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Foreword

Visually the twentieth century began well before the
year 1900. There was Impressionism, for example, and
there was the work of Cézanne, which was seized upon
with such profound effect by Picasso in his cubist break-
through of 1907. But the impact of these and many other
new currents was not fully apprehended until the 1920s,
years of seemingly infinite exploration and experimenta-
ton.

Probably the greatest single concentration of such activity
was in the Bauhaus. Founded in 1919 in Weimar, Ger-
many, by architect Walter Gropius, the Bauhaus was a
new kind of art and design school. Gropius wanted to
create a unity among architecture, sculpture, and paint-
ing and to break down traditional class distinctions
between artist and artisan in the process. Supplement-
ing these original ideals were the passionate enthusi-
asms of Hungarian-born artist Laszlo Moholy-Nagy who
joined the Bauhaus in 1923. Above all he brought to
Weimar a love for the machine—for anything technologi-
cal. And he dedicated himself to wedding art and
technology.

In view of Gropius's goal, and then Moholy's particular
interest, it is curious that photography was not an official
part of the Bauhaus curriculum for the first ten years of
its all too brief fourteen-year existence. There is a special
irony here because neither man was insensitive to pho-
tography. Indeed, as is generally known, Laszlo Moholy-
Nagy created what are probably the most significant
photographic works to come out of the Bauhaus. And
although far less well known, Gropius too photo-
graphed—at times, merely to make a visual notation; at
other times, to express and convey his experience of a
piece of architecture.

After the Bauhaus moved to Dessau in 1925, the school
acquired a camera. But it remained unused except for
“special’’ occasions when a local commercial photog-
rapher was called in to operate it. The formation of a
department of photography did not come about until
1929. In his concern for making the curriculum as practical
as possible, Gropius's successor as director, Hannes
Meyer, appointed a photographic professional, Walter
Peterhans to the staff. And a three-year course offered

:

students the opportunity of studying photography for ad-
vertising or photojournalism.

This delay in *‘recognizing’’ photography, however, may
tell us something about the 1920s—about photography
and the Bauhaus. If photography in our own time poses
questions about its true nature; if there is ongoing confusion
about its place in the visual mainstream, at the end of
World War I the medium was suffering from a debilitating
identity crisis. One of the first responses photography
ever elicited was the now famous ‘‘From today painting
is dead.”" Then, after the dust of this early furor had
settled, a counterattack was mounted on the relative ease
and speed of this new medium and its lack of craftsman-
ship. Nothing this accessible could be art! To counter this,
photography put up an elaborate superstructure of tech-
nical jargon and processes designed to make it inacces-
sible and really quite difficult—or at least as difficult as
painting. And of course throughout this entire period pho-
tography's goal was pictures that were as painterly and
as nonphotographic as possible. There were occasional
demurrers, but only the currents of the new century’s mod-
ernism raised serious questions about this situation.

And technology—the new century's core—made the
ground fertile for change. At the most obvious level, tech-
nology made sophisticated cameras available on a mass
scale. Suddenly—and so right at hand that it had to be
confronted—there was an alternate image-making device.
There was the brush, the pencil, the chisel, and now there
was a machine known as a camera. And so for the first
time this machine was accessible enough fto intrigue a
whole range of visual intellects and not just the traditional
line-up of largely amateur pictorialists and working profes-
sionals known as photographers.

At another level was the predisposition of visual intellects
to experiment with something new—especially if it was
a machine. Since the midnineteenth century western civ-
ihzation had been dominated—at an increasingly frenzied
pace—by the machine and what it could do. The era of
bridge building started quite early, as did the steam lo-
comotive; the elevator and skyscraper came soon after.
And with the new century came the airplane and the
automobile and the ocean liner. If there is any truth to
the idea that an artist is a kind of seismograph for unvoiced
human feelings, then the outcries of the Futurists articulated
a mass response to the ever-emerging machine age. And
a few years later there were the machine paintings and
drawings of Picabia, Crotti, and leger; then, the work of
Baumeister and Carl Grossberg. And of course in the
twenties the cinema took hold—magically—and Charlie
Chaplin became an international demigod of a stature
we can hardly imagine.



The Bauhaus phenomenon probably could never have
happened in France or England. Victorious in World War |,
neither country had to face its own self doubts. But Ger-
many had no choice. In the agony of disillusionment and
defeat, every assumption was questioned; the emphasis
was on the new. QOut of the ashes grew Dada—nihilistic
in origin, although creative in its ultimate impact. If not
German born, it took hold almost at once throughout
Germany. And it was in this general climate that the Bau-
haus was born.

