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1 (frontispiece) Crematorium, Hagen
in Westfalia. Design and
presentation drawing by Peter
Behrens (1906); only the central
building was built.

2 Kiinstler-Kolonie, Dq rmstadt.
Opening ceremony (1901); Peter
Behrens’s production of Georg

Fuchs’s “Das Zeichen” (“The Sign"—

a symbolic crystal), performed for
the Grossherzog Ernst Ludwig and
his guests before the E rust-Ludwig-
Haus (the studio building for the
artists of the colony) designed by
Joseph Olbrich.

Modern industry ruptured ancient relationships among
makers, products, and users—disjunctures, owing to the
division of labor, between workers and the objects pro-
duced; a correlative standardization of the products; an.d an
increasing emphasis on fashion and obsglgscence as E‘?tlml}ll'
lants to consumption. The Great Exhibition pf 1851 in tde
Crystal Palace in London assembled the mach'mes and prod-
ucts of modern industry in a prefabricated iron and glass
building before a popular audience—building and audlen?e
themselves being representatives of the same change é”
productive means.' 1851 ocecasioned major J.:'eassessmens,»
of the condition of culture and society in reI.atlon to the n;\l‘:
productive system and the environmer}t it producgd. -
though such evaluations need not have hinged on :arEJeg. "
oreven a radical critique of mass production, the imme 1:11;0
consequences of industrialization were sufficiently Oper;fts
criticism as to lend strong support to the Ar.ts' and Cr. ]
movement which, under the leadership of William MOT;‘I;i
attempted to reintroduce craftsmanship as the primar}
means of cultural production.

It has often been noted that Morris himself was .ﬁnﬂloli
forced to realize the inherent impossibility of rlelymi X
craft production, with its assumption of ini_:eg.ratlng “Ith‘\;
production, and society, as the basis for achieving ﬂl}:e:‘ i
and equitable social order. It also became clear tda o
course of industrial production could not be reverse q zeen
out drastic consequences for a population that ha T the
reorganized to suit the processes of industrialization. i
end, Morris and his associates were only able to pi‘ﬂx ok
high quality craft objects, for the most part at fu S8
prices, within a world dominated by the processes 0 hie;’-
production. At best their work could be valued for ac sl
Ing an appropriate relation between the Chal'?Cter_Of all,:ltiﬂn
uct and the process that had produced it. While this re i
might serve as an ideal to be achieved under other i~nvi e
of production, the Arts and Crafts program did not pro i
the key to an alternative organization of production
society,

- pitted
Where the mid-century Arts and Crafts mﬂ\femeﬁ;g | or-
handicraft production and the myth of a pf'e'l_ndub = d'the
ganic social harmony against modern technique



3 Wall

Paper shop of Josef Klein,
agey,

P f}e ?eter Beh*r'e??.s.( 1906-1907).

. ’c tve use of artificial light as a

S mpiement to Behrens's “art of

pif‘f:d near the end of his Diisseldorf

ol and qs he had already begun
VCtations with the AEG.

) ¢
1 ‘; Wernational Art Eyhipiy,
Mheim, (1907). Exhibition room

6

and its choice of works and
installation by Peter Behrens. The
axial piece is a plaster cast of
Maillol’s Mediterranée then in the
collection of Harry Graf Kessler.

7 Crematorium, Hagen in Westfalia.
Plan of the main level based on a
drawing in the Bauordnungsamt,
Hagen, dated May 1912.

3 Kiinstler-Kolonie, Darmstadt. The
music room of Peter Behrens's own
house, the setting for the domestic
and everyday counterpart of the
ceremony of Fig. 2, by Peter Behrens
(1900-1901).

4 Northwest German Art Exhibition,
Oldenburg (1905). Exhibition
pavilions by Peter Behrens.
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8 Machine house for water turbines
and the AEG transformer building
for long-distance power transmission
to Frankfurt, Lauffen (1891).

9 Electrotechnical Exhibition,
Frankfurt am Main (1891). Artificial
waterfall activated by AEG pumps
driven by electricity transmitted from
Lauffen.

consequent social erises of the Industrial Revolution, the
artistic movements of the late nineteenth century, soon to
be known as Art Nouveau, proposed the ideal of a holistic,
Nietzschean artistic culture to be set against the advance
of a positivist scientific civilization (fig. 2). The new contro-
versial position stemmed from the critique of art and cul-
ture rather than from eraft production. It confronted not
the productive basis of modern civilization but certain char-
acteristics of that civilization and the extension of those
characteristies to intellectual, cultural, and spiritual
realms, While the formation of the Art Nouveau took place
outside the realm of industry, the Art Nouveau artists
themselves were not programmatically opposed to the use
of industrial methods. Henry van de Velde, one of the chief
spokesmen of the movement, often argued for the mutual
support of art and industry. However, the resistance of
these artists to a fragmented, analytic, positivist science
(“Wissenschaft”) and their difficulty in imagining either sci-
ence or technology without these characteristies, exposed
the Art Nouveau to rapid dissolution as a result of its
divorce from any productive base.

Similarly Peter Behrens, as a member of the Darmstadt
Artists’ Colony, established around 1900 a typically Art
Nouveau and explicitly Nietzschean program for a holistic
culture that would be generated by the will of an elite (figs.
2, 3). Yet Behrens’s late emergence within Art Nouveay
facilitated his shift toward other positions—both theoretica]
and formal. From 1903 to 1907 Behrens was director of the
School of Arts and Crafts at Diisseldorf, a position which
he used to establish his first coherent concept of architec-
ture. Relying on the insights of the art historian August
Schmarsow, Behrens argued that architecture was the art
of defining space, which he proposed to achieve with sparse
geometrical forms, while allowing sculpture, the art of vol-
ume or spatial occupation, to provide its plastie counterpart
(figs. 1, 4-7).

In 1907, Peter Behrens left his academic post in Disseldorf
to become the artistic consultant to a large corporation in
the electrical industry, the Allgemeine Elektricitats-Ge-
sellschaft (AEG) in Berlin. Behrens came to control almost
every visual manifestation of this corporation, including its

product design, graphics, exhibition design, and architec-
ture.?

Established in 1883 as the Deutsche Edison Gesellschaftt
fir angewandte Elektricitit, the founder of the AEG Emil
Rathenau was a shrewd engl:neer—businessman who learned
of Edison’s work at the Philadelphia Exposition of 1876 and
later procured the German rights for the Edison Pat?l}ts‘
The success of the AEG, the related changes in its political
and cultural self-awareness, and the emergence of Peter
Behrens in this development ean all be gauged by compar-
ing AEG participation in three exhibitions.

