Helfrich and William Whitaker (New York: Princeton Architectural Press, 2006), 37.
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Town, and Country Planning (HTCP) from which he supervised UN experts all over the world.”
This first model of emigration not only expanded the influence of modernism within the
discipline (through the indoctrination of architects around the world), but also, had repercussions
in international institutions like the UN and its multiple branches, or others like the Ford
Foundation.” These institutional relationships are exemplary of the lack of radical political
affiliations of this first model of emigration.

The details of Le Corbusier’s politics and political ideas are particularly complicated; he was
more focused in persuading politicians of different colors (in several countries) to give him
commissions than in defending any particular political ideology. In the context of this
dissertation, Le Corbusier provides an interesting contrast with those architects who had to leave
Europe during the war whether for their political ideas or ethnicity. Like Gropius and Mies van
der Rohe in the early 1930s with the German Reich, Le Corbusier was on friendly terms with the
Vichy government during the Second World War. Still, in the models of migration that will be
described, the First Emigration was the least political from an architecture perspective because it
offered to bring modern architecture to whomever demanded it (even more so if the recipients
did not know they needed it). In broad terms, for this emigration, the ethical boundaries of

modern architecture’s agenda were not tied to this or that political side.

¥ Tom Avermaete and Maristella Casciato, Casablanca Chandigarh: a Report on Modernization
(Montréal: Canadian Centre for Architecture, 2014), 61-62.

? For a comprehensive analysis of Weissmann and the overall scenario of architects working for the UN,

UNESCO, and the Ford Foundation, see M. Ijlal Muzaffar, “The Periphery Within: Modern Architecture
and the Making of the Third World” (PhD diss., Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2007).
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The Second Emigration: The Bauhaus Goes to America

The Second Emigration was the migration of Walter Gropius, Ludwig Mies van der Rohe,
Marcel Breuer, and the members of their entourages to the United States where they taught and
practiced architecture. They were the core of the so-called “American Bauhaus.” This emigration
stepped into a new land, and in a way relates to the first emigration model in that there was a
gospel to proclaim, but the United States demanded different reactions. "

Many of the members of this emigration first went from Germany to England. In 1934,
Walter Gropius arrived in England and was made the design controller of the Isokon furniture
company. In 1936, he formed an architectural partnership with Maxwell Fry, and even
participated in MARS (i.e. the Modern Architecture Research Group). Architectural historian
Winfried Nerdinger argues that Gropius’s emigration to England in 1934 was for financial
reasons, and that he traveled freely between England and Germany a number of times between
1935-36 before moving to the United States.'' In January 1937, Gropius was announced as the
new Chairman of the School of Architecture at Harvard University, and, in March 1937, Gropius
and his family arrived in the United States.

Other former Bauhaus faculty also reached the United States by way of London. In 1935,
both Marcel Breuer and Laszl6 Moholy-Nagy arrived in London. Breuer partnered with F.R.S.

Yorke (who also participated in MARS group), and Moholy-Nagy worked for the Architectural

' For comprehensive inquiries into the Bauhaus in America, see Gabriele Diana Grawe, Call for Action:
Mitglieder des Bauhauses in Nordamerika (Weimar: Verlag und Datenbank fiir Geisteswissenschaften,
2002); Margret Kentgens-Craig, The Bauhaus and America: First Contacts, 1919-1936 (Cambridge,
Mass.: MIT Press, 1999).

" Winfried Nerdinger, “Bauhaus-Architekten im ‘Dritten Reich,’” in Bauhaus-Moderne im
Nationalsozialismus, zwischen Anbiederung und Verfolgung, ed. Winfried Nerdinger (Miinchen: Prestel,
1993), 157.
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Review, designed show windows for Simpsons of Piccadilly, did advertisements for Venesta,
posters for London Transport, etc. Both Breuer and Moholy-Nagy left in 1937 for the United
States. Other modern architects from Germany also used London as an intermediate transit point,
as was the case with Erich Mendelsohn who arrived in London in 1933 and formed a partnership
with the Russian-born Serge Chermayeff who also later moved to the United States. From
London, Mendelsohn moved initially to Palestine, before immigrating in 1941 to the United
States. Interestingly, the architectural historians Nikolaus Pevsner, Rudolf Wittkower, and Emil
Kaufmann all arrived in London in 1933 but, unlike the architects, the remained in place.

The case of Mies van der Rohe is different: he went to the United States directly from
Germany. He traveled to America in 1937 and shortly after arriving in New York talked with
Willard Hotchkiss, president of Chicago’s Armour Institute of Technology (later the Illinois
Institute of Technology) where Mies was eventually hired and where he would teach for the next
twenty years. It is relevant to note the reception of the work of Gropius and Mies van der Rohe in
the United States before they finally migrated. In the case of Gropius, in the United States a
group of Harvard students organized an exhibition of his work in Cambridge, Mass. As early as
1930. Later, the work of Gropius and Mies van der Rohe formed part of the 1932 Modern
Architecture, International Exhibition at the Museum of Modern Art in New York."?

If the First Emigration was the least political, this Second Emigration is pluralistic (or
chameleon-like) because its members not only adapted to but also embraced different ideologies.
Some of the architects related to this second model (and Bauhaus-related people in general)
worked or tried to work for the National Socialist government in the years following Hitler’s

ascent to power. Only once it became clear that the Nazis were ruling modern architecture out of

12 See Modern Architecture; International Exhibition, New York, Feb. 10 to March 23, 1932, Museum of
Modern Art (New York, 1932).
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their agenda did these architects look for an exit. Gropius and Mies van der Rohe flirted with the
Third Reich, or at the very least, tried to win competitions during Hitler’s regime. A prime
example was the 1933 competition for the Reichsbank building. This competition took place
shortly after Hitler was appointed chancellor in January 1933, when he decided as a personal
initiative to set a competition for the bank’s headquarters in Berlin. Hitler asked Hans Luther, the
bank’s president, to oversee the competition. Luther in turn asked Heinrich Wolff, the head of
the bank’s building department, to lead the organization of the competition. Wolff and his
committee decided to organize the competition by invitation, and thirty architects, including
Walter Gropius and Ludwig Mies van der Rohe, were invited to submit designs."> Gropius and
Mies van der Rohe submitted all of the required material, but Gropius went a step further and
included extra documents such as an unsolicited philosophical statement that made connections
between his own work and Nazi ideology. The same year, Gropius became a member of the
Reichs-Kulturkammer (Reich’s Chamber for the Visual Arts), which further exemplifies his
determination to be employed by the new ruling party.

Additionally, Gropius and Rudolf Hillebrecht entered a proposal for the House of Labor
competition which was overseen by the German Workers Front’s “Strength Through Joy”
movement. The project was to be located at the Tiergarten in Berlin. Gropius and Hillebrecht’s
project was presented through a perspectival drawing that shows four flagpoles displaying
oversized Nazi banners. (fig. 1.4.) Gropius’s flirtation with Fascism also included an attempt to

promote his architectural ideas to Mussolini’s government. In 1934, invited by Dino Alfieri (who

"3 Jonathan Petropoulos, Artists Under Hitler: Collaboration and Survival in Nazi Germany (New Haven,
CT: Yale University Press, 2014), 3.
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in 1937 would become the Italian Minister of People’s Culture), Gropius went to Rome to give a
conference that was sponsored by the Fondazione Allesandro Volta.'*

The case of Mies van der Rohe is also exemplary in the pre-history of the Second
Emigration. He was invited in 1934 by the Propaganda Ministry to present a proposal for the
German Pavilion at the Brussels World Fair of 1935. (fig. 1.5.) Mies van der Rohe also signed an
August 1934 petition in support of Hitler succeeding Paul von Hindenburg as head of state."’
Jonathan Petropoulos makes the point that many cultural figures consented to give their
signatures under pressure, yet the fact that they did sign proves that at the very least they were
willing to find a way of coming to working terms with the Nazi government. In spite of these
attempts, just a few years later in 1937, Mies van der Rohe was forced out of the Preufische
Akademie der Kiinste (Prussian Academy of Arts). However, Nerdinger argues that Mies’s move
to the United States in 1938 was not for political reasons, or strictly for financial reasons.
Instead, he suggests that it was in the hope of receiving the recognition that the Nazi’s had
refused him. This argument, and the previous one on the circumstances around Gropius’s move
to England, is useful because it suggests that they were not refugees, and they did not escape
from Germany.'®

Many of the members of the broader Bauhaus community connected to the Second
Emigration also accommodated to the Fascist regimes. On at least two occasions, Herbert Bayer
designed images for the Nazis: he did a poster for the 1934 Deutsches Volk, deutsche Arbeit

exhibition and later some brochures. Xanti Schawinsky in turn found acceptance for Bauhaus-

' Petropoulos, Artists Under Hitler: Collaboration and Survival in Nazi Germany, 63-87.
" Petropoulos, Artists Under Hitler: Collaboration and Survival in Nazi Germany, 12.

'® Nerdinger, “Bauhaus-Architekten im ‘Dritten Reich,”” in Bauhaus-Moderne im Nationalsozialismus,
zwischen Anbiederung und Verfolgung, 163.
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related ideas in Mussolini’s Italy, and went so far as to use Bauhaus typography to design Fascist
posters. In addition, it should be noted that Carl Bauer, Heinrich Bormann, Gustav Hassenpflug,
Ernst Neufert, Pius Pahl, and Gerhard Weber are among several names in a list of Bauhdusler
that were professionally active during the Nazi regime—and some of them were clearly
collaborators.'” Nerdinger also mentions the Red Bauhaus Brigade member Konrad Piischel as
one who, after returning from the Soviet Union, received commissions and had a position in Nazi
Germany. The details of his employment between 1936-1940, however, appear to be more
nuanced and they will be discussed in Chapter Five.

The efforts made to work for the Third Reich by the architects associated with the Second
Emigration do not imply that they were Nazis, or that they wholeheartedly agreed with all of the
ideas of Hitler in his first years in government. The point is that, as Petropoulos points out, these
architects tried to work around the new regime. Of the three Bauhaus directors, only Meyer did
not try to get work in Germany during the Third Reich (which in any case would have been
technically very difficult considering he was a Swiss with Marxist inclinations). Of the three
emigration models, as opposed to Le Corbusier’s attempts to woo the Vichy government, and
Gropius and Mies van der Rohe’s efforts to work for the Third Reich, the Third Emigration was

more decisively political. This is not only because its members did not attempt to work for

"7 Nerdinger adds to the list, in the context of former Bauhaus students that worked for city building
administrations or entered the architectural office of an official Nazi, the architects Hans Volger, Rudold
Sander, Fritz Koch, Hans (Karl?) Cieluszek, and Ernst Kanow. Moreover, he mentions Lothar Lang,
Hubert Hoffmann, and Erich Brendel as examples of Bauhaus graduates that ascended through the Nazi
system to relative high positions and honors. The names of Hoffmann, Koch, and Pahl are repeated
further ahead in Nerdinger’s text, and added to the names of Bauhaus graduates Gerd Balzer, Heinrich
Bormann, Wilhelm Hess, Max Enderlein, and Walter Tralau in the context of Bauhaus students that
worked for Herbert Rimpl’s office (which had around seven hundred employees and was in charge of the
architecture of Hermann Goring’s factories). Winfried Nerdinger, “Bauhaus-Architekten im ‘Dritten
Reich,’ in Bauhaus-Moderne im Nationalsozialismus, zwischen Anbiederung und Verfolgung, ed.
Winfried Nerdinger (Miinchen: Prestel, 1993), 153-178.
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Fascist regimes, but also because they more steadily embraced Marxism and communism
throughout their careers.

In addition to Gropius and Mies van de Rohe, the list of architects from the Second
Emigration who arrived in the United States before the Second World War included a number of
Bauhaus architecture teachers like Marcel Breuer and Ludwig Hilbersheimer, and Bauhaus
graduates like Rolf Sklarek.'® The list of non-architects who followed the same path is
considerable: the teachers Josef Albers, Laszl6 Moholy-Nagy, Xanti Schawinsky, and Lyonel
Feininger (originally American). There was also a critical number of Americans who studied at
the Bauhaus and then returned to the United States (although some only attended lectures for a
couple of semesters), like the architect Howard Dearstyne (who studied architecture during
Meyer’s tenure), Betrand Goldberg, and William Priestley.'® As a whole, Second Emigration
architects and pedagogues were involved in multiple educational institutions, including Black
Mountain College, Yale, Harvard, and the Illinois Institute of Technology.20 These architects not
only influenced American architectural pedagogy, but in the case of Gropius, Mies van der Rohe,

Breuer, and others, their designs became key references of American architecture.

18 Also, former students Marli Ehrmann, Hin Bredendieck, Paul Wieghardt, Ferdinand Kramer, Werner
Drewes, Helmut von Erffa, T. Lux Feininger, Frans Hildenhein, Monika Bella-Broner, Andor Weininger,
Margarete Koehler-Bittkow, Irene Hoffmann, Hilde Hubbuch, Ruth Kaiser-Kohn, Claire Kostelitz, Ellen
Auerbach, Grit Kallin-Fischer, and Marguerite Wildenhain-Friedlander among others. After the Second
World War more would follow, including Walter Allner and Hanns Beckmann.

"% Also students from the other Bauhaus departments like Irene Bayer (née Hecht, first wife of Herbert
Bayer), Edward Fischer, Michael van Beuren, Julius Henry Buchman, Lawrence Jasse, Martha
Havermeyer, Elsa Hill-Hempl, Lila Koppelmann, Virginia Weisshaus, Charles Ross, Nathalie Swan, and
John Barney Rogers. Kentgens-Craig, The Bauhaus and America: First Contacts, 1919-1936, 92-93.

%0 Other American educational institutions that had Bauhaus faculty were the Aspen Institute, Georgia
Institute of Technology, Washington University in St. Louis, City College in New York, New York
University, Rochester Institute of Technology, Sarah Lawrence College, School of the Boston Museum of
Fine Arts, Parsons School of Design, Cooper Union, and College of Arts and Crafts in Oakland.

29



The Third Emigration: European Architects in the Soviet Union from the 1920s until

1937, and Their Post-Soviet Movements

While the First and Second Emigrations have been widely studied—if not as a phenomenon
in these terms, then at least in a myriad of other ways—there is scant literature on a the third
emigration that germinated in Germany in the 1920s. When compared to the First and Second
Emigrations, this Third Emigration is the most political because its members moved east to serve
the Soviet project, and most of the members later continued to be associated with the Communist
Party. The Third Emigration is also different because of the timing and nature of its
displacements. Architects who can be associated with the Third Emigration include Hannes
Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade (Antonin Urban, Béla Scheffler, Klaus Meumann, Konrad
Piischel, Philipp Tolziner, René Mensch, and Tibor Weiner), the larger Bauhaus scene in the
Soviet Union during the 1930s (which included among others Pl Forgd, Vladimir Nemecek,
Max Krajewski, Peer Biicking, Gustav Hassenpflug, Johan Niegeman, Kurt Meyer, Richard
Paulick, Gerda Marx, Lotte Beese and Stefan Sebok, many of whom worked for the May
Brigade),”! Bruno Taut’s brief Soviet stint and later sojourns in Japan and Turkey, Werner
Schneidratus (who worked in the Moscow office of Albert Kahn), and Ernst May and his

Brigade in its two iterations.** (figs. 1.6-1.7.) A distinction should be made when including May

2! There were non-architecture Bauhaus students like Hinnerk Scheper, Lena Bergner, Leonie Neumann,
Ethel Fodor, etc. that also had stints in the Soviet Union. Also, there were Bauhaus-related people, like
Margarete Mengel (Meyer’s Bauhaus secretary) who also made it to the Soviet Union.

*2 The first iteration of Ernst May’s Brigade included thirteen employees from his Frankfurt practice,
among them Albert Locher, Albert Winter, Max Murkhart, Max Frithauf, Werner Hebebrand (and his
wife the photographer Grete Leistikow), Fritz Jaspert, Hans Leistikow, Ulrich Wolf, Walter Kratz, Walter
Schultz, Walter Schwagenscheidt, Wilhelm Schiitte, Margarete Schiitte-Lihotzky, and Mart Stam (who
had freelanced for May) along with new hires such as Carl Lehmann, Erich Mauthner, Hans Schmidt, and
Wilhem Hauss. The second iteration included among others Alfréd Forbat, Arthur Korn, Johan
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as part this group: he belonged to the same migratory culture, was brought to the Soviet Union
by the same authorities and for the same reasons, but he himself was not politically identified
with communism. Art historian Maria Gough’s categories of foreigners in the Soviet Union at
the time are useful (see Introduction). Ernst May for example was a “professional contractor”; he
did not identify with communism and the terms and conditions of his contract make it clear he
was in the Soviet Union exclusively as a technical consultant.”> However, most members of the
Ernst May brigade, Hannes Meyer, and the members of the Red Bauhaus Brigade, were a hybrid
between “professional contractors” and “international communist workers.” The members of the
Red Bauhaus Brigade in particular were professional contractors because they had been hired by
a technical institute for their expertise and they all received a stipend for being foreigners, but
they can also be associated with “international communist workers” since most of them
identified themselves with the Soviet project at the time and some joined the Party.** (fig. 1.8.)

As a side note, American architect Albert Kahn is the prime example of a foreign architect
working as a “professional contractor” in the Soviet Union at the time. Kahn was well known for
his automobile plants in Michigan, and he signed a contract with the Soviet authorities in April
1929. Albert Kahn’s firm, whose Soviet branch was run by his brother Moritz, was first

commissioned a tractor factory in Stalingrad, and by the time their contract ended in March

Niegeman, Erich Mauthner, Hans Burkart, Hans Leistikow, Kurt Liebknecht, and Max Friihauf. It should
be noted that Niegeman, Forbat, Stam, and others had had Bauhaus connections, which proves how
intertwined the cultures were despite Meyer’s insistence on the differences. Others such as Eugen
Kaufmann who had worked for May in Germany, emigrated independently. Kaufmann had been
originally invited by May to the Soviet Union in order to consider a job under him. In the end, he decided
to stay but did not work for May and was hired for the works of the Donets Basin in the Ukraine.

> Ernst May’s first contract is dated July 15, 1930, and his second contract March 16, 1932. The author is
indebted to Thomas Flierl for sharing these documents.

** See Introduction. Maria Gough, “Radical Tourists in Soviet Photographic Utopia,” Bettman Lectures at
the Department of Art History and Archaeology, Columbia University, New York, April 30, 2012.
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1932, they had designed over five hundred industrial plants. They had a team of about thirty
American technicians in the Soviet Union who, while designing factory plants, also ran an
informal trade school that instructed over a thousand Soviet technicians. Kahn had no interest in
communist ideology or the Soviet political project, but his firm was possibly the most prolific
foreign architectural operation in the Soviet Union in the 1930s.*

Architect Kurt Liebknecht estimated in his memoir that between 1933 and 1936 the Soviet
Association of Architects had a thousand members who were foreigners, and half of them were
Germans.* Historian Kurt Junghanns roughly confirms this tally, stating that the number of
foreign architects enrolled in the Soviet Association of Architects between 1933 and 1936
amounted to somewhere between eight hundred and one thousand, half of whom were German.
Junghanns clarifies that not every foreign architect was enrolled in the association, so the actual
number of foreign architects in the Soviet Union was bigger.”’ This count does not imply that all
of these foreigners were politically aligned with communist ideas, or that they were anti-Fascists
by default. Cases like that of the German architect Rudolf Wolters are an interesting contrast. In
1932, Wolters went to Moscow to work for the People’s Commissariat for Transport and from
there he was sent to Novosibirsk to work in Trans-Siberian Railway’s urban planning division. In
1933 he returned to Germany and started working for Albert Speer and became one of his closest

collaborators. In 1939, Joseph Goebbels appointed Wolters Exhibition Commissioner of the

* Claire Zimmerman, “A Speculative History: Albert Kahn, Building, & Architecture,” Keynote
Address at the Temple Hoyne Buell Center for the Study of American Architecture Dissertation
Colloquium, Columbia University, New York, May 8, 2015.

26 Kurt Liebknecht, Mein bewegtes Leben (Berlin: Verlag fiir Bauwesen, 1986), 49.
*7 Kurt Junghanns quoted source for this information is an interview with Werner Schneidratus. Kurt
Junghanns, “Deutsche Architekten in der Sowjetunion wihrend der erste Fiinfjahrplan und des

vaterldndischen Krieges,” Wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift der Hochschule fiir Architektur und Bauwesen 29,
no. 2 (1983): 121.
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Third Reich.*® Moreover, in the previously mentioned list of names of Bauhaus graduates that
collaborated with the Third Reich. Gustav Hassenpflug was among those Bauhaus graduates to
collaborate with the Third Reich. A member of Ernst May’s Brigade, he returned to Germany in
1933 and quickly acclimated to the new regime. Others, like Walter Kratz and Werner
Hebebrand, have similar stories.”” In brief, not all of these foreigners were politically aligned, but
they were working for the Soviet cause and to state the least, did not disapprove of it at the time
(Ernst May eventually did and left in December 1933).

The Third Emigration had a distinctly peripatetic diaspora to ‘other’ countries, determined by
politics, although in most cases the participants returned to Europe after the war. The Third
Emigration describes architects who left their home country (or adopted country in some cases)
in order to put into practice their Marxist ideals—far from a Fascist bound Germany—finding
the first test case for their ideas in the Soviet Union until circa 1937. The involvement of foreign
architects as city planners in the design of a series of cities, including May’s plan for
Magnitogorsk and Meyer’s plan for Nizhny Kurinsk, are part of the more experimental phase of
Soviet city planning.

While the members of the First and Second Emigrations dispersed themselves mainly—but
not exclusively—in the Western World, the architects of the Third Emigration dispersed
themselves mainly—but not exclusively— in parts of the non-Western World. As opposed to
Western Europe or the United States, the members of the Third Emigration moved east to the

Soviet Union and later to ‘other’ countries like Chile, China, Hungary, Japan, Kenya, Mexico,

% See Rudolf Wolters, Spezialist in Siberien (Berlin: Wendt & Matthes, 1933); Bauen im
Nationalsozialistischen Deutschland, ein Schrifttunsverzeichnis (with an introduction by Rudolf Wolters)
(Miinchen: Franz Eher Nachfolger, 1940); Jorn Diiwel, Neue Stddte fiir Stalin Ein deutscher Architekt in
der Sowjetunion 1932-1933 (Berlin: DOM Publishers, 2015).

* Nerdinger, “Bauhaus-Architekten im ‘Dritten Reich,” in Bauhaus-Moderne im Nationalsozialismus,
zwischen Anbiederung und Verfolgung, 153-54.
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North Korea, and Turkey. To different extents, these other territories were at the time (and many
still are) considered to be the Third World, and part of the activities of these migratory architects
had to do with aiding modernization projects through architectural designs, urban planning, and
education. Not every country was open to receiving refugees, and even those that were usually
had quotas or special requirements and sought to check the entry of foreign, political activists.
Thus, this research, through the framework of the Third Emigration, will highlight countries that
did allow for the immigration of political refugees. The members of the Third Emigration moved
in and out of countries in different continents that either practiced tolerance, were opportunistic,
needed architects and construction experts, were not informed about their political ideas, or
openly welcomed these architects for ideological reasons. At times, the countries that welcomed
these foreigners overlooked the time they had spent in the Soviet Union. On other occasions,
having worked in the Soviet Union was considered an advantage. The welcoming attitude from
countries like Mexico, Chile, and the Dominican Republic towards Spanish political refugees
after the Spanish Civil War, or the foreign policy of Turkey at that time, are clear examples of
this.’® These countries welcomed intellectuals, scientists, university professors, technicians, et al.
as part of an effort to develop education, culture, and science to higher levels. However, this

“welcoming attitude” is nuanced. At first foreigners were accepted, but in countries like Mexico

** In his autobiography, the Nobel laureate Pablo Neruda explains that in 1939 the Chilean president
Pedro Aguirre Cerda sent him on a special diplomatic mission to France. His task was bringing to Chile
Spanish Republicans that had fled Spain due to the Civil War and were being held in refugee camps.
Shielded by the specially created title of “Consul in Charge of Spanish Immigration,” Neruda oversaw the
Spanish Government in Exile’s acquisition of the SS Winnipeg, and after paying for the liberation about
two thousand refugees (most of them intellectuals), they sailed on August 4, 1939 from Trompeloup (near
Bordeaux) and arrived in Valparaiso on September 3, 1939. See Pablo Neruda, Confieso que he vivido:
memorias (Buenos Aires: Losada, 1974).
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and Chile the changes of government and political shifts at large in the 1940s complicated the
lives of Meyer and Weiner, and they returned to Europe.’’

The “multi-continental” phase of Meyer and some of the former members of the Red
Bauhaus Brigade was not exactly “global” in the current sense of the term. When attempting to
emigrate, they were limited to certain countries that had the flexibility and openness to receive
foreigners with connections to the Soviet Union. However, the tendency of architects like Meyer,
Piischel, Mensch, and Weiner to jump from one country to another was often the product of
changes in the political waves. In parallel, the fact that they could work in all these places speaks
to an inherent flexibility of the architectural profession, the language of architectural drawings.

The itinerant dimension was already present in Meyer’s 1926 essay “The New World”: take
for instance the opening sentences glorifying the state of the art of mechanization using the
example of the flight of the Norge to the North Pole.*® In this text, new means of transportation
were considered to be erasing national borders and bringing nations together. Thus, an argument
in favor of mobility began to emerge. Meyer went even further when he said that nations were in
decline, that everyone was learning Esperanto, and becoming cosmopolitan.” By extension, in
1927, Meyer spent most of his résumé proving that he himself had been “on the road,” placing an

emphasis on how well traveled he was and how each international stage had conditioned his neue

*' See Adrian Gorelik, “Final de viaje: el arquitecto en la construccién del “capitalismo real,” in La
Sombra de la Vanguardia, Hannes Meyer en Mexico 1938-1949 (Buenos Aires: Proyecto Ed., 1993), 15-
67.

*2 Meyer began “The New World” by stating: “The flight of the ‘Norge’ to the North Pole, the Zeiss
planetarium at Jena and Flettner’s rotor ship represent the latest stages to be reported in the mechanization
of our planet.” Hannes Meyer, “The New World” (1926) in Hannes Meyer, Buildings, Projects and
Writings, compiled by Claude Schnaidt (Teufen AR: Arthur Nigli Ltd., 1965), 90-94.

3 “Das Vaterland verfillt. Wir lernen Esperanto. Wir werden Weltbiirger.” Hannes Meyer, “Die Neue
Welt”, Das Werk 13 (1926): 205-224.
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Weltbild—his cosmopolitanism as the foundation of his new world vision.>* Considering the
emphasis given to traveling in these texts, his decision to go on the road after the Bauhaus seems
a logical step in hindsight. While Dessau proved to be a good laboratory for Meyer’s
architectural pedagogy, going to the Soviet Union offered the possibility of testing these ideas in
the world. (fig. 1.9.)

Yet, what was offered by this militant version of modern architecture? The Third Emigration
was a nomadic modernism that had to constantly adapt to local variables, but that nonetheless
left buildings, urban schemes, cities, and, most importantly, generations of local architects who
were educated by its members in countries where architectural culture was transitioning to
modern approaches. Implied in the term nomadic is the idea that the expertise acquired by Third
Emigration architects in the Soviet Union involved fast work, adapting and learning about
extreme climates, and negotiating in a language they had not fully mastered, and later the work
of Meyer in Mexico and Weiner in Chile for example had little or no time to develop. Above all,
the members of the Third Emigration became what can be characterized as “architectural
mercenaries.” In this case, the term “mercenary” is not intended in a derogatory way, instead
suggesting that these architects could provide their professional services anywhere and that
architecture could be deployed as a social weapon that had the capacity to bring progress,
politics, and culture to locations where it was needed, even if these places were culturally foreign
and remote.

It is interesting to note, that before the Second World War, the United States was not yet the
monolithic nemesis of the Soviet Union. A subset of Bauhaus students, including the industrial

designer Hin Bredendieck and the architect Rolf Sklarek, were close to Meyer; and even though

** Hannes Meyer’s 1927 résumé will be analyzed in detail in Chapter Two.
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they immigrated to the United States in the 1930s, they appeared to be politically closer to the
Third Emigration.” Even Meyer considered the United States as an option in the late 1930s.
Perhaps it was not by chance that on his first trip to Mexico in 1938 Meyer made a stopover in
New York. Moreover, in 1938 he had also advised Weiner to emigrate to the United States (more
in Chapter Four).

When talking about the period following the First World War and the belief that it would be
the war to end all wars, author Stefan Zweig wrote: “We believed in President Woodrow
Wilson’s grand programme, which was ours too; we saw the faint light of dawn in the east in
those days, when the Russian Revolution was still in its honeymoon period of humane ideals. We
were foolish, I know.”*® Along the same line of recollection, describing events of the following
decade, Historian Eric Hobsbawm wrote: “In short, in the 1930s it was possible to approve of
both the USA and the USSR, and most youthful communists did both, as did a very large number
of socialists and liberals. Franklin D. Roosevelt was certainly not Comrade Stalin, and yet, if we
had been Americans, we would have voted for him with genuine enthusiasm.”’ Meyer, in his
seminal text “The New World” made a series of references to the United States, and not a single

one to the Soviet Union.*® Nevertheless, the pedagogical ideas related to the Third Emigration

% Hin Bredendieck taught at the New Bauhaus in Chicago and later at Georgia Tech. Rolf Sklarek settled
in Los Angeles.

36 Stefan Zweig, The World of Yesterday (1942), trans. Anthea Bell (Lincoln, Nebraska: University of
Nebraska Press, 2013), 303.

37 Eric Hobsbawm, Interesting Times (London: The New Press, 2005), 388.

* As a side note, in 1940 Hannes Meyer received a letter of inquiry from the United States Department of
Labor, Immigration and Naturalization a few days after he had stopped in New York in 1939 to see the
World Fair. This inquiry could have been connected to his political ideas, but it sounds like he was a
persona non-grata. Even if Meyer or any of his more militant acolytes had settled in the United States,
they would have been caught up in McCarthyism.
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had no visible repercussion in the United States. However, the Third Emigration did have a
North American stage with Meyer’s decade in Mexico.>

Pedagogy is a crucial aspect to all three “emigrations.” This can be said even for the First
Emigration, because although Le Corbusier’s office was not a traditional educational institution,
the office’s “graduates” taught all around the globe. Le Corbusier, and the Bauhaus to some
extent, became branding mechanisms, but the First Emigration model was closer to a dogma.
The Second and Third Emigration were both educational projects that could be and were
exported, but the one that had the most militant educational project was the Third Emigration.

The Third Emigration created networks. What follows is an example of this social web in
action. In 1930 Margarete Schiitte-Lihotzky (1897-2000) and Hans Schmidt (1893-1972) arrived
in the Soviet Union with Ernst May’s Brigade, while in 1931 Tibor Weiner arrived in the Soviet
Union with Hannes Meyer’s Brigade. These architects were not German, but they all came to the
Soviet Union by way of Germany, where they had settled due to their professional or academic
activities. After the original brigades dissolved, Weiner found himself working for Schmidt, and
later for Schiitte-Lihotzky. After leaving the Soviet Union, Weiner and Schiitte-Lihotzky
collaborated on a project with Pierre Forestier (1902-1989) in Paris in 1938. After leaving Paris,
Schiitte-Lihotzky joined Bruno Taut in Turkey. At the end of 1938, Weiner attempted to follow
suit and applied unsuccessfully for a teaching job in Ankara. Eventually, Weiner settled in Chile,
and in 1947 he tried to get Schmidt to teach there. As we can see, the interconnections between

architects of the larger culture described as the Third Emigration clearly speak to a mutual

* For Hannes Meyer’s years in Mexico, see Adrian Gorelik, “Final de viaje: el arquitecto en la
construccion del “capitalismo real,” and, Jorge Francisco Liernur, “La “sintesis dialéctica”: regionalismo,
indigenismo y clasicismo en el pensamiento maduro de Hannes Meyer,” in La Sombra de la Vanguardia,
Hannes Meyer en Mexico 1938-1949 (Buenos Aires: Proyecto Ed., 1993), 15-111; Raquel Franklin,
“Hannes Meyer in Mexico (1939-1949)” (PhD diss., Technion, 1997).

38



support system—a web that formed outside of Communist Party structures. These collaborations
reveal political affinity, but they surpassed the limits of party politics, nationalities, and religion.
This network represented an architectural culture that begs to be properly identified.

Not all of the architects who went to the Soviet Union continued along similar paths, as
historians Harald Bodenschatz and Thomas Flierl explain. After 1933 and the rise of Hitler to
power, architecture-related experts had different options. Some returned to Germany and worked
in “less representative fields” like industrial and residential construction (e.g. Werner
Hebebrand). Others went back and embraced the new government in place and criticized the
Soviet Union (for example Rudolf Wolters). Finally, others decided to continue abroad (for
example Bruno Taut, Ernst May, and Hannes Meyer). As we know, for the most part, those who
stayed in the Soviet Union were persecuted after 1937.%

The fact that Stam, Schmidt, Weiner, Piischel, and others worked for state agencies in
countries of the Eastern Bloc in the 1950s was a payoff for diverging from the CIAM-established
path. Stam and Schmidt participated in the first and second CIAM congresses, yet the Third
Emigration came to antagonize the ‘official’ transactions happening in CIAM congresses. Stam
left the Soviet Union in 1934, and Schmidt in 1937. After the war, Schmidt worked in Basel until
1956, when he moved to the GDR to take charge of the Institute for Typification (Institut fiir
Typung), and in 1958 became the Director of the Institute of History and Theory of Architecture
at the East German Bauakademie. Stam lived in East Germany between 1948 and 1952. He
taught at the Akademie der Bildenen Kiinste in Dresden and advocated for a reconstruction plan

of the city, and in 1950 became the director of the Advanced Institute of Art in East Berlin.

* Harald Bodenschatz and Thomas Flierl, “Controversial Urbanism During the First Years of the Stalin
Dictatorship,” in Urbanism and Dictatorship.: a European Perspective, eds. Harald Bodenschatz et al.
(Basel: Birkhduser, 2015), 188-89.
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Bodenschatz and Flierl establish that many members of the next generation of immigrants to the
Soviet Union (listing Ule Lammert, Werner Schneidratus, Gerhard Kosel, and Benny Heumann)
also moved to the German Democratic Republic after 1945 and held important positions in
architecture and planning.*' But let us remember that when Meyer, the Red Bauhaus Brigade,
and the Ernst May Brigade first arrived in the Soviet Union circa 1930, they were involved in a
‘radical’ line of action, and their interest in science, measurable data, and sociological
considerations was accepted at first. However, it is undeniable that arbitrary ideological criteria
gave way to official approaches—formal and otherwise. These impositions clearly affected the
architecture of these architects, leading them to lose formal rigor, analytical acumen, and
tenacity. However, they won architectural agency of a different kind.

One aspect of the aftermath of the Meyer Bauhaus presents an intriguing question: Are the
Bauhaus students that settled in Palestine part of the Third Emigration? This dissertation
considers the Palestine Bauhaus to be a subset of the Third Emigration, with the caveat that the
Palestinian version did not represent some of the characteristics of the phenomenon. Compared
to the Red Bauhaus Brigade for instance, the architecture students from the Bauhaus who

migrated to Palestine provide a distinct contrast.*> Unlike many members of the Third

! Bodenschatz and Flierl, “Controversial Urbanism During the First Years of the Stalin Dictatorship,”
190-91.

* The Bauhaus students in Palestine can be divided into two groups: the first group included the
architects Arieh Sharon, Shlomo Bernstein, Chanan Frenkl, Edgar Hecht, Schmuel Mestechkin, and
Munio Weinraub. They were all originally from Poland, they had immigrated to Palestine, and after
studying at the Bauhaus they returned to Palestine. Artists Wolf (Ze’ev) Joffe had also immigrated to
Palestine from Latvia before going to the Bauhaus, and returned to Palestine after his studies in Germany.
The second group included the architects Heinz Schwerin and his German wife Ricarda Meltzer, as well
as the photographers Naftaly Avnon (born Rubinstein), Ellen Auerbach, Erich Comeriner, and Ricarda
Meltzer (a German non-Jewish Bauhaus photography student who married Heinz Schwerin), the dancer
Karla Grosch, and the artists Mordecai Ardon (born Max Bronstein), Erich Glas, and Ruth Kaiser-Kohn,
who immigrated to Palestine after studying at the Bauhaus. Many of these Bauhdusler that returned or
immigrated to Palestine were students during Mies’s tenure. See Ita Heinze-Greenberg, “Paths in Utopia,
On the Development of the Early Kibbutzim,” and, Edina Meyer-Maril, “Workers’ Settlements in Eretz-
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Emigration, the former Bauhéusler in Palestine did not return to Europe. This tendency to settle
in Palestine can easily be explained by the fact that most, if not all of them, had come to the
Bauhaus from Palestine in the first place. Above all, Zionism as an ideology had both left- and
right-wing variants. The left-wing variants represented progressive socialist ideas that coincided
with many of Meyer’s ideas, such as collective living which found an outlet in the Kibbutzim.
The Red Bauhaus Brigade members Scheffler, Tolziner, and Weiner were Jewish, and Tolziner
had been a member of the Zionist group “Blau-Weiss” in his youth and had lived in Palestine for
a spell before his Bauhaus days. But after he became more radical politically, he left his Zionist
ideals for Communist ones, and neither he nor Weiner considered the possibility of settling in
Palestine. Their decisions to pursue their ideals elsewhere are telling, since as left-wing Jews the
option of returning to Palestine would have been an obvious one, but clearly their left-wing
commitments were not aligned with a Zionist variant.

Meyer also invited Arieh Sharon (1900-1984) to join him in the Soviet Union. Sharon was
born in Poland and came to the Bauhaus in 1926 via Palestine, where he had emigrated in 1920.
Since Sharon spoke Polish and some Russian, he had been the guide for a delegation from the
Soviet State Schools of Art and Architecture (VKhUTEMAS) that came to the Bauhaus. As a
follow up to this visit, in the spring of 1928, three Bauhaus delegates (Sharon, Peer Biicking, and
the master of the weaving department Gunta Stdlzl) went to Moscow to see the Vkhutemas. Most
importantly, while in Dessau, Sharon worked for Meyer and had been in charge of the project for

the ADGB Trade Union School in Bernau. However, despite Meyer’s invitations (and also those

Israel,” in Social Utopias of the Twenties: Bauhaus, Kibbutz and the Dream of the New Man, ed. Jeannine
Fiedler, trans. Miriam Neumann and William H. Boyle (Wuppertal: Miiller + Busman Press, 1995), 80-
95; Arieh Sharon, Bauhaus + Kibbutz (Stuttgart: Karl Kramer Verlag, 1976).
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of Mart Stam to join him in Magnitogorsk to work with the May Brigade), Sharon chose to stay
in Palestine.*

In terms of their architectural production, those architects from the Red Bauhaus Brigade
who spent the last stage of their careers in Eastern European communist countries—those who
reengaged with national projects—saw some of their progressive ideas take a toll. In contrast, the
architects who emigrated to Palestine were not always forced to leave behind their ideals. Some
of the architectural projects developed by Bauhaus students in Palestine, like those by Arieh
Sharon, remained to a certain extent more “experimental.””**

After the war, Stalin’s government began to target “rootless cosmopolitanism,” a term that
was eventually used to describe Jewish intellectuals. In the beginning, however, the term was
part of an anti-foreigner discourse and as such Meyer and his brigade would have fallen under
this rubric. This leads us to question political ideas and their relation to cosmopolitanism and
globalization. Moreover, it was during the interwar period that the postwar phenomena of the

“global architect” started to brew. Le Corbusier can be considered perhaps the first truly global

architect.” Having worked and moved swiftly between Europe, the Soviet Union, Latin

# Sharon had married St6lzl and had a daughter, the reason for which he stayed in Germany until May
1931, when he returned to Palestine with the purpose of getting a new passport. During the months that
followed Sharon’s departure, based on Sharon’s own memoir and letters of St61zl, he thought about going
to the Soviet Union. As things turned out, Sharon and St6lzl split paths: he stayed in Palestine and Stolzl
settled in Switzerland. For more information on Sharon and Sto6lzl, see Sharon, Bauhaus + Kibbutz,
Gunta Stdlzl, Bauhaus Master (Ostfildern: Hatje Cantz, 2009).

# After Israel's independence in 1948, Arieh Sharon became the director and chief architect of the
National Planning Authority. He held this post for five years. Later, he participated in the design of
Hillside Housing, Upper Nazareth (1955-57), the Hospital, Ichilov, Tel Aviv (1954-1960), the Israeli
Pavilion, Expo 58, Brussels (1957-58), the Churchill Auditorium, Technion, Haifa (1956-58), a
Convalescent Home, Tiberias (1965-1971), the headquarters of the Bank of Israel, Jerusalem (1969—
1974), the Master-plan for Civic Design of the Old City of Jerusalem (1967-69), and the Jerusalem
suburb of Gilo (1973-76).

* See Beatriz Colomina, “Towards a Global Architect,” Domus 946 (2011): 74-87.
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America, and India, it is safe to state that Le Corbusier’s movements were dominated by the
availability of commissions—#is version of cosmopolitanism led him to work at one point in the
Soviet Union and later with no apparent contradictions campaign for his Algiers project with the
Vichy government; he made allegiances depending on what each opportunity demanded. Now,
let us consider Meyer as a counterexample. After exiting the Bauhaus under accusations of being
a Marxist, he placed his expertise at the service of the Soviet Union’s First Five Year plan.
Meyer, who had been accused of being a Marxist, embraced the accusation by becoming one,
and worked in the Soviet Union until it was no longer feasible. Afterwards, he returned to his
native Switzerland, and there is evidence that he thought about joining the international brigades
in the Spanish Civil War. He eventually accepted an invitation to Mexico where he thought that
the spirit of the Mexican Revolution still dominated the politics of the country. By the time he
returned to Switzerland ten crucial years had passed during which not a single one of his projects
had been built, and he died prematurely a few years later without having accomplished his last
major task: the publication of a book on his Bauhaus tenure. In brief, Meyer was not at home in
the world. He did not move with ease from country to country. In fact, he stayed for long periods
in each destination. We can state that Meyer circulated through defined areas of the world due to
his political ideas. Moreover, Meyer chose his destinations in accordance with his own views of
world politics and he attempted to use his destinations to inform and position himself relative to
sympathetic political scenarios. In parallel, the decision by some of Meyer’s collaborators to
work after the war in Communist countries is not casual. The Eastern Bloc speaks to an
alternative globalization, or a fragmented version of cosmopolitanism. Also, there is an affinity
between the itinerant character of the Third Emigration and the “homelessness” that Siegfried

Kracauer or Theodor Adorno wrote about, which in turn derived from Gyorgy Lukécs’ idea of
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“transcendental homelessness” as described in his The Theory of the Novel.”® The main
difference is that homelessness is different from itinerancy, and it is this last concept that
qualifies the architects studied in this dissertation.

Unlike the Bauhaus under Gropius and Mies, the project of Meyer and the Red Bauhaus
Brigade did not have a permanent home—or to be precise, never found a final home. Meyer’s
project was not a global project—as a matter of fact it debunks the very idea of being “at home
in the world.” It is possible to go as far as describing Meyer as a melancholic version of Le
Corbusier. Although he was in authority positions a series of times, he was more of a political
intransigent than a political animal (even though this idea can be challenged if one considers all
the lip service he performed for Stalin, exemplified by the lectures he gave in Western Europe
between 1931 and 1936)."

Meyer left the Soviet Union in 1936, and most of the foreign architects who could leave and
wanted to remain alive had left by 1937. No matter how much Meyer and the other members of
the Red Bauhaus Brigade had identified with the Soviet project, they could not live in service of
that project, and by 1937 many of them had left. Even though Meyer kept on defending the
Stalinism, he ultimately was well aware that the Stalinist project excluded him. Meyer and the

Brigade’s endeavors can be tentatively described as internationalist rather than global, engaged

% Siegfried Kracauer, “Asyl fiir Obdachlose,” Die Angestellten (1930), 91-101, translated as “Shelter for
the Homeless,” in The Weimar Republic Sourcebook, eds. Anton Kaes, Martin Jay, and Edward
Dimendberg (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1994), 189-91; Theodor Adorno, Minima Moralia
(1951), trans. E.F.N. Jephcott (London: Verso, 1974); Gyorgy Lukacs, The Theory of the Novel: a
Historico-Philosophical Essay on the Forms of Great Epic Literature (1920), trans. Anna Bostock
(Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press, 1971).

7 Meyer’s 1930s lectures promoting the Soviet project in western countries will be analyzed in detail in
Chapter Three.
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at times with the Communist party, various educational institutions, and a series of state

organizations in countries of dissimilar political contexts.

The Three Emigrations

While the educational projects of the Bauhaus of Gropius and Mies van der Rohe eventually
its place in North America, Meyer’s Bauhaus found a foothold in the Soviet Union, and
reappeared afterwards in the 1940s in Latin America. Unlike Gropius and Mies van der Rohe,
the project of Meyer and his collaborators never had a permanent home. Having embraced the
flag of Marxism, Meyer’s initiative had transnational ambitions. In reality, however, the
experience of Meyer and his Red Bauhaus Brigade was not global, and thus presents a
counterpoint to the myth represented by other architects of the period, such as Le Corbusier, who
espoused a more mercenary and apolitical approach that could be described as being ‘at home in
the world.’

As stated in the beginning of this chapter, the organization is not chronological: the three
models of emigration happened more or less in parallel. To further illustrate the dynamic
situation of architectural institutions before the war, and as an example where the cultures of the
first, second and third models of emigration happened to overlap was the miscarried fourth
CIAM congress in Moscow. In 1932, the Soviet Supreme Council of Cooperatives for Housing
had suggested that CIAM hold its fourth congress in Moscow with the title of “The Functional
City,” a congress that would compare the systematic functional analysis of thirty-three cities.
The Soviets ended up asking for an extra year which, in combination with the results of the

second phase of the Palace of the Soviets Competition in February 1932, caused the CIRPAC
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(Comité International pour la Résolution du Probléme de I’ Architecture Contemporaine, which
was in charge of the organization of the CIAM congresses) to hold an emergency meeting. The
members voted against allowing Moscow to host the congress and went so far as to write a letter
to Stalin critically analyzing the Palace of the Soviets competition process and its results. The
fourth CIAM finally took place in Athens.*®

The First, Second and Third Emigration paradigms had repercussions in the architecture and
pedagogical approaches of many countries—at times in parallel and others in tandem. An
example was the situation in Chile. The First Emigration exponent Roberto Déavila Carson
worked in Paris for Le Corbusier, and then taught between 1935 and 1966 in the school of
architecture of the University of Chile.* The Second Emigration exponent Josef Albers, who had
taught at the Bauhaus and continued to teach in the United States, taught in June and July 1953
in the school of architecture of the Catholic University of Santiago. The Third Emigration
exponent Tibor Weiner, who studied under Meyer at the Bauhaus and then worked for him,
taught between 1946-48 in the same school of architecture as Davila Carson. All of them left
legacies in Chilean architectural culture; their impact can be traced in the pedagogy of their
teaching assistants, the work of their students, and buildings that were designed in the country.
However, the only legacy which influenced a group of students who got systematically involved
in the social problems of the country, and were characterized for their political awareness and

activism, was the legacy of Weiner.

* Charlotte Perriand, 4 Life of Creation (New York: Monacelli Press, 2003), 56-57; Barsac, Charlotte
Perriand: un art d’habiter, 1903-1959, 128-133.

¥ As a side note, apart from the Le Corbusier’s Errazuriz House project (1930, unbuilt), there was a
serious attempt to bring him to Chile to make a new master plan for Chillan after the 1938 earthquake,
this would have entailed a huge influx from the First Emigration into the country. See Dr. José Garciatello
(Vina del Mar) to Le Corbusier (Paris), December 10, 1938, and the response from Le Corbusier on
December 13, 1938, Fondation Le Corbusier, Paris.
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Investigating these three emigrations is one way of breaking down the impact of modernism
in architecture, and disassembling romantic monolithic notions of modern architecture.
Broadcasting Le Corbusier’s strategy of modern architecture is not the same thing as
disseminating the strategies of Gropius, Mies, May, or that of Meyer. As opposed to the other
two studied models, within the Third Emigration ideas became more powerful than individual
architects. Characterizing the Red Bauhaus Brigade through the trajectories of four of its
members, resists the persistent modernist notion of the heroic architect, and offers these
secondary characters a voice of their own.

Studying the Third Emigration as a different set of architectural “strategies” is also a
statement of resistance against more purist readings of modern architecture. As things turned out,
the Third Emigration’s understanding of modern architecture was interrupted by the war and for
the most part found itself on the eastern side of the Iron Curtain in the postwar period and,
therefore, had to comply with Party dictates, loosing many of its initial modernist impulses. The
chapters that follow are an attempt to expose some aspects of this Third Emigration, to question
what was lost by its interrupted development, and to understand what can be learned from this

unexplored legacy.
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Chapter Two
Das neue Weltbild: Hannes Meyer’s Bauhaus and the Education of the Red Bauhaus

Brigade, 1927-1930

On December 4-5, 1926, during the inauguration festivities for the Dessau building, Walter
Gropius invited Hannes Meyer to start an architectural department at the Bauhaus. Seven years
after its inception, and despite the fact that the Bauhaus’s foundational manifesto started by
claiming that “the ultimate aim of all visual arts (bildnerischen Tdtigkeit) is the complete
building!”, the Bauhaus still did not have a formal architecture program.' The painter and
Bauhaus faculty member Oskar Schlemmer disclosed in a letter that Meyer stayed after the
inauguration events to meet with faculty members and students, adding that “he obviously made
a good impression, and he gave the sense that he could contribute things the Bauhaus needs.
Gropius was looking for a man for the architecture department he was finally setting up.””
However, Meyer did not accept Gropius’s offer immediately, explaining at length to Gropius
some of his reservations in a January 1927 letter, where Meyer dismissively declared that much
of what he saw had reminded him of ‘Dornach / Rudolf Steiner’ for its cultish and aestheticized
character. (Dornach is a Swiss town where Rudolf Steiner designed Expressionist-like buildings
that are linked with his Anthroposophical movement.) In the same letter, however, he confessed

an attraction to the prospect of working with young students, and particularly the promise of a

' Walter Gropius, “Bauhaus Manifesto and Program” (1919), in Programs and Manifestoes on 20th-
Century Architecture, ed. Ulrich Conrads, trans. Michael Bullock (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1970),
49-53.

2 Oskar Schlemmer (Dessau) to Otto Meyer, April 17, 1927, in Oskar Schlemmer The Letters and Diaries

of Oskar Schlemmer, ed. Tut Schlemmer, trans. Krishna Winston (Middletown, Conn: Wesleyan
University Press, 1972), 202.
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“distinct “collectivism’ brought by cooperation within a community.”® Meyer was candid about
his reservations, he not only told them to Gropius but openly commented on them with other
Bauhaus faculty members: in an April 1927 letter, Schlemmer wrote about Meyer’s first visit and
mentioned that he “severely criticized various aspects of the Bauhaus. He frankly used such
phrases as ‘glorified arts and crafts,” ‘Dornach,” ‘decorative aesthetics,” and often he was right.”*
Following the first visit, Meyer was invited to return and give a lecture. It appears that he
accepted the job during this second visit, since on December 21, 1926, Schlemmer wrote in a
letter that Meyer’s hiring was a fait accompli and in passing commented: “Hannes Meyer from
Basel is a great addition. He also made a definite impression on the chief Bauhaus people, thanks
to his sound opinions and his winning ways."”

The hiring of Meyer by the Bauhaus can be read as a fluke for he was neither Gropius’s first
choice nor his only option. On December 18, 1926, Gropius stated in a letter to Meyer that his
original candidate had been the Dutch architect Mart Stam, but that he had rejected an offer.
(Schlemmer explained in another letter that Stam had declined on the grounds that he did not see

himself as having the pedagogic skills or the commitment required by the position.)°

Anticipating another negative answer, Gropius asked Meyer: “Should you, and I hope it is not

?«(...) an ihrem Angebot lockt mich vor allem das Zusammensein & -arbeiten mit jungen Menschen.

Ferner lockt mich die Auseinandersetzung mit dem Problem beruflicher Erziehung von baubeflissenen.
Es lockt mich als ausgesprochenen ‘Collektivisten’ die Mitarbeit innerhalb einer Arbeitsgemeinschaft.”
Hannes Meyer (Basel) to Walter Gropius (Dessau), January 3, 1927, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

* Oskar Schlemmer (Dessau) to Otto Meyer, April 17, 1927, in Schlemmer, The Letters and Diaries of
Oskar Schlemmer, 202.

* Oskar Schlemmer (Dessau) to Willi Baumeister, December 21, 1926, in Schlemmer, The Letters and
Diaries of Oskar Schlemmer, 198.

® Oskar Schlemmer (Dessau) to Otto Meyer, April 17, 1927, in Schlemmer, The Letters and Diaries of
Oskar Schlemmer, 202.
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the case, decline my proposition, I ask your advice regarding whom I could turn to. Would you
be inclined to recommend your partner?” The partner in question was the Swiss architect Hans
Wittwer.” From the shortlist of Stam, Meyer, and Wittwer, it is possible to infer that Gropius had
in mind somebody connected to Constructivism (or more broadly to the architectural avant-
gardes), and, whether deliberately or by chance, was not considering any Germans. Among
Gropius’s candidates, Stam was the better-known architect at the time. Proof of this is that the
building committee of the Deutscher Werkbund (a leading artists’ organization that strove for
good design in mass-produced goods and architecture) had recently commissioned Stam,
Gropius, and a series of other European architects for the design of housing prototypes for the
1927 Stuttgart Weissenhofsiedlung—a housing development/exhibition. Ludwig Mies van der
Rohe was in charge of organizing this development, and in September 1925 (at the start of the
scouting process) Stam was selected as a participant. In mid-1926 Meyer was also considered,
but by October of that year he had been discarded.®

Additionally, since 1924, Stam, Hans Schmidt, and Emil Roth had edited ABC: Beitrdge zum
bauen, a magazine that promoted Constructivist architecture and was published in Switzerland
with the encouragement of one of their main points of reference, the Russian artist and architect

El Lissitzky.” In 1926, Meyer guest-edited a special ABC issue on art.'” Considering that the

" Walter Gropius (Dessau) to Hannes Meyer (Basel), December 18, 1926, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

8 For more on the Weissenhofsiedlung, see Richard Pommer and Christian F. Otto, Weissenhof 1927 and
the Modern Movement in Architecture (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1991).

? See “Hans Schmidt: Memories of El Lissitzky” (1966), in El Lissitzky: Life, Letters, Texts, ed. Sophie
Lissitzky-Kiippers (London: Thames and Hudson, 1980), 397-98.

' The issue brought together texts and work by Willy Baumeister, Jan Tschichold, El Lissitzky, Georges

Vantongerloo, Piet Mondrian, Laszl6 Moholy-Nagy, and others. See Hannes Meyer ed., ABC - Beitrdge
zum Bauen 2 (1926).
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Bauhaus had a subscription to ABC at the time (copies can still be found at the Bauhaus-Archiv
Berlin), it is likely that Gropius read this issue and was familiar with Meyer’s name and work."'
Per the requirement by the Dessau authorities to evaluate and approve the appointment,

Meyer sent Gropius his résumé on February 15, 1927. This résumé is a comprehensive
description of his career up to then. Meyer organized his work following chrono-geographical
criteria: 1905-09 Basel; 1909-1912 Berlin; 1912-13 England;12 1913-16 Switzerland; 1916
Munich; 1916-18 Essen; 1918-19 Lausanne; and 1919-1924 Freidorf (Basel).

Meyer also provided a second list that reported exclusively on his travels after 1920: in 1921
to Germany; in 1922 to France; in 1923 to Denmark, Scandinavia, Finland, and a building
congress in Gothenburg; in 1924 to Belgium; and in 1925 for the organization of the “Junge
Kunst in Belgien” (“Young Art in Belgium”) exhibition. The emphasis placed on the different
cities where he had lived, and the reiterative accent on the countries visited, sheds light on his
itinerant career before the Bauhaus and provides the image of a cosmopolitan architect. Meyer
had alluded to the importance of cosmopolitanism—an anti-nationalist stance—in his 1926
article “Die Neue Welt” (“The New World”), where he declared in the context of housing and
mobility: “Our homes are more mobile than ever. Large blocks of flats, sleeping cars, house

yachts and transatlantic liners undermine the local concept of the ‘homeland’ (Heimat). The

' See “Hans Schmidt: Memories of El Lissitzky” (1966), in El Lissitzky: Life, Letters, Texts, 397-98.

" In his description of this yearlong trip to England, Meyer claims to have studied English city planning,
the new garden cities, social structures, different cooperative movements, and the “theater question” by
way of cinema, music hall, and vaudeville acts—although the years of Meyer and the German Garden
City Society’s trip to England coincide they appear to be unrelated. Hannes Meyer’s résumé (Basel) sent
to Walter Gropius (Dessau), February 15, 1927, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-
Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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fatherland goes into a decline. We learn Esperanto. We become cosmopolitan (Welthiirger).”"

Further ahead in the same text, while defending “pure construction” (Constructivism) in

preference to previous understandings of architecture, Meyer wrote:

Architecture has ceased to be an agency continuing the growth of tradition or an
embodiment of emotion. Individual form, building mass, natural color of material
and surface texture come into being automatically and this functional conception
of building in all its aspects leads to pure construction. Pure construction is the
characteristic feature of the new world of forms. Constructive form is not peculiar
to any country; it is cosmopolitan and the expression of an international

philosophy of building. Internationality is a prerogative of our time.'* (emphasis

added)

Both the reference to the weakening of the fatherland in favor of a cosmopolitan experience and
the idea that Constructivism (die konstruktive Form) was an international movement must be
read in a pacifist key in the context of the post-First World War era. Also, cosmopolitanism was
a political stance since it reflected a key communist principle: Karl Marx and Friederich Engels
understood cosmopolitanism in relation to capitalism, which with its expansive nature breaks the
boundaries of nations and creates a ‘global’ logic of production and consumption. In turn, they

ended their Communist Manifesto with a call for the proletarians of all countries to unite, which

" Hannes Meyer, “Die Neue Welt,” Das Werk 13 (1926): 205-224, translated as “The New World,” in
Claude Schnaidt ed. Hannes Meyer, Buildings, Projects and Writings (Arthur Nigli Ltd.: Teufen AR,
1965), 90-94.

'* Hannes Meyer, “The New World” (1926), in Schnaidt, Hannes Meyer, Buildings, Projects and
Writings, 90-94.
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is an alternative version of cosmopolitanism. However, cosmopolitanism does not come through
as communist jargon in Meyer’s 1926 text, but rather as a concept that is desirable and in
contrast to nationalism. The notion of cosmopolitanism in Meyer’s discourse became a leading
idea in his Bauhaus program, and the destiny of the foreign students who were attracted to the
Bauhaus is central to this dissertation.

Parallel to cosmopolitanism, there are other noteworthy subtopics in “The New World”:
mechanization and science, including a change of perception of space and time and
standardization; community, collectivization, and mutual cooperation between people at different
scales; psychoanalysis and psychological aspects of life; the house and the city; hygiene; and, the
change of the status of art, clarifying that it has turned into a scientific and technical field. The
unpacking of these topics is enhanced by a set of images, which in the 1926 original publication
in Das Werk was subdivided into the following categories: the international, skyscrapers, the
visual, the atelier, materials, theatre, photography, the photographic poster, glass art, exhibitions,
applied arts, propaganda, dance, standardization, and film. For example, “the international” was
illustrated by images of the facades of J.J.P. Oud’s 1925 Café¢ de Unie in Rotterdam, Konstantin
Melnikov’s 1925 Soviet pavilion at the Paris International Exposition, and Le Corbusier’s 1923-
25 Ville La Roche in Auteuil. The images used to illustrate all of the categories amount to an
orbis pictus of the state of the art of a series of disciplines, images that when seen in sequence
illustrate progress. (fig. 2.1.) It is relevant to mention that in March 1927, a month after sending
his résumé, Meyer sent Gropius a copy of “The New World.” Based on available information,

the Bauhaus did not subscribe to Das Werk, hence Meyer was most likely providing Gropius
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with a copy of his article for the first time. Meyer also attached a booklet about the Siedlung

Friedorf in Basel."

The New World Picture

There is a connection between the 1926 “The New World” article and Meyer’s 1927 Bauhaus
résumé in which he classified his latest work under the rubric of “1922-27 das neue Weltbild.”
(fig. 2.2.) Here, Meyer referred exclusively to architectural ideas (“Weltbild” will be translated

99 6

here as “world picture,” but it could also be translated as “view of life,” “worldview,” or
“conception of the world”).'® Meyer stressed that his architectural ideas were grounded both in
observations made while designing worker dwellings (Siedlungspraxis) and in an interest in
cooperative living (Genossenschaftstleben). Just as in the multiple examples described in “The
New World,” Meyer was skillful in contextualizing his work in the Bauhaus résumé in relation to
larger trends, where he revealed that he was in dialogue with the latest scientific and social
developments. This emphasis was translated into the way he classified his own work in terms of
contributions and discoveries; a sample of this strategy can be found when he listed the works he
created for the Swiss Co-op (the Union Suisse des Coopératives de Consommation, a cooperative
holding with retail, wholesale and production branches). Through the Co-op Vitrine that

showcased Co-op goods in Geneva and Basel circa 1925, he claimed to have studied “the tension

between materials and useful packaging, and the essence of standardized materials”; through his

" Hannes Meyer (Basel) to Walter Gropius (Dessau), March 9, 1927, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

' Martin Heidegger’s 1938 “Die Zeit des Weltbildes™ has been translated as “The Age of the World

Picture.” See Martin Heidegger, “The Age of the World Picture,” in The Question Concerning
Technology and Other Essays, trans. William Lovitt (New York: Harper & Row, 1977), 115-154.
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Co-op photography, he claimed to have identified “the world that surrounds us”; through his Co-
op linen designed circa 1924-26, he claimed to have clarified his “perspective on today’s graphic
design”; through his Co-op Theater performed in Geneva and Basel in 1924 (a propaganda-like
theatre that staged a play that dramatized topics such as the life of an average Co-op worker) he
claimed to have understood “kinetic and dynamic issues”; and finally, through his new graphic
color constructions, he claimed to have clarified the “common relationships between mechanical
music and mechanized painting and also acoustic and light values, both of which belong to the
field of applied mathematics.”'” Meyer’s comments show both an analytical and very self-aware
way of thinking, traits that would resurface throughout his Bauhaus period.

Meyer wrote this résumé in the midst of a very prolific period. At the end of November 1926
(only days before the Dessau building inauguration), Meyer and Wittwer entered a project for the
Petersschule competition in Basel (which Meyer described in the résumé as “functional planning

based on the relationships to natural light”).'®

(fig. 2.3.) In January 1927, they entered a project
for the Palace of the League of Nations competition in Geneva (which Meyer described in the

résumé as being based entirely “on the interactions between acoustic, light, and technical

considerations of the circulation of motor vehicles™).'” (fig. 2.4.) Both projects had a strict

" Hannes Meyer (Basel) to Walter Gropius (Dessau), February 15, 1927, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

'8 The entries for the Petersschule competition were received on November 30, 1926, and the project does
not appear to have been published until 1927 in the Bauhaus Magazine in a reformatted layout that
included descriptions, graphs, and formulas that explained and justified the design of windows and
skylights for maximum natural light exposure. See “Die Petersschule in Basel,” Bauhaus vol. 1, no. 2
(1927): 5. Hans Schmidt also published the project in an article entitled, “Das Bauen ist nicht
Architektur,” Das Werk 5 (1927): 139f1.

"% Early publications of Meyer and Wittwer’s Palace of the League of Nations competition entry are,
“Volkerbundspalast in Genf,” Concours d’architecture (Jury-Bericht), (Geneva, 1927), 44-45; “Ein
Volkerbundsgebiude fiir Genf,” Bauhaus vol. 1, no. 4 (1927): 6; “Volkerbundspalast in Genf,” Das Werk
7 (1927): 223-26; “Entwurf zum Voélkerbundpalast in Genf,” Bauwelt 18 (1927): 721; Leo Adler,
“Wettbewerb des Volkerbundes in Genf,” Wasmuths Monatshefte fiir Baukunst 11 (1927): 419-424.
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functionalist focus, and their descriptions were embedded with the scientific rationality that
characterized Meyer’s discourse at the time. The résumé concluded with a synoptic definition of
architecture: “By ‘architecture’ I understand the collective, or the exclusion of personal demands,
while accomplishing the vital needs of life: the realization of these are subject to the law of least
resistance and maximum economy. Their goal must be the achievement of an optimum of

functionality.”*

The emphasis on efficiency and material properties epitomized Meyer’s
functionalist pre-Bauhaus discourse. This definition also mentions the collective role of
architecture and lists as its primary purpose responding to vital needs—concepts that would
eventually take precedence over functionality in Meyer’s Bauhaus discourse.

There is a difference in the use of the adjective “new” between the 1926 article “The New
World” and the 1927 résumé-rubric “The New World Picture” that can broaden our
understanding of the ideas Meyer was bringing to the Bauhaus. On one hand, in the 1926 article
“new” was designating a cultural phenomenon thought to have matched the prevalence of the
precursor (“the old world”). On the other hand, in the 1927 résumé-rubric “new” referred to
something that had replaced the previously existing outlook on the world, where Meyer (the
architect) was capable of seeing the new world picture and had the agency of shaping things that
were attuned with it. “Newness,” although arguably always a condition of the present (every age
thinks it’s the modern age), should be read in this context as a symptom of the post-First World
War era and the characteristic starting over message of the period. Ideas/movements like the
Neue Sachlichkeit (New Objectivity), which had ramifications in a series of disciplines including

architecture, can be read under the same lens. Meyer’s positivist stance, which implied an

awareness of science, interest in mechanization, understanding of the primacy of economic

* Hannes Meyer (Basel) to Walter Gropius (Dessau), February 15, 1927, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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variables, and above all an aim for functional architectural solutions is traceable in his pre-
Bauhaus texts and projects. What surfaced as a novelty in the 1927 résumé was Meyer’s
enthusiastic self-promotion as someone willing and able to both create and lead the Bauhaus
architecture department, and to deploy his focus on biological, functionalist and collectivist

ideas, in-and-for the new world picture.

The Bauhaus Before Hannes Meyer, 1919-1927

On April 1, 1927, Meyer began teaching at the Bauhaus. What was the state of the Bauhaus
at the time? Schlemmer provided a reflection about the changes the institution had seen since its

foundation. In a diary entry from April 9, 1927 Schlemmer wrote:

The original phrasing was: ‘The State Bauhaus, founded after a catastrophic war,
amidst the chaos of revolution and at the peak of an emotion-laden explosive style
in art, will begin by first providing a center for all those who, committed to the
future and defiant of established orders, wish to build the Cathedral of Socialism.’
This sentence was taken from a programmatic statement written for a Bauhaus
exhibition in 1923, and supposed to provide a chronological survey of the
developmental stages the Bauhaus had passed through. The “first” makes this clear
enough. It is thus meaningless and malicious to lift the sentence from context and
present it as the manifesto of the Bauhaus. The sentences that follow make it
perfectly clear that this developmental stage was soon passed and was replaced by

other objectives, just as the political makeup of the Bauhaus, if indeed it ever had
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one, soon changed: among the students one could find rightists as well as leftists;
or the political wave yielded to a religious one.

One need not deny that theorizing was going on at the Bauhaus and still is, and the
Bauhaus therefore mirrors a piece of our times and their history.”' (emphasis

added)

Schlemmer’s critical assessment of the changes is valuable because, as a faculty member since
1921, he had been present during the unfolding of the events he described, and he gave
testimony about an institution that was in flux. Schlemmer’s critical view speaks to the
ambiguity of the socialist references in the Bauhaus’s foundational manifesto, and how some of
the faculty had distanced themselves from that impulse. He underlined that after a first activist
impulse, there was an overall mystical wave (which is mainly associated with Johannes Itten)
that had taken precedence over politics.