In laying out the curriculum, Gropius must have been aware
of the camera. But at that point his concern was for high
levels of manual skill and craftsmanship, and the camera
did not appear to be relevant. In all probability the camera
had not crystallized for him in terms of its functions and
potentialities as apparently it did later. In his desire for
integrating arts and crafts, photography probably con-
stituted neither. Such crystallization/definition would end
up becoming one of the by-products of the 1920s. The
Bauhaus student body, a generation younger than Gro-
pius, would seize upon the camera as a tantalizing product
of their machine age. Throughout the decade the new
medium would be tested and questioned and discussed
as never before.

One of the earliest people to be excited by photography's
true potential had been the American-born photographic
artist Alvin langdon Coburn (1882-1966). As early as
1912 he created photographs that were primarily of ab-
stract interest. And in 1916, the year in which he made
“vortographs’'—genuine abstractions—he stated:

Why . . . need we go on making commonplace little ex-
posures that may be sorted into groups of landscapes,
portraits, and figure studies? Think of the joy of doing
something which it would be impossible to classify, or to
tell which was the top and which was the bottom! . . . |
do not think we have begun even to realize the possibilities
of the camera.

But shortly after, he withdrew from artistic activity until the
1950s.

His heir, indeed, as champion and advocate for the young
medium, was Laszlo Moholy-Nagy. He echoed Coburn's
sentiments in saying, ‘‘The limits of photography are in-
calculable. Everything here is so new that the mere act
of seeking leads by itself to creative results.”" (See *‘Pho-
tography Is Manipulation of Light."') And it was Moholy
who made the now frequently quoted statement, ''The
illiterate of the future will not be one who cannot write
but who does not know photography.”’

Yet one wonders why Moholy, as he became more and
more involved and passionate in his teaching at the Bau-
haus, did not install photography in the curriculum the way

he would immediately ot the Chicago Bauhaus. Of course
the Weimar and Dessau years were the most active of
his own personal photographic exploration. Working in
makeshift darkrooms with his wife Lucia (who would go
on to an independent career in photographyl, he created
some extraordinary photographic images, both in (see
photographs 67 and 71) and out of (see photographs
I'l and 423) the darkroom. Perhaps he was just too busy
with his experiments and teaching to bother with a tech-
nicality such as formal recognition of the subject. In his
classes he would speak on what was important to him
regardless of course descriptions. And he was much freer
to do this while directing the basic or preliminary course
than he would have been as the master of a course
devoted exclusively to photography. His mere presence
at the Bauhaus of course had to be a catalyst for photo-
graphic interests as well.

And there was substantial photographic activity—seem-
ingly as much before Peterhans's arrival in 1929 as after.
In the postwar fascination with modernism it was inevitable
that a relatively new machine-tool like the camera would
generate interest, whether or not as part of a course of
study and whether or not the individual using the instrument
regarded himself as a photographer. And so it is not
entirely by chance that the first two photographs in this
book were made by nonphotographers. Hannes Meyer
(photograph 1), the second director of the Bauhaus, was
in fact an architect-designer. But he photographed ex-
tensively over a great many years, and he used photog-
raphy in his teaching. But all this was incidental to his main
interests. lwao Yamawaki (photograph 2) also was an
architect, a very distinguished one in his native Japan. His
photographic efforts were confined mostly to his years
at the Bauhaus. Only photograph 3 is by a “‘photog-
rapher’'—Lucia Moholy. The microcosm of these three
pictures cues us to the macrocosm of this book. Most of
the photographs are by nonphotographers. Max Peiffer-
Watenpuhl (see photograph 77 was primarily a painter,
as was T. lux Feininger (see, for example, photographs
65, 98, 103). lotte Beese (see, for example, photographs
21,78, 79, 85-89) ended up an architect. Joost Schmidlt
(see, for example, photogrephs @ and 10) was also a
designer and one of the Bauhaus' most devoted and
successful teachers. Heinz loew (see photographs 29,
75, and 82) photographed widely, but his career was
as a designer. Herbert Bayer was a photogropher—an
absolutely marvelous one—as early as the 1920s. But
even so, we think of him first of all as a designer and
painter. And there are the many other Bauhaus nonpho-
tographers who photographed but whom even a book
as comprehensive as this could not include: Walter Gro-
pius, Paul Klee, as already mentioned, and also Georg
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‘he, Lyonel Feininger, Josef Albers, Xanti Schawinsky,
ind Paul Citroen, among others.
Not all this activity was informal or underground. The
Bauhaus was “officially”’ represented at most important
European photography exhibitions of the twenties and
early thirties (see photographs 8 and 9). And Moholy-
Nagy's notable book, Painting, Photography, Film, was
published as a Bauhausbucher in 1925.
Part I'is a collection of creative or artistic photographs of
the kind that would have been presented in such exhi-
bitions. The lack of any distinction between works by
photographers and nonphotographers is interesting to
observe. The Hannes Meyer picture (photograph 1) is a
splendid example of the kind of close-up that was popular
in the 1920s. There is little interest in the information the
picture contains. Rather, the concern is for the form and
composition that emerge when the subject is taken out of
context, flattened, and viewed close up. One of the most
gifted photographers of the 1920s was Otto Umbehr,
generally known as Umbo. Photograph 27 is an excellent
work by him. But it would be difficult to maintain that it is
more successful than Hannes Meyer's amateur effort. The
same kind of comparison can be made between pho-
tographs 70 and 71 facing each other in the book. Here
too both are successful, and it would not be reasonable
to conclude that the laszlo Moholy-Nagy piece is sub-
stantially better than the amateur one by Irene Hoffman.
And as wonderful as Umbo was and as fine as photograph
96 is, is it really more interesting than the lotte Beese
photograph 782
Included in part | is a highly significant section on *'Pho-
tography and Typography.'’ The combining of these two
media was one of the great developments of the 1920s.
It changed advertising, publishing, and the poster forever.
In Moholy-Nagy's words:

The most important development affecting present-day
layout is photoengraving, the mechanical reproduction of
photographs in any size. . . . The inclusion o/%horography
in poster design will bring about another vital change. A
poster must convey instantaneously all the high points of
an idea. The greatest possibilities for future development
lie in the proper use of photographic means.

The level of proficiency in the works reproduced here is
extremely high, especially if we take into consideration
the fact that this was a new medium. But then, the designers
involved include some masters: Herbert Bayer and, once
again, Hannes Meyer and laszlo Moholy-Nagy.

While self-conscious photographic endeavors of this nature
were taking place, there was a more relaxed and informal
side to photography at the Bauhaus. Quite naturally peo-
ple here were doing what people everywhere do: they

were snapping photographs to document special occa-
sions and important events or, simp/y, to create souvenirs.
Since the Bauhaus was an out-of-the-ordinary experience,
limited to comparatively few, and at the center of a good
deal of attention and controversy, members probably
indulged in this kind of photography even more than the
general public. T. Lux Feininger reports, for example, that
“everybody able to point a camera and press a shutter
showed up"' to photograph Oscar Schlemmer’s staging
of a work using the Gropius-designed Bauhaus buildings
in Dessau (see photographs 295-297 and 300). Part Il
is a Bauhaus album, a compilation of largely informal
pictures of this kind, made to document or to record Bau-
haus events.

Here too the level of quality is often high, making the
distinction between the two parts of the book somewhat
arbitrary. For instance, Llaszlo Moholy-Nagy's wonderful
portrait of his wife Lucia (photograph 423) appears no
less profound than his portrait study of part I [photograph
11). Similarly Lotte Beese's study of Katt Both (photograph
86) is the aesthetic equal of her photograph of an anon-
ymous student (photograph 354). And lucia Moholy's
splendid Bauhaus balcony piece (photograph 3) is not
dramatically better than the anonymous photograph 156
in part Il.

Of course it would not be realistic to maintain that certain
photographs of part Il are anything other than snapshots
of people dancing or posing in groups (see photographs
460, 463, 464, 466, and 467). But one should look
carefully because mixed in with such casual pieces are
works like photographs 474 and 475 of part Il by T. lux
Feininger. They appear casual as well at first glance; then
we realize there may be more to them—the flattening
of the subject by the camera, the cramming of the image,
the introduction of the diagonal. Indeed, even if these
pictures were taken quite casually, they are so well done
that they transcend the situation.

Some so-called snapshots are worth more than a passing
glance for yet another reason. It is startling to realize
that the lanky male in bathing trunks staring out at us in
photograph 337 is Laszlo Moholy-Nagy. How vulnerable
he appears!—the legend in very human terms. Or there,
seated on the sand not far from him and shielding her
eyes, is lucia Moholy. And in front at center is Georg
Muche, very boyish in his straw hat or ‘boater’’'—so at
odds with the image we have of incredible versatility in
painting, architecture, weaving, and photography. Or in
photograph 485 we are jarred by our realization that
the kneeling male in party garb with his arms around a
woman's legs in Hannes Meyer. His situation here is, in
a sense, very down to earth—so unlike his image. Can
this really be the all-consumed political idealist, the left-
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winger bent on productivity? In short, what a wonderful
opportunity this album affords us for insights into the human
side of the Bauhaus.

Since photographs in both parts of this book overlap, it
does seem most logical and useful to consider all of them
together. Regardless of the kind of photograph it is or
who made it, taken together these images end up con-
stituting a kind of artifact.