As a pioneer in power transmission, the AEG arranged &
impressive demonstration of this important modern service
for the Elektrotechnische Ausstellung in Frankfurt am
Main in 1891. Water power drove a turbine Of three
hundred horsepower at Lauffen am Neckar, which, in turn,
drove an electric generator (fig. 8). Fifteen thousand volts
from this generator were transmitted a record 175 kilome-
ters to Frankfurt where transformers converted it for use
into one thousand incandescent lamps and a one hundred
horsepower electric motor. However, neither the lights nor
the motor were the culminative attraction for in accordance
with a charming and naive naturalism, the motor. drove 4
pump which lifted water to the top of an artificial hill wherg
a theatrical waterfall spent the electrical energy that 3

been generated by the water power (fig. 9). A quite e‘;
traordinary capability for the generation and disf:l'l.bugo

of large amounts of energy was expended in a poor lrmtatw?
of nature and with a naive sense of functional Symmetr}:
Almost equally naive architecturally, the building that. ho;
sed the equipment at Lauffen was derived from medlevc:
half-timbered prototypes. At this point the AEG was e

cupied with g popular demonstration of what it cm'111
achieve. The firm was little concerned with the ex-presslo

of its capabilities through artistic form—whether in tel;ﬂhi
of its equipment, the housing of this equipment, 0T the
image of the corporation. The AEG was interested 1 ;
machines for what they could do, not as ends in themselves

g s
However, for the Exposition Universelle of 1900 1 lséﬁg
the AEG employed a designer to create an artistic ¢



10 Universal Exhibition, Paris
(1900). AEG pavilion, unidentified
designer.

for its products. While it is clear that by this time the
corporation was becoming self-conscious about its produc-
tion and its relation to art, the pavilion itself was little
more than a vulgar combination of Art Nouveau ornament
and pseudo-classical forms (fig. 10). Such a work was as
incapable of emulating the dramatic operation of the Frank-
furt waterfall as it was of establishing a correspondence
between the technical modernism of the AEG combine and
the presumed modernism of its artistic style.

Peter Behrens's first building for the AEG was an exhibi-
tion pavilion for the Berliner Schiffbanausstellung of 1908
(fig. 12). The machines were exhibited like sculptures
within an austere centralized building form modeled after
such prototypes as the Baptistry of Florence and the Im-

perial Chapel of Aachen (fig. 13). The AEG no longer sought -

merely to emphasize the utility of its products (certainly
not in the form of artificial waterfalls), but rather to exhibit
the product itself as an impressive object, indicative of
modern industrial potential. Beyond the reification of this
utilitarian potential, there were cultural and political im-
plications which the AEG increasingly saw to be the op-
portunity and responsibility of the corporation. The 1908
pavilion by Behrens implicitly assumed the necessity of
representing industry as a forceful agent within society.
The machines were presented as the regalia of power; the
increasingly studied forms adopted by both the machines
and the pavilion asserted their political and cultural roles.
It is significant that the Kaiser himself opened this pavilion

of power and good form (fig. 11).

A similar formal development occurred in the field of graph-
ics, the AEG passing from elaborate late nineteenth cen-
tury job printing* to the commissioning of a noted artist as
the designer of its graphic image. In 1900 Otto Eckmann
adapted his floral and lyrical Jugendstil manner to the de-
sign of a corporation signet and decorative borders for
changing advertisements. Although Eckmann's designs
were representative of their genre, their immediate jux-
taposition with the image of machine production was again
only indicative of the aspiration for, rather than the result
of, a successful collaboration between art and industry (fig.
20). The AEG pavilion at Paris and Eckmann’s graphics for



58 the AEG may seem to be an exception to the Jugendstil

artists’ general lack of sympathy for a modern civilization
dominated by science and technology, but in fact the con-
trast between pavilion and machine and between decorative
frame and photographic image of the machine product was
so great in these examples that it simply confirmed the
exclusion of art from the system of production—it con-
firmed the disjunction of art and industry rather than their
union. Beginning in 1907, Behrens created a unified graphic
style for the AEG by means of a precise, overt geometrical
organization of the surface and the use of antique type faces
(fig. 15). On occasion, Behrens also reduced the image of
the product to two-dimensional graphic terms (fig. 19).

Post-Art Nouveau work, such as that produced by Behrens
in Disseldorf, reflected more of a change in formal conven-
tion than an alternation in the overall attitude toward in-
dustry. To the extent that this formal change did have
implications for the union of art and industrial production,
these implications had an inherent ambiguity. Certain con-
ventions, such as the use of the T-square and triangle, the
form of a brick, and the geometry of a simple structural
bay, were used to suggest that straight linear compositions
were more anonymous and comprehensive than curvilinear
arrangements. Nevertheless while Behrens and other art-
ists thought of these straight lines in ideal rather than
practical terms, figures such as Van de Velde argued for
the practical function of what he called “wavy lines.” s

The new convention of the straight line could adapt quite
well to certain limited problems, as in the case of Behrens's
graphies for the AEG. But the same conventions did not
go very far in resolving the problem of product design and
the structure of material things—objects of use and build-
ing. Thus Behrens's past experience and the logic of his
new position with the AEG posed problems on
levels. First and foremost, if the relatio
product form were to be worked out i
production (for the pov

several
nship of design and
n terms of industrial
0 erty of the handicraft approach had
become Increasingly clear), then a reassessment of such
basic attitudes as the artist’s anti-positivism and his mis-
trust of technology and industry was necessary. At a more
strategic level, Behrens was called upon to construct the

11 Shipbuilding Exhibition, Berlin.
The Kaiser opening the AEG
pavilion (2 June 1908).

12 Shipbuilding Exhibition, Berlin.
AEG pavilion by Peter Behrens.

13 Palace complex of Charlemagne,
Aachen. Model of the state ¢.800.
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i.;wn, founded 1887. An ill-??zia
to Rathenaw's dismissal of gt
garden city—though th1§tpg@ and fi
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practice and the implicit theory for how a person with

art%stic talent and interest could contribute to an organi-
zational system whose operational concerns extended from
natural resources to the mass marketing of industrial prod-
ucts.® Finally, he had the problem of relating design to the
pmdgctive processes, that is to say, of discovering a viable
relathnship between the abstractions of the artist and the
material conditions of production. At a more general level,
Behrens’s employment with the AEG marked a renewal of
hls‘search for a funectional relationship between art and
ISDCI'et?v—but no longer, as at Darmstadt, through the art-
Ists’ dietation of a holistic culture. The new search, although
equally utopian, entered into a discourse with the existing
economie, political, and social conditions.