As is implied in Schlemmer’s analyses, the pedagogical project of the Bauhaus had
undergone a series of changes since the summer of 1919, when Gropius founded the school in
Weimar. Following a chronology assembled by the art historian Adrian Sudhalter (with research
contributions by the historian Dara Kiese), the school originally advertised training in craft,
drawing, painting, science, and theory organized through six workshops: sculpture (stone, wood,
ceramics, and plaster), metalwork, cabinetry, painting/decorating (wall, glass, and panel),
printmaking, and weaving. The Staatliches Bauhaus Weimar (State Bauhaus in Weimar)
combined the Weimar Kunstgewerbeschule (School of Applied Arts) that had closed during the

First World War and the Hochschule fiir bildende Kunst (Academy of Art) that had remained

21 Oskar Schlemmer, diary entry, April 9, 1927, in Schlemmer, The Letters and Diaries of Oskar
Schlemmer, 200.
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open. The Bauhaus opened with the 165 previously enrolled students of the Academy of Art, and
the first new students enrolled for the 1919-20 winter semester (reaching a historical peak of 245
students).

When the Bauhaus opened, there were three levels of instruction: apprentices (trainees
bound to a master), journeymen (craftsmen certified to work in a trade, but not ready to set up
their own workshop), and junior masters (craftsmen ready to run their own workshop and train
apprentices). The original faculty members, known as masters, were mainly artists: the first
hirees were the painter Lyonel Feininger (Printmaking Workshop), the sculptor Gerhard Marcks
(Ceramics Workshop), and the art teacher Johannes Itten (Preliminary Course, or Vorkurs, and
all of the other workshops). The Vorkurs was the core Bauhaus class, and at this point it lasted
one semester and focused on the development of analytical thinking, acquaintance with
materials, and aimed at detaching students from conventions and preconceived notions in order
to awaken their own drives. Through abstract exercises, the goal was not the design of functional
objects, but the exploration of a student’s creative capacities. Later hirees were the artists Paul
Klee (Bookbinding Workshop), Oskar Schlemmer (who took over the Stone-Sculptor
Workshop), Lothar Schreyer (hired to create a Stage Workshop), George Muche (who took over
the Stone and Weaving Workshop), and Vasily Kandinsky (Form and Color within the Vorkurs
and Wall Painting Workshop). As is self-evident from the list of faculty members, the Bauhaus

was then closer to an art school than to a technical institute.

The Bauhaus Study Program Under Gropius

In 1921, the first curricular changes were outlined in a publication entitled “Statutes of the
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State Bauhaus in Weimar.” For instance, after the Vorkurs, students could advance to one of the
now ten workshops to be trained under a form master (who provided theoretical training) and a
workshop master (a craftsman with technical expertise who provided practical training). In the
summer of 1923, new changes were implemented which were accompanied by more aggressive
self-promotional strategies (that included interventions in the school’s building with work by
teachers and students, and the transformation of Gropius’s private office into a showcase for
Bauhaus design). Regarding the faculty, in the 1923 summer semester, Itten and Schreyer left,
and the artist Laszl6 Moholy-Nagy joined the faculty. With the help of Bauhaus graduate Josef
Albers, Moholy-Nagy took over the Vorkurs—eventually Albers would inherit this class. The
system would eventually begin to produce its own teachers, or junior masters, who—Ilike Albers,
Hinnerk Scheper, Joost Schmidt, Gunta St61zl, Herbert Bayer, and Marcel Breuer—had been
students.

In 1925, the Bauhaus moved to Dessau, and in the 1925-26 winter term, a new study plan
was described in the text entitled “Bauhaus Dessau: Statutes, Teaching Regulations,” where the
number of workshops was reduced from ten to five. In October 1926, the Bauhaus was promoted
to the category of “Hochschule” (university), and with this new status came yet another study
plan: the obligatory Vorkurs was expanded to two semesters, and was followed by formal and
workshop instruction over the course of six semesters. This 1926 study plan mentioned for the
first time an architecture program in which students could enroll after completing the preliminary

training stages within the Bauhaus. Alternatively, if students had a comparable non-Bauhaus
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training—provided they had fulfilled the requirements of the Vorkurs—they could enroll directly
in the architecture program.**

The idea of creating a Bauhaus’s architectural program had been present since the foundation
of the school, but it only took force after the move from Weimar to Dessau. Prompted by
disagreements with Weimar’s conservative authorities (the arrival on the local council of
rightwing nationalists), the Bauhaus was seen as an unwanted neighbor. The antagonisms toward
the Bauhaus in Weimar had been apparent for some time, and in 1924, the regional parliament
revoked the school’s funding.> Since the Bauhaus was a publicly funded institution, leaving
Weimar involved finding assistance from another local government which could host and finance
the operation. At the time, Dessau was ruled by a more liberal administration that offered land,
money to build facilities, and the prospect of architectural commissions and collaborations with
local industries, including the aeronautical factories of Junkers, lignite production and
processing, and chemical plants.* Although Dessau lacked Weimar’s cultural legacy, regal
atmosphere, and scenic panoramas, the new location had the advantage of being closer to Berlin:
there were 290 km between Weimar and Berlin and only 130 km between Dessau and Berlin.

The move came to reinforce the Bauhaus’s relationships with important German and

*2 Adrian Sudhalter (with research contributions by Dara Kiese), “14 Years Bauhaus: a Chronicle,” in
Bauhaus 1919-1933: Workshops for Modernity, eds. Barry Bergdoll and Leah Dickerman (New York:
Museum of Modern Art, 2009), 323-337.

3 For details about the crisis between the Bauhaus and the Weimar authorities, see Shearer West, The
Visual Arts in Germany 1890-1937: Utopia and Despair, 152. For an overview of Germany and the
Bauhaus situation, see the chapter “Weimar Culture,” in Gordon Craig, Germany, 1866-1945 (New York;
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1980), 469-497.

#* See Hannes Meyer, “Bauhaus Dessau 1927-1930, Aspectos Sobre la Ensefianza Politécnica,”
Edificacion 34 (July-September, 1940): 14.
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international artistic, architectural, and intellectual figures. The school was now closer to
Europe, and as a result, closer to the world.

Based on the student Arieh Sharon’s Bauhaus transcript, an interesting detail is that in the
1926-27 winter semester (just before Meyer arrived at the Bauhaus), there were already some
architecture-related classes, namely one by the qualified secondary teacher Pfeiffer on “Building
Construction,” and another one by the engineer Friederich Kéhn on “Statics and Strength of

Materials.”?’

Through the transcripts of Bauhaus graduates, it is possible to trace the classes
Meyer and other architects taught in the first year that pertained specifically to the architectural
program (1927 summer and 1927-28 winter semesters). In the summer of 1927 when Arieh
Sharon entered the architecture program, he took Kéhn’s “Advanced Statics,” “Strength of
Materials,” “Reinforced Concrete,” and “Building Materials,” as well as Meyer’s class on
“Housing Settlements (Sied/ung) and Small House Design.” In the winter of 1927-28 Sharon
listed as heads of the building department both Meyer and Wittwer. Meyer taught classes on
“Spaciousness (Weitrdumigkeit),” and “Urban Planning,” and Wittwer a class on “Natural and
Artificial Light, Installations, Insulation, Sound Proofing, etc.” Sharon also attended lectures by
Kohn on “Static, Reinforced Concrete, and Modern Iron Construction.”* According to the
Bauhaus student Konrad Piischel’s transcript, in the summer 1927 semester, Marcel Breuer
taught a class on “Interior Design,” Wilhelm Miiller a class on “Technology and Construction,”

Ko6hn a class on “Building Construction, Statics, and Descriptive Geometry,” and Carl Fieger a

class on “Technical Drawing.” In the 1927-28 winter semester, Wittwer taught a “Seminar,” a

2 Arieh Sharon, “Bauhaus Transcript,” November 27, 1929, Arieh Sharon Papers, Bauhaus-Archiv Berlin.

% Arieh Sharon, “Bauhaus Transcript,” November 17, 1929, Arieh Sharon Papers, Bauhaus-Archiv Berlin.
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“Plan Drafting”, and “Ground Plan Studies, Light and Sun Calculation” classes.”” The details of
these and other architectural classes from Meyer’s time at the Bauhaus will be reviewed later in
the chapter, but for the time being it is relevant to see the importance that Wittwer had during
Meyer’s first year in the program and the scope of technical classes taught by Kohn.

On February 4, 1928, just short of a year since he had started teaching, Meyer was
announced as Gropius’s successor to the Bauhaus directorship. The day Meyer was announced as

the new director, Schlemmer wrote:

Gropius is leaving! [...] he is resigning in recognition of the fact that many issues
have crystallized around him to the detriment of the institute, and that the constant
skirmishes keep him from his own work, and that he hopes to promote the interests
of the Bauhaus better from a position on the outside [...] He of course names
Hannes Meyer his successor. Gropius, can think of no one better suited than him;
he has considered all the possibilities, and both within the Bauhaus and among
independent architects no one else seemed right. So it will become a reality, as of

April 1.7

Gropius was leaving a troubled institution, and Meyer was inheriting a difficult scenario. In
parallel, Meyer’s architectural department was becoming a pedagogical experiment of sorts, and

the expertise developed there could be used to intervene in the school as a whole. According to

7 Konrad Piischel, “Bauhaus Transcript,” October 15, 1930, Konrad Piischel Papers, Bauhaus-Archiv
Berlin.

% Oskar Schlemmer (Dessau) to Tut Schlemmer, February 4, 1928, and, Oskar Schlemmer (Dessau) to
Otto Meyer, November 11, 1928, in Schlemmer, The Letters and Diaries of Oskar Schlemmer, 224; 236.
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Meyer, his nomination as director was another fluke, since Ludwig Mies van der Rohe had been
Gropius’s first choice this time.” Meyer was less diplomatic than Gropius: he had a knack for
publicly criticizing his fellow teachers, which damaged his position of leadership when he
stepped in as director, and this lack of popularity within the faculty contributed to his subsequent
downfall. An example of Meyer’s opinions about his colleagues appeared in an April 1927 letter

from Schlemmer, where he described Meyer’s initial impressions of the Bauhaus faculty:

He said that what impressed him most here were the pictures (mine and
Moholy’s), not the rooms in which they were hung. He especially liked some of
my abstract things, at least much more wholeheartedly than the more recent ones.
He was not interested in Klee; he says Klee must be in a perpetual trance;
Feininger does not appeal to him, either. Kandinsky because of the theoretical
underpinnings. In terms of character he feels closest to Moholy, although he is
very critical toward much about him-his manner (officious), his false teachings
(which the students also see as such and reject); he was not interested in Muche’s
steel construction new building, since steel is the least important element in it.
Gropius can count himself fortunate to have this honest fellow as the latest feather

in his cap.”

» «Am 1.4.1928 iibernahm ich seiner [Gropius] Stelle die Direktion, nachdem Mies van der Rohe sie
ausgeschlagen hatte.” Hannes Meyer, “Mein Hinauswurf aus dem Bauhaus,” Dessau, 1930), Das
Tagebuch, August 16, 1930, 1307ff, translated as “My Dismissal from the Bauhaus, Open Letter to
Mayor Hesse,” August 1930, in Schnaidt, Hannes Meyer: Buildings, Projects, and Writings, 101-5.

3% Oskar Schlemmer (Dessau) to Otto Meyer, April 17, 1927, in Schlemmer, The Letters and Diaries of
Oskar Schlemmer, 202.
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This criticism of colleagues was a typical strategy of Meyer, almost a dialectical strategy, that he
often used to define (and redefine) his position and ideas. He had a need for nemeses.*!

The day after Gropius announced he was stepping down, Sigfried Giedion was inadvertently
programmed to lecture at the Bauhaus. During the post-lecture reception in the Bauhaus
cafeteria, the student, painter, and future Bauhaus teacher Fritz Kuhr gave an impromptu speech.

As recorded by Schlemmer, Kuhr said, addressing Gropius:

You have no right to leave us! We have starved in the name of our cause here and
shall, if need be, continue to starve; the Bauhaus is not a knick knack that can be
dropped and picked up by someone else; the Masters’ Council is reactionary, all
the students stand behind you; we have a mission to fulfill, the mission set forth in
Schlemmer’s manifesto for the Bauhaus Exhibition of 1923. That is our program,
the program of the Bauhaus, yours and ours. Hannes Meyer as director of the

Bauhaus will be a catastrophe! That is our downfall!*®

Certainly Schlemmer was interested in the fact that his 1923 manifesto was mentioned as the
ultimate roadmap, and although he went on to explain that Gropius reacted against Kuhr with a
long speech on pedagogy and the importance of communal efforts, Kuhr appears to have
vocalized the sentiments of many. The speech proves at the very least that Meyer did not have

the warmest welcome.

3! More evidence will be provided to support this point in Chapter Three.

32 Oskar Schlemmer (Dessau) to Tut Schlemmer, February 5, 1928. Oskar Schlemmer to Otto Meyer,
November 11, 1928, in Schlemmer, The Letters and Diaries of Oskar Schlemmer, 225.
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Hannes Meyer in the Bauhaus: a Protean Architect

Looking into some of Meyer’s abilities can begin to explain his fast rise. A key
characteristic, revealed by his letters, texts, and, above all, the impressions that others had of
him, was that of a talented organizer and an industrious teacher—but not necessarily a figure of
authority like Gropius. In May 1927 (the month after he started teaching), Schlemmer described
Meyer’s role in the Bauhaus thus: “Meyer has become a sort of Bauhaus Marquis Posa, supposed
to help with everything, our new broom.”” Suffice it to say that the Marquis de Posa is a
character in Giussepe Verdi’s Don Carlos who is focused on freeing Flanders from oppression.
The question that arises is how to evaluate Meyer’s intellectual aspirations. A closer look into his
polemicist side reveals that until this point he had authored some thought-provoking statements,
but was hardly the originator of any novel criticism. His 1926 “The New World,” for instance,
tended to the enumeration of pithy statements rather than a sustained narrative, and unpacked
mainly half-baked arguments. A writing style characterized by the production of lists continued
during his Bauhaus period with other manifesto-like texts like his 1928 “Building” and 1929
“Bauhaus and Society,” which, just as in the “The New World,” connected divergent threads and
synthesized ideas through formulas and lists. (figs. 2.5-2.6.) One characteristic of these texts was

that Meyer served as a magnetic field for ideas. For instance, in “Bauhaus and Society” he wrote:

Art?!
All art is organization.

Organization of the dialogue between the here and now and the ever after.

3 Oskar Schlemmer (Dessau) to Tut Schlemmer, May 1927, in Schlemmer, The Letters and Diaries of
Oskar Schlemmer, 205.
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Organization of the impressions of the human eye,
and therefore subjective and bound to the individual
and accordingly objective and determined by society.
Art is not a beauty aid, art is not a discharge of affect,

Art is only organization.*

Two years earlier, Mart Stam and Hans Schmidt had written in an ABC editorial: “Art should not

35 . . ..
”7° Meyer’s ideas are conspicuously similar to

embellish, but should design and organize life.
those of Stam and Schimdt, but have the knack of being delivered differently. By providing ideas
through bullet points as opposed to prose, and by peppering his texts with rhetorical questions,
Meyer skillfully repackaged and freshened others’ ideas. It is undeniable that some of these ideas
were ubiquitous at the time, but Meyer usually emerges as the one paraphrasing.

Can Meyer’s integrational skills also be identified in his architectural projects? In 1929,
Heinz and Bodo Rasch, in their Wie bauen?: Materialien und Konstruktionen fiir industrielle
Produktion in the subchapter “Das Hangewerk” (“Suspended Structures”), compared an image of
Meyer and Wittwer’s 1926 Petersschule competition entry with an image of a 1922-23 project
entitled “Quay and Restaurant on a Seaside Cliff” by a VKhUTEMAS student from the atelier of
Nikolai Ladovsky.*® (fig. 2.7.) Pointing to these overlaps speaks to the fertile atmosphere of the

period: new approaches to architecture were being developed in different countries, and, under

the rubric of Constructivism, many of Meyer’s references were coming from the Soviet Union.

** Hannes Meyer, “Bauhaus und Gesellschaft,” Bauhaus vol. 3, no. 3 (1929): 2, translated as “Bauhaus
and Society,” in Schnaidt, Hannes Meyer, Buildings, Projects and Writings, 98-100.

3 Hans Schmidt and Mart Stam, ABC - Beitrdge zum Bauen 1 (1926).

% Heinz and Bodo Rasch, Wie bauen?: Materialien und Konstruktionen fiir industrielle Produktion
(Stuttgart: F. Wedekind, 1929), 155.
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Additionally, it is possible to speculate that some of Meyer’s forays into the visual arts also
showed his awareness of the production of his contemporaries. In 1926, Meyer published an
image in ABC entitled Konstruktion 1926/1 that was part of his series of photographs of an egg
supporting a sheet of transparent glass.’’ (fig. 2.8.) A connection can be established between this
image and the egg-like sculptures Constantin Brancusi started creating in the early 1920s,
namely his 1920 Sculpture pour aveugler and his 1924 Le commencement du monde, the
possible overlap being between the photographs of the works. Although it is impossible to prove
the connection, an image of Le commencement du monde appeared in Laszl6 Moholy-Nagy’s
Von Material zu Architektur in 1929, which suggests that the photographs had circulated and that
Meyer would have been aware of them by 1926.%® (figs. 2.9.) These examples of Meyer’s
magnetic field condition are not intended as an accusation of plagiarism, but as evidence of his
capacity to assimilate ideas, a capacity that proved useful for his pedagogical project.

Politics has been the typical lens under which to analyze Meyer’s pedagogy and his Bauhaus
tenure. The primary evidence for this approach is Gropius’s persistent accusation that Meyer
“tricked” him when Meyer was hired in 1927 by not revealing his political ideas. This accusation
started when Meyer was dismissed and continued into the 1960s when the Argentinian painter,
designer, and theorist Tomas Maldonado asked Gropius about Meyer in an exchange of
letters. By contrast, the figure of Meyer for Maldonado pointed in the opposite direction, Meyer

for him (and others in the late sixties and early seventies) was an atypical pre-Second World War

37 Hannes Meyer (Co-op), ABC - Beitrdge zum Bauen 2 (1926): 1.
*¥ Moholy-Nagy published the Constantin Brancusi’s 1924 Le commencement du monde with the title

“Plastik fiir blinde” (Sculpture for the Blind) and misdated it 1926. Laszl6 Moholy-Nagy, Von Material
zu Architektur (Munchen: A. Langen, 1929), 99.
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hero—a reference point for the militant left.”” When Claude Schnaidt wrote the first monograph
on Meyer in 1965, he asserted: “If Meyer had spoken a little more often about art and a little less
about politics, if he had merely indulged in reassuring generalities instead of impugning an
economic system, if he had built luxury villas instead of co-operative housing estates, he would
probably have been entitled to more honors than he has received,” and, “Meyer has been accused
of allowing politics to be brought into the Bauhaus to a dangerous extent. In fact the school had
been the plaything of politicians from its beginning. The Bauhaus people had discovered to their
cost on more than one occasion that it is hardly possible to venture into the social and economic
world without compromising oneself politically.”*" Although Schnaidt’s efforts to establish
Meyer’s legacy find his subject’s politics to be an obstacle, the idea that Bauhaus polemics
clouded Meyer’s substantial pedagogical contributions has currency. An attempt to provide new
readings on Meyer’s politics in-and-after the Bauhaus is possible if the focus shifts to the
evolution of his political ideas as opposed to trying to reduce him to a political affiliation.

The letters of Schlemmer have been used a number of times in this chapter as a first hand
source for learning the details about Meyer’s situation at the Bauhaus—details that are relevant
to understanding the political situation in the institution in general and his pedagogical project in
particular. It should be noted that Schlemmer is not the only available source for this
investigation: the Bauhaus-Archiv in Berlin holds Ise Gropius’ diary (Walter Gropius’ wife),
another outstanding source for first hand facts from the period. However, the Gropiuses left the

Bauhaus after Meyer took over the directorship, meaning that some of her accounts of the

* Walter Gropius and Tomas Maldonado, “Exchange of Letters,” Ulm 10/11 (1964): 62—70; Massimo
Scolari, “Hannes Meyer e la scuola di architettura,” Controspazio 4/5, 1970, 83-91; Francesco Dal Co,
“Hannes Meyer e la “Venerabile Scuola di Dessau,” in Hannes Meyer, 1889-1954. Scritti 1921-1942:

architettura o rivoluzione (Padova: Marsilio, 1973), 41-49.

% Schnaidt, Buildings, Projects, and Writings, 17; 43.
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polemics are from the period when they were no longer in Dessau. Schlemmer and Ise Gropius at
times concur in their assessments of certain events, but above all, Schlemmer’s letters and diary
are a prime source for evidence on Meyer’s evolution in the Bauhaus. Schlemmer’s descriptions
of Meyer speak about a protean character, and offer a glimpse into the preliminary stages of his
political tropism.

In January 1928, Schlemmer wrote: “Hannes Meyer is very successful in his dealings with
the mayor [Fritz Hesse]. People are already saying that he has done more for the Bauhaus than
anyone else. One cannot exclude the possibility that Hannes Meyer will someday stab Gropius in
the back. Or perhaps he will go himself.””*' This evaluation is ambivalent: positive aspects are
recognized, but there is a clear undercurrent of mistrust. A month later, after Meyer had been
announced as the new director, Schlemmer wrote: “Hannes Meyer, himself no uncontroversial

figure, will keep things going in his realistic, calm, sensible way.”*

Meyer was described with
kind words; the use of ‘calm’ and ‘sensible’ provide a stark contrast to many of the post-Bauhaus
descriptions of him. Moving forward in time, shortly after he took office, Schlemmer wrote:
“The Hannes Meyer Era has now begun. It will be a while before we see whether the change
brings about a relaxation of tensions between us and the city administration and a certain part of
the citizenry. Meyer is moving slowly and cautiously [...]”*> Some months into Meyer’s

directorship, the positive tone was still present: “Hannes Meyer well disposed and helpful, but

also demanding. ‘A doer.” Certainly exceptionally hard working, energetic, organizing,

I Oskar Schlemmer (Dessau) to Tut Schlemmer, January 27, 1928, in Oskar Schlemmer to Otto Meyer,
November 11, 1928. Schlemmer, The Letters and Diaries of Oskar Schlemmer, 222.

2 Oskar Schlemmer (Dessau) to Otto Meyer, February 27, 1928, in Schlemmer, The Letters and Diaries
of Oskar Schlemmer, 228.

# Oskar Schlemmer (Dessau) to Otto Meyer, April 13, 1928, in Schlemmer, The Letters and Diaries of
Oskar Schlemmer, 231.
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providing, a real man of the people, and thus sometimes more peasant than nobleman, if I may
characterize him in such a flood of epithets. But he will succeed, and since Gropius’ departure
the situation seems much improved.””** Political undertones had begun to appear in the
descriptions: by saying, “a real man of the people” (“genau ein Volksmann,”) Schlemmer was
not only pointing to Meyer’s personal integrity, but also to his political dimension. In March
1929, Schlemmer totally changed his mind: “I am ready to leave. People—the students and I,

45
7 Now

too—are dissatisfied with Hannes because of his boorish behavior and tactlessness.
Schlemmer used “boorish” and “tactless,” almost antonyms of the adjectives he had used to
describe Meyer in February 1927 (“calm” and “sensible”). By June 1929, there was no turning
back, Schlemmer wrote, “I have never felt more alienated from the Bauhaus than now, thanks to
Meyer’s total failure as a director. A pity we did not discuss him properly. The ‘executor of the

% The reasons for this drastic change

estate,” as he calls himself, will prove its executioner yet.
of heart can be found in a July 1929 letter from Schlemmer to Otto Meyer-Amden: “I told you
that Hannes Meyer and a group of students reject the Bauhaus Theater productions as irrelevant,
formalistic, too personal. And that this was one reason for my being glad to leave.”*’
Considering that Schlemmer, the head of the theatre department, had been asked to imbue his

theatre with a more socio-political content speaks to ‘ideological pressures,” an indication that

political ideas had become increasingly important within the school. It should be noted that the

* Oskar Schlemmer (Dessau) to Otto Meyer, November 11, 1928, in Schlemmer, The Letters and Diaries
of Oskar Schlemmer, 236.

* Oskar Schlemmer (Dessau) to Willi Baumeister, March 6, 1929, in Schlemmer, The Letters and Diaries
of Oskar Schlemmer, 240.

% Oskar Schlemmer (Dessau) to Otto Meyer, June 9, 1929, in Schlemmer, The Letters and Diaries of
Oskar Schlemmer, 244.

47 Oskar Schlemmer (Dessau) to Otto Meyer, July 17, 1929, in Schlemmer, The Letters and Diaries of
Oskar Schlemmer, 248.
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pressure on Schlemmer to make his theatre more ‘socially relevant’ was most likely a signal of
the influence of the work of Bertold Brecht and Erwin Piscator. In April 1927 Schlemmer wrote:
“Piscator was here; unfortunately too one-sidedly political, but compelling in his way. He does
not understand what we are doing, considers it frivolity. Yet he thinks-he hinted at this that we
might establish an actors’ school in Berlin together, but of course with a strong leftist
orientation.” A month later he wrote, “Gropius is doing a theater project for Piscator, who might
collaborate with me; but if he tries to bring in politics while excluding modern form, I shall have

to decline.”*®

Eventually Schlemmer left the Bauhaus for a professorship at the State Academy
for Art and the Crafts in Breslau. Moreover, Schlemmer had his own political tropism in the
opposite direction from Meyer since he engaged with National Socialist ideas over the following
years.

An objective clue to Meyer’s political stances in relation to architectural culture are traceable
in his participation on June 25-28, 1928 in the first Congres internationaux d’architecture
moderne (International Congresses of Modern Architecture, CIAM) that took place at the castle
of La Sarraz in Switzerland. Two months into his Bauhaus directorship, the first CIAM was an
outlet for Meyer to position himself and share his ideas with the architectural intelligentsia.
Meyer spoke a number of times during the sessions, for example providing a definition of
urbanism in keeping with his interest in the collective: “Organization of collective life in cities:

the organization of all the functions of collective life. City building is the organization of all

functions of collective life in a city and between places.”* Some of these sentences were used

* See Oskar (Dessau) to Tut Schlemmer, April 11, 1927, and Oskar (Dessau) to Tut Schlemmer, Mid-
May 1927, in Schlemmer, The Letters and Diaries of Oskar Schlemmer, 201; 204.

* “Transcript from the CIAM Congress La Sarraz, June 25-29, 1928 (meeting of Wednesday morning,
9:30 am), 2b,” CIAM Papers, Archives of the Institute for History and Theory of Architecture, ETH,
Zurich.
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later in the final declaration of the congress, which Meyer helped to write. What is relevant is
that Meyer was aligned with Hans Schmidt, Paul Artaria, Marcel Breuer, and Mart Stam, and
that they joined forces to defend radical stances, defying Le Corbusier’s otherwise dominant
vision. Within the congress, they were seen as the voice of the far left. Since Meyer was the
director of the Bauhaus, he was seen as representing the school’s position at the congress. (fig.

2.10.)

Erné Kallai and Karel Teige: Important Players in Meyer’s Pedagogical Project

One aspect that Schlemmer’s letters do not reveal, but which began to emerge in the CIAM
interventions, is that Meyer was in dialogue with people with more political experience than his
own. Clues to Meyer and his pedagogical project’s relationship with politics and political ideas
can be traced through some of his key collaborators. While Meyer had connections with several
figures from the left during his Bauhaus period, his specific interactions with Erné Kallai and
Karel Teige stand out as particularly relevant inputs to his political evolution. Kallai was an in-
house agent and an early stimulus for Meyer’s educational project; Teige, in turn, was an
external agent who came to the Bauhaus as a guest lecturer towards the end of Meyer’s tenure.
They can be understood as partners in a relay race: Teige stepped onto the stage toward the end
of 1929 at around the same time that Kallai resigned from the Bauhaus due to alleged differences
with Meyer. One after the other, Kéllai and Teige publicly championed Meyer’s pedagogical

project counterbalancing his increasing lack of support.>

* While the Kallai-Meyer connection remains largely understudied, the Teige-Meyer connection has
usually been addressed in the context of larger scenarios. See Jean-Louis Cohen, “Introduction,” in Karel
Teige Modern Architecture in Czechoslovakia and Other Writings, (Los Angeles: The Getty Research
Institute, 2000), 1-55; Spechtenhauser and Weiss, “Teige and the CIAM,” in Karel Teige, 1900-1951:
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The Hungarian intellectual Ernd Kallai (1890-1954) had originally studied literature, history,
Hungarian, and German in the State Civic Teacher Seminar in Budapest. Since the early 1920s,
Kallai had been a member of an avant-garde group called Ma.”' This collective had a clear
identification with communism. Their foundational manifesto stated, “we make a distinction
between the aestheticism of bourgeois Constructivists and the king of constructive art that
springs from our communist ideology.”* Kallai’s interests included architecture, an example
being his 1924 article “Architecture,” published in the Hungarian periodical Ma. In this article
Kallai condemned the capitalist system and nodded to communist central planning.
Characteristic of his dialectical approach, he was also skeptical of the “proletarian concept of the
new man’ and its potential to accomplish all of the abstract goals of left-wing agendas. In
passing, after arguing that the division between the sacrosanct and the profane was no longer
valid for explaining the organization of society, he discredited functionalism and mocked the
very idea of workers’ housing and “palaces of labor.” In this article, Kallai also articulated a
critique of Bruno Taut-like ideas of City Crown projects (nondenominational cathedrals that
would provide a spiritual center to secular societies).”® The relevance of this article lies in its

championing of an architecture that focused on human perception, one that stemmed from and

L’enfant terrible of the Czech Modernist Avant-Garde (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1999), 217-255;
Magdalena Droste, “Unterrichtsstruktur und Werkstattarbeit am Bauhaus unter Hannes Meyer” in Hannes
Meyer, 1889-1954: Architekt, Urbanist, Lehrer (Berlin: Ernst & Sohn, 1989), 134-165; Manuela
Castagnara Codeluppi, “In Search of Modern Architecture,” Rassegna 53 (1993): 62-69.

> Besides Erné Kallai, the other members of Ma were Lajos Kassak, Sandor Barta, Janos Mécza, Endre
Gaspar, Laszl6 Moholy-Nagy, Jolan Simon, Lajos Kudlak, and Erzsébet Ujvari.

*2 Erné Kallai, Alfréd Kemény, Laszlo Moholy-Nagy and Lészlo Péri, “Nyilatkozat”, Egysén 2 (1923),
translated as “Manifesto,” in Between Worlds, a Sourcebook of Central European Avant-Gardes, 1910-
1930, eds. Timothy O. Benson and Eva Forgacs (Los Angeles: Los Angeles County Museum of Art;
Cambridge: MIT Press, 2002), 443-44.

3 Erno Kallai, “Architektura,” Ma, (February 20, 1924), translated as “Architecture,” in Between Worlds,
a Sourcebook of Central European Avant-Gardes, 1910-1930, 612-14.
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was related to the senses. Kallai’s 1924 critique can be connected with Meyer’s own critique
written two years later in “The New World,” and with the biological and perceptual ideas that
later took force in Meyer’s Bauhaus project when the sensorial aspects of architecture
undergirded his turn towards “life,” as developed in texts like his 1929 “Bauhaus and Society”—
a text that Kéallai edited for the Bauhaus magazine. It should be noted that there is no concrete
evidence that Meyer read Kallai before he came to the Bauhaus.

Kallai had been living in Germany for some years. He was already working as a journalist
for art and cultural magazines when he was hired to run the Bauhaus magazine in 1928, shortly
after Meyer became the director. (fig. 2.11.) Besides being the editor of the magazine, Kallai was
in charge of the school’s press office (pressedienst) from which he handled public relations and
promoted the school.”* Kallai brought to the school an organized ideological outlook that Meyer
alone could not have articulated. At the time, Meyer appears to have lacked the proper Marxist
education that Kallai had. Under Kéllai the Bauhaus magazine was vocal about left-wing
politics, not only in some of his own texts, but also in the choice of other texts to publish. An
example can be found in the publication in Bauhaus vol. 3, no. 1 (1929) of Lu Mirten’s
“Historical Materialism and New Design.” (Mirten was a communist aesthetician, journalist, and
critic who wrote about art and social reform.)> The editorship of Kallai turned the magazine into
a more political publication, and above all into a more ambitious publication compared to the

Gropius-era version.

 «“Der Lehrkorper,” Junge Menschen kommt ans Bauhaus (1929): 38.
33 Lu Mirten, “Historischer Materialismus und neue Gestaltung,” Bauhaus vol. 3, no. 1 (1929); 4. The

article was based on the lecture given by Lu Mérten on October 12, 1928 entitled “Historische Dialektik
und Experiment” (“Historical Dialectic and Experiment”).
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Kallai wrote an average of two articles per issue in his first year. An example is his first
editorial, “The Bauhaus is Alive!”, a passionate harangue in praise of Meyer’s appointment as
director in which he makes a case for Meyer by comparing him with Gropius.’® (fig. 2.12.) This
editorial also delivers a fierce criticism of the fixation on “Bauhaus style,” which was one of
Meyer’s favored anti-Gropius arguments.

Since its inception, the Bauhaus magazine had been a vehicle to promote the work of
teachers, and this aspect remained the case, but at the same time the magazine began to provide
more space for student work. There was also an orchestrated strategy for promoting the
internationalism of the student body, and for encouraging foreign students to enroll in the school.
For example, in Bauhaus vol. 2, no. 2/3 and no. 4 (1928), there was a playful questionnaire that
was answered by some twenty Bauhaus students—including Meyer himself under his
pseudonym Co-op. The questions ranged from the basic personal information of the
interviewees, their original motivation for enrolling in the Bauhaus, to more poignant questions
like, “have you received a new outlook on life? If so, what were these ideas? What social and
personal, spiritual and material demands do you make on a new life design?” or, “what do you
think about the difference between ‘art’ in the traditional sense and “design’ in the new sense?””’

A year later, the emphasis on /ife was still predominant, in Bauhaus vol.3, n0.3 (1929) in a one-

% Ernd Kallai, “Das Bauhaus lebt!,” Bauhaus vol. 2, no. 2-3 (1928): 1-2.

*7 The questionnaire was answered by Otti Berger, Rosa Berger, Max Bill, Hermann Bunzel, Lotte
Burckhardt, Eric Comeriner, Hannes Meyer (using Co-op as a pseudonym), Lux Feininger, Thomas
Flake, Hubert Hoffmann, Walter Kaminski, Fritz Kuhr, Lothar Lange, Fritz Levedag, Wera Meyer-
Waldeck, Gerhard Moser, Helmut Schulze, Alexander Xavinsky, Vlader Svipas, and Fritz Winter.
Bauhaus vol. 2, no. 2-3 (1928): 24-29; Bauhaus vol. 2, no. 4, (1928): 19-22.
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page advertisement, interspersed between matter-of-fact questions, prospective students were
asked: “Do you want to learn building adapted to life (lebensrichtig bauen)?”*

Kallai’s advocacy of Meyer’s Bauhaus began to diminish over time, and his uncompromising
criticality ended up targeting Meyer’s ideas. But even after he left the Bauhaus he still publicly
supported Meyer’s project, for in 1930, after he had stepped down, he published the article “Ten
Years of the Bauhaus” in Die Weltbiihne. In the context of the fierce criticism of the idea of a
Bauhaus Style that had emerged during Gropius’s tenure, Kallai exalted Meyer’s project when

saying:

It is not enough to force industrial mass production and in so doing, in the design
of these products, to allow artistry—despite schematic simplification it is still
esthetically willful—to triumph over the engineer. Architecture must strive
resolutely to accomplish ‘social, technological, economic, and psychological
organization’ (Hannes Meyer). Otherwise architecture will remain-Bauhaus style,
a hybrid solution, indecisive about form, neither emotional and free like art, nor

straightforward, accurate, and necessary like technology.”

After combing through many of Kallai’s texts, it is possible to assert that as a spokesman of the
Bauhaus he exercised an autonomous voice that had the capacity to jeopardize Meyer, but that

based on the contents of the editorials and articles in Bauhaus magazine and his texts in the

¥ «“K omm ans Bauhaus,” Junge Menschen kommt ans Bauhaus (1929): 44-45.

* Ern Kallai, “10 Jahre Bauhaus,” Die Weltbiihne 21 (January 1930), translated as “Ten Years of
Bauhaus,” in Between Worlds, a Sourcebook of Central European Avant-Gardes, 1910-1930, 639.
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exhibition catalogues, he nurtured the Bauhaus through constructive criticism. Moreover, his
professional expertise helped to promote Meyer’s Bauhaus project and open it to new audiences.

Kallai saw a divide between the artists and the rest of the Bauhaus faculty. In the 1929
catalogue of the exhibition of Bauhaus artists in Basel’s Kunsthalle (an exhibition of work by
Josef Albers, Lyonel Feininger, Vassily Kandinsky, Paul Klee, and Oskar Schlemmer), he
described this “divide” in terms of a school with two faces: an architectural one full of rational
principles (praktisch-zweckgebundenes), and an artistic one with a free imagination
(kiinstlerisch-phantasiefreies). ®® Yet, he had a key diplomatic role mediating between the
Bauhaus artists and Meyer by promoting and publishing their work. Despite the notion that
Meyer was at war with the painters, it is undeniable that during his tenure they were championed
through an unprecedented amount of Bauhaus-organized external exhibitions. Kallai wrote most
of the exhibition catalogue texts and also organized a short-lived independent magazine called
Der Kunstnarr (The Art Fool), which despite its ironic name, was effectively another outlet to
promote Bauhaus artists.

Kallai left the Bauhaus in 1929, allegedly because of a falling out with Meyer. One of the
main consequences of Kallai’s departure was that the Bauhaus magazine ceased publication for
the remaining of Meyer’s tenure, leaving him without a much-needed promotional platform.
Kallai had a key political influence on the school in general, and on Meyer in particular. While
broadcasting and promoting the school, the Bauhaus magazine became an exchange platform
between the school and the world and evolved into a sophisticated outlet for Meyer’s project.
Revisiting the importance of Kallai during Meyer’s Bauhaus tenure sheds light on how Meyer’s

political evolution was not autonomous, and demonstrates that Meyer was also receiving an

% Erng Kallai, “Introduction,” in Bauhaus Dessau Ausstellung (April 20-May 9, 1929).
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education during his time at the Bauhaus.

Besides being a prestigious typographer, collage-artist, and photographer, the Czech Karel
Teige (1900-1951) was also a prolific critic, editor, and activist. Although he was not trained as
an architect, he was an early promoter of modern architecture in Czechoslovakia. Teige
spearheaded a series of avant-garde initiatives, amongst them the artists group Devétsil, a leading
art and literary avant-garde organization in Czechoslovakia. Teige was involved in a succession
of magazines, including Stavba and ReD. His abilities turned him into a powerbroker of the
Czech avant-garde in the interwar period and an important participant in the European
architectural discussion. Just like Kallai, Teige was a detractor of the Gropius Bauhaus. In 1924,
he wrote a critique of the school in Stavba where he claimed that the whole educational project
was flawed, since a school that aspires to teach architecture cannot be concerned with questions
of art and applied art. In his view, teaching crafts in a school that aimed at a new conception of
architecture was an oxymoron: it was anathema to what a modern ethos demanded in terms of
division of labor and the primacy of the machine as the prevailing means of production. A
critique of this same division would be central to Meyer’s 1926 “The New World” and also later
to his 1928 “Building.”

Teige and Meyer started exchanging letters after the 1928 CIAM, which Teige did not attend
although he had been recruited as the Czech press correspondent. The first CIAM took place in
June 1928, and the first extant letter from Meyer to Teige is from late October 1928, referencing
a letter from Teige from mid October. It should also be noted that the Bauhaus advertised in
Teige’s ReD magazine.®’ The one limitation for assessing the extent of Teige’s influence on

Meyer’s political and intellectual evolution is that only Meyer’s letters to Teige survive. There

' See ReD 1 (1927-28): 22
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are around thirty extant letters from Meyer to Teige between 1928 and 1930, but Meyer mainly
talks shop. On Teige’s end, as a cross-reference, we only have his published articles as evidence
of his ideas and opinions.®*

Meyer invited Teige to the Bauhaus as a guest lecturer; he spoke in January 1930 over
several consecutive days on contemporary literature and new typography. The titles of the
lectures were: 1. Historical Introduction to the Development and the Material and Expressive
Problems of Contemporary Literature and Poetry; 2. Materials and Technique of the New
Literature: Psychology of Writing and of Words; 3. The New Typography: Book Printing and
Advertising.”” Based on the titles, the lectures ranged from more interpretative topics of literary
analysis to strictly technical aspects of typography. In parallel, Teige met students in the
cafeteria, where other topics could be discussed.®* After the success of the first lecture series, a
second series was arranged. This time, Teige was to speak about architecture. The second lecture
series never took place since Meyer was dismissed before the scheduled date, but the undelivered
lectures were published in ReD magazine under the title: “On the Sociology of Architecture.”®

Teige had an ongoing interest in Meyer’s ideas. The year before he was invited to lecture at
the Bauhaus, he had mobilized ideas from Meyer’s 1928 “Building” in order to critique Le

Corbusier’s Mundaneum—in an article that mainly attacked the archaic ziggurat-like form of the

museum. (fig. 2.13.) In his assessment, Teige quoted the following passage from “Building”:

62 See Milos Aulicky, postcript: “My Uncle, Karel Teige,” in Karel Teige, 1900-1951, L’Enfant Terrible
of the Czech Modernist Avant-Garde, 386.

% Hannes Meyer (Dessau) to Karel Teige (Prague), January 7, 1930, Hannes Meyer Papers, Bauhaus-
Archiv Berlin.

 Hannes Meyer (Basel) to Karel Teige (Prague), February 12, 1930, Hannes Meyer Papers, Bauhaus-
Archiv Berlin.

% Manuela Castagnara Codeluppi, “In Search of Modern Architecture,” 66.
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All things in this world are a product of the formula: (function times economics).
So none of these things are works of art: all art is composition and hence unsuited
to a particular end. All life is function and therefore not artistic. The idea of the
“composition of a dock” is enough to make a cat laugh! But how is a town plan

designed? Or a plan of a dwelling? Composition or function? Art or life??77%

Later in the text, Teige took Meyer’s ideas about composition to criticize the Mundaneum:

Thus the Mundaneum is Reissbrett-ornamentik, a project born not from real and
rational analyses of the program (because this program would not be capable of
such an analysis and solution) but from a priori aesthetics and abstract geometric
speculation, following a historic stereotype. It is not a solution for realization and
construction, but a composition. Composition: with this word it is possible to

summarize all the architectural faults of the Mundaneum.®’

And he later made further references to the question of “art or life?”” when writing: “Life is

. . . e . 68
neither, of course, symmetrical nor triangular nor star-shaped, nor is it in Golden Section.”

In an unprecedented reaction, Le Corbusier responded to Teige’s critique, and began by

% Excerpt from Hannes Meyer’s “Building” (1928) quoted in, Le Corbusier “In Defense of Architecture,”
Stavba 2 (1929), reprinted in French in L Architecture d’Aujourd’hui (1933): 92-108, and translated into
English in Oppositions 4 (1974): 92-106.

%7 Karel Teige, “Mundaneum,” Stavba 7 (1929): 145, translated in Oppositions 4 (1974): 83-91.

5 Karel Teige, “Mundaneum,” Oppositions 4 (1974): 83-91.
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quoting the same passage of Meyer’s “Building” that Teige had used. Le Corbusier replied
playfully to every criticism, and he did so by turning Meyer’s ideas against Teige. For instance,
Le Corbusier wrote: “Every tool of progress is perishable, especially any tool which is
considered to be reduced to its specific utilitarian function. Meyer’s formula applies here very
rigorously: function times economy.” Le Corbusier was not only undermining Teige’s ideas, but
directly attacking his source when ridiculing the potential of utilitarian function as the only way
of facing architectural problems. Later in the text he stated: “I have written in Une Maison-Un
Palais that all human acts tending toward the solution of a given problem imply the function of
architecture; so that today, when mechanization has brought us to an enormous productive
capacity, architecture is everywhere: in the battleship (Hannes Meyer), in the conduct of war,
and in the form of a pen or of a telephone.” This quote reveals that Le Corbusier also focused on
the function of architecture and human acts, but he made clear towards the end of the text that he
started from a different point: “You know the statement with which, in 1920, in L Esprit
Nouveau, I opened a series of architectural studies; a statement as ‘cleansing’ or as police-like as
Hannes Meyer’s definition. It is so on another level: ‘architecture is the masterly, correct and

% Le Corbusier had a compositional

magnificent play of masses brought together in light:
approach: he was thinking in terms of mass and light. Although he granted certain overlaps
between his ideas and those of Meyer, Le Corbusier’s approach had a different angle. In the end,
Le Corbusier was in a dialogue with Meyer, but one in which Le Corbusier undermined Meyer’s
ideas by criticizing Teige’s.

It is evident that the Teige-Le Corbusier polemic confronted different discursive views on

modern architecture, one that pushed for the primacy of function and another that, despite being

% Le Corbusier “In Defense of Architecture,” Stavba 2 (1929), reprinted in French in L ’Architecture
d’Aujourd’hui (1933): 92-108, and translated into English in Oppositions 4 (1974): 92-106.
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interested in function, saw it as subsidiary to composition, beauty and a series of other criteria.
Regardless of the merits of the arguments put forth by both sides, what is relevant is that the
Teige-Le Corbusier exchange used Meyer’s ideas to different purposes, proving the continental
reverberations of Meyer’s thoughts (and Teige’s and Le Corbusier’s investment in them).

Further evidence of Teige’s interest in Meyer’s project is a January 1930 article entitled “Ten
Years of the Bauhaus,” where he again critiqued Gropius’s tenure. He declared that the Bauhaus
ideology was full of “internal obscurities” that complicated the practical attempts of the school.
The core attack was delivered via Teige’s accusation that Gropius’s slogan of a “new unity of
art and industry” was just a regurgitation of John Ruskin’s call for art and crafts to unite, and that
Gropius’s motto diverged from modern design since it was an expression of the decorative and
applied arts industry.”® Contrary to Gropius’s ideas, Teige established that Meyer taught “without
any formulas. He wants, he says, biologically, unleashed, living buildings. He teaches an
understanding of architecture as a work stemming organically from life and from social
conditions; he teaches his students to analyze the environment and the particulars by which each
building is determined.””" This description is worthy of note because it summarizes the change
of route of Meyer’s ideas during his tenure, the shift of emphasis from strictly functional and
material issues to biological and social ones. Moreover, in May 1930, Teige published an issue
of ReD dedicated to Meyer’s Bauhaus, a particularly valuable outlet considering that the

Bauhaus magazine had not been published since late 1929 when Kallai left. (figs. 2.14-2.15.)

70 Karel Teige, “Zehn Jahre Bauhaus™ (Dessau, January 1930), translated as “Ten Years of the Bauhaus,”
in Karel Teige Modern Architecture in Czechoslovakia and Other Writings, 318.

"' Karel Teige, “Ten Years of the Bauhaus” (Dessau, January 1930), translated as “Ten Years of the
Bauhaus,” in Karel Teige Modern Architecture in Czechoslovakia and Other Writings, 321.
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(His last issue—and the last of Meyer’s tenure—was Bauhaus vol. 3, no. 4 (October-December
1930.))

In continuation with the idea that Meyer was a skilled appropriator of ideas, there are a series
of overlaps between concepts he was promoting and those Teige disseminated. There is no
evidence that Meyer had read Teige’s texts, especially since they were published mainly in
Czech, but the correspondences at the very least will shed light on the ubiquity of some ideas at
the time. The overlaps with Teige’s thoughts are many. For example: in 1923, in Teige’s article
“Painting and Poetry,” he described Constructivism as: “Modern constructions and materials
(concrete, glass, and iron) subjected to the laws of economy and function have given us
harmonious groupings and proportions...” In turn, Meyer’s 1928 “Building” began with the
phrase: “All things in this world are a product of the formula: (function times economy).” When
read side-by-side, the connection is evident, but Meyer’s text was written five years later. By
1928, Meyer and Teige were already in contact, so chances are that they could have discussed
these ideas personally, or simply that this functionalist analytical frame was widely used at the
time. Another overlap can be detected between Teige’s 1924 “Poetism” and Meyer’s 1926 “The
New World.” In “Poetism,” Teige referenced the idea of “the new world”: “It probably speaks
only to those who belong to the new world; it has no desire to be understood and perverted by
those whose views are outdated, who look back into the past.” (emphasis added) The idea of “the
new world” appears to have been everywhere, but that does not diminish the importance of this
similarity. In most, if not all of these cases, if the paraphrasing could be proved, Meyer was the
one quoting other people’s ideas. Meyer took from others, but, one of his editorial trademarks

was that he transformed and enriched his sources’ ideas.’?

72 Karel Teige, “Malirstvi a poezie,” (“Painting and Poetry™), Disk 1 (1923), and “Poetism” (1924),
translated in Between Worlds, a Sourcebook of Central European Avant-Gardes, 1910-1930, 367-69;
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If we analyze the Meyer-Kallai and the Meyer-Teige relationships, the question emerges as
to whether the changes in the architecture-related culture of the Bauhaus under Meyer added
value to a broader leftist agenda. In so far as the school was able to attract the attention of
intellectuals like Kallai and Teige and that Meyer’s tenure caused continental reverberations
(something that was heightened by his dismissal from the Bauhaus in 1930), it is possible to see
the Bauhaus as a discursive space for the development of political ideas—and to some extent as a
site of resistance. The involvement of non-architects like Kallai and Teige in Meyer’s Bauhaus
suggests that leftists found a certain ground in architectural culture, and ultimately championed
architecture as a revolutionary agency. With the arrival of Meyer, the Bauhaus laid the table for
an international community of left-wing students and intellectuals, some of whom were not
exclusively or even remotely related to architectural or artistic fields. While this development did
not represent the only dimension in the school, nor necessarily the predominant one, it was
undeniably an important thread (a red thread) that ran though the school. There was, between the
two World Wars, a moment when other fields took an unusual interest in architecture. If the
existence of a meaningful leftist critique of modern architecture in this period remains unclear,
Kallai and Teige’s involvement with Meyer’s Bauhaus project at least demonstrates the magnetic

draw that modern architecture had on left-wing intellectuals in general.

593-601; Hannes Meyer, “Bauen,” Bauhaus vol. 2, no. 2 (1928): 12-13, translated as “Building,” in
Schnaidt, Hannes Meyer, Buildings, Projects and Writings, 95-97.
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The Bauhaus Students During Meyer’s Tenure

Meyer, Kallai, Teige, and a series of other foreigners were instrumental in turning the
Bauhaus into an international pedagogical experiment. The ideas about cosmopolitanism present
in Meyer’s “The New World” and the new world vision became central in Meyer’s Bauhaus. In
1929, the Bauhaus magazine celebrated the foreign students at the Bauhaus in an advertisement
that established that 30 out of 170 students were foreigners (18% of the student body): “140 of
our Bauhiusler are of German origin: 8 are from Anhalt, 78 are from Prussia, 26 are from
Saxony, and 28 are from the rest of Germany. 30 are foreigners, namely: 8 Swiss, 4 Poles, 3
Czech, 3 Russians, 2 Americans, 2 Latvians, 2 Hungarians, 1 German-Austrian, 1 Dutch, 1 Turk,

1 Persian, 1 stateless.””

(fig. 2.16.) The Bauhaus marketed multi-nationalism in a way that was
playful and polemical at the same time—particularly by mentioning the one stateless student.
This declaration was a challenging stance and a political statement considering that the
nationalists were on the rise in Dessau and that tax money financed the Bauhaus. The students
were aware of this appreciation for the foreign students. Howard Dearstyne comments that,
“Meyer was always deferential to me, possibly because I was an American, who, along with my
friend Fischer, who also entered the Bauhaus in 1928, enabled him to add the New World to the
conquests of his school.””* (emphasis added) Also, the detail that only 8 of the 170 students were
from Anhalt (the region were Dessau is located) must have raised eyebrows.

This advertisement continued on to analyze the student body by gender and age: “119 are

male, 51 are female, 14 are married, 47 are between 17 and 20 years old, 90 are between 21 and

3 «“Unsere Bauhiusler,” Junge Menschen kommt ans Bauhaus (1929): 41.

™ Howard Dearstyne, Inside the Bauhaus (New Y ork: Rizzoli, 1986), 209.
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25 years old, 22 are between 25 and 30 years old, and 11 are over 30 years old.”” The gender
statistics are interesting. Since 19 of the 51 female students were in the Weaving Workshop, only
32 females were distributed in the other programs. Also, the age demographics confirm that
students were mainly in the undergraduate age range: 137 out of 170 students (80% of the
student body) were between 17 and 25 years old. Another data provided by the advertisement
related to the students backgrounds and career choices: “39 came as journeymen to the Bauhaus,
22 came from high school to the Bauhaus, 35 are in the Vorkurs, 7 are ‘pure artists,” 19 are in the
Weaving Workshop, 54 are carpenters, painters, and metalworkers, 23 are experienced in the
practice of buildings, 27 are in the Advertising and Printing Workshop, 5 are in the Bauhaus
band.” This advertising campaign seems to have been effective since the overall enrollment grew
to 201 students in the 1929-1930 winter semester.

Most importantly, the advertisement also analyzes the economical needs of the 170 current
students: “1/3 need 50 marks per month, 1/3 need between 50 and 100 marks per month, 1/3
need between 100 and 200 marks per month, 33 have the school fees partially waived, and 25

»7® These statistics considered the monetary aid which students

live in the studio-house building.
required exposing one of the most problematic issues of the school: student financial support.
Money was a concern for many members of the student body—and for Germany at large since
the economy reached a historical low after the Wall Street crash of October 29, 1929. The

Bauhéiusler David Feist recalled: “The Bauhaus fees were so low that it was affordable for

almost anyone, but there were some who had little left over after having paid it. One helped each

" “Unsere Bauhéusler,” Junge Menschen kommt ans Bauhaus (1929): 41.

70 «“Unsere Bauhéusler,” Junge Menschen kommt ans Bauhaus (1929): 41.
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other.””” The Bauhuslerin Etel Fodor completes this picture when stating: “We were hungry all
the time. We had a system of feeding our fellow students who could not afford to buy food in the
Kantine at the Bauhaus, where we could get a hot meal once a day. If you had a meal ticket, you

were entitled to a second helping. This went to your ‘shadow.’”"®

Taking into consideration this
dimension of Bauhaus life is useful when it comes to understanding why so many students were
attracted to ideas of Marxism and felt a bond with the Communist workers of Dessau. (At the

time, Communist workers seemed to be the only remaining reformist/progressive force left in

Germany.)”’

Student Political Activism

Despite the insight provided by the 1929 statistics, they conceal one important activity:
political activism. Political activism, if it was not taking place inside the Bauhaus, must have
been taking place at the local branch of the Kommunistische Partei Deutschlands (KPD), or in
the rented lodgings of some students. The Bauhaus had 170 students in 1929, and the Bauhaus
dormitory (the Prellerhaus) had only 28 rooms, and both students and junior masters (faculty)
occupied the rooms.* This means that at least 80% of the students lived elsewhere in Dessau.

Feist explained that they lodged mainly in Am Ziebigk, a working class neighborhood were

"7 Werner David Feist, My Years at the Bauhaus (Berlin: Bauhaus-Archiv, 2012), 42.

78 Etel Fodor married her classmate Ernst Mittag after leaving the Bauhaus. Etel Mittag-Fodor, Not an
Unusual Life for the Time and the Place (Berlin: Bauhaus-Archiv, 2014), 106.

” Tan King “Kurt Tucholsky: A Berlin Life,” in Kurt Tucholsky, Berlin! Berlin! Dispatches from the
Weimar Republic (New York: Berlinica, 2013), 18.

% In a 1929 statistics about the Bauhaus students, it was established that 25 lived in the studio-house
building (Prellerhaus). “Unsere Bauhéusler,” Junge Menschen kommt ans Bauhaus (1929): 41.
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students came into contact with working class landlords, many of whom were communists.®'
Mittag-Fodor added, “we [Bauhaus students] were more or less an entity of ourselves, and our
real contact was with the workers, who were opposed to the growing menace of Nazism, and also
in whose houses we took rooms in a garden suburb near the Bauhaus.”**

Parallel with Meyer’s tenure, Germany saw brisk social and political changes, which were
echoed inside the Bauhaus. During this period, there was a rapid increase in political activities
within the Bauhaus. In 1927, when Gropius was still the director, the Bauhaus Kommunistische
Studentenfraktion (Communist Student Cell) or Kostufra was founded with help from the Dessau
Communist Party—amongst the founding members was the future Red Bauhaus Brigade
member Bela Scheffler (who on the side regularly taught an informal class on Political Economy
and Social Sciences to Bauhaus students interested in Marxism).*’ The Kostufra grew
exponentially during Meyer’s tenure, reportedly increasing from seven members in 1927 to
thirty-six members in 1930, and it became active both within the school and in Dessau at large.**
Communist activities within the school were clearly a concern for Bauhaus faculty, Schlemmer
wrote that at the beginning of 1928 the student representatives were continually raising the

subject of communism.*> And we know through a letter to Mayor Hesse written by Meyer after

his dismissal that the Dessau authorities had reprimanded him due to the activism of the student

8l Feist, My Years at the Bauhaus, 64.
% Mittag-Fodor, Not an Unusual Life for the Time and the Place, 102.

% Philipp Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der
Sowjetunion und in anderen Landern,” (unpublished, Bauhaus-Archiv, Berlin, 1995), 4.

% Eva Forgacs, Bauhaus ldea and Bauhaus Politics (New York: Central European University Press,
1995), 177.

8 Oskar Schlemmer (Dessau) to Tut Schlemmer, January 27, 1928, in Schlemmer, The Letters and
Diaries of Oskar Schlemmer, 222.
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body. In the letter to Hesse, Meyer stated that in March 1930 he had intervened and abolished
political cells within the school, yet the activities of the Kostufra continued. This activism was
directly connected to his dismissal.

In Philipp Tolziner’s memoir there are a series of examples that contradict Meyer’s official
position. Tolziner wrote that there was a public lecture at the Bauhaus by one Dr. Dunker
(Hermann Duncker?), a theoretician from the KPD who gave a cycle of lectures on the “Theory
of Socialism,” but that conspicuously these lectures were not advertised in the Bauhaus
magazine. Tolziner also wrote that Heinrich Ludwig (a Polish-born architect and engineer who
studied in Moscow and worked in the Soviet National Building Research Institute) lectured
about his life and work at Meyer’s private residence. Tolziner implied that the 1928 exchange
residency at the VKhUTEMAS in Moscow of Bauh&usler Arieh Sharon, Gunta St6zl and Peer
Biicking should also be read as part of the overall political dimension of Meyer’s tenure. Finally,
Tolziner wrote that there was an independent student theatre company that performed plays with
political content.”” (fig. 2.17-2.18.) The historical situation was a complex interplay of
conflicting forces and interests, but what is interesting is that Meyer seems to have felt strong
pressure to declare himself anti-political (anti-Communist) even after he was dismissed. The
open letter to Mayor Hesse reveals that when Meyer was dismissed he was torn between his
instinct to take political sides and his wish to present himself as above the fray.

In May 1930 the Kostufra began publishing a pamphlet called Bauhaus, which by name and

format successfully managed to mock the school’s official homonymous magazine which had

% Hannes Meyer, “My Dismissal from the Bauhaus, Open Letter to Mayor Hesse,” August 1930, in
Schnaidt, Hannes Meyer: Buildings, Projects, and Writings, 101-5.

¥ Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der Sowjetunion
und in anderen Léandern,” 4.
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ceased publication after the departure of Kallai in 1929. (figs. 2.19-2.20.) The Kostufra’s
Bauhaus was first subtitled “Organ of the Bauhaus Communist Students, a Monthly Journal for
all Bauhaus Questions” and eventually simply “Mouthpiece of the Kostufra Student Body.” Two
of the fifteen issues were published before Meyer’s dismissal; unfortunately the first one is not
available.®® While the official reason used for Meyer’s dismissal was his signing of a petition and
the making of a donation in aid of a group of miners on strike (a signature that incriminated him
directly), the commencement of the publication of the Kostrufra’s Bauhaus during his tenure—
regardless of whether he approved or not—worsened his already tenuous position. Hence, the
Kostufra’s Bauhaus, which was sold illegally for a nominal sum and covered polemical topics
that challenged both the Bauhaus faculty and the Dessau authorities, can be accounted as one of
the aggravations that caused Meyer’s fall.

Published in June 1930, the second issue of the Kostufra’s Bauhaus contained articles like:
“Fascism in the School in Relation to Recent Events at the Bauhaus,” and “What Part of the

89 These articles

Bauhaus’s Income is Used for the Less Privileged and Working Students.
broadcasted the problems of the Bauhaus, and in parallel encouraged the students to protest them.

A summary of the objectives of the magazine can be gathered from a section of the second issue

entitled “Marginalia and Others:

% Due diligence: the Kostufra’s Bauhaus first issue is not extant in any of the visited archives that collect
the magazine (Bauhaus Archives in Berlin, Dessau and Weimar; Getty Center in Los Angeles; Museum
of Modern Art New York; ETH-Zurich; and Kandinsky Library in the Pompidou Center in Paris).

% “Die Faschisierung der Hochschulen und die letzten Ereignisse am Bauhaus,” and “Welche teil

Forderungen stellen die minderbemittelten und werktétigen studierenden am Bauhaus auf,” Bauhaus,
Organ der kommunistischen studierenden am Bauhaus 2 (June 1930): 1-3.
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Comrades and Friends!

We call on you to participate actively in our newspaper and ask you to report on
the following:

Political life in general and in relation to the student body.

Economic issues of Bauhaus students, particularly the less privileged.
Questions about education

Report on construction of the USSR

Criticism of exhibitions and performances at the Bauhaus.

Problems of Marxism, Leninism and Marxist design research.

Responsible: Heinz Allner, Dessau.”

Besides the political engagement, the range of interests—which went from the economic woes of
Bauhaus students to the relationships between Marxism and design problems, passing through
the state of construction in the Soviet Union—is worthy of note. A relevant detail is that a
student, Heinz Allner, is listed as the contact person. Allner had enrolled in the 1928 summer
term, during the Meyer era, and was from Dessau, which could explain his organizational role in
a magazine sponsored by the local KPD. What is most relevant is that a student is being
mentioned as the coordinator of a section of a Communist-Party-sponsored magazine, a detail
that was only possible during Meyer’s tenure, when students felt at ease vocalizing their political
ideas. This “freedom of speech” disappeared after Meyer’s dismissal, above all because one of
the consequences was the outlawing of the Kostufra and the expulsion of all alleged Communist

students.

% «Genossen und Anderes,” Bauhaus, Organ der kommunistischen studierenden am Bauhaus 2 (June
1930): 6.
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At the end of the second issue the editors provided a playful questionnaire for the Vorkurs

students. The questionnaire reads:

Questions for the Vorkurs students

Which association and feelings do you have when you pronounce s-h-i-t? (hot-
cold, sweet-bitter? etc.)

How do you fry corrugated cardboard in bricklayer’s lime-milk?

When do you perceive white as black, black as white, and vice versa?

What do you get when you open a rubber valve, a mosquito net and ground
coffee, positioned side-by-side and towards one another?

What about the fingertips, the toe tips, toes pointed, Vorkurs-spies, and Vorkurs
top students?

From the form instruction [form Unterricht] J. Albers (brochure):

“Even less than productive, namely harmful, should it be called shop instruction...

mandatory for half a year, this system is registered in the patent office.””'

Despite the amusing tone, this was an attack on the Vorkurs instructor Josef Albers. Albers was
among the leading critics of Meyer’s administration. Based on the contents and protagonists of
these polemics, the timing between the Kostufra’s Bauhaus 2 (published at the end of the spring)
and Meyer’s expulsion (after the summer break) should not be overlooked—the publication of

the magazine was most certainly another debilitating factor for Meyer.

°! “Fragen an den Vorkursle,” Bauhaus, Organ der kommunistischen studierenden am Bauhaus 2 (June
1930): 7.
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Issue 3 is undated, but considering that most of its content revolves around Meyer’s
dismissal, it must be from August or September 1930 at the latest. This issue changed the
mischievous tone for a combative one. The cover page had two bold j ‘accuse headers. (fig. 2.21.)
The first one, entitled “Mr. Kandinsky is it true...” (handwritten in red letters), asked him to
clarify whether his wife Nina had told the press about Meyer signing the petition in favor of the
strike by the Mansfeld miners. Additionally, Kandinsky was asked if he had known about
Meyer’s dismissal before he had gone on summer holiday, and if he and Hesse had already
decided on Meyer’s successor. The second header was entitled “Mr. Gropius is it true...”
(handwritten in red letters), asking him whether he had suggested to Hesse the closing of the
Prellerhaus (where some students lived) and that the canteen (where most of the school’s social
life took place) should be open only during meals. Also, Gropius was asked whether he had
asked “Der Ring” to end their protesting of Meyer’s dismissal. Considering that “Der Ring” was
an architectural collective that grouped many of the most important German modern architects of
the period—including, apart from Gropius, Ludwig Hilberseimer, Arthur Korn, Hans and
Wassili Luckhardt, Ernst May, Mies van der Rohe, Otto Bartning, Peter Behrens, Hugo Héring,
Erich Mendelsohn, Hans Poelzig, Walter Schilbach, Bruno and Max Taut—Gropius’ actions
were evidently an attempt to completely isolate Meyer. These two accusations from the Kostufra
against Gropius speak to the internal and external tensions around Meyer’s dismissal and, most
importantly, to the Communist Party and its affiliated students publicly declaring war on the
Dessau and Bauhaus authorities.

Issue 3 also had an article entitled “The Case of Hannes Meyer,” which after a stark attack on

Gropius, unfolds a defense of Meyer and his tenure:
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Hannes Meyer perceived correctly the needs of our time. His pedagogical activity,
which rested on a strictly materialist basis, was the most modern, and as such the
most positive for the Bauhaus. His revolutionary views on technical and scientific
areas crossed the acceptable limits of bourgeois class. This class must, as
mentioned initially, resist revolutionary advances in technology and science.
Preventive measures: dismiss Co-op [Meyer]! [...] Without absolute harmony
between modern and revolutionary points of view, between professional work and
a revolutionary perspective of life, there is no modern work, no modern

architects.””

The student’s defense of Meyer was delivered with an urgency detached from nostalgia: the
Kostufra’s Bauhaus editors described a scenario of conflict, where the vision of what
architecture was and whom it should serve was at stake. Despite the political dimension of the
text, or perhaps precisely because of it, the article is also a valuable description of the
pedagogical issues at hand for the Bauhaus architecture students in relation to Meyer’s dismissal.
In parallel, it unfolded some of the contributions Meyer brought to the school. At the end of issue
3, there was another rant, this time against Kandinsky and Albers, in which they were accused of
taking sides with the Dessau administration. Kandinsky and Albers were seen as Gropius’s

knights, and their responsibility in the fall of Meyer has been mentioned in other studies.” The

2 “Der Fall Hannes Meyer” Bauhaus, Sprachrohr der studierenden Organ der Kostufra 3 (circa August
1930): 2-4.

% A main dispute took that place between some of the painters and Meyer after he was appointed
director had to do with his new curriculum. They complained about the change of direction of the
school, and how focusing on architecture diminished the importance of painting. Kandinsky was
one of his main detractors; Magdalena Droste, Bauhaus, 1919-1933 (Koln: Taschen, 1993), 166;
200.
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Kostufra students concluded by saying: “The expulsion of Hannes Meyer signifies for us a
warning sign: to vehemently oppose these reactionary dealings. We demand from the new
leadership, a change of the entire Bauhaus pedagogy and the Vorkurs in particular, in the manner
mentioned above.””