What we have is a body of over 500 photographs from
the Bauhaus, in all probability the largest and most com-
prehensive such collection yet made available (and it is
difficult to imagine where a larger and broader “‘archive’’
of photographs would come from to supersede this). Most
of these photographs have never been published or have
not been published since the time they were made. And,
indeed, as an artifact this book with almost no words
ends up telling us a good deal about the Bauhaus and
photography.

Above dall, there is an extraordinary energy and exhub-
erance here. This is apparent in the sheer variety of kinds
of photographs attempted, the kinds of activities docu-
mented, the willingness of people to pose, and the in-
credible positions such people are ready to assume (see
photographs 103, 107, 110, 113, 125, 129, 152, 153,
339, 340, 341, and 396). Of course the energy speaks
to us of the youthfulness of the students. But older mem-
bers, the masters, are visible often enough (Hannes Meyer
in photographs 120 and 485; Joost Schmidt in photo-
graph 502; Georg Muche and laszlo Moholy-Nagy in
photograph 337) to suggest that a genuine spirit of ca-
maraderie and, simply, fun existed. Indeed, it is not unlikely
that Gropius's ideal of a community working and living
harmoniously together, dedicated to a common goal, was
realized.

Still, the unusual willingness of the sitters to exert them-
selves suggests something more than friendship. Seemingly
a value was placed on photography by large segments
of the Bauhuaus community, something not apparent if
we consider only the fact of the medium’s long unofficial
status.

Closely akin to the energy we have seen is the restlessness
in terms of creative effort. There appears to be a ceaseless
quest for effect, for originality, for something—anything—
different. Nothing should be taken for granted; anything
is worth trying, it seems, to create an authentic photograph
instead of a pretty picture. Just about every innovation
of the new photography of the twenties is represented.
There is the extreme close-up (see photographs 1, 21,
22,27, 28, 441), the worm's-eye view (see photographs
2 3 6, 85 150, 156), the bird’s-eye view (see pho-
tographs 4, 35, 105, 113), the photogram (see pho-
tographs 39, 67, 70, 71), solarization (see photograph

40), the photomontage (see photographs 68, 72, 73,
75, 82), the negative print (see photograph 54), pattern
and geometry (see photographs 5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 16,
17, 18, 23, 24), and asymmetrical, nontraditional com-
position (see photographs 94, 95, 98, 118). Each was
a significant innovation, an important step in the explo-
ration of photography's identity. And each has affected
photography down to our own day. But probably not a
single one of these ideas originated at the Bauhaus.

It is very important to bear in mind this wide variety of
approaches to photography at the Bauhaus. It makes it
flatly impossible to speak of a ‘Bauhaus style,”” although
the concept, “‘Bauhaus style,”” is used—and constantly—
as a vague synonym for modern and geometric. Indeed,
there was an International Style in architecture, and two
directors of the Bauhaus, Walter Gropius and Mies van
der Rohe, were not incidental contributors. But there never
was a Bauhaus style in photography or in anything else.
Walter Gropius wrote in 1936:

The object of the Bauhaus was not to propagate any
“style,”" system, dogma, formula, or vogue, but simply
to exert a revitalizing influence on design. . . . A “Bauhaus
Style'" would have been a confession of failure and a
return to that very stagnation which | had called it into
being to combat.

In the specific area of photography the Bauhaus contrib-
uted the openness of spirit and the zest and vitality we
have observed. Probably peculiar to the Bauhaus was
something we have noted time after time, the lack of
regard for an individual's status as a photographer or
nonphotographer. The camera is a machine. One dic-
tionary definition for a machine is: *‘Any system or device
that assists in the performance of a human task.’" The
Bauhaus never lost sight of the fact that a man makes
the photograph assisted by a machine known as a camera.
Unfortunately all too often in our own time this particular
Bauhaus message is overlooked. Instead of being an
image-making device at the service of man, the camera
is an end in itself.

Eugene J. Prakapas
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lllustrations

“Photographing,’’ ca. 1928 (photo Hannes Meyer)

Bauhaus building with sign (photo Iwao Yamawaki)

Bauhaus balcony, 1928 (photo Lucia Moholy)

H. Loew in the staircase, 1928 (photo Franz Ehrlich)

Bauhaus auditorium, 1929 (photo Erich Consemdller)

Students on the balcony, ca. 1929 (photo Lux

Feininger?)