It is more than incidental that one of the directors of the
AEG, Walther Rathenau, the son of its founder and pres-
1dent3 shared Behrens's interest in a culture composed of
f“n?tl(mally related parts.” Both men believed that certain
?}i—‘rmds of history had manifested high levels of culture,
m;‘g one must work to achieve such a level again, and that
e 9-1'11. technology was not an inevitable contributiop to
C01;1 goal. R?thenﬁju' was one of the last great utopists,
ind posing his positive image from both an evolutionary
enaua critical und(?rstanding of man’s development. Rath-
- iCO(;lcen?ed with the reconstruction of man and culture
S en ]:J-Strlifll soc1ety,*f had first to offer a cr1t1c1sr_n of his
iz T'p D(*h’s, his Zur Kritik der Zeit (“On the Criticism of
in thelmes ) of 1912, Despite his renown as an industrialist
and ] “ley de_"el“ped fields of electricity, automobiles,
distrefsc 'm':heFUStI‘y, Rathenau proceeded to apalyze the
l‘esultL fand misery of rpo‘dem man which had arisen as the
i theo unche_eket'tl capitalism and which had inevitably led
1913 hem‘fChamz'atlon of work, of man, and of culture. In
Mecha _“1r0te his book Zur Mechanik des Geistes (“On the
about Itl;]m’ of the _Spll."lt”). However, despite his concern
olisin Re mechanization that had resulted from industri-
S :tt-l)lenau was emphatic in his belief that such.llls
teenth 0t be removed by doing away with industry. Nine-
han dicr’e?ntury dreams of the return to an agrarian and
al‘chite(j;t society, the “garden city idylls of the average
sible i and art-craftsman” (fig. 14), were not only impos-

In Rathenau’s opinion but would condemn great parts

15 AEG, development of the
corporate signet: (a) and (b), late
nineteenth century signets by
unidentified designers; (¢) and (d),
successive signets designed by Peter
Behrens (19071f.).

of the increased population to death through inefficient pro-
duction and distribution. While Rathenau did not believe in
an inevitable evolutionary progress toward a better world,
he argued that the effects of knowledge, technology, and
industry could not be rescinded. Human will would have to
be used to enter into the historical process, to guide the
way to a better world through the use of technology: “only
mechanization itself can lead us beyond mechanization,”?
to a Kingdom of the Soul characterized by social conscious-
ness and solidarity, love and creative responsibility. Upon
entering into the historical process, it would become clear
that it was the spiritual world which needed to be restruc-
tured. Rathenau said that the purpose of his book Von
kommenden Dingen (“In Days to Come”) was “to show
that the spiritual guidance of life and the permeation of the
mechanistic order with spirit will transform the blind play
of force into a fully conscious and free cosmos, into a cosmos
worthy of mankind.”'®

But Rathenau did not mean his call for spiritualization to
be a retreat from life:

“every genuine earthly experience must be taken seriously.
Faithfulness in sensuous perception and devotion of the
spirit lead to the inner comprehension even of everyday
occurrences and to the contemptuous rejection of any sip-
ping at the cup of life. If the world be an order, a cosmos,
it behooves man to study its interconnections, its laws, and
its phenomena; it behooves him to build them up within
himself. Plato’s, Leonardo’s, and Goethe’s irruption into
the robust world of things was not a mundane aberration
but a divine necessity. The poet who, lacking spiritual
grasp, despises the present and the future of his world for
the sake of artificially selected interests, is not as he fancies
a seer, but a purveyor of aesthetic amusement.

“What is romance in history? Tt is sterility. It is incapacity
to imagine, still less to shape the yet unknown. . . . Ij‘oaring
the ugly present and the anxious future, the romantllc takes
refuge with the dear, good, dead people, and spins out
further what it has learned from them. But every big man
was a shaper of his own time, a respecter of antiquity and
conscious of his inheritance as a grown and capable man
may be; not a youth in sheltered tutelage, but a mas’.ur of
the living world, and a herald of the future. ‘Modernity’ is

b

9
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16 AEG sales room in the
Koniggrdtzerstrasse, Berlin (1910).
The shop and all visible household
objects by Peter Behrens.

foolish, but antiquarianism is rubbish; life in its vigor
neither new nor antique, but young.”!!

Even before Rathenau wrote of the “big man” engagl
the world in order to achieve a true and young cultur
Peter Behrens and others were working out this challen
in the arts.

In an article of 1908 about Behrens’s work for the J}EG,
the close relationship between the means of production a
artistic form was recognized. The attempt of William Mo
ris and his followers to restore an earlier cultural balan
through a return to an earlier productive system was sp
cifically criticized on the grounds that such an endea‘."
could not cope with the basis of modern PTOducmon_"_Whu
still remained the machine. Behrens repeated this arg
ment and specifically disagreed with a claim tha? had be;
made by Muthesius that Morris should be recognized as tl
founder of the modern movement in arts and crafts. QH tl
contrary, Behrens thought that priority should be g Velz-
those who were seeking a new classical art while wor t;
in sympathy with modern conditions rather than to
English Romantics and their German followers."?

Despite Rathenau’s and Behrens's acceptance of the
ern situation, there remained a traditional, even ¢@ I?Se;(
ative, aspect to the modern society which they enﬂglonhi
Both men believed there had been a healthy T_elatlonscu
between the methods of production and the sx_)mal an :
tural conditions of certain earlier times—especially €135
antiquity, selected periods of the Middle Ag‘?s’ a? thos
Germany of around 1800. The cultural solidarity © it W
times provided a lesson. It seemed obvious that 11‘thi'
necessary to recreate the orderly, not to say monot
organization imagined for the earlier admired epochs.
Rathenau had spoken of the big man as peing not t(i’nll;;t
shaper of his own time, but also “a respecter of an qab'
and conscious of his inheritance as a grown an(-l callzzal‘
man may be.” Such a historical consciousness 15 cear
revealed in Behrens's publications of the P:erlln gem
which repeatedly dealt with the themes of ‘monutal ar
art” and “art and technology.”'* He saw monume?



17 Design of housing and globe for
AEG are lamp by Peter Behrens
(1907).

18 AEG Turbine Factory, Berlin-
Moabit (now the Kraftwerk Union
AG). The two street facades, Peter
Behrens with Karl Bernhard (1908-

1909).

19 Peter Behrens’s advertising design
including type face. Dated by the
AEG as 1914, but probably nearer
1910 (the type face is, in any case,
from 1908).

20 Graphic frame for AEG
advertisements at the Paris
Exposition (1900) by Otto Eckmann.
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62 which had become his passion with his projects for the

crematorium in Hagen and the Mannheim exhibition hall,
as just the opposite from lyrical art. Just as he had disso-
ciated himself from the Morris tradition, he now made spe-
cific his break with the lyrical in art. What had been so
important at Darmstadt and in his relationship with Rich-
ard Dehmel and other poets was now relegated to the
intimate realms where such art could work its charm on
initiated amateurs. Monumental art did not necessarily
have to be large (lamps and vases could be monumental
while statues as high as houses could be merely decorative);
it was distinguished rather by the fact that it was the
expression of what was most important to a people—the
source of a people’s power or that which a people honors.
For example, even in a time when the church had ceased
to have the power and honor that it once had, death still
had its mystery, and consequently a crematorium was ca-
pable of sustaining a monumental art. Furthermore, since
monumental art, according to Behrens, was representative
of what was most important to a people, it was also the
highest expression of the culture of its time (fig. 18); indeed
all other art forms (figs. 16, 17), including those of everyday
life, should rely on the touchstones provided by monumen-
tal art.'* But if all art was dependent on monumental art,
which was in turn the highest expression of a culture,
Behrens needed to ascertain what distinguished or at least

what should distinguish the monumental art of twentieth
century Western culture,

In 1909, Behrens adopted Houston Stuart Chamberlain’s
distinction of knowledge, civilization, and culture,!® Rely-
ing on Chamberlain, Behrens built up his own relationships
among these concepts. He viewed civilization as applied
knowledge (science and technology). In modern times,
knowledge had become essentially analytical and inductive
he felt. In contrast, such dominant aspects of culture as the;
Weltanschauung and art were synthetic and deductive.