The tensions in the Bauhaus persisted. Ludwig Mies van der Rohe replaced Meyer, and five
months into his tenure the cover of the Kostufra’s Bauhaus 4 had the word “Terror!” written in
red letters. (fig. 2.22.) The title article began with a quoted dialogue between Mayor Hesse and

the leader of the Dessau Communist Party Paul Kmiec, which took place on October 29, 1930 in

a Dessau city council meeting:

Mayor Hesse: “The strong hand of the magistrate has cleared the Bauhaus of
communists”

Paul Kmiec: “We will surprise you™”

The article was a statement of resistance; it established that despite all of the efforts being made
to cleanse the Bauhaus, the communist elements would endure. The article pointed out all of the
detractors of the communist students within the faculty (Mies, Kandinsky, Albers, etc.) and also
made an open call to the faculty members who were openly from the left, or had been close to
the left, to come to the fore and defend their turf (Paulick, Peterhans, etc.). Towards the end of
the article, the writers established that the Kostufra was going underground: “So far we have

fought openly and our enemies knew who their opponents were. From now onwards we will

* Bauhaus, Sprachrohr der studierenden Organ der Kostufra 3 (circa August 1930): 11.

% Bauhaus, Sprachrohr der studierenden Organ der Kostufra 4 (circa November 1930): 1.
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work and fight illegally.””® Apart from being publicly defiant towards Mayor Hesse and the
Bauhaus faculty at large, the important point to note is that the challenge was being made under
the aegis of Paul Kmiec, confirming that the Bauhaus had turned into a political battlefield. At
the end of this issue of Kostufra’s Bauhaus, Kmiec and the Communist Party’s responsibility
were underlined with a colophon that stated: “Responsible for text, Printing and Publishing:
Kmiec, Dessau.”

Henceforth, a recurring topic in the magazine became the defense Meyer’s tenure. In issue 5
the editors wrote: “All building is political. Architecture and the technology that serves it are
dependent on the means of production and the social relations of its time.””” What followed was
a reading of Meyer’s contributions to the Bauhaus, and how, through him, the school had a
direction for the first time. What was new was the emphasis on “the political” as the lens under
which all of Meyer’s ideas should be understood. As will be explained in Chapter Three, Meyer,
in the Soviet Union, was simultaneously retrofitting his Bauhaus tenure with Marxist theory.

While the Kostufra’s Bauhaus 5 published a letter from one of Meyer’s Red Bauhaus
Brigade members describing the work activities of the group and his impressions of the Soviet
Union, the Kostufra’s Bauhaus 6 brought a list of reading suggestions for the Bauhaus students,

“to help them understand the economic and political situation in which we live”:

1. Friedrich Engels, Socialism: Utopian and Scientific (1880).
2. Vladimir Lenin, State and Revolution (1917).

3. Nikolai Bukharin, Historical Materialism: A System of Sociology (1921).

% Bauhaus, Sprachrohr der studierenden Organ der Kostufra 4 (circa November 1930): 11.

7 Bauhaus, Sprachrohr der studierenden Organ der Kostufra 5 (circa 1931): 3.
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4. Karl Marx, Wage Labor and Capital (1847).

5. Karl Marx, Value, Price and Profit (1865).

6. Friedrich Engels, The Origin of the Family, Private Property and the State
(1884).

7. Vladimir Lenin, Socialism and Religion (1905).

8. Vladimir Lenin, “Marxism and Reformism” (1913).

9. Karl Wittfogel, Die Wissenschaft der biirgerlichen Gesellschaft. Eine
Marxistische Untersuchung (The Science of Bourgeois Society. A Marxist
Analysis, 1922).

10. Vladimir Lenin, “Theses on the National Question” (1925).

11. Friedrich Engels, “The Housing Question” (1872).”

This list is particularly interesting, for until now it has been difficult to track what engaged
students were reading for their political education. For instance, that they were aware of and
interested in architecture-related texts like Friedrich Engels’ “The Housing Question” is a
relevant detail. This list was provided in 1931, the year after Meyer and the members of the Red
Bauhaus Brigade had been expelled from the school, but it is likely to represent the reading list
that had circulated during Meyer’s tenure.

In the memoirs of two Bauhaus students from the Meyer era, who both left the school in
1930, there are more clues about the popular political readings of the time. David Feist wrote in

his memoir:

% Bauhaus, Sprachrohr der studierenden Organ der Kostufra 6 (circa 1931): 5.
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For me, as for my friends, the ideas we absorbed and which determined the work
we wanted to do belonged into a socio-political framework. Therefore we were
attracted and fascinated by the philosophy of dialectical materialism as it was
expounded by Karl Marx. There were a few well-equipped champions of these

writings of Marx, Engels, Lenin, as well as of Liebknecht and Bebel |[.. 17

Feist later declared that Bebel’s study Die Frau und der Sozialismus (The Woman and Socialism)
had impressed him more than the rest of the circulating literature. In turn, Etel Fodor
remembered in her memoir: “I started to study the works of Marx and Engels. I enjoyed Engels
very much; his Origin of the Family became one of my favorites, and awakened my interest in
Anthropology.”'®

Continuing on to the Kostufra’s Bauhaus 6, another revealing piece of information is the
presence of a transcribed lecture by Ernst May on the state of construction in the Soviet Union.
The unfolding of architectural production in the Soviet Union at the time, a topic that had been
an objective of the Kostufra’s Bauhaus since its inception, and the inclusion of testimonies of the
experiences of architects other than Meyer and his Brigade was in keeping with the objective of
studying and promoting all things Soviet. The Kostufra’s Bauhaus 8 brought more reports of
Meyer in the Soviet Union, reproduced a text by the Soviet architect Arkady Mordvinov on
Meyer’s Bauhaus (more on this on Chapter Three), and included more indoctrinatory texts, such

as the text of Lenin’s “The State.” Issue 9 had an article on Russian pioneers. Issue 10, dated

February 1932, reported on the dismissal of Bauhaus professor Hans Riedel, and articles in a

% Feist, My Years at the Bauhaus, 82.

1% Mittag-Fodor, Not an Unusual Life for the Time and the Place, 124.
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combative tone remained the staple until the last issue (number 15) was published on November
1932 in Berlin. The fifteen published issues of the Kostufra’s Bauhaus record the opposition
organized by the Communist students to the Bauhaus authorities. Seeing all of the issues is
helpful when attempting to understand Meyer’s tenure at the Bauhaus and its legacy within the
school. On more than one occasion, the Kostufra’s Bauhaus reinvigorated Meyer’s influence on
the Bauhaus, not necessarily a development that interested Meyer, but certainly one that helped
fuel student resistance during Mies van der Rohe’s tenure.

The only evidence concerning Meyer’s stance toward the Kostufra can be found in his “Open
Letter to Mayor Hesse,” where he went so far as to say that he himself had thought at one point
that the Kostufra was a political “invasion,” and based on this he had abolished the organization.
The signing of the petition and the donation for the Mansfeld miners can be read at face value as
an act of solidarity, but the nature of his private appreciation of the Bauhaus Kostufra is not
known. The most pressing questions, however, relate to the possible influences that the Kostufra
students had on Meyer. We can only speculate about this, but some members of this group
accompanied him to the Soviet Union. Etel Fodor remembered in her memoir that, “by the time
65% of the students were left-oriented, and had great hopes that we would strengthen our
ranks.”'’! Based on Fodor’s recollections and other documents, the students Heinz Allner, Willy
Jungmittag, Waldemar Alder, Ernst Mittag, Etel Fodor, Ricarda Meltzer, Heinz Schwerin,
Ladislaus Fussman, Bela Scheffler, Martin Decker (who in 1930 was one of the Bauhaus student
representatives), and Albert Buske (head of the Kostufra upon Meyer’s dismissal) were members
of the Kostufra. Other future Red Bauhaus Brigade members—Ilike Antonin Urban, Klaus

Meumann, Konrad Piischel, Philipp Tolziner (who in 1930 was the other student representative),

1! Mittag-Fodor, Not an Unusual Life for the Time and the Place, 110.
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and Tibor Weiner—clearly sympathized with the left, but Tolziner in his memoir made it clear
that neither he nor Weiner were active in politics at the Bauhaus although they were clearly
interested in left-wing ideas and deployed them in their projects. Tolziner also explained that the
two student representatives were chosen in the council of Bauhaus masters (im Meisterrat) and
that he was the representative of the non-partisan students (Parteilosen) and Decker the
representative of the Communist students. Piischel in his memoir established that by 1937 he had
not been inscribed in any political party (neither in Germany nor the Soviet Union). Finally, it is
unclear if René Mensch was partial to politics (this supposition is based on an article published

192 A1l of the Jewish students from

in 1935 in Basel regarding his work in the Soviet Union).
Palestine—including Arieh Sharon, Shlomo Bernstein, Chanan Frenkl, Edgar Hecht, Schmuel
Mestechkin, and Munio Weinraub—were most likely leftists.

More connections can be made based upon the pictures of the students who went to the train
station in September 1930 to send off the foreigners who had been expelled for political
activism—B¢la Scheffler (Belarusian of Hungarian descent), Antonin Urban (Czech), Tibor
Weiner (Hungarian), Munyo Weinraub (born in Silesia, then part of Poland, and raised in
Palestine), and Ladislaus Fussman (Czech)—they were not only foreign, but also mostly Jewish.
We can further speculate that Elisabeth Hennenberger, Walter Kaminisky, Grete Krebs,
Margarete Leischener, Margaret Leiteritz, Ljuba Monastirsky, Rudolf Sander, and Anne-Marie

Wimmer were vocal about their political position as well. Further assumptions can be made

based on the other students who protested Meyer’s dismissal, including Lothar Lang, Gertrud

12 See Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der
Sowjetunion und in anderen Lindern,” 13; Konrad Piischel, Wege eines Bauhduslers: Erinnerungen und
Ansichten (Dessau: Anhaltische Vlg., 1996), 92; “Ein schweizer Katholik als Stossbrigadler in der
Sowjetunion,” Schweizer Stidtebauer bei den Sowjets (Basel: Genossenschafts-Buchdruckerei, 1935), 21-
23.
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Preiswerk, Rudolf Sander, Kurt Stolp, and Werner Zimmermann. Perhaps the most consistent
evidence of Meyer’s stance towards the Kostufra (and the political atmosphere amongst the
Bauhaus students at large) can be found in Fodor’s memoir when she established: “Hannes

' (emphasis added). The stress on

Meyer, the new Head after Gropius left, was with us [...
Meyer being with them and not the other way around reveals that the students saw the political
action at the Bauhaus as their turf, and that Meyer supported them.

The Kostufra is relevant because its student members were an uncomfortable element for the

194 But there is evidence that shows that

Dessau authorities, and supposedly for Meyer as well.
Meyer was very close to many Bauhaus students: he invited them to his house for parties, dated
the student Lotte Beese, shared a house with the student Otti Berger, and evidently felt

comfortable around them (including members of the Kostufra like Béla Scheffler), but this does
not necessarily mean that he supported all of the Kostufra activities inside the school.'””
Compared to Gropius, Meyer as a director had a more horizontal understanding with the

Bauhaus students, and gave them a meaningful voice. A close look at the Kostufra’s trajectory

throughout the last period of Meyer’s tenure and beyond reconfigures the understanding of the

1% Mittag-Fodor, Not an Unusual Life for the Time and the Place, 124.
1% After being dismissed from the Bauhaus, Meyer told Mayor Hesse that: “Because I am against the
Bauhaus becoming involved in politics, I acted in my capacity as Director and dissolved the communist
cell among the students of the Bauhaus. You informed the Government of Anhalt of this step.” Hannes
Meyer, “My Dismissal from the Bauhaus, Open Letter to Mayor Hesse,” August 1930, in Schnaidt,
Hannes Meyer: Buildings, Projects, and Writings, 101-5.

'% In her memoir, Mittag-Fodor remembers attending parties at Meyer’s house, see Mittag-Fodor, Not an
Unusual Life for the Time and the Place, 124; The Hannes Meyer-Lotte Beese letters are archived in the
Assorted Papers Relating to Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los
Angeles; In a letter from the 1950s, Hannes Meyer remembers Otti Berger (who died in 1944 in
Auschwitz) as his “Hauskatze” in Dessau, see Hannes Meyer (Minusio) to Ruth Binger (Hannover),
January 21, 1950, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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role of students in Meyer’s Bauhaus, and hints towards a possible influence of these students in

Meyer’s political tropism.

Student Production

From a more conceptual point of view, Meyer’s tenure intercepted political ideas in ways
that are both less obvious and more profound. Three of these aspects will be highlighted, aspects
that relate to the material conditions of society and that can be read as changes in the mode of
production at the Bauhaus. More broadly, the three aspects that will be analyzed speak to a
vision of societal organization and development. A first aspect relates to the changes in the
organization of labor within the school. Shortly after becoming the director, Meyer explained to
the students that, “first of all, the organization [of the Bauhaus] is going to be geared to the
budget,” which he made effective by restructuring production—a shift that can be explained in
Marxist terms.' The analyses that follow can, however, be made regardless of whether Meyer
was thinking strictly in Marxist terms when implementing them. During Meyer’s directorship the
modes and means of production within the school were changed, issues with which Gropius had
struggled (partly due to the use of student labor), although the constant economic pressures had
not allowed him to move production out of the school.

The shortcomings of the production methods used during Gropius’s tenure had as a side
effect the overworking of students within the workshops, a system that enforced long hours

manufacturing the Bauhaus commercial products that were sold to help sustain the school. It is

'% Hannes Meyer, “Address to the Student Representatives on the Occasion of his Appointment as

Director” (1928), Notes from the bequest of Otti Berger, in Hans-Maria Wingler, The Bauhaus, 1919-
1933: Weimar, Dessau, Berlin and Chicago (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1969), 141.
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true that there were different categories of students within the workshops, and some were actual
employees, but most were students in training. This excessive workload was particularly visible
in the Weaving Workshop, where a female student could spend over 250 hours in the creation of
a single tapestry. Weaving of course is a slow craft, but the important point is that in most cases,
these pieces had already been sold.'”” Another example of production within the school was the
case of a lamp designed by Wilhelm Wagenfeld and Carl Jakob Jucker, a lamp that had
commercial success at the time and was in high demand, yet was handcrafted one piece at a time
by students in the school’s shops.

Historian Anna Rowland mentions that Emil Lange, the first business manager of the
Bauhaus, promoted Bauhaus products during the 1924 Leipzig Trade Fair by insisting to the
press that they were high quality and hand made. Moreover, Lange highlighted that there was no
division of labor in the school, in his words, “the design and execution of each piece are done by
one and the same person.” Rowland uses this evidence to prove that Lange wanted to justify the
high prices of Bauhaus products on the grounds that they did not come from a factory.
Mobilizing this evidence in service of a different argument, it also reveals that student labor was
used in order to finance the school.'®®

The changes in production went hand in hand with many of the commercial successes of
Meyer’s tenure, changes that were possible because of a legal structure left by Gropius in
anticipation of changes that he had no time to implement. In 1925, with the move to Dessau,

Gropius established the Bauhaus Limited Company in order to produce and commercialize

"7 See Tai Smith, The Bauhaus Weaving Theory, From Feminine Craft to Mode of Design (Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 2014).

1% Anna Rowland, “Business Management at the Weimar Bauhaus,” Journal of Design History, vol. 1,
no. 3/4 (1988): 164; Frederic J. Schwartz, “Wilhelm Wagenfeld and Carl Jakob Jucker Table Lamp,
1923-24,” in Bauhaus 1919-1933: Workshops for Modernity, 138-144.
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Bauhaus designs more competitively. This initiative laid the groundwork for Meyer’s selling of
patents and his ability to move production out of the school. A practical difference between
Gropius and Meyer is that Meyer did not see the workshops as a place where student training
took place in the form of organized manual production. When assuming the directorship Meyer
told the students: “What is the Bauhaus supposed to be and what has it been up to now? It is
supposed to be a combination of workshop activity, independent art, and science. The workshop

does not merely provide practical training but is meant to develop design ability.”'”

Meyer’s
intention was to reorganize the school and reinterpret the role of the workshops. In the same text,
he also mentioned productivity, and questioned the objectives of the Bauhaus: “Is our labor
going to be determined by internal or by external factors? Do we want to be guided by the
requirements of the world around us, do we want to help in the shaping of new forms of life, or
do we want to be an island which promotes the development of the individual but whose

positive productivity, on the other hand, is questionable?”' '’

For Meyer the main focus was what
was designed, sow it was produced, and for whom. Meyer effectively reworked the relationship
between mode of production and the relations of production: production was externalized in
order to increase profits, meaning that Bauhaus-designed products were no longer manufactured
in the workshops and were instead produced in factories. Moreover, he insisted on a policy

whereby students who worked within the school receive a salary (although this was not

altogether new). Externalizing production meant that the Bauhaus did not have to own the means

'% Hannes Meyer, “Address to the Student Representatives on the Occasion of his Appointment as

Director” (1928), Notes from the bequest of Otti Berger, in Wingler, The Bauhaus, 1919-1933: Weimar,
Dessau, Berlin and Chicago, 141.

"% Hannes Meyer, “Address to the Student Representatives on the Occasion of his Appointment as
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Dessau, Berlin and Chicago, 141.
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of production or turn the students into antagonists by exploiting them. Moving production out of
the school left more time to design products in the workshops, time that was previously used in
reproducing products.

The most important outcome of this new strategy was that standardized Bauhaus-designed
consumer products were reproduced outside of the school, which in parallel meant an increase in
production, with an ultimate goal of affecting the everyday life of more people. Mass production
meant lower prices and a broader distribution. Gropius’s objective of uniting “art and technics”
was, as architecture historian Frederic J. Schwartz explains, an aim for producing well-designed
goods for the modern masses at a reasonable price. Despite the intentions, and with the sole
exception of some Bauhaus ceramics, reasonable prices only began in Meyer’s administration.'"!
In 1930, when Meyer was expelled from the Bauhaus, one of his diatribes to Mayor Hesse refers
precisely to this issue. In a description of the state in which he had encountered the school when
he was hired, Meyer wrote: “What did I find upon my ascension? A Bauhaus whose fame
outstripped its worth by far, and which evoked unprecedented publicity. An ‘advanced school of
design’ where each tea-cup was elaborated into a problematical constructivist accretion.”''* This
description not only refers to the design of the teacups, but also to their production. Meyer
changed the objectives of Bauhaus design by enforcing standardization with an aim towards
mass production. By externalizing production Meyer broke with the Gropius-era model.

One of the great success stories during Meyer’s tenure was the selling of wallpaper design

patents to the manufacturer Rasch Brothers & Company from Osnabruck, which also hired the

" Frederic J. Schwartz, “Utopia for Sale, The Bauhaus and Weimar Germany’s Consumer Culture,” in

Bauhaus Culture, From Weimar to the Cold War, ed. Kathleen James-Chakraborty (Minneapolis, Minn.:
University of Minnesota Press, 2006), 115.

' Hannes Meyer, “My Dismissal from the Bauhaus, Open Letter to Mayor Hesse,” August 1930, in
Schnaidt, Hannes Meyer: Buildings, Projects, and Writings, 101-5.
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Bauhaus advertising department for the development of the marketing campaign. (About three
million rolls were sold in the first year.) (fig. 2.23-2.24.) Another commercial success was the
selling of the rights for the mass production of light fixtures to the manufacturer Schwintzer and
Griff from Berlin which bought fifty-three Bauhaus light fixture designs.'"” The profits from
such contracts brought money to the school’s coffers; it has been established by previous studies
that the income doubled during Meyer’s tenure. Despite the fact that this change only indirectly
affected architectural education at the Bauhaus, it reveals Meyer’s dexterity as an organizer.
Above all, the reorganization of production had clear economic goals and was guided towards
social wellbeing; Meyer’s political vision came to the fore in his pragmatic view of how to serve

society.

Meyer’s Political Readings of Materials

A second aspect of Meyer’s discourse and pedagogy that should be considered in relation to
its political dimension relates to his understanding of the material reality of architecture. A big
part of Meyer’s architectural discourse was literally materialist: he wrote lists of “new” materials
in his texts both before and during his Bauhaus tenure, and also read lists of materials in his
lectures of the period; lists that demonstrate the technical dimensions of his discourse at the time.
His emphasis on materials, as opposed to (or parallel to) formal and spatial solutions, was an

undisputable modern trait. If materials were once related to a place of origin, they were now

3 For more information on the business aspect of Meyer’s tenure, see Dearstyne, Inside the Bauhaus,

149-50; Forgacs, Bauhaus Idea and Bauhaus Politics, 159; Frederic J. Schwartz, “Utopia for Sale, The
Bauhaus and Weimar Germany’s Consumer Culture,” in Bauhaus Culture from Weimar to the Cold War,
128-29; Magdalena Droste, “Unterrichtsstruktur und Werkstattarbeit am Bauhaus unter Hannes Meyer” in
Hannes Meyer, 1889-1954: Architekt, Urbanist, Lehrer, 134-165.
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related to the circulation of the physical components of architecture given the eruption of new
technologies, the creation of artificial materials, and the global exchange of goods. This process
was basically one of modernization, and it provided an alternative reading of what made modern
architecture modern.

In his 1926 “The New World” Meyer wrote:

Today we have new building materials at our disposal for building a house:
aluminum and duralumin in plates, rods and bars, Euboolith, Ruberoid,
Forfoleum, Eternit, rolled glass, Triplex sheets, reinforced concrete, glass bricks,
faience, steel frames, concrete frame slabs and pillars, Trolith, Galalith, Cellon,
Goudron, Ripolin, indanthrene paints, etc. We organize these building elements
into a constructive unity in accordance with the purpose of the building and

economic principles.''* (emphasis added)

This definition points to the organization of modern materials into a coherent whole. Material
economy and performance amount to “construction” as opposed to the more open-ended term
“architecture.” The 1926 list was reworked in Meyer’s 1928 “Building,” but with a critical
change: while in “The New World” there are nineteen materials, in “Building” the list was
expanded to thirty materials (with an enhanced visual and indexical presence on the page due to

the way names were laid out cascading from left to right in rows of five).'"” (see fig. 2.5.) The

"% Hannes Meyer, “The New World” (1926) in Schnaidt, Hannes Meyer, Buildings, Projects and
Writings, 90-94.

"> The complete list of thirty materials in “The New World” is: ferroconcrete, synthetic rubber, synthetic
leather, foam concrete, wood's metal, wire glass, pressed cork, synthetic resin, synthetic horn, synthetic
wood, aluminum, Euboolith, plywood, gum elastic, Torfoleum, silicon steel, cold glue, cellular concrete,
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addition of materials like synthetic resin, Eternit, and rolled-glass suggest that the catalogue of
available materials had increased in two years and that the material palette could be continually
updated.

The lists of names of building materials had an empowering effect. Knowing the names of
materials was a starting point in the pursuit of modern and functional architecture. Lists of names
of materials that at times have invisible functions (glue for instance) became crucial because,
when named, the materials were rendered visible. It is undeniable that the sheer sound,
appearance, and promise of words like euboolith, goudron, and trolit, was as important as the
material properties themselves. The new world came with new names, and knowing those names
was already a gateway. Allowing the reader (the architect) to know these names was
empowering, a first step towards the creation of “modern things.”''®

The lists were a call for both material exploration and precision. Despite the excitement
suggested by the layout of the list of materials in the 1928 “Building,” it should be noted that
many of the listed materials were not new, which leads one to question whether Meyer was
advocating for the use of new materials or for the modernized deployment of them. In the same

year that he published “Building” and its thirty “new” materials, Meyer directed the design of

three buildings in the Torten Siedlung in Dessau, and, along Wittwer he designed the ADGB

rolled glass, Xelotekt, Ripolin, viscose, Eternit, Goudron, canvas, asbestos, acetone, casein, Trolith,
Tombac. Hannes Meyer, “The New World” (1926) in Schnaidt, Hannes Meyer, Buildings, Projects and
Writings, 90-94.

"® There is a thematic overlap with Friederich Nietzche’s The Gay Science, specifically in Meyer’s
insistence on the names of materials and cataloging things. Nietzche’s claim was that names become more
important than what was being named. See Friederich Nietzche, The Gay Science (1882) (Cambridge;
New York: Cambridge University Press, 2001).
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Trade Union School in Bernau.""” (figs. 2.25-2.28.) Bricks played a key role in both of these
buildings. Although brick was never a listed material, he often addressed the implications of
using “old” materials and saw no contradiction in doing so. For example, in his interventions in
the 1928 CIAM congress, Meyer declared that it was impossible to build reinforced concrete
houses everywhere; he declared that he did not see why a wooden structure could not be as good
as one in reinforced concrete. He repeated something in the same vein during his lectures in
Vienna and Basel in 1929.'"®

In another aspect of his material discourse, Meyer focused on how the combination of
materials can achieve efficiency and low costs. In 1927, when Meyer and Wittwer’s Petersschule

competition entry was published in the Bauhaus magazine, they described the construction thus:

The building is built on a steel framework resting on only eight columns and with
outside walls of the following material-section: aluminum checker plate lining
[facing] - pumice concrete slabs - air space — diatomaceous earth slab - air space -
polished Eternit sheets. Finishing: steel bottom hung windows [tilt windows],
aluminum sheet doors, steel furniture, halls and stairs covered with rubber

flooring.'"”

""" In the recent Bauhaus exhibition at the Museum of Modern Art in New York (Bauhaus: Workshops for

Modernity, November 8, 2009 - January 25, 2010), although architecture was not the exclusive focus,
Meyer, his architectural program, and his tenure, were given adequate attention. In the exhibition Hannes
Meyer and Hans Wittwer’s ADGB Trade Union School in Bernau (1928-1930) was rightly considered as
the exemplary architecture project of Meyer’s tenure, and this was reinforced by an interpretative essay in
the catalogue of the exhibition. See Detlef Mertins, “Hannes Meyer German Trade Unions School,
Bernau, 1928-30,” in Bauhaus 1919-1933: Workshops for Modernity, 256-261.

"® protokoll, Congrés de La Sarraz, 25-29 Juni 1928 (Sitzung Dienstag, nachmittags 3 Uhr), 4a. From the
CIAM Archives at the ETH, Zurich, and Hannes Meyer, “Conferences in Vienna (April 4, 1929) and
Basel (May 3, 1929).”

"% Hannes Meyer and Hans Wittwer, “Die Petersschule in Basel, 1926,” Bauhaus vol.1, no. 2 (1927): 5.
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Meyer was explaining the architecture as construction. He provided the palette of materials. The
architect’s role was then to organize these materials in new purposeful ways with a building (and
constructive) logic. The outside wall is a good example since it was not made of a monolithic
material, but by a sandwich of materials, which offered the perfect opportunity to express the
different roles (outside finishing, insulation, different inside finishing) that different materials
perform and that they created a modern wall fogether. First there was the palette, to which Meyer
was adding materials as technique advanced, and then there was the architect/constructor who
organized these materials in modern ways in order to build a new world.

In Meyer and Wittwer’s original description of the Palace of the League of Nations
competition entry, they described the main hall and clarified that it was a reinforced concrete
frame building. Later in the text they emphasized that the dispersal of sound was solved with a
material solution: “by facing surfaces with soft, sound-absorbent materials (W. Sabine’s
acoustical tiles, Foley’s acoustical plaster, Amremoc, Acoustolith). The parabolic arched girders
of ferroconcrete between which the ‘skin’ of the hall is stretched are sound-absorbing when flush

95120

with the outside and sound-reflecting when flush with the inside.” " Further along, the structure

of the secretariat tower was explained as:

1. Steel frame on a reinforced concrete raft.
2. Section through external wall, from outside inwards: Eternit facing — 1 cm air
space — 5 cm kieselguhr slab [diatomaceous earth slab] — 1 cm air space — 6 cm

pumice concrete slab — 1 cm air space - /2 cm polished Eternit.

20 Hannes Meyer and Hans Wittwer, “Ein Volkerbundgebaude fiir Genf, 1927,” Bauhaus vol.1, no. 2

(1927): 6.
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3. Internal walls of cork slabs.

4. Flooring of xyolith (offices) and rubber (corridors).

5. Hopper-type steel windows with 8 mm plate glass [steel bottom hung
windows, or, tilt windows].

6. Ceilings covered with matt-finished aluminum sheeting (light reflection).

7. Steel door frames (Mannesmann system) with cork slab insulation, aluminum
facing on both sides.

8. Electric floor heating, forced ventilation with air warming system.'*!

Additionally, they stated: “Our League of Nations building symbolizes nothing (symbolisiert

. 122
nichts).”

It is possible to qualify this statement despite the indexical approach of the technical
descriptions and assert that although a symbolic quality was being denied, the choice and sum of
building materials had symbolical meaning. The implied argument in the technical descriptions
was that everything was being solved with state-of-the-art materials (including the technicalities
of how the materials were joined), which means the building can be said to symbolize progress
and the state of the art of the building industry.

The same types of descriptions were present in the competition for the 1928 ADGB Trade
Union School: “Reinforced concrete slabs and columns in conjunction with masonry linings of

the side and gable walls. Footing of walls is rammed concrete. Ceilings done with Kleine’s

system with standard blocks (10 x 15 x 25 cm) and steel reinforcement. Intermediate floors were

2l Hannes Meyer and Hans Wittwer, “Ein Volkerbundgebaude fiir Genf, 1927,” Bauhaus vol.1, no. 2

(1927): 6.

22 Hannes Meyer and Hans Wittwer, “Ein Volkerbundgebaude fiir Genf, 1927,” Bauhaus vol.1, no. 2

(1927): 6.
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insulated with a 3 cm layer of xylolith, 1 cm sound-absorbing powdered peat and then covering
of 3.6 mm Walton linoleum or 5 mm cork linoleum. Roof constructed like intermediate floors,
then 4 cm of Torfisotherm slabs, 4 cm 1:5 concrete and double layer of Ruberoid roofing.”'*’
(fig. 2.29-2.32.) And again for the 1929 ADGB Workers Bank: “all weight-bearing parts as a
steel frame with brick filling. Plate glass is used for glazing the offices and industrial glass for
the corridors, staircases, etc. Roofs are surfaced with Ruberiod, balconies taking pedestrian

»124 Bach material was

traffic with asphalt, well sanded down and finished with hard stone tiles.
selected to communicate control and expertise, an argument to persuade the competition jury on
the basis of a command of technique.

How did the Bauhaus students learn about materials? During their architectural training
Bauhaus students were not only familiar with Meyer’s discourse on materials through his
published articles in the Bauhaus magazine, his lectures, and by working on his projects, but
there were also theoretical classes about materials in the curriculum. In the 1929 Junge
Menschen kommt ans Bauhaus brochure, we see Alcar Rudelt’s study program for the
construction-engineering (Bauingenieurs) curriculum where materials were studied on the one
hand in terms of construction logic, in classes like “Strength of Materials,” “Iron Construction,”

. . 125
“Reinforced Concrete,” and “Construction.”

(fig. 2.33.) On the other hand, more specific
materials were studied individually, just as in Meyer’s lists of materials. Howard Dearstyne was

a student at the Bauhaus from 1928 until 1932, and his Bauhaus notes from the class

' Hannes Meyer, “Project for the Workers Bank, Berlin, 1929,” in Schnaidt, Hannes Meyer: Buildings,

Projects, and Writings, 49.

24 Hannes Meyer, “Federal School of the General German Trade Union Federation, Bernau near Berlin,

1928-30,” in Schnaidt, Hannes Meyer: Buildings, Projects, and Writings, 54.

125 «Alcar Rudelt’s Construction Engineering Study Program,” Bauhaus vol. 3, no. 3 (1929): 16.
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“Construction Materials” and others have survived. Reading them opens a window into the
technical contents of the classes. Even when considering the caveat that some of his notes were
made after Meyer’s dismissal, most of the subjects and teachers match those from Meyer’s
tenure. These notes, therefore, remain valid in representing Meyer’s project. Perusing
Dearstyne’s notes, we can confirm that students cautiously transcribed the names, characteristics,
uses, resistance coefficients, heat behavior, etc., of materials like plaster, Heraklith, Celotext,
Insulit, Solomid, and many others. (Stones and minerals like opal, quartz, feldspar, etc. were also
unpacked.)'*°

Another way that students learned about materials was through practical work in architectural
commissions that were being developed by the Bauhaus architecture department. Arieh Sharon
for example (who was an architecture student at the Bauhaus between 1926-29) worked on the
project for the ADGB Trade Union School in Bernau. Sharon wrote that Meyer’s instructions
emphasized a building constructed in a “truly purist way, without using any plaster or other
‘camouflage.’ Bricks, concrete, wood, steel, plywood and asbestos had to keep their natural color
and texture.”'?” Although these instructions could be confused with a discourse around Faktura

(surface treatment) that had currency at the Bauhaus, they can also be read at face value as an

extension of the primacy of building materials in Meyer’s architectural discourse at the time."*

126 A5 a side note, it is interesting to recall that in 1929, for the first Bauhaus Fasching party of Meyer’s

tenure—the pre-Lenten festivities celebrated in regions with a Catholic tradition in German-speaking
countries—the theme was metal, whether coincidental or not. (Everything from the invitation card to the
decorations and costumes was metallic). This metallic party can be read as evidence of the emphasis on
materials some nine months into Meyer’s directorship. See “Something Metallic,” Anhalter Anzeiger,
(February 12, 1929), in Wingler, in The Bauhaus, 1919-1933: Weimar, Dessau, Berlin and Chicago, 157.

127 Arieh Sharon, Bauhaus + Kibbutz (Stuttgart: Karl Krimer Verlag, 1976), 31.
' Meyer’s interest in materials focused on structural capacity, heat resistance, other such measurable
characteristics, while the discourse around materials of some of his Bauhaus predecessors and
contemporaries like Itten, Albers, and Moholy-Nagy was grounded on other notions. Moholy-Nagy’s
“Faktur” concept appeared in his 1929 Von Material zu Architektur, and in its English translation (7he
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Sharon also wrote that El Lissitzky, upon visiting the building, was impressed by the treatment
of materials. In the words of Sharon, Lissitzky “took numerous photographs of the building for
his students; he was strongly impressed by the purity and sincerity of our approach to building

materials, the exposed piping and structural system, and the harmony of building volumes.”'*’

Meyer’s Architectural/Scientific Analyses as a Pedagogical Trademark

The third aspect within Meyer’s discourse and pedagogy that intercepts political ideas relates
to the primacy of the scientific method, in the spirit of scientific socialism, which evolved over
the years. This emphasis was directly connected with Meyer’s interest in materials. These topics
open questions about the relationships between technical education and ideology. One place to
start is with his essays, the 1926 “The New World” and its 1928 follow-up “Building.” There are
discursive differences between them that beg to be analyzed. In “The New World” Meyer wrote:
“Heating, exposure to the sun, natural and artificial light, hygiene, weatherproofing, garaging,
cooking, radio reception, optimum convenience for the housewife, sex and family life, etc., are
all the path-breaking force vectors, the components of which are built into the house.” In

“Building” Meyer provided a list instead:

New Vision) it was defined as: “Surface aspect (or surface treatment) means the sensorily perceptible
result (the effect) of a working process as shown by any given treatment of a material. Such a change in
the material surface through external factors may be brought about in different ways; in a metal bowl, for
example, as pattern (hammer blows), or uniformly smooth (pressed, polished). Surface aspects may be
due to elemental causes, such as the influence of nature, or to mechanical causes, such as machine
treatment. The end result may be infinitely varied, according to the material and the force at work.”
Laszl6 Moholy-Nagy, The New Vision (New York: George Wittenborn, 1928), 26.

129 Sharon, Bauhaus + Kibbutz, 31.
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[...] thinking of building in functional and biological terms (funktionell-
biologische Auffassung) as giving shape to the living process leads logically to
pure construction [...] Pure construction is the basis and characteristic of the new
world of forms. 1. Sex life. 2. Sleeping habits. 3. Pets 4. Gardening. 5. Personal
hygiene. 6. Weather protection. 7. Hygiene in the home. 8. Car maintenance. 9.

Cooking. 10. Heating. 11. Exposure to the sun. 12. Service.'

Moving from a narrated paragraph to a list, just as he did with his enumeration of materials
between the two articles, again enhanced the visual effect on the page and emphasized a recipe-
like quality. From 1926 to 1928 the scope of analyzable scenarios was enlarged. The main
discursive shift was that in the second essay the functional was now determined by the
biological, and the main requirements to be considered when building had become more
complex. In order to underline the change of scope, Meyer finished “Building” with the
highlighted phrase: “building is only organization: social, technical, economic, psychological
organization.”"'

Students analyzed the science of life in their class projects and also when they participated in
the architectural commissions that they worked on within the architecture department. Studies of
Dessau were made with the objective of bettering the city; there was analytical, design, and
construction work on the second stage of the Torten Siedlung (which had been commissioned by

the city of Dessau during the Gropius era); and Meyer and Wittwer lead the design of three

housing blocks. The most important example is the ADGB Trade Union School in Bernau, a

% Hannes Meyer, “Building” (1928) in Hannes Meyer, Buildings, Projects and Writings, 95-97.

B! Hannes Meyer, “Building” (1928) in Hannes Meyer, Buildings, Projects and Writings, 95-97.
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commission Meyer and Wittwer won and brought to the school to be developed with the
students. For this commission, efforts from many of the school departments were combined.
Located on a 25.5 acre site in the Bernauer Forest (thirty kilometers northeast of Berlin), the
building had to accommodate 120 workers who would attend month-long study (plant-
management, economy, insurance law, industrial hygiene, and safety) and recreational programs.
The brief established collective dormitories for the workers, study rooms for seminars and
workshops, an auditorium, leisure spaces (an indoor gymnasium and outdoor sports facilities),
and a common cafeteria.'*> This commission brought the type of “real world problem” that
Meyer was after; it allowed the Bauhaus at large the possibility of “organizing life” under precise
conditions. In the preliminary design stages, Bauhaus students conducted a series of analytical
studies, and the design solution was to subdivide the 120 workers into twelve clusters of ten who
would live together throughout the study period and share study space. A covered hallway
connected the entire compound internally, and also allowed for visual connections with the
surroundings. The Bauhaus departments collaborated utilizing their different areas of expertise,
and there was an attempt to implement a scientific organization of labor at the scale of the
school. For instance, Anni Albers from the weaving department designed acoustic wall textiles
for the building’s auditorium. '

Meyer’s pedagogical approach within the architecture department, and the extension of this
logic to the overall school curriculum once he became the director, had as one of its main

objectives detecting and understanding “real world” problems and developing solutions for them.

132 Adolf Behne, “Trade Union School in Bernau near Berlin, Hannes Meyer, Architect,” (circa 1930)
unpublished translation, Deutsches Architekturmuseum Sammlung, Frankfurt.

133

b

Barry Bergdoll, “Bauhaus Multiplied: Paradoxes of Architecture and Design in and after the Bauhaus,’
Bauhaus 1919-1933: Workshops for Modernity, 57.
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The ideal scenario was to work on real commissions as opposed to theoretical problems. Meyer
mentioned to the student representatives shortly after assuming the directorship that his vision of
his own architectural department had led him to revise the overall curriculum: “At least in my
architecture department I have observed that work there is suffering somewhat, that people do
not know what they are working for because their work is not yet in a close a relationship with

»13% Hence, connecting them to real commissions like the

the outside world as would be desirable.
ADGB Trade Unions School was his way of bridging this gap.

As head of the architecture department first, and director of the school later, Meyer was the
spearhead for architectural education, but the actual implementation of most of these ideas had to
do in great measure with the types of faculty members he brought to the school and the
organization of guest lectures. Meyer broke from the Gropius era with the new emphasis on
technical education that replaced the previous emphasis on artistic training. The new objectives
can be summarized in the discursive shift from “art” to “life” (Kunst oder leben?) that Meyer

launched in his 1928 “Building” essay. The new “life” focus of the curriculum required more

scientific knowledge.'*”

1% Hannes Meyer, “Address to the Student Representatives on the Occasion of his Appointment as

Director” (1928), Notes from the bequest of Otti Berger, in Wingler, The Bauhaus, 1919-1933: Weimar,
Dessau, Berlin and Chicago, 141.

135 There is an overlap that should be pointed out here: an early title for Laszl6 Moholy-Nagy’s Von
Material zu Architektur (From Material to Architecture) had been Von Kunst zu Leben (From Art to Life).
The book was promoted as Von Kunst zu Leben in a list of forthcoming Bauhaus books in Bauhaus vol. 3,
no. 2 (1929): front pastedown page (unnumbered).
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Meyer’s Guest Lecturers'°

After he took over the directorship, Meyer was aware that a total transformation of the
Bauhaus would be difficult. When addressing the student representatives after he had been

nominated in 1928, he told them:

It is impossible to convert the Bauhaus into a scientific school for the simple
reason that the small budget does not provide any means for appointing the needed
scientifically trained faculty. Moreover, it is not up to the Director of an institute to
give it his personal stamp. He is merely the man who is supposed to coordinate all

the paths that converge in him and form one constructive entity.'>’

Since the budget did not allow for a complete changeover, he utilized a lecture series to
introduce more science into the curriculum. In the 1929 Junge Menschen kommt ans Bauhaus
brochure there is a list of guest lectures, and many of them dealt with scientific themes. For

instance, on November 29, 1928, Doctor in Medicine R. Neubert lectured on “Living and

136 Understanding the scope of the ambitious program of guest speakers that Meyer launched at the

Bauhaus is relevant for the analysis of his pedagogical project. There are two recent reliable analyses of
the guest lecturers during Meyer’s tenure: Peter Bernhard, “Die Gastvortrage am Bauhaus Ein blicke in
den ‘zweiten Lehrkorpe,”” in Mythos Bauhaus: zwischen Selbsterfindung und Enthistorisierung, eds.
Anja Baumhoff und Magdalena Droste. (Berlin: D. Reimer, 2009): 91-111; Dara Kiese, “Entfesseltes
Bauen, Building Unleashed: Holistic Education in Hannes Meyer's Bauhaus: 1927-1930,” (PhD diss., The
City University of New York Graduate Center, 2013), 79-109. There is a third piece by Peter Galison,
which is more interpretative, and makes an attractive case using the material, but it is not necessarily a
prime secondary source from an architectural history standpoint. See Peter Galison “Aufbau/Bauhaus:
Logical Positivism and Architectural Modernism.” Critical Inquiry, Vol. 16, No. 4 (1990), 709-752.

17 Hannes Meyer, “Address to the Student Representatives on the Occasion of his Appointment as
Director” (1928), Notes from the bequest of Otti Berger, in Wingler, The Bauhaus, 1919-1933: Weimar,
Dessau, Berlin and Chicago, 141.
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Technical Organization.” More lectures followed in 1929: on February 12 Engineer Hanns
Riedel lectured on “Organization and Work™; on March 15-16 Dr. Hanns Prinzhorn lectured on
“Body — Spirit - Unity” and “Foundations of the New Personality Psychology”; on April 27 Dr.
Otto Neurath lectured on “Picture Statistics Today”’; and on July 3-8 Dr. Herbert Feigl lectured
on “The Scientific Conception of the World,” “Natural Law and Free Will,” “Chance and Law,”

138 Erom other sources, it is also known that in 1929, on

“Body and Soul,” and “Space and Time.
October 15-19 Dr. Rudolf Carnap lectured on “Science and Life,” “Task and Content of Science,”
“The Logical Construction of the World,” “Modern Physics’ Four-Dimensional World,” and

“The Misuse of Language.” In 1930, in June and July, Dr. Karlfried Graf von Diirckheim

lectured on such topics as “On Experiential Space and Objective Space,” “On Gestalt
Psychology,” and “Eduard Spranger’s Humanistic and Scientific (geistigwissenschaftliche)
Psychology of Personality.” (fig. 2.34.)

Howard Dearstyne’s notes are useful for understanding how scientific knowledge was taught
at the Bauhaus. The notes from the lectures on psychology of Diirckheim contain drawings and
explanations of the perception of contrasts, figure-ground, the reading of emotions in faces, etc.

In his memoir, Dearstyne recorded the lectures on psychology of Count Diirckheim as a
memorable experience. Dearstyne recalled: “Dr. Karlfried Graf (Count) von Diirckheim of
Leipzig (...) lectured on psychology. The students respected him, in spite of his aristocratic
provenience, and he never lost control of his audience, even though, on occasion, someone asked

him a crude question.”'*’

3% «Unsere Gastvortrige,” Junge Menschen kommt ans Bauhaus (1929): 27-28.
%% See Bernhard, “Die Gastvortrige am Bauhaus-Einblicke in den ‘zweiten Lehrkorper,” 91-111.

140 Dearstyne, Inside the Bauhaus, 211.
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The range of subjects and the variety of expertise of the guests were aimed at offering the
Bauhaus students a rounded education with an awareness of the state of the art of knowledge in
different fields—transmitted to the Bauhaus students by state-of-the-art specialists—an updated
version of the Vitruvian definition of the education of an architect (which included a basic
knowledge of everything from geometry to medicine, passing through astronomy, music, and
philosophy).'*! However, Meyer was not focused on a Renaissance ideal or attempting to
identify a consistent set of values. Instead, he was promoting an up-to-date architect with
knowledge of new artistic approaches, scientific improvements, and modernization at large in
order to have an adequate technical reasoning. Starting an architecture program at the Bauhaus
brought an overall expansion of the pedagogical scope of the school, and the Vitruvian spirit—
that the architect must know a little of everything—was present. Meyer saw architecture as a
different discipline from the one conceived by some of his contemporary architects, he did not
see it as an autonomous discipline but as one that was in service of coordinating knowledge from
other fields; therefore, a new constellation of topics around architecture was unfolded in the
guest lecture series.

The expansion of the scope of knowledge that Bauhaus students were expected to have was a
departure from Gropius’s tenure from the point of view that the lecture series became
systematized and integrated in the curriculum as opposed to being a mere supplement. The
question remains as to whether a parallel objective of these lectures was an effort on Meyer’s
behalf to expand the political education of the Bauhaus students. Based on the range of political
positions of the guests, this intent is unlikely. Contrary to the political views of collaborators like

Kallai and Teige (whose main connection to the Bauhaus had been as a guest lecturer), the

! See Marcus Vitruvius, Ten Books of Architecture (1st Century B.C.) Morris Hicky Morgan, trans.
(New York: Dover Publications, 1960), 5-6.
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scientific guests were not necessarily aligned ideologically with Meyer. The Bauhaus under
Meyer was a more complicated and less homogeneous institution than it had been under Gropius.
Meyer opened the Bauhaus to technical specialists and scientists. Although a primary concern of
this chapter is the political dimension of Meyer’s tenure, and despite the political topics of some
of the guest lectures, the lecture series as a whole does not appear to have been a deliberate
venue for political indoctrination.

David Feist provided a nuanced evaluation of the guest lectures from the point of view of a

student:

Another fascinating experience still fresh in my mind was to listen to Dr. Otto
Freundlich, a one-time associate of Albert Einstein, who tried to acquaint us with
the theory of relativity, still relatively young, and with a theory of the origins of
the galaxy. I am not sure how many of us could follow him and to what depth, but
we all tried hard since we wanted so desperately to be part of the scientific age

and to grasp at least the essence of scientific thought.'**

Feist’s comment also suggests that the diversity of sources enriched the students” worldviews,
but that the topics were not necessarily connected with their practical training. The variety of
topics chosen by Meyer for the guest lectures can be understood as a strategy for testing what the

new architecture for the new world should consider.

"2 Feist, My Years at the Bauhaus, 88.
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The Creation of the Architecture Department

The emphasis on the lecture series proves that bio-scientific concerns shared the importance
of techno-functionalist interests in Meyer’s curricula. What is undeniable is that the practical
training had a technical education as a main objective. Howard Dearstyne’s notes unfold the core
classes in the architectural program during Meyer’s tenure: classes that trained students in
technical matters and that equipped them with practical knowledge. According to Dearstyne
these classes were the novelty of Meyer’s program, since Gropius before him had treated them as

a secondary preoccupation and offered students the chance to take them elsewhere:

Meyer brought a kind of order into the Bauhaus curriculum which had not existed
under Gropius. He placed the emphasis in the teaching on architecture and
introduced into the curriculum the courses which would give the students a well-
rounded architectural education-those technical courses which Gropius, in his
“Idee und Autbau,” had recommended, so lamely, that a student take at another
institution. It now became possible for the Bauhaus to offer a bona fide
architectural diploma. The students sought this certification of their achievement

because it proved to be a genuine aid in landing a job.'*’

It should be clarified that Gropius’ “Idee und Aufbau” is from 1923, hence the comment is not
completely accurate, and as has been mentioned, there were already some theoretical classes on

technical topics during Gropius’s last years as director (after the school was elevated in October

'S Dearstyne, Inside the Bauhaus (New York: Rizzoli, 1986), 210.
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1926 to the category of Hochschule). What is undeniable however is that technical education
took precedence under Meyer.

Concerning the Bauhaus faculty and the architecture-related core classes, the 1929 Junge
Menschen kommt ans Bauhaus lists twenty Bauhaus teachers, and eight of them (including
Meyer) are directly related to architectural, engineering, and technical education (i.e., to the
training of architects and builders). (fig. 2.35.) Besides Meyer, the teachers were: Anton Brenner,
architect and guest lecturer in “Architectural Theory”; Friederich Engemann senior teacher of
Trade, lecturer in “Professional Technical Drawing,” “Mathematics,” “Descriptive Geometry”
and “Technical Mechanics”; Ludwig Hilberseimer, architect and lecturer in “Construction” and
“Structural Design”; Wilhelm Miiller, qualified secondary teacher of “Chemistry,” “Technology,”
and “Building Materials”; Hanns Riedel, Doctor in Engineering, teacher of “Business
Administration” and “Mathematics”; Alcar Rudelt, civil engineer and teacher of “Reinforced
Concrete,” “Iron Construction,” “Strength of Materials,” and “Advanced Mathematics”; and
Mart Stam, guest teacher for “Urban Development” and “Elementary Architecture.”'**
Additionally, the architect Carl Fieger continued to teach “Technical Drawing,” one Doctor
Lohmann taught “Cost Estimation” in 1929, and Paul Artaria was a guest lecturer in architecture
between 1929-1930, as was Edvard Heiberg in 1930. (Marcel Breuer had taught “Interior
Design” but left with Gropius in 1928.) It must be noted that in February 1929, Hilberseimer
succeeded Hans Wittwer as director of the architecture program. (Wittwer had taken over the
architectural program when Meyer became the director.)

Another subject that appears in Bauhaus student transcripts is “Mathematics and Descriptive

Geometry,” which was first taught by Professor Friedrich Kohn between the winter of 1926 and

4 “Der Lehrkorper,” Junge Menschen kommt ans Bauhaus (1929): 38.
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the winter of 1928. (Ko6hn also taught “Statics,” “Structural Theory,” “Reinforced Concrete,”
“Iron Construction,” and “Building Materials,” which was later taken over by a qualified

145 After Kohn left in the summer of 1928, an engineer named

secondary teacher called Pfeiffer.)
Opitz took over “Mathematics and Descriptive Geometry,” and the following semester Alcar
Rudelt started teaching the class.'*° Dearstyne’s surviving notes, which must have been from the
Rudelt version of the class, provide solid evidence of what was taught, and it is possible to
confirm the course was a classic calculus class (differential and integral calculus, the Cartesian
division of the plane, the properties of functions, the deduction of the equation of a straight line
and an ellipse, etc.).'*’

Dearstyne’s notes for the “Construction” class (which was probably taught by Alfred Arndt)
concern building technicalities: types of windows in section and elevation with the details of
measures and the names of the components, different types of stairs (circular, straight, etc.) and
how to calculate them, how to structure a stair, dovetail joints, how air travels through a heating
coil, etc. Part theory, part practice, this class taught building and design combined. In turn,
Dearstyne’s notes for the “Building Construction” class deal with building catalogues and
illustrated explanations for a Roese System, the Frankfurt Flat Roof (Frankfurtere Flachdach),
etc. Other subtopics in this class were the Cremona plan, modern building construction,
coefficient of thermal conductivity, steel construction, steel halls, Blecken System, roof selection

(terraced roofs vs. pitched roofs), building materials, mortar hydraulics, and concrete. The notes

not only explain technical considerations, but also analyze how to make selections. As in the

15 «Alcar Rudelt’s Construction Engineering Study Program,” Bauhaus vol. 3, no. 3 (1929); 16.

146 «Alcar Rudelt’s Construction Engineering Study Program,” Bauhaus vol. 3, no. 3 (1929); 16.

Y7 Howard Dearstyne, “Mathematics and Descriptive Geometry Lecture Notes,” Howard Dearstyne

Papers 1928-1965, Bauhaus Collection Records, Busch-Reisinger Museum, Harvard.
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classic engineering tradition, construction details were explained via axonometric drawings,
which emphasized the three-dimensional reality of constructive processes.

After the Vorkurs, during Meyer’s tenure, students within the Architectural Workshop had
two semesters (second and third semesters) of architectural classes, and a choice of practical
experimentation in the Metal, Cabinetmaking, or Wall Painting Workshop, in order to promote
the development of craftsmanship and design skills. They had the opportunity to choose an
elective workshop, and they were also encouraged to take a theoretical, art, and/or science
course. In the following three semesters (fourth through sixth semesters) students continued to
have training in architecture, instructed by trained journeymen who provided a deeper
understanding of design. The Bauhaus added the caveat that this particular class did not have as
its sole purpose the training of architects; it could also offer journeyman a broadening of
knowledge in their specialty. Quoting the study program, a student would be exposed to “the
judicious incorporation of his work into the context of today’s society. Those who pursue
architecture will learn in this course a scientific way of architectural thinking according to the

1% From the seventh until the

principle: Building signifies ‘the design of all the activities of life.
ninth semesters, there was Architecture Studio, which was only required for those pursuing an
architecture diploma (per requirements established in a 1926 protocol) after which students
would receive their diploma.

In his last curriculum, Meyer centralized all the workshops in four programs: Interior Design,
Advertising, Weaving, and Architecture. Interior design gathered the Furniture Making,

Metalwork, and Wall Painting workshops; Advertising gathered the Printing, Poster Design, and

new Photography workshops; Weaving gathered the Tapestry and Color workshops; and

¥ «The Course of Training in the Architecture Department,” Junge Menschen kommt ans Bauhaus
(1929), translated in Wingler, The Bauhaus, 1919-1933: Weimar, Dessau, Berlin and Chicago, 151.
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Architecture gathered the Building Instruction and Architectural Practice workshops. By
collecting the workshops within program-like units, Meyer was departing from the applied arts
model of having students specialize in material-related crafts. However, he did not necessarily
turn the Bauhaus into an industrial school. Aspects of both educational models, an arts and crafts
school and an industrial school, moved forward hand in hand. But, what did change in the overall
scenario was a turning away from the on-site serial production of objects. (see fig. 2.24.) The
architecture program initiated classes that promoted the collectivization of student work—
defying the idealization of the singular author that had been encouraged under Gropius.

Under Meyer, students in the Architecture Department performed design exercises in groups and
engaged in analyses done in clusters. After leaving the Bauhaus, Meyer would describe these
teams as “vertical brigades,” based on work around an existing commission where students from
different classes collaborated, and older or more experienced students helped to train the younger
or less experienced ones—all under the supervision of a master.'* During his Bauhaus tenure,
however, Meyer, in his 1930 “Organization Scheme,” used the word “cell” to describe the work
unit. (This “Organization Scheme” was transcribed by the Bauhaus student Hin Bredendieck.) To
be precise, “zelle” is accompanied in parentheses by the word “produktiv’: zelle (produktiv).

(fig. 2.36.) This rubric of “productive cells” is used to describe the teaching method used from
the fourth to the seventh shared semesters of the theoretical and practical Building programs
(Baulehre and Bauabteilung), and although the schema from where this quote is taken is

unfinished (it was organized as notes) it is similar to other schema of the same year."”*

' In 1940 Meyer would describe the organizational scheme as “brigadas verticales” in, Hannes Meyer,

“Bauhaus Dessau 1927-1930, Aspectos Sobre la Ensefianza Politécnica,” Edificacion 34 (July-September
1940): 17.

' Hannes Meyer, “Bauhaus Organization Scheme” (1930), in Magdalena Droste, “Unterrichtsstruktur
und Werkstattarbeit am Bauhaus unter Hannes Meyer” in Hannes Meyer, 1889-1954, 139 (image 8).
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“Productive cells” signal an industrious emphasis enforced by the mixing of the different
programs (students from the theoretical and practical building programs were combined) in the
last semester which favored the collaboration between students with different expertise. “Cell” is
a charged word, one of its definitions is: “A small group of people (occasionally a single person)
working within a larger organization as a nucleus of political, especially revolutionary,

11 In other words, a cell can have a deliberate agitational purpose and is more in the

activity.
vein of a non-majority group opposing and subverting authority. The case can be made, however,
that while “cell” (or “communist cell” as architectural historian Barry Bergdoll suggests in an
analysis of Meyer’s tenure) is a good definition for the Bauhaus Kostufra, the pedagogical
substructures into which the students were divided for work purpose during their studies do not
appear to include a political agenda.'** (The size of the group of a “communist cell” was/is
elastic, and was known to usually operate with at least some highly prepared militants who were
assigned internal roles such as head of propaganda, theory, paramilitary activities, etc., and this
organization does not appear to be what Meyer was trying to implement.) In turn, the concept of
“Pestalozzian cell” has been offered as a model for the work strategy within the school, a hint
that is based on a reference in Meyer’s 1929 lectures in Vienna and Basel. Historian Daria Kiese

states: “Akin to Pestalozzi’s pedagogical model of small groups or ‘cells’ engaged in ‘active

learning,” Meyer believed that the principle of ‘teaching’ in the workshops was outdated and he

Bl«Cell,” Oxford English Dictionary, online edition.
132 Barry Bergdoll writes: “By 1930, however, this reorganization of the school on the analogy of the
communist cell, and Meyer’s tacit encouragement of the more politically engaged students, had led to
friction with Dessau’s increasingly right-wing municipal government.” (emphasis added) Barry Bergdoll,
“Bauhaus Multiplied: Paradoxes of Architecture and Design in and after the Bauhaus,” Bauhaus 1919-
1933: Workshops for Modernity, 58.
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»»153 Based on this definition, the Pestalozzian cell

advocated for ‘fields of experimentation.
emerges as a plausible source of reference for Meyer’s pedagogical target.'>* At the end of the
day, regardless of the rubric used to describe Meyer’s strategy, what matters is that students were
effectively subdivided into groups that were at times comprised of students from multiple fields
and different levels of experience, and that authorship was intended to be collective as opposed
to individual. Whether the grouping strategy implemented by Meyer is called a brigade or a cell
is certainly relevant, but the main point is that the work unit was also a study unit. In other
words, by subdividing the students into work groups Meyer attempted to integrate pedagogical,
labor, and material production. This student groupings appear to have been dynamic: students
were grouped for different exercises or tasks in different group formations, sometimes in pairs,
sometimes in clusters, some times as the entire group enrolled in a class.

Some architectural exercises will be described to exemplify the type of work done in the
architectural classes during Meyer’s period, exercises that illustrate Meyer’s pedagogical project.
Edmund Collein was a student in the architecture department from its inception in 1927 until
Meyer’s departure in 1930. A 1929 exercise by Collein for Meyer’s Architecture Design Studio
entitled “Study of the Periodicity of the Habitat™ has survived. Starting from left to right, first

there is an analysis of the seven inhabitants of the house. They have been laid out in a diagram

and classified by gender with the Mars symbol (arrow pointing up) for the men and Venus

133 Kiese, Entfesseltes Bauen, Building Unleashed: Holistic Education in Hannes Meyer’s Bauhaus:

1927-1930, 141.
"% Heinrich Pestalozzi was a late eighteenth century/early nineteenth century Swiss educator and reformer
with interests in cooperatives. In Meyer’s 1929 notes for his lectures in Vienna and Basel, Meyer also
mentioned Charles Fourier, Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, Peter Kropotkin, and Vladimir Lenin as references
for his take on collectivism. In other words, Meyer was declaring influences derived from ideas as diverse
as Pestalozzian collectivism, Fourierism, Mutualist Philosophy, anarchism, and communism. Hannes
Meyer, “Vortrag in Wien und Basel” (1929) in Schnaidt, Hannes Meyer.: Buildings, Projects, and
Writings, 54-62.
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symbol (cross pointing down) for the women. The description of each inhabitant is provided
underneath. Moving from left to right towards the next vertical line of analyses, there are charts
of the daily activities of the inhabitants that are correlated with the day’s hours and activities
using isotypes. The isotypes describe sleeping, working, etc. Moreover, there are seasonal
variations for these diagrams—summer and winter—and one for Sundays. Finally, in the last
vertical band, there are yearly diagrammatic analyses of the activities of each house member, a
list of spatial requirements, and an outline of the ground floor of the house. In a nutshell,
Collein’s exercise illustrates Meyer’s “scientific analysis” pedagogy. (figs. 2.37.)

There is also a 1930 project done by Philipp Tolziner and Tibor Weiner entitled “Community
Dwelling for the Workers of a Factory in a Socialized State.” This exceptionally militant
exercise (not the norm) represents the political preoccupations of some students of the Meyer
period, and showcases Meyer’s scientific imprint in the different seasonal sun-diagrams, the
circulation diagrams used to define the dimensions of the interiors, and the communal spaces for
cooking and eating.'> (figs. 2.38-2.41.)

In his memoir, Tolziner summarized the different work modalities in the classes of the
Architecture department. (figs. 2.42-2.43.)1. Collective work, where all the class worked
together in a single task, like the 1929 competition proposal for the Berlin-Haselhort housing
neighborhood designed in the “Urban Development” class of Mart Stam. 2. Private commissions
brought to the classroom where all the students helped, like the Kornhaus (a restaurant and pub
built in 1929-30 in Dessau) that had been awarded to Carl Fieger but which many students
helped to develop. The ADGB Trade Union School in Bernau falls into this category because

Meyer developed a scheme for the competition privately and after winning brought the project to

"> For more details on this project, see Philipp Tolziner, “Mit Hannes Meyer am Bauhaus und in der

Sowjetunion (1927-1930),” Hannes Meyer, 1889-1954: Architekt, Urbanist, Lehrer, 245-49.
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the school. 3. Private work which was eventually brought to the attention of the teachers, like
Antonin Urban and Arieh Sharon’s competition entry for a coeducational school and

kindergarten in Louny, or Tolziner’s townhouse project for Tel Aviv."

The diversity of work
modalities speaks to the creative environment and to the high level of motivation of students who
often developed competition or self-commissioned projects in their spare time.

Going back to Meyer’s pedagogical ideas: the teaching of socio-technical analyses—Ilike
climate conditions, sun diagrams, circulation studies, etc.—made his Bauhaus architectural
program radical and innovative. Meyer would continue to develop this analytical approach
(alone and with the Red Bauhaus Brigade) in the Soviet Union, and later in his stints in
Switzerland and Mexico. Moreover, there is evidence that some of the Bauhaus students who

became part of the Red Bauhaus Brigade taught this analytical approach to new generations

during the late 1940s (more on this in the following chapters).

Meyer’s Expulsion

The pedagogical experiment that Meyer led at the Bauhaus was fruitful, but it was cut short.
Before describing the institutional specifics, it is relevant to mention that conditions in Germany
completely changed between the time Meyer arrived at the Bauhaus in 1927 and his dismissal in
August 1930. The rise of Adolf Hitler’s National Socialist German Workers Party
(Nationalsozialistische Deutsche Arbeiterpartei, or NSDAP) in this period can be explained with
some statistical facts: in 1928 the Nazis polled only 809,000 votes and won only 12

parliamentary seats, but by September 1930 their vote was 6,400,000, which won them 107

1% Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der Sowjetunion

und in anderen Landern,” 12.
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parliamentary seats.'”’ The political situation was extremely dynamic, and as historian Gordon
Craig explains, the success of the NSDAP can be partially explained through the economic
variables—to which we can add the general disenchantment with the Weimar party system and
the appeal of Hitler’s populism.'*® It is relevant to mention that the Wall Street crash of October
1929 was a massive blow to the German Economy. In September 1928 (six months into Meyer’s
tenure), there were 650,000 unemployed, and by September 1929, the number had doubled to
1,320,000 unemployed. When Heinrich Briining became the German Chancellor at the end of
March 1930, the unemployment rate was around 3,000,000, and the number rose by the end of
that year to 4,380,000 (out of a population of around 64,000,000, in other words, 7%). By the
end of 1931, the unemployment figure had risen to 5,615,000."

Meyer, vilified for his politics and for the politics of his students, was expelled from the
Bauhaus directorship on August 1, 1930 by the Dessau city council. The alleged reasons were
that he was a Marxist and that he had not been transparent about his politics when he was hired.
As has been already mentioned, the expulsion was ignited by Meyer’s signing of a petition and a
donation of 50 DM to a relief fund for striking miners in Mansfeld. Representatives of the
Bauhuas Kostufra had collected the money, and this public interaction with the communist
students was considered enough evidence to incriminate Meyer. However, as previously
analyzed, tensions were already high and the publication of the Kostufra’s Bauhaus was certainly

a demonstration of the hostilities.

7 Craig, Germany, 1866-1945, 542.
158 Craig, Germany, 1866-1945, 543.
139 «“Weimar Republic and the Great Depression,” History Learning Site, accessed February 18, 2014.

http://www .historylearningsite.co.uk/weimar_depression_1929.htm; Gordon Craig, Germany, 1866-1945,
553.
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Nationalist momentum in Germany towards 1930 had increased. Although Mayor Hesse
was tagged as a liberal and had been the promoter of the arrival of the Bauhaus in Dessau, there
were too many tensions accumulating around him—and the Bauhaus was a focus of criticism for
the right in Dessau since public tax money had brought the school to Dessau and partially paid
the bills. Due to Meyer’s expulsion, the Bauhaus became the stage for a German morality play,
in which architecture and left-wing political ideologies were presented as antithetical. In the end,
the clash with the Dessau City Council found Mayor Hesse playing the role of a cautious
“center” politician eager to please right wing voters. The other role belonged to Meyer as the
socialist architect—and Hesse later spread the legend that Meyer had told him, “you know

95160

perfectly well that I am a theoretical Marxist.” > Meyer in turn in his open letter of protest to

Hesse wrote: “my activities had always been concerned with cultural policies and never with

party politics.”"'!

There is no contradiction between the two statements; Meyer was expelled for
his political ideas regardless of their substance. Retrospectively however, the idea that Meyer
mortgaged the future of the Bauhaus is specious, since the political transformations in Germany
and the Nazi antagonism toward modern architecture (or art) would have doomed the school
sooner or later. The historical record shows that Meyer’s political views did not change radically
during his tenure. Instead, the game board under him shifted and he was repositioned on the far
left. While in the Bauhaus, Meyer might have had discursive overlaps with communist ideas, but
there is no evidence of direct association with the Communist Party at the time. During these

years, despite having a political position, Meyer does not yet appear to have been fully immersed

in political activism. Based on Schlemmer’s descriptions earlier in the chapter, Meyer was

10 Britz Hesse, Von Residenz zur Bauhausstadt (Bad Pyrmont: Self-published, 1964), 243.

"l Hannes Meyer, “My Dismissal from the Bauhaus, Open Letter to Mayor Hesse,” August 1930, in

Schnaidt, Hannes Meyer: Buildings, Projects, and Writings, 101-5.
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undergoing changes, but his real political tropism only flourished after he was expelled from the
school. In Chapter Three, this tropism (which led him to travel to the Soviet Union where he
would retrofit his Bauhaus ideas with communism) will be analyzed in detail, but it was not until
his expulsion that he directly engaged with Communist Party dictates.

On August 5, 1930, by recommendation of Gropius, Mies van der Rohe was hired to replace
Meyer, and in October 1932, due to political pressures, he moved the school to Berlin. In
hindsight, this move is ironic, considering how hard Hesse tried to please the Dessau
constituency. In April 1933, once established in its Berlin location, the Bauhaus was closed by
the police and the National Socialist militia which, following a petition coming from the Dessau
public prosecutor’s office, searched the school for evidence to incriminate Hesse on

“irregularities in office.”'%*

The Bauhaus closed permanently in July 1933.