7 L. Beyer (-Volger) in the studio, 1927/28 (photo
Margit Kallin)

8 M. Brandt in the studio, ca. 1926/27 (photo Mar-
ianne Brandi?)

9 “Egg,” 1927 (photo Joost Schmidt)

10 Sculpture from the sculpture workshop, 1930 (photo
Joost Schmidt)

11 Portrait of lucia Moholy, ca. 1929 (photo Laszlo
Moholy-Nagy!

12 A. Kahmke, ca. 1931 (Bauhaus photo)

13-14 Porcelain—glass: two studies, ca. 1929
(photo Gertrud Preiswerk[-Dirks])

15 “Cartwheel,” 1931 (photo Herbert Schirmann)

16 Co-op photograph, 1926 (photo Hannes Meyer)

17 Co-op photograph, 1926 (photo Hannes Meyer)

18 Steps in the water, 1930/31 (photo Kurt Kranz)

19-20 Net—hands: two studies, 1931/32
(photo Herbert Schirmann)

21 Glass spheres, 1927/28 (photo Lotte Beese)

22 Incandescent bulb, ca. 1931 (photo Franz Aichinger)

23 Study, ca. 1927 (photo Erich Consemuller)

24-25 Steel girders: two studies, 1926/27
(photo Katt Both)

26 Glass: study, ca. 1927/28 (photo Margit Kallin)

27 “'Technology'': study, 1928 (photo Umbo [Otto
Umbehr])

28 “‘Snail,”” 1929 (photo Joost Schmidt)

29 ''Bits,” 1928 (photo Heinz Loew)

30 “‘Metallic Party,” 1929 (photo Margit Kallin)

31 “Table and Pot,”” 1928 (photo Fritz Schleifer)

32 "Hollow Concrete Blocks,” 1929 (photo Walter
Peterhans)

33 "Matches,” 1931 (photo Franz Aichinger)

34 “Water Basins,”" 1931 (photo Franz Aichinger)

35 "'Shoes,"” 1927 (photo Katt Both)
[Still life with eyeglasses on newspaper, ca. 1930/
312 [photo Theo Ballmer)]

36 Wire mat, ca. 1930/31 (photo Theo Ballmer)

37 loom, 1927 (photo Lotte Beese?)

38 W. Gropius, total theater, ca. 1927 (photo Heinz
Loew)

39 Glass: photogram, 1930/31 (photo Theo Ballmer)
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40 Macaroni, 1927/28 (photo Irene Bayer-Hecht?)

41 “Paraboloid Sculpture,” 1928 (photo Joost Schmidt)

42 Glass construction, ca. 1926/27 (photo Fritz
Schleifer)

43 In the glass sphere: L. Bergner(-Meyer), J. Schmidt,
and others (f.l.t.r.), ca. 1929 (Bauhaus photo)

44 “Mirror-lined Room'’: self-portrait, ca. 1928/29
(photo Gertrud Hanschk[-Arndt])

45 "Shells,” ca. 1928 (photo Joost Schmidt)

46 Installation in the studio, n.d. (photo Joost Schmidt)

47-48 Flower studies 1 and 2, ca. 1927
(photo Richard Winkelmayer)

49-50 Plants 1 and 2, ca. 1928
(photo Joost Schmidt)

51 Rubbish, 1931/32 (photo Herbert Schirmann)

52 Still life with plants, ca. 1928 (photo Joost Schmidt)

53 Siill life with playing cards and ceramics, ca. 1928
(photo Joost Schmidt)

54 City, negative photo, ca. 1929 (photo Joost Schmidt)

55-57 "‘Stones’': three studies, 1931/32
{(photo Herbert Schirmann)

58-61 Steel tubing: four studies, 1927/28
(photo Katt Bott)

62 Building supply area, 1931/32 (photo Herbert
Schirmann)

63 Pipes, 1930/31 (photo Kurt Kranz)

64 Publicity photo for Atikah cigarettes, n.d. (photo Katt
Both)

65 '‘Masks,"”
Feininger)

66 ‘“Cellar Corridor,” 1931 (photo Herbert Schirmann)

67 Photogram, n.d. (photo Laszlo Moholy-Nagy)

68 *'Self-Portrait,” ca. 1930 (photo Hajo [Hans-
Joachim] Rose)

69 Composition with glass and grill, 1931/32 (photo
Herbert Schirmann)

70 Photogram, 1929/30 (photo Irene Hoffmann)

71 Photogram, ca. 1926 (photo Laszlo Moholy-Nagy)

72 Double exposure: Otti Berger, ca. 1928 (photo Lotte
Beese?)

73 Sandwich photo: married couple O. Schlemmer,
L. Beyer, and others (f.r.t.l), ca. 1928 (Bauhaus
photo)

74 Composition with reels of film, 1930/31 (photo Kurt
Kranz)

75 Self-portrait in record player: sandwich photo, ca.
1928 (photo Heinz Loew)

76 Thistle, n.d. (photo Walter Peterhans?)

77 Portrait of a woman, ca. 1929 (photo Max Peiffer-
Watenpuhl)

78 Portrait of H. Meyer, ca. 1928 (photo Lotte Beese)

79 P. Buecking, ca. 1927/28 (photo Lotte Beese)

“Metallic Party,” 1929 (photo Lux




80
81
82

83
84

85
86
87
88
89
Q0
21

92

93
94

Q5
96
Qo7
o8

99
100
101
102

103
104
105
106
107
108
109

110

“Sunbath,"" ca. 1926/27 (photo Fritz Schleifer)
“Portrait Study,”’ ca. 1928 (photo Werner Feist)
“*Self-Portrait in His Own Shadow,’’ 1927/28 (photo
Heinz Loew)