_Chamberlain had played these contrasting characteristies
Into an opposition between civilization and culture. Inter-
es.ting]y, Behrens did not fully agree. Accepting the ter-
minology, the problem, and even the general description of
the characteristics of knowledge and art in contemporary

society, he pointed out that knowledge had not always' bee'r_
analytical despite the fact that it was markeFlly s0 in hi
day. He also felt that art in contemporary society was les
synthetic then ever before. For Behrens then, the outcom
of this exercise was not that civilization and (?ulture wer
necessarily opposed, but that the early twent_leth §ent]1r1
happened to be strongly marked by an analytic, scientific
“civilizational”—that is, non-cultural—character.

This analytic character was contrary to the Goethean sy
thetic spirit that Behrens admired. However, there wer‘?[
he claimed, clear signs of a return to constructive Sbmthes].:
in science as well as art. Behrens'’s instances of Synthesl‘:.
in science were rather literal; for example, he cited th
laboratory synthesis of water from hydrogen and O,X){gf-z
In art, there was, he felt, a turn from the mat‘."mhf;lﬁ
intellectual analysis of Gottfried Semper and h]s tuneSAlUi‘
the synthetie, intuitional understanding Pm"’“_led t.)y freeé
Riegl and his concept of the Kunstwollen. '® This shift I B
the artist from the implicit determinism of a mate’?’
theory of art. In the terms with which Berens bef®
there was in progress a shift from a scientific c1V1hZallowaﬁ
a culture in which the will of the artist and the peopie
dominant.

In 1910, Behrens meshed these abstract thou.ghtstoghi}:-
development of culture with his involvem-ent n at?nonu-
logical industry.'® Behrens had earlier claimed thla move
mental art must be expressive of that which tl'llyt in hi
and grasps a society. He then acknowledged thit about
time, technology and the material progress broug eer ha
by technology had claimed that position. The eng'l%ehrens
become the hero of modern times. Nevertheless, intellec
said, technology was still only a material conceﬂ?‘"lto pring
tual, and a matter of civilization. The challenge wa:dér that
about the synthesis of technology and art In © y
modern civilization might be elevated to a true ci

Unfortunately, no one, according to Behrens,
making that synthesis—least of all in industl'fb’b_ects pro
greatest opportunity lay. The character of the othhe tastt
duced was determined by a few calculations an e the de
of the shop foreman. The architects, charged W!



";1, Kl'cmpp Ninth Mechanical
0kshop, Essen ( ¢.1900). An
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aestheéﬂg to Behrens, the “pseudo-
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22 - R
; iji;b#wn space by Peter Behrens
i hird German Arts and Crafts
ition, Dresden (1906).

sign of an industrial building, reacted romantically and
drew upon a treasury of historical forms—never exploring
the formal implications of modern construction. Engineers,
on the other hand, gave form to their buildings according
to calculations and the conditions of construction. Often
there was a beauty to great works of engineering (fig. 21),
but according to Behrens this was a pseudo-aesthetic based
on the lawfulness of mechanical construction. Such lawful-
ness was related to that of organic growth in Nature, and
Nature, Behrens maintained, was not culture. Nor could
the mere fulfillment of purpose be culture. In contrast,
Behrens cited Riegl's theory that the artistic will of an
epoch had to be accomplished even if it ran counter to

material criteria.

Behrens concluded this 1910 statement by outlining the
service which men of his persuasion had to provide. As
different as art and technology might be, they nevertheless
belonged together. Art should no longer be considered a
private matter. He wanted no aesthetic that sought its own
rules in romantic dreams, but rather an aesthetic “rooted
in the laws of surging life.” He also did not want a tech-
nology that pursued its own ends, but one that was sensible
to the artistic will of the time. “Thus German art and
technology will work toward a single goal: to the strength
(“Macht”) of the German land, which will be recognized by
the fact that a rich material life has been ennobled by a

spiritually refined form.” *¢

As far as relating artistic form to new modes of production,
the AEG had created an unusual opportunity and had
placed this opportunity in the hands of Behrens. However,
on the general level of ideas and policy, Behrens and the

AEG were not alone.

enth century a recurrent theme®' was
nce of design and production in the
crafts—and still more in industry—would be particularly
important for Germany. This idea found an especially en-
thusiastic supporter in the nationalist and social-democratic
politician Friedrich Naumann. The argument ran some-

thing like this: Germany is not rich in natural resources
and has no great navy or empire (although Naumann was

Already in the ninete
the claim that excelle

63



23 Richard Riemerschmid's dining
room furniture designed for and
Jabricated by the Deutsche Werkstitte
fiir Handwerkskunst, Hellerau near
Dresden, exhibited at the Third
German Exhibition of Arts and
Crafts, Dresden (1906).

also an enthusiast for achieving both a navy and an empir
consequently it has no cheap source of materials and 1
ready market for cheap goods. To compete in world cor
merce, Germany must acknowledge and turn to advanta
the fact that it buys material and sells labor and Kultu
For volume and economical production, there must be r
liance on machine produetion; but to overcome the high c0
of imported materials and quality labor, it must be machi
production of high quality, based on good design. The Kif
tur which Germany sells should be the German }rernacul-
of the Machine Age, but this in turn must derive from
machine-oriented people who have been reared in a t-hﬂ_
oughly artistic culture. To succeed in satisfying all the:
conditions would be to assure a high standard of art, ¢
advantageous commercial position, high employment, @
elevated working and living conditions.??