Architectural historian Eva Forgacs argues that Meyer’s political ideas were an excuse to
expel him from the Bauhaus. He had become a divisive figure, and with elections coming in
September 1930, Hesse did not want to run the risk of maintaining Meyer in an institution that
was already jeopardizing his political career.'® Other than this, Meyer’s nationality should not
be overlooked, meaning that he was a foreign director in a German institution in the midst of
escalating nationalist sentiments. Additionally, it was no coincidence that the first students to be
expelled for political activism after Meyer’s dismissal were also foreigners. The Bauhaus’s
conflicted relationship with the local Dessau authorities, which condemned communist activities

within the student body and accused Meyer of supporting them, can be read as a harbinger of

what was to come in Germany.

12 Sudhalter, “14 Years Bauhaus: a Chronicle,” in Bauhaus 1919-1933: Workshops for Modernity, 337.

19 fva Forgécs, “Between the Town and the Gown, on Hannes Meyer’s Dismissal from the Bauhaus,”

Journal of Design History vol. 23, no. 3 (2004); 265-274.
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It is relevant to remember how sensitive political accusations were at the Bauhaus. The move
from Weimar to Dessau in 1925 had been propelled by similar accusations of alleged left-wing
political activism on the part of Gropius. This time around, Gropius was on the side of the
accusers, since he allied himself with Hesse and supported Meyer’s expulsion. Howard

Dearstyne wrote in his memoir:

Hesse had instructed Meyer to eliminate the communist cell at the Bauhaus; the
latter procrastinated. When, in addition to this, the Nazi legislator denounced
Meyer for contributing money in the name of the Bauhaus to aid striking Mansfeld
miners and demanded his dismissal, Hesse yielded to their pressure. Though there
were a number of active communists at the Bauhaus and differences of opinion
existed, [ was not aware of any serious discord in the school. It is true that Klee
and Kandinsky had consistently resisted Meyer’s rigorous functionalism and it was
no secret that the latter supported mayor Hesse’s move to replace Meyer. The step
was actually taken in an effort to placate the rising political opposition to the
Bauhaus in Dessau legislature, where conservative nationalists
(Deutschvolkischen) and National Socialists were gaining power and were
clamoring for an end of the “Judeo-Syrian desert architecture” of the “inartistic

high-toned Bolsheviks (Edelbolshewisten) of the Bauhaus.”'®*

In turn, Etel Mittag-Fodor comments, “[political] discussions were, however, private and did not

ever involve the Bauhaus as an institute. The political convictions of the masters were not

' Dearstyne, Inside the Bauhaus, 218.
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declared, though everyone knew that Hannes Meyer was a Social-democrat [...] in many
personal and informal conversations with students and associates, [Meyer] verbalized and

165 If we take these student memories at face

transmitted a certain kind of thought and criticism.
value, despite the fact that the school had a Communist cell, the internal politics of the Bauhaus
were not necessarily the locus of an ideological battlefield. Hence, the rise and fall of Meyer can
certainly be read as symptomatic of the German situation at the time. There were a number of
aftermaths that included a legal battle with the Dessau Council over the expulsion details and
monetary compensation. It is important to mention that Meyer coordinated his public defense
after the dismissal. The best known effort was his “Open Letter to Mayor Hesse,” but the extent
of his counterattacks can be grasped in the letters he wrote to clarify and defend his stance. He
asked, amongst others, Karel Teige, Graf Diirckheim, Peer Biicking, Josef Gantner (of das Neue

Frankfurt), Gabriel Gueverkian, Joseph Frank, El Lissitzky, and Moisei Ginzburg to protest his

dismissal.

Postscript

After Meyer’s dismissal, students took to the streets of Dessau to protest, and the
photographs of one of these protests is revealing since the students carried a banner that read
“L’Art pour I’Art.” (This slogan is usually connected with eighteenth century German aesthetics
and idealist philosophy as well as with nineteenth century French philosophy.) “L’Art pour
I’ Art” refers to the idea that art does not need justification, that it does not need to serve a

purpose, and that beauty coming from art is enough of a reason to pursue art. Parading a banner

195 Feist, My Years at the Bauhaus, 82.
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with “L’Art pour I’ Art” written on it staked a claim for the autonomy of art, in direct
contradiction with what Meyer had been actively implementing in the Bauhaus during his tenure.
Already in his 1926 “The New World” he had declared: “Dead, the artwork as a ‘thing in itself,’
as [’art pour ’art. Our collective consciousness does not tolerate individualistic excesses”
Moreover, years later after he had left the Soviet Union, Meyer wrote a list of the “positive” and
“negative” aspects of the Bauhaus. In it, he listed “L’Art pour L’ Art (Triadische Ballet)” as one
of the undesirable features.'®’ (fig. 2.44.) Schlemmer’s Triadische Ballet, which Meyer had
dismissed at the time as too personal and subjective (and therefore lacking social relevance), was
used here years later to illustrate the undesirable aspects of his Bauhaus. Meyer in turn
considered “autonomy of art” as a Bauhaus flaw, and he used the concept of “L’Art pour L’ Art”
to synthesize his dissatisfaction, which should be contrasted with the student’s “positive” use of
the same slogan when protesting his dismissal. This dissonance opens a space to question
whether the students understood Meyer’s project during his tenure. (fig. 2.45.)

As was already mentioned, one of the aftermaths of Meyer’s dismissal from the Bauhaus was
the expulsion of a group of foreign students for political activism. Based on the photographs
taken the day of the events, the expelled students (Scheffler, Urban, Weiner, Weinraub, and
Fussman) were accompanied by a larger group of students from the Bauhaus building to the
Dessau train station; amongst them were Léna Bergner (who later traveled to the Soviet Union

and became the wife of Meyer) and Konrad Piischel (a future Red Bauhaus Brigade member).

Margrete Mengel, who was Meyer’s Bauhaus secretary, was also part of the marching crowd.

"% Hannes Meyer, “The New World” (1926) in Schnaidt, Hannes Meyer, Buildings, Projects and
Writings, 90-94.

" Hannes Meyer, “Manuskript, ohne Titel, undatiert, betr. Bauhaus und USSR” (undated), Hannes

Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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(She also traveled to the Soviet Union.) All of the expelled students, with the exception of
Weinraub who was reintegrated into the Bauhaus under Mies’s administration and Fussman who
went on to work for Hugo Héring in Berlin, became part of the group that traveled with Meyer to
the Soviet Union: the Red Bauhaus Brigade. The other four Brigade members were the
aforementioned Piischel, the Swiss René Mensch, and the Germans Klaus Meumann and Philipp
Tolziner. The march to accompany the expelled foreign students to the Dessau train station was
the turning point, the day that Meyer’s Bauhaus became itinerant: the itinerant Red Bauhaus.

(fig. 2.46-2.49.)
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Chapter Three

Hannes Meyer and The Red Bauhaus Brigade in the Soviet Union, 1930-37

On August 4, 1930, three days after being expelled from the Bauhaus, Hannes Meyer
received two letters from students from the Bauhaus Architectural Workshop. The first one was a
sign-up sheet with the following heading: “We are thinking that it would be right if we could
stay together with you. We should discuss in what capacity. For now, we just want to tell you

that this is what we want.”!

While there were sixteen allotted spaces for signatures, only Antonin
Urban, Tibor Weiner, Béla Scheffler, and Philipp Tolziner had signed. All of them would be part
of a larger group of seven students who months later traveled with Meyer to the Soviet Union.
This document can be considered to be the foundational act of the Red Bauhaus Brigade. (fig.
3.1.) The second document was a letter from the Bauhaus student representatives (die
Studierendenvertretung) signed by Tolziner and Martin Decker in which they reviewed the
circumstances around Meyer’s dismissal and established that they had protested the measure
with the Anhalt government. The students also praised Meyer’s pedagogy by telling him, “the
systematization of your observations and your knowledge of the links between building and
society have given us the adequate challenges and the necessary methods for their solutions.”

The document ended with a crie de coeur: “Hannes Meyer! In an obsolete world, in a

professorial environment, you were young. We want to stay young with you.” These two

' Antonin Urban, Tibor Weiner, Béla Scheffler, and Pim [Philipp] Tolziner (Dessau) to Hannes Meyer
(Berlin), August 4, 1930, Assorted Papers Relating to Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research
Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

2 Philipp Tolziner and Martin Decker (the Bauhaus Students Delegates) to Hannes Meyer, August 4,
1930, Assorted Papers Relating to Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los
Angeles.
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documents confirm that the student reaction was immediate, that the students were mobilized,
and that some of them were willing to leave the Bauhaus with Meyer.

Analyzing documents like these letters from Bauhaus students to Meyer, this chapter asks if
there was a continuation of Meyer’s Bauhaus pedagogical project in the Soviet Union—
continuation first in the education of the students that traveled with him and ultimately in the
handing over of aspects of his Bauhaus pedagogical project to Soviet students he taught at VASI
(Higher Architectural and Building Institute). Although the Soviet education of the Red Bauhaus
Brigade members was more informal and did not happen under the aegis of an organized
educational institution—considering that they first worked professionally under Meyer and later
continued to work independently in Soviet trusts—the practical work that the Brigade members
performed did amount to a pedagogical experience of sorts. In relation to considering
professional practice as part of an educational project, Meyer’s Bauhaus study program had
“Architectural Office” and “Building Practice” as core requirements in the three last semesters,
suggesting that the Soviet experience of the students who traveled with Meyer can be considered
as an example of both. In brief, the Red Bauhaus Brigade members not only went to the Soviet
Union to work, but actually to complete their interrupted Bauhaus training.

Before starting with the analyses of the institutions, competitions, and commissions in which
Meyer and the Brigade were involved, it is necessary to introduce the shifting situation of
architecture and city planning in the Soviet Union at the time. After the Russian Revolution
(1917), architectural culture was dominated by a series of avant-gardes (Constructivism,
Productivism, Suprematism, etc.) that mainly produced unrealized architectural projects.
(Although there was a lot of building in these period, avant-garde architects in particular did not

get the chance to build many of their projects, some of the exceptions include the projects
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designed by Konstantin Melnikov between 1927 and 1929: six Worker’s Clubs, one garage, and
his own residence). During the 1920s, the international perception was that the Soviet Union was
committed to modern architecture. Projects like Melnikov and Alexander Rodchentko’s Soviet
pavilion for the 1925 Exhibition of Decorative Arts in Paris reinforced this idea. In 1932, the

Swiss architect Hans Schmidt offered an analysis of the changing situation:

The victory of the October Revolution brought to the forefront a number of young
architects who identified with the aims of the Revolution. Taking up the cudgel in
the fight with the older generation of architects they apparently were bringing
about the triumph of modern architecture. At a time when relatively very little
construction could actually be realized in the Soviet Union, this young and
technically inexperienced generation devoted all of its energies to utopian
projects, in many cases outstripping the real situation of revolutionary
development by decades. What was missing, however, was a realistic base for this
evolution, both in the efforts of the architects and in their effects on the public.
The true situation was revealed only after the initiation of the Five-Year Plan,
which represented a monumental effort, and which ushered in a period of
complete readjustment and maximum exertion. The Five-Year Plan meant that the

country suddenly had to face concrete tasks rather than just fancy dreams.’

As Schmidt points out, with the advent of the First Five-Year Plan (1928-32) and the

consolidation of Stalin’s power, the demands on architectural culture began to change. For

3 Hans Schmidt, “The Soviet Union and Modern Architecture,” Die neue Stadt 6-7 (1932): 146-48,
translated in El Lisstzky, Russia: An Architecture for World Revolution (Cambridge, Mass.: The M.L.T.
Press, 1989), 219.
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example, the 1929 removal of Anatoly Lunacharsky from the People’s Commissariat for
Education, or even the alleged suicide of the poet Vladimir Mayakovsky in 1930, can be
mentioned as just two of the many symptoms of a profound change in the Soviet cultural
landscape. The new scheme brought by the First Five-Year Plan was completely focused on
progress, and all fields saw a normalizing impulse led by the state.

As part of the new structure brought by the First Five-Year Plan and its normalizing impulse,
the same year that Meyer arrived in the Soviet Union, the Soviet authorities dissolved the
VKhUTEIN (Higher Artistic and Technical Institute)—formerly known as the VKhUTEMAS
(Higher Artistic and Technical Workshops). Founded in 1920, the VKhUTEMAS had been the
cradle of the Soviet architectural avant-gardes, and when the VKhUTEIN was dissolved in 1930,
its architecture department was integrated into the newly created VASI, the school where Meyer
would start teaching shortly after his arrival in the Soviet Union.

The VKhUTEMAS were comparable to the Bauhaus since they were both created around the
same time, had similar objectives, and nurtured experimental pedagogies. For example, the
architecture class of Nikolai Ladovsky at the VKhUTEMAS promoted a reformist architectural
instruction. However, following architectural historian S.0. Khan-Magomedov’s analysis of
what came to be known as Ladovsky’s “psychoanalitical teaching method” at the
VKhUTEMAS, it is possible to confirm that Ladovsky’s approach to teaching had nothing in
common with Meyer’s architectural pedagogy at the Bauhaus. Ladovsky’s pedagogy was based
on compositional problems that ended in large spatial forms; moreover, the exercises focused
heavily on model making. Actually, Ladovsky’s exercises were closer to the exercises from Josef
Albers’s Vorkurs at the Bauhaus since he used the student’s psychological and physiological

perceptions to develop spatial forms. The language of the two classes was also connected: both
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used concepts like surface, volume, weight, mass, proportion, rhythm, color, and dynamism.
Ladovsky’s approach considered two stages, an abstract one that dealt with creating a form, and
a later “productional” one that turned the same form into an habitable object with a precise
architectural program. While Ladovsky started from a spatial problem, Meyer gathered objective
facts to later respond to them with a data-informed architectural solution. While Ladovsky’s
pedagogy sought to control form and then feed it a program, Meyer’s pedagogy sought to detail a
program and then later to provide an adequate architectural response.* These analyses are based
on a comparison between Meyer and Ladovsky’s pedagogical approaches, but the
VKhUTEMAS had a different scale than the Bauhaus, and for an in-depth evaluation of possible
overlaps between the two institutions it would be necessary to also evaluate in detail the classes
taught by Alexander and Leonid Vesnin, Ilya Golosov, Ivan Zholtovsky, Konstantin Melnikov,
and others.

A quick glance at a 1923 study program from the VKhUTEMAS confirms overlaps with the
Bauhaus Vorkurs, as in a section on Perception of Materials (hard and soft materials, granite,
marble, plaster, cement, wood). Nevertheless, there are some overlaps with Meyer’s Bauhaus
program, particularly in the section on Technical Construction (with subjects like “Resistance of
Materials” and “Art of Building”). Moreover, there was also a focus on the social and natural
sciences. The critical differences appear in sections like Theory and Art History, where
VKhUTEMAS students were instructed in the work of Vitruvius, Vignola, Filarete, Alberti, and
Serlio among others. By contrast at the Bauhaus, there was no systematic instruction in
architectural history and theory. Moreover, at the VKhUTEMAS topics like symmetry and

asymmetry, character and pictorial monumentality, balance of masses, variations of proportions,

* For more on Nikolai Ladovsky’s pedagogical approach, see S.0. Khan-Magomedov, Pioneers of Soviet
Architecture (New York: Rizzoli, 1987), 107-08.
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and the role of painting and sculpture, further unfolded aspects of a classical training.” What is
relevant is that in 1930 when the VKhUTEIN were dissolved, one of the goals was to distance
the training of architecture from the arts, and the architecture program was moved to VASI
where Meyer was offered a teaching platform.

To further clarify the Soviet scenario in relation to architecture and urbanism in the 1930s, it
is useful to look at an essay by the historians Harald Bodenschatz and Thomas Flierl entitled
“Controversial Urbanism During the First Years of the Stalin Dictatorship.” They explain that
between 1929 and 1935 the Soviet Union saw drastic changes in its urban policies and make
clear that the “content” of Stalin-era urbanism was developed mainly in a scenario of
confrontation against Western European urban models. They correlate the two stages of Stalin’s
rise to power with two different stages of urban policies—although both phases are dominated by
the design of model towns. The first phase (1929-31) was distinctive for the building of new
towns in West Siberia, the Ural Region, and along the Volga River (with a main focus on
Magnitogorsk which was championed as a model for new industrial towns). The second phase
(1931-35) was, according to them, distinctive for projects focusing on urban development (and
redevelopment) like the reengineering of Moscow.® This explanation gives a frame to Meyer and
the Red Bauhaus Brigade’s original involvement in the design of educational infrastructure
during the first phase of Stalin’s rise to power, and their later dispersed involvement in urban
planning projects during the second phase. Bodenschatz and Flierl continue on to explain that the

1929-35 period can be subdivided further: they detect a first phase between 1929-30 that was

> “Programme de la faculte d’architecture des Vhutemas, 1923,” in S.O. Khan-Magomedov, Vhutemas:
Moscou, 1920-1930 Vol. 2 (Paris: Editions du Regard, 1990), 587-591.

% Harald Bodenschatz and Thomas Flierl, “Controversial Urbanism During the First Years of the Stalin

Dictatorship,” in Urbanism and Dictatorship.: a European Perspective, eds. Harald Bodenschatz et al.
(Basel: Birkhéuser, 2015), 183.
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dominated by discussions between Soviet experts resulting in a period of intense planning, and a
second between 1930-31 when many foreign experts arrived to the Soviet Union to collaborate
with this planning phase (e.g. Hannes Meyer and Ernst May). There is a third phase between
1931-33 marked by what they call, “the beginning of the Soviet urban design turn,” which ended
around the spring of 1933 when Boris Iofan was awarded the Palace of the Soviets.’

The Soviet leadership were much clearer about what they wanted to escape than what they
were trying to achieve, and they had already planned a divorce from modern architecture before
the final phase of the Palace of the Soviets: on February 29, 1932, the short-listed projects for the
Palace of the Soviets competition were announced, advancing Boris Iofan, Ivan Zholtovsky, and
the American Hector Hamilton to a third stage, and the organizing entity issued the following
suggestion to them: “Adapt the best methods of classical architecture to the technical
achievements of modern construction.”®

Also in 1932, Hans Schmidt explained the changes brought by the First Five-Year Plan in the

following terms:

In the Soviet Union of today elaborate utopias have consequently lost much of
their attraction. First say goes to the well-trained architect and the experienced
technician. In the meantime, a great number of old architects have offered their

services to the Soviets. It is clear that these people have filled the vacuum created

7 Bodenschatz and Flierl, “Controversial Urbanism During the First Years of the Stalin Dictatorship,” in
Urbanism and Dictatorship: a European Perspective, 185.

¥ Charlotte Perriand, 4 Life of Creation (New York: Monacelli Press, 2003), 56.
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by modern architecture, which was characterized by a lack of both technical and

cultural preparation. Modern architecture succumbed.” (emphasis added).

Schmidt’s report, written directly from the Soviet construction front, clearly articulated the fact
that modern architecture was doomed as an option for the Soviets. The same year that Schmidt
wrote these words, Anatoly Lunacharsky announced that “the workers, too, have a right to
colonnades.”'® Lunacharsky’s official endorsement of classical architectural forms reveals the
general volte-face, and in hindsight was simply one of many indicators of the imminent rejection
of modern architecture in its many variants. Another indication was the rise of what came to be
known as Socialist Realism—an idea that first took precedence in literature when Soviet writers
reviewed and championed it in 1934 at their national congress.'' There is no doubt that the
situation was changing for architecture as well. For instance, in 1936, the architect Melnikov
(who had been a key avant-garde player in the previous decade) was expelled from the Soviet
Architects’ Union by his colleagues. He was never allowed to build again. However, it was only
in 1937 (after Meyer left the Soviet Union) that the official coup de grace in architecture took
place when architects publicly discussed Socialist Realism during the First All-Union Congress
of Soviet Architects. The belatedness of the discussion within the architectural discipline speaks
to the difficulties of integrating Socialist Realism within architecture as a systematic program. As

late as 1978, specialists on Soviet architecture like Anatole Kopp would simply say that Socialist

? Schmidt, “The Soviet Union and Modern Architecture,” Die neue Stadt 6-7 (1932): 146-48, translated in
El Lisstzky, Russia: An Architecture for World Revolution, 219.

' See Helen Rappaport, Joseph Stalin: A Biographical Companion (Santa Barbara: ABC Clio, 1999), 10.

1'See Régine Robin, trans. Catherine Porter, Socialist Realism: an Impossible Aesthetic (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1992).
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Realism remained a bastard child of literary realism, meaning that Socialist Realism could never
be fully translated into architectural culture.'” Addressing the meaning of Socialist Realism for
architecture in simple terms appears to be an impossible task. For example, Catherine Cooke
who has researched the topic extensively argues that Socialist Realism should not be understood
as a style but that instead it should be evaluated as a method."> Cooke’s suggestion is helpful, for
it shifts the focus from a stylistic discussion to one of design process, but her formulation still
does not fully convey all of the architectural attempts made in the name of Socialist Realism.
Having these ideas in mind as the chapter advances is important because Meyer would come to

accept the content, but not necessarily the form, into which Soviet architecture evolved.

Moving to the Soviet Union

Meyer was dismissed from the Bauhaus under political pressure. Based on the situation in

Germany at the time, the prospect of finding another teaching job or private commissions after

being accused of and expelled for political activism seemed unlikely—and Meyer, of course,

2 See Anatole Kopp, L 'Architecture de la periode stalinienne (Grenoble: Presses universitaires de
Grenoble, 1978).

" Cooke explains: “Socialist Realism was not about regurgitation. It was crucially about the constant
invention of new obrazy, new ‘images’ to embody and transmit messages and myths to audiences who
were themselves always ‘moving forward’ as their political consciousness and aesthetic sensibilities
developed. The role of the artist as vedyshchyi, as literally ‘leading forward’ this mass consciousness,
derives directly from this vision of art as ‘active’ in this ideological advance. Such a role was sharply
contrasted to the avant-gardist’s pursuit of personal whims. In this catalytic vision of art’s role, each work
must be contextual: it is designed to have a certain effect in the particular cultural and ideological context
into which it will be dropped. This was why Socialist Realism was ‘a method not a style.””” Catherine
Cooke, “Beauty as a Route to ‘the Radiant Future’: Responses of Soviet Architecture” Journal of Design
History, vol. 10, no. 2 (1997): 143-44.
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knew this.'* Europe at large was submerged in an economic crisis after the Wall Street crash of
1929, and the high unemployment rates were helping the ascension of the National Socialists.
From the standpoint of 1930, the Soviet Union was a haven, particularly for those on the left and
far left. In the Soviet Union, industrialization had been decreed a national objective in 1925, and
the efforts related to this goal had been systematized through the First Five-Year Plan for the
Development of the National Economy. The development targets were extremely ambitious, and
there was a huge demand for infrastructure of all sorts, hence the Soviet Union was welcoming
foreign architects, urban planners, and construction-related professionals to design and build
industrial, educational, residential, and urban infrastructure. Meyer and his brigade, as well as
other brigades of foreign architects, were brought to the Soviet Union as building technicians to
help with the new demands.

Following his expulsion from the Bauhaus, Meyer was pressured to head eastward. There is
evidence that his friend Karel Teige and the Bauhaus graduate Peer Biicking encouraged him to
take a position of leadership elsewhere.'” There is also evidence about Meyer having considered
the idea of heading east before his dismissal. In a January 1930 letter to El Lissitzky, Meyer
wrote: “Today, more than ever, I am convinced that currently there is nothing at all for us to do

in Western Europe. The specters have divided themselves, and even Paul Klee says that he

"4 «Selbstverstandlich genieBe ich heute die Sympathien der duBersten linken hier in Deutschland, aber bei
den jetzigen Verhiltnissen ist es fiir einen Menschen meiner Konsequenz ganz unrichtig, wenn er
nochmals—wie in Dessau—in Halbheiten sein wirken verbringen muss.” Hannes Meyer (Berlin) to
Heinrich Ludwig (Moscow), August 24, 1930, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-
Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

" “Mit Teige bin ich der Meinung, dass Sie der einzige auBer russische Architekt sind, der imstande sein
wird die Fiihrung der neuen Bewegung zu iibernehmen, die die Architektur {iber den gegenwértigen stand
hinausbringen wird. Und das jedenfalls auf der vielgenannten marxistischen Basis.” Peer Biicking to
Hannes Meyer, September 4, 1930, Assorted Papers Relating to Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty
Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.
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should go in a “western’ and I in an ‘eastern’ direction.”'® After the dismissal from the Bauhaus,
the German left-wing press had turned Meyer into a victim of the German right and a martyr of
the international left. Details of his expulsion had been reported in left-wing newspapers in
Germany and Europe at large, and on August 11, 1930 they were reported by the Soviet
newspaper Pravda. Meyer made use of this free advertising and wrote to a series of Soviet
contacts, alluding to the Pravda article.

Besides Lissitzky, Meyer had at least two other important contacts in the Soviet Union: a
German engineer with the surname Mark and Heinrich Ludwig (who, as was mentioned in
Chapter Two, worked at the National Building Research Institute in Moscow).'” Ludwig stands
out as a key enabler of Meyer’s move to the Soviet Union. There is evidence that even before
Meyer’s dismissal, Ludwig had suggested during a visit to Dessau that Meyer to go to Moscow
in the event of difficulties. In a letter, Meyer later confessed that he had no idea that he would
accept the offer so soon.'®

Meyer personally organized his migration by contacting the Soviet embassy and the Soviet
trade representative in Germany.'® Eventually, when the prospect of moving to the Soviet Union
was clearer, Meyer also reached out to the group around the magazine Sovremennaia

arkhitektura (Contemporary Architecture, or simply CA), the organ of the Union of

'® Hannes Meyer (Berlin) to El Lissitzky (Moscow), January 3, 1930, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

"7 See Hannes Meyer (Berlin) to Heinrich Ludwig (Moscow), August 24, 1930, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main. For more details about Ludwig, see S.O. Khan-

Magomedov, Heinrich Ludwig (Moscow: Creators of the Avant-Garde Series, 2007).

" Hannes Meyer (Berlin) to Heinrich Ludwig (Moscow), August 24, 1930, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

" Hannes Meyer (Berlin) to Heinrich Ludwig (Moscow), August 24, 1930, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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Contemporary Architects (OSA). In a letter addressed to the OSA leader Moisei Ginzburg,
Meyer established he was Moscow-bound and asked that the OSA help him and “his young
comrades” find the right type of work (more on the “young comrades” later).”” The OSA
connection was relevant considering that Meyer’s Palace of the League of Nations had been
published in CA4 6 (1927), which proves that Meyer’s work had already been introduced into the
Soviet Union. Just as with the Pravda article, he could use these appearances in the Soviet press
as a calling card.”' (figs. 3.2-3.3.) Meyer moved diligently: he made a first trip to the Soviet
Union in September 1930 and stayed for a couple of weeks. He held meetings in order to secure
a job and also promoted himself by lecturing about his Bauhaus tenure. When planning these
lectures, he mentioned to Ludwig that he wanted to share the social and practical results of his
time at the Bauhaus. He specifically referenced the ADGB Trade Union School in Bernau, his
expertise on “building and psychology,” and his ideas about “unleashed construction”

722 1t is

(entfesseltes Bauen) to which he now added between parentheses “Marxist construction.
revealing that just short of a month after his dismissal, Meyer was explicitly retrofitting Marxism

onto his Bauhaus work. During his Bauhaus tenure, he had not overtly connected the idea of

“unleashed construction” with Marxist ideology. Instead, he had simply used the concept, and

20 “Mir und meinem jungen Kameraden bleibt keine Moglichkeit zur praktischen Arbeit mehr: wir
kommen zu euch nach Russland (...) wir brauchen ein Arbeitsfeld, in dem die mannigfachen und
vielseitigen Erfahrungen auf allen gebieten der Baugestaltung voll zur Auswirkung gelangen konnen.”
Hannes Meyer (Berlin) to CA4 (Moisei Ginzburg, Moscow), September 2, 1930, Assorted Papers Relating
to Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

! For Bauhaus references at large in Soviet literature of the 1920s, see Christian Schédlich, “Das Bauhaus
in der sowjetischen Fachliteratur der zwanziger Jahre” Wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift, Hochschule fiir
Architektur und Bauwesen vol. 25, no. 5/6, (1978): 381-88.

2 “Ich mochte in Moskau zuerst einige Vortriage halten, und zwar iiber ‘unsere Bauhausarbeit’ (soziales
und praktische Ergebnisse), die bundesschule ADGB Bernau, iiber ‘entfesseltes bauen’ (marxistisches
bauen) und iiber ein Spezialgebiet: ‘bauen und Psychologie.”” Hannes Meyer (Berlin) to Heinrich Ludwig
(Moscow), August 24, 1930, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am
Main.

150



the related “Living Building” (lebendiges Bauen), to explain his pedagogical project.*> Daria
Kiese explains that, in the Bauhaus, Meyer’s idea of “unleashed construction” pointed towards
setting the building process “free or to be without owner, no longer bound to the singular vision

of artist, designer, or architect.”**

Meyer had used unleashed construction as a placeholder for a
series of ideas around pedagogy and architectural design, and now he was adding more meanings
to it by defining it as Marxist construction. Moving away from Kiese’s analyses, this chapter will
show how Meyer activated ideas that had been connected with a research format at the Bauhaus
to a new, fully-fledged ideological stance.

At the beginning of October 1930, Meyer moved permanently to the Soviet Union with Béla
Schleffer, one of his Bauhaus students.” Despite being of Hungarian extraction, Scheffler had
been born in Russia and spoke Russian, so he acted as Meyer’s translator. (It appears to be the
case that Scheffler went with Meyer on his first trip and stayed in Moscow waiting for him while
Meyer returned to Berlin to sort out his permanent departure.) Meyer and Scheffler were hired by
GIPROVTUS (Construction of Higher and Technical Education Colleges Trust).”® The
remaining six students who would complete the retinue of the Red Bauhaus Brigade would not

arrive until the beginning of 1931, but before looking at the reasons for their delayed arrival, it is

relevant to investigate what happened with Meyer during this interlude.

* See Hannes Meyer, “Vortrag in Wien und Basel” (1929) in Hannes Meyer, Bauen und Gesellschaft:
Schriften, Briefe, Projekte (Dresden: Verlag der Kunst, 1980), 54-62.

* See Dara Kiese, Entfesseltes Bauen, Building Unleashed: Holistic Education in Hannes Meyer's
Bauhaus: 1927-1930 (PhD diss., The City University of New York Graduate Center, 2013), 1.

% n one letter Meyer dates his departure to October 5, 1930. However, he received the official Soviet
documents on October 11, 1930. The first date is mentioned in a letter from Hannes Meyer (Berlin) to
Heinrich Ludwig (Moscow), September 27, 1930, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-
Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

*% Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Margarete Mengel (Berlin), October 28, 1930, Assorted Papers Relating to
Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.
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Through his letters of the period, it is possible to confirm that Meyer received a warm
welcome in the Soviet Union and that his early activities were not limited to architectural circles.
In November 1930, he was celebrated with a reception at VOKS (the All-Union Society for
Cultural Relations with Foreign Countries). In a letter of the period addressed to Margarete
Mengel (Meyer’s former Bauhaus secretary and by that time his personal assistant in Berlin), he
tells her about his first Soviet experiences.”” The particulars of the lecture in VOKS included the
flattering detail that he would follow a presentation by the Bengali polymath Rabindranath
Tagore; after his setbacks in Germany, Meyer was being wooed by the Soviets.*® During the first
days of November 1930, he also gave a lecture and inaugurated an exhibition on his Bauhaus
tenure at VASI, and he gave another lecture at MOVANO (All-Russian Architects
Association).”’

As early as October 1930 (the month he arrived), in relation to the VASI-sponsored
exhibition on Meyer’s Bauhaus, Meyer told Margarete Mengel in a letter: “We will make an
exhibition on the ‘Destroyed Bauhaus’ at VASI, the State Academy of Architecture. It will open
on November 1, 2 or 3. I will inaugurate the exhibition with a lecture before an expected

5530

audience of 600, mostly proletarian students.””” The lecture eventually took place on November

%7 The remote role played from Berlin by Margarete Mengel should be highlighted. Mengel was the
coordinator of Meyer’s personal and public affairs in Berlin, and part of her job was to help him defend
himself in the press against the accusations under which he had been expelled from the Bauhaus
(eventually Mengel also moved to the Soviet Union).

*¥ Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Margarete Mengel (Berlin), November 1, 1930, Assorted Papers Relating
to Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

¥ See Bayxays Jleccay (Bauhaus Dessau) 1928-1930 (Moscow: 1931), 23. This is a catalogue for the
Bauhaus Dessau 1928-1930 exhibition sponsored by VOKS at the Museum for New Western Art in

Moscow, June 1931.

% Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Margarete Mengel (Berlin), October 27, Assorted Papers Relating to
Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.
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3. The exhibition, according to surviving documents, was only open until November 12. In a
letter from October 1930, Meyer had asked Mengel about an issue of Bauhaus 4 he was
expecting for the exhibition, and this suggests that Mengel sent from Berlin whatever material
Meyer had not brought with him to the Soviet Union.’' The exhibitions was quite precarious; in
an image of the exhibition, it is possible to see wooden boards—displaying photographs of the
ADGB Trade Union School in Bernau—standing on stools. (fig. 3.4.)

In March 1931, Arkady Mordvinov published a laudatory article on the VASI exhibition in
CA magazine.”” Both the exhibition and the article are examples of the positive reception Meyer
had in Moscow. The name of Mordvinov appears frequently in relation to Meyer, it is connected
to most of his early associations and jobs in the Soviet Union (both alone and with the Brigade).
Mordvinov was also a supervisor at GIPROVTUS and a leader of VOPRA (more on this later).*’

Meyer’s arrival in the Soviet Union was promoted as evidence of the failures of the capitalist
world. In a document of November 1930 from a Trade Unions conference at VASI (signed by

Mordvinov (chairman) and Heinrich Ludwig (secretary)) there is the following statement:

The conference notes that Hannes Meyer’s arrival in the Soviet Union once again
confirms that no free development of science and art is possible within the limits

of the capitalist system. The fact that many world-renowned scientists from

3! Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Margarete Mengel (Berlin), October 30, 1930, Assorted Papers Relating to
Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

2 Arkady Mordvinov, “Bayxays3 k BeicTaBke B Mockse” (“Bauhaus Exhbition in Moscow,”) CA4 vol. 1,
no. 1/2 (1931): 10.

3 Konrad Piischel established in his memoir that Mordvinov was a director of operations at GIPROVTUS.
Konrad Piischel, Wege eines Bauhduslers: Erinnerungen und Ansichten (Dessau: Anhaltische Vlg., 1996),
66.
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different cultural areas have come to realize that moving to the Soviet Union is
the only way to achieve a higher development of science, technology and art.

. . .. . . . 34
Here, in this country, where socialism is being designed.

The statement continued on to declare that the VASI would also welcome the students of the
Bauhaus who have been wronged by the Dessau City Council. This declaration can be
considered as an attempt to bring the rest of the Brigade to the Soviet Union, for these students
remained outside the Soviet Union at that point in time. Moreover, the documents stated that the
writers were convinced that the revolutionary Marxist attitude, and the struggle that had begun at
the Bauhaus, should continue—and that only in the Soviet Union was true creative work
possible. (fig. 3.5.) Above all, this statement was meant as an official protest of Meyer’s Bauhaus
dismissal. In a letter of the period, Meyer asked Mengel to send the statement to various media
outlets, suggesting the Rote Fahne, Klassenkampf-Magdeburg, Berlin am Morgen, Das
Revolutiondre Studentenblatt von Wunsche, and the Kostufra’s Bauhaus as options. In parallel,
Meyer mentioned that personal copies would be sent to Dr. Edwin Redslob (the German
administrator responsible for all government issues regarding art and culture), the Dessau
Magistrates, and the government of the Anhalt province.” Meyer was still disputing the
dismissal three months after his expulsion. Only on November 5, 1930 was an out-of-court

agreement reached between Meyer and the City Council of Dessau (Redslob being one of the

3 «“Resolution der Gewerkschaftskonferenz von WASI, Staatliche Hochschule fiir Architektur vom 1
November 1930,” signed by Arkady Mordvinov and Heinrich Ludwig, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

% Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Margarete Mengel (Berlin), November 1, 1930, Assorted Papers Relating
to Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.
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members of the arbitration committee).’® Additionally, this protest letter allowed Meyer to
broadcast his newfound success in the Soviet Union.

One of Meyer’s first decisions when he moved to the Soviet Union, involved joining an
architectural union, which in 1930 was still a matter of free will. Instead of joining the
Constructivist OSA (which he knew well) or the more rationalist ASNOVA (Association of New
Architects)—two of the leading associations from the 1920s—Meyer followed by the Red
Bauhaus Brigade members, in a move that can be read politically, joined VOPRA (All-Russian
Society of Proletarian Architects). VOPRA was less of an architectural guild and more of a
political operation compared to the other unions of the time. Ludwig was most likely the
instigator of this allegiance since he was a close associate of Mordvinov (who along Karo
Alabian and Alexandr Vlasov were the VOPRA leaders). VOPRA had been created in 1929 to
undermine OSA and ASNOVA by proclaiming the creation of a new proletarian architecture
based on mechanization, standardization, and all the new possibilities of the building industry—a
stance that perfectly matched Meyer’s interests. On December 27, 1930, Meyer wrote to
Mordvinov asking him to accept him and the inbound Brigade members into VOPRA.” (fig.
3.6.) The January 1931 reply from VOPRA established that it accepted Meyer and Scheffler—
the only Brigade member who was actually in the Soviet Union at the time—and suggested that

the rest of the members of the Brigade should apply once they arrived in the country.*® Although

36 The arbitration committee included Dr. Redslob, the architect Hugo Hiring and one Johannes who was
the school’s superintendent. See Newsletter of the “Circle of Friends of the Bauhaus,” Dessau, November
6, 1930, translated in Hans Maria Wingler, The Bauhaus: Weimar, Dessau, Berlin, Chicago (Cambridge,
Mass.: MIT Press, 1979), 165.

7 Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to VOPRA (Arkady Mordvinov, Moscow), December 27, 1930, Hannes
Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

3% VOPRA to Hannes Meyer (Moscow), January 30, 1931, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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the VOPRA membership of Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade might have been nominal, it is
undeniable that from a political point of view they linked themselves with the most powerful
architectural association operating at the time. Unlike OSA or ASNOVA, VOPRA was not
connected to the older avant-gardes, nor did it have an impressive back catalogue of collective
work. Instead, the VOPRA leaders were closer to Stalin. Jumping ahead to 1932 when all private
associations were banned, VOPRA came closest to embodying the form of the new and
unchallenged Soviet Architects’ Union (where between 1932 and 1950 Alabian was the
executive secretary of the board).”

Following his arrival in the Soviet Union, Meyer began to promote the Soviet project among
his Western contacts. Thoughts on his positive experiences in the Soviet Union can be found in
many of his letters of the period. In October 1930 in a letter to Mengel, he told her: “If you live
here, money loses its sense. I do not understand how we could live over there [Germany] in this
respect. Here you only need as much money as living requires, the rest is superfluous, and if you
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had more there would be nothing to do with it.”" Typically, Meyer argued for the Soviet project

in these letters by creating a contrast between his negative experiences at the Bauhaus and his
positive Soviet experiences. For example, in the same letter to Mengel he wrote, “I do not

9941

understand how I could stand breathing the artificial Bauhaus air for so long.”™" This bitterness

towards the Bauhaus would be a constant refrain in his letters during his first years in the Soviet

* The creation of a single architects’ union was part of a larger scenario: on April 23, 1932 the Central
Committee of the Soviet Communist Party issued a resolution called “On the Restructuring of Literary
and Artistic Organizations” that abolished the plurality of organizations in favor of single central unions
for each artistic discipline.

* Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Margarete Mengel (Berlin), October 28, 1930, Assorted Papers Relating to
Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

*! Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Margarete Mengel (Berlin), October 28, 1930, Assorted Papers Relating to
Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.
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Union; over and over, he used his Bauhaus period to highlight how good things had become in
the Soviet Union. A year later in a letter of April 1931, he told the former Bauhaus student
Lisbeth Oestreicher: “From the Bauhaus we hear nothing. Only the Communist Party cell
[Kostufra] contacts us. Otherwise everything is dead silent. This is a good thing. We are so much
in a new world that news from the old one would only be a hindrance.”** (emphasis added) The
wordplay between the new and old world reads as an extension of Meyer’s 1926 “The New
World,” meaning that the Soviet Union in 1931 was the new world that he had been looking for.
Although the move to the Soviet Union was prompted by a conflict, Meyer had come to interpret

his exodus as an act of liberation.

A Bauhaus Brigade in the Soviet Union

What motivated Meyer and the Bauhaus students who followed him to the Soviet Union was
clearly the political situation in Germany, but the historical opportunity of participating in a
revolutionary process can be weighed as a parallel and not mutually exclusive enticement. Going
back to the circumstances around the formation and importation of a Bauhaus Brigade to the
Soviet Union, in late August 1930 (before his first trip), Meyer had written to Ludwig saying: “I
believe that we can spare you a lot of experiments and perhaps help in modeling the new
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Russia.”" (emphasis added) The we referred to Meyer’s plan of traveling with a brigade of

students, which he justified by stating that:

# «“Wir stecken so tief in einer neuen Welt, dass uns die alte nur hinderlich wire.” Hannes Meyer
(Moscow) to Lisbeth Oestreicher (Hengelo, The Netherlands), April 5, 1931, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

* Hannes Meyer (Berlin) to Heinrich Ludwig (Moscow), August 24, 1930, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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I would therefore like to move to the Soviet Union, and if possible, with a whole
collective of young Bauhaus professionals [...] we will bring all our Bauhaus
skills on experimental design. We have expertise in building, advertising,
typography, textile design, photography, furniture design, etc. Of course this is

architecture-related expertise, e.g. urban planning, municipal plans, schools, etc.**

He further expounded his intentions by saying:

I speak in plural because I think these young people have undergone under my
tutelage in Dessau a Marxist training for the construction industry. I would like to
bring with me this collective, because we are attuned with each other and they
will be useful when addressing major tasks. I am thinking initially of a collective
of 10-20 Bauhaus trained students from the different workshops/departments. If it
is not possible for you to welcome me with a whole collective, I would at least
like to be accepted with a small group of around four people. However, it would

be a shame for the remaining ones.*’ (emphasis added)

Just as he had done when he had equated his Bauhaus concept of “unleashed construction”

(entfesseltes Bauen) to “Marxist construction,” he now also declared having given his students at

* Hannes Meyer (Berlin) to Heinrich Ludwig (Moscow), August 24, 1930, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

* Hannes Meyer (Berlin) to Heinrich Ludwig (Moscow), Hannes Meyer Papers, August 24, 1930,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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the Bauhaus a Marxist training.*® Moreover, it is also possible to learn from this letter that
Meyer originally wanted to bring an interdisciplinary group of students, meaning that he was not
thinking only of students from the Architecture Workshop.

As has been hinted, Meyer secured a job during his first trip, after which he returned to
Berlin to make the necessary arrangements, finally settling in Moscow in October 1930. During
the interlude, when he returned to Berlin, he sent a note to Lissitzky establishing: “The people of
my collective [Bauhaus Brigade] are eager to participate in the development of the Soviet Union
[...] I already live entirely in the future, the past provides only an amusing aftertaste.”*’ This
statement implies that during the first trip he had established in some way that he would return
with a brigade. Further evidence of this development appears in a declaration he gave to a Pravda
correspondent who interviewed Meyer in Berlin before he moved permanently to the Soviet

Union. Meyer was quoted as having said:

I beg our Russian comrades to regard us, my group and myself, not as heartless
specialists, that claim all kinds of special privileges, but as fellow workers with
comradely views ready to make the gift to socialism and the revolution of all our

knowledge, all our strength, and all the experience that we have acquired in the art

of building.**

 See footnote 24.

" Hannes Meyer (Berlin) to El Lissitzky (Moscow), September 27, 1930, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

®A. Gatman, “The Bauhaus in Moscow,” Pravda, October 10, 1930, quoted in Anatole Kopp, Town and

Revolution: Soviet Architecture and City Planning, 1917-1935, trans. Thomas E. Burton (New York: G.
Braziller, 1970), 258.
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As the quote shows, he spoke in plural from the very beginning, but in fact there was a long
process of negotiations before an agreement to bring “his group” was finalized. Going back to
the actual negotiations, there is ample evidence of the difficulties of bringing the Bauhaus
Brigade to the Soviet Union. Before his first recognition trip to the Soviet Union, Meyer wrote to
his then partner Lotte Beese: “I would like to go with a maximum of four people. When I know
exactly what needs to be done, then I'’ll think about further helpers. But it is better to start fresh

with new people.”*

Two things should be noted, first, that there were coincidentally four names
on the sign-up sheet that Meyer received immediately after his dismissal, and second, that this
comment reveals that Meyer initially had qualms about being joined by a large group of Bauhaus
students.

Once he moved to the Soviet Union in October 1930, Meyer began to communicate the
names of the candidates that he was considering in his letters. In a letter to Mengel from Moscow
from late October 1930 he wrote: “For Tibi [Weiner], Urban, etc. I still have nothing new to
report. You should invite Piischel to take one of the questionnaires.””” What was this

questionnaire? Was he auditioning candidates, or was it an official Soviet questionnaire? Only

three days later, Meyer informed Mengel that:

Yesterday I participated in a long meeting with comrades Salamatin and
Lapinsky, the two authorities of GIPROVTUS. Ludwig was there too. It is now

decided that a group of four Bauhaus students can integrate themselves

* Hannes Meyer (Berlin) to Lotte Beese (Brno), undated (circa August 1930), Assorted Papers Relating
to Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

> Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Margarete Mengel (Berlin), Moscow October 27, 1930, Assorted Papers
Relating to Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.
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immediately, with no salary at first. I will discuss more details tomorrow [...].
Bella tells me that Urban and Tibi [Weiner] expect to be paid in foreign currency,
and this without a real justification (they have no wife or children), so they are
completely excluded if this is the case. If Urban rises as a Party member, that
petition cannot even be done. You can live with 400 [monthly] rubles, I have told
them not to pay me more than that, but they insist in giving me 600 rubles
(stubborn people). The people who come here experience work as never before.
They are happy to participate in the work. And they can (even if they stay only

two years) learn an incredible amount.”’

This quote reveals that some of the future Brigade members thought salaries were negotiable,
when in reality the Soviets were only offering a stipend. However, Urban and Weiner’s was not
an outlandish request, it is a fact that Ernst May and at least six of his foreign associates were
paid both in American dollars and in rubles.’® A couple days later, Meyer informed Mengel that
he could bring five Bauhaus students, if they did not ask to be paid in foreign currency. He
repeated again that the GIPROVTUS could not pay, but clarified that just like Scheffler, they
would be provided by Soviet authorities with 400 monthly rubles and extra benefits for

foreigners.”

>! Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Margarete Mengel (Berlin), October 30, 1930, Assorted Papers Relating to
Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

>2 See Ernst May’s contracts from July 15, 1930, and March 16, 1932. The author is indebted to Thomas
Flierl for sharing these documents.

> Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Margarete Mengel (Berlin), November 1, 1930, Assorted Papers Relating
to Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.
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Another interesting topic that appeared in a November 1930 letter to Mengel is what can be
qualified as a “Crillon complex” argument, for in order to persuade the students Meyer stated, “I
would advise everyone to come here [to the Soviet Union]. The experience of the employees in
the construction of the Five-Year Plan is memorable and really irreplaceable in the development
of our attitude to society. There is plenty of work.”>* Journalist Arthur Koestler explains the
“Crillon complex” (Henry IV is quoted to have told the distinguished member of his army Louis
des Balbes de Berton de Crillon: “Hang yourself, brave Crillon: we fought at Arques and you
were not there,”) as “the urge to participate in, or at least be present at, the making of history.””
Meyer’s letters also reveal an undeniable Abenteuerlust (a thirst for adventure). In retrospect,
there was a mixture of the mercenary, the explorer, and the activist at play in Meyer and his
Brigade, roles that balance differently on a case-to-case basis. A thirst for adventure would,
nevertheless, clearly be an attraction for those architects who ended up working in secluded parts
of the Soviet Union designing and building infrastructure for the First and Second Five-Year
Plans.

During the negotiations with the Soviet authorities, the future Brigade members camped in
Meyer’s abandoned Berlin apartment waiting for their travel documents. In the end, it took four

months and an appeal by the influential Soviet journalist Mikhail Koltsov for them to finally

receive an official invitation.’® By the winter of 1931, René Mensch, Klaus Meumann, Konrad

** Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Margarete Mengel (Berlin), November 1, 1930, Assorted Papers Relating
to Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

> Arthur Koestler, “An Anatomy of Snobbery” (1954) in The Trail of the Dinosaur & Other Essays,
(New York: Macmillan Company, 1955), 82.

*® Philipp Tolziner, “Mit Hannes Meyer am Bauhaus und in der Sowjetunion (1927-1930),” Hannes
Meyer, 1889-1954: Architekt, Urbanist, Lehrer (Berlin: Ernst & Sohn, 1989), 250.
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Piischel, Philipp Tolziner, Antonin Urban, and Tibor Weiner (the remaining six students) had all
arrived in Moscow.”’

Meyer was certainly talent spotting in his selection of the members for the Brigade. The
students who followed him to the Soviet Union were not only politically aligned with him, but
most of them had also excelled during their Bauhaus studies. The work of Piischel, Tolziner, and
others had been published in the Bauhaus magazine, and, in 1930, Karel Teige twice published
Antonin Urban’s competition entry for a coeducational school and kindergarten in Louny. (This
project was designed in association with Arieh Sharon and appeared in Teige’s Modern
Architecture in Czechoslovakia and in the ReD 5 issue dedicated to Meyer’s Bauhaus).’®

Meyer and his brigade shared living quarters on Arbat Square, located on the first ring road
around Moscow, not far from the city center. They also had to share the apartment with several
Russians. This shared housing arrangement was in keeping with Soviet-era communal housing
blocks, the kommunalkas, a concept that also included the redistribution of existing housing
units. A governmental strategy for facing the housing shortage, the communal living system of
the kommunalkas dated from the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917. The kommunalkas worked by
placing multiple families (that might or might not be related) in a single apartment where the

inhabitants shared the kitchen and bathrooms. The communal living experience of Meyer and his

*7 In his memoir Tolziner explained that the travel documents of the Red Bauhaus Brigade members were
not issued at the same time and established that they arrived in batches between the autumn of 1930 and
the winter of 1931; he and Piischel arrived together in February 1931. Philipp Tolziner, “Leben und Werk
der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der Sowjetunion und in anderen Landern,”
(unpublished, Bauhaus-Archiv, Berlin, 1995), 19.

*¥ Additionally, Tibor Weiner and Philipp Tolziner’s “Community Dwelling for the Workers of a Factory
in a Socialized State” (already analyzed in Chapter Two) made such an impression on Ludwig
Hilberseimer that he suggested publishing it under a different title, one without the socialist references,
but the students rejected the idea. For more details on this project and Hilberseimer’s impressions of it,
see Tolziner, “Mit Hannes Meyer am Bauhaus und in der Sowjetunion (1927-1930),” Hannes Meyer,
1889-1954: Architekt, Urbanist, Lehrer, 245-249.
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students can be read as a continuation of the Prellerhaus experience at the Bauhaus (see Chapter
Two). In a 1931 letter to Ostereicher, after describing his situation with the Red Bauhuas Brigade
members as that of a commune, Meyer told her, “we could imagine ourselves in the Bauhaus

9559

(we have only one toilet and one small kitchen, which makes it slightly different).””” Actually,
when Meyer was expelled from the Bauhaus, one of the first measures taken by the Dessau
authorities was to close the Prellerhaus under the assumption that communal living enhanced
political activism. (figs. 3.7-3.8.)

By declaring themselves part of the workforce and sharing a house (albeit in the Arbat which
was a traditional area of Moscow popular among intellectuals before the Revolution), conditions
that stemmed from necessity and were an imposition were mobilized in Meyer’s letter to
publicize their collective experience. If Gropius and Meyer’s Bauhaus had aimed at breaking the
barrier between art and life, the group of students that splintered from the Bauhaus and moved to
the Soviet Union with Meyer aimed at breaking the barrier between politics and life. They were
experimenting with this goal as they moved forward, and living communally was an aspect of
this experimentation. As will be explained further ahead, the Red Bauhaus Brigade had only a

brief existence working directly under Meyer, but Tolziner confirmed in his memoir that they

continued to share the Arbat Square apartment even after the Brigade was dissolved. ®

* Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lisbeth Oestreicher (Hegenlo), March 14, 1931, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

% Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der Sowjetunion
und in anderen Lindern,” 24.
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The Red Bauhaus Brigade within the Context of Foreign Architects in the Soviet Union

The Red Bauhaus Brigade would eventually become part of a larger scenario of itinerant
Bauhéusler in the Soviet Union. Around fifteen former Bauhaus students lived in the Soviet
Union according to Meyer, some of whom had been involved with the Dessau Communist Party.
Years later, Meyer wrote in a letter that: “Of the rest of the fifteen people who were in the URSS,

I know nothing.” ®!

In the same letter he mentions Biicking and Mengel as people he was in
contact with, which added to the seven Red Bauhaus Brigade members makes nine Bauhaus
contacts, and the remaining six could be Léna Bergner, Isaak Butkow, Leo Wassermann, Kurt
Meyer, Lony Neumann, and Etel Fodor (who was also in Moscow at some point).* Additionally,
other former Bauhdusler who lived in the Soviet Union, although not as part of Meyer’s
entourage, were Lotte Beese, Vladimir Nemecek, Max Krajewski, Gustav Hassenpflug (in
association the Ernst May’s Brigade), Gerda Marx, and Stefan Sebok.

Considering that after the Red Bauhaus Brigade was dissolved, three it its members ended up

working for two former members of the Ernst May Brigade, it is important to understand the

history of the brigades of foreign architects who came to the Soviet Union.” One of, if not the

%' Hannes Meyer (Mexico City) to Hermann Buntzel (Hanover), May 5, 1947, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

62 Wassermann, Butkow, Biicking, and Mengel are mentioned as part of Meyer’s extended circle in,
Piischel, Wege eines Bauhduslers: Erinnerungen und Ansichten, 60.

5 The excellent exhibition catalogue Ernst May 1886-1970 (Deutsches Architekturmuseum in Frankfurt,
July 28 — November 6 2011) includes a number of interpretative essays that unfold the career of May and
where helpful to understand his project in contrast to that of Meyer. See Christoph Mohr, “The New
Frankfurt — Housing Construction and the City 1925-1930; Claudia Quirung, “From ‘Carp Pond’ to
‘Getting Accustomed to Caviar’— Insights into the lives of May’s employees in Silesia, Frankfurt and the
Soviet Union.” 131-156; Thomas Flierl, “Possibly The Greatest Task and Architect Ever Faced” — Ernst
May in the Soviet Union (1930-1933); Kai K. Gutschow, “The New Africa,” In Ernst May 1886-1970,
edited by Claudia Quirung, Wolfgang Voigt et al., (Munich: Prestel, 2011), 131-156; 157-196; 197-214.
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most, emblematic brigade of foreign architects was that of May. In 1929 May was invited to
become the Chief Engineer of the Project Planning Office at CEKOMBANK (Central Bank for
Municipal Infrastructure and Housing Construction), the central financial institution for housing
construction in the Soviet Union.** Based on his previous experience in Frankfurt, he was asked
to work on city planning, and on September 1, 1930 (a month before Meyer), May and a team of
twenty-one professionals left Germany for the Soviet Union. Among his eventual collaborators
were some of Meyer’s old acquaintances like Mart Stam and Hans Schmidt. Sociologist Virag
Molnar has established that at the start of the 1930s, the unemployment rate for German
architects was extremely high with some estimates reaching 90%. Illustrating the lack of jobs,
Molnar mentions that May initially brought eighteen architects with him to the Soviet Union but
that 1400 architects had applied for a job.®” (figs. 3.9-3.10.)

Meyer developed a fixation on May, or to put it a different way, he appears to have
motivated himself by using May as a nemesis. This animosity is relevant in so far as it is possible
to track some of Meyer’s ideas in his polemics as efforts to distance himself from May. Before
leaving for Russia, May had declared, “I am not interested in politics. I am a German architect
fulfilling a contract with the Russian government in the hope of helping the German economy a

little at the same time.”%®

Meyer, on the other hand, was more of an underdog. For instance, we
have established that he was not directly invited to the Soviet Union, but that his dismissal from

the Bauhaus led him to personally contact the Soviet authorities in search of a job. Moreover,

64 «Stadtrat Mays Russlandplane,” Bauwelt 36 (1930): 1156, translated in El Lisstzky, Russia: An
Architecture for World Revolution, 174.

% Virag Molnar, Building the State: Architecture, Politics, and State Formation in Post-War Central
Europe (London: Routledge, Taylor & Francis Group, 2013), 67.

6 «Stadtrat Mays Russlandplane,” Bauwelt 36 (1930): 1156, translated in El Lisstzky, Russia: Russia: An
Architecture for World Revolution, 174.

166



Meyer embraced the political commitment that May rejected. Meyer constantly used May to
contrast his own role. One of Meyer’s main critiques of May had to do with his quantitative
outlook concerning housing. In a letter to Lissitzky following his dismissal from the Bauhaus,
and in an effort to get Lissitzky’s support to travel with a brigade of students to the Soviet Union,
Meyer wrote: “We are not people focused on ‘quantity’ (like Ernst May), we are more interested
in the intellectual permeation of any kind of design and driving it to the limit. We are in the area
of ‘construction research’ and associated fields, or we could be given a unique larger task, and
we can develop a reproducible solution.”®’” Later, Meyer would compare his Bauhaus brigade a
number of times to the group around May. The Kostufra’s Bauhaus 7 (circa 1931) transcribed a
lecture Meyer gave in Leipzig, where he mentioned: “In a sense May has the ideal task: building
entirely new cities. That is the ‘cake,” and I would like to tell you about the ‘bread’”®® The cake
versus bread analogy is telling, encapsulating Meyer’s whole discourse about the necessity of
being close to the proletariat to understand the problems to solve, as opposed to the cookie cutter
building blocks that he criticized May for designing. However, as we have seen, a couple of
years later, after having worked on designing educational facilities, Meyer would go out of his
way to get urban planning commissions like the ones that that May had been offered.

Shortly after settling in the Soviet Union, in a letter of October 1930 to Mengel in Berlin,

Meyer wrote:

% Hannes Meyer (Berlin) to El Lissitzky (Moscow), January 3, 1930, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

% Hannes Meyer, “Vortrag Hannes Meyer in Leipzig,” Bauhaus, Sprachrohr der studierenden Organ der
Kostufra 7 (circa 1931): 10-14.
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The May-brigade is showing off a lot. One has only to re-read the reviews in the
Moscow press (Moskauer Rundschau). It is so funny how fundamentally mistaken
these people can be about Russian psychology. The ambition of this group shines
throughout, they want to play a primary role in everything here, when it is simply
important that each and every task force faithfully fulfills loyally, efficiently, and
discreetly their assigned chore in the Five-Year plan. They are a terrible posse

69
these western Europeans.

Meyer wrote this letter towards the end of his first month in the Soviet Union. A couple of days
later, in another letter to Mengel, he went back to the idea that he wanted to be accepted as a
comrade (as he had said in the Pravda interview published on October 10, 1930), and again
portrayed May and his group as antagonists: “I can hope wholeheartedly to be incorporated
herein as a comrade, and not in the position that the Frankfurt specialists intend to establish

themselves.””°

This scenario of confrontation would be repeated over and over. Meyer
understood his move to the Soviet Union as both more legitimate and more sincere from a

political standpoint than that of May.”'

% Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Margarete Mengel (Berlin), October 28, 1930, Assorted Papers Relating
to Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

7 Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Margarete Mengel (Berlin), November 1, 1930, Assorted Papers Relating
to Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

"' Ernst May’s work in the Soviet Union was mainly associated with the design of Magnitogorsk, the
most emblematic new town of the First Five-Year Plan. Historian Thomas Flierl adds that he also made
studies for other new towns in Western Siberia and the Kuznetsk Basin such as Novokuznetsk, Leninsk
(population of 90,000 to 100,000), Tyrgan-Prokopyevsk (population of 45,000) and Sverdlovsk. In 1932,
May also presented a proposal for Greater Moscow. Thomas Flierl, “Ernst May’s Standardized Cities for
Western Siberia,” in Urbanism and Dictatorship: a European Perspective, eds. Harald Bodenschatz et al.
(Basel: Birkhéuser, 2015), 199.
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By the beginning of the Second Five-Year Plan (1933-37), as the first generations of Soviet-
trained technicians began to take over, the desire for foreign expertise began to dwindle. May left
the Soviet Union in December 1933. He could not return to Germany because, as Kai K.
Gutschow establishes, Nazi critics had vilified Das neue Frankfurt and called May the “Lenin of
German architecture.” Moreover, Goebbels had made vociferous attacks on May and his
Frankfurt projects in radio broadcasts. May was Jewish on his mother’s side, so fear of
persecution for his heritage was added to the political reasons that stopped him from returning to
Germany.”> May bought a coffee plantation in Kenya and spent the next twenty years in Africa.
In 1934, after May’s departure, Meyer wrote in a letter to Hugo Héring (who lived in Berlin):
“The more I am aware of the new events around me, the more I understand why so many have
left [the Soviet Union]. Where the month of May used to rule, only a few have remained and the
chaff has been blown away with the wind. Apparently to East Africa [referencing Ernst May]

and to Japan [referencing Bruno Taut].””

Meyer’s tone was merrily vicious, and revealed not
only a competitive attitude, but also a desire for legitimacy by way of his political commitment.
The image of separating the wheat from the chaff—in order to make the point that only those
who were politically committed with the Soviet project had been left standing—is telling of both
Meyer’s commitment to the Soviet project and his willingness to adapt to the changing
conditions. Based on this letter, May’s departure gave Meyer leverage and reassurance.

In the end, neither May nor Meyer directed the building of their urban plans for new Soviet

towns, revealing that regardless of the differences Meyer obsessively attempted to point out, both

2 See Ernst May to Lewis Mumford, September 20, 1940, Lewis Mumford Papers, University of
Pennsylvania, quoted in Gutschow, “The New Africa,” in Ernst May 1886-1970, 211.

7 Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Hugo Héring (Berlin), August 8, 1934, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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of them faced similar complications. Flier]’s enumeration of the conditions that limited May’s
Soviet enterprises also apply to Meyer (and other foreign experts): “the hard competition
between Soviet institutions, between Soviet and foreign experts and among foreign experts
themselves, dramatic economic and social problems, famines and housing shortages, political
power struggles within the Communist party as well as the debate of the characteristics and

requirements of a socialist city.”’*

Regardless of Meyer’s efforts towards distinguishing himself
from May, in hindsight both careers illustrate the adversities of urban planners who were lured
with the prospect of grand works in the Soviet Union that for the most part amounted to nothing.
However, as we have seen, the foreigners brought to the Soviet Union by both May and Meyer
ended up working together and were eventually able to realize their plans in built form. The

Bauhéusler who accompanied Meyer were less worried about their reputations and more

interested in gaining experience from the tasks that were demanded of them.

Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade’s Soviet Work

The following work description made by Meyer of his professional activities between 1930-
36 in the Soviet Union—which includes his work in conjunction with the Red Bauhaus
Brigade—provides an opportunity to analyze some of the Brigade’s architectural and urban

projects. First, Meyer lists his institutional posts:

™ Flierl, “Ernst May’s Standardized Cities for Western Siberia,” in Urbanism and Dictatorship: a
European Perspective, 199.

170



- October 1930 to autumn 1933: Professor at VASI (Higher Architecture and
Building Institute). First teaching residential and social housing, then agricultural
buildings, and finally industrial buildings. (October 1930 to autumn 1933).

- October 1930 until winter 1931: Chief architect of GIPROVTUS (Construction
of Higher and Technical Education Colleges Trust) in Moscow with an annual
budget: 400 million rubles.

- October 1930-winter 1931 Consultant for urban development of GIPROGOR
(National Institute of Town Planning), developing plans for the cities of Kerch in
Crimea, Dzyatlava in Belarus, Bryansk, Ivanovo-Voznesensk.

- Additionally, he declares being a member of the first committee for the building
of the Palace of the Soviets, concerned with the selection of the first preliminary

projects and the study of the proposed building site.

Second, Meyer lists all of the projects done with the Red Bauhaus Brigade:

a) Project for the Lenin School in Moscow.

b) Projects for technical and factory institutes in GIPROVTUS.

¢) Project for a school collective (Schulkombinat) in Gorky (16,000 students).”

Third, Meyer lists the projects done without the Red Bauhaus Brigade:

7 «Schulkmobinat” could also be translated as “school cooperative.” The Austrian architectural historian
Sophie Hochhéusl was consulted on the translation, e-mail message to author, November 17, 2015.

171



d) Plan for Greater Moscow (Head of the Urban Planning Brigade with Peer

Biicking and H. Geimanson (eight brigades presented projects)).

Meyer as the chief architect of STANDARDGORPROEKT (Urban Planning Trust) and

sector leader for cities related to heavy industry.

e) Design for the chemical industry city Lower Kurinsk in Perm in the Urals
(250,000 inhabitants)

f) Design for the city Molotovo in the Urals (45,000 inhabitants).

g) Design of a residential zone for Ischewsk in Udmurtia (8,000 inhabitants)

h) Several designs for Heavy Industry as the chief architect of the National

Meyer at the Institute of Town Planning GIPROGOR as sector director for Eastern

Siberia and the Far East.

1) Urban planning for the capital of the Jewish Autonomous Region of Birobidzhan
(45,000 to 75,000 inhabitants).

J) Zoning plan for the city of Chita in Siberia.

k) Development plan for the new city of Krasnoyarsk on the banks of the Yenisei
River, Siberia (250,000 inhabitants).

1) Reconstruction plan for the city Rybinsk on the Upper Volga (200,000

inhabitants).

172



m) 1933-1934, zoning plan for the industrial basin of Perm-Molotovo (1000 km2

— 1,250,000 inhabitants).”

This impressive list (both in quantity and variety) focuses mainly on Meyer’s first four years of
work in the Soviet Union. More than a simple record, this list is a demonstration of the extent of
the involvement of Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade in the transformation of the Soviet
Union during the First and Second-Five Year Plans. This list is used to organize the discussion

that follows.

Meyer’s Teaching at VASI

The first entry in Meyer’s Soviet “Biographical Notes” is the teaching position he had at
VASI (Higher Architecture and Building Institute), which again appears to be directly connected
to Ludwig (and by extension to Mordvinov). In the November 1930 document in which
Mordvinov and Ludwig protested Meyer’s Bauhaus expulsion, they also confirmed his official
VASTI hiring.”” Some days earlier, in a letter to Mengel, Meyer had told her about his VASI
appointment , describing that the school had more than two thousand students, and that he would
be in charge of a so-called “candidates’ group” (a group of twenty trained architects pursuing

post-graduate studies). He established that he would teach a class on the relationship between

" Hannes Meyer, “Biographical Notes 1930-1936,” April 15, 1949, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

T “Resolution der Gewerkschaftskonferenz von WASI, Staatliche Hochschule fiir Architektur vom 1

November 1930,” signed by Arkady Mordvinov and Heinrich Ludwig, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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architecture and sociology and psychology.”® Based on the topic of the class, it is possible to
speculate that Meyer’s previous Bauhaus emphasis on psychological and biological aspects of
living continued to be central in his Soviet pedagogy.

There are some surviving notes for a lecture Meyer gave at VASI on May 23, 1931 that are
relevant for understanding the status of his pedagogical ideas at the time. The content is aligned
in part with the teaching program that he was promoting during his late Bauhaus period, and the
style of communicating his ideas through lists and aphorisms was still present, although the tone

was definitely more militant. Meyer wrote:

Arehiteeture building: no more an art, therefore, not an academic subject.
Arehiteeture building: building science, no crafts therefore one should only teach
science.

Architecture: organizational organization, therefore one should teach life
processes of our socialist society.

Architecture: not composition, therefore, no complex theory of composition of

any sort should be taught.”