Margo Lion, ca. 1929 (photo Umbo [Otto Umbehr])
Karstadt department store in Berlin, ca. 1929 (photo
Umbo [Otto Umbehr])

Portrait study, ca. 1928 (photo Lotte Beese)

K. Both, ca. 1927 (photo Lotte Beese)

L. Beyer(-Volger), ca. 1927 (photo Lotte Beese)

L. Beyer(-Volger), ca. 1927 (photo Lotte Beese)
A. Braun, 1928 (photo Lotte Beese)

Portrait, 1927 (photo Hilde Rantzsch)

Mouth (K. Rose), ca. 1931 (photo Hajo [Hans-
Joachim] Rose)

Display dummies, ca. 1927/28 (photo Umbo [Otto
Umbehr])

Self-portrait, ca. 1927/28 (photo Margit Kallin)
W. Siedhoff, G. Menzel, N. Rubinstein (f.l.t.r.), ca.
1928 (photo Lux Feininger)

Self-portrait, ca. 1927/28 (photo Margit Kallin)
Portrait of H. Meyer, ca. 1928 (photo Lotte Beese)
Eyes, ca. 1929 (photo Umbo [Otto Umbehr])

W. Siedhoff, N. Rubinstein, G. Menzel (f.f.t.b.), ca.
1928 (photo Lux Feininger)

G. Hartmann, ca. 1928 (photo Umbo [Otto Umbehr])
P. Citroen, ca. 1926 (photo Umbo [Otto Umbehr])
“Prank,” n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

Lux Feininger, ca. 1926/27 (photo Werner Jackson
[Isaacsohn])

Students on the balcony, n.d. (photo Lux Feininger)
E. Kallai with students, ca. 1928 (photo Lux Feininger)
Students in front of the Bauhaus, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)
The weaving class, ca. 1927 (photo Lotte Beese)
Architectural studio of W. Gropius, 1927 (photo
Edmund Collein)

“Mechanical Fantasy 1 and 2, 1926 (photo Erich
Consemdller)

“The Secret Corner,”
Umbehr])

W. Siedhoff and G. Hartmann, ca. 1928 (photo
Lux Feininger)

n.d. {photo Umbo [Otto

111-112 Two studies of L. Beese, ca. 1928
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(photo Hannes Meyer)

Bauhaus weavers, 1928 (photo Lotte Beese)

114 M. Kallin and 2 , ca. 1928 (photo Werner
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Zimmermann)
“*X. Schawinsky Plays with Banjo,”” 1928 (photo Lux
Feininger)

116 The Bauhaus Band, n.d. (photo Lux Feininger?)
117 W. Jackson (Isaacsohn), M. Breuer, H. Koch, and

X. Schawinsky (f.l.t.r.), 1928 (photo Lux Feininger)
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“Johnny (Schawinsky) Plays!" 1928 (photo Lux
Feininger)

Students on the balcony, n.d. (photo Lux Feininger?)
H. Meyer, H. Reindl(-Cieluszek), and 2, ca. 1928
(photo Umbo [Otto Umbehr])
"Black-and-White Dance,"’
Feininger)

O. Schlemmer as “‘Musical Clown,” 1928 (photo
Lux Feininger)

O. Schlemmer with theater group, ca. 1927/28
(photo Umbo [Otto Umbehrl])

Double exposure, with A. Weininger, L. Beese,
A. Braun (f.r.t.l), ca. 1928 (photo Lotte Beese)
Feininger family with friends in deep, 1931 (photo
Werner Jackson [lsaacsohn])

“Girl,” 1931 (photo Werner Jackson [Isaacsohn])
Li Loebell, 1930 (photo Umbo [Otto Umbehr])

M. Stam, 1929 (photo Lotte Beese)

Andor Weininger, 1930 (photo Walter Peterhans)

1927/28 (photo Llux



(=)
\e\\\,r ’

22

o
&

Selection of Photographic Exhibitions in Which
the Bauhaus Dessau Participated

Deutsche Photographische Ausstellung (**German Photog-
raphy Exhibition’), organized by the Messe-u. Ausstel-
lungsges, G.m.b.H., Frankfurt am Main, at the Haus der
Moden, Frankfurt am Main, 1926