In 1907, Naumann was instrumental in the fqundmg Oft;
organization, the Deutscher Werkbund, dedicated t0 i
implementation of these ideas. The Werkbund had'asl;
immediate source the men and the activities of pli)re‘
deutsche Kunstgewerbeausstellung which opened in ftkl
den on May 12, 1906 (fig. 22).2% The greatest part 0 w;
exhibition, under the direction of Fritz Schumacher, aj
devoted to what was termed “Raumkunst” (that is to Sm
“spatial art” or “interior architecture”). Complete r'Ot;té
for many different functions, were designed and fabr-l‘cstin
in order “to solve each problem not according to an ex1 5
formula, but rather in accordance with a formula con}Ph
of three concerns: the character of the functiop whic .
room serves, the character of the materials which areeate
in the room, and the character of the person who crterc
the room.”2* Great stress was placed on the “chaf";(-:bitia
the person who created the room.” Space in the €X tls W
was, for the first time, allotted only to the artis ug
would both conceive the designs and see them thl‘(}be ’
execution. Producers and contractors could come t}? artis
resented in the exhibition only at the request o feartisti
rather than vice versa. As a further assurance ! missd
excellence, the organizers appointed an A'rbeztsfcomé i |
in each of the principal regions of Germany, v,"h-(;'son wer
was to see that the general principles of the exhib! lthesius
fulfilled in the various sectors. The names of MU



“who represented Berlin; F. A. O. Kruger from the Miin-

-

chener Werkstatten, who represented Munich; Bernhard
Panlfok for Wiirttemberg; Behrens for the Rhinéland; Josef
Olbnc}} for Hessen; and Graf Kessler for Thiiringen indicate
the cghber of the administrators who sought to make Dres-
den in 1906 a celebration of a ten vear effort to renew
German crafts and architecture. One hundred and thirty-

| One rooms were created, most of them of a rather elegant

—

-

“y

———
—

<ihar§cter. While these rooms relied upon individual pro-
E#gtm;h_to, Fhe designer’s specifications, the organizers of
mads,, flb}t{on wanted to display high quality “machine-
macﬁin ur mj:}n‘e as well. In 1906 the distinction between
ductjone-zvls?l?te{i handwork and very simple industrial pro-
ffute Wab'bUfﬁCIEntl_Y obscure that any attempt to differ-
o JF}:"em?ely 1tl)etween cr;?.ft and industry was difficult—
handsoyne s1tua,t'1on very different today. However, the
Schmi dt’s Sl}d simple factor_'y:—produced furniture of Karl
ottt 2o lt’jdt&_ner Werkstétten, which had been fabri-
B PauleH e.Slg_nS of Richard Riemerschmid (fig. 23),
e hiag , felnmch 'ltes.s?now, and others, was a promi-
o eXhibii'e 0 t?le exhl_bltu.)n. Naumann visited the Dres-
oy idel-on’ discovering in both the person and the pro-
nception d: of Kz?r] Schmidt a complement to his own
T4 s 0 thi? union of German crafts, industry, and art.

Speech delivered at Dresden, Naumann had the op-

‘pnrti]n. T 5. A& = &
. Speech]E OE,O put forward his ideas. One idea from this

the later pré)artlcular significance because of its relation to
ave the mogl‘am of the Werkbund: “Many people do not
Wares aye O.ney to hire artists, and consequently many
lem, the g] ing o be mass-produced; for this great prob-

only solution is to infuse mass production with

Meanj S .
f N8 and spivit (“Kiinstlerisch zu durchgeistigen”) by

a!’tistic mEanS. Mas

It is gj
fficult to determine who was the prime mover of the

eut
usinicszem‘(zsrkbund- Theodor Heuss, who served as the
Vho was the ;ger‘ of the Werkbund after World War I and
from 1949 to l;gsuient of t}_le Federal Republic of Germany
¢ Werkbung tg’ gave I?l"mmpal credit for the founding of
he Dresden £ 0 Friedrich Naumann in cooperation with
asserted E}I;n lt‘.lre manufacturer Karl Schmidt. Heuss
gl at it was these men who sought out Dr.
0 be the first manager of the Werkbund.*®

il

'I:hese assertions are something of an oversimplification
since many men were involved in the creation of the insti-
tution, and some credence certainly should be given to
those who credited Hermann Muthesius with “fathering”
the Werkbund.?” Muthesius’s criticism of the low standard
of the craft objects produced by established German arti-
sans,?® his international interests, and his advocacy of new
technology while holding the position of Advisor on Applied
Arts to the Prussian government brought him under fire
from the protective Alliance for German Applied Arts. At
a meeting of the Alliance in Diisseldorf in June, 1907, Peter
Bruckmann, a silverware producer from Heilbronn;*’
Dohrn, an associate of Schmidt at the Dresdener Werk-
stitten; and the Viennese essayist J. A. Lux sided with
Muthesius and withdrew from the meeting and from the
Alliance.?® Fritz Schumacher also came under attack for
having used public funds while organizing the Dresden
Kunstegewerbe exhibition in such a way as to favor ideo-
logical and artistic issues as opposed to immediate economic
concerns. The defenders of Muthesius and Schumacher now
represented a position which was under attack and lacked
an organization. They claimed that artistic, social, and eco-
nomic conditions would be improved if there were a consid-
ered, artistically conceived relationship between any prod-
uet and the conditions of its production. This relationship
would be different, but no less important, if machine pro-

duection were involved.

The Dresden exhibition of 1906 was the focus for many
energetic men who shared common ideas and who, after
the Muthesius affair, found themselves in need of an official
body. It was Muthesius apparently who took the initiative
in bringing together twelve artists and twelve firms in-
volved in the applied arts.®' The artists were Peter Behrens
(Berlin), Theodor Fischer (Stuttgart), Josef Hoffman (Vi-
enna), Wilhelm Kreis (Diisseldorf), Max Lauger (Karls-
ruhe), Adelbert Niemeyer (Munich), Josef Olbrich (Darn:1-
stadt), Bruno Paul (Berlin), Richard Riemerschmid
(Munich), J. J. Scharvogel (Darmstadt), Paul Schultze-
Naumburg (Saaleck), and Fritz Schumacher (Dres_den). The
producers were Peter Bruckmann und Séhne, silverware
fabricators, Heilbronn; Deutsche (formerly Dresdener)
Werkstitten fur Handwerkskunst, Schmidt’s furniture fac-
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66 tory in Dresden and later in Hellerau; Eugen Diederichs,

a publisher operating out of Jena and Leipzig; Gebruder
Klingspor, type founders from Offenbach am Main; Kunst-
druckerei Kiinstlerbund Karlsruhe, printers from Karls-
ruhe; Poeschel und Trepte, printers from Leipzig; Saa-
lecker Werkstatten, a firm which dealt mostly in interior
furnishings, from Saaleck near Bad Kosen; Vereinigte
Werkstitten fir Kunst und Handwerk Minchen, interior
furnishings and crafts; Theophil Miiller's Werkstitten fiir
deutschen Hausrat, household furnishings, Dresden; Wie-
ner Werkstatten, Vienna; Wilhelm und Co., workshop for
lighting fixtures and iron and bronze work, Munich; and
Gottlob Wunderlich, weavers, Waldkirchen i. S.