This quote confirms that during his first year in the Soviet Union, Meyer was still focused on the
effort he had made at the Bauhaus to distance architecture from art as much as possible. The

holistic, or multidisciplinary approach Meyer had championed at the Bauhaus was still present.

™ Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Margarete Mengel (Berlin), October 28, 1930, Assorted Papers Relating to
Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

” Hannes Meyer, “VASI Conference,” May 23, 1931, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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In these notes, Meyer established: “Architectural education should be the cooperative effort of
sociologists, climatologists, statisticians, biologists, lighting technicians, psychologists,
hygienists. .. building: the cooperation of many, not a personal enterprise.”* (figs. 3.11-3.12.)
The emphasis on the collective over the individual was still central, and Meyer’s signature focus
on standardization was now accompanied with a criticism of the capitalist variety of
standardization (which he stated was only after the increase of profit).*' Similar to the attitude he
had taken when first visiting the Bauhaus in 1926, he now criticized what he had observed at
VASI, declaring that it had no technical approach, no scientific theories, and did not include the
teaching of normative codes, acoustic parameters, or the psychological aspects relevant to
architecture. Meyer demanded the inclusion of biological parameters in all stages of architectural
education, and he offered his expertise in exploratory light calculations, sun exposure charts, and
acoustic measuring parameters as a way of bettering the curriculum.* Meyer added the word
“socialist” here and there, and he went so far to offer propagandistic statements like: “VASI
should become the center of the new Soviet architecture, it should be the stronghold of a truly
new education of socialist construction, where students are taught to build the basic ideas of

o . 83
Leninism.”

% Hannes Meyer, “VASI Conference,” May 23, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-
Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

81 Hannes Meyer, “VASI Conference,” May 23, 1931, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

82 “Entwicklung einer normenlehre in allen stufen, welche ausschlieBlich die normen auf allen gebieten
behandelt: normen Malle, bau Elemente, Mobel Elemente, die fortschritte von OCT auf allen gebieten.
grafisches Organisation Schema. Biologie in allen stufen! Orientierende licht Berechnung. Orientierende
sonnen Berechnung. Orientierende akustische Berechnung. Psychologische grundlehre (statt Asthetik)”
Hannes Meyer, “VASI Conference,” May 23, 1931, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

8 Hannes Meyer, “VASI Conference,” May 23, 1931, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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In a letter from April 1931, he told the former Bauhaus student Lisbeth Oestreicher:
“Everything that was frowned upon at the Bauhaus, is a duty here. My students have mandatory
Leninism (not only Marxism) and even the weavers [Oestreicher was a weaver| would here

advance to carry rifles.”®

Later, in January 1932, he told Beese that he was teaching a new group
of students who were very engaged politically, and that he had prepared an entry for a socialist
architectural competition with them.® These pieces of evidence confirm that once in the Soviet
Union, Meyer considered ideological training as an essential part of architectural education,
which is in direct conflict with the open letter he had sent to the mayor of Dessau in August 1930
assuring him that political activity should not exist in an educational institution.*®

To complete the picture of what Meyer did at VASI, there is the surviving description of
what is either a homework assignment or a class program entitled, “Organization of Work:
Therefore Man plus Machine.” In this two-page description, Meyer defined four industrial
families: chemical, building material, lightweight, and metal. Afterwards he outlined a gradual
analysis to be applied to one (or all?) of them. The outlined analysis was similar to the ones that
guided the studies conducted during his Bauhaus tenure. Further along there are case studies for
light industry (textile, food, and leather) and heavy industry (chemical, phosphate, paper, and
building materials), a series of categories to analyze (type of work, hygiene, ventilation,

acoustics, etc), and problems to solve that involve deciding on the best building method for a

new industry in one of the categories (designing a project, choosing the main materials, drawing

 Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lisbeth Oestreicher (Hengelo), April 5, 1931, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

% Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lotte Beese (Brno), January 21, 1932, Assorted Papers Relating to
Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

% Hannes Meyer, “My Dismissal from the Bauhaus, Open Letter to Mayor Hesse,” August 1930, in
Claude Schnaidt ed. Hannes Meyer, Buildings, Projects and Writings (Arthur Nigli Ltd.: Teufen AR,
1965), 101-5.
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the construction details, making the structural calculations, etc.) (figs. 3.13-3.14.) Although there
were continuities with Meyer’s Bauhaus pedagogical approach (there are traces of the methods
used by his Bauhaus students), the case studies in the Soviet Union were of a larger scale,

correlated to the reality of the tasks he was facing in the trusts where he worked at the time.

Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade at GIPROVTUS

The second entry in Meyer’s Soviet “Biographical Notes” is the work done for GIPROVTUS
(Construction of Higher and Technical Education Colleges Trust), where all of the members of
the Red Bauhaus Brigade worked under his leadership as the head architect. Joining
GIPROVTUS can be correlated with the team Meyer had lead for the design of the ADGB Trade
Union School in Bernau, a team populated by the Bauhaus students who traveled to the Soviet
Union with him. Meyer’s evaluations of some of the assignments done for GIPTROVTUS can
be found in his personal correspondence. In a letter to Lotte Beese from mid-October 1930,
Meyer explained that GIPTROVTUS coordinated the building of Higher Education institutions,
and that the staff designed technical colleges, technical schools, vocational schools, etc. In this
letter, Meyer described the history and organizational scheme of the institution: it had been
created eight months before his arrival, and it employed around sixty people.®” But what was
Meyer’s role at GIRPOVTUS? Based on another letter to Beese, he was the chief architect of the
trust, and he established that in two-to-three months he was expected to participate in the design
of thirty-two colleges. What is interesting is that he stated that his position did not engage him

exclusively with this trust, meaning that he was free to work for other organizations as well. In

¥ Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lotte Beese (Brno), October 19, 1930, Assorted Papers Relating to
Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.
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current terms, he was more of a consultant than an in-house architect. In this same letter he said
that he was already flirting with GLAVPROMKADR (Center for Technical and Industrial
Planning), and in a previous letter he had also stated that he was already a technical consultant
for human settlements (Siedlungswesen).*

In a March 1931 letter from Meyer to Lisbeth Oestreicher, he stated: “Now I want to say
something about my ‘followers,” seven Bauhdusler who have come together to the Soviet Union

as a shock brigade Red Front (Rotfront).”™

Meyer’s awareness of having followers (anhang) is
telling. He continued on: “We are right in the middle of the hottest work. I am honored by the
presence of all of them: Meumann, Tolziner, Mensch, Urban, Scheffler, Piischel, and Weiner.
Perhaps Borcherdt [Erich Borchert?] will also join our commune.””® However, by June 1931, in
a letter to Beese, he mentioned that the thrill of working with the Red Bauhaus Brigade was
gone. “That [referring to newer interests] enthralled me more and more than what surrounds our
apartment. I increasingly procrastinate from our ‘shock brigade’ and live unintentionally much

?! This disenchantment with working with the Red Bauhaus Brigade was most

more elsewhere.
likely related to the fact that Meyer was at the same time participating in some higher profile

assignments. In the same letter to Beese, he established that he was working in the Communist

Academy, where Nikolai Miliutin chaired the Housing Commission. Meyer was attending

% Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lotte Beese (Brno), October 19, 1930, Assorted Papers Relating to
Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

¥ Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lisbeth Oestreicher (Hegenlo), March 14, 1931, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

% Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lisbeth Oestreicher (Hegenlo), March 14, 1931, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

°!' Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lotte Beese (Brno), June 11, 1931, Assorted Papers Relating to Bauhaus
Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.
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meetings there alongside other professionals, where they discussed the theoretical problems of
urban development. Additionally, he declared that he was consulting on a new school in Moscow
(the Lenin School), “a Bernau for 1,200 students.””* This project was done with the Red Bauhaus
Brigade.

In June 1931, Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade inaugurated a second exhibition on
Meyer’s Bauhaus tenure at the Museum for New Western Art.”” Based on photographs, this
second exhibition took place in a single room, and the exhibited material overlapped with the
items on display at the first exhibition in November 1930 at VASI. There are more surviving
photographs from this exhibition than from the one at VASI, and based on them, it is possible to
state that there was more information on display in this second exhibition. There were two rows
of horizontal panels lining the walls and more displays on a central table. Apart from showing
the output of the Bauhaus architectural department—which included the Torten Estate, the
ADGB Trade Union School, and exercises by the students—there was information on Bauhaus
furniture and publications. (figs. 3.15-3.18.) Based on images from one of the travelling
exhibitions Meyer had organized during his Bauhaus tenure, specifically one that took place at
the Mannheim Municipal Art Gallery between May 14 and June 22 of 1930, the display of the
material in the Moscow show followed a comparable layout. (figs. 3.19-3.20.) The exhibition in

Mannheim was more calculated; it had furniture samples and many of the Bauhaus designed and

2 Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lotte Beese (Brno), June 11, 1931, Assorted Papers Relating to Bauhaus
Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

% For more on the Museum for New Western Art, see Maria Mileeva, “Utopia in Retreat: The Closure of
the State Museum of New Western Art in 1948,” in Utopian Reality: Reconstructing Culture in
Revolutionary Russia and Beyond, eds. Christina Lodder, Maria Kokkori, and Maria Mileeva (Leiden:
Brill Academic Publishers, 2013), 203-219.
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industrially produced consumer goods from Meyer’s tenure. By contrast, the Moscow exhibition
featured only part of the graphic material of the Mannheim exhibition.

We also know through Tolziner’s photography collection that Mordvinov gave a speech
during the inauguration of this second exhibition, and also that it later traveled to Charkow,
where it opened in September 1931. A handsome small catalogue was published (with 1100
printed copies) for the second exhibition, with a text by Mordvinov entitled “Exhibition of the

. 94
Bauhaus in Moscow.”

(fig. 3.21.) This second exhibition was another boost for Meyer’s Soviet
career, and it is possible that the exhibition also increased his disenchantment with his work at
GIPROVTUS.

In July 1931, he told Beese: “We have dissolved the Red Front-brigade as such and the
people work in free groups with the Russians of GIPROVTUS. I myself am only a half day in
GIPROVTUS.”” July 1931 was only six months after the whole group’s arrival in the Soviet
Union, and the Red Bauhaus Brigade was already history. The Red Bauhaus Brigade members
(with the exception of Scheffler who left for Sverdlovsk in 1932) continued working for
GIPROVTUS in Moscow until 1933. The degree to which Meyer participated in the work
pursued by the Red Bauhaus Brigade members in the period from his July 1931 declaration of
the dissolution of the brigade (Piischel dates the dissolution in October 1931 and Tolziner dates

the dissolution in 1932) until 1933 when the Brigade was officially removed from GIPROVTUS

is unclear, but Tolziner in his memoir confirmed that the members continued to live together and

94 Arkady Mordvinov “Bauhaus Exhibition in Moscow,” Bauhaus Dessau 1928-1930, 15-16.
% Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lotte Beese (Brno), July 6, 1931, Assorted Papers Relating to Bauhaus

Designers, 1919-1984, Assorted Papers Relating to Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research
Institute Archive, Los Angeles.
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that Meyer kept collaborating on specific jobs.”® 1933 was the start of the Second Five-Year Plan
that changed the situation of foreign architects in the Soviet Union. In a letter to Beese from
early 1932 Meyer claimed to be remote from the Bauhaus scene altogether: “Apart from Peer
[Biicking] and Margreth [Mengel] I see almost no one.”” Starting in 1933, the Red Bauhaus
Brigade members dispersed, some of them moving in clusters into other Soviet Brigades like the
STANDARDGORPROEKT and GORSTROIPROEKT (City Building Projects Trust).

What happened to the Red Bauhaus Brigade members after 1933 when they left
GIPROVTUS? Interestingly, unlike Meyer, many of the members of the Brigade were able to
build in the Soviet Union. Antonin Urban allegedly designed and built a vocational school in
Novokuznetsk. (fig. 3.22.) In 1932 Scheffler went to work for Pétr Oranskij in the new city of
Uralmash, and they designed and built a series of buildings (among them a school with ten
classrooms and a stadium).”® Most importantly, if only for the certainty of the authorship, in
1933, Piischel, Tolziner, and Weiner joined former Ernst May Brigade members Mart Stam and
Hans Schmidt in the design of the city of Orsk where they would remain until 1936. As was
normally the case for new towns, Orsk was built to accompany an industrial operation on the
banks of a river (the Ural River in this case). Eventually, Schmidt had sole charge of the design,
modifying the center-less first proposal, and rearranging the buildings on the short sides of the

rectangular city blocks by turning them ninety degrees in order to create a profile for a main

% Piischel, Wege eines Bauhduslers: Erinnerungen und Ansichten, 68; Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der
Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der Sowjetunion und in anderen Landern,” 24.

7 Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lotte Beese (Brno), January 21, 1932, Assorted Papers Relating to
Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

% Astrid Volpert ““Bauhaus im Ural’~Geschichtsfelder im Spiegel des Erhalts von Gemeinschaftsbauten

der Moderne im postsowjetischen Raum.” ICOMOS — Hefte des Deutschen Nationalkomitees 48 (2015):
60-65.
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street.”” Under Schmidt, the three former Bauhaus Brigade members took on design and
construction tasks. Individually or in pairs, they took charge of whole sectors (quartals) of the
city. Moreover, since qualified laborers were scarce, training workers with no building

experience was also part of their job. (figs. 3.23-3.32.)

Meyer at GIPROGOR

The third entry in Meyer’s Soviet “Biographical Notes” is the work done—from here
onwards without the Red Bauhaus Brigade—for GIPROGOR (National Institute of Town
Planning). The first detail about Meyer’s work for this Trust is that although he claimed in the
“Biographical Notes” to have worked there until the winter of 1931, he was involved with
projects for them until at least 1934. In a June 1931 letter, Meyer told Beese that he would like to
remain only as an advisor at GIPROVTUS (meaning that he wanted to step down from being the
head architect), since he wanted to shift his main interest to town planning by working for
GIPROGOR. This change, he declared, had to do with wanting to learn about the current
conditions for socialist urban planning. Meyer listed his involvement as a consultant in the
development of urban plans in Kerch (Crimea), Dyatkovo (Bryansk Oblast, Russia), Bryansk
(Bryansk Oblast, Russia), Ivanovo (Ivanovo Oblast, Russia), and Voznesensk (Mykolaiv Oblast,
Ukraine).'” It is no coincidence that in the same month that Meyer wrote this letter (June 1931),
Lazar Kaganovich, the Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party, gave a

speech at a plenary Party session where he announced a shift in focus towards urbanism, the

% Jean-Louis Cohen, André Lurcat 1894-1970 Autocritique d'un moderne (Liége: Mardaga, 1995), 263.

"% Hannes Meyer, “Résumé,” in Arquitectura y Decoracién (October 1938): 227.
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reinforcement of municipal economic and urban infrastructure along with a new development
effort in Moscow.'”' The change of scale in the work that Meyer was doing is relevant, the
problems grew larger so the variables to organize multiplied, demanding from Meyer the use of
planning skills he had not deployed in his career until now.

If we continue to follow Meyer’s correspondence with Beese, we learn that a month later, in
July 1931, he was very busy with his new work for GIPROGOR where he was occupied with
urban planning projects. The speed of the work is relevant: if at GIPROVTUS he and the
Brigade had to design thirty-two colleges in three months, in GIPROGOR there was a new
commission every five days. Meyer mentioned working on the project for the city of Ivanovo-
Voznesensk, and highlighted that he was learning the methodology of the construction of
socialist cities. He also mentioned that in GIPROVTUS there were two other directors besides
him, the engineer Mark and an architect with the last name of Salamatin who worked directly at
the Kremlin in close collaboration with General Molotov.'*

In October 1931, almost a year after his official nomination at VASI, Meyer described his
ambiguous situation in a letter to Beese: “My field of work has not yet been defined. In addition
to VASI, at times the standardization efforts of GIPROVTUS, at times in the socially-oriented
work of DVOREZ SOVJETOV [Palace of the Soviets], at times in urban planning.”'® This
information does not necessarily contradict Meyer’s July 1931 declaration of the dissolution of

the Red Bauhaus Brigade, but it confirms that he was still working for GIPROVTUS in some

"' Bodenschatz and Flierl, “Controversial Urbanism During the First Years of the Stalin Dictatorship,” in

Urbanism and Dictatorship: a European Perspective, 184.
12 Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lotte Beese (Brno), July 6, 1931, Assorted Papers Relating to Bauhaus
Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

'% Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lotte Beese (Brno), October 23, 1931, Assorted Papers Relating to
Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.
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capacity. By the end of November of 1931, he mentioned being fully focused on the Palace of
the Soviets (more on this later) and that he also had the planning of the greater Moscow proposal
to deal with.'”* Eventually, by the end of January 1932 Meyer confirmed in a letter to Beese that
he had left GIPROVTUS and was instead working on the plan for Moscow.'?> Although Meyer’s
exclusive association with GIPROVTUS was brief, it allowed him to establish himself in the
Soviet Union and was the means for the relocation of the Red Bauhaus Brigade. The Bauhaus
training of the Brigade members could be utilized for the real world problems that Meyer had
wished for, at an unprecedented scale.

Meyer’s new master plan for Moscow (one of eight competing projects) was developed
between 1931-32 along with the architect Peer Biicking and the Soviet urban planner
Geimanson. The challenge was to turn Moscow into a modern metropolis, and the reality was
that Moscow was a city of villages around a city center. A subway system was already being
planned (construction started in 1932), so steps towards an upgrade had already been undertaken.
According to Meyer, Moscow had a population of 2,600,000 and critical infrastructural
problems, the task was to enlarge its population to 4,000,000 without creating new industries.
The population cap and the prohibition on new industry in Moscow (starting in 1932) were taken
from Lazar Kaganovich’s 1931 general guidelines for Moscow’s development.'® In general

terms, Meyer’s strategy was to disperse the existing city. Meyer and his team proposed

1% Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lotte Beese (Brno), November 29, 1931, Assorted Papers Relating to

Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.
'% Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lotte Beese (Brno), January 21, 1932, Assorted Papers Relating to
Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

19 1 azar Kaganovich, I'Urbanisme soviétique, La réorganisation socialiste de Moscou et des

autres villes de I"'URSS (Paris: Bureau d’éditions, 1932), quoted in Elisabeth Essaian, “Le plan general de
reconstruction de Moscou de 1935,” (PhD diss., Université Paris 8, Vincennes Saint-Denis, 2006), 220.
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reorganizing the whole road system of the city with both axial and circular arteries that took into
account such issues as the marching of crowds for the May 1 and November 7 celebrations.
(They calculated that 1,500,000 people would march on these days.) Apart from raising the level
of the Moscow River, the main feature of their project was the creation of nineteen satellite cities
around Moscow each with a different specialization (one would have the Agricultural Institute,
another the Academy of Sciences, and so on).'”’ (fig. 3.33.)

Architectural historian Elisabeth Essaian describes Meyer’s 1932 Moscow master plan as
being very similar to the parallel proposal of Ernst May. Meyer also kept the radial system and
developed residential areas along the train tracks (which were replaced by highways). Moreover,
just as with the teams of May and Kratiouk (another of the eight contending teams), industries
were concentrated in the east of the city. However, what made Meyer’s plan original was that the
political, administrative, and economic administrations were distributed between several centers
around Moscow’s Sadovoe koltso (the Garden Ring, also known as the “B” Ring). Meyer’s
proposal was also singular in its preservation of a compact historic center.'” Although this plan
was not implemented (in 1935 Vladimir Semenov was given the commission for the new plan), it
enabled Meyer to work on an urban project of an unprecedented scale that would nurture his
planning ideas over the following years.

One project that Meyer spent a considerable amount of time on when working for
GIPROGOR was an urban plan for the capital of the Jewish Autonomous Region of Birobidzhan
(45,000 to 75,000 inhabitants), designed between 1934-35. This project, worthy of note both for

its exceptionalism and because it anticipated some of his future preoccupations (this was going to

"7 Hannes Meyer, “Plan for the Development and Reconstruction of Greater Moscow, 1931-32,”

translated in Schnaidt, Hannes Meyer, Buildings, Projects and Writings, 61-65.

1% Essajan, “Le plan general de reconstruction de Moscou de 1935,” 210; 227.
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be the first Jewish Socialist city in the world, inserted in an autonomous region with a total area
of 36,000 square kilometers). Located close to the Chinese border, towards the end of the Trans-
Siberian Railway, it was 6,000 kilometers (3,730 miles) away from Moscow. In May 1933,
Meyer visited the area for two months in his capacity as one of the heads of GIPROGOR. Within
the National Institute of Town Planning, Meyer was in charge of the East-Siberian and Far East
regions. He visited this area again towards the end of 1933, but soon after his involvement, the
project came to a halt and the job was transferred to a Soviet architect. During Meyer’s
connection to Birobidzhan, he first worked on the selection of the site, then on developing an
economic plan for the future city based on agriculture, extraction of mineral resources, and new
industry. Meyer collaborated on this task with professionals from many disciplines, including a
regional architect, an economist, agricultural engineers, topographers, geologists, irrigation
engineers, public health experts, and meteorologists—the type of multidisciplinary environment
that Meyer championed.'” Meyer produced a series of plans and other study drawings as part of
a first master plan. (figs. 3.34-3.36.)

Birobidzhan’s history dates back to March 1928, when the Presidium of the Central
Executive Committee of the Soviet Union allocated the area for a Jewish settlement. The first
Jews began to arrive in April 1928. By July of 1928, the first Jewish rural council was
established and the intention was that agricultural labor and the development of handcrafts were
going to drive the region’s economy. These developments meant that by the time Meyer was put
in charge and visited the region, it had already begun to be inhabited by its new Jewish
population. Six years later, in August 1936, the Central Executive Committee of the Soviet

Union declared the Jewish Autonomous Region a Soviet Jewish culture center, but by the end of

1% Hannes Meyer, “Development Plan for the Capital of Birobidzhan, 1933-34,” translated in Schnaidt,

Hannes Meyer, Buildings, Projects and Writings, 70-72.
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the year, the founders of the city began to be persecuted and killed in Stalinist purges.
Birobidzhan is relevant for histories of the Soviet Union, Stalinism, Zionism, and Yiddish
Culture (among others) and in hindsight, considering the ultimate treatment of Jewish population
under Stalin, it was evidently being created for the wrong reasons.''’ The events that followed
reveal a back and forth between the condemnation of the idea of a Jewish region and its

celebration.'!!

The scale, the invention of a business strategy for the region, the landscape, the
climate, the target population and its cultural specificities, among other things, made
Birobidzhan one of Meyer’s most interesting challenges in the Soviet Union. Meyer would return
to this project in his letters over the following years: in 1937 after he had left the Soviet Union,
he wrote to Arieh Sharon in Palestine asking him whether a Jewish-National architectural style
had been developed in Palestine—and Meyer claimed that he was interested in this information
even if the imagined style had turned out to be kitsch.''* In this sense, Birobidzhan was also an

inflection point in Meyer’s career since the project developed his interest in regional criteria, an
y

engagement with representational aspects that he had evaded before.

"% For information about the Jewish population of the Soviet Union’s situation during Stalin’s rule, see

Yehoshua A. Gilboa, The Black Years of Soviet Jewry 1939-1953 (Boston: Little, Brown, 1971); Arkady
Vaksberg, Stalin Against the Jews (New York: Knopf, 1994); Gennadi Kostyrchenko, Out of the Red
Shadows: Anti-Semitism in Stalin’s Russia (Amherst, N.Y.: Prometheus Books, 1995).

"' According to Birobidzhan specialists Boris Kotlerman and Shmuel Yavin, about 50,000 Jews went to
Birobidzhan between 1928 and 1949 with the idea of developing a Jewish state. Particularly between its
foundation and the end of 1936 when the Stalinist purges began, it became the last haven for Yiddish
culture in the Soviet Union (there was a brief renaissance after the Second World War). See Boris
Kotlerman and Shmuel Yavin, Bauhaus in Birobidzhan, 80 Years of Jewish Settlement in the Far East of
the USSR (Tel-Aviv: Merkaz Bauhaus, 2008).

"2 «“Da jch mich 1933/34 mit de stadtebaulichen Organisation in BIROBIDSHAN abgegeben habe, wiirde
mich auch der Charakter des jlidischen Aufbaues bei ihnen interessieren. Gibt es auch versuchen einen
speziell national-jiidischen Stil zu kreieren? Auch wenn es Edelkitsch reinster Sorte wére, so wiirde es
mich interessieren.” Hannes Meyer (Geneva) to Arieh Sharon (Tel Aviv), September 26, 1937, Hannes
Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

187



The last project done for GIPROGOR appears to have been the 1934 Zoning Plan for the
Industrial Basin of Perm-Molotovo. This project was part of the Second Five-Year Plan and was
related to a series of industries found in the area (food, breweries, timber, oil and mining
industries) and the strategic position of the area as a connecting point between the Volga River
(Perm is on the Kama River which is a branch of the Volga), the Urals, and the Trans-Siberian
rail line. This project had to integrate what had already been advanced in the First Five-Year
Plan in the area, but the new objectives involved corrections including the relocation of
educational institutions, and the rezoning of agricultural land."" (figs. 3.37-3.40.)

The fourth entry in the Soviet “Biographical Notes” is the work done as a member of
the first committee for the building of the Palace of the Soviets, where he participated in
the first preliminary projects and the study of the proposed building site. This entry in the
“Notes” did not refer directly to the work done as a consultant on one of the proposed
projects designed by three members of the Red Bauhaus Brigade. (This project will be
analyzed in Chapter Five.) Instead, the entry referred to Meyer’s participation in an

executive committee that helped to select the site.

Meyer at STANDARDGORPROEKT

The fifth entry in Meyer’s Soviet “Biographical Notes” is the work done for
STANDARDGORPROEKT (Urban Planning Trust). By May 1932, Meyer claimed to be leading
the planning of “sectors for specific cities” (“Sektors fiir besondere Stidte”) in the urban

planning trust STANDARDGORPROEKT. He clarified that this type of job was different from

"3 Hannes Meyer, “Zonal Plan for the Industrial Basin of Perm, 1934,” translated in Schnaidt, Hannes

Meyer, Buildings, Projects and Writings, 73-74.
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his others since the buildings had been already designed by others and he and his team were in
charge of executing the construction. He claimed that though this activity may not have sounded
very creative, it was “real.”’'* By April 1932 Meyer mentioned that he was living with a
planning team in the city of Izhevsk near the Kama River. He stated that half of the population
there was Udmurt, and he also commented on the peculiarities of the landscape. He mentioned
that his next destination was Perm and that later he was expected in Sormovo (Sormovsky?),
after which he would return to Moscow.''> Meyer was embracing the challenge of a technician
who went where he was needed to solve problems, in this case, constructing and designing new
cities. These letters unfold examples of the diverse roles that he pursued as architect, builder, and
technician in service of the revolution.

One of the projects done with STANDARDGORPROEKT was the planning of Nizhny
Kurinsk (“Design for the chemical industry city Lower Kurinsk in Perm in the Urals (250,000
inhabitants)” in the Biographical Notes). The premise was that this satellite city located down
river from Perm (on the banks of the Kama River) would host chemical and synthetic silk
industries and also a shipyard. Due to these new industries, the population was expected to grow
exponentially, so Meyer and his team decided to place the industrial plants and the shipyards on
opposite ends of the city. Large “open zones” were located between the industrial zones and the
living areas. There was an administrative center, a “Cultural Park” bordering the river, and five

living quarters for around 50,00 inhabitants each (with a separate market area, services and a

"% «Vielleicht ist diese Titigkeit nicht so genial, aber umso realer.” Hannes Meyer to Lotte Beese, May
13, 1932, Assorted Papers Relating to Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive,
Los Angeles.

"> Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lotte Beese (Kharkov), April 5, 1932, Assorted Papers Relating to

Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.
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smaller park). An innovative figure-eight-shaped transportation route connected the two
industrial zones with the various parts of the city.''® (fig. 3.41.)

Another project Meyer worked on with STANDARDGORPROEKT was Gorky, a new
settlement that would house around 50,0000 people located between the cities of Perm
(population of 128,000) and Molotovo (population of 86,000), all three of which would be
combined in a conurbation. Construction had started already in 1928, including a tram between
Perm and Molotovo. The in-between city would have its own market, residential areas, school
infrastructure, and a signature “Cultural Park” (which was a new socialist “type” developed
during these years) bordering the Kama River. From Meyer’s explanation, it is understood that
he worked on the design of complementary infrastructure for the already laid-out plans, and that
these included a circular arena for 3,000 spectators, a communal kitchen building, and a
technical college.''” (fig. 3.42.)

The descriptions of itineraries and jobs in the letters to Beese continued: in June 1932 Meyer
mentioned that he was planning a city for 200,000 inhabitants, an urban scheme that in turn
would be a template for the planning of other cities, and as always, he was on a tight schedule of

. 118
deadlines.

These letters are revealing, they demonstrate how active Meyer’s life was work-
wise, how often he switched institutes, and the scale of the cities he was designing. The letters to

Beese are one of the best sources for learning about the details of Meyer’s activities in the Soviet

Union in his first years there. Unfortunately, his relationship with her and their correspondence

"' Hannes Meyer, “Development Plan for the Satellite Town of Nizhny Kurinsk, 1932,” translated in

Schnaidt, Hannes Meyer, Buildings, Projects and Writings, 66.
""" Hannes Meyer, “Development plan for Sozgorod Gorky, 1932,” translated in Schnaidt, Hannes Meyer,
Buildings, Projects and Writings, 68.

¥ Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lotte Beese (Kharkov), June 6, 1932, Assorted Papers Relating to
Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.
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ended in late 1932. (The Meyer-Beese letters are kept at the Getty Research Center, Los Angeles.

The last letter in the collection from Meyer to Beese is dated November 7, 1932.)

Other Works by Meyer, 1934-35

Between 1934 and 1935, Meyer stayed in Moscow as Professor and Head of the Cabinet of
Housing at the newly founded Soviet Academy of Architecture. The “Biographical Notes”

continue with the work he claimed to have done from March 1934 until October 1935:

a) Systematic studies of housing typologies (Wohnformen) in the Soviet Union.
b) Development of type plans (Typenpldnen) for residential neighborhoods.
c) Co-editor of the magazine for Arkhitektura za rubezhom (Architecture

Abroad).'"’

The magazine Architecture Abroad was published between 1934 and 1937 by the Soviet
Architects’ Union, and, for a while, Meyer and his former student Antonin Urban were part of
the editorial board. (Among the issues that have been reviewed, their names appeared in a 1935
issue but disappeared from those in 1936). As the name implies, Architecture Abroad focused on
architectural projects outside of the Soviet Union, including, for example, the architecture of
Auguste Perret, the architecture that was being developed in Italy under Mussolini, and state-of-
the-art educational facilities in Europe, etc. (fig. 3.43.) It is not by chance that Architecture

Abroad ceased publication in 1937, the same year that the Congress of Soviet Architects

"% Hannes Meyer, “Biographical Notes 1930-1936,” April 15, 1949, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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discussed and embraced Socialist Realism. Yet, the continuous publication of this magazine
proves that until this official conversion, Soviet architectural culture was still open to other
points of view and that Meyer and Urban had a role in promoting Western architectural ideas.
But these were not the only activities on Meyer’s busy schedule. In a letter to Hugo
Haring (Berlin) of August 8, 1934, Meyer mentioned that he was working for the Soviet
Architecture Academy, leading the Scientific Cabinet for Housing, Public Buildings and
Interior Design which had an annual budget four times bigger than the one he had at the

120
Bauhaus.

In a 1935 letter to the former Bauhaus student Lisbeth Oestreicher, Meyer
stated that he was working on a project for a big club and a big cinema in Chelyabinsk.
He also mentioned several housing buildings and thus a lot of furniture designs. He had a
Czech woman investigating textile production for the furniture, one Sabastozkaja from

121

Prague. “ There is evidence also that Meyer had been working on the project for a

sanatorium in Sochi since at least 1935 (more on this later).

Meyer’s Lecture Tours and his Evolving Soviet Discourse

There is another relevant dimension to Meyer’s sojourn in the Soviet Union: his official role
as a promoter of the Soviet project. Between 1931 and 1933 (the years he was sharing the
apartment on Arbat square with the Red Bauhaus Brigade members), and again in 1936, Meyer

traveled to Sweden, Germany, Denmark, Norway, Switzerland, and Czechoslovakia where he

2 Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Hugo Héring (Berlin), August 8, 1934, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches

Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

2! Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lisbeth Oestreicher (Hegenlo), March 6, 1935, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

192



lectured on architecture and urban development in the Soviet Union, the responsibilities of the
Communist architect, and the division of labor in Soviet construction culture, among other
topics. (It is understood that the Soviet authorities financed these lecture trips.) Concerning his
first lecture tour, only a year into his Soviet stint, he wrote to Beese in October 1931 that he had
recently spoken in Leipzig in the grand ballroom of the new City Hall, where approximately 700
people attended his talk. The lecture was organized by the MASCH (Marxistische Abendschule),
and Meyer commented that the audience was interesting, composed of many members of the city
council, older architects, etc., and that the mood was surprisingly good.'** The audiences were
substantial during this first tour, particularly in Germany. Meyer’s European lectures helped to
validate his continuing practice, even after he was dismissed from the Bauhaus in 1930.

Among Meyer’s papers at the Bauhaus Archive in Weimar, there is a handwritten summary

of the lecture tours. This list was most likely made in the late 1940s or early 1950s:

September 23, 1931, Basel (audience of 600 people), “Bauen in Russland.”
October 1931, Copenhagen, “Western rop. Kultur-Kultur der UdSSR.”
October 13, 1931, Berlin, “Bauen, Bauarbeiter und Techniker in der
Sowjetunion.”

December 1932, Interview (Rote Post), “Von Dessau nach Moskau.”
December 7, 1932, Copenhagen, “Radio Interview.”

December 13, 1932, Stockholm (Technische Hochschule),“Stadtebau in
Sowjetrussland.”

December 16, 1932, Oslo, “Stiadtebau in Sowjetrussland.”

22 Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lotte Beese (Brno), October 23, 1931, Assorted Papers Relating to

Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.
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December 20, 1932, Goteborg, “Stiddtebau in Sowjetrussland.”
January 11, 1933, Zurich (audience of 1000 people), “Stddtebau in
Sowjetrussland.”

January 12, 1933, Basel (audience of 1600 people), “Stidtebau in
Sowjetrussland.”

January 20, 1933, Frankfurt, “Stiddtebau in Sowjetrussland.”

February 1933 (three weeks), Berlin “Stédtebau in Sowjetrussland.”
January 23, 1936, Prague, “Sowjetunion Wohnungskultur... Kunst und Leben in
der UdSSR”

January 27, 1936, Prague, “Birobidzhan im Bau.”

January 28 (or 29), 1936, Bratislava, “Sowjetunion Wohngskultur...”
January 30 (or 31), 1936, Olomouc, “Sowjetunion Wohngskultur...”
February 1 (or 2), 1936, Ostrava, “Sowjetunion Wohngskultur...”
February 3, 1936, Liberec, “Sowjetunion Wohngskultur...”

February 5 (or 6), 1936, Karlovy Vary (Carlsbad), “Sowjetunion
Wohngskultur...”

February 7 (or 8), 1936, Plzen, “Sowjetunion Wohngskultur...”

99123

February 10 (or 11), 1936, Brno, “Sowjetunion Wohngskultur...

By crosschecking with Meyer’s letters of the period, it is possible to correct some dates. For
instance, for his three week-lecture tour of February 1933, the above quoted list does not specify

individual conferences. When he returned from this tour, he wrote to Lisbeth Oestreicher, “I

123 . .
Hannes Meyer, “Lecture Tours,” undated, Hannes Meyer Papers, Bauhaus-Archiv, Weimar.
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have given 24 lectures, but the reviews I cannot send you because I need to keep them here.”'**

He told her he had been to Berlin, Halle, Mannheim and Zurich, which reveals that these lecture
tours were real marathons. (fig. 3.44.)

Concerning the contents of the lectures, Meyer was hyperbolic about his newfound political
convictions and proselytized for his new faith at every turn. In general, the public aspects of his
Soviet career point towards an eagerness to confirm his partisanship, even though, as his time in
the Soviet Union advanced (and especially after leaving) his private correspondence would begin
to reveal the frustrations of someone who wore himself out working but did not see his plans
come to fruition.

Meyer’s tropism, or the evolution of his ideas, is best grasped through a chronological
examination of his lectures and writings. This analysis is relevant, because the core
transformation took place while he was still living and collaborating to some extent with the
members of the Red Bauhaus Brigade, so these expressions of Meyer’s intellectual outlook also
speak to the influences these students were exposed to. On October 13, 1931, Meyer gave a
lecture in Berlin entitled “Bauen, Bauarbeiter und Techniker in der Sowjetunion” (“Construction,
Construction Workers, and Technicians in the Soviet Union”). This lecture was a report on his
first year of work in the Soviet Union, and one of Meyer’s main focuses was the idea that until
then, architects had been fundamentally middle class professionals limited to interpreting
bourgeois taste. In his narrative, the Soviet Union was opening a historical opportunity where
Marxist architects could have a “common life with the proletariat.” In so doing, the architect
would finally be able to understand the problems of the workers, and with this firsthand

proletarian experience respond to the overall needs of a Socialist society. Meyer provided the

12 Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lisbeth Oestreicher (Hengelo), February 24, 1933, Hannes Meyer Papers,

Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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caveat that architects had to join the working class as scientists and practical builders, not just as
mere workers. In any case, he provided the clarification that for him the distinction between
workers and scientists was obsolete. Meyer’s discourse extended beyond mere architectural
concerns. For instance, he stated: “The practical realization of brilliant economic planning in the
USSR is only possible because all means of production are in the hands of the proletariat, and
this is also the reason why unemployment, prostitution, and other evils of the capitalist system
have been liquidated.”'** This text was written at the height of his enthusiasm for the Soviet
project, and it is a good representation of what he lectured on when he toured Europe. These
lectures were veritable homilies; they acquired a moral tone and revealed a quasi-religious
fervor.

Besides the published transcript of the Berlin lecture, there is another 1931 text written by
Meyer entitled “About Marxist Architecture.” Developed through thirteen points, reminiscent of
the style of some of Meyer’s Bauhaus texts, this text began by establishing the paradigm shift
that architecture as a discipline could no longer be understood in the same terms as it had been
until then. Architecture was now a science—a building science. In a dialectical manner, Meyer
argued that though architecture was a science, the architect was not a scientist, but rather the
“organizer” of the building sciences (bauwissenschaften). Jumping ahead, the text asserted that
the basic principle of architecture within socialist planned economies was establishing standards,
meaning typification and standardization (¢#ypisierung, standarisierung), and how after arriving at
standardized solutions the problem was reduced to the organization of them. The text next

investigated a series of aspects of Marxist architecture, for instance, how socialist buildings

2 Hannes Meyer, “Bauen, Bauarbeiter und Techniker in der Sowjetunion,” translated as “Construction,

Construction Workers, and Technicians in the Soviet Union” in El Lisstzky, Russia: An Architecture for
World Revolution, 213-17.
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should never be understood as isolated units, and that socialist construction was neither beautiful
nor ugly, neither perfect nor imperfect, neither right nor wrong. One of the most interesting
points was, where Meyer declared that the socialist architecture he was describing required a
radical transformation of architectural (building) pedagogy where the “emotional” theory of
composition should be ruled out and replaced by rational organizational training.'*®

Another key text is a 1932 questionnaire entitled “Sieben fragen nach einem Weg”; this text
was later published in German as “Der Architekt im Klassenkampf” and translated into English
in an abridged version as “The Architect in the Class Struggle.”'?” The chronology is as follows:
in January 1932, the Czech Leva Fronta group, via its secretary Walter Reis, sent Meyer and
other architects seven questions. The questions were posed in the context of the economic and,
by extension, construction crisis of 1932. Meyer sent his reply on March 26 of the same year,
and it was published on July 1, 1932 in Der Rote Aufbau under the title “Der Architekt im
Klassenkampf.” It was also published in Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Sweden and Switzerland. It
should be noted that Karel Teige again played the role of facilitator for Meyer’s political
development, since he was the leader of the Leva Fronta group. By sending this questionnaire,
which had some of the answers almost embedded in the questions, Teige was again key in

helping Meyer articulate his political position. (fig. 3.45.)

126 «Darum fort mit der gefiihlsmiBigen Kompositionslehre. Darum her mit der vernunftméBigen
organisationslehre.” Hannes Meyer, “Uber Marxistische Architektur,” June 6, 1931, Hannes Meyer
Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

127 1 evé Fronta (Walter Reis, Prague, XIX Brafova 23/327) to Hannes Meyer (Moscow), January 1932,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main; Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Leva Fronta
“Sieben Fragen nach einem Weg,” March 26, 1932, Hannes Meyer Papers, Bauhaus-Archiv, Weimar. See
also Hannes Meyer, “Der Architekt im Klassenkampf,” Der Rote Aufbau 5 (1932): 614-19; Hannes
Meyer, “Der Architekt im Klassenkampf,” in Schweizer Stidtebauer bei den Sowjets (Basel:
Genossenshchafts-Buchdruckerei, 1935), 24-30; Hannes Meyer, “Arkitektens stilling i klassenkampen,”
Plan (1932): 208-210.
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In this text Meyer did not eliminate his pre-Soviet concerns, but frequently adapted them to a
new militant Weltanschauung. Particularly in “Sieben fragen nach einem Weg,” Meyer was
explaining the role of the architect in a revolutionary system to an Eastern and Western European
readership. For example, in response to the sixth question: “What do you think the architect must
do in order to attain the goal defined above?” (Referring to the fifth question: “What is, in your
opinion, the social contribution of the architect? Should he concern himself chiefly with
problems of style, form and plan? Or should he try to help raise the general standard of
living?”)'*® Meyer’s response was that the socialist architect needed to comply with four basic
points: “a. Common life with the proletariat; b. Profound political and professional instruction; c.
Active participation in the organization of the class struggle of the proletariat; d. Connection
3129

with Bolshevik constructive practice in the Soviet Union.

Meyer proceeded to unfold these four points,

Only by the closest relationship with the workers can the architect come to know
the economic pressure under which they exist, their sufferings their wants. He, the
doubt-rocked intellectual, most especially needs this steady contact to give him
the moral support he, as a fighter, must have. His existence as an individual has
been dissolved in that of the struggling masses. His revolutionary instincts receive

the discipline that distinguishes the proletariat in battle. He must prepare himself

128 1 evé Fronta (Walter Reis, Prague, XIX Brafova 23/327) to Hannes Meyer (Moscow), January 1932,
Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

' Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Levé Fronta “Sieben Fragen nach einem Weg,” March 26, 1932, Hannes

Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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for his mission by a highly conscientious and broad training, both professional

and political."’

Meyer understood the “common life with the proletariat” as an educational opportunity that
would allow the architect (the intellectual) to solve some of his doubts and prepare him for the

future struggle. Meyer continued on to say:

He [the architect] absorbs the best that capitalist theory and technique have to
offer with the idea of using this knowledge in the development of a higher order
of socialist architecture. A clear Marxist ideology is vital to him, and he keeps it
in fighting trim by constant sharpening on the studies of political economy,
dialectical materialism and all fields of Marxist and Leninist theory. But this
political training must be tried and toughened in daily practice, hence active
collaboration with the proletariat’s organs of class struggle is indispensable. It is
there that the chief of his social duties lie. Not that the socialist architect is to
forsake his accustomed professional milieu—he fights right there, alongside his

like-minded colleagues, as a shock-brigadier of the new architecture.'

It is evident that Meyer was also advocating “guerrilla warfare,” since he was not only calling on

the architect to search for a “common life with the proletariat,” but also that he or she should

1% Hannes Meyer, “Der Architekt im Klassenkampf,” Der Rote Aufbau (1932), translated as “The
Architect in the Class Struggle,” Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt
am Main.

! Hannes Meyer, “Der Architekt im Klassenkampf,” Der Rote Aufbau (1932), translated as “The
Architect in the Class Struggle,” Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt
am Main.
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infiltrate himself or herself into the capitalist system with a critical outlook. The political
message was clear in these writings: Westerners who aspired to become revolutionary architects
had to radically modify their lives. What is interesting is that in parallel they should not lose
touch with their usual professional environment. They should proselytize and at the same time
intensify their possibilities of resistance by networking with those who thought like them. In
brief, Meyer was promoting the Party and the Communist cell strategy. It was a call to help pave
the way for revolution in all the Western countries that he was visiting. The long passage quoted
above unfolded almost every possible cliché of the deployment of Marxist ideas in cultural
propaganda, and in this particular case the targets were non-Soviet architects.

Meyer stopped addressing “architecture” (or “building”) as his main preoccupation, and
shifted his attention to the figure of “the architect.” During his Bauhaus period, Meyer had
declared the death of the architect. In his 1929 notes for his Lectures in Vienna and Basel, he had
stated: “The ‘architect’ is dead. Every designer an employee of: the builders’ guild, the state, the
settlements administration. The ‘architect’: a servant of the community.”">* As a belated reaction
to these thoughts, his writings from 1931 can be interpreted as an effort to revive the architect
under a different paradigm.

The last question of “The Architect in the Class Struggle” summarized the tone of the

questions:

7. The housing crisis and unemployment: The generation of architects calling

itself progressive sees the root of these evils in the existence of capitalism. Do

12 Hannes Meyer, “Vortrag in Wien und Basel” (1929) in Hannes Meyer, Bauen und Gesellschaft:

Schriften, Briefe, Projekte (Dresden: Verlag der Kunst, 1980), 54-62.
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you agree that this system must give way to a new social order in which the

means of production are publicly owned?'*’

And the final part of Meyer’s answer, and the last ideas of the overall essay, were delivered in

three slogans:

- Housing shortages and labor waste will not disappear until the power is in the
fists of the revolutionary proletariat, as it is currently the case in the Soviet Union.
- A declaration for progressive architecture is a political declaration, for its origin
is not the drafting-board but the barricade.

- In the triumph of the workers’ [working] class in the revolutionary struggle
originates the one truly progressive architecture of today: the architecture of

socialism.'**

These answers, published in a series of countries, were quite close to the official Soviet
propaganda at the time, and as such they reveal the conformity of Meyer’s newfound political
stance—and his commitment to communicating it.

Another relevant text that came after the Leva Fronta questionnaire was Meyer’s 1933 “Wie
ich arbeite” (“The Way I Work”). This text was more autobiographical and by extension less

theoretical than the ones analyzed previously. This text was closer to a user’s manual, one that

133 Levé Fronta (Walter Reis, Prague, XIX Brafova 23/327) to Hannes Meyer (Moscow), January 1932,
Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

' Hannes Meyer, “Der Architekt im Klassenkampf,” Der Rote Aufbau (1932), translated as “The

Architect in the Class Struggle,” Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt
am Main.
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worked by providing an account of Meyer’s personal experience. The text established that he
never worked alone (his work was always the outcome of cooperation), and selecting qualified
collaborators was the basis of a successful architectural enterprise. A team should consist of
people with expertise in different fields, and Meyer illustrated this point by describing his current
team. '

Meyer explained his design approach as being liberated from preconditions and preconceived
ideas. He explained that he based his designs on countless graphic analyses. He claimed that
good analyses must comply with three requirements: technical and economic, political, and
psychological and artistic elements (the consideration of artistic elements was a departure from
his Bauhaus discourse). The scientific methodology Meyer proposed was linked to the definition
a building’s program, and he offered a four-step approach to the design process along with the
adequate drawing scales for each stage (in metric scale, a project should begin at 1:1000 or 1:500
them move to 1:200, and eventually to 1:100). Towards the end of the text Meyer encouraged
Soviet architects to study classical architecture in order to use it as a counterpoint and to learn
about the expressive possibilities of historical architecture—but not to copy from it."*° This is a
huge difference from his Bauhaus stage: Meyer is not only encouraging the study of architectural

history but also considering the expressive dimension of architecture. He reinforced this idea by

135 Meyer described every person in his team: a 23-year-old Russian urban planner (who claimed to be

completely unimaginative but was a very good draftsman, adaptable, knowledgeable in chemistry, and a
good athlete), a 27-year-old Siberian architect (who favored standardization tasks), a 47-year-old
economist (who was very sophisticated and intellectual), and finally himself (a 43-year-old foreign
architect with a penchant for the exact sciences, not without artistic instinct, grounded by his foreign
education and construction experience, and politically active). Hannes Meyer, “Wie Ich Arbeite” October
14, 1933, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

136 «Aber wir sollen die Klassiker nicht kopieren, sondern wir sollen sie verarbeiten was fiir den Musiker
die lehre vom Kontrapunkt, das ist die klassische Baukunst fiir uns Architekten: eine lehre vom
Kontrapunkt der architektonischen Ordnungen und der architektonischen Ausdrucksmoglichkeiten.”
Hannes Meyer, “Wie Ich Arbeite,” October 14, 1933, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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excluding contemporary architecture from outside of the Soviet Union (he referenced “a
capricious” essay by Le Corbusier that was published in Pravda), and stated that in the Soviet
Union architects were creating their own novel methods—architectural designs from which the
creative force of the mass could profit."*’

Meyer’s discourse suggested that the goal of a revolutionary (architect) was to systematize
ideas and organize people and operations. In the most romantic version, the revolutionary should
be constantly organizing and re-organizing revolution. From this point of view, Meyer had a
revolutionary in him, he himself was a talented manager, and the road he saw for the architect
was exactly that, an organizer of materials, people, other consultants, etc., a role detached from
the romantic idea of the architect-artist. When Meyer arrived in the Soviet Union he became a
promoter of revolution, something that was explicit in the lecture tours where he encouraged
architects in the West to become class conscious and help prepare the way for political
revolution.

Meyer took his Marxist education seriously. A year into his move to the Soviet Union, he
wrote to Beese: “In the near future I want to perfect myself theoretically and I want to acquire a
thorough and systematic Leninist education. I intend to accomplish a lot in this respect. In the
West I feel that I make progress, but in comparison to the West, the East is so strong and

vigorous. Bolshevik practice naturally creates a solid base.”"*®

Through his own process, and the
proselytism he would begin to undertake, Meyer was comfortable lecturing others on the

sacrifices needed in order to study Marxism. In a letter to Beese from November 1931 he wrote:

137 . . g . . . . . . o
“[...] ersinnen wir lieber neue Methoden, durch die wir die schopferischen Krifte der maflen fiir unsere

architektonische Entwurfs Arbeit gewinnen kdnnen.” Hannes Meyer, “Wie Ich Arbeite,” October 14,
1933, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

% Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lotte Beese (Brno), October 23, 1931, Assorted Papers Relating to
Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.
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“If you are serious in your idea of becoming a party member, then you have to use your time of
enforced idleness to train yourself in the first instance as a communist. You would have to study,
simply and repeatedly improve your knowledge, and you would have to complete the simplest

social work [...]""**

True to his pedagogical interests, he was now teaching class-consciousness
and telling Beese how to propel her “true” conversion to communism and what joining the Party

entailed. For Meyer himself, the conversion entailed becoming a Russian, in another letter to

Beese from January 1932 he wrote:

Every passing day here I feel more at home. Everything about the past seems and
becomes a forgery of life. I increasingly feel the missed [opportunities?], hence, |
left old society and I sit here now with some fragments of that life. Soon I will be
completely and totally Russified and a sad “Marxist” will have become a good

communist.'*” (emphasis added)

These words had the zealousness of a convert.

Historian Eric Hobsbawm offers a key for interpreting the consequences of Meyer’s
activism: “the business of communists was changing the world and not merely interpreting it.”'*'
While Meyer’s texts from his Bauhaus period described a picture of a new world and offered

ideas on how the Bauhaus had to engage with society, the Soviet texts were prescriptive in a

militant manner and described the steps towards becoming a communist architect. As opposed to

%% Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lotte Beese (Brno), November 29, 1931, Assorted Papers Relating to

Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

"% Hannes Meyer (Moscow) to Lotte Beese (Brno), January 21, 1932, Assorted Papers Relating to

Bauhaus Designers, 1919-1984, Getty Research Institute Archive, Los Angeles.

141 Bric Hobsbawm, Interesting Times: A Twentieth Century Life (London: The New Press, 2005), 202.
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simply describing, the Soviet texts gave a recipe for changing the world, for the construction of a
new world. His once ‘philosophical Marxism’ became operative. In hindsight, however, Meyer
had become a propagandist for a totalitarian regime. Nevertheless, while Meyer may have
become a ‘useful’ missionary while outside of the Soviet Union, inside, he had increasingly

become—Iike most foreigners—a questioned figure.

Materials: The Adaptation of a Discourse for Soviet Reality

Another important aspect of Meyer’s discourse in the Soviet Union related to the ideas
examined in Chapter Two concerning building materials. In the Soviet Union, the production of
raw materials was one of the main goals of the First Five-Year Plan. Industrializing the country
required a rapid increase in the production of feedstocks, energy, and goods. Construction
materials were part of this economy, but their production was rather primitive, creating critical
shortages. It is relevant to mention that a building material became the catchword for progress in
the Soviet Union during this time. The 1930s are commonly discussed as the “iron era.”
Symbolic meaning was a dimension of materials that does not appear to have appealed to Meyer,
despite the fact that he understood that they represented production and progress. Meyer’s
discourse on materials was also a key for his understanding that architecture was not only a
design problem, but perhaps most importantly, one related to the industrial production of
materials.

Meyer’s 1928 “Building” had listed thirty new materials as examples of the modern age and

95142 I

the new way of building, amongst them “synthetic rubber, synthetic resin [and] eternit... n

2 Hannes Meyer, “Bauen” Bauhaus Zeitschrift fiir Gestaltung 2 (1928), 12-13, translated as “Building,”
in Hannes Meyer, Buildings, Projects and Writings, 95-97.
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the text, Meyer further explained that, “we organize these building materials on economic

1'*} Before his Bauhaus period, in 1926, he had written

principles into a constructive whole [...
“The New World” which included a list of nineteen building materials. These lists of materials
and their discursive treatment shed light on Meyer’s tropism, particularly when considering that
in the 1928 Russian translation of the 1926 “The New World” there was a critical alteration. In
the fifth issue from 1928, CA magazine published a series of Meyer’s projects and texts,
including a translation of “The New World,” but instead of providing the full list of nineteen
materials from the German original, the Russian translation only listed five: cellular concrete,

144 The fact that fourteen materials were

reinforced concrete, aluminum, Ripolin, and asbestos.
lost in translation is telling, particularly because this omission foreshadowed the situation Meyer
would encounter two years later when he arrived to work in the Soviet Union. Not only were
there fewer available materials, but also, due to the high demand of the modernization process,
the supply was meager. (figs. 3.46-3.47.)

Did Meyer’s approach to materials evolve in the Soviet Union? An example can be found in

the transcripts of a 1931 lecture. Regarding their availability he stated:

[In the Soviet Union] We do not have many buildings of steel and concrete. We
build just as well and quite solidly with local materials like mud, wood, and stone.
We have to be very economical as far as materials are concerned. Our buildings

are unencumbered by specific aesthetic intentions. Each material we use

'S Hannes Meyer, “Building” (1928) in Hannes Meyer, Buildings, Projects and Writings, 95-97.

' Hannes Meyer, “Hoserit Mup” (“The New World” 1926), CA 5 (1928): 160-62.
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represents a deficit unit. Even straw is considered a deficit material. In this sense

. . . . 145
architecture becomes pure scientific construction.

The lack of variety of materials in the Soviet Union was accompanied by the larger problem of

an overall shortage of them.'*

If, in the best scenario, only common materials were available in
the Soviet Union, what could make a building modern? Conceding that Meyer disregarded
questions of style, perhaps he was pointing to the modern use of materials. When Meyer arrived
in the Soviet Union in 1930, in terms of the development of materials, the Soviet ‘present’ was
Germany’s ‘past.” This difference undoubtedly modified Meyer’s discourse that advocated for
(and was partially based on) modern materials. In a colloquial analogy, Meyer had brought a
recipe from Germany but did not find the ingredients in the Soviet Union.

An example that illustrates the situation with regard to building technology and materials in
the Soviet Union is Le Corbusier’s Centrosoyuz. When Nikolai Kolli was assisting Le Corbusier
in Paris on the design of this building, he was given the task of mediating between what Jean-
Louis Cohen describes as, “Le Corbusier’s high-technology ambitions and the somewhat
rudimentary methods of the Moscow construction industry.”'*” Later, the shortage of materials of

good quality necessitated constant modifications to the project. Even after aspects of the

construction were adapted, the scarcity of materials brought the construction to a halt. As

> Hannes Meyer, “Construction, Construction Workers, and Technicians in the Soviet Union,”

republished in El Lisstzky, Russia: An Architecture for World Revolution, 216.

16 See P. Martell, “Berlin: Legislation Concerning Residential Development in the Soviet Union,”
Wohnungswirtschaft, XXIII (Berlin 1928): 140-43, in El Lisstzky, Russia: An Architecture for World
Revolution, 159-166.

"7 Jean-Louis Cohen, Le Corbusier and the Mystique of the USSR: Theories and Projects for Moscow,
1928-1936 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1992), 92-94.
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Charlotte Perriand recounted in her memoir, during her first trip to Moscow in 1931 she went to
visit the Centrosoyuz construction, and building had partially stopped because, “without

148
) I

knowing it, Corbu’s atelier had selected materials reserved for the country’s defense [...] n

July 1931, due to the planning of the First Five-Year Plan, the materials that were being used for
the Centrosoyuz had become a priority for the industrialization effort.'*’

Meyer feasted on the mishaps at the Centrosoyuz; in October 1931, during a lecture in Berlin

he told the audience:

We even abandon buildings that have been started and whose foundations have
been finished, simply because waste of materials has to be avoided at all costs. An
example of this is the building of the Centrosoyuz (designed by Le Corbusier). At
the moment we lack the capability to carry out such projects. They are beyond the
scope of the present Five-Year Plan. We abandon such unfinished projects, like a

cake half eaten, so we can have our daily bread."”

Moreover, also in 1931 in Baugilde (the journal of the Association of German Architects), Meyer

derogatorily referred to the Centrosoyuz as an “orgy of concrete and glass” that would have to be

8 Perriand, 4 Life of Creation, 41.

99 Cohen, Le Corbusier and the Mystique of the USSR: Theories and Projects for Moscow, 1928-1936,
94.

%" Hannes Meyer, “Construction, Construction Workers, and Technicians in the Soviet Union” (1931) in

El Lisstzky, Russia: An Architecture for World Revolution, 216.
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"1 What had already been constructed was left

abandoned because of the choice of materials.
unfinished for two years and only in December 1933 were the skeleton and metal work
completed, but finishing the building would take still more years. Fortunately for Le Corbusier,
the Centrosoyuz was in Moscow, because the precariousness of the construction process was
even more evident in rural areas, and members of the Red Bauhaus Brigade directly experienced
these setbacks. For instance, photographs of the remote construction site of Orsk (where Piischel,

Tolziner, and Weiner worked) show camels transporting materials, and masonry buildings going

up in rather artisanal conditions. (see figs. 3.27-3.32.)

The Soviet Struggle for a Form of National Expression

The evolution of Meyer’s preoccupation with materials can also be connected with his
emerging interest in regionalism, and this is related to the Soviet discussion at the time.
The scarcity of materials in the Soviet Union, plus the intellectual effort of trying to integrate
ideas coming from the emerging and confusing Socialist Realist arena, are likely to have led
Meyer to re-evaluate the idea of ‘the regional.” At the time, other architects faced the scarcity of
materials by proposing solutions that worked with local materials. For example, André Lurcat
participated in a 1935 competition for a prototype for a “House of Culture in a Collective

95152

Farm. Judging from a surviving perspectival view, his design was a simple construction to

be built mainly with round timber. This building, in comparison to the ones Lurcat had designed

! Hannes Meyer, “Uber Sowjetrussland,” Die Baugilde: Zeitschrift fiir die Deutschen Architekten, no. 30,

1931, 1602, quoted in Cohen, Le Corbusier and the Mystique of the USSR: Theories and Projects for
Moscow, 1928-1936, 94.

152 Cohen, André Lurcat 1894-1970 Autocritique d 'un moderne, 201.
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for sites in France at the same time, tended toward the modern use of materials, as opposed to the
use of modern materials, in an attempt to adapt to Soviet reality.

Having left the Soviet Union in 1936, Meyer did not attend the June 1937 First Congress of
Soviet Architects where Socialist Realism was discussed in heated debates between competing
factions. However, Meyer read the proceedings, and, in July 1937, he described his reactions to

the former Bauhaus student Carola Bloch-Pjotrkawska:

Have you read the five theses presented in the First Congress of Soviet Architects
in Moscow [1937]? While they are very different, the most revealing one is the
one on the development of Soviet architecture. If you read it carefully, it
characterizes the period from 1930 onwards (from a Soviet point of view, and not
capturing the real dimension of the final years of the First Five-Year Plan). You
actually have to punish them for having invited so many foreign architects—idiots

pulled into the country, whose work amounted to nothing, absolutely nothing

[“']153

Meyer illustrated the frustrated efforts of foreign architects with a telling example in the letter.
He mentioned that as a member of the “Academy” he was asked to design the aforementioned
sanatorium in Sochi. After making preliminary studies for a two-hundred-bed facility, he realized
that Kuznetsov had been asked to design a sanatorium on the neighboring plot. Kuznetsov’s
scheme had 1,860 columns (9 columns per bed), which made Meyer question the wasteful

material expenditure in the project. He was not questioning the “style” of the project but its

'3 Hannes Meyer (Geneva) to Carola Bloch-Pjotrkawska (Prague), July 29, 1937, Hannes Meyer Papers,

Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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inadequacy (and the inadequacy of Soviet architects in general) based on the unnecessary
squandering of materials. Afterwards, Meyer’s own efforts were sabotaged, starting with the
cancelling of a visit to the site, and the subsequent withdrawal of the funding. After three months
of “tense” work, the commission fell through. Naturally, Kuznetsov’s scheme got built. Meyer
implied that the arbitrary decision in favor of Kuznetsov’s project was simply based on the fact
that he was a local architect rather than a foreigner like Meyer.'>* He told Bloch-Pjotrkawska, “I
totally agree with the national shift in architecture (as in other cultural manifestations) that
should be experimented there [the Soviet Union]. This is clearly a political necessity in a world
in which national interests have become weapons of cultural defense. I absolutely share this shift,

155 This sentiment

but since I am not Russian I am not capable of making any contribution to it.
is shocking considering that ten years before his whole discourse was based on an anti-nationalist
cosmopolitanism. In his 1926 “The New World” Meyer had stated: “Our homes are more mobile
than ever. Large blocks of flats, sleeping cars, house yachts and transatlantic liners undermine
the local concept of ‘homeland.” The fatherland goes into a decline. We learn Esperanto. We
become cosmopolitan,” and “constructive form is not peculiar to any country; it is cosmopolitan
and the expression of an international philosophy of building. Internationality is a prerogative of

1% Meyer had radically changed his point of view in his post-Soviet acceptance of the

our time.
‘national’ and his awareness that as a foreigner he could not make a contribution to Soviet

architecture.

' Hannes Meyer (Geneva) to Carola Bloch-Pjotrkawska (Prague), July 29, 1937, Hannes Meyer Papers,

Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

"> Hannes Meyer (Geneva) to Carola Bloch-Pjotrkawska (Prague), July 29, 1937, Hannes Meyer Papers,

Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

" Hannes Meyer, “The New World” (1926) in Schnaidt, Hannes Meyer, Buildings, Projects and
Writings, 90-94.
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A more concise response to the same problems he had outlined to Bloch-Pjotrkawska can be
found in Meyer’s reaction to a transcript of a conference given by Nikolai Kolli at the 1937
Congress of Soviet Architects. Kolli stated in his lecture that neither Bruno Taut nor Hannes
Meyer built anything during their time in the Soviet Union."”’” Meyer wrote to Kolli in a rage,
and he started his argument by establishing a clear distinction between his five-and-a-half years
of labor in the Soviet Union and the “unlucky romantic” (ungliicklichen Romantiker) Bruno
Taut’s year-long spell, after which he had fled to Japan.'>® Meyer proceeded to clarify that three-
and-a-half years of his Soviet stint were devoted to urban planning in remote sections of the
Soviet Union (Chita, Perm, Birobidzhan), and that he had also prepared a proposal for a new
master plan for Moscow under very demanding conditions. He made the point that the only
opportunity he had of really designing a new building was the project he did with the Red
Bauhaus Brigade for the Lenin School in Moscow, but that as early as 1931 when Alexandr
Vlasov’s project was selected instead of his, he realized that it would be very difficult to get
anything built. What is of utmost interest is that he mentioned that as a consequence he had
devoted his energy to teaching and the urban schemes that introduced him to Siberia and the Far
East and that most of his satisfaction during the period was derived from these two outlets for his
talents. This confirms that pedagogy continued to be one of Meyer’s main interests, and actually
one of the reasons he moved to Mexico in the late 1930s.

In the same letter to Kolli, Meyer justified quitting the Soviet Union by mentioning his

prolonged period of building inactivity. He mentioned the difficulty of securing a living—

"7 Hannes Meyer (Geneva) to Nikolai Kolli (Moscow), July 29, 1937, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

¥ Hannes Meyer (Geneva) to Nikolai Kolli (Moscow), July 29, 1937, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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he had five children to feed, two from his first marriage in Switzerland, one with Lotte Beese,
and two Russian-born children with Léna Bergner—and he went so far as to confess that he had
sacrificed his savings in order to stay for such a long period in the Soviet Union and stated that
he had never had adequate living quarters to house his family there. He mentioned all sorts of
acts of sabotage against him, including one at the Academy, and ended by providing a lengthy
explanation of why a foreigner was not able to perform under the dominating winds of Socialist
Realism. Meyer told Kolli: “I understand that the struggle for a form of national expression in
architecture is informed by personal conceptions [...] but I am European from the West, a cross
between Alemanni and Huguenots, and I have nothing ‘national’ to bring to Soviet
architecture.”’ As the 1930s advanced, it became evident that as far as architecture was
concerned, the official “socialist in content and national in style” dictum came to exclude
foreigners from trying to give form to Socialist Realist architecture for the Soviet Union. (After
the Second World War, there would even be an anti-cosmopolitan campaign).

Continuing with the 1937 letter to Kolli, Meyer was particularly displeased because foreign
architects had been celebrated when their role was training Soviet architects, but now his
adversaries were precisely his former students and assistants. He even provided a list of them:
Mordvinov, Simbirzov, Masmanhab, Alabian, etc.'®” Meyer’s grudge against Mordvinov and
Alabian related partly to a lecture that Meyer had sponsored in 1935 by the disurbanist Mikhail

Okhitovich (known for championing the depopulation of Moscow and other cities in favor of

% Hannes Meyer (Geneva) to Nikolai Kolli (Moscow), Geneva, Switzerland, August 13, 1937, Hannes

Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

190 «“Warum unterschligt man die Rolle Auslinder bei der Kader-Bildung und Formation junger
sovjetischer Architekten? Diese Herrschaften, die heute am meisten gegen uns schreien, waren 1930/31
zu einem guten Teil meine Schiiler oder Assistenten in WASSI, z.b. Mordinow, Simbirzow, Masmanhab,
Alabjan & Konsorten.” Hannes Meyer (Geneva) to Nikolai Kolli (Moscow), July 29, 1937, Hannes
Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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endless one-street cities as well as for his critique of Soviet collective dwellings).'®" Meyer did
not denounce the contents of Okhitovich’s speech. As a consequence, Meyer was reprimanded
for his failure, but Alabian and Mordvinov launched a purge against Okhitovich that lead to his

192 The details of this event are too lengthy to deal

arrest and eventually his death in the Gulag.
with extensively here, but what should be mentioned is that the persecution of Okhitovich was

the first “terror” operation to affect the architectural milieu. It signals the moment that

Stalinism’s petty intrigues and tyrannies took over Soviet architectural culture.

Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade: Revolutionaries?