Neue Wege der Photographie (*'New Paths in Photog-
raphy’’), at the Kunstverein, Jena, 1928

Fotographie der Gegenwart (**Contemporary Photogra-
phy”’], at the Folkwang Museum, Essen, 1929

Film und Photo (*‘Film and Photo'’). International Exhibition
of the German Werkbund, Stuttgart, 1929
Das Lichtbild (*'The Photograph '), International Exhibition,
organized by the Minchener Bund and the Verein Aus-
stellungspark Minchen, e.V., Munich, 1930
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Fotomontage (*‘Photomontage’’). Exhibition in the court-
yard of the former Kunstgewerbemuseum, at the Staatliche
Museen, Berlin, 1931

Die neue Fotografie (*'The New Photography'). Inter-
national traveling exhibition of the German Werkbund
and of the “‘Munchener Bund,”" Gewerbemuseum, Basel,
1931

Exposition Internationale de la Photographie (*'Inter-
national Photography Exhibition”’), Palais des Beaux-Arts,
Brussels, 1932

Die Kamera. Ausstellung fur Fotografie, Druck und Re-
produktion ("'The Camera: Exhibition for Photography,
Printing and Reproduction’’), organized by the Berliner
Ausstellungs-, Messe-und Fremdenverkehrs, G.m.b.H.,
Berlin, 1933




Bauhaus Dessau

Herausgegeben im Juoli 1931
im Auftrage des Krelses der Freunde des Bauhsuses

Auf der zweiten Stufe werden in den einzelnen Fachgebieten
folgende Gegenstande behandeit

In

Bau und Ausbau
Roh- und Ausbaukonstruktion in Verbindung mit konstruktivem
Entwerfen,
Heizungs-, Liftungs-, instailationsiehre und Beleuchtungstechnik,
Veranschiagen,
Statik, Eisen- und Eisenbetonkonstruktion.
Diese theoretischen Lehrfacner werden erganzt durch ex-
perimentelle Arbeiten in den Werkstatten.

in der

Rekiame
steht im Mittelpunkt ein Pflichtkurs praktischer Werkstattarbeit
in der Druckerei durch einen Handwerksmeister. Hier werden
gelehrt: Typographie, Druck- und Reproduktionsverfahren, Kai-
kuletion von Drucksachen.
Ferner erhelten die Studerenden Unterricht im
Akt- und Figurenzeichnen,
und Ausbildung in der fotografischen Technik.

In der

Fotoabtellung
wird in der zweiten Stufe zunachst eine Einfuhrung in die op-
tischen, physikalischen, chemischen Grundlagen der fotografischen
Technik insbesondere Belichtungs-, Entwicklungs- und Nachbe-
handlungsverfahren unter Berlcksichtigung der Farbwieder-
gabe gegeben, in Verbindung mit einem fotografischen Praktikum.

In der
Webere!
wird mit der Materialkunde und Bindungsiehre begonnen, und
in die verschiedenen Webtechniken euf
Schaftstuh! :
Scheftmeschine
Jagquardmaschine
Teppichkniipfstuhl
Gobelinstuhl, eingefunrrt
Ferner wird gelehrt: Kalkulieren, Patronieren, Stoffveredeln
AuBerdem werden praktische Farbereilbungen vorgenommen.

!

Curriculum Dessau 1931

Auf der Grundlage dieses technischen Wissens und fachlichen
Kénnens beginnt in der

I, Stufe

die freie Entwurfsarbeit. Es wird behandelt
In
Bau und Ausbau
‘1adteb

der Kieinwohnungsbau im Zusar nhang mit dem
und Siedlungswesen, der Wohn- und Geschiftshausbau, Bau von
Schulen, Sanatorien, Krankenhausern, Badeansteiten, Hotels usw.
Alle diese Aufgaben werden mit EinschiuB des Innenbaues
bearbeitel.

in der

Rekiame
beginnt auf der Grundlage der fachlichen Voreussetzungen
neben einer grindlichen theoretischen Ausbildung in der Werbe~
lehre das freie und experimentelle Arbeiten auf dem vielseitigen
Gebiete des Werbewesens, wie Entwurf und Ausflhrung von
Werbedrucksachen, Errichtung von Ausstellungsstinden usw.
in der

Fotoabtellung
3. Stufe findet der Ubergang statt von dem rein technischen
Experimentieren zu dem freien Arbeiten unter Bericksichtigung
spezieller Anforderungen der Rekiame und Reportage.
in der

Weberei:
Ausfuhrung von Textilien nech freiem Entwurf in den verschie-
denen Materialien und Techniken und unter spezielier Berlick-
sichtigung der Anforderungen des Wohnungsbeues und der
Textilindustrie.