All of the above received invitations in August 1907 for the
founding convention to be held in Munich on October -6,
1907. At the celebration of the founding, in the hall of the
Vier Jahreszeiten (“Four Seasons”), Muthesius was to have
delivered the principal exhortatory speech, but found it
inadvisable because of his political position. The duty fell
to Schumacher, who was elated and deeply moved when
his speech found “a natural echo” in this assembly of “all
the German artists allied with the new constructive and
decorative endeavors.” His speech had as its main theme
the need for the drawing together of the inventive and the
executive powers:

“The time has come when Germany should cease to look
upon the artist as a man who more or less harmlessly
follows his inclination, and rather see in him one of the
important powers for the ennobling of work, and thereby
to ennoble the entire inner life of the Land and to make
the Land victorious in the competition among peoples. For
in this competition only those values that cannot be imitated
will prove decisive in the turn of events. Everything that
can be imitated soon loses its value on the international
market; only the qualitative values which spring from the
inexpressible inner powers of a harmonious culture are
inimitable. And consequently there exists in aesthetic
power also the highest economic value,

“After a century devoted to technique and thought, we see
the next project which Germany has to fulfil] is that of the
reconquest of a harmonious culture.

“In this pioneer work we unite ourselves, not as men who

are proud of what they have already achieved, but ratl
as men who are proud of what they attempt.”**

At the end of this meeting, at the suggestion of Rich:
Riemerschmid, the entire assembly, carrying roses, we
in procession through the streets of Munich to pay homa
to Adolf Hildebrand whose sixtieth birthday it happened
be.?® While this event is anecdotal, it seems to ha.ve seal
an occasion which had been experienced as the Fﬂulmphﬂ
conclusion of years of endeavor and as a rededication
new pursuit of the elevated cultural goals which these It
had previously sought under a now discredited progra

The new program, as expressed in the articles adopted
the Werkbund, was the following: ‘
1) the encouragement of the fruitful cooperation amonga
industry and craft for the enhancement of the quality
work; . t
2) a common position of craftsmen and artists 31]_
questions which concern their relationship to the State;
3) the establishment of a center for professional de\‘;fi
ment and the literary advocacy of the goals of the W€
bund; e i
4) the obligation of each member to participate I
achievement of excellent work;

5) the initiation of action for the increased under
of quality work; P
6) a greater influence on the education of the young
above all on training in the crafts; N piddir
7) a greater influence on trade, on the conditions of b1
and on the conditions of expertise.?*

standi

|
At Munich, and regularly thereafter, Naumann offerte (i),
spiring speeches and documents, including the ﬁrsrer!
grammatic booklet of the Werkbund, Deutsche Gei&lu
kunst. Under the managership of Dohrn a"‘_i thef notal
Paquet and Ernst Jiackh, the Werkbund emoy.eq 0
growth and success in its programs of “Q“""hf;}homu
“Infusion of Meaning and Spirit into Work,” and
Forming of All Things.” 3>

jtic
However, the conditions of 1907 were even moreg;g’pa |
for the personal contribution of Peter Behrens.



2% AEG Turbine Factory, the side
toward the factory grounds. Karl
Bernhard with Peter Behrens (1908—
1909),

25 Mannesmannwerke main office
building, Diisseldorf. Peter Behrens
(1911-1912).
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68 days before Behrens participated in the founding of the

Deutscher Werkbund in Munich, he and his family had
moved from Disseldorf to Berlin, where his new duties as
artistic advisor to the AEG began on the first of October.

Behrens’s most renowned work, the AEG Turbine Factory
(see fig. 18) was in fact a composite effort with the engineer,
Karl Bernhard. Holding to his premise that the engineer’s
rational problem-solving is a naturalistic and pseudo-aes-
thetic discipline, Behrens participated in the design of the
building through a division of responsibilities rather than
through a true collaboration. Behrens designed the public,
street facades of the building, incorporating modern engi-
neering construction into forms which he conceived through
the adaptation of established architectural conventions to
the new problem of representing modern industrial enter-
prise. In these facades, engineering and modern techniques
were brought together in the service of a traditional rep-
resentational art that now was addressing itself to a new
problem. In the long side elevation facing the factory
grounds (fig. 24) and in the interior of the factory, the
engineer was given virtually free reign—achieving a quite
different result.?®

In the Turbine Factory as in other work for the AEG,
Behrens learned to work successfully in industry without
surrendering his anti-positivist position. Even his changing
attitude toward technology was not one of acceptance but
of accommodation. For Behrens, art and science were still
distinct, and art was foremost culturally. But the writings
of Alois Riegl had persuaded Behrens to accept the lawful-
ness of art as related not only to certain “constructive
(geometric, arithmetic, formal)®” ideals (as exemplified in
the conventions of the buildings of his Diisseldorf period),
but also to the epoch in which the art was created, to ‘the
rhythm of the time’.”*" It was this concept of a rhythm of
the time, of a Zeitgeist, that allowed Behrens to submit to
science and technology on the level of historical experience
without fully accepting them in his ideal understanding of
culture. Behrens might have said, the client’s cosmology
(in this case, the devotion of modern society to science and
technology) is both significant and unavoidable, but it is not
central to the creative process. Whereas theorists whom

Behrens deprecated as “materialists” (especially Gottfrie
Semper) accepted material and technical factors as inheren
in problems of production and human environment, Riegl
Kunstwollen and the concept of Zeitgeist acted as filters b;
means of which an autoeratic will could successfully modif
material and technical circumstances.

Thus Behrens acknowledged that the most imposing man
ifestations of his time, those phenomena that establishe
the “rhythm of the time,” were the works of modern en
gineering.* The artist, according to Behrens, could no
ignore the technological heart of the Zeitgeist. At the sam
time, art could not simply submit to technology, whos
currently prevalent role was time-bound. The role of mon
umental art, upon which all other art forms depended, wa
to give timeless, lawful, and ideal form to such general bl.l
time-bound characteristics of a particular age.*® Finally, 1
view of this contemporary need to give artistic form to th
accomplishments of technology, modern industry had _th‘
opportunity to serve as both the patron and the rn?dll}“
for the establishment of new values of national signif
cance. !

Behrens's speech at the dedication of his office building fg
the Mannesmann industry in Diisseldorf (fig. 25) in .1912
makes explicit his understanding of architecture 11 th,‘
service of historically determined power. The architect
greatest responsibility was to design the building WP
forms for those individuals or institutions that Pro‘fide.d ‘
represented the political and economic power of their tim¢
For Behrens, it was modern industry in alliance with ¢€!
tral government that was the prime agency of that. powe
at the beginning of the twentieth century. Its factories "
office buildings therefore had to be the architectural to.udj
stones of their age—receiving adequate rePrESer}tatlonf
form through the imaginative intersection of architectu™
convention and new conditions.