Historian Reinhart Koselleck has done semantic work on the modern concept of revolution
from its emergence in the nineteenth century to its consolidation in the Russian Revolution, and
his ideas provide a segue to the analyses of the Red Bauhaus Brigade. Koselleck questions the
Revolutiondr (revolutionary individual), and offers the sub-category of “professional
revolutionary.” Koselleck suggests that: “This is a concept denoting the duty of activism, an
inconceivable meaning in earlier periods that directly heralds the professional revolutionary as a
figure molded in the course of the nineteenth century and typified by Lenin. Intimately bound up

with this is the conception that men could make revolutions, an idea that was previously

"l For more information on Okhitovich, see Richard Stites, Revolutionary Dreams, Utopian Visions and

Experimental Life in the Russian Revolution (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1989), 194-95.
162 Hugh Hudson, “Terror in Soviet Architecture: The Murder of Mikhail Okhitovich,” Slavic Review, vol.

51, no. 3 (1992): 448-67; Hugh Hudson, Blueprints and Blood: the Stalinization of Soviet Architecture,
1917-1937. (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1994), 147-165.
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unutterable.”'® A professional revolutionary cannot be accepted as such if he or she maintains a
traditional job; one must work exclusively as a revolutionary.

From the point of view that Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade had been hired in the Soviet
Union as technicians, and that they worked as architects throughout, they do not fit the
description of a professional revolutionary. However, in his lecture tours and in his writings
Meyer was translating the new duties of activism and enumerating them as a recipe for Western
architects, he was describing the path he had offered the members of the Red Bauhaus Brigade
when he brought them to the Soviet Union. Meyer was inciting Western architects to become
revolutionary architects—to be a vanguard—and the Brigade was the test of this strategy. On one
hand, Meyer’s lecture tours and writings responded to the duties of a professional revolutionary;
on the other hand, his design commissions responded to the duties of a foreign technician who
was collaborating with the Soviet project; and both dimensions are essential to understand the
history and the work of the Red Bauhaus Brigade members in the Soviet Union.

The Red Bauhaus Brigade members performed the prescribed duties of revolutionaries. They
placed themselves at the service of different Soviet trusts, and when work was needed in the
Urals, or other distant parts of the Union, they simply moved there for extended periods of time
to contribute to the cause. Meyer and the brigade became self-identified with the Soviet cause to
the point of mimicking the locals. In October 1931, the Czech magazine Tvorba published a
photograph of members of the Red Bauhaus Brigade and Meyer dressed in Russian worker’s

164

outfits and raising their left fists. " (fig. 3.48.) The clothes reveal that they were comfortable in

workwear, and had a desire to be accepted as equals—as local comrades instead of as foreigners.

'8 Reinhart Koselleck, “Historical Criteria of the Modern Concept of Revolution,” Futures Past (New
York: Columbia University Press, 2004), 54-55.

1% “Hannes Meyer Mluvi” Tvorba (October 8, 1931): 653.
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This willingness to dress for the part reveals another dimension of Meyer’s protean character,
and by extension a collective protean aspect of the Red Bauhaus Brigade, and here the word
protean takes on more dimensions if we consider its use in the theatre.

A protean performer is one who plays several characters in the same play and can change
outfits quickly. One image that circulated in the German press has particular relevance. It was
published in early 1931 in the anti-fascist newspaper Arbeiter-Illustrierte-Zeitung (The Workers
lllustrated Newspaper). In an article entitled “The Bauhaus on the Road to Fascism,” Meyer is
shown posing in Russian worker’s attire alongside Mordvinov, Scheffler, and Salamatin. The
caption of the photograph reads: “Hannes Meyer, the reprimanded Bauhaus director, like so
many other scientists and artists of distinction to whom the capitalist system offers no
opportunities to develop their work, has moved to the Soviet Union where he can make valuable
contributions to the building of Socialism.”'®* (fig. 3.49.) In brief, the images of Meyer and the
Brigade that appeared in the German and European left-wing press illustrated Meyer’s political

discourse.

The End-Game for Soviet Foreigners

The first show trials in 1936 prompted the beginning of the exodus of all of the foreigners
who could leave. Even those who remained an extra year left the Soviet Union by November
1937 at the latest, if they could. Those who stayed usually had no choice, and ended in the Gulag
accused of espionage. Meyer, a Swiss, had the option of exiting in June 1936 and went back to

his native Switzerland where he worked for a couple of years on projects like the Miimliswill

19 “Das Bauhaus auf dem Wege zum Faschismus,” Arbeiter-1llustrierte-Zeitung 1 (1931): 18-19.
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School. In 1939, he moved to Mexico where he stayed for ten years. Many of his collaborators
from what was once the Red Bauhaus Brigade found themselves stuck in the Soviet Union. Case
by case, the future of the Red Bauhaus Brigade members was as follows: in 1934, Mensch
returned to his native Switzerland; in May 1937, Piischel returned to his native Germany and
eventually would fight in the war; in November 1937, Weiner left for Vienna then Paris and, in
1939, emigrated to Chile; in 1934, Meumann went to work in Magnitogorsk where his tracks are
lost; in 1932, Scheffler went to work in Sverdlovsk where his tracks are also lost; in 1934, Meyer
invited Urban to work at the Soviet Architecture Academy (in 1932, Urban had married the
Russian Ludmila Petrowskaya who was a VASI graduate who also worked as an architect in
GIPROVTUS); and Tolziner never left the Soviet Union. Of these last four, only Tolziner
survived the Gulag.'®®

To recapitulate: What exactly was ‘revolutionary’ in Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade’s
architectural projects? If the materials and technical improvements of the West were not
available in the East, one thing that could be deployed and transmitted was the analytical
process. This possibility was made clear in Meyer’s Soviet texts. Moreover, the studies and
architectural plans done by Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade (both together and after they
separated) have the same bio-scientific considerations they had deployed at the Bauhaus.
Regarding the design of buildings, the whole dimension of materials (or the lack of them) in the
Soviet Union, and the rising tendency of Socialist Realism confronted Meyer and the architects
of the Red Bauhaus Brigade with new challenges. Their experience in the Soviet Union enlarged
their architectural toolbox, and for those who made it out alive, these new skills further defined

their careers.

1 Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der Sowjetunion

und in anderen Lindern,” 24.
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During the Soviet period, the members of the Red Bauhaus Brigade evolved to a non-student
status. This research project understands the first stage of their Soviet period as the culmination
of their Bauhaus training. Meyer’s interrupted Bauhaus educational project continued to evolve
with the Red Bauhaus Brigade in the Soviet Union, if only for a very short window of time, and
later this impulse was transferred to his classes at VASI and the work system he attempted to
establish in every Soviet trust where he worked. In the next two chapters, part of the intention
will be to uncover how Meyer’s educational project was propagated and dispersed around the

world by some of the members of the Red Bauhaus Brigade in their post-Soviet careers.
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Chapter Four

Tibor Weiner in the Bauhaus, France, Chile, and Hungary, 1929-1965

Tibor Weiner arrived at the Bauhaus with an architecture diploma from a Hungarian
technical university. He was a post-graduate student at the Bauhaus. After being enrolled for one
year, he was expelled and followed Hannes Meyer to the Soviet Union. Weiner is exemplary for
having translated aspects of Meyer’s pedagogical ideas to a Latin American context; the most
interesting aspect of Weiner’s time in Chile is the impact that Meyer’s analytical architectural
approach had on the curriculum that Weiner helped to develop for the University of Chile in
Santiago. Moreover, Weiner later reconnected with the communist project when he returned to
Hungary and won the competition for Sztalinvaros (the first Socialist city in the country) and
became the chief architect of the project. In Weiner’s case, architectural issues of organization
and social awareness can be followed as constant interests as he moved around the globe.
Regarding architectural education, in the late 1940s Weiner arrived in Hungary with Bauhaus,
Soviet, and Chilean experiences, and in his last Hungarian stage, teaching emerged as a more
nuanced form of activism than architecture. Regarding the political thread, most of his
displacements were ignited by political circumstances, but the last stage found him subsumed to
the Party.

Tibor Weiner was born in Budapest in 1906. His father, Samuel Weiner, was the General
Director of the Hungarian Mills, an important administrative post for a Jew at the time. His
position is important because it indicates that Tibor Weiner, unlike many students at the
Bauhaus, came from a privileged background. Moreover, his father’s prominence likely allowed

Weiner to gain one of the limited spaces in Hungarian universities for Jewish students,
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considering that there was a Numerus Clausus which limited the number.' Between 1924 and
1928, Weiner studied architecture at the Franz Joseph Hungarian Royal University (today
renamed the Technical University of Budapest). As described by Hungarian architectural
historian Andras Ferkai, this school followed the model of the school of architecture at the Swiss
Federal Institute of Technology in Ziirich (Eidgendssische Technische Hochschule Ziirich): in
other words, the aim was to train architect-engineers. In addition, the Hungarian Royal
University had a strong emphasis on architectural history.” When Weiner was a student,
architectural studies were organized under three academic chairs: ancient history, Middle Ages,
and modern history.? For his diploma project, Weiner designed a hospital pavilion, of which
there is no surviving trace. This project must have been well regarded since Weiner later claimed
in a résumé that it was published in the university’s annual report.* In May 1929, he was
awarded his architectural diploma.

In 1927, during his Hungarian architectural studies, Weiner worked for an architect and
decorator by the last name of Widdles, of whom there appears to be no trace (and whose name

sounds particularly non-Hungarian). From March to October 1929, Weiner worked in the office

" Since 1920 there had been a Numerus Clausus law in Hungary that limited the number of Jews in
universities, and this could have propelled Weiner’s decision to pursue graduate studies in Germany after
finishing his Bachelor’s degree in architecture—Germany had no racial laws at the time.

? The Franz Joseph Hungarian Royal University was founded in 1782—making it one of the oldest
technical institutes in the world—and its school of architecture was founded in 1873. Around the time
Weiner was finishing his studies, the architecture school’s system was reformed and the studio classes
were separated from history courses. But when Weiner was a student they were still together and, as we
will see further ahead in the chapter, he replicated this “history and studio” hybrid in the class he taught in
Chile in the 1940s.

3 Andras Ferkai, e-mail message to author, February 9, 2013.

* Tibor Weiner, “Résumé,” circa 1938, Tibor Weiner Papers, Magyar Kereskedelmi és Vendéglatoipari
Muzeum Archiv, Budapest.
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of Pal Ligeti (1885-1941) and Farkas Molnar (1897-1945)—who had a partnership at the time.’
While Ligeti was a leading modernist theorist in Hungary, Molnar had been a Bauhaus student
and was a skilled architect—he was from a younger generation than Ligeti and would later
become involved in the Hungarian CIAM group. Ligeti, Molndr, and Weiner had all studied at
the Hungarian Royal University. Molnar had studied there both before and after attending the
Bauhaus in Weimar between 1921-25, since the records show that he got his Hungarian
architecture diploma after attending the Bauhaus. As an important Bauhaus-related Hungarian at

the time, it is likely that Molnar played a part in Weiner’s decision to study in Dessau.

Bauhaus Dessau, 1929-30

In the winter of 1929, Weiner enrolled in the Bauhaus (his enrollment number was 391).
Weiner’s Bauhaus diploma (number thirty-two) was dated December 3, 1930, and it serves as a
summary of his activities. In the 1929-30 winter semester he underwent basic training, taking the
following classes: “Material and Handicrafts (Vorkurs)” with Joseph Albers, “Artistic Design”
with Vasily Kandinsky, “Figure Drawing” with Joost Schmidt, and “Representational Drawing”
with Fritz Kuhr. He audited “Business Studies” and “Psycho-Technics” with Dr. Hanns Riedel
and “Introduction to Practical Performance of Modern Residential Building Projects” by guest
lecturer architect Paul Artaria. (He was exempted from “Mathematics,” “Chemistry,” and
“Descriptive Geometry.”) Hannes Meyer would later write of Weiner’s first year at the Bauhaus:
“During his first semester of studies at the Bauhaus Dessau, [Weiner] excelled due to his

outstanding professional qualifications, and because of the thoroughness and diligence with

> The architectural partnership between Pal Ligeti and Farkas Molnar lasted until 1931.
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which he approached the problem of building design.”®

Due to his pre-Bauhaus architectural studies, in his second semester at the Bauhaus (spring of
1930) Weiner became not only a student like in the previous term, but also an assistant of Meyer.
In a recommendation letter from October 1930, Meyer explained the situation as follows, “at the
end of the first semester of his Bauhaus formation, due to his extraordinary performance, Mr.
Weiner was the only student to move directly into the Building Department ignoring all
intermediate preparatory semesters.”’ Following Meyer’s dismissal, Weiner, along with several
other foreigners, was expelled from the Bauhaus on September 9, 1930 (see Chapter Two).

Weiner’s Bauhaus diploma states: “Thanks to his architectural education and his Bauhaus
studies, which included one semester in the architecture department, Tibor Weiner can consider
his Bauhaus education completed.” Among the accomplishments (Leistungen) listed in the

diploma, the highlights are:

1. Collective work with Mr. Philipp Tolziner on communal housing [the “Test for
Communal Residential Buildings for the Workers of a Factory in a Socialist State”
project.]

2. Study of a Montessori colony.

3. Assisting in the studies for a development plan (Bebauungsplan) of Dessau.

4. Independent studies of optimization and hygiene-related architectural ideas

® Hannes Meyer, “Recommendation Letter for Tibor Weiner,” October 6, 1930, Tibor Weiner Papers,
Magyar Kereskedelmi és Vendéglatoipari Muzeum Archiv, Budapest.

7«Am ende des ersten Semesters versetzte der meisterrat des Bauhauses Herrn Weiner auf Grund seiner
auBerordentlichen Leistung als einzigen studierenden direkt in die Bauabteilung unter Ubergehung aller
zwischen Semester.” Hannes Meyer, “Recommendation Letter for Tibor Weiner,” October 6, 1930, Tibor
Weiner Papers, Magyar Kereskedelmi és Vendéglatéipari Muzeum Archiv, Budapest.
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(0konomischer und hygienischer Art).

At the end of the diploma there is the following statement:

He showed during his studies in the building department of the Bauhaus a strong
interest for social and hygienic building problems. Tibor Weiner also has an
extensive knowledge of modern construction techniques and building materials.
Mr. Weiner is therefore capable of dealing with modern construction projects on

all fronts. His designs are the result of a clear and purposeful will.®

Mies van der Rohe signed the diploma.

It is possible to learn more about Weiner’s Bauhaus period through the October 1930
recommendation letter from Meyer: “From May 1, 1930 until October 15, 1930, following my
petition, [ Weiner] worked in my private practice in Berlin preparing plans for the publication of
the ADGB Trade Union’s School in Bernau near Berlin, and drawing the municipal building
inspection plans for this project.”

When compared to students who did all of their architectural studies at the Bauhaus,

Weiner’s Bauhaus training as a post-graduate student was particularly condensed and intense.

Weiner was able to complete the Vorkurs and all the preliminary classes in one semester, and

¥ Tibor Weiner, “Bauhaus Transcript,” December 3, 1930, Tibor Weiner Papers, Magyar Kereskedelmi
¢s Vendéglatoipari Muzeum Archiv, Budapest.

’ Hannes Meyer, “Recommendation Letter for Tibor Weiner,” October 6, 1930, Tibor Weiner Papers,
Magyar Kereskedelmi és Vendéglatoipari Muzeum Archiv, Budapest.
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then went directly to the building department, finishing his Bauhaus studies directly in Meyer’s
private practice.

Contrary to what is established in some historical accounts, it should be clarified that Weiner
was not a part of the Hungarian CIAM group (which included a number of Bauhaus-related
Hungarians) during the year he was at the Bauhaus. It is highly unlikely that he attended the
second CIAM congress in October 1929 in Frankfurt-am-Main or any other CIAM congress.'* In
the correspondence between Marcel Breuer and Siegfried Giedion from the 1928-29 period,
Weiner was never mentioned as part of the Hungarian CIAM group. In a letter of January 1929,
Breuer established that he, Pal Forgo, and Farkas Molnéar, were going to attend the congress, and
in another letter of October 1929, the list was expanded to also include Gyorgy Masirevich, Josef

Fischer, Zoltan Engel, and Stefan Sebok.!!

Soviet Union, 1931-37

As was described in Chapter Three, Weiner and six classmates traveled as a brigade to the
Soviet Union following Meyer’s dismissal from the Bauhaus. While Meyer was still negotiating
the possibility and conditions for bringing these former Bauhaus students to the Soviet Union, he
wrote Weiner a recommendation letter in German. This letter implies that Weiner was
considering applying for other jobs—or simply that it was unclear if the Soviet plan would ever

materialize. From Weiner’s résumé, written in 1938 or 1939, we learn that he was ‘invited’ by

' Some of the sources that establish that Weiner attended the second CIAM congress in Frankfurt
(October 1929) are: Zsuzsa Balogh, “A CIAM hatésa a budapesti bérhazak varosépitészetére (1930-as,
1940-es évek)-Az épitett kornyezet humandkoldgiaja cimii targyhoz” (inedit); “Weiner, Tibor (1906 -
1965),” Grove Art Online, issue Published in print in August 1996.

' See Marcel Breuer (Berlin) to Siegfried Giedion (Ziirich), January 21, 1929 and October 29, 1929,
CIAM Papers, Archives of the Institute for History and Theory of Architecture, ETH, Zurich.
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the Soviet government along with professor Meyer to design school and hospital buildings for
the GIPROVTUS (Construction of Higher and Technical Education Colleges Trust) in the
vicinity of Moscow, in the Caucasus, and in Central Asia. In his résumé, Weiner established that
between 1931 and 1933 he worked with the Red Bauhaus Brigade (which gives us a solid
indication that the Brigade ended in 1933 despite the fact Meyer had left it by mid-1931). Weiner

listed the main projects that he worked on during his years at GIPROVTUS as:

1. Professional School for the Cotton Industry in Tashkent

2. Business School in Tashkent

3. Professional Construction School in Baku-Caucasus [currently the capital of
Azerbaijan]

4. Standardized Schools for Central Russia.

The list omits Weiner’s work on the Palace of the Soviets competition, perhaps because it was
not part of the official work done with GIPROVTUS. This project was done in 1931 by Weiner,
Philipp Tolziner, and Antonin Urban (with Meyer as a consultant). The fact that only a fraction
of the Red Bauhaus Brigade members worked on this project (and as will be described in
Chapter Five, Plischel worked on a separate entry for the same competition), reopens the
question posed in Chapter Three regarding how cohesive this group of students was after July
1931.

In Weiner’s archive at the Hungarian Museum of Architecture in Budapest, there is an image
of a project board entitled “Standard Project for a Pedagogical Institute of Technology.”

According to Weiner this scheme was designed in 1932 while working for the
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VUSSTROIPROEKT (City Building Projects Trust) in Moscow.'* This educational building
consists of three pavilions in Y-shaped formation, with an added semi-circular access volume.
Two identical four-story front pavilions are joined by a semicircular two-story auditorium—a
quarter of a circle in plan. The larger five-story pavilion in the back has a half-sunken floor.
Classrooms of different sizes appear to populate the wings that form the Y. (fig. 4.1.) The
perspective for this project is interesting because it shows that the combination of the volumes
demands a series of detailing that solve the height differences between the pavilions. The real
functional aspect of the scheme is revealed in the floor plans, where it is possible to detect that
the space between the shorter wings forms an auditorium. The complex interior circulation
through the semi-circular auditorium—also the main access point—and the classroom volumes
on the sides that connect users with the back wing can be related to aspects of the 1931 entry for
the Palace of the Soviets on which Weiner collaborated. For instance, the use of the outer ring of
the auditorium as a hallway that connects the other parts of the project is a solution that might
have been taken from the Palace of the Soviets. (This project will be analyzed in Chapter Five.)
From 1933 until 1936, Weiner, Piischel, and Tolziner worked with Mart Stam and Hans
Schmidt at the Urbanism Institute, specifically in urban planning and in the design of individual
buildings for the city of Orsk. This city is located southeast of the southernmost peaks of the Ural
Mountains, on the banks of the Ural River (almost bordering Kazakhstan). The plan for Orsk was
coordinated with the development of industrial plants for the processing of the area’s rich natural
deposits, mainly nickel ore, on the right bank of the Ural River."” By 1934, Stam left the job, and

Schmidt took sole charge of the operation. Weiner, Piischel, and Tolziner were given the task of

"> Based on the memoirs of Philipp Tolziner and Konrad Piischel, this design must have been in 1933 or
later, for in 1932 they were still working for GIPROVTUS.

" In 1938 the Yuzhuralnickel metallurgical plant was constructed in the area, and until recently it
continued to be a key producer of nickel and cobalt in Russia.
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designing Orsk’s Eighth District (Quartal N. 8), and within it, each of them were to design
individual buildings. The design of the urban layout of this neighborhood of Orsk, which was
supervised by Schmidt, can be described as a garden city with modernist building blocks.
Proportionally there are more green areas than built ones. Each block within the district is
outlined with buildings, thus protecting the core of the block for greenery. (see figs. 3.23-3.26.)

Orsk’s Eighth District is a mega-block of blocks. In the top part of the district, a school
located in the middle of a larger green area with sport grounds crowns the whole district. The
sizes of the residential buildings were predetermined by the master plan, but each architect was
allowed the possibility to design variations for each building type. In particular, Weiner designed
a five-story building block that was repeatable (in a plan of Orsk’s Eighth District found in
Weiner’s archive, he labels this building with the number three and this designation was repeated
ten times). His building has a standardized treatment of the front facade, with embedded
balconies, while the narrower side facades have cantilevered balconies. Weiner also designed a
two-story collective dining hall building for the district. These designs were done, at least
partially, on-site, and they were all built. Weiner also claimed in his résumé to have collaborated
on the design of stores and a hospital for Orsk. It is worth mentioning that these former Bauhaus
students not only worked as designers in Orsk, they also commanded managerial tasks like
administering a budget, calculating materials, etc. Moreover, they were directly involved in
construction tasks since, due to a lack of qualified laborers, the architects had to train workers.
(see figs. 3.27-3.32.)

After Orsk, from September 1, 1936 until June 3, 1937, Weiner worked for
METROPOEKTA (the subway project office), and participated in the design of the Moscow

Airport subway station (the station takes its name from the neighboring Khodynka
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Aerodrome).'* Opened on September 1938 as part of the second stage of the Moscow subway,
this station is part of the Zamoskvoretskaya Line."> The architects B. Vilensky and Vladimir
Yershov designed the subway station with the collaboration of B. Sdobnov and Weiner.'® It has a
single-vault interior, built with a cut-and-cover construction system using pre-cast concrete
segments. Decorated with an aviation theme, the main expressive features of the building are the
fan lines crisscrossing the vault.

In 1937, Weiner and Tolziner won first prize in a competition for rural housing prototypes. A
series of images have survived from this project, which is labeled with the title “Residential
House for a Collective Farm.” The prototype is a compound that includes a house, a stable, and a
barn. Double-pitched roofs characterize the three volumes. Both the floor plans and the sections
are simple functional designs, and there is probably a climate-related logic to the angles of the
roofs and the exterior treatment of the houses. The layout of the three volumes and the distances
between them are perhaps the most relevant aspect of the project. The design also speaks to the
rising interest in regional expressions and vernacular forms shown by architects at the time in the
Soviet Union—and this shows that the members of the Red Bauhaus Brigade were
accommodating to these ideas. Another interesting aspect of the project is that each plot included

a vegetable garden (an allotment), designed in minute detail by the architects, which is possible

" These dates come from a work certificate in Russian extended to Weiner by METROPOEKTA on
November 10, 1937 (the same month he left the Soviet Union). Tibor Weiner Papers, Magyar
Kereskedelmi és Vendéglatoipari Muzeum Archiv, Budapest.

" The Khodynka Aerodrome was Moscow’s first airport, which is no longer in use and has since been
transformed into the Goraerovokzal bus terminal

1 Vladimir Yershov, who had been a student of the VKhUTEMAS, had worked with the Bauhaus
Brigade members at GIPROVTUS. Vilensky and Yershov belonged to one of the Workshops of the
NKTP (People’s Commissariat of Heavy Industry) and were also the architects of the Krasnoselskaya

station in the Sokolnicheskaya Line. Dietmar Neutatz, Die Moskauer Metro: von den ersten Plinen bis
zur Grossbaustelle des Stalinismus (1897-1935), (K6ln: Bohlau Verlag, 2001), 611.
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to connect to the vegetable gardens in Meyer’s 1919-1921 Siedlung Freidorf in Basel, the
vegetable gardens behind the 1928-1930 Torten Siedlung in Dessau, and the study of gardens in
several studio briefs from Hannes Meyer’s and also from Mart Stam’s classes at the Bauhaus
(like the Klein Koris). (figs. 4.2-4.4.)

In 1937, Weiner also designed the interiors for a project entitled “Standardized Grocery
Stores” while working for the GIPROTORG in Moscow. The design is for a self-service
cafeteria, where the food is dispensed on the perimeter. The surviving rendering depicts a sleek
modern interior, with modern lamps, and a series of interesting details. It remains unclear
whether Weiner was only in charge of the interior or if he was also the designer of the whole
building.

Weiner also participated in the design and construction of kindergartens and other child-
oriented projects while working under the supervision of Margarete Schiitte-Lihotzky, an
Austrian architect who, among other projects, had designed the so-called Frankfurt Kitchen in
the context of Ernst May’s “New Frankfurt” building program in the 1920s. It was with May that
she and her husband, the architect-engineer Wilhelm Schiitte, arrived in the Soviet Union in
1930. A recommendation letter from Schiitte-Lihotzky to Weiner dated July 1937 notes: “Mr.
Weiner has executed various works for me [...] we have collaborated on kindergartens and

17 The letter was

nurseries, and also in designing children’s furniture lines for department stores.
written in German while Weiner was still in the Soviet Union, a detail that suggests that by mid-
1937 he was determined to leave. Schiitte-Lihotzky had begun focusing on kindergartens before

her departure from Frankfurt, and later, in the Soviet Union, she focused almost exclusively on

educational infrastructure, both as part of the May Brigade and independently. She participated

"7 Margarete Schiitte-Lihotzky, “Recommendation Letter for Tibor Weiner,” July 1937, Tibor Weiner
Papers, Magyar Kereskedelmi és Vendéglatéipari Muzeum Archiv, Budapest.
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in the design of over thirty kindergartens, schools, and other education-related projects, along
with a series of standardization designs for children’s furniture.'® We know from Schiitte-
Lihotzky’s recommendation letter to Weiner that she was already in Paris in July 1937. Weiner
stayed in the Soviet Union until later that year, which means he was almost certainly left in
charge of some of her projects. If we recall Weiner’s Bauhaus diploma, he had done a study for a
Montessori colony during his time at Dessau, which suggests he already had an interest and some
expertise in children’s educational facilities. As we will see further ahead in the chapter, the
following year Weiner and Schiitte-Lihotzky would again collaborate on an educational building
project, this time in Paris.

Weiner left the Soviet Union in November 1937. Given the fate of some of his former Red
Bauhaus Brigade partners, leaving the Soviet Union at that time probably saved his life.
Considering that the year was 1937, Weiner’s future prospects back in Europe were complicated,
for he was a left-wing architect of Jewish extraction. Returning to Hungary where Admiral Horty
was ruling over his so-called “kingdom” of Hungary was a particularly bleak prospect.'’ Based
on a résumé from the period, Weiner’s first destination after fleeing Moscow in late 1937 was
Vienna. In hindsight, choosing Vienna was a strange destination, particularly considering the

close relations between Austria and Germany at the time, and that the pre-Anschluss Nuremberg

8 Fora complete survey of Schiitte-Lihotzky’s work in the Soviet Union, see Peter Noever, ed.,
Margarete Schiitte-Lihotzky, Soziale Architektur Zeitzeugin eines Jahrhunderts herausgegeben (Vienna:
Bohlau, 1996), 287-88.

' Hungary at the time was an authoritarian state that continued to be parliamentary, yet not democratic. In
historian Eric Hobsbawm’s mind, this government was comparable to an eighteenth century oligarchic
system. Like several other European leaders at the time, Horty was a conservative that stood for anti-
communism. See Eric Hobsbawm, The Age of Extremes (New York: Pantheon Books, 2002), 113.
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laws had already been passed in Germany.? There is no information about what he did in

Vienna.

France, 1938-39

Weiner arrived in Paris towards the tail end of 1937 or at the beginning of 1938. There are
three undated letters from Weiner to Meyer from his first months in Paris that are useful for
understanding the details of this period.”’ The two main topics of these three letters by Weiner
were the work situation in Paris and possible countries to which he could emigrate. Weiner
mentioned that finding a job in Paris was particularly difficult, and that apart from the Schiittes
(who had been living in Paris for several months already) he had also contacted André Lurcat
who was also back in Paris after his stay in the Soviet Union.** In another letter, he mentioned
being in contact with Paul Nelson and that through these connections he had had the chance to
study hygiene, health, and emerging technologies in education and hospital-related
architecture.”> Another detail regarding the Weiner-Lurcat connection appeared in the first letter
Meyer wrote to Weiner after his arrival in Chile, from which we can gather that during Weiner’s

last months in Paris (when Meyer was already living in Mexico), Weiner mediated between

2 The so-called Nuremberg laws were a set of racial laws announced in September 1935, and the
annexation of Austria to Germany (the Anschluss) took place in March 1938.

*! From these letters we know that Weiner was staying at the Hotel Excelsior in the rue Monsieur le
Prince 45, the same hotel in which he stayed throughout his Parisian stay.

2 We know that in July 1937 Schiitte-Lihotzky was already living in Paris. Her recommendation letter to
Weiner from that month was signed with a Parisian address: 12 rue Royer-Collard, Paris V. André Lurcat
had moved to the Soviet Union in 1934 and returned to France towards the end of 1937.

» Weiner would later carry to Chile, and then back to Hungary, the following books which are now stored
in his archive: André Lurcat, Groupe scolaire de l'avenue Karl Marx a Villejuif réalisé pour la
municipalité communiste (Paris: s.n., 1933), and Paul Nelson, Citée Hospitaliere de Lille (Paris: Editions
Cabhiers d’art, 1933).
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Meyer and Lurgat regarding some material to be published in the Mexican magazine
Arquitectura y Decoracion.**

Weiner mentioned that he had not only applied for architecture jobs, but was also trying in
advertising agencies. He was considering, after the six weeks of his unsuccessful searching in
Paris, to try his luck in Sweden or Holland (where he notes that his Dutch Bauhaus classmate
Johan Niegeman had mentioned work prospects).”> He also mentioned that he had evaluated
South Africa, Ceylon (where Hans Schmidt told him there were opportunities), England, and
Australia. Weiner was trying to exit Europe from the moment he arrived in Paris. As a matter of
fact, he led a rather desperate search for his next destination. This speaks to the urgency of his
situation in France at the time where his work papers were becoming increasingly difficult to
maintain. Throughout 1938, Weiner tried for immigration papers for Australia via the Australian
Jewish Welfare Society, and eventually also through the Australian Department of Interior in
Canberra.”

The tone of the early letters to Meyer from Paris suggest that Weiner was not only talking
about his own prospects, but also sharing information that could be of use for Meyer, then in
Switzerland and also at a crossroads. Weiner mentioned that America was the most promising

destination, that there was a Bauhaus scene in Chicago, and that he had seen a brochure

** It has not been possible to confirm if the referenced material on Lurcgat was published, but Meyer
confirmed that Lurcat’s material reached Mexico. See Hannes Meyer (Mexico) to Tibor Weiner (Chile),
August 21, 1939, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

* For more information on Johan Niegeman, see Cor de Wit, Johan Niegeman 1902-1977: Bauhaus,
Sowjet Unie, Amsterdam (Amsterdam: Van Gennep, 1979).

%6 A surviving Berlitz Institute membership card proves that Weiner was taking English lessons in Paris
anticipating his departure to Australia, or entertaining the thought of the United States. There are three
surviving letters that stand as proof of this attempt: two letters to the Australian Jewish Welfare Society
from August 17 and September 20, 1938 and an undated letter to the Australian Department of Interior.
Tibor Weiner Papers, Magyar Kereskedelmi és Vendéglatoipari Muzeum Archiv, Budapest.
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connected to Moholy-Nagy’s academic endeavors there. Moreover, Weiner mentioned that his
former Bauhaus classmate, the industrial designer Hin Bredendieck was teaching in Chicago.”’
Weiner, though unenthusiastic, added that traveling to the United States appeared to be his best
option, particularly because most of his other possibilities were in “wild” parts of the world.
Weiner claimed that he had had meetings with companies that were open to hiring “our people”
(was he referring to left-wingers? Jews?). He was referring to colonization and emigration
societies that offered job opportunities. Additionally, Weiner mentioned that he had also
considered the possibility of Chile, Argentina, and Mexico.”® This statement proves that from the
very beginning, Chile, although never his first option, was at least a destination he had
considered.

The first letter with a date from the Weiner-Meyer correspondence during Weiner’s Parisian
sojourn is a letter written by Meyer in March 1938. Meyer advised Weiner to go to the United
States, where Moholy and company had paved the road for former Bauhaus students. Moreover,
Meyer thought that working in the United States and studying American building techniques at
first hand would favor Weiner’s development as an architect.” From a current perspective, it is

interesting to see Weiner and Meyer talking about the United States as a possible destination, for

7 Weiner gives Meyer Hin Bredendieck’s Chicago address: 1905 Prairie Avenue, Chicago, Illinois.
Tibor. Weiner (Paris) to Hannes Meyer (Geneva), undated letter 2/3; labeled 1937, but most likely circa
1938, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

* Tibor Weiner (Paris) to Hannes Meyer (Geneva), undated letter 1/3; labeled 1937, but most likely circa
1938, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

* “Nach wie vor rate ich dir, nach USA zu gehen. das Bauhaus hat dort einem guten Namen und die
Propaganda, die dort mit ihm durch Moholy & Konsorten getrieben wird, erleichtert dir deine Absicht.
Ich meine aber auch, dass es fiir deine Entwicklung als Architekt von grolem nutzen sein wird, den du
lernst so eigentlich den 3.kreis kennen, den das heutige bauen auszeichnet.” Hannes Meyer (Geneva) to
Tibor Weiner (Paris), March 6, 1938, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv,
Frankfurt am Main.
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it reveals that left-wing Europeans still did not think of the United States as out of bounds based
on their politics.

From a letter Meyer wrote to Weiner years later, it is possible to establish that they met in
1938 and again in 1939 before both left Europe. Meyer wrote, “Tibor Weiner [...] we saw him in
1938 in Geneva and in 1939 in Paris before he left for Chile.”’ These encounters reinforce the
idea that despite having gone in different directions, Meyer continued to be a reference point for
Weiner. Additionally, it reveals that Weiner left Paris in 1938 at least once to visit Meyer in
Geneva.

In the meantime, starting in July 1938, Weiner worked in the studio of Pierre Forestier
(1902-89), a French architect who had studied at the Ecole Nationale Supérieure des Beaux-Arts
in Paris. Before establishing his own practice, Forestier had worked for Auguste Perret, and in
1927 had been sent by Perret to work in Algeria at the office of Jacques Guiauchain who was
designing the offices of the governor general that were to be built by the the Perret Brothers
firm.”' Politically, Forestier was certainly on the left, but he does not appear to have been a
member of the French Communist Party. From 1930, Forestier was the architect of the National
Federation of Lung-related Diseases, and in 1938 he had added to his responsibilities the title of
regional architect of The Postal Office for the departments of Cher, Eure-et-Loire, Indre, and
Loir-et-Cher. He was eventually promoted to chief architect of the French Ministry of Health.
Forestier’s best known project is the Sanitary City of Clairvivre (1930-33) near the commune of

Salagnac in the Dordogne department in Aquitaine, the first of its type in France: an institution

% Hannes Meyer, fragment of a document dated April 28, 1947, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

3! Forestier went to Algeria to oversee the construction of the Palais du gouvernement générale with two

other architects from the Perret office: Denis Honegger and Michel Luyckx. Jean-Louis Cohen, France:
Modern Architectures in History, trans. Christian Hubert (London: Reaktion Books Ltd, 2015), 116.
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consecrated to the treatment of tuberculosis patients outside of a hospital infrastructure or
sanatorium, without isolating them from their families.’* This work of Forestier can be inscribed
as part of the legacy of the Social Hygiene Movement (1870-1914), for his work was informed
by the latest theories of hygiénisme. This connection evidences for the broad spectrum of
movements and ideas that became part of Weiner’s prolonged architectural training.

How Meyer ended up working for Forestier is not clear, but most likely the link was made
through the Schiittes. There is an interesting, albeit tragic, connection between Forestier and
Schiitte-Lihotzky. Forestier was the foremost architectural authority on architecture for the
treatment of tuberculosis, and Schiitte-Lihotzky had the disease. Could this connection have been
the reason for the interest of Schiitte-Lihotzky in Forestier’s architecture? Perhaps there was a
connection through the Hungarian architect Erné Goldfinger who had been a close friend of
Forestier at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts, and his co-worker in Perret’s atelier.” Although
Goldfinger moved to London in 1934, it is possible that Weiner knew him through left-wing

circles or common acquaintances but no evidence has come to light to confirm this.

3 Patients led a normal life and worked at a rhythm that was compatible with their health condition, while
enjoying continual medical surveillance. Clairvivre contained 200 rooms for single tuberculosis patients
and their visitors; 175 pavilions for tuberculosis patients and their families; a hospital and all the
amenities of a small town. Jean-Louis Cohen establishes that Forestier, when designing Clairvivre, was
influenced by the ideas of the doctor and hygienist Robert-Henri Hazemann and by the British health
facilities at Papworth. Clairvivre’s reinforced concrete buildings were a combination of the garden city,
functional city, and modern architecture (including the collective housing type). Moreover, Cohen
highlights the importance of the landscape project designed by Ferdinand Dubrat (a professor at the
horticultural school in Versailles). Cohen, France: Modern Architectures in History,126.

3 Pierre Forestier, Ern6 Goldfinger, Paul Nelson, Berthold Lubetkin, Denis Honegger, and Oscar
Nitzchké among others, had been classmates in the Ecole des beaux-arts and members of external atelier
directed by Auguste Perret. Cohen, France: Modern Architectures in History, 72.
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Weiner collaborated with Forestier on the design of a series of sanatoria, preventoria, and
health colonies.”* Specifically, he collaborated on the development of a sanatorium at Bullion
Longchene (in what was then the department of Seine-et-Oise), a study for the National Institute
of Tuberculosis at Chatillon-sous-Bagneaux (Seine) which was built, a study for the
transformation of the preventorium of Liancourt (Oise), the construction of a departmental
preventorium of Le Creuse at Guéret, a project for a preventorium at Souesmes (Loir-et-Cher),
and a competition scheme for a vacation colony at Landes for eight-hundred children. Based on
Weiner’s résumé, he also collaborated with Forestier on the design of residential buildings, a
hunting lodge, and a testing center for aviation motors.

In 1938, Weiner and Forestier collaborated with Margarete Schiitte-Lihotzky on a
competition design for a “Girls’ school and Kindergarten” in Paris.>> The school is a
combination of four free-standing single-story buildings for the nursery school and a long and
narrow three-story building for the girls’ school. There is a main common access point for the
nursery and girls’ school, and the overall group of buildings can be read as a unitary compound.
The garden is tailored for the different buildings, providing sports grounds and some small
landscaped areas. The guiding design input is natural light and ventilation, which is in keeping
with the functionalist principles that Schiitte-Lihotzky, Forestier, and Weiner had addressed in
their individual school projects previously. The appearance of cantilevered reinforced concrete

balconies in the main building can be considered as Forestier or Meyer’s contribution since these

** While a sanatorium is an establishment for the reception and medical treatment of convalescent
patients, or consumptives undergoing the open-air treatment, a preventorium is an institution where
preventive care is given to people at risk from disease, especially tuberculosis.

% The scheme did not win, but Schiitte-Lihotzky kept the drawings for the information appears in a
monograph. No address provided, but based on the site plan, the address could be Rue du Port Galand,
and if correct, this is in Bagneux. Noever ed., Margarete Schiitte-Lihotzky, Soziale Architektur Zeitzeugin
eines Jahrhunderts herausgegeben, 171-72.
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elements are in keeping with design features from some of their previous buildings, such as the
cantilevered balconies on the narrow facades of Weiner’s Orsk housing buildings (1933-36) and
the cantilevered balconies in Forestier’s Hospital for the Sanitary City of Clairvivre in Salagnac
(1934).%° The fact that the “Girls’ school and Kindergarten” competition was co-signed by
Forestier, Schiitte-Lihotzky, and Weiner opens the question as to whether Weiner operated as a
one-to-one collaborator of Forestier as opposed to an employee. This possibility makes sense
considering the proximity in age—Forestier was older by only four years. Weiner worked with
Forestier until July 1939. (figs. 4.5-4.8.) Despite the unstable political and personal situation
Weiner was experiencing at the time, the period during which he worked with Forestier was
productive, and the architectural programs he worked on were in keeping with his Bauhaus
interests in hygiene and education-related architecture.

Towards the end of 1938, Weiner applied for a teaching job at the Construction School in
Ankara, Turkey (probably on the recommendation of Schiitte-Lihotzky who was already in
Turkey).’” Already in his first Parisian letters to Meyer, Weiner mentioned that the Schiittes were

planning to travel to Turkey to join Bruno Taut, which they did in August 1938.>® Just like the

% In Forestier’s biographical notes we read that around 1938 he built a nursery in the rue du Grand-
Villiers in Orleans, so there was an overlap with Schiitte-Lihotzky at the time in the sense that they were
both designing educational facilities, which in turn was what Weiner had done in GIPROVTUS in the
Soviet Union. See Hervé Guillemain and Sonia Gaubert, “Pierre Forestier (1902-1989),” N° 063 Ifa,
Notice biographique, Cité de L’ Architecture et du Patrimoine, Institut frangais d’architecture, Centre
d’archives d’architecture du XX siécle (June 2006), 5. More research could be done at the Cité de

L’ Architecture et du Patrimoine, Institut francais d’architecture, Centre d’archives d’architecture du XX°
siécle, N° 063 Ifa, fonds Pierre Forestier, for there are forty-seven archival boxes of documents, one box
of plans, one drawer of plans, and eight boxes of photographs waiting to be scrutinized in search for more
connections between Weiner, Forestier, and Schiitte-Lihotzky.

37 Tibor Weiner (Paris) to the Construction School in Ankara, December 25, 1938, Tibor Weiner Family
Archive, Budapest.

* The Schiittes stayed in Istambul past Taut’s death in December 1938. In December 1940 Schiitte-
Lihotzky returned to Austria to join the underground Communist Party resistance, and she was captured
in January 1941, spending the rest of the war in jail. See Tibor Weiner (Paris) to Hannes Meyer (Geneva),
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previous attempt to move to Australia, the letters to the Construction School in Ankara also
failed to get Weiner out of France.

On June 22, Weiner married the Hungarian Judith Vadja in Paris, and they both applied for
visas for Chile. Towards the end of June, in a letter, Hans Schmidt said to contact his brother
Max Schimdt, a farmer living close to Santiago (in La Cruz, Quillota), if Weiner need anything
in Chile.” Schmidt’s letter spoke about the well-being of former collaborators as a collective
concern.”’ While Schmidt (Basel), the Stams (Ziirich), the Schiittes (Istanbul), and the Meyers
(Mexico City) were all in relative safety, Weiner’s situation in Paris had become extremely
onerous: according to his daughters, during his last period in Paris, he had lost his work permit

and had to register daily at the local Police Prefecture.”'

undated letter 2/3; labeled 1937, but most likely circa 1938, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

** Hans Schmidt (Basel) to Tibor Weiner (Paris), June 30, 1939, Tibor Weiner Papers, Magyar
Kereskedelmi és Vendéglatoipari Muzeum Archiv, Budapest.

0 Letters from Margarete Schiitte-Lihotzky, Mart (and Lotte) Stam, Léna Meyer Bergner, and Hannes
Meyer followed that of Schmidt, congratulating Weiner for solving his relocation problem and wishing
him luck in Chile. Hans Schmidt (Basel) to Tibor Weiner (Paris), June 30, 1939; Willhelm Schiitte
(although he was allegedly living in Turkey at the time, he provides a Stockholm address) to Tibor
Weiner (Paris), July 1, 1939; Mart Stam (Zurich) to Tibor Weiner (Paris), July 10, 1939; Hannes Meyer
(Mexico City) to Tibor Weiner (Santiago), August 28, 1939, Tibor Weiner Papers, Magyar Kereskedelmi
¢s Vendéglatoipari Muzeum Archiv, Budapest.

*! The fact that Weiner and so many other foreigners ended up in France in the 1930s speaks to a wider
scenario. After the rise anf fall of the Popular front (1936-1938) France continued under the center-left
leadership of Edouard Daladier and then Paul Reynaud. Between 1933 and 1939, France was a haven for
Europeans, and as fascism gained momentum it became the control center for the European left. This
ended in June 1940 when a coalition led by Marshal Philippe Pétain took over and eventually sealed the
armistice with Germany. The fact that Paris was Weiner’s last residence in Europe before exiting the
continent exemplifies the itinerant dimension of his life, as well as that of the other protagonists of this
dissertation, responded directly to the European scenario of the 1930s. See Eric Hobsbawm, Interesting
Times: A Twentieth Century Life (London: The New Press, 2005), 322.
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Chile, 1939-1948

On July 15, Weiner and Vadja left France from La Rochelle-La Pallice, arriving in
Valparaiso on August 13, 1939.* Chile was the first country to give Weiner immigration papers.
Though Weiner had mentioned Chile to Meyer as early as 1938, it had been in the context of a
long list of countries he was considering. Chile’s receptivity to Weiner’s petition for a visa was
most likely connected with the January 1939 earthquake that struck the southern part of the
country.” Architects and building professionals were in demand for the reconstruction effort.
Supporting this thesis is the fact that Weiner’s visa was sponsored (aside from Pierre Forestier
and one Wyn Charles) by Arturo Alessandri Rodriguez, the son of the former Chilean president
Arturo Alessandri Palma (who had served three terms: 1920-1924, 1925, and finally 1932-1938).
In addition to being a prominent public figure, Arturo Alessandri Rodriguez was the dean of the
Law School of the University of Chile (1924-1927 and 1933-1943). Considering Weiner’s
political allegiances and his Soviet sojourn, it is curious that a Chilean conservative would
sponsor his visa—and how Alessandri Rodriguez became the sponsor of the visa is an enigma.
(fig. 4.9.)

Weiner’s first job in Chile was as an architectural drafter at the Ministry of Development.**

2 They sailed on the “Orbita,” a vessel of the British based Pacific Steam Navigation Company, which
had left from Liverpool, then stopped at La Rochelle-La Pallice, and after stops in several Central and
South American ports, it reached its final destination twent

nine days later—on August 13, 1939 it anchored in Valparaiso. (This information is taken from the 1939
itinerary of the Pacific Steam Navigation Company.)

# The earthquake of eight degrees on the Richter scale took place on January 24, 1939. Its epicenter was
near Quirihue, located fifty-three kilometers away from Chillan (a small size city), and seventy-five

kilometers away from Concepcion (Chile’s third largest city).

* Tibor Weiner (Santiago) to Hannes Meyer (Mexico City), January 1, 1940, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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Weiner eventually started working with the Chilean architect Ricardo Miiller Hess (1897-1943),
who held the posts of chief architect at the National Office of Public Works, and technical
consultant at the Ministry of Education, in addition to teaching Construction at the University of
Chile. In a letter written by Weiner as he was leaving Chile years later, in hindsight he divided

his architectural work in Chile into two periods:

First period: I collaborated with another architect, due to the fact that I could
never revalidate my architecture diploma. His name was Miiller. I worked like a
dog for three years to allow him to take 60% of what I earned. He lived in high
fashion, died of delirium tremens, may he rest in peace, leaving me without a
cent. We won three competitions and designed thirty-two houses together.
[Second Period] After this experience I told myself that it would be better to
continue alone, and I started building. A capitalist partner took half of the meager
profits we made, so I started to build without capital, fighting creditors, owners

and all kinds of “nice” people.*

Regarding the first period, the only likely connection with Miiller appears to have been his visa
sponsor Arturo Alessandri Rodriguez. Miiller had been the architect for Arturo Alessandri
Rodriguez’s father’s most important building project as president, the National Stadium of Chile.
Moreover, Miiller was a personal friend of the Alessandri family. Since Weiner did not speak
Spanish when he arrived in Chile, and Miiller spoke German, the connection makes sense.

Of the three competitions Weiner did with Miiller during this first period, two are well

* Tibor Weiner (Chile) to Hannes Meyer (Mexico), February 8, 1948, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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known but only one came to fruition: the Fire Department of Chillan. The Municipal Market of
Concepcion was won but never took off. These competitions in the south of Chile were
organized by the Relief and Reconstruction Corporation (Corporacion de Reconstruccion y
Augxilio), created under a law of July 21, 1939. This development corporation was created as a
response to the earthquake, and its purpose was to facilitate and administer the reconstruction
efforts.

Weiner’s most important built project in Chile is the Fire Department of Chillan, also of
1940, and also a part of the reconstruction efforts of the Relief and Reconstruction Corporation.
This building had a smaller and more detailed program. The project was built in reinforced
concrete, and its main features make full use of the possibilities offered by this material, starting
with the corner entrance distinguished by a cylindrical volume and a bell tower with a helix
cantilevered stair case. The mushroom columns in the parking garage for the fire trucks are the
most telling functionalist feature. The mushroom columns eliminate the need for beams which
would have prevented tall fire engines from parking inside. This project appears to be one of the
earliest—if not the earliest—uses of mushroom columns in Chile. The use of mushroom
columns, a structural element that works well structurally in seismic regions, might recall
architectural projects Weiner saw published in books like the 1927 Bauten der Technik: ihre
Form und Wirkung, by Werner Lindner, or the 1928 Beton als Gestalter: Bauten in Eisenbeton
und ihre architektonische Gestaltung, Ausgefiihrte Eisenbetonbauten, by Julius Vischer and the
Bauhaus teacher Ludwig Hilberseimer. Both books dedicated several pages to the documentation

of the use of mushroom columns in building in the United States and Europe.*® Mushroom

% See Werner Lindner, Bauten der Technik: ihre Form und Wirkung (Berlin: E. Wasmuth, 1927), 161-63;
and Julius Vischer and Ludwig Hilberseimer. Beton als Gestalter: Bauten in Eisenbeton und ihre

architektonische Gestaltung, Ausgefiihrte Eisenbetonbauten (Stuttgart: J. Hoffmann,
1928), 61-64.
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columns were also used in some paradigmatic projects in Soviet Union when Weiner was living
there, such as Ivan Nikolaev’s 1929-1931 Communal House of the Textile Institute in
Moscow—the difference being that Nikolaev’s columns have a smooth continuous finish
throughout whereas Weiner’s are faceted. The difference might have had to do with the absence
of expertise in creating tubular formwork in Chile. (figs. 4.14-4.15.) Based on the proposed bold
use of reinforced concrete in the project for the Concepcion Market (the original project that was
not built) and the Chillan Fire Station, it is possible to claim the technical influence of Pierre
Forestier—particularly in the way reinforced concrete is used. If one looks at Miiller’s
architecture at the time, which was more neoclassical and restrained, it is evident that Weiner
took the lead on these projects.

The Municipal Market of Concepcion project was won in a 1940 competition, it was to be
located one street away from the city’s central square on a whole city block.* It is a complex
project with a central nucleus—an octagon—and four two-story wings spanning twenty-six
meters each. The wings start from the octagon in the center towards the corners of the city block,
forming an X. Between the wings are spaces with free-standing pavilions on three of the street
fronts, and the main loading docks on the fourth. (The perspectives of the project show these
three pavilions while the images of the model do not have them.) The four corner entrances are
for pedestrians, while vehicular movement relating to the loading and unloading of food took
place throughout the perimeter and in-between the corners. The design principle was that each of
the four wings would serve a different purpose: one for meat-related products, one for fish and
seafood, one for milk and animal produce, and the last one for wholesale products. The central

space, where all the wings converge, was reserved for fruits and vegetables—the functionalist

* The city block bordered by Carrera, Caupolican, Maipt and Rengo streets.
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approach is evident in the specialization of each pavilion.* (figs. 4.10-4.12.)

Aspects of the Concepcion Market project could be connected with Weiner’s 1932 “Type-
Project for a Pedagogical Institute of Technology” designed for the VUSSTROIPROEKT in
Moscow, which featured three wings with a semicircular auditorium set before a Y-shape
scheme. The treatment of the shorter wings and the larger back wing of the Y was achieved by
chamfering the corners of a reception hall in a way that is comparable to the octagon where the
four wings of the Chilean project meet. Although in the Soviet project these wings were
classrooms and in the Chilean project they are market pavilions. But the layout of the wings with
a central space is similar. (see fig. 4.1.)

In relation to the use of an octagon in the center of the Concepcion Market project, in 1937
while working for the GIPROTORG in Moscow, Weiner had designed a project entitled
“Standardized Retail Pavilion” that was also based on an octagon. The 1937 building is an
octagonal pavilion most likely planned as a kiosk for a park. The interior layout and the counter-
like windows reveal that the building was most likely intended to dispense food. (fig. 4.13.)

Weiner and Miiller’s Concepcion Market project was never constructed; Miiller died in 1943,
and in 1944 a Municipal Decree established that the original project was too expensive to build

and that the Relief and Reconstruction Corporation would sponsor a new project.”’ In 1945,

* At first sight, Miiller and Weiner’s Concepcion Market project looks like an English or American
prison scheme from the late eighteenth century (like Ipswich County Goal by William Blackburn), whose
functional rationale allowed for ventilation and surveillance. A similar solution for a market to that of
Miiller and Weiner was used in 1937 in the Central Market of Phnom Penh in Cambodia, designed by the
French architect Louis Chauchon, but it is unlikely that Weiner had any reference of this project at the
time. See Robin Evans, The Fabrication of Virtue: English Prison Architecture, 1750-1840 (Cambridge;
New York: Cambridge University Press, 1982), 148; 150; 240.

¥ See “Municipal Bulletin of the city of Concepcion, ordinary session of December 15, 1944, presided
over by the Major Luis Luco Cruchaga.” The author is indebted to Camila Salazar, a masters’ student at
the Freie Universitét in Berlin writing a thesis on the Concepcion Market, for having shared her material
about the built project. Our exchange of information confirmed that Meyer and Miiller did not design the
Concepcion market that was built.
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architect Manuel Palma S. and a team of architects developed a new project; built on the same
city block considered for the original competition.”® It is a massive single hangar-like nave with a
reinforced concrete frame and a lighter wooden substructure for the roof. It crosses the middle of
the block from Caupolican to Rengo Street. The built version of the market uses the totality of
the surface of the city block and is more schematic than the original winning project by Weiner
and Miiller. At the same time, the design is simpler and more pragmatic since it organizes the
market around a central ‘covered street’ as opposed to four wings that meet in a central octagon.
The “third” competition Weiner alluded to in his February 1948 letter to Meyer could be the
Savings Banks building in Avenida Matta (assuming it was won in a competition).”' (figs. 4.16-
4.17.) In the early 1940s, Weiner and Miiller designed a National Savings Bank building at 960
Manuel Antonio Matta Avenue.’* The exterior of this two-story building is understated and
modern; but the more complex interior again features mushroom columns. This time, the
columns are more expressive, since in the connection between the column and the flare of the
cap there is an inverted umbrella detail that does not appear to serve a structural purpose. Weiner
might have taken the idea for this detail from the Kropotkinskaya subway station in Moscow

(designed by architects Alexey Dushkin and Yakov Lichtenberg) that opened in 1935.

* Led by Manuel Palma S., the Relief and Reconstruction Corporation architecture team that designed the
built Concepcion Market also included the architects Isidoro Latt, Julio Cordero, Daniel Ramirez, and
Eduardo Arrau.

>! The other possibility is that the “third” competition in question was a double third prize in a housing
prototypes competition, yet the surviving prize certificate for this last competition only lists Weiner as the
author. The document in question is from December 1, 1939, and the president of the jury (architect
Hermégenes del Canto) informed Weiner that two of his entries (No. 0045, and 0456) had been awarded a
third prize. Corporacion de Reconstruccion y Auxilio to Tibor Weiner, December 1, 1939, Tibor Weiner
Papers, Magyar Kereskedelmi és Vendéglatéipari Muizeum Archiv, Budapest.

*2 Although dated 1943, the design must have been earlier. This building is currently a branch of the
Banco Estado.
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The last buildings from the “first period” are the thirty-two houses that Weiner mentioned.
There is a collection of undated photographs of these houses. What stands out in some of the
houses are very large and expressive corner windows, framed by protruding reinforced concrete
edges. For the most part, the roofs are pitched. As for the interiors, an unusual image of one
house shows a split-level between the entrance and the living room. It has been impossible to
trace any of these houses in Santiago.” (figs. 4.18-4.23.)

The work done during what Weiner defined as his second period in Chile (the division into
two periods was done by him in a letter in 1948), began after Miiller’s death in 1943. During this
time Weiner attempted to work as an independent architect and contractor in association with
capitalist partners.>* From this period there is a 1946 building in downtown Santiago at 536
Guayaquil Street. This six-story rental building is located on a curved street. The treatment of the
facade of this project can be connected with the large facades of Weiner’s Orsk housing
buildings. The first floor is aligned with the neighboring buildings, but starting at the second
floor the fagade protrudes approximately 50 cm (20 inches), both gaining interior space above
the sidewalk and creating an interesting cubist-like composition. This project is the one that
Weiner referred to when saying, “a capitalist partner took half of the meager profits we made,”
since he had partnered with a contractor named Israel Friedman.

There is one house Weiner designed in Santiago that has been found, a house for the Chilean
painter Ana Enriqueta Petit Marfan (known as Henriette Petit) at 137 Los Tolomiros Street at the

base of San Cristobal Hill. Petit was a member of the Chilean artistic vanguard and she had a

>3 Judging from the photographs, and based on information provided in an interview with one of Weiner’s
Chilean students, many of these houses were located on the Nufioa neighborhood. This area of Santiago
has seen many of its modern houses demolished since the early 1990s due to a sequence of construction
booms. Miguel Lawner, interview by Daniel Talesnik. Santiago, January 17, 2012.

> Tibor Weiner (Chile) to Hannes Meyer (Mexico), February 8, 1948, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

245



strong connection to France, thus most likely a personal contact of Weiner. The house was
finished in 1947, it is a simple play of volumes; the main feature is a prominent frontal cube.

From a general perspective, Weiner’s designs in Chile were the work of an architect who
adapted to the circumstances he found. When he ran out of public commissions, he had no
problem adjusting to real estate speculation projects, or to small private commissions. This
flexibility speaks to the fact that the career of Weiner, just as with Meyer, was at times guided by
militant criteria, and at other times by doing what architects usually do, which is to take on any
design job they can get to sustain themselves.

The bold use of reinforced concrete reveals the quality of the technical preparation he had,
and the pitched roofs of the houses can be interpreted as a less dogmatic approach to modernism
when compared to the indiscriminate importation of flat roofs present in the architecture of many
of his Chilean colleagues. Weiner could design a “modern” project like the Guayaquil street
building, but also had no apparent problem in designing a “traditional” house with a pitched roof
with clay roof tiles. Unfortunately the floor plans of most of his Chilean projects have not
survived, but, judging from the few that we have, all of his architectural ingeniousness was most
likely present in the design of the interiors.

Until this point, Weiner’s story is nuanced (his trajectory erratic and radical only at times),
but it is a synecdoche of the diverse backgrounds of the modern architects who found refuge in
countries like Chile during the Second World War—the secondary locations of the development
of modern architecture, where aspects of discontinued European architectural ideas were
continued. These particular asynchronic branches of modernism paid obeisance not to the

position of the vanguard but to the arriere-garde of architecture. Or did they?
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Weiner’s Role in the Reform of the School of Architecture of the University of Chile

Towards the end of his Chilean stint, Weiner changed hats and began to teach architecture,
perhaps the most relevant dimension of his time there for this dissertation which aims to trace the
pedagogical outcomes and continuations of Hannes Meyer’s Bauhaus pedagogy. In 1946, six
years into Weiner’s Chilean sojourn, a group of architecture students from the University of
Chile contacted him in search of someone to help outline a new academic program. This liaison
was a lucky strike for both parties. Weiner’s Bauhaus studies, his collaboration with Meyer, and
his work in Hungary, Germany, the Soviet Union, and France gave him an unmatched range of
experiences for the Chilean milieu and matched the students reformist aims. Before leaving
Chile, Weiner would testify that the reform movement saved him from an insufferable work
rhythm and the worries over constant financial difficulties from his design and building
practice.”® Above all, his position at the University allowed him to develop his own pedagogical
project, which was based heavily on his Bauhaus experience but that also integrated other ideas.

There had been two previous Reform attempts led by students in 1933 and 1939. Despite the
fact that these efforts created awareness among the students and alarm in the university’s
administration, neither attempt was able to push for substantial changes. The University of
Chile’s School of Architecture, which originated in 1849 as the School of Civil Architecture, had
been part of the Engineering School until 1944. By 1945, the curriculum was based on a hybrid
Beaux-Arts/technical school model. While students were still asked to draw the classical orders

by copying plaster casts, and final degree projects could be about an “Acropolis for the Arts,” the

55 ’ r . ’ ’
“(...) y hace un par de dias que no puedo mas, me voy. Y me voy a comienzos de marzo a Hungria. Asi

pasaron estos afios de trabajo infernal, con constantes dificultades de vida y plata, me hubiera puesto viejo
y tonto si dos afios atras no me salva la reforma universitaria (...)” Tibor Weiner (Chile) to Hannes Meyer
(Mexico), February 8, 1948, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am
Main.
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connection with the engineering school provided solid structural and construction training. In the
eyes of the Reform Movement of 1946, one of the main issues was that a Beaux-Arts training
was detached from the real needs of Chile at the time, a country in the process of modernizing its
institutions under the leadership of the second successive president from the Radical Party. (The
Partido Radical is a left-wing party of a social democrat persuasion.) Despite being led by the
motto “to govern is to produce,” the government of President Juan Antonio Rios was marked by
instability from the beginning, partly due to Chile’s neutrality in the Second World War and the
international and national pressures to break diplomatic relations with the countries of the Axis.
The Rios government might not have been as progressive as that of his predecessor Pedro
Aguirre Cerda (who under the motto “to govern is to educate” had enlarged the school and
university system in the country) but did manage to continue a series of Aguirre Cerda’s
initiatives. In 1946, unlike in 1933 and 1939, the time was ripe for the educational changes the
architecture students promoted.

During the first months of 1946, Weiner met leaders of the Reform Movement and began
helping to shape what was to become a groundbreaking curriculum in Chile. The first leader of
the Reform Movement that Weiner met was Abraham Schapira. In 1946, Schapira was a fifth
year student, and one of the three leaders of the Reform—the other two being Gaston Etcheverry
and Herndn Behm. The other important character in the Weiner-University of Chile connection is
Carlos Sandor (d.1980), a structural engineer and Hungarian émigré who brought Weiner to the
attention of Schapira. The students were in a hurry: the school was on strike and they needed a
solid proposal to challenge the University authorities. Weiner helped these students to write a
curriculum that would transition their Beaux-Arts-based education to a more contemporary

pedagogical scheme that was aware of social needs and technology, meaning that Weiner
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suggested aspects of Hannes Meyer’s Bauhaus’ “scientific approach,” and bio-functionalist
methods. The basic proposals of the reform considered functionalism to be defined by a triangle
between man, nature, and materials as the essential and determining aspects of any given
architectural project. As we can see in the first diagram, the reformers understood material and
nature as categories that needed the mediation of technique; nature and man as categories that
needed to be mediated by philosophy; and man and material as categories that needed to be
mediated by plasticity. The progressions of these diagrams show how the initial basic concepts
were expanded to include study areas from the new curriculum such as biology and mathematics
in the second diagram. The third and last three-dimensional diagram, lists individual names of
academic disciplines (and the individual names of lecture courses), such as sociology, urbanism
and history. (figs. 4.24-4.26.)

The new curriculum was divided into dialectical stages—two years of analysis and four years
of synthesis—crowned by a one-year diploma. It should be noted that the use of the analysis and
synthesis stages in a project was characteristic of Meyer’s pedagogy and work system. For
instance, when describing one of his projects in the Soviet Union, Meyer stated: “The various

% The classes in the

stages of planning for the years 1933 (analysis) and 1934 (synthesis) [...]
scheme were organized under four blocks: plastic, technical, sociological, and philosophical.
There are overlaps with the Bauhaus curriculum, at times on a subject-to-subject basis. Among
others, “Hygiene,” “Sociology,” and “Technology of Materials” were all part of Meyer’s

Bauhaus curriculum. Many of the science and social science courses in Meyer’s Bauhaus were

also replicated in the Chilean curriculum.

>® Hannes Meyer, “Development Plan for the Capital of Birobidzhan, 1933-34,” translated in Claude
Schnaidt ed., Hannes Meyer, Buildings, Projects and Writings (Arthur Nigli Ltd.: Teufen AR, 1965), 70.
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In the Plastic Block, some classes drew heavily on the Bauhaus Vorkurs. First and second
year students had “Modeling,” “Composition,” “Plastics” and “Technical Drawing” classes.
From third to sixth year, students had modeling and free hand drawing classes.”’

Under the Technical Block, within the analytical cycle, first year students studied
“Mathematics,” “Descriptive Geometry,” “Technical Physics,” and “Technology of Materials.”®
In second year, the courses were “Infinitesimal Analysis,” “Applications of Descriptive
Geometry,” “Theoretical Physics,” and “Topography.” Moving into the synthesis cycle, in third
year, the students took “Applied Mechanics” and “Construction,” and in fourth and fifth year
they added “Installations” and “Organization” plus a sixth year seminar on “Stability and
Construction.” Although the Bauhaus did have these types of classes, there was a greater
emphasis on structural concerns given the likelihood of earthquakes in Chile. The prior
dependence of the architecture school on the engineering school meant that this part of the
curriculum was very strong.

In the first year of the Sociological Block, there was a class on “Biology and Hygiene” (this
class was later renamed “Bio-Architecture”). In the second year, there was a class on “Social

Economy” (which was later entitled “Sociology”).”’ Additionally, from the second to the sixth

ear, there was an “Urbanism” class.
ycar,

> Composition was taught by the painter Camilo Mori (the painters Sergio Montecinos and Ramoén
Vergara Grez were the teaching assistants), “Plastics” by architects Ventura Galvan and Fernando
Caracci, and “Technical Drawing” by architects Gaston Etcheverry and Julio Rios.

% “Mathematics” was taught by engineers Agustin Rivera and Luis Herrera and “Descriptive Geometry”
by engineers Reinaldo Harnecker and Osvaldo Figueroa.

* “Biology and Hygiene” was taught by Doctor José¢ Garciatello, a medical doctor who was infatuated by
Le Corbusier’s ideas on the relationship between architecture and urbanism and hygiene. Garciatello had
even traveled to France to meet Le Corbusier personally. Some years later, “Bio-Architecture” had a
second section taught in parallel by Dr. César Cecchi. “Social Economy” was taught by the pedagogue
Astolfo Tapia and the lawyer Raul Rettig.
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In the Philosophical Block, Weiner’s influence on the reform became tangible in the class
“Architectural and Urban Analysis” for first and second year students which Weiner taught in
1946-47.°° In Weiner’s own words, the class was, “some sort of introduction to architecture, with
historical, philosophical, and technical inputs and practical exercises that tackled the human
measures. I tried to communicate a methodology that could be deployed by the students in the

later stages of their studies.”®"'

The class borrowed heavily from Meyer’s Bauhaus. (fig. 4.27-
4.29.) The curriculum’s core class was “Introductory Studio” (“Taller Elemental”) in the first
and second year and “Core Studio” (“Taller Central”) from the third to the sixth year.
“Introductory Studio” was taught together with the “Architectural and Urban Analysis” class,
which meant there were both theoretical and practical exercises. This “history and studio” system
emulated what Weiner had experienced at the Hungarian Royal University as an architecture
student. The first and second year students, as well as the students in the “Core Studio” from the
third through the fifth year, shared a classroom and teacher, but each cohort had separate
assignments. In 1946, the teachers were Juan Martinez, Waldo Parraguéz, José Aracena,
Mauricio Despouy, Julio Rios, and Roberto Déavila Carson. All of these architects were either up-
and-coming at the time, or already established professionals. In hindsight, they can be considered

as part of the group of forerunners of rationalist and modern architecture in Chile.** In 1930,

Roberto Davila Carson went to Paris and studied with Theo van Doesburg and Georges

% Due to the number of students, the first and second year “Architectural and Urban Analysis” class had
two sections. Architect Miguel Angel Belloni taught the second section in accordance with Weiner’s
syllabus.