In summary, a common theme runs through Be}.lrens'
work and writing of these years. While he maintains i
mistrust of an analytic, positivistic science and technolog
and the kind of eivilization that he conceived such a P&
would yield, he nevertheless accommodates himself and b



work to modern industry, partially through his intimations
of 4 new .synthesis but much more through his notion of
artistic will as an agent of forces shaped by historical de-
te.rmlms'm. Industrial production and its intricate fusing
with political power were the realities that had to be served
In the face of material and social constraints.

;I;}r?l;i}{]i {t)flten highly diluted, Behrens’s historical determin-
the vy ehconseQuent character of his practice dominated
attenuatrjl thrust of the Modern Movement and even its
BEhrens’O]r']S'm conv_er.ltlonal practice today. For all that
to art, (K imited position stemmed from the idea of a will
Kithe 1 kimstlwollen ) fulfilling it§ historical destiny, it has
and the AE\("; edged that the position defined by Behrens
esteiire med and the Deutsche_r Werkbund was the first
Qustry. In 3-Ilt well regarded union of art and modern in-
. th;a mils;i rospect, what seems.s:crf)ngest in this position
tology. Ho rust of a narrow, positivistic science and tech-
the Ob,]:ect ;;i‘}?r’ t,he subsequent German assimilation of
it as part of th = mlStl‘USt,_by a_\sserting and incorporating
s critie] g course of hlStOI’l?al necessity, defused both

s cﬁmafll_ _creative potential. The inherent critique
2 I‘On'positixlz)' I?t r e*’flgnatl?‘n. The alternative to conceiving
sense of thislé ic science (“Wissenschaft,” in the inclusive
ted a critical erman word), one which would have permit-
art, industa s mutually contributive discourse among
thrnughoutryéh?nd Somet:y , runs as an aspirationa:l vein
achieving tent 3 pOSt'Nletgschean epoch, occasionally
rens’s Belgi ative formulation, as in the writings of Beh-
constryet f:l anf COlleagﬂf!_Henry van de Velde. A .sound
e on-oni of that pos_itmn and the writing of its history

going but unrealized projects.

Notes

This essay is adapted from chapter five of my doctoral disserta-
tion, “Pei‘fr Behrens and the New Architecture of Germany:
1909—1917 (Columbia University, 195.3)' A suﬁ'mr,(.try of Beh'r-
ens’s early career, (:ha;’loter two of the dissertation, was published
as “Peter Behrens's Changing Concept of Life as Art,” Architec-
tural Design, XXXI1X, February 1969, pp. 72-78.
It is a special pleasure to record my gratitude to Prof. Arnold
Schiirer for his many academic and personal kindnesses during
my stay in Germany.
In addition to the important aid from Prof. Schiirer, who was
then in the employ of the AEG in Frankfurt, I also gratefully
acknowledge the excellent, often warmly personal cooperation
which I received from AEG-Telefunken, in the persons of Her-
mann Lanzke, Paul Borchardt, Herr Stirke, and Frl. Ursula
Aldag in Berlin; Peter Sieber in Frankfurt; and, more recently,
Dr. Walter Feill, Miroslav Sula, Peter Obst, Herr Toepfer, and
Herr Raddatz in Berlin.
1. The first section of this essay is adapted from a fuller discussion
in my dissertation and will not be documented here. See disser-
tation references in note at head of these notes.
2 The exact circumstances of Behrens’s employment by the AEG
are not clear; most of the AEG archive was lost in the war. One
often sees the president of the AEG, Emil Rathenau, eredited
with hiring Behrens; but equally often the credit goes to Baurat
Paul Jordan, the manager of the huge Humboldthain factory com-
plex of the AEG and a member of the board of directors of the
corporation. P. J. Cremers asserts that the eredit goes to Jordan,
not Rathenau; Peter Behrens (Essen: Baedeker, 1928), p. 6.
The industrial designer Arnold Schirer, who worked for the AEG
for some years and who studied Behrens, was not able to discover
the exact conditions of Behrens’s employment. In personal ex-
change, Schirer suggested the following: It would appear that
the friendship of Jordan and Behrens begins sufficiently early that
it probably was Jordan who initiated the matter by introducing
Behrens to Rathenau. Since Rathenau was known as an open
person, and since Behrens came to have the AEG position, the
fwo men must have entered into a good relationship. This is
indicated all the more by the fact that onlﬁ Rathenau could have
:ven Behrens so much power and enabled him to work in divisions
of the AEG which were outside Jordan’s jurisdiction.
One should note, however, that as early as the 1890’s Emil Rath-
enau’s son Walther (1867-1922) and Behrens shared a number of
common friends in the arts—especially in the Pan circle. Walther,
himself a highly influential director of the AEG, may havg intro-
duced Behrens to his father, though Walther Rathenau's pub-
lished letters and essays seem to give no clarification of the mat-
ter. The city of Berlin, W. Rathenau and Behrens’s future had
already been juxtaposed by J. Meier-Graefe, Entwicklungsges-
chichte der modernen Kunst (Stuttgart: J. Hoffman, 1904), p. 725.
There is a very sizable literature on the AEG, but see especially:
Karl Wilhelm, Die 'AEG (Berlin: Widder, 1931); a 1933 manuscript
published as %0 Jahre AEG (Berlin: AEG, 1956); and 75 Jahre
AEG (Berlin and Frankfurt a.M.: AEG, 1958). o
On Emil Rathenau, see the biography by Felix Pinner (Leipzig:
Akademische Verla, sgesellschaft m.b.H., }918).
On Behrens's move %‘mm Diisseldorf to Berlin, see: F. H. Ehmcke,
Frankfurter Zeitung, Aug. 23, 1907 (republished in his Person-
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70 liches und Sachliches [Berlin: Reckendorf, 1928], pp. 5ff); E.

Schur, Dekorative Kunst, Jg. XI (Oct. 1907), p. 48; and R. Breuer,
Werkkunst, I1I (Feb. 9, 1908), pp. 145-49. o
The best recent diseussion, with extensive illustrations, is Til-
mann Buddensieg and Henning Rogge’s “Peter Behrens and the
AEG Architecture,” Lotus, 12 (Sept. 1976), pp. 90-127.

3. Photos from the AEG Archiv, Berlin, Data from Berlin, AEG,
50 Jahre AEG, pp. 263-64. Such artificial waterfalls were already
established as exhibits of power transmission, having been first
used by Hippolyte Fontaine for the Gramme exhibit at the Vienna
Exhibition of 1873 (three-quarter mile transmission) and again hy
Marcel Deprez at the Munich Exposition of 1882 (57 km). See W.
James King, “The Development of Electrical Technology in the
19th Century: 3. The Early Are Light and Generator,” United
States National Museum Bulletin 228 (Washington, D.C.: Smith-
sonian Institution, 1962), pp. 385-390.

4. Such printing relied heavily on historical precedent (fig. 15a);
an example at a large scale is provided by the stained glass
window installed behind the pump at the 1891 Frankfurt exhibi-
tion discussed above. The window spelled out the name of the
AEG in an ornamental nineteenth century antique type face en-
closed in a band and strapwork frame based on German Renais-
sance models; illustrated Dr. Felix Deutsch zum 70. Geburtstag
(Berlin: AEG, 1928), p. 23.

5. Krefeld, Kaiser-Wilhelm Museum, Linie und Form (Krefeld:
Kramer und Baum, 1904).

6. This and the following topic are the subjects of other chapters
in my dissertation; they are only briefly treated in this essay.

7. See note 2,

8. Major works by Walther Rathenau: Re exrionen (Leipzig: S.
Hirzel, 1908); Zur Kritik der Zeit (Berlin: S. Fischer, 1912); Zur
Mechanik des Geistes (Berlin: S. Fischer, 1913); Von kommenden
Dingen (Berlin: 8. Fischer, 1917; translated as In Days to Come,
New York: Knopf, 1921): Die neue Gesellschaft "(Berlin: S,
Fischer, 1921; translated as The New Society, New York: Har-
cnun&, ?l}'lacehwi]}.
On Walther Rathenau, see the biography by Graf Har Kessler
(Berlin: H. Klemm, 1928; New grlls: 3IZ-Iag'rcourt, Br;'ge, 1930);
James Joll, Three Intellectuals in Polities (New York: Pantheon,
1961); Fred L. Polak, The I'mage of the Future, 2 vols. (New
York: Oceana, 1961), I, pp. 341ff,
It seems clear that Arnheim in Robert Musil’s The Man Without
Qualities (originally published in 1930) is modeled on Walther
Rathenau. It is atleast a pleasurable and enlightening way to
critically observe the issues raised by the protagonists of the
present essay.
9. Quoted in Kessler, Walther Rathenau, p. 107, This same idea
appears at the beginning of Frank Lloyd Wright's remarkable
lecture given in Chicajfm in 1901, “The Art and Craft of the Ma-
chine” (reprinted in full for the first time by Edgar Kaufmann and
Ben Raeburn, eds., Frank Lloyd Wright: Writings and Buildings
[ New York: Meridian, 1960], Pp. 55-73). Many of Wright’s pro-
posals, for example the necessity for artists to work with manu-
facturers, are highly suggestive of the concerns of Behrens, Rath-
enau, and members of the Deutscher Werkbund around 1907; but

know of no evidence for their awareness of Wright's ]
10. In Days to Come, p. 44, right’'s lecture.

11. Ibid., p. 18. o o
12. Carl “Ir'Jidmer, “Handwerk und Mgsc}iinenarbelt, Kunstgeu
erbeblatt, N.F. XX (Dec. 1908), pp. 49-51.
13. Behrens, in Volkswirtschaftliche Blitter, IX (Aug. 27, 1910,

). 265-66. : als
}l]i In addition to the article in the preceding note, Behr?ns I*;IE
wrote: “Was ist monumentale Kunst,” K'zt?§§tgfewerbeblat,. -
XX (Dec. 1908), pp. 46, 48; a contribution to “Die Zuklfﬂ“flg m%:qsq
Kultur,” Frankfurter Zeitung (April 14, 1909), pp. 1-2;°1 "Ot %
Peter Behrens tiber Asthetik in der Industrie,” AE G-:Zﬂtg‘: g;-:m
(June 1909), pp. 5-7; “Kunst und TEChmk”; Ele'zmozﬁﬁsged i
Zeitschrift, XXXI (June 2, 1910), pp. 552-55, also %‘1 Sent, 15
Der Industriebau, 1 (Aug. 15, 1910), pp. 176-180, an %I I(Jlgm
1910), supplement pp. LXXXI-LXXXV; Werkkm’g«?ﬁsB 1dings,
11), pp. 124-25, 131-33; “The Aestheties of Industria 11313) pfl
Scientific American Supplement, LXXXVI (Aug. 23, ‘Baukin
120-21; and especially “Uber den Zusammenhang des o fi
stlerischen Schaffens mit der Technik,” in Berlin, an}%’: (étutt
Asthetik und allgemeine Kunstwissenschaft, 1913, Beric

art: 1914), pp. 251-265. . .
%5. Behrenspaoncept of monumental art is reconstrgcgjhggs
Lindner, Neue Homburger Z eitung (April 9, 1908), and be
Kunstgewerbeblatt, N.F. XX. it
16. Tl?is discussion is based on Behrens, Frankfurter Zeutun
(April 14, 1909). } nischer
17.pG. Semper, Der Stil in den technischen und teﬁgﬂiﬁ: F
Kiinsten oder Praktische Aesthetik (2 vols., 2nd ed.,
Bruckmann, 1878-79; first published 1860, 1863). Oesterr. ar
18, A. Riegl, Spitromische Kunstindustrie (Vienna:
chdologischen Institut, 1901). the
19. This discussion is based on a lecture given by B e}}: rf%l:ltﬁtm
eighteenth annual convention of the Verband Deutscheens Elek:
techniker in Braunschweig, May 26-27, 1910. See Behrens,
trotechnische Zeitschrift, XXXI. 5 The
20, Be{n'ens, Elektrotechnische Zeitschrift, XXXI, p. 505
original text is as follows: ik ihren

€nn wir nun zugeben miissen, dass Kunst und _Te‘gl.gllfag;ic
Wesen nach wohl etwas Verschiedenes sind, so ist lmmenge-
nicht minder berechtigt, dass sie beide dennoch Zus?asst wer
héren. Die Kunst soll nicht mehr als Privatsache aufge keine A%
den, der man sich nach Belieben bedient. Wir wollen In selbs
thetik, die sich in romantischer Triumerei ihre Regeqchen er
sucht, sondern die in der vollen Gesetzlichkeit _des -ra'L;;ren Wes
Lebens steht. Aber wir wollen auch keine Technik, dl; l't offener
fir sich geht, sondern die fir das Kunstwollen der ‘J(?lem Ziele
Sinn hat. Deutsche Kunst und Technik werden so zU £gndurclft o
Wirken: zur Macht des deutschen Landes, die sich ah geistig
erkennen gibt, dass ein reiches materielles Leben durc
verfeinerte Form geadelt ist. 4. N.F. VI
21. E.g., J. Lessing, “Neue Wege,” Kunstgewerbebla if 7 Volks-
(Oct. 1894), pp. 1-5; idem., “Das Kunstgewerbe filS,Ber‘llsbl
wirtschaftliche Zeitfragen, No. 97 (Berlin: L. Simion, Kuns
?(2\7 s (}\Iaumann, “Kunst im Zeitalter der Maschine,” K ;

II (July 1904), pp. 317- 327]. s s an

23, The t{vo ear]ie!;‘pexhibig;i()ns had been in Munich mhlﬁcqifiicra
1888 and thus had been part of that understanding of l?e d. The
against which the artists of the late 1890’s had rebelled:
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- archive of th
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