%! Tibor Weiner (Chile) to Hannes Meyer (Mexico), February 8, 1948, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

62 After Weiner left the school in 1948, the architect Héctor Mardones Restat (1907-1974) joined the
team, while Parraguéz left due to health problems and Despouy due a lack of commitment.
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Vantongerloo and, in 1932, worked six months for Le Corbusier.” In 1935, Davila started
teaching in the school, a detail that reveals that there were teachers at the University of Chile
before the Reform with firsthand experience of the European architectural vanguard of the
interwar period and that different approaches were being already taught. Students signed up by
teacher, and the studio had a central topic. A topic might be for instance “education,” where third
year students designed a kindergarten, fourth year students designed an elementary school, and
fifth year students a university campus. Third through fifth year students also had an
“Architecture History” (which according to the students was closer to an “Art History” class).**
The inclusion of this class was one major change from Meyer’s Bauhaus study plan, which did
not offer history classes. This critical difference between Weiner and Meyer’s study plans is also
part of what has already been described as a “less dogmatic approach” (a more inclusive
approach).

The vertical studio system implemented in Chile was similar to Meyer’s Bauhaus studio
system. Take for example the work done by students on the ADGB Trade Union School in
Bernau where the more experienced students trained and supervised the less experienced ones in
an atelier-like setting. Meyer would replicate this system in his Soviet teaching, and the Red
Bauhaus Brigade can be described as an extension of this vertical studio system. Moreover, in
the two years he taught at the post-graduate level in Mexico, Meyer also kept this collective
principle. Despite the introduction of history courses in the curriculum, Weiner’s Chilean study

program can be inscribed in the pedagogical legacy of Meyer’s Bauhaus.

% In Le Corbusier’s office, Roberto Davila Carson worked on the project for Fort-I’Empereur in Algeria.
See Oscar Ortega S., “Roberto Davila Carson: hacia una arquitectura propia,” De Arquitectura 2 (1991):
3-11.

6 «Architecture History” was taught by José Ricardo Morales Malva.
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Additionally, the Reform program included elective classes, which can be seen in the last line
of the study program. Most of these replicated elements of the Bauhaus model. The classes were:
“Languages,” “Photography,” “Applied Arts,” “Scenography,” “Botany,” “Statistics,” “Physical
Education,” and “Furniture Making.” With a few exceptions, these last classes were not
implemented; however, a group of students organized a painting and photography club and
called themselves the Plastics Group.

During the first semester of the sixth year, there were seminars which students could choose
to take in one of three institutes that belonged to the architecture school: Housing and Planning,
Experimental Construction, and History Institute. If a student made a special request, he or she
could define his or her own seminar topic outside of these three institutes. Additionally, during
the second semester of the sixth year, there was a subject called “Professional Practice,” which
was definitely a Bauhaus influence since Meyer’s curriculum in Dessau stated that the three final
semesters were of professional practice. Students in Chile could complete the “Professional
Practice” requirement in the Technical Office of the University or in a private office. Finally, in
the seventh year, in a break from the Bauhaus model, there was the final degree project. This part
of the program was a continuation from the pre-reform system that established a final career
project as a graduation requirement.®’

In order to be more specific about the content of Weiner’s class “Architecture and Urban
Analysis,” it is necessary to analyze the exercises done by the students. While the theoretical part

was basically an abridged architecture history class based on analyses of examples that

6 Jorge Gonzéalez, Abraham Schapira, and Tibor Weiner, “Fundamento del Plan de Reforma

de la Ensefianza de la Arquitectura en la Universidad de Chile,” Pan-American Architecture Congress,
Lima, Pera, 1947; Barrenechea, Ana Maria, Hernan Behm, Osvaldo Caceres et al. “A 53 Afios de la
Reforma de la Reforma de 1946 Santiago: Facultad de Arquitectura de la Universidad de Chile, 1999.
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emphasized representational and functional aspects of architecture, it was the practical part that
was infused with Meyer’s Bauhaus pedagogy. The first assignments were studying independent
human activities, looking at interrelations and measures. Students analyzed elements in their own
household, like the relationship between a man and a certain piece of furniture through plans,
schemes of visual relationships, and ergonometric analyses. The aim was that the students would
understand the ergonometric (or the anthropometric in some texts) as the relationships between
functions associated with architectural spaces and activities such as resting and eating, in order to
define the measures.® (figs. 4.30-4.32.)

A surviving first year exercise by students Miguel Lawner and Ricardo Tapia focuses on
circulation. They created analyses of existing spaces and uses, and studied the movements of
individuals within these spaces. Complexity increased until they arrived at the analysis of the
movements of a family group inside a house. These exercises aimed at rethinking the house
starting from its uses, resulting in new circulations and accesses and both the re-dimensioning of
existing spaces and the elimination of spaces without function. (figs. 4.33-4.35.) The first year
ended with a design exercise in which students took a unit they had analyzed during the semester
and completely re-designed it. In the second year complexity increased and students faced
challenges like the design of a bathroom and a kitchen for a house, which they had to justify by
providing the analytical method learned in the first year. These studies are reminiscent of
Weiner’s own student work under Meyer, like the exercise done with Philipp Tolziner entitled
“Test for Communal Residential Buildings for the Workers of a Factory in a Socialist State,”

where the preliminary studies for the project were done with spatial tests and measurements in

% Tibor Weiner, “Programa del Curso de Anélisis Arquitectural” (1946); Beatriz Mella, “Curso de
Analisis Arquitectural, Tibor Weiner, 1946-1947,” Seminar Paper, Pontificia Universidad Catolica de
Chile, 2004; Daniel Talesnik, “Tibor Weiner, una Re-Introduccion,” De Arquitectura 14 (2006): 64-70.
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Tolziner’s Dessau apartment. The studies are comparable since they started by studying
functions and the associated spatial requirements in the students’ own domestic life, and later
used these analyses to properly dimension habitation units. (see figs. 2.38-2.41.)

In order to explore further the pedagogical approach that is being analyzed, a comparison
between a 1946 exercise done for Weiner’s class, a 1940 exercise done for Meyer’s Mexican
class, and a 1929 exercise done for Meyer’s Bauhaus class can lead to deeper insights. It is
important to keep in mind that the University of Chile offered a seven-year undergraduate
architecture program; Meyer’s Mexican program was a two-year strictly post-professional
specialization in urbanism, offered to engineers, economists and architects; and Meyer’s
Bauhaus was a four-and-a-half years architecture program that required students to come with
practical training or previous studies (basically a pre- and post-professional hybrid).

In a first year exercise done by Miguel Lawner for Weiner’s class, there is a first board of
historical analysis, a second board with a chronological analysis of activities, a third with
schemes of relationships and circulation, a fourth with an analysis of weather and climate, a fifth
with a seasonal analysis, and finally a sixth board with an atmospheric analysis. The best
materials for a comparison are the second and third boards. (figs. 4.36-4.39.)

Meyer’s students in Mexico did similar analyses. In 1940-41, Meyer taught an urban
planning studio at the Planning and Urbanism Institute. The class was called “Study of the Vital
Space of Workers’ Families and Employees of Mexico City.” The student Ricardo Rivas studied
a “Room for a worker in the village of Nativitas in Mexico City.” In his board, there are also
analyses for the daily, weekly and yearly activities of the worker and his family. The codification

is made with hatches of different densities. (fig. 4.40.)
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At the Bauhaus, Edmund Collein—a student of the Bauhaus architecture department from its
inception in 1927 until Meyer’s departure in 1930—did an exercise called “Study of the
Periodicity of the Habitat.” As it was explained in Chapter I1, first, there is an analysis of the
seven inhabitants of the house, who have been arranged spatially in a diagram and classified by
gender. The description of each inhabitant is provided underneath. There are charts of the daily
activities of the inhabitants of the house that correlate with the day’s hours and activities using
isotypes that describe sleeping, working, etc. There are also seasonal variations for each of these
diagrams—summer and winter—and also one for Sundays. Finally, there are yearly
diagrammatic analyses of the activities of each member of the house, a list of spatial
requirements, and an outline of the ground floor of the house. (see fig. 2.37.)

Through this comparison, we can also see that in Lawner’s board done at the University of
Chile, he analyzed the chronological development of the daily activities of a worker in three

29 <6

given circumstances: “normal work day,” “sick day or day off,” and “intense work day.” For
each of these, there is an analysis in cold and warm weather—exactly as in Collein’s Bauhaus
analyses. The caricatures drawn in the Chilean exercise are not as accomplished as Collein’s
isotypes, but they serve a similar purpose.

Was Weiner aware of the studies Meyer had conducted in Mexico? Possibly, considering that
in April 1943, the Mexican magazine Arquitectura had published Meyer’s “Mexico City,
Fragments of an Urban Analysis.” On page 106, there are two charts from 1940 done by the

engineer-architect Antonio Gonzalez Juérez that analyze the daily activities of a family of six for

a weekday, and a weekend day.®” The charts organize each family member separately, and use

%7 “Ejemplo de analisis del espacio de vida de una familia de empleado commercial en la ciudad de
Mexico, D. F., (Puente de Alvarado).” Investigador: Antonio Gonzalez Judrez. ing-arq. (Elaboracion en el
Instituto de Urbanismo y Planificacion del I. P. N. en el afio de 1940 bajo la direccion del Arq. Hannes
Meyer), in Arquitectura (April 1943): 96-1009.
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different hatches that code sleep, work, rest, leisure, sports, shopping, study, commuting, eating,
hygiene, and church. If Weiner had a copy of this magazine which was published three years
before he began teaching—not unlikely considering Meyer had been sending Weiner his
Mexican material in the early 1940s—then his Chilean class (1946) might have been influenced
directly by Meyer’s Mexican pedagogy (1940). The thematic similarity between Lawner’s
Chilean charts and Gonzalez Juirez’s Mexican charts is evident.®®

Moving on, Lawner’s third board, Collein’s Bauhaus exercise, and Weiner and Tolziner’s
Bauhaus exercise, all apply a similar graphic analysis of circulation and spatial relationships.
These exercises speak to the idea that architectural analysis was a research strategy and an
architectural exploration tool, and as such it was Weiner’s main educational legacy in Chile.
Architectural analysis was a method for facing any given architectural problem. Weiner’s
approach was of a multifaceted nature, which we can describe as less strict than Meyer’s.

According to Lawner:

As students we did not know exactly what Constructivism was, perhaps by the end
of our studies, but not in 1946. Regarding the Bauhaus, only years later did we
make any conscious distinction between Gropius and Meyer. Weiner had, in my
opinion, the subtlety not to speak about these differences with us, perhaps under

the presupposition that we would not grasp the differences. He [Weiner] did not

% The assumption that Meyer sent Weiner a copy of the April 1934 issue of Arquitectura magazine is
based on an undated letter from Meyer to Weiner from the period that states that Meyer sent Weiner fifty
copies of Arquitectura magazine (two different issues, twenty-five copies of each issue) in which Meyer’s
Mexican work had been published, and that Weiner should keep an issue of each and sell the rest. The
April 1934 issue of Arquitectura magazine can be found in the library of the school of architecture of the
Catholic University in Santiago, which proves that copies of the periodical circulated in Chile at the time.
This issue is not, however, in the library of the school of architecture of the University of Chile.
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speak about Bauhaus conflicts even with those of us with whom he was
ideologically closer. For us, Gropius and Mies were both victims of Nazism and
they had found themselves ‘obliged’ to emigrate to the United States. They were as

important to us as Meyer in the development of modern architecture.®

For the Chilean students, the teachings of Weiner meant first and foremost an update of
architectural education under the influence of the European avant-gardes of the 1920s and 1930s.
The students, as we can infer from Lawner’s words, could not grasp—or were probably not
interested in grasping—the pedagogical differences between Gropius, Meyer, and Mies. In the
discourse at the time, the Chilean students simply referenced their newfound connection to the
Bauhaus—what mattered the most to these students was that they were moving closer to a
“modern” architectural education.

It should be mentioned that the Reform leaders aimed to hire international teachers, also
inviting Hannes Meyer and Hans Schmidt to teach. According to Weiner, the only reason he
ended up teaching was because the Reform leaders could not find anyone else who met the
criteria.” In a document from April 1947, Meyer mentioned he had received a work offer from
Chile: “Weiner [...] He made two years ago efforts to have me appointed for a [teaching]

9571

position in Chile [...]”"" In a letter of February 1948, Weiner made reference to a telegram he

had sent Meyer with a job offer: “Remember that I sent you a telegram some years ago inviting

% Miguel Lawner, interview by Daniel Talesnik. Santiago, January 17, 2012.

70 See Tibor Weiner (Santiago) to Hannes Meyer (Mexico City), February 8, 1948, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

! Hannes Meyer, “Untitled Document,” April 28, 1947, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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you to teach, they were looking for teachers all over the place. Since you declined the offer
(lucky for you because in the interim everything changed for the worst in this country [Chile])
they had to resign themselves with me and named me a teacher.””?

The effort to get Hans Schmidt must have taken place the year after the attempt to get hold of
Meyer, when the reform was already underway. The Reform leaders tried to contact Schmidt via
his brother Max Schmidt (the farmer that lived in Chile). The invitation letter established they
were trying to reach Hans, and that they were making a “collective” invitation from a group of
teachers and teacher assistants (which by default included Weiner). The Chileans established that
they wanted someone with state-of-the-art knowledge of modern European architectural
movements to teach architecture studio and lecture on urbanism. They mentioned that if Schmidt
was interested, they would talk with the Santiago Municipality and state agencies in charge of
public works in order to get him a second job as an urban consultant in order to provide to a
substantial salary.”

A relevant side note is that years later, in June-July 1953, the school of architecture of the
Catholic University (the other traditional architecture school in Chile) hired Josef Albers to teach
a version of the Bauhaus Vorkurs. (Albers had taught between 1933-49 at Black Mountain
College, North Carolina, and from 1950 at Yale University.) Albers had taught the Vorkurs
throughout Meyer’s tenure at the Bauhaus—as a matter of fact, Weiner had been Albers’ student

in his first semester in Dessau in the winter of 1929-1930—but clearly Albers’ allegiances were

with Gropius and later with Mies (in fact he was instrumental in the expulsion of Meyer). Within

2 Tibor Weiner (Santiago) to Hannes Meyer (Mexico City), February 8, 1948, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

7 Letter from the University of Chile’s Reform Leaders (Santiago) to Max Schmidt (La Cruz), June 17,
1947, Tibor Weiner Papers, Magyar Kereskedelmi és Vendéglatdipari Mizeum Archiv, Budapest.
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the Chilean scenario, the fact that one school took Meyer’s model and the other Gropius’s
model—although the two models shared many similarities—unintentionally replicated the earlier
dispute between these two approaches to architectural education. Despite the 12,500 kilometer
distance between Santiago and Dessau and the twenty-year time gap, what is interesting for this
study is that Weiner was drawn into the student-led reform at the University of Chile, while
Albers was hired by the administration at the Catholic University.

The 1946 University of Chile reform study plan was simpler and more straightforward than
Meyer’s Bauhaus study plan, but despite the differences, it was a revolutionary proposal for a
South American context. It brought to architectural education in Chile a structured analysis
method and a technical impulse.”* The Reform had a series of continental repercussions, the first
of which was a presentation of the postulates of the Reform at the Sixth Pan-American
Architectural Congress in Lima in 1947. Eventually, many architecture schools in the region
reformed their study plans, inspired by the Chilean Reform. For example, the school of
architecture at the National University of Engineering in Lima reformed its study plan based on
the Chilean Reform. The schools signed an exchange agreement in 1952 that every year sent a
group of Chilean students, teacher assistants, and teachers to Lima or, alternately, a Peruvian
group to Chile where they participated in one of the studios of the host institution. Other
exchanges were established with schools in Tucuman, Buenos Aires, Montevideo, Panama City,
and Mexico City. Moreover, Dr. Jose Garciatello, teacher of “Biology and Hygiene,” published
his class syllabus, inspiring similar classes in the region. At the Architecture School of the
Javierana University in Bogotd, a class taught by a doctor who followed Garciatello’s syllabus

was established in 1955. Garciatello, himself, was invited to lecture on “Bio-Architecture” to the

™ See Miguel Lawner, Memorias de un arquitecto obstinado (Concepcion: Ediciones Universidad del
Bio-Bio, 2013), 55-56.
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Faculty of Architecture in Lima in November 1955. Garciatello also claimed at the time to have
received congratulatory comments on his syllabus from Le Corbusier and Hector O. Corfiato,
then dean of the Bartlett School of Architecture in London, among others.”

Although the Chilean educational project happened sixteen years after Meyer’s dismissal
from the Bauhaus, the proposal was innovative within the South American context. The graphic
language was science-infused, visible in the Bauhaus-inspired diagrams and charts made by his
Chilean students. Most importantly, the design objectives of these exercises changed the way
architecture was taught in Chile which had mostly followed Beaux-Arts paradigms. Moreover,
the texts and analytical conclusions were socio-politically conscious. It should be noted that this
new approach to architecture had already filtered into the Chilean discourse. In August 1935, the
architect Waldo Parraguéz had published an article entitled “Dwelling” in the Chilean magazine
ARQuitectura, in which the author called for the deployment of a rational and functionalist
approach at all scales and more focus on the biological variables that inform architecture.”® The
article showed circulation studies, analyses of use, and charts of standardized measures for
circulation spaces and furniture within an existing house that were copied from the Danish
Haandbog for Bygningsindustrien (Copenhagen, 1930).” (fig. 4.41-4.42.) Parraguéz’s article

anticipated the exercises of Weiner’s class, proving that a decade earlier Chilean architects had

7 José Garciatello, “Programa del Curso de Bio-Arquitectura” (1946), Santiago, 1950; Barrenechea et al.
“A 53 Afios de la Reforma de la Reforma de 1946”’; Miguel Lawner, interview by Daniel Talesnik.
Santiago, January 14, 2013.

" Waldo Parraguéz, “Habitacion,” ARQuitectura (October 1935): 25-30.

77 These charts of standardized measures were also published in a review by Werner Hegemann in
Wasmuths Monatshefte fiir Baukunst und Stddtebau 15 (1931): 272-74.
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already been connecting the same dots.”® The qualitative change is that the 1946 reform
consolidated aspects of the bio-functionalist and analytical approach favored by Meyer as the
basis of a full-fledged study plan—the ideas were institutionalized.

The Reform study plan was in use until 1963 when most of the original advocates left the
University, including many of the students who had been taught by Weiner and had become
teachers. In 1963, a large group of teachers at the school, basically the majority of the faculty,
presented their resignations in order to pressure for changes. To their surprise, the rector of the
university accepted their “symbolic” resignations, discontinuing the legacy of the Reform and
leaving them without a public platform for action. This development brought about the exchange
of the entire faculty, ending the original impulse of the Reform Movement. Part of the academic
group that left, including many of Weiner’s former students, started the architectural magazine
AUCA. This magazine can be considered as a continuation of the Reform Movement’s original
spirit.

AUCA—the acronym for Architecture, Urbanism, Construction and Art—also means “rebel”
and “indomitable” in the indigenous language Mapudungun. As an independent architectural
magazine, AUCA was published in Santiago between 1965 and 1986, quarterly until 1970,
when, owing to national political circumstances, the schedule became more intermittent. Due to
the lack of a print forum within Chile for architectural discussion and diffusion, a group of thirty
architects from the University of Chile (most of them from the group of expelled academics),
along with several construction firms, formed a group of shareholders to found the magazine.

Despite lacking an institutional association, AUCA was for twenty years the most important

7 For a comprehensive analysis of ARQuitectura magazine, see Horacio Enrique Torrent, “La revista
Arquitectura y la transformacion del campo disciplinar: vanguardia, cuestion social, planificacién urbana
y arquitectura moderna,” in Las revistas de arquitectura (1900-1975) cronicas, manifiestos, propaganda:
actas preliminares, Pamplona, 3-4 mayo 2012 (Pamplona: T6 Ediciones, D.L., 2012), 319-26.
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architectural magazine in the Chilean architectural milieu, articulating the local disciplinary
discussion for a national and international readership and importing international architectural
ideas into Chile.” (fig. 4.43.)

Other than AUCA, additional visible outcomes of the first Reform generation were several
socially aware projects. For instance, there was a study of informal dwellings in the southern part
of Santiago done by the students Carlos Albrecht, Francisco Ehijo, Carlos Martner, Victor Nazal,
and Ricardo Tapia circa 1954. Later, during Allende’s government, a series of Weiner’s former
students had high-profile governmental roles in architecture and urban-related areas. Their
engagement speaks to another key aspect of Weiner’s legacy in Chile: a socially committed
disciplinary impulse. During Allende’s government, Reform students entered public service in
state corporations: Housing Corporation (CORVI), Reform students Hiram Quiroga and later
Pedro Iribarne (executive vice-presidents) both from the class that entered the school circa 1950;
Urban Improvement Corporation (CORMU), Jorge Wong (executive vice-president) from the
class that entered the school circa 1950 and Miguel Lawner (executive director) from the class
that entered the school in 1946; Urban Infrastructure Corporation (COU), René Morales
(executive vice-president) from the class that entered the school in 1949; Housing Corporation
(CORHABIT), Alejandro Rodriguez (executive vice-president) from the class that entered the
school in 1946. These four corporations (CORVI, CORMU, COU, and CORHABIT) were the
executive arms of the Ministry of Housing and Urbanism (MINVU). The other administrative
position taken up by a former Weiner student was at the Central Savings and Loans Bank

(CCAP), Ana Maria Barrenechea (executive president) from the class that entered the school in

7 See Daniel Talesnik, “Arquitectura-Urbanismo-Construccion y Arte (4UCA) No. 21, Santiago.” In Clip
Stamp Fold: The Radical Architecture of Little Magazines 196X — 197X, eds. Beatriz Colomina and Craig
Buckley (Barcelona: Actar, 2010), 125-26.
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1946. Regarding architectural design, many of the Reform students formed offices that mainly
participated in public competitions involving social housing. Practices like BEL (formed by the
architects Ana Maria Barrenechea, Francisco Ehijo, and Miguel Lawner) or Taller de
Arquitectura y Urbanismo (formed by Sergio Gonzalez, Gonzalo Mardones, Julio Mardones,
Jorge Poblete, and Pedro Iribarne) are good examples. The training and interest of these
architects for these types of projects and the necessity for them in the Chilean context were a
moment of synchronism. The efforts led by these architects in urban and housing politics and
their participation in public competitions lasted until the subversion of Allende’s government in
September 1973.%

Weiner’s pedagogical role in Chile might best be described as translator, because ideas,
study plans, and a whole cultural approach from Europe were not simply transplanted but
interpreted for the Chilean context. Some things were added and others discarded, and in this
case it is important to account not only for what was lost, but also for what was gained in
translation. Weiner’s Chilean experience offers a contrast with Meyer’s Mexican experience and
with other architect’s experiences at the time. There was a particular architectural culture that
arrived to Latin America through direct transmission by people like Hannes Meyer, but that also
has other lesser-known “translators” like Tibor Weiner.

In March 1948, Weiner and his family hastily left Chile due to changes in the political
context, mainly the fact that members of the Communist Party began to be persecuted by the
ruling government that they had helped to elect. (The president Gabriel Gonzalez Videla had
been elected in 1946 becoming the third—and last—successive president from the Radical
Party.) Eventually, some months after Weiner left, “Law No. 8,987 for the Permanent Defense of

Democracy,” also known as the “Accursed Law,” approved in September 1948, proscribed the

% Miguel Lawner, interview by Daniel Talesnik. Santiago, January 14, 2013.
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Chilean Communist Party. With this law, many of the members of the Communist Party went
underground, into exile, or even concentration camps. Although Weiner was not a member of the
Communist Party in Chile, his wife worked as a journalist for the Party newspaper, and in that
capacity was directly implicated in the political life of the country. Weiner and his family were
once again leaving a country due to political vicissitudes.

Exiting the Soviet Union for France, and later France for Chile, had saved Weiner’s life, and
if not for the unforeseen turn of events in local politics, Chile might have become his permanent
adopted homeland. In hindsight though, the decision to return to Hungary was coherent with his
overall geographical ambulations. Yet the decision would turn out to entail a series of limitations
of its own.

When Weiner left Chile in early March 1948, he had a layover in Brazil, and another in Paris,
before arriving in Hungary. En route, Weiner wrote a letter to his former employer Pierre
Forestier in order to arrange a meeting in Paris. While Weiner was still in Chile, Forestier had
been trying to contact him in order to see if there were any prospects for architectural projects in
Chile, but Weiner had not replied to Forestier’s letters. For example, Forestier had written to
Weiner in June, 1945 to confirm he had survived the war and was ready to move forward. He
asked Weiner if he thought there was work for him in Chile (or South America at large). He
suggested collaborating with Meyer if there were any projects. There was a similar letter from

May 13, 1947. Weiner’s belated reply from March 8, 1948 established:

I received two letters from you over the last years, and you might be thinking
about my rudeness for not replying. Forgive me; it may help to explain that

throughout my time in Chile I barely wrote to anybody. My time in Chile appears
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before me as a nightmare, and I am happy to be en route to Hungary. You asked
me at the time if there were any job prospects for you in Chile. If I had answered
in earnest, the censors would not have allowed my letter to go through and I
would have gotten myself into trouble with a government that is more fascist and

worse than the Germans before the war."!

He must have met Forestier in Paris, for there is a story told by Weiner’s daughters that the
family almost moved to Dakar after Chile. Forestier had work in Dakar at the time so he must
have made the offer. Considering that Weiner had not contacted Forestier since 1945, the only
possibility is that Weiner was offered a job when they met in Paris during his stopover. From
1948 to 1958, Forestier participated in a series of competitions in Dakar and elaborated multiple
projects for Les Moulins de I’ Afrique Occidentale Frangais. It makes sense that Forestier wanted
a close associate to represent him in Dakar.*® This information is relevant to show that Weiner
had other options before he committed himself and his family to Hungary—for once they crossed
the border into Hungary, their passports were retained and they would have been unable to move
elsewhere.

During the Paris stopover, Weiner also visited Paul Nelson and Le Corbusier. He recounted

in a letter that he told them about the Reform Movement of the University of Chile’s School of

8 Tibor Weiner (en route from South America to Europe) to Pierre Forestier (Paris), March 8, 1948,
Tibor Weiner Papers, Magyar Kereskedelmi és Vendéglatoipari Muzeum Archiv, Budapest.

% Hervé Guillemain and Sonia Gaubert, “Pierre Forestier (1902-1989),” N° 063 Ifa, Notice biographique,

Cité de L’ Architecture et du Patrimoine, Institut francais d’architecture, Centre d’archives d’architecture
du XX"siécle (Updated June 2006), 3.
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Architecture and asked them to support the pedagogical endeavor.® In a letter to his former
Chilean colleague Jorge Bruno Gonzalez, written from Paris in April 1948 (the same day as the
meetings), Weiner wrote that Le Corbusier had simply suggested that the Chilean school become
a member of ASCORAL (Assemblée de constructeurs pour une rénovation architecturale) by
paying a standard fee.* The promotion of the Reform Movement described in the letter confirms
that his problems in Chile had to do with the political turn of events, but that he was proud of his

academic experience in the University of Chile.

Hungary, 1948-1965

When Weiner arrived in Hungary, the work of architects was organized through state-owned
architectural agencies and all infrastructural investment was both decided on and financed by the
State. The state agencies employed both younger architects, and many of those who had been
relevant before the war. These agencies—Industrial Design Company (IPARTERYV), Public
Building Design Company (KOZTI), and Housing Design Company (LAKOTERV)—were
subdivided into different atelier-like departments, a system that guaranteed the ideological
control of “old-fashioned” architects.

The main event of his return was that after an absence of twenty years and a rather rough
start, he eventually won a project that would become the biggest commission of his career: the

urban design of the city of Sztalinvaros (Stalin City) renamed Dunatjvaros (Danube City) in

% Weiner left Paris with a copy of Le Corbusier’s Unité d'habitation a Marseille, (Paris, L’Homme et
I’architecture, 1947), Tibor Weiner Papers, Magyar Kereskedelmi és Vendéglatoipari Muzeum Archiv,
Budapest.

* Tibor Weiner (Paris) to Jorge Bruno Gonzalez (Santiago), letter dated April 7, 1948, Tibor Weiner
Papers, Magyar Kereskedelmi és Vendéglatéipari Muzeum Archiv, Budapest.
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1961. Located 70 km southwest of Budapest, this project was the most important socialist city
planned in Hungary after the Second World War. This new city had as one of its main challenges
the representation via socialist urban planning of the “success” of Hungary’s First Five-Year
Plan (1950-54). Planning for this industrial city began in 1950, in conjunction with the
construction of Hungary’s main steel works. The plant was located in Sztalinvaros due to its
location on the banks of the Danube River, and its proximity to Budapest but not to any
particular natural resource related to the steel industry. Raw materials were shipped from the
Soviet Union to be processed in the plant, which shows the importance of the narrative of iron
and steel production in the Eastern Bloc, and the desire of every country to be autonomous
regarding their production. The city was organized along three axes: the road to Budapest, the
road connecting the city with the steel works, and the road to the railway station. Organizing the
city around roads and preexisting infrastructure was characteristic of Soviet planning during the
First and Second Five Year plans with which Weiner had firsthand experience. It is possible to
trace in Sztalinvaros more ideas from Soviet city planning: if we compare it with the master plan
of Orsk—specifically the first iteration of the Orsk plan done when Mart Stam was still
involved—the Sztalinvaros master plan had a similar approach in regard to the ratio of buildings
to green areas, and, at the scale of individual building blocks, the plan took cues from housing
blocks like the ones Weiner had designed for Orsk. Some of the characteristics of the
Sztalinvaros master plan are typical of the urban plans Meyer did for new industrial towns
bordering the Kama River in the Soviet Union. For example, the “Cultural Park” bordering the
Danube River in Sztalinvaros is similar to the “Cultural Parks” Meyer designed for Nizhny
Kurinsk and for Gorky, both in 1932. The other common idea is the use of large “open zones”

between the industrial sites and the residential areas. In Nizhny Kurinsk Meyer had left around
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two kilometers between the chemical plants and the start of the residential area, and in
Sztalinvaros Weiner left a “buffer zone” of around one kilometer between the steel industry and
the start of the residential area. (figs. 4.44-4.47.)

Weiner summarized the objectives of the master plan of Sztalinvaros as: first, a city with no
“inner” or “outer” neighborhoods, adding the politically charged idea that the democratic nature
of a socialist city should be manifested in the equality of its parts; second, that the city and
factory should have equal importance; and third, a city designed for public events that unite the
community and at the same time is able to provide shelter for individual and family life.*> The
state architectural institute Véarosépitési Tervezd Iroda-VATI (Urban Building and Planning
Office) was in charge of the design of most of the individual buildings. There is a first set of
buildings designed in 1950 that can be described as “modern,” clustered around a street called
May First. A second set of buildings was designed for the main avenue (originally called Stalin
Avenue) and some other parts of the city. This second set of buildings, particularly those on the
main avenue, are in clear dialogue with a Socialist Realist agenda. In the words of the Hungarian

architecture historian Andras Ferkai:

Weiner conceived the first plans on the model of a Siedlung, but the flat-roofed
cubes and slabs floating in a green space [referring to the buildings located around
the street called May First] were soon followed by large and monumental housing
blocks [what has been referred to as the second set of buildings along the main
avenue]; they formed a more compact and traditional urban composition, with a

broad main avenue linking the city center where all the major buildings were set

% Tibor Weiner quoted by Endre Prakfalvi, “Hungarian Architecture 1945-1956" in Architecture and
Planning in Hungary 1945-1956 (Budapest: Magyar Epitészeti Muzeum, 1996), 7-23.
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with the other focus of the new town, the monumental entrance to the

86
steelworks.

Besides leading the team in charge of the urban layout, Weiner also designed the Communist
Party headquarters, a building that in its built form has a Socialist Realist aspect and is totally
disconnected from Weiner’s pre-Hungarian designs. The plans for the city were modified many
times, and as some historians have noted, the official emphasis on planning actually gave way to
a relatively unplanned construction phase. Weiner eventually became town architect and a
member of the city council, and was officially connected to the city administration until his death
in 1965.

Having entered the Hungarian Communist Party upon his return, Weiner publicly endorsed
official positions, which forced him to publicly approve and promote Socialist Realism. In April
1951 the Party staged a debate between the architects Maté Major (who defended modern
architecture) and Imre Perényi (who defended Socialist Realism). The debate was, of course,
scripted and the pre-determined outcome was the victory of Socialist Realism. Major had been a
member of the Hungarian CIAM group and an illegal communist in the pre-war period, while
Prerényi was a Hungarian-born architect who had lived for over fifteen years in Moscow and
experienced Stalinism first hand.*’ In Andras Ferkai’s words: “From the concluding remarks of
the prominent Party leader Jozsef Revai it was clear that the Party would not tolerate departure

from the main line. After the debate Major was forced to undergo self-criticism and Hungarian

% Andras Ferkai, “Hungarian Architecture in the Postwar Years,” in The Architecture of Historic
Hungary, Dora Wiebenson and Jozsef Sisa editors (Cambridgre, Mass: The MIT Press, 1998), 283.

¥ Ferkai, “Hungarian Architecture in the Postwar Years,” 280.
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architects had to break with their former style.”™

The ‘new’ scenario for architecture in Hungary
was crowned in 1951 by the creation of a unified Association of Hungarian Architects (MESZ).
In 1954, Weiner wrote an article in Magyar Epitémiivészet entitled “The Association of Soviet
Architects,” where he tells the story of the institution created in 1932 in the Soviet Union to
centralize all of the previously fractured architect’s societies, the same thing Hungary was now
doing, and he argued that the massive demands on the profession brought by the First Hungarian
Five-Year Plan justified the centralization in a single union.*

Weiner became active in a circle of architects who were closely connected to the Communist
Party; his name appears on the once secret transcripts of the Communist “aktiva” (militant
committee) from 1951-52. Weiner argued that the path followed by Soviet architecture—
meaning Socialist Realism—should also be followed by Hungary. Weiner’s endorsement of
Socialist Realism was made clear in a series of articles: first in Epités Epitészet and later in the
new Magyar Epitémiivészet, a magazine that was also a result of the 1951 debate. Weiner served
as editor-in-chief of Magyar Epitémiivészet, a position he held until 1956.

The articles in which Weiner defends Soviet architecture include his 1950 “The Formal
Language of Soviet Architecture.” (figs. 4.48-4.49.) Here he argues in favor of Soviet
Architecture citing a series of buildings in the Soviet Union. There is a bird’s eye view of
Moscow, he goes on to show images of the refurbished embankments of the Moscow river,
workers’ housing at Ulan-Ude (capital of the Republic of Buryatia), a sanatorium at Kislovodsk,

a housing project in Kharkiv, the Gorky Central Park of Culture and Leisure in Moscow, the

% Ferkai, “Hungarian Architecture in the Postwar Years,” 280.

¥ Tibor Weiner, “A szovjet Epitdmiivész Szdvetség,” Magyar Epitémiivészet vol. 3, no. 10-12 (1954):
343-45.
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Building of the Ministry Council at Kiev, etc.”” In 1951 Weiner wrote “Socialist Realism,”
ending with a pledge encased in a rectangle: “Socialist Architecture for Hungarians Building
Socialism!””' “A Couple of Lessons to Take from Soviet Architecture,” published in 1952
showed a graphic comparison between the old and the new profile of Moscow to make a case for
monumentality.”” In 1955 Weiner wrote “The Problems of Our Architecture, Debate on Maté

Major’s Studies.””

Weiner strongly criticized the position defended by Maté Major but agreed
that there should be a debate on Socialist Realism, that it should not be taken as a given. Major
had said that Socialist Realism was old fashioned and that it did not respond to technological,
cultural, and practical criteria. Major, moreover, had declared that Socialist Realism was in itself
a compromise, representing realism but not Socialist Realism. While giving consideration to
Major’s ideas, Weiner, in the end, supported the official line of the Party.

As of 1951, Weiner was teaching at the Budapest Technical University.”* He first taught in
the Department of Architectural History (“Elements of Architecture,” “Architectural

Composition,” and “Historical Forms of Architecture”) and later in Urban Planning. In the spring

of 1953, Weiner applied for the Chair of the Architecture Department, but the faculty did not

* Tibor Weiner, “A Szovjet épitészet iormanyelve,” Epités Epitészet year 2, no. 4 (1950): 214-21.
*! Tibor Weiner, “Szocialista realizmus,” Epités Epitészet year 3, no. 9-10 (1951): 484-86.

2 Tibor Weiner, “Néhany tanulsag a szovjet épitészetbdl,” Magyar Epitémiivészet year 1, no. 4 (1952):
182-88.

% Tibor Weiner, “Epitészetiink problémai Vita Major Maté tanulmanyérél (Csilag. 1955. 2. Szam)”
Magyar Epitomiivészet year 4, no. 6 (1955): 185-86.

** The Budapest Technical University had been renamed Technical University of Construction and
Transport.
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support him. Additionally, Weiner became Doctor of Technical Sciences in 1961, although there
are no surviving records of his dissertation.”

Apparently, Weiner’s most relevant pedagogical role during his last stage was his
involvement with post-graduate students at the so-called Master’s School, an independent two-
year postgraduate program run by the Association of Hungarian Architects, where he appears to
have established influential relationships with young Hungarian architects. Going back to the
creation in 1951 of the new Association of Hungarian Architects (MESZ), which was led by
committed Communists (amongst others Gabor Preisich, Imre Perényi, J6zsef Szendroi, Karoly
Perczel, Laszl6 Lux, Maté Major, and Weiner) who were assigned the mission of ideological
control of the profession. The leaders of the new association wanted to organize a Graduate
School, basically a politically-driven post-graduate training for young architectural leaders who
could in turn retrofit a more Soviet-influenced training onto the existing Hungarian architectural
schools. The so-called Master’s School started in 1953 under the guidance of Istvan Janaky, a
popular architect at the time who incidentally was not a Communist Party member. The Master’s
School was a part of the MESZ system, and respected modernist designers like Gyula
Rimanoczy, Istvan Jandky, Istvan Nyiri, Karoly Weichinger, and Weiner were invited by the
chairmanship of MESZ as “masters.” The School was not officially accredited and it
functioned—and still does—as an “elite club” for graduate studies. The masters and the students
were able to collaborate on design competitions, which were developed according to a tutorial
method. In parallel to this “practical” training, the Master’s School held seminars, lectures, and

study trips. Weiner had only one student under his tutelage: Gyorgy Janossy. According to

% A series of attempts were made to visit the Budapest Technical University archive and also via
exchanging multiple e-mails with its archivist in search of the title of Weiner’s dissertation, or any
available details about this period. To the best of their knowledge, they hold no records of Weiner’s
dissertation, but they are sure he was awarded a PhD of sorts in 1961.
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architectural historian Dominika Vamos, in the Master’s School Janossy was exploring issues
concerning housing, and was trying to avoid ideological debates. Typically, students did not do
research, so the case of Janossy was somewhat exceptional.”® Despite the school’s original
mission—to create militant and dedicated professionals—most of the masters and students
wanted to design modern buildings, and took exception to the required Stalinist Socialist-Realist
architecture style.

Clearly, Weiner officially stood by Socialist Realism, but privately his views might have
been more nuanced. A hint can be found in an obituary written about Weiner in 1965. Written by
Zoltan Farkasdy (who had met Weiner in 1952 during a tour of Warsaw), the text implied that
there had been a private Weiner with architectural ideas that conflicted with his official
endorsement of Socialist Realism (until 1956 at least). Farkasdy mentioned that despite the fact
that Weiner had been heavily criticized by his peers, he had been able to design Sztalinvaros, a
working city that was populated and had many points of architectural interest. Farkasdy also
demonstrated that Weiner had been a leader of the new Hungarian socialist architecture.

Art historian Anders Aman makes the argument that some architects in the Eastern Bloc had
“the right ideology and the right aesthetics,” in other words, architects who were indoctrinated in
the Soviet Union and later returned to their home countries and became interpreters of Socialist
Realism. Aman is trying to tackle the relationship between politics and architecture for the

period in the region, and offers the whole spectrum of alternatives and architects that represent

% The story of the Master’s School is not well documented and no historical account has been written.
The explanations in the last three paragraphs are partially based on information provided by Dominika
Vamos. The Hungarian Architectural Museum holds the biggest collection of documents of Hungarian
postwar architecture; the historian Gabor Petroczy collected material that includes the original transcripts
of meetings (there are about 80 boxes). Dominika Vamos has partially scrutinized the available material
for her documentary: Dominika Vamos and Attila Madzin, Epitészek Mesteriskoldja I-II (2010).
Dominika Vamos, e-mail messages to author, January 4-23, 2013.
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them. The other categories Aman offers are, “the right ideology but the wrong aesthetic,” “the
wrong ideology but the right aesthetic,” and finally “the wrong ideology and the wrong
aesthetic.” For the category “the right ideology and the right aesthetic,” Aman mentions Weiner
and Imre Perényi in Hungary, Kurt Liebknecht in the DDR, and Edmund Goldzamt in Poland,
who he describes as interpreters of Socialist Realism.”” Aman’s categories are static and
oversimplify things, in turn this research attempts to decipher in the architects, institutions, and
political systems that he studies the evolution of what something like “the right ideology and the
right aesthetic” is. Contrary to what Aman argues, Weiner did not spend the war years in the
Soviet Union. Moreover, before Weiner returned to Hungary, he did not engage with Socialist
Realism for a number of years. However, in 1946 in the Chilean Communist publication Aurora
de Chile, Weiner wrote an article entitled “Architecture in the USSR.” (fig. 4.50.) In it, he
explained to Chilean readers that what was then the current Soviet architecture differed from
architecture in other countries, and although Soviet architecture might be misunderstood
elsewhere, it had the patience to wait for other societies to catch up. Weiner referred to Soviet
architecture as one that expressed itself historically, criticized Modern architects from capitalist
societies, and spoke about architecture as a plastic art. In other words, the article was a veiled
justification of Socialist Realism, and in hindsight a forewarning to himself for what he would

encounter years later in Hungary.” This text echoed a 1942 panegyric booklet written by

7 Anders Aman, Architecture and Ideology in Eastern Europe during the Stalin Era (Cambridge, Mass:
The MIT Press, 1992), 179-180.

% “La inmensa perspectiva historica soviética tiene tiempo y paciencia suficiente para ir realizando su
expresion, mientras llega el tiempo en que esta expresion sea comun a toda la sociedad humana. Entre
tanto plasma en formas historicas ‘su magnifica vida’. Una sociedad, sanamente organizada, encuentra
siempre la forma de dar auténtica expresion a las formas plasticas. En la Unidon Soviética existen todas las
condiciones para la formacion de un arte correspondiente —al decir de Marx- ‘a la época historica de la
humanidad’, encontrando sus formas de expresion en la propia naturaleza, como ocurri6 en la antigua
Grecia. Serd este arte, por ello, expresion del total de la sociedad y no el producto de la sensibilidad
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Hannes Meyer in Mexico entitled La Realidad Soviética de los Arquitectos (The Soviet Reality of
Architects), in which he extolled the Soviet situation using ample data and persuasive
argumentation.” (fig. 4.51.)

Weiner returned to Hungary at the time the political system was closing in on itself. From the
1951 scripted debate between Major and Perényi until 1956, Hungarian architecture endured the
harshest period of censorship matched by rigid enforcement of Socialist Realism. It was public
knowledge that in those years Soviet advisors visited Hungary and checked state architectural
projects like Sztalinvaros. G.M. Orlov, who had been awarded the “Stalin Prize,” was sent
officially to Hungary for three weeks to censor state projects. (Orlov eventually became a
Minister and later First Secretary of the Soviet Architect’s Union.) In 1952, Weiner wrote an
article entitled “The Advice of G.M. Orlov” in Magyar Epitémiivészet."™ (figs. 4.52-4.53.) This
article dealt with Orlov’s criticism of the Sztalinvéaros plan. Orlov had stated that the buildings
were too far away from each other and that he did not like the cinema or the management
building for the iron works. In turn, Orlov had praised Weiner’s Communist Party
Headquarters.'*' Following Stalin’s death in 1954 - 55, there was an opening towards Modernist
principles, and after the Hungarian Revolution and the subsequent Russian invasion of 1956,

Socialist Realism in architecture was no longer enforced. Hence, the design of the first stage of

personalisima de unos pocos individuos conscientes”. Tibor Weiner, “Arquitectura en la URSS,” Aurora
de Chile 25-26, (October-November 1946): 4.

% Hannes Meyer, “Realidad Sovietica, los Arquitetos; el Espacio de Vida, Criterio Economico, Herencia
y Folklore, Arte Arquitectural,” Arquitectura 9 (1942). An excerpt of Hannes Meyer’s La Realidad
Sovietica de los Arquitectos (The Soviet Reality of Architects) was published in the Chilean magazine
Construccion (June-July 1942).

1% Tibor Weiner “G.M. Orlov tamacsi,” Magyar Epitémiivészet year 1, no. 2 (1952): 59-66.

"' pal Germuska, “Between Theory and Practice: Planning Socialist Cities in Hungary” in Urban
Machinery: Inside Modern European Cities, eds. Mikael Hard and Thomas J. Misa (Cambridge, Mass.:

The MIT Press, 2008), 241.
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Sztalinvaros took place in the most restrictive period, and Weiner had the role of defending
Socialist Realism; an untimely task considering the 1956 post-invasion change of approach. In
the end, Dunaujvéros became a primary example of the series of new towns and cities that were
planned and built in the first years of the Cold War, usually associated with new industrial
complexes. The cities that architects like Weiner planned reflect the tensions between the ideas
of a Bauhaus-trained architect and official political pressures, and this formal tension is present
in the urban fabric and the design of buildings.

Historian Tony Judt makes an argument that could be useful for understanding Weiner’s
situation: “To be a revolutionary Marxist was to make a virtue of your rootlessness, not least the

192 1y accordance with this assertion, Weiner exercised the virtue of

absence of religious roots...
his rootlessness in Germany, the Soviet Union, France, and Chile, but when he finally returned to
Hungary he was reclaiming his national roots. This was paired with losing revolutionary edge.
The reclaiming of his roots came with the renunciation of many of his former architectural
principles in favor of security, work, and recognition.

In this sense, Weiner’s experience in Chile is exemplary, because just as with Meyer in
Mexico, he was far from Europe, and was able to enforce in his pedagogy and architectural
designs an edited version of the most important aspects of his Bauhaus, Soviet, and French
periods. In Chile, Weiner’s European training was infused by the local variables of a peripheral
culture. These historical transfers allowed him to reprogram a modernist lineage for a Chilean
context. Weiner’s career in Chile was a translation, one that contributed to the amalgamated

culture in the country at the time, when local architects were exposed to foreigners like Weiner,

but also to co-nationals who had traveled to Europe—to work for Le Corbusier and other modern

1% Tony Judt and Timothy Snyder, Thinking the Twentieth Century (New York, The Penguin Press:

2012), 88.
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architects—and had brought their firsthand experience home. In countries like Chile at the time,
it is possible to find both ends of the spectrum: purist architects who tried to stay as close to their
European sources as possible (architectures that replicated the ideas of Le Corbusier for
example), and others like Weiner whose designs and theoretical outcomes were hybrids between
the expertise they brought and local conditions. Through Weiner, the architectural scene in Chile
was enriched by the transmission of some aspects of one specific stage of Bauhaus culture, not

only in terms of content, but also in terms of socio-cultural and political agendas.
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Chapter Five

Konrad Piischel, Philipp Tolziner, René Mensch: Three Alternative Bauhaus Legacies

As was analyzed in Chapter Four, Tibor Weiner was exemplary for having translated aspects
of Meyer’s pedagogical ideas to a Latin American context and later having reconnected with the
communist project as an urban planner in Hungary. In turn, Konrad Piischel, Philipp Tolziner,
and René Mensch, who were undergraduate students at the Bauhaus, are representative of three
other Bauhaus legacies which offer interesting contrasts to each other.

After fighting in the war for Germany, Konrad Piischel was held in a Soviet prisoner-of-war
camp for several years. Following his release, he had a routine academic career in Weimar
teaching village planning until he was called on to lead an East German architecture task force to
North Korea to help in the redesign of the cities of Hamhting and Hiingnam after they had been
devastated in the Korean war. Piischel is exemplary for having used the analytical approach he
first learned at the Bauhaus and further developed in the Soviet Union while working in the late
1950s in North Korea, and also for having expanded the possibilities of this analytical method to
village planning.

After being liberated from a ten-year imprisonment in the Gulag, Philipp Tolziner developed
a specialty in the restoration of traditional Russian architecture in the Urals. Later, after being
rehabilitated, he returned to his 1930s job in Moscow designing standardized housing projects.
Tolziner is exemplary for having interpreted his calling as an architect in terms of an unrelenting
political commitment, and for having developed a career in restoration, an area of expertise that

is not usually associated with Bauhaus architecture graduates.
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Having been the first of this group of three to quit the Soviet Union, René Mensch took a job
in Teheran with a German construction company after working briefly in Basel. His work in
Teheran during two different stints not only expanded the geographical reach of Bauhaus
architectural graduates, but should also be considered in detail for its programmatic and stylistic
diversity. Mensch, when compared to the other former Red Bauhaus Brigade architects studied
in this dissertation, is exemplary for his free agent approach to architecture. His work deserves a
second look.

Looking at the careers of these three Bauhaus students after their participation in the Red
Bauhaus Brigade will allow an exploration of the ways in which their initial uncompromising
Bauhaus ideas and their political values were tested in the Soviet Union, and then unfolded and

were adapted in their multifaceted endeavors.

Konrad Piischel in the Bauhaus, East Germany and North Korea, 1926-1997

Konrad Piischel was born in 1907 in Wernsdorf (Glauchau, Germany), the son of a
clergyman. Before attending the Bauhaus, he was a carpenter’s apprentice.' In the summer of
1926, he enrolled at the Bauhaus (enrollment number 114). Piischel’s Bauhaus diploma (number
twenty-one) was dated October 15, 1930, and it serves as a summary of his activities. In the 1926
summer semester, he underwent basic training taking the following classes: “Material and
Handicrafts (Vorkurs)” with Josef Albers, “Artistic Design” with Vasily Kandinsky, “Figure

Drawing” with Paul Klee, “Typography” with Joost Schmidt, “Mathematics and Descriptive

' From 1923 until 1926 Piischel was an apprentice and then a journeyman, in the crew of carpenter Paul
Hennings, foreman of the Carpenters Guild of Glachau. Philipp Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der
Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der Sowjetunion und in anderen Léndern,”
(unpublished, Bauhaus-Archiv, Berlin, 1995), 52.
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Geometry” with engineer Friederich Kohn, and “Physics and Chemistry” with the qualified
secondary teacher Wilhelm Miiller. In the 1926-27 winter semester, he began training in the
Carpentry Workshop directed by Marcel Breuer and took “Interior Design” with Breuer,
“Primary Space Design and Figure Drawing” with Paul Klee, “Material and Space” with Laszlo
Moholy-Nagy, “Man” with Oskar Schlemmer, “Technology and Construction” with Miiller,
“Building Construction, Statics, and Descriptive Geometry” with Kéhn, and “Technical
Drawing” with Carl Fieger. In the 1927-28 winter semester, he started in the Building Workshop,
directed by Hannes Meyer and Hans Wittwer, and took “Architectural Drafting,” “Ground Plan
Studies, Light and Sun Calculation” and a “Seminar” with Wittwer, “Static, Reinforced
Concrete, and Modern Iron Construction” with Kohn, “Life Drawing” with Klee, and “Figure
Drawing” with Schlemmer. In the 1928 summer semester, he took “Zoning and Planning” with
Meyer, “Ground Plan Studies, Light and Sun Calculation” with Wittwer, and “Building
Materials” with Miiller. In the 1928-29 winter semester, he took “Analytical Construction,
Design, and Planning” with Meyer, “Construction, Statics, and Mathematics” with engineer
Alcar Rudelt, and “Urban Development” with guest lecturer Mart Stam. In the 1929 summer
semester, he worked under Meyer on the ADGB Trade Union School in Bernau. In the 1929-
1930 winter semester, he took “Reinforced Concrete and Iron Construction” with Rudelt, and
“Introduction to Practical Performance of Modern Residential Building Projects” with the guest
lecturer architect Paul Artaria. Finally, in the summer of 1930, he continued to attend lectures in
the Building Workshop.’

In the achievements (Leistungen) listed on his diploma, the highlights are:

? Konrad Piischel, “Bauhaus Transcript,” October 15, 1930, Konrad Piischel Papers, Bauhaus-Archiv
Berlin.
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1. Various competitions (namely the urban development for Haselhorst, a union
building in Jerusalem, and a children’s sanatorium in Harzgerode).

2. Altersheim, Frankfurt.

3. Remodeling old market and designing a new one in Dessau.

4. Studies for a Dessau master plan.

5. Collaboration on the design of a pergola for the Dessau-Torten Estate.

6. Project for “Vogelgesang” Cooperative in the Elbe.

The diploma stated that his main interest was the design of Residential Estates (Sied/ungen) and
above all their “social aspects.” Mies van der Rohe signed the diploma.

Based on surviving work, Piischel’s diploma was missing a 1928 class he took with Ludwig
Hilberseimer where, as part of the preliminary studies for a new master plan for Dessau, he made
a movement analysis for a cross street, differentiating the movement of a tram (yellow), cars,
buses, bicycles, and other minor vehicles (red), from pedestrian traffic (blue). (fig. 5.1.) Basic
exercises like this one reflect the solid analytical and graphic skills he got at the Bauhaus, ones
that would characterize his professional work. Other surviving drawings from 1928-29 are a full
set of plans at scale 1:100 for a house done for Meyer’s class. What is at first sight an orthodox
modern house (cubical, flat roof, probably intended to be painted white) becomes interesting
when analyzing the floor plans. The house is rationally organized so as to have direct access to
the first floor or, alternatively, direct access to the second floor. The two means of access, in
coordination with the isolated stairway, offer the possibility of using the building either as a

single-family house or as two separate apartments. This programmatic flexibility is enabled by
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the way the circulation is solved, and this approach can be related to Piischel’s exercises on
traffic organization, a clear example of how Meyer’s Bauhaus organizational principles led the
design process in his classes. (figs. 5.2-5.6.) Developing simple and functional architectural
layouts was intended as a pedagogical foundation. In hindsight, the dexterity acquired in these
type of exercises was extremely useful in the next steps of Puschel’s carer. Again with Meyer as
a teacher, Piischel and his classmate Leo Wasserman designed a project for the “Vogelgesang”
Cooperative in the Elbe. The very complex layout distributes nine buildings, some of them
clustered and others freestanding, which organize the territory around them including a series of
agricultural plots. In this project, what appears to be the main building is organized in relation to
a diagonal preexisting road. The rest of the buildings are set up in an orthogonal arrangement
relative to a new access road. Each building responds to specific programs and is organized
around common courtyards that favor programmatic overlaps. (figs. 5.7-5.10.)

The last project worth mentioning is the urban development for Haselhorst (a suburb of
Berlin located between Siemensstadt and the Old Town of Spandau). These plans were
developed under the guidance of Mart Stam. This was a larger scheme; therefore, the collective
effort responded to the change in scale the students were facing, with blocks of buildings that
had to be organized on a large site. The solution was to use a preexisting road to differentiate two
similar schemes of parallel groups of buildings. A drawing shows that Piischel considered both
two and three story buildings, and that he developed six different floor plans and sections. (figs.
5.11-5.13.)

After eight semesters, Piischel left the Bauhaus with Meyer. Interestingly, just as with
Weiner and Tolziner, he does not appear to have been a member of the Communist Party or the

Kostufra while at the Bauhaus. He was, nevertheless, committed to Meyer as a teacher, as he
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described in his published memoir, and followed him to the Soviet Union. He arrived with
Tolziner in February 1931, and like the rest of the Red Bauhaus Brigade worked for
GIPROVTUS (Construction of Higher and Technical Education Colleges Trust). Piischel stated
in his memoir that from the beginning there were all kinds of problems. Not knowing Russian
was just one of them, even though the Brigade members had a permanent interpreter who helped
them to communicate with their Russian coworkers. The main problem was that the Bauhaus
graduates had no previous professional experience—only their Bauhaus training—and they had
to learn at a fast pace.” However, despite their lack of practical experience, they were
knowledgeable about construction techniques and construction materials, and they could teach
these to their Russian co-workers who had graduated from the VKhUTEMAS or the
VKhUTEIN. This ability proves how crucial the technical education was for Meyer at the
Bauhaus, and if one goes back to Piischel’s Bauhaus diploma, it is possible to confirm that he
attended “Reinforced Concrete and Iron Construction” classes first with Kéhn and then again
with Rudelt to refresh and deepen his technical skills—at the time, many students took the same
class twice to improve their understanding of the material.

Piischel lists the main projects done for GIPROVTUS:

- An educational technology center in Sormovo with three thousand students.
- A silkworm institute in Tashkent.
- A motor-technical department of the Academy of Aircraft in Moscow.

- A student hostel for a technical school in Irkutsk.

* Konrad Piischel, Wege eines Bauhduslers: Erinnerungen und Ansichten (Dessau: Anhaltische Vlg.,
1996), 66.
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- Several sports halls, nurseries, and kindergartens.*

Interestingly, the Brigade members also found time to work on architectural projects outside
of the group. For example, in the competition for the design of the Palace of the Soviets—while
Tolziner, Urban, and Weiner where being aided by Meyer on their scheme—Piischel
collaborated with the architect Fyodor Ivanovich Ternovsky on his proposal, and he claimed they
got an honorable review.’

After Meyer left GIPROVTUS in the second half of 1931, the members of the Brigade
continued to work there. In 1933, Piischel, Tolziner, and Weiner left to work for
GORSTROIPROEK T—a move Piischel evaluated as an upgrade.® While there, they were
contacted by Hans Schmidt, whom they had met at the Bauhaus, to help with the design of the
new city of Orsk in the Urals. At some point, they moved to Orsk to work on-site. Piischel’s
memories of the working conditions confirm that the technical conditions were extremely
primitive.” Piischel made an analogy with the building of the pyramids in Egypt, for the
manpower was abundant but mainly unskilled.® The workers were mostly farmers from distant

villages in the Urals, many of them women. If the workers did not bring their own tools, the Orsk

* Piischel, Wege eines Bauhdiuslers: Erinnerungen und Ansichten, 75.
> Piischel, Wege eines Bauhduslers: Erinnerungen und Ansichten, 66.

% “Beste Arbeitsmoglichkeiten fanden wir spatter bei Gorstroiprojekt, dem Biiro tor Stédtebau am
Moskwaufer.” Piischel, Wege eines Bauhduslers: Erinnerungen und Ansichten, 66.

7 Piischel explained how they had to work at great speed, which meant that they had to foresee delays in
the winter season when they still had to dig deep trenches in the frozen soil for the foundations. They had
to build coverings over the construction sites just to prevent the ice, and they needed hot water to produce
concrete and cut the lime stone, and for that they just had small generators. Konrad Piischel, Wege eines
Bauhduslers: Erinnerungen und Ansichten (Dessau: Anhaltische Vlg., 1996), 84.

¥ Piischel, Wege eines Bauhiiuslers: Erinnerungen und Ansichten, 84.
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administration had none to provide, and even the building of framing squares to keep right angles
was an ordeal.

Piischel, Tolziner, and Weiner had to train the workers on site, and they made decisions
intended to speed construction such as leaving the plumbing outside of the walls. The engineers
on the site were also inexperienced and materials were delivered at times by steam train, at times
by horsepower, but mainly by camel.” The construction relied mainly on local materials: bricks
produced on-site, sand, natural stone, gravel, and lime. Motorized construction technology was
virtually non-existent. Instead of construction elevators they used cranes made from logs with
manual winding that could raise materials four stories.'’ Additionally, there were no standardized
pre-fabricated parts, meaning that everything, including window frames and doors, was built on
site. (see figs. 3.27-3.32.). Piischel’s descriptions are interesting in that they portray how his
Bauhaus education and that of his classmates was constantly challenged by reality, both in terms
of labor and means of production. This type of “training” forced them to react, adapt, and invent
as they moved forward. It was a trademark of the work of foreign architects during this period in
the Soviet Union, but also an ideal scenario of the “real world” problems Meyer longed for his
students to have during his Bauhaus tenure.

In September 1936, Piischel was fired from GORSTROIPROEKT. He then worked for
PROMSTROIPROEKT, and eventually, in the summer of 1937, returned to Germany. The
Gestapo was waiting for him; he spent two days being interrogated about his political ideas and
his sojourn in Russia, but since he had never joined the Communist Party he was just given a

warrant. After this experience, he decided to leave the Glauchau area; he first worked as a

? Piischel, Wege eines Bauhduslers: Erinnerungen und Ansichten, 84.

1% piischel, Wege eines Bauhduslers: Erinnerungen und Ansichten, 85.
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construction manager for a company in Halle-Merseburg but he was expelled under the suspicion
that he was a Communist. He later moved to Probstzella (Thuringia) to work as an architect and
construction manager with the former Bauhaus junior master Alfred Arndt."!

Piischel was drafted in May 1940, fought during the war in the Seventh Infantry Regiment on
the Italian front, making it as far afield as Carthage in Tunisia. He was taken prisoner by the
Soviets in 1945 and was liberated at the end of 1947. Most of his time as a prisoner was spent in
a camp in Vilna. He stated that he survived by working on architecture-related tasks
commissioned by the camp authorities. (Tolziner had a similar experience in the Gulag where he
also managed to survive by making use of his architectural skills.) After being liberated, Piischel
found work at Weimar University through Gustav Hassenpflug, a Bauhaus friend who supported
his candidacy for the Department of Urbanism, Territory, and Planning.'?

Piischel worked primarily in village planning (Dorfplanung) at the Weimar Hochschule, his
pedagogy focused on rural areas, the refurbishing of villages, etc. In his memoir he highlighted
his particular interest in keeping his students up-to-date with Soviet literature on reconstruction,

the history of urbanism in general, and also on the state of the art of modern construction.

" Philipp Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der
Sowjetunion und in anderen Landern,” Philipp Tolziner Papers, unpublished, Bauhaus-Archiv Berlin
(1995), 51.

> Gustav Hassenpflug had been a member of Ernst May’s Brigade in the Soviet Union (including as an
associate in May’s 1932 proposal for the Greater Moscow competition), and after returning to Germany
he had a prolific career before the war. Hassenpflug’s projects included an entry for the Haus der Arbeit
1934 competition (Walter Gropius in association with Rudolf Hillebrecht also presented an entry for this
competition.) In 1938 alone, a year before the start of the war, he worked on the following built projects:
the Walter Matthes House in Berlin, Kranz House, an exhibition stand at the broadcasting exhibition in
Berlin, and furniture for Hohne Benecke in Berlin. See Winfried Nerdinger, “Bauhaus-Architekten im
‘Dritten Reich,”” in Winfried Nerdinger, ed. Bauhaus-Moderne im Nationalsozialismus, zwischen
Anbiederung und Verfolgung (Miinchen: Prestel, 1993), 153-178.

1 Piischel, Wege eines Bauhduslers: Erinnerungen und Ansichten, 110.
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In the spring of 1954, the Ministry of Construction of the GDR asked Piischel to work on the
reconstruction planning of Hamhting in the People’s Democratic Republic of Korea (North
Korea). Piischel became the head architect of the project. Hamhiing (city) and Hiingnam (port),
the second and third largest cities in North Korea, are a short distance from each other, and had
been at the center of Korean production under the Japanese, including military industry,
chemical plants, and multiple factories. Both cities, including their factories, were devastated in
the Korean War (1950-53), first by air, and later as the American troops retreated. According to
historian Charles K. Armstrong, 85% of the factories and 90% of the housing had been
destroyed. Armstrong states that it is most likely that the GDR prime minister Otto Grotewohl
personally promised Kim Il Sung assistance in the reconstruction efforts when they met at the
1954 Geneva Conference.'* Grotewohl asked his architect son Hans to head the efforts and put
him in charge of the Deutsche Arbeitsgruppe (DAG). Piischel stated that around 175 Germans
traveled with him in 1955 to aid the North Koreans. (By 1959, the number had increased to 350,
according to Armstrong.)"’ Piischel went with a close associate (Oberassistent) called Alfred
Dannat who was apparently also from Weimar University.

While the Soviets helped rebuilding factories, the East Germans were in charge of city
planning (with aid from Korean specialists and under Soviet supervision). According to

Armstrong’s description, Piischel’s project included a central avenue based on Berlin’s

'* The Geneva Conference took place from April 26 to July 20, 1954. This conference attempted to find
solutions for the Korean conflict and also for the conflict in Indochina. The main participants were the
Soviet Union, the United States, France, the United Kingdom, and the People’s Republic of China. There
were a series of other countries that were concerned with these conflicts and they were represented during
specific moments of the discussions.

" Piischel, Wege eines Bauhduslers: Erinnerungen und Ansichten, 116; Charles K. Armstrong, Tyranny

of the Weak: North Korea and the World, 1950-1992 (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 2013),
72-79.
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Stalinallee and a central square based on Berlin’s Alexanderplatz. By mid-1956, six thousand
new residences had already been built along with waterworks, educational, cultural, and
recreational infrastructure. (Reconstruction ended two years ahead of schedule in 1962).'° Cities
like Hamhting in North Korea are an example of the collaboration networks of the Eastern Bloc,
but also of the problems of these collaborations. The North Koreans appear to have been
obsessed with monumental Stalinist architecture and did not care so much for the working
aspects of the city, especially the apartment buildings where the population had to be housed.'’
(figs. 5.14-5.19.)

Surviving photographs of the housing blocks in Hamhiing show commonalities with the ones
that Piischel designed in Orsk. The buildings are three-story blocks, mostly with embedded
balconies although some cantilevered ones are added for variation. Other buildings have no
balconies. The window sizes are standardized, and roofs are consistently pitched. (figs. 5.20-
5.23)

According to Piischel’s dossier in the Weimar City Archives, he worked in North Korea until
1958. (figs. 5.24-5.26.) An architect called Karl Sommerer replaced Piischel as the head of the
Hamhiing project, and, according to Armstrong, Sommerer heavily criticized Piischel’s proposals
for planning the central area of the city as a commercial hub as opposed to an administrative
center, since placing the commercial functions at the center was a capitalist gesture. A 1961

letter from a North Korean colleague sent to Piischel does not confirm the antagonism of

' Armstrong, Tyranny of the Weak: North Korea and the World, 1950-1992, 72-79.

"7 Armstrong, Tyranny of the Weak: North Korea and the World, 1950-1992, 72-79.
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Sommerer, suggesting instead that the general direction established by Piischel had been
continued.'®

In 1958/59 Piischel published a survey of the development and construction of Korean
settlements where he argued that the Korean landscape and the relationship of the local
inhabitants with the land influenced the way Korean settlements had been traditionally built.
Piischel added that between the seventh and fifteenth centuries there had been a Chinese
influence that had regularized the urban layout of Korean towns. Modern construction had come
to Korea in the twentieth century with the Japanese, and this foreign impulse was now being
reevaluated with the construction of the new Socialist towns, which tried to reconnect and
interpret the traditional Korean trait of blending buildings with nature."” This formula was close
to the one that had taken precedence in the period when Piischel had lived in the Soviet Union,
with the idea that architecture should be “nationalist in form, socialist in content,” which
amounted to combining local traits with a unifying socialist meaning.

Upon his return to Weimar, Piischel resumed his teaching job, and published multiple articles

about village planning.”® Surviving exercises created by his students at this time reveal that

'8 Piischel, Wege eines Bauhduslers: Erinnerungen und Ansichten, 116; Armstrong, Tyranny of the Weak:
North Korea and the World, 1950-1992, 126.

"% Konrad Piischel, “Ein Uberblick iiber die Entwicklung und Gestaltung koreanischer Siedlungsanlangen.”
Wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift der Hochschule fiir Architektur und Bauwesen Weimar, vol. 6, (1958/59):
459-76.

% Konrad Piischel, “Aus alten Dorfen erwachsen neue sozialistische Siedlungsanlangen.”
Wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift der Hochschule fiir Architektur und Bauwesen Weimar vol. 8 (1961): 355-
70; “Probleme der sowjetischen Dorfplanung.” Wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift der Hochschule fiir
Architektur und Bauwesen Weimar vol. 10 (1963): 381-94; “Der Strukturwandel ldndlicher Gebiete in
Thiiringen.” Wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift der Hochschule fiir Architektur und Bauwesen Weimar vol. 11
(1964): 157-61; “Der Strukturwandel landlicher Siedlungslagen in Thiiringen.” Wissenschaftliche
Zeitschrift der Hochschule fiir Architektur und Bauwesen Weimar vol. 11 (1964): 257-63;
“Untersuchungen iiber den Um- und Ausbau ldndlicher Wohn- und Wirtschaftsgebdude.” Deutsche
Architektur vol. 16 (1967): 367; “Dorfsiedlung und Stadterweiterung.” Wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift der
Hochschule fiir Architektur und Bauwesen Weimar vol. 20 (1973): 179-84; Konrad Piischel and Harmut
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elements of Meyer’s scientific analysis were present in Piischel’s pedagogy. For instance, in an
exercise entitled “Economic area of Knau (Thiiringen),” the students systematically analyzed the
territory first in terms of the land use and the animal population by zone, before moving on to
village planning. The approach and the diagrams—judging from the plans—resemble both in
methodology and in aesthetics the diagrams of the Bauhaus analyses from the Meyer period.
(figs. 5.27-5.28.)

After retiring from the University of Weimar, Pilischel had a key role in the restoration of the
Bauhaus Dessau building. In 1964, Piischel and Selman Selmanagic did the preliminary research
for the restoration of Gropius’ building. In the seventies, Piischel became a senior adviser and
consultant for the restoration of the building which was finally re-inaugurated in 1976. Piischel
passed away in 1997.

Piischel’s work in North Korea expanded the territorial range of the Itinerant Red Bauhaus.
The key role he played in the Hamhiing project speaks to the quality and flexibility of the
education he had received under Meyer at the Bauhaus. Seeing the different types of design tasks
that the former members of the Red Bauhaus Brigade undertook in their solo careers refers back
to the quality of their formation. Again, just as in Weiner’s case, there are overarching aspects of
his career that go back to his Bauhaus training and his Soviet stint, but his path after the war was
very different. Piischel stands out for his capacity to adapt Bauhaus notions to a radically

different cultural context, his capacity to execute designs of different scales with simple

Wenzel, “Betrachtungen {iber dorfplanerische Probleme im Bezirk Erfurt.” Deutsche Architektur vol. 14
(1965): 556; “Der landliche Siedlungsschwerpunkt Berlstedt.” Wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift der
Hochschule fiir Architektur und Bauwesen Weimar vol. 14 (1967): 473-78; “Die sozialistische
Landwirtschaft verandert dar Dorfbild.” Architektur der DDR vol. 23 (1974): 676.
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organizing principles, and also his managerial capacity for orchestrating the design and

construction of large-scale urban projects.

Philipp Tolziner in the Bauhaus and the Soviet Union, 1927-1996

Philipp Tolziner was born in 1906 in Munich in a Jewish family of basket makers.*' During
his youth, he participated in the “Blau-Weiss” Zionist youth movement that prepared him to
emigrate to Palestine, which he eventually did. He contracted typhoid fever in Jerusalem and
after recuperating from the illness was advised to return to Germany. In 1926, he attended an
evening trade school, and was later accepted at the Staatliche Kunstgewerbeschule Miinchen.

In the summer of 1927, Tolziner enrolled at the Bauhaus (enrollment number 132).
Tolziner’s Bauhaus diploma (number seventeen) was dated September 26, 1930, and it serves as
a summary of his activities. In the 1927 summer semester, he underwent basic training, taking
the following classes: “Material and Handicrafts (Vorkurs)” with Josef Albers, “Artistic Design”
with Vasily Kandinsky, “Typography” with Joost Schmidt, “Descriptive Geometry and Statics”
with engineer Friederich Kohn, and “Physics and Chemistry” with the qualified secondary
teacher Wilhelm Miiller. In the 1927-28 winter semester he took “Wall Painting” with Hinerk
Scheper, “Space Composition and Figure Drawing” with Paul Klee, “Material and Space” with
Laszl6 Moholy-Nagy, “Descriptive Geometry and Mathematics” with Kéhn, “Technical
Drawing” with Carl Fieger, “Technology and Construction” with the qualified secondary teacher
Wilhelm Miiller, and “Technical Drawing” with Carl Fieger. Based on his industriousness and

knowledge, Tolziner was exempted from the classes of the third semester; therefore, in the 1928

*! Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der Sowjetunion
und in anderen Landern,” 1.
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summer semester he entered what would have otherwise taken place in his fourth year and
started in the Building Workshop directed by Hannes Meyer and Hans Wittwer and took the
following classes: “Ground Plan Studies, Light and Sun Calculation” with Wittwer, “Seminar on
Analytical Building” with Meyer, “Building Materials” with Miiller, “Building Construction”
with the qualified secondary teacher Pfeiffer, and “Statics, Strength of Materials, Reinforced
Concrete, and Iron Construction” with Kohn. In the 1928-29 winter semester, he continued in
Meyer and Wittwer’s classes and also took “Statics, Strength of Materials, and Reinforced
Concrete” with the engineer Alcar Rudelt, “Business Administration” with the engineer Opitz,
and “Urban Development” with guest lecturer Mart Stam. (Additionally, during the holidays he
went to work under the guidance of Stam on the Altersheim project in Frankfurt.) In the 1929
summer semester, he helped Meyer with the apartment buildings with balcony access
(Laubenganghduser) in the Dessau-Torten Estate and took the following classes: “Reinforced
Concrete, Iron Construction, etc.” with Rudelt, a short class on “Production Operations and
Psycho Mechanics” with Hans Riedel, and “Cost Estimates” with Doctor Lohmann. In the 1929-
30 winter semester and the 1930 summer semester, he was a construction manager at the Dessau-
Térten Estate.”

In the achievements (Leistungen) listed on his diploma, the highlights are:

1. His independent design entitled “Palestine Building,” published in Bauhaus
vol. 2, no. 4 (1928) and also in the Hungarian magazine Tér és Forma 8 (1929).

2. Design for a single-family house in Basel.

* Philipp Tolziner, “Bauhaus Transcript,” September 26, 1930, Philipp Tolziner Papers, Bauhaus-Archiv
Berlin.
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3. Traffic organization project for Hofplein, Rotterdam (a major public town
square).

4. Co-designer for a weekend colony at Klein Koris (outskirts of Berlin) guided
by Stam. (fig. 5.29-5.30.)

5. Individual work on housing types for Klein Koris.

6. Work in the design of the ADGB Trade Union School in Bernau.

7. Co-designer of freestanding single-family houses of the same type
(Reihenhaus).

8. Co-designer on a project for porch houses directed by Anton Brenner.

9. Participation on Brenner’s team in a design for the Kornaus-Dessau (second
prize).

10. Collaboration on the zoning design, and architectural drawings for houses at
Dessau-Torten.

11. Employed in the construction of the Dessau-Tdrten housing blocks.

12. A series of collaborations with Tibor Weiner on exhibitions, design and
implementation of home furnishings, studies for private and commercial

buildings, design of a Montessori Children’s Colony, and a community center.

Finally, the diploma stated that he had a great interest in the sociological and economic problems

of building, and had gained an extensive professional experience in modern construction and

building materials. Mies van der Rohe signed the diploma.

From his student work, the Palestine building is worth analyzing. This design was done

independently, and was basically a low-rise housing project on an invented site facing the

294



Mediterranean Sea. The design premise is based on the relationship of the inhabitants with the
sun. By controlling the position of the built volume with the trajectory of the sun and the
predominant directions of the winds, the idea was that there was shadow in the daytime and a
breeze running through the house at night. Tolziner envisioned the dwellers bringing their beds
to the balconies during the summer to sleep outdoors. He detailed the materials, the appliances,
the design of the first floor gardens, etc. (fig. 5.31.)

Tolziner left the Bauhaus after Meyer’s dismissal. He worked briefly for the former Bauhaus
student Alfréd Forbat in Berlin, before traveling with Konrad Piischel to Moscow in February
1931.7 Like all of the members of the Red Bauhaus Brigade he was hired by GIPROVTUS.
Tolziner recalled in his memoir that the main task of GIPROVTUS consisted in designing
technical schools and educational institutions in the shortest possible time so that they could be
built even in the remotest parts of the country, despite a great shortage of building materials and
construction specialists. The instructions of Meyer in GIPROVTUS were: maximum
standardization in all types of commissions, and the simplest possible architecture (with the most
common structural systems and building materials). With the support of Soviet engineers, the
architects at GIPROVTUS designed standardized classrooms, laboratories, gymnasiums,
stairways and workshops, but also standardized projects for whole school buildings, particularly
factory schools.*

Frustrated by the dry work at GIPROVTUS, Tolziner, Antonin Urban, and Tibor Weiner

(with Hannes Meyer as a consultant) developed an entry for the second competition for the

3 Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der Sowjetunion
und in anderen Lindern,” 18.

* Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der Sowjetunion
und in anderen Landern,” 20-21.
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Palace of the Soviets as a side project in 1931. Before explaining the project, it is relevant to
establish that life at the Bauhaus in Dessau had not been characterized by an intense urban
experience since the city did not provide a vibrant urban atmosphere. By contrast, Moscow
offered an effervescent urban scene. During the early years of the Brigade, the former Bauhaus
students enjoyed the excitement of city life in Moscow, as can be appreciated in the photographs
of their participation in various May First parades. Revolutionary parades in the Soviet Union
(which also took place on November 7th) changed between the immediate post-revolutionary
period and the Stalinist era. The intention of these events was to create revolutionary memories
through urban celebrations, and the nature of what constituted a “revolutionary memory”
changed over time. In other words, as the revolution receded in time, the original circumstances
were distorted more and more to serve different purposes. For the celebrations of May 1, 1931,
the brigade paraded as official participants through the streets of Moscow. Joining the official
celebrations, and being considered as part of the official machinery of the Soviet Union speaks to
the circumstances of the group during its first months. There are a series of pictures that captured
the events of that day, and, based on the nature and style of the images, it is likely that a press
photographer shot them. The Brigade members are pictured marching in a single row with
locked arms under a banner with a slogan that references the reconstruction period, their
technical role, and their contribution to the Bolshevik fight. The banner also reminds us that
Meyer and his crew had been hired as technical assessors. Their experiences in the parades
would become a topic in their architecture. (fig. 5.32.)

As an extension of the social effervescence of the period, marching crowds began to appear
in architectural plans, rendering visible the effort to stage revolutionary parades through the

design of new Soviet monuments. The depiction of marching crowds was present in many of the
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1931 competition plans for the Palace of the Soviets, such as those of ASNOVA, VOPRA, and
the ARU Brigade. Tolziner, Urban, and Weiner’s Palace of the Soviets competition entry placed
the administrative center (with a seating capacity of 5,900) and the congress hall (with a seating
capacity of 15,000) on the northeastern and southwestern ends of the roughly rectangular lot.
Along the southeastern edge, separating the square from the embankment of the Moscow River,
there is a row of four grand statues representing the “Five-Year Plan in Four Years”. Closing the
northwestern side of the plaza, there is a flagpole and a pedestal that separates the square from
the residential neighborhood behind Volkhonka Street.

In the middle of the compound, the design team planned a large public space of 220 by 110
meters. This civic plaza could activate the side buildings as bleachers, stages, or circulation
spaces. The seating areas in the main building could be moved with a hydraulic system, allowing
for six different configurations of the space in order to respond to the different sizes of audiences
and events. The buildings functioned as both individual units and also as part of a collaborative
system integrated with the design of the public space, allowing for an array of gatherings such as
theatre, cinema, and sports performances, military parades, and mass demonstrations. A
particularity of this project was that the marching crowds during revolutionary festivities like
May Day could enter the compound from two edges. If entering from the northeast (coming from
Red Square), the marching crowds would pass under an exterior portal in the small building,
cross the square, and enter the main building through one of the sides of a stage-like rounded
circulation corridor before exiting towards the ring road provided by the new plan of Moscow on
the southwest (the ring road is described in the competition brief as the “Boulevard of Ring A”).
In general terms, these sophisticated drawings show a bold project, structurally ingenious and

functionally precise. It should be noted that in 1937, in a letter to Nikolai Kolli, Meyer
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deliberately distanced himself from any authorship in this project. Kolli had belatedly criticized
the project six years after the competition during the 1937 Congress of Soviet Architects, and
Meyer clarified that he did not participate in the design of this project and had only been a
consultant. He insisted that the authors were unequivocally three of his former Bauhaus
students.” (figs. 5.33-5.42.)

The competition for the Palace of the Soviets was not the only side project undertaken by
Tolziner during his first years in the Soviet Union. Tolziner, along with Béla Scheffler and Tibor
Weiner worked on a project that implemented the brigade organizational system in a factory
school (much like the ADGB Trade Union School in Bernau).?® They designed the project based
on modular elements. A big central nave is flanked by two identical two-story volumes with
classrooms. The building could be repeated; they offered three different layouts. There are four
surviving boards for this project, the first one shows the principle of the design solution: the
main hall, and the side brigade wings with auditoriums, laboratories, library, etc. In the second
board they show different spatial configurations for the brigade’s smaller side rooms. In the third
board they show variants of the main space. Finally, in the fourth board there is a perspective of
the main room and the brigade’s smaller spaces, along with variants of the urban layout of the
project. (figs. 5.43-5.45.)

After leaving GIPROVTUS in 1933, Philipp Tolziner, Konrad Piischel, and Tibor Weiner
were hired by GORSTROIPROEKT and went to work for Hans Schmidt in Orsk. (Their work in

Orsk has been previously covered in this chapter.) It can be added that Tolziner joined forces

 Hannes Meyer (Geneva) to Nikolai Kolli (Moscow), July 29, 1937, Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

%6 As it was explained in the Introduction, a brigade, if taken in its non-military definition, is “a company
or crew of people,” or simply, “a disciplined band of workers.” As an organizational system, the word
“brigade” had currency in the Soviet Union and it was used to signal labor units.

298



with Weiner in the design of some of the buildings for the Eighth Quartal, and that Tolziner
designed the school for that neighborhood. What makes Tolziner’s Russian “adventure” different
1s that unlike the other architects studied in this dissertation, he never left the Soviet Union.
Tolziner was Jewish, and the Nazi Nuremberg laws had been implemented between 1935 and
1936, leaving him without citizenship and also banning him from practicing his profession or
getting a job in Germany. Basically, Tolziner had no choice but to stay in the Soviet Union. In
February of 1938, while still working for GORSTROIPROEKT, he was detained under
accusations of espionage. In order to save himself from being executed, he agreed to the
accusations and was condemned under “antirevolutionary” accusations to ten years of
confinement.”’ He was sent to the Usolag labor camp in Solikamsk near Perm in the Urals.

In his unpublished memoir, Tolziner recalled that he survived imprisonment because he
could put his architectural expertise to use. First he designed a dentist’s chair and, thereafter,
designed anything the camp’s work atelier required from him. He went so far as to offer a list of

all the architectural work done while he was imprisoned:

- Wooden houses for single or double family units and a two-story wooden house
with eight apartments for the management and employees of the prison camp.

- The conversion of a brick warehouse building into a villa for the director of the
camp.

- An outpatient clinic for non-prisoner employees (built on the territory of the
prison management).

- An office for the Rjabina river station.

*7 Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der Sowjetunion
und in anderen Lindern,” 29.
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- A transport complex for the camp, including a bus station.

- The interior construction and furnishing of the free employees club.

- Furniture.

- By request of the Director of the History Museum of Solikamsk, the restoration
project for the octagonal cone-shaped tower of the belfry of the Bogojavlenskaja

Church.”® (figs. 5.46-5.52.)

The seriousness with which Tolziner undertook all of these projects is commendable given the
circumstances. With very few resources he designed and detailed all of these projects, creating
some sophisticated designs, particularly those at a smaller scale.

The last job on the list is the one that inspired his next step. Tolziner was released in
September 1947, and he decided to stay in Solikamsk where he was hired by the municipal

building department. His main works were:

1. Conversion of a salt storage building into a residential building.
2. Renovation and enlargement of the hospital of the local potassium industry.
3. Development plan and construction of the individual buildings for the

settlement of the paper mill in Borovsk.”

Eventually, he started to focus on the restoration of churches in the city center. Between 1951

* Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der Sowjetunion
und in anderen Landern,” 31.

* Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der Sowjetunion
und in anderen Lindern,” 34.
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and 1961, he worked in the Perm Special Scientific Restoration Workshop in Solikamsk (which
specialized in ancient Russian buildings and monuments), and by the early 1950s he was the
director. The restoration work included onion domes and their towers. In his memoir, Tolziner
stated that he applied the principles that Hannes Meyer taught him at the Bauhaus in the
restoration tasks, always pondering the effect on the social environment, searching for the
optimal solution, and cultivating collective work.>

The most interesting preserved monuments that Tolziner worked on were:

- The former nunnery Preobrazensky.

- The Spaso-Preobrazenskaja Summer Church (1683-1692).

- The Vedenskaja Winter Church (1713).

- The center of the old town, including the bell tower of the Cathedral (1713) and
the Troicky Summer Cathedral (1684-1697).

- The group of buildings of the former fortress.

- A former monastery (that was used as a prison).

- The Ioann Predteca Church (1721) on the western outskirts of old town.”'

It is evident that Tolziner’s technical knowledge of structures and materials acquired at the
Bauhaus became extremely helpful for the restoration works he undertook. The constructive
complexity of the Lamella onion domes clad in metal or the restoration of a bell tower required

structural knowledge and calculation skills. His efforts in the 1950s and 1960s bore fruit in the

3 Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der Sowjetunion
und in anderen Lindern,” 34.

3! Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der Sowjetunion
und in anderen Lindern,” 35.
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1980s, when Solikamsk was declared a zone of special architectural interest based on Tolziner’s
plans. Another key point is that the systematic rigor of Meyer’s scientific analysis is visible in
some of the surviving plans from his Solikamsk period: the obsessive surveys of landmarked
buildings that he oversaw expanded the range of the education he had received.

In 1956 Tolziner was rehabilitated, but true to his calling waited five years before he finally
returned to Moscow. Continuing the role of dutiful comrade he had followed in Solikamsk,
between 1961 and 1967 Tolziner worked for the same Trust he had been working for in 1938
when he had been imprisoned: the GORSTROIPROEKT (City Building Projects Trust). As
Tolziner explained, there was a second wave of urbanization in the Soviet Union in the 1950s,
and he worked mainly on designing four- and five-story standardized housing buildings for a
series of Soviet cities. Eventually he collaborated on the design and construction of the second
microdistrict (microraion) of Vladivostok and a trade center for the same area. In 1967, he
voluntarily retired but continued to do volunteer work.* (figs. 5.53-5.54.)

In a way, Tolziner’s story can be read as that of someone who kept in touch with the core
values of his political agenda and whose commitment was somehow inexplicably strengthened
during his ten years of unjust imprisonment. He could have left the Soviet Union after he was
liberated (or at least after he was rehabilitated) but his decision to stay is revealing. His political
stance did not impede him from expanding the field of his architectural endeavors; the fact that
he became a regional authority in church restoration reinforced the willfulness of his new found
Soviet identity. Moreover, by becoming involved in restoration work, he was forced to explore
different aspects of the education he had received at the Bauhaus, and he expanded the range of

action of the Itinerant Red Bauhaus in ways that were not directly related to design. The way in

32 Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der Sowjetunion
und in anderen Lindern,” 41.
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which he deployed Meyer’s scientific approach in restoration work speaks to the possibilities
that a Bauhaus education offered these students. In the final years of his working life, he even
managed to switch back to the design of housing, with the same rigor he had had before he was
imprisoned. The last key aspect of Tolziner is that he spent the last decades of his life attempting
to write his story and that of his fellow travelers from the Red Bauhaus Brigade. Piischel, who
had avoided the Gulag, was the only other member of the Brigade who wrote an autobiography.
The three Brigade members who had untimely and tragic deaths in the Gulag did not have that
luxury. Weiner died unexpectedly at a relatively young age, and Mensch does not appear to have
written an account of his own life. Tolziner’s memoir however—true to his unknown story—

remain unpublished.

René Mensch in the Bauhaus, the Soviet Union, Switzerland, Chile, and Iran, 1927-

1980*

René Mensch was born in 1908 in Basel in a Catholic household. His father owned a painting
and plastering business. (T6lziner and Mensch came from families that worked in craft and
construction respectively, and both of them had followed these same paths. Piischel had been a
carpenter’s apprentice. These sorts of pre-Bauhaus experiences were typical at the school since
students who applied were expected to already have training in an art or construction trade.) In
April 1923, Mensch became an apprentice of the draftsman and architect O. Bernauer in Basel

and pursued studies at a trade school. In April 1926, he interned in the Spaini Brothers

3 Most of the research that will unfold in the following pages was done based on the résumés of René
Mensch and the photographs of his architectural work that were collected by Philipp Tolziner. A folder on
René Mensch can be found in the Philipp Tolziner Papers in the Bauhaus-Archiv in Berlin.
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Construction Company in Pratteln, and later in the U. Eusenhut & Son Carpentry and Joinery
Company in Basel.

In the winter of 1927-28, Mensch enrolled at the Bauhaus (enrollment number 215).
Mensch’s Bauhaus diploma (number twenty-two) was dated October 16, 1930, and it serves as a
summary of his activities. In the 1927-28 winter semester, he underwent basic training taking the
following classes: “Material and Handicrafts (Vorkurs)” with Josef Albers, “Artistic Design”
with Vasily Kandinsky, “Mathematics and Descriptive Geometry” with engineer Friederich
Ko6hn, and “Physics and Chemistry” with the qualified secondary teacher Wilhelm Miiller. In the
summer of 1928, he entered the Metal Workshop and learned about metal furniture and lighting
fixtures. He took the following classes: “Space Composition” with Paul Klee, “Mathematics and
Descriptive Geometry” with engineer Opitz, “Ground Plan Studies, Light and Sun Calculation”
with Wittwer, “Man” with Oskar Schlemmer, and “Technology and Construction” with Miiller.
In the 1928-29 winter semester, he entered the Building Workshop of Hannes Meyer and took
the following classes: “Seminar on Analytical Building” with Meyer, “Architectural Drafting”
with Ludwig Hilberseimer, “Urban Development” with guest lecturer Mart Stam, “Construction,
Statics, and Mathematics” with engineer Alcar Rudelt, and a short class on “Production
Operations and Psycho Mechanics” with Hans Riedel. P1 In the 1929 summer semester, Mensch
left the Bauhaus for one term and went to work for the architect Ernst Rehm in Basel. In the
1929-30 winter semester, he returned to the Bauhaus and took “Plan Drafting” with Paul Artaria.
In the 1930 summer semester, he worked under Meyer and Edvard Heiberg on prototypes for
housing in Dessau, and took “Reinforced Concrete, Iron Construction, etc.” with Rudelt.

In the achievements (Leistungen) listed on his diploma, the highlights are:
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1. Altersheim, Frankfurt.

2. Acoustic studies for a movie theatre.

3. Plans for a small house.

4. Work on the design of the ADGB Trade Union School in Bernau.

5. Construction plans and construction management for the General Poster
Advertising Company in Basel.

6. Various banners and posters for the General Poster Advertising Company in
Basel.

7. Construction plans for a three-family building for the residential cooperative
“Engelgut.”

8. Design of a standard telephone cabin for Basel.

9. Skyscraper project for the Holbeinplatz, Basel.

10. Refurbishing of the T. Bornstein & Co department store in Basel.

11. Sun diagrams and meteorological studies.

Finally, the diploma stated that he was an all-rounder: he was a good draftsman and designer,

and had expansive theoretical knowledge and practical experience due to his semester working

out of the Bauhaus. Mies van der Rohe signed the diploma.

Something that Mensch’s diploma did not reference was an exercise he did for Meyer’s class

entitled “Cross Section of the Life of a Helmsman Living on a Boat.” This exercise was a classic

example of the analytical system Meyer had implemented at the Bauhaus. The first page of this

in-depth study of the activities of a helmsman and his household starts with a diagram that

organizes the helmsman’s movements from the shipping company to clients and to storage areas
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in smaller or larger stations. The typical daily routines of the helmsman are broken down by hour
(get up, make a fire, wash, cook breakfast, prepare coffee, eat lunch, clean cabin, drink coffee,
work, etc.). Next, the same activities are analyzed seasonally, first during a trip in the summer,
and then during a trip in the winter. There are charts for his routes in the Elbe (Hamburg,
Magdeburg, Schonebeck, Wallwitzhafen, Riesa, Dresden, etc.), which are then cross-referenced
with a study of all the journeys in a year (including a study of the routine during vacations). On
the second page, the family is broken down into its members: the helmsman (father), his wife,
one daughter, and two sons. They are all charted in order to analyze their routines on a weekly,
seasonal, and yearly basis based on the time of day and the amount of time they sleep, eat, work,
rest and pray, etc. (figs. 5.55-5.56.) This exercise by Mensch along with the list of the classes he
took reveals a meticulous training and is a prime example of the core expertise that he and his
classmates would later bring to the Soviet Union.

Mensch quit the Bauhaus in September, 1930. Between October and December, he interned
in Berlin for a team that was preparing a competition project for the Ukranian State Theater in
Kharkov. In his unpublished memoir, Philipp Tolziner stated that Mensch worked under Richard
Neutra for this competition.’* Neutra happened to be in Berlin that fall, since he had been invited
to the Bauhaus as a visiting professor during the first months of Mies van der Rohe’s tenure as
director. Neutra conducted a one-month workshop and he used the Kharkov competition as the
architectural problem for the students.”> However, whether Mensch worked for him or not has

been impossible to confirm.

** Tolziner, “Leben und Werk der Mitglieder der Bauhaus Brigade Hannes Mayers in der Sowjetunion
und in anderen Lindern,” 48.

> See Thomas S. Hines, Richard Neutra and the Search for Modern Architecture: a Biography and
History (New York: Oxford University Press, 1982), 96.

306



In January 1931, Mensch signed a two-year contract at the Soviet embassy in Berlin to work
with Meyer in the Soviet Union for GIPROVTUS (the contract later being extended until June
1933). After his GIPROVTUS contract expired, he was hired by the Centrosoyuz Trust, from
which he resigned in January 1934. In a personal résum¢, Mensch summarized his design
activities in Moscow as: planning secondary schools, universities, homes, clubs, sports facilities,
water treatment plants, a flight school, an airfield, etc. He then added that he did construction
management for colleges, community homes, sports grounds, and a music hall for five hundred
people. No more precise information has been found about his time in the Soviet Union, but at
least for the period he worked at GIPROVTUS, it is possible to assume that he collaborated with
his fellow brigadiers on the same (or similar) projects.

A pamphlet entitled Swiss Urban Planners with the Soviets was published in Switzerland
around this time (apparently in 1935 although the content is from the early 1930s).’ It contains a
series of texts, among them Meyer’s 1931 “The Architect in the Class Struggle,” Hans Schmidt’s
“The New Path,” and, tucked between them, an article of sorts on Mensch entitled “A Swiss-
Catholic in the Shock brigades in the Soviet Union.” This last article, which is about Mensch and
not by him, argued that even Mensch—an architect with a Catholic background—had found the
calling to collaborate with the Soviet cause, with statements like: “We welcome Mensch the
Catholic as our comrade!”’ (fig. 5.57.)

In April 1934, Mensch established a private practice in Basel and had a series of minor

commissions. According to a 1951 letter from Meyer, Mensch had written to him in July 1935

36 Schweizer Staedtebauer bei den Sowjets (Basel: Genossenschafts-Buchdruckerei, 1935).
’7 “René Mensch, Ein Schweizer-Katholik als Stossbrigadier in der Sowjetunion,” Der Basler Vorwirts

July 2, 1932, reprinted in Schweizer Staedtebauer bei den Sowjets (Basel: Genossenschafts-
Buchdruckerei, 1935), 21-23.
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about the possibility of returning to the Soviet Union. Meyer told Mensch, fifteen years after the
fact, that at the time he had discussed the matter with Kurt Meyer and Antonin Urban and they
had all agreed that it was not a good idea. Meyer made the point that in hindsight, it was clear
that it had been the right decision for Mensch and his wife.’® A relevant point is that Mensch had
married a Russian woman when he was in Moscow. She had returned with him to Switzerland,
and probably wanted to return to live in her home country. The details are not clear, but Mensch
did attempt to return to the Soviet Union.

Instead, Mensch accepted a job with the German Hochtief SAI Company in September 1935
which took him to Iran. His employment with this company lasted until January 1937. Hochtief,
which had been founded in 1873 and still exists today, took on some of the most emblematic
building projects of the Third Reich, many of them during the same period Mensch worked for
the company in Teheran. For example, the company was in charge of the construction of the
Olympic Stadium in Berlin (1933-36), parts of the German national Highway Project
(Autobahn), Albert Speer’s buildings in Nuremberg, and Adolf Hitler’s “Berghof” in the

Bavarian Alps.”” The fact that Mensch decided to take a job for this corporation following his

** Hannes Meyer (Lugano) to René Mensch (Basel), November 28, 1951, Hannes Meyer Papers,
Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

* As of February 10, 2016, the Hochtief Corporation listed on its website: “1933 — 1945 Hochtief in the
Third Reich: Following the economic crisis in the 1920s, the construction business received new stimulus
when the National Socialists came to power. In addition to projects for the State and the Party—including
the Autobahn, or super-highway, network and also the national center for Nazi Party rallies in Nuremberg
(...). From 1936 onwards the ‘Second 4-Year Plan’ of the Nazi regime increasingly determined the speed
of construction work. In order to be on a ‘war footing,” many orders were placed for military structures,
industrial buildings and traffic routes. Civil construction projects for Hochtief reduced as a result. After
the start of war in 1939 Hochtief continued to carry out projects for the Hitler regime. Hochtief also
operated outside Germany, in countries that Germany had occupied and others as well: Bulgaria,
Yugoslavia, Poland, Hungary, Austria and even Iran. These projects mainly involved traffic routes and
sometimes industrial buildings, but Hochtief also worked on “buildings for the Fiihrer” such as his
mountain retreat in the Bavarian Alps, called the Berghof, his “Wolf’s lair” command headquarters in
Rastenburg (Ketrzyn) and the notorious Fiihrerbunker in Berlin. Information available indicates that
Hochtief also employed forced laborers from 1939/40.”
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four-year stint in the Soviet Union helping to build Stalin’s national project only complicates his
story, and speaks to the nature of his decision to follow the work regardless of political
allegiances.

There were a number of international companies operating in Iran at the time, and Mensch
was a skilled construction technician. Between June and August 1936, he competed for and won
a commission by the Iranian War Department in Teheran for a grandstand at the racecourse in
Djalalier. Mensch calls this project the “diplomatic grandstand.” It had two hundred seating
spaces. Constructed in reinforced concrete, the structural engineer was one Demiere, and Mensch
not only designed, but also did the construction management for the building of the project.
Djelalier is near Teheran; it was a military training complex with a horse track and stables. (Now
the area is part of the city. There is a stadium with the same name presumably on the same spot.)

While in Teheran, Mensch made connections that took him to other jobs. In February 1937,
he entered the service of the Iranian National Bank in Teheran in order to oversee the
construction of various bank branches and other projects. His employment there lasted until
September 1941. Among the projects he worked on during this period, the most important one is
the Bank Melli in Shiraz, designed by Mohsen Fortigi. Architectural historian Mina Marefat
explains that Fortigi had graduated in 1934 from the Ecole des Beaux-Arts in Paris and that he
was the best-known Iranian architect of his generation. He was the first modern Iranian architect
to contribute to the Shah’s building program, and became a key figure in architectural education
and the overall validation of the architectural profession in Iran.** Marefat further clarifies that

Fortigi’s modern architecture had elements of traditional Islamic architecture, which is evident

% Mina Marefat, “The Protagonists Who Shaped Modern Tehran,” in Téhéran, capitale bicentenaire, eds.
Chahryar Adle and Bernard Hourcade (Paris; Téhéran: Institut francais de recherche en Iran, 1992), 95-
126.
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from the surviving pictures in Mensch’s archive. The Bank Melli mixes modern architecture with
traditional Persian elements, present, for instance, in the porticoes of the main fagcade. The most
noteworthy Persian elements in the monumental entrance portal are the faience revetment
(Persian kashikari) that decorates the panels around the entrance and, below these panels, the use
of traditional Persian shade-giving devices.*' (fig. 5.58) Moreover, the ceramic elements that
clad the main entrance are of a vivid turquoise color, which adds to the eclectic aspect of the
building.

Mensch described having detailed and worked on the construction of three other branches of
the bank in Noshahr, Sari, and Gorgan. There are a series of other Iranian projects in Mensch’s
files, but it is unclear which are from this period, and which are from a second stint that lasted
from the late 1950s until the mid 1970s. In this earlier period, it is most likely that he was also
involved in some infrastructural buildings for the Pahlavi hospital in Teheran. Research shows
that this complex was a military hospital which was named after the royal family. Mensch
worked on the kitchens for the hospital. The surviving photographs reveal a modern volume of
an industrial appearance built in reinforced concrete frame with brick infill. There is a detail in
the walls that could be described as an interpretation of Persian architecture: the use of hollow
bricks for ventilation in the middle part of the first floor walls and the top parts of some second
floor walls. The interior is functional; it accommodates machinery for what must have been
state-of-the-art industrial equipment. (fig. 5.59.) There is an auxiliary building as well, which
contains what appear to be radiators or boilers. Both buildings were possibly related to Fortgt,
the architect of the National Bank, since his work included hospitals. (figs. 5.60-5.61.)

In 1941, Mensch returned to Switzerland and again worked independently in Basel:

! Marefat, “The Protagonists Who Shaped Modern Tehran,” 112.
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- Remodeling of the “Confiserie Singer” at the Centralbahnplatz in Basel.
- Airshelters done as a private contractor for the Basel city administration.
- Private contracts for the Basel building department at Stapfelberg,

Schluesselberg, Miinsterplatz, and Rheingasse.

Between 1942 and 1945, he fulfilled his mandatory service in the Swiss army. Later, in
December 1953, he moved to Santiago, Chile, where two Swiss clients commissioned factories
by him. There is no clear indication as to why or how he had decided to move to Chile (it is
completely unrelated to Tibor Weiner’s ten years in Chile from 1939 to 1948), but he did, and he
designed and built a textile-dyeing factory for one Johann Thommen, and a hollow brick factory
for one Albert Décoppet. Details on these factories were not found, but the Swiss embassy in
Chile has personal records for Mensch, Thommen and Décoppet in Chile at the time. In April
1955, he returned to Basel. (fig. 5.62.)

Mensch did not date the work in his résumé, and there were no images associated with the

following lists of buildings:

- Building renovations commissioned by the city of Basel: Hotel Erlenhof, Hotel
Badischer Hof, Hotel Sonne, and Hotel “Helvetia”.

- Refurbishing of the residence and practice of Dr. E. Riiegg.

- Six-family house for Mr. Adolf Gehrig in Birsfelden.

- Retail space of the O. Weisser Company in the Clarastrasse.

- Implementation of retail stores at 47 and 51 Schonaustrasse.

- Store for P. Chabeau in the Sperrstrasse.
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- Single-family house for Mr. A. Brodbeck in Arlesheim.

- Garage for Mr. Giirtler-Franz at 3 Klingentalgraben.

- Building measurements (Gebdudeaufnahmen) for the St. Clara Orphanage.

- Refurbishment of the Girl’s Home for the Catholic Community at the
Sperrstrasse.

- City Archives at the Miinsterplatz.

- For the Basel building department and planning office, application documents
for the a. Schneidergasse / Spalenberg fish market; b. Refurbishment of the
Barfiisserplatz; c. Municipal Theatre of the city of Basel; d. Competition for a
girls’ high school in Basel.

- Single-family house for Mr K. Waldkirch, Rheinfelden.

- Apartment refurbishment for Mr. M. Bringolf, Arlesheim.

- Building refurbishment, 34 Steinengraben.

- Refurbishment of a three-family house, 71 Grenzacherstrasse.

The amount of work is considerable, but there are no images or further descriptions details for
any of the projects.
In 1957, Mensch returned to Iran and this time stayed until 1975. From this second period

there are many projects. Again, running the risk of misdating some projects, they are:

- Bank “Texan” in Teheran.
- Factories in Babolsar, Shahsavar, Shahi, Gorgan, etc.

- Factory in Mashhad.
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- House for Dr. Tebbi

- Residential villa of Dr. Dehkan

- Building for the MAN2 Company in Teheran (first floors had the Lufthansa
offices).

- House for Minister Djalali in Teheran (Mir-Djalali?)

- House for Doctor Mohammed Zadeh in Teheran.

- House for Mr. Sabet (1950s or 1960s)

- Experimental buildings for a vacation colony in the dunes of the Caspian Sea.

There are surviving photographs for some of these projects. It is not clear if Mensch participated
in the design or only in the construction of them. He simply listed them under his work. The
bank “Texan” in Teheran was located in the first floors of a high-rise building; it was a modern
project in appearance, and judging from the photographs, built in reinforced concrete. It is not
clear if Mensch was involved only in the design of the Bank in the first floors or in the design or
construction of the whole high rise. (figs. 5.63-5.64.) The MAN 2 had a similar design to the
“Texan” building. The difference is that the MAN 2 tower was more expressive due to the
inclusion of cantilevered reinforced-concrete balconies on its narrow sides. In the picture it is
possible to recognize that Lufthansa had offices on the lower floors. (figs. 5.65-5.66.)

The Mir-Djalali residence was a glossy two-story modern house: it had a roof terrace and
appears to have been faced with marble. (figs. 5.67.) The house for Doctor Mohammed Zadeh
had similar aspects to the Mir-Djalali residence; it was also faced in marble but in two different
colors (polished black marble in the entrance). (fis. 5.68-5.69.) It had three floors and there is an

image of the garden with an extravagant swimming pool. These houses have been described by
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Iranian architects as typical of the modern architecture of that era in Teheran, one reason that
none of the architects consulted have been able to locate the buildings (in the scenario that they
have not been torn down).*

The house for Mr. Sabet appears to be from the 1960s, it was the mansion of Habib Sabet
(also known as Sabet Pasal), one of the wealthiest entrepreneurs of Iran before the revolution.*’
Legend states that the Petit Trianon in Versailles influenced the design of this house, but this
antecedent is hard to detect in the photographs. The building is, however, undeniably a French-
style palace, with Ionic columns, a balustrade crowning the roof, grand exterior stairs, and
monumental statues in the garden. The building was confiscated after the revolution, and it is
currently abandoned. (fig. 5.70.) Finally, there are photographs for the experimental buildings for
a vacation colony in the dunes of the Caspian Sea. A vaulted entrance done in reinforced
concrete leads to a straightforward one-story volume that appears to be built with local stone and
mortar. (fig. 5.71.)

The houses and buildings which Mensch worked on in Teheran have been described by all of
the Iranian architects who were interviewed as “common” in Teheran.** Mensch’s first stint took
place when Teheran was expanding almost to today’s urban boundaries and was being

completely rebuilt to incorporate new infrastructures based on the vision of Reza Shah Pahlavi.

Inviting young European modernists with Bauhaus backgrounds to elevate the cultural appeal of

2 Ali Farivar Sadri, e-mail message to author, April 13, 2015; Edward Bogosian, e-mail message to
author, April 14, 2015.

* Habib Sabet (1903-1990) was a Bahai entrepreneur and industrialist who became one of the wealthiest
and most influential men in Iran in the late Pahlavi period. He owned, wholly or in partnership, some
forty of the largest companies in Iran, in which more than ten thousand people were employed. Moojan
Momen, “Sabet, Habib,” Encyclopcedia Iranica, online edition, 2015, accessed on February 12, 2015,
http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/sabet-habib

* Iranian architects Ali Farivar Sadri and Edward Bogosian were consulted during the research.
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the country to the West was in accord with the intentions of the Shah. The Pahlavi Family’s main
goal was to modernize the country. For instance, French became the second language, and it was
common for wealthy Iranians to send their children to study in France and Switzerland so that
they could inject “order” or “culture” into Teheran when they returned. That being said,
westernization reached unprecedented levels in the late 1960s and early 1970s when the country
was preparing for the 2,500 year anniversary celebration of the Persian Empire.* Many new
Pahlavi architectural commissions were granted to young and, in many cases, non-Muslim
architects. For example, the design of one of the most prominent buildings of the time, the Azadi
Tower, was awarded to Hossein Amanat, of the Bahai faith and only twenty-four when he got the
commission. Having this as a context, it is not surprising that René Mensch had so many
commissions.*

Mensch passed away in 1980 in Locarno. Of the four members of the Red Bauhaus Brigade
who survived into the fifties and beyond, Mensch had the most unusual career. It is not clear
whether he had any political allegiances with the left or with the Soviet project in general. He left
the Soviet Union earlier than the other three, and had a considerable number of private
commissions in different countries on three different continents during the remainder of his
career. The amount of work he did, both architectural commissions and construction supervision,
was considerable. His connection to a prosperous environment within a developing country
allowed him to navigate the difficult economy of pre-war Europe. His last period in Teheran was

the dawn of the Shah’s rule, but his work was mainly for private capital at this stage, as opposed

* The 2,500 year celebration of the Persian Empire took place from October 12 - 16, 1971. The
celebration marked the 2,500 year anniversary of the Iranian monarchy (Persian Empire) started by Cyrus
the Great. The purpose of the celebrations was to showcase Iran’s history and its current development
under Mohammad Reza Pahlavi, the Shah of Iran.

% Edward Bogosian, e-mail message to author, April 14, 2015.
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to his earlier stint when he worked mainly on infrastructural projects. His move to Teheran
speaks to an adventurous personality; his previous Soviet stage and his later Chilean stage
reinforce this. The fact that he was employed working on banks and industrial projects and that
he was not involved in pedagogical institutions gives us an idea of his differences with Piischel,
Tolziner, and Weiner. Still, one can analyze the proficiency of the designs of the buildings that
are allegedly his through an [tinerant Red Bauhaus lens. The functionalism of the auxiliary
building and the kitchen in the Pahlavi hospital in Teheran speaks to Meyer’s rationalist
approach. Both are examples of design as a result of in-depth functional analyses, and
construction as a consequence of context and availability. This type of “material adaptation” is
most prevalent in the house for Doctor Mohammed Zadeh and the house of Minister Mir-Djalali,
where the use of stone and marble is applied freely. The experimental building for a vacation
colony is the most rare example of adaptation, not only because of the materials with which it
was built, but because the formal language of the vaults and walls is closer to Foriigi’s eclectic
approach and represents a total blending with the cultural context. It is interesting to consider this
“adaptive mode” within the broader lens of the Red Bauhaus Brigade. Within the Soviet Union at
the time, Socialist Realism had become the official architectural approach, and Meyer himself
became interested in the regional in the Soviet Union, deepening this interest in his successive
sojourns in Switzerland and Mexico. Taking into consideration the modern education that
Piischel, Tolziner, and Mensch had received at the Bauhaus where they did not have any
architecture history classes, the fact that they showed an interest in regional architecture suggests
a tendency in this group of architects to explore new avenues in their independent careers,

avenues often characterized by an aesthetic openness.
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The path taken by Mensch’s career after he left the Soviet Union speaks to the very nature of
the architectural profession. He could perform his métier in Iran just as well as he could in Chile.
He followed the work rather than politically aligning himself with a national project when he
changed countries. His career speaks, for example, to Western architects who have gone to work
in China over the last few decades. They move there because there is work, not because they are
supportive of the Chinese regime or sympathize with the local conditions. In the same vein,
Mensch’s two stints in Iran speak to a survival strategy, and reflect the career of an architect who

never stopped searching for work opportunities.

Postscript

Piischel, Tolziner, Mensch, and Weiner’s nomadic careers found them sometimes to be
players in large teams, and other times in positions of leadership. They moved between countries
for different circumstances, but they were all united by their Bauhaus architectural formation.
These four architects used their expertise to different ends, and naturally acquired more
knowledge on the way. Although they were formed by their Bauhaus studies and their early
decision to move to the Soviet Union with Hannes Meyer, their careers were not limited or
determined by their Bauhaus studies or their participation in the Red Bauhaus Brigade. Their
careers unfold four different paths, and they expand the notions about Bauhaus graduates. These
last two chapters have demonstrated that fewer traces have been preserved about the lives of
these architects, especially when compared to the amount of primary material available about

Meyer. Researching their careers is a puzzle solving exercise—one where not all the pieces
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exist—and their stories must be interpreted and charged with significance based on whatever

evidence has survived.
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Conclusions

In 1969, Francesco Dal Co gave one of the earliest compilations of Meyer’s writings the title
Architettura o rivoluzione. The name was a riff on Le Corbusier’s famous ending to Toward an

,’1

Architecture published in 1923: “Architecture or revolution. Revolution can be avoided.”” From
one point of view, Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade appear to have had a different dictum,
something along the lines of: “Architecture or revolution. Architecture can be avoided.” While at
the Bauhaus, one of Meyer’s radical stances was to strip the architect away from the traditional
way of making architecture, and this approach was the starting point of the students who went
with him to the Soviet Union. Architecture had to be embedded in the objectivity of science, and
one of the goals was to reduce subjective decisions to a minimum. This search for objective
inputs envisioned the architect as a technician who could interpret evidence and turn it into
designs that served society. From another point of view, these efforts redefined architecture by
attributing an updated role to the architect. The Meyer school expanded the types of problems
architects could solve, from the design of a general market in Concepcion to the restoration of
onion domes in the Urals, from the design of private villas in Iran to city planning in North
Korea. Their weapon to tackle architectural problems was an analytical method that was specific
to architecture but that was not specialized, and that can be described as a “reaction capacity.”

Through methodical analysis of human activities, any problem could be solved and have an

architectural outcome: “Architecture or revolution. Architecture cannot be avoided.”

" Le Corbusier, Toward an Architecture (1923) (Los Angeles, Calif.: Getty Research Institute, 2007), 307;
Francesco Dal Co, Hannes Meyer, 1889-1954. Scritti 1921-1942: architettura o rivoluzione (Padova:
Marsilio, 1973).
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Describing his life as a teenager in Weimar Germany, historian Eric Hobsbawm wrote, “it
was impossible to remain outside of politics.” If you were not with the Fascists you had to be
against them, and it can be said that Meyer came to understand this dictum, which should be
considered when analyzing his decision to move to the Soviet Union. One could go as far as to
state that Meyer had no other choice after being expelled from the Bauhaus, since Germany was
engulfed by a financial crisis, he had no work prospects in his native Switzerland, and he also
felt the pressure to take a position of leadership. The Soviet Union needed architects, and he
could bring the ideas he had already been promoting at the Bauhaus. There was a healthy dose of
political opportunism in his decision, but what ultimately turns his relocation into a paradigmatic
research topic is the fact that he was followed by a group of students, opening up questions of
translations and legacies.

While Meyer and the Brigade made a timely departure from Germany, their arrival in the
Soviet Union was rather belated. The Soviet utopian impulse had dwindled by 1930, and the
direction of what lay ahead artistically and culturally was mainly in the hands of political
operators. The Soviet Union had a progress agenda organized via the Five-Year Plans, and the
leadership was willing to sacrifice anything to achieve its goals—consequently many of the
experimental traits of the post-revolutionary years were lost. In the early 1930s, when the Soviet
Union was pushing for an unprecedented transformation, the government repressed the
architecture of its avant-gardes from the 1920s and instead invited foreign experts to collaborate
with a normalization (standardization) of architectural solutions to speed up the process. Schools,
housing, industries, and whole cities were required. Designs were required at a rapid pace and

architecture marched in lockstep with politics. Eventually, the political apparatus changed its

? Eric Hobsbawm, Interesting Times (London: The New Press, 2005), 57.
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approach and, instead of pushing for normalization through standardization and technique,
decided for a more populist line that with time became decisively representational. Socialist
Realism was a question of criteria and not of parameters.

Asking whether the alleged avant-garde status of Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade (and
the broader Itinerant Red Bauhaus) can resist a reverse chronological analysis complicates the
readings. How does the argument change if Tibor Weiner’s career is analyzed starting from his
role as the head architect of a Socialist city in postwar Hungary, and then moving backwards to
his role in a student-led reform movement in Chile, his time as an architect under Mart Stam and
Hans Schmidt in Orsk, his collaboration with Hannes Meyer on multiple commissions in
Moscow, his days as a student at the Bauhaus, and then ending at the beginning with his
traditional architectural studies at the Hungarian Royal University in the 1920s? A similar route
could be followed for Konrad Piischel from his role as the head architect of the reconstruction of
Hamh!ng, and then moving backwards. The trajectory of Weiner, Piischel, and the rest of the
Brigade members definitely intercepted avant-gardist ideas and represented them through their
pedagogical agendas and architectural designs. However, their projects were not consistently
innovative as they jumped from country to country. This inconsistency is evident when the
reverse analysis is made; neither Hamhng nor Dunatjvaros appear to be the culmination of
careers that began with studies in Meyer’s Bauhaus, or were they? These cities presented
architectural problems to be analyzed, and these Bauh&usler had the resources and tools to face
the challenge, abilities originating in their Bauhaus education and its itinerant continuation in the

Soviet Union.> This simple exercise of reversing the order of the historical narrative clarifies the
p g

? Architectural theorist Mark Cousins suggests that if a history is written starting from the present
backwards, it is possible to encounter myriads of argumentative bridges that appear when the same
historical account is told in chronological order. Author’s notes from “Architecture and the Unconscious,”
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importance of politics for the topics studied, and proves that more teleological efforts have
played down some of the key variables of these architectural ideas.

When Weiner arrived in Chile, there was a moment of synchrony. His professional
qualifications led him to design a series of buildings as part of the 1938 earthquake
reconstruction efforts. As the 1940s advanced and the political situation in the country changed,
his possibilities of developing further as an architect were frustrated. His politics were no longer
in synchrony with those of the country. In the end, Weiner saw his pedagogical activities, which
were limited to his last two years in Chile, as the highlight of his time there. Weiner’s
pedagogical contribution in Chile can be read as an effort to reconsider the interpretation of the
ideas of the Modern Movement as they had been imported until then into Latin America, and
connect them with the social agenda of the movement’s early European stages.

The return of Weiner to Hungary speaks to the difficulty some Third Emigration architects
had when returning to their home countries after the war. After he had lived first in the Soviet
Union and then for ten years in Latin America, returning to Europe to a country in a very
different situation from the one he had left was complicated. For Weiner, repatriation meant a
whole new career in urban planning, but his educational role continued. It could be stated that
some of the most visible outcomes of the Third Emigration took place in countries of the Eastern
Bloc with such figures as Tibor Weiner and Konrad Piischel, or others like Hans Schmidt, who
ended up working as urban planners and educators after the Second World War in Eastern
Europe.

Did the Red Bauhaus Brigade serve as a training school for communist city planners? If we

look carefully, the only members who eventually moved on to design socialist cities were

seminar taught by Mark Cousins, Graduate School of Architecture, Planning and Preservation, Columbia
University, Spring 2008.
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Piischel and Weiner, who had both previously worked with Hans Schmidt and Mart Stam in the
planning of Orsk. Schmidt and Stam had been connected with Meyer since his Basel days, and
they also had Bauhaus connections, but designating the years that Plischel and Weiner spent in
the Red Bauhaus Brigade as the sole stage of their education towards the planning of socialist
cities would be reductive.

To make a broad claim, at their political best, these architects responded to social changes
that were not prompted from within the architectural discipline. To extrapolate: architecture
often provides visibility to political shifts through buildings and urban planning, but usually
arrives the day after the revolution, and is not part of the ignition of revolutionary processes—
Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade with their multiple migrations provide a paradigmatic
example for this tendency—the idea that architecture is usually in the arriere-garde. What these
histories show is that architecture cannot construct social change, but architecture can give form
to social change in support of political actions and at its best, if there is synchrony, promote and
expand political change. For these architects, being arriére-garde was not a burden but a calling.
Architecture was seen as a service to society.

The Third Emigration as a whole can be read as having splintered from the Modern
Movement around the time that the modernist mainstream let go of its social agenda in favor of
more formal preoccupations and pragmatic solutions. Besides Meyer, the transitions of other
characters of the time such as Ernst May, Bruno Taut, Hans Schmidt, Margarete Schiitte-
Lihotzky, and Mart Stam (just to name a few) can also be analyzed under this same lens. Many
of these architects focused almost exclusively on architectural projects with a high social impact,
and shared some of the same origins as other Modern Movement architects who ended by

focusing on more private or commercial architecture (many having been members of the same
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institutions in the 1920s including the Deutscher Werkbund, CIAM, etc.). The conditions were
diverse in different countries, and the comparison in itself is imbalanced, because different
circumstances lead these architects to different careers. This division is not intended as a moral
analysis, but the fact that the trajectories diverged so much must be accounted for.

In his seminal essay on Meyer’s years in Mexico, Adrian Gorelik claims that Le Corbusier,
who toured the world in search of commissions, and Gropius, who moved to the United States,
were looking for architecture, while Meyer, who moved to Mexico, was looking for revolution.*
Gorelik is providing one possible definition for the difference between the three models of
emigration described in Chapter One, with the caveat that not all of the members of the Third
Emigration were looking for revolution. The Third Emigration describes a culture of foreign
fellow travelers, many of whom were not radical so much as they were just anti-Fascist. While it
is clear that the most radical Third Emigration architects were chasing “revolutions,” all of the
members of the Third Emigration did all have a clear enemy to escape from: Fascism. This
condition makes a huge political distinction compared to the first model, though less of one to
the second model of emigration.

Although the architects of the Third Emigration did not stand united on how to implement
their ideas, and did not even share the same political agenda for that matter, they can be
associated with each other through some of the social aspects of their discourse. When returning
to the discussions at the first CIAM congress in 1928 and seeing how the ideas proposed there
were interpreted over the following decades, it is relevant to remember that Meyer, Schmidt, and
Stam promoted a more radical stance in that meeting. Moreover, a couple of years later, they

ended up in the Soviet Union, and the journeys they made after leaving the Soviet Union add

* Gorelik, “Final de viaje: el arquitecto en la construccion del “capitalismo real,” in La Sombra de la
Vanguardia, Hannes Meyer en Mexico 1938-1949 (Buenos Aires: Proyecto Ed., 1993), 22.
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another dimension to the narratives of the alternative paths of modern architecture. In brief,
Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade, and the whole Third Emigration, are representative of an
alternative path of the Modern Movement. ‘Nomadic modernism’ is an apt term for describing
the work of the members of the Itinerant Red Bauhaus and by extension of the Third Emigration
architects in the Soviet Union. Implied in the word nomadic is the idea that this version of
modernism had no time to fully develop, only to rapidly adapt to circumstances. Architectural
ideas shifted both conceptually and physically due to jumps from one location to the other. The
ideas of these architects were not necessarily aligned, nor were the architects always aware of
each other’s development since the distances between places and the speed of design at times
brought premature outcomes. When looking at the cities designed during this period, often in
time frames as brief as three months, we are faced with iterations of ongoing experiments rather
than fully realized concepts. Many times, embryonic projects were fast-forwarded into serious
plans. Much of the socialist city planning analyzed in this research was therefore quite
schematic.

Addressing whether the first revolutionary impulse ended with the beginning of the First
Five-Year plan is a pertinent question. Despite the unanticipated circumstances that led Meyer to
decide to move to the Soviet Union, it is evident that he thought of his move as a historic, if not
as a revolutionary, act, based on many of his letters of the period. Moreover, he promoted the
prospect of work in the Soviet Union to his students as an opportunity to collaborate in the
transformation of society, but this idealistic motive was parallel to the fact that the move was
also a very pragmatic one for all of them.

There are aspects of the roots of modern architecture that allowed for this understudied

militant branch to develop. One of the early guidelines of modernism was to subjugate aesthetics
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to techniques. The branch of modernism exemplified by the Red Bauhaus Brigade and other
members of the Third Emigration took this lead and expanded the equation to include “available
techniques.” So aesthetics were guided by available techniques, and then these architects
complicated things more by adding—or exacerbating—political and social goals.

Was there a Hannes Meyer school? He launched a pedagogical project at the Bauhaus, which
then continued in modified form in the Soviet Union, and later in Mexico. His students in turn
also continued aspects of the project: for example, Weiner’s pedagogy in Santiago, and to a
lesser extent Piischel’s classes in Weimar. Meyer’s pedagogy was based on an analytical system
that precedes material choices. He taught and applied a methodology for detecting and deciding
what needs to be designed. This method included “scientific analyses” and his students in their
professional and pedagogical initiatives echoed it. Moreover, while the Bauhaus under Gropius
and Meyer had aimed at breaking the barrier between art and life, the group that splintered from
the Bauhaus with Meyer and moved to the Soviet Union aimed at breaking the barrier between
politics and life. Those students who remained militant after the war kept this tradition alive and
understood architecture as a vital political act. The cohorts of Bauhaus, Mexican, and Chilean
graduates who were taught to think about architecture in a precise analytical way and represent
their analyses in a scientific manner continued to deploy this method in their careers. Above all,
we are faced with students who learned that architecture dealt with urgent collective needs, that
architecture was in service of society and in service of the specific (regional) issues where
architecture could be used as a weapon for social change.

Meyer’s personal ideas kept evolving. A decade after he left the Soviet Union, he was still

thinking about the role of materials, and revising his own theories. In 1948, towards the end of
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his Mexican years in a letter to Ethel Fodor, he stated, while explaining the project for a

publication about his Bauhaus:

We are thinking that we ought to explain [in the Album], that ‘modern architecture’ is
not an expression of glass + metal + plywood + plastics, etc, but a dialectical work,
based on social research, knowledge of local, regional, and national political economy
and realized by regional materials, customs of living, etc. No agglomeration of

pseudo-functional forms or ‘international elements’ of architectures.’

Meyer’s transition from a Bauhaus to a Soviet discourse, and then into a postwar discourse was
summarized in the quote. His evolution can be explained by using what philosopher Michel
Foucault describes as the move from a universal intellectual (the leftist intellectual who spoke
from a position of universal truth) to that of specific intellectual (who spoke from a specific
sector, “at the precise points where their own conditions of life or work situate them”).° The
latter can provide a concrete awareness of local struggles, as opposed to a generalized global
view. The specific intellectual aims to speak about specific problems.

By the end of the 1940s, Meyer was desperately trying to publish a book about the
experience of his Bauhaus and establish the value of his pedagogy. In a 1947 letter, Meyer

explained to the Bauhaus industrial designer Hin Bredendieck (then living in Chicago) that:

> Hannes Meyer (Mexico City) to Ernst Mittag and Etel Mittag-Fodor (Cape Town), February 8, 1948,
Hannes Meyer Papers, Deutsches Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.

® Michel Foucault, “Truth and Power” (1977) in The Foucault Reader, ed. Paul Rabinow (New York:
Pantheon Book, 1984), 67-68.
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The idea is for the Album to have an entirely social foundation. We think that in
the current reconstruction period in Europe we ought to pass our experience in the
field on to professional and educational environments in different countries. This
is why we shall print the publication in different languages. I think I do not have
to explain to you my opinion about the Bauhaus-Book of the Museum of Modern
Art [New York]. I am even glad that it gives a complete impression of the
Tohuwabohu of ideas of the “First Period” up to 1927. Of course, it was not
correct to mix my own person and some of my young friends into that exhibition
catalogue. The catalogue proves that without a social understanding of the context
we cannot talk about any kind of industrial design, etc. So, my idea is very
different and I would not like to follow up such a publication [the MoMA
catalogue] with a “Second Volume.” We will just analyze our experience of those
three years without polemics or politics and propose ideas from our current
viewpoint. I would be remiss if I did not mention my pedagogical experience and
aspects of my praxis in Russia and Mexico, and my wish is to compare these

results with the past [the Bauhaus].”

To highlight some aspects of this statement: Meyer established that the purpose of the book was
to offer his experience and the experience of his Bauhaus to Europe in the context of post-
Second-World-War reconstruction efforts—the book should be of use for professional and
educational consultation and it should be published in different languages to have a broader

reach. However, when stating “without polemics or politics,” he was of course recognizing that

" Hannes Meyer (Mexico City) to Hinrich Bredendieck (Chicago) February 21, 1947, Deutsches
Architekturmuseum-Archiv, Frankfurt am Main.
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there would be both. Meyer, until the end of his life, aimed to assess his ability to make potential
contributions to the field, to offer the expertise he had gained during the interwar period and in
Mexico as a resource for the postwar reconstruction efforts, and above all for the establishment
of an adequate pedagogy in the discipline.

Meyer’s confrontational edge was also present in the quote in the idea of using the Album to
respond to his historical nemesis: Walter Gropius. In 1938, the Museum of Modern Art in New
York held the exhibition Bauhaus: 1919-1928 (December 7, 1938 - January 30, 1939), which
along with the catalogue of the exhibition that Meyer referenced, further perpetuated the name of
Gropius as a synonym for the Bauhaus. Although Meyer’s Bauhaus architecture department had
been created in 1927, and the MoMA exhibition displayed work from 1919 until 1928, the show
not only excluded Meyer’s work but also that of his architecture students (and due to the dates,
his tenure as director and his overall Bauhaus accomplishments).® (figs. 6.1-6.3.) Meyer wrote
the quoted letter to Bredendieck in February 1947, and in September of the same year Mies van
der Rohe, successor to the Bauhaus directorship, had his first solo exhibition at the New York
MoMA (Mies van der Rohe, September 16, 1947 - January 25, 1948), further underlining the
lack of historical agency that Meyer’s Bauhaus tenure was credited with in the 1930s and 1940s
(at least in the United States).”

Most likely, the 1938 MoMA catalogue of the Bauhaus exhibition organized by Herbert
Bayer and the Gropiuses ignited Meyer’s desire to publish a book that could set the record
straight. After returning to Switzerland in 1949, Hannes Meyer continued working on this

Album. The Album in question never got published due to a lack of publisher and other

¥ See Herbert Bayer, Walter Gropius, and Ise Gropius, Bauhaus, 1919-1928 (New York: Museum of
Modern Art, 1938).

? See Philip C. Johnson, Mies van der Rohe (New York: Museum of Modern Art, 1947).
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problems. (figs. 6.4-6.6.) Unlike Walter Gropius and Mies van der Rohe, Meyer did not have a
chance to officially historicize his own Bauhaus, which partially accounts for the comparative
lack of serious scholarship on his tenure. Until the 1960s, unlike Gropius and Mies van der Rohe,
Meyer had practically disappeared from official Bauhaus narratives.

Meyer was aware that he had carried out a novel pedagogy at the Bauhaus, ideas that were
continued in some capacity in the Soviet Union and Mexico. The Second World War from 1939
to 1945 had clearly delayed his response by ten years. The story of this unpublished Album is
also relevant because it was an opportunity for Meyer to regroup the Itinerant Red Bauhaus. Said
differently, the overall effort of contacting all former students was in fact an exercise in counting
heads, seeing who had survived the war, and also checking on their current architectural
production. Meyer wanted to both establish the legacy of his Bauhaus tenure and also to make a
point about architectural technical education at large—#is idea of an architectural technical
education to be precise—by looking at the outcome through the work of his former students.

The Introduction of this dissertation established certain ambiguities: a decision had to be
made on whether the main focus should be on Meyer, on his “school,” on the Red Bauhaus
Brigade as an idea, or on the more diffuse Third Emigration. As the dissertation advanced, the
attempt was made to weave all of these categories together, but here at the conclusion, the
sequence of the chapters can be read as an argument about the actual focus. Starting with the
more general frame of emigration culture, moving to Meyer’s Bauhaus tenure and its
pedagogical project, then to Meyer and the Red Bauhaus Brigade in the Soviet Union, and
finishing with two chapters devoted to four of the Brigade members, should make it clear that the

whole dissertation has been organized to explain the careers of these students.
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Invoking the architectural careers of these four students is a complicated strategy,
particularly because their stories are shorter. In terms of surviving fragments and archival
material there are fewer resources when compared with Meyer’s legacy, and this contrast relates
to the way history works and how it preserves the pieces of the lives of protagonists versus those
of secondary characters. The fact that different parts of Meyer’s archive are found in different
institutions in at least three different countries is enough evidence.'’ The point is that so far,
history has not considered these Bauhaus students as protagonists. The way they vanish into
history can be interpreted as part of their meaning, and in this dissertation they move from the
background to the forefront until they acquire a protagonist role parallel to that of Meyer. This
exhumation, however, is not intended as a simple commemoration of these minor figures, but as
a shift of balance. Said differently, without the four case studies in Chapter Four and Five, this
dissertation could have ended up as a monograph on Meyer. The decision not to write a chapter
about Meyer in Mexico, and instead continue with four of his students is part of what makes this
dissertation a different type of research.

Weiner, Piischel, Tolziner, and Mensch are not reducible to their Bauhaus period, nor to their
Red Bauhaus Brigade days. The fact is that contact with Meyer did not determine the histories of
Weiner, Piischel, Tolziner and Mensch; they had four rich careers after the Red Bauhaus Brigade
was dissolved. Their careers were not even just a reflection of the encounter between architecture
and political ideology, because Meyer had not simply been a vehicle for ideology at the Bauhaus
(even if part of his Bauhaus study plan can be read in a Marxist key). Even if Meyer had engaged
with political ideas, he had not necessarily intended to stoke the militancy of his students. If

anything, the Students’ Communist Union (Kostufra) was the principle vehicle for ideology at

10 Thorough research on Meyer requires searching archives in Frankfurt, Dessau, Weimar, Berlin, Ziirich,
and Los Angeles. See Bibliography.
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the Bauhaus, but as was proven in Chapter Two, none of the four people who served as case
studies in the last two chapters of this dissertation had been official members of the Kostufra.
Weiner, Piischel, Tolziner, and Mensch were exemplary of the adaptive potential of the training
they had received at the Bauhaus. At the same time, each of their careers represents a voice of its
own in their diverse disciplinary paths. Taking the point of view of secondary characters, shifting
the focus from Meyer to his students, enables a new reading of the studied period and an in-depth
evaluation of the nomadic continuation of the Bauhaus’ second administration—it completes and
challenges the story known until now.

It is important to question who followed whom? Did the Red Bauhaus Brigade follow Meyer
or was it the other way around? This dissertation is an invitation to understand the story from the
point of view of Weiner, Piischel, Tolziner, and Mensch. In the end, Meyer can be understood in
parallel to his students, for he was Tolziner, Plischel, and Weiner’s fellow traveler. They got
caught up in circumstances, and all of them continued in one way or another to be committed to
the cause after the war. In this context, Mensch’s more commission-oriented career is
exceptional, and makes him an interesting contrast. This research reveals that neither Marxism
nor architectural modernism were ever fixed identities, and that, for a short while, even in a
climate that sought to tear them apart, some architects saw the possibility of a productive
symbiosis. As a part of the Third Emigration, the Red Bauhaus Brigade can be read through a
political filter, but the larger careers of some of its members also provide an overview of what
architects generally do, which is to chase work. (Think about Western architects working in
Dubai or China over the last decades). In other words, this architectural culture can be read as
both exotic and not exotic. Yet, what was exceptional about the Third Emigration, and the Red

Bauhaus Brigade in particular, in comparison to the architects of other emigrations was the high
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stakes of the decisions they made—circumstances that even led to the deaths of Meumann,

Scheffler and Urban. (fig. 6.7.)
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	jw06_dt_Conclusions_chapter_jf 2
	jw07 Bibliography 
	jw 10 FINAL FINAL