Far die freie kGnstlerische Betatigung besteht im Bauhaus eine
frele Malklasse und plastische Werkstatt
in welcher seminarartig Aufgaben gelést werden.

Uber die engere Fachausbildung hinaus wird durch
Vortrige und Gastkurse
der verschiedensten Art eine Vertiefung in die geistigen Pro-
bleme unserer Zeit herbeigefuhrt.
in diesem Rahmen haben u. e. im Bauhaus gesprochen:
Dr. Adolf Behne, Berlin, Kunstschrifisteller
Prof. Dr. Philipp Frank, Prag, von der Techn. Hochschule
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Walter Peterhans

On the Present State of Photography

The transformation that is taking place before our eyes
in photographic methods and their effects is critical. What
does it consist of?

It is striking in the seeming unity and forcefulness of working
methods and results. But really it does not exist. The illusion
of similarity is based only on a rejection of traditional
techniques and pictorial methods and on a turn away
from the facile, and thus convincingly boring and accurate
likeness of Mr. X. It is based too on a shared avoidance
of manual procedures that, after the fact, deny photog-
raphy’s technical principle—detailed, precise reduction
of the image in the flm—and in its place substitute me-
chanical coloring. We fail to recognize the magic of its
precision and detailing, thus allowing what we already
possessed to disappear—all in an attempt to make it the
equal of the graphic arts, which rightly display other qual-
ities arising from their different technical means. Hence
we have not even noticed that photography is capable
of giving us its own new vision of things and people, a
vision of upsetting forcefulness, and that it gives this through
its own characteristic selection from among the abundance
of existing facts, a selection made possible by the decided
individuality of its technique.

Consider a ball on a smooth plane. It presents us with
various views according to the illumination and the play
of shadows. It is a combination of individual properties
that we join out of habit. The combination changes. It is
always the ball on the given plane, though our eye does
not experience the intense harmony to which it gives rise.
This occurs, rather, through understanding, through the
concept of the ball; in other words, the combination, for
the eye, is fortuitous. With manual procedures it is possible
to stress the rudiments of a picture and to allow what is
not appropriate to disappear. Through exaggeration, de-
formation, suppression, and simplification manual pro-
cedures effect the selection, the transition from object to
picture. This is the process of combination from memories,
from fixated portions of various views. The transplantation
of this method into photography is called chromolithog-
raphy and bromoil print. But, whereas there the exploi-
tation of the brush is the technique itself, in the pigment
process it interrupts the work of the quantities of light that
are active at every point and obliterates the activities
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appropriate to each of these two different technical
methods.

We are capable, however, of renouncing the manual
continuation of a process that is already completed by
purely photographic means, it we simply form the object
itself from the point of view of the photographic selection
from among the individual facts. Through the establishment
of the chiaroscuro, of the spatial order and of the dis-
tribution of the depth of field, an image appears, an
image that o precise technique derives by scanning the
object: the ball on the plane, touching it at only one point,
forming itself in the some arc up to the opposite pole, in
unstable equilibrium, in the atmosphere of the shadows,
and built up in the delicacy and force of the silver gray
tones. This is a picture of which it may be said, in turn,
that the lights do not jump out with the abruptness of the
halftones, which is what usually happens in the ordinary
process where they either remain without detail, when we
want to stress their purity, or else appear coated, when
we want to stress their detail. A purely technical problem
thus arises from the emphasis on pure lights and on the
finest separation of the brightest middle tones as they lie
ready in the negative, though they are not able to be
copied. The solution of this problem would allow us, for
example, to picture snow not only as a bright spot next
to the dark spots of the shadows and the earth but in
the material palpability of a heap of crystals. Here it is
a question of concrete problems of photographic tech-
nique, not of Moholyian false problems of photography
with distorting lenses or without perspective.

It is well known that platinotype and pigment printing are
characterized by a relative abruptness or lack of differ-
entiation. | need not point out here the difficulties that
arise with the use of this procedure. It is sufficient to recall
that their formal effect goes completely against what we
are striving for, because it is not based on the silver
particles embedded in the gelatine. Preliminarily, we arrive
at the best results through fine-grained development, using
amidol with excess sodium sulphate, of somewhat more
delicate gradation than it should finally have. In this case
the details of the lights are just hinted at and the darks
are still differentiated. We produce a transformation in
the silver chloride by bleaching the white parts of a head
and setting it in the luminous blacks of hard developing
paper, at the same time maintaining an exceptional bal-
ance in the proportions of size and structure. But this effect
is not specific only to photography, and to strive for it
means to renounce its greatest possible quality (which can
appear fleetingly in, for example, the gray tones of the
lips that part like a wilting poppy leaf), in other words,
to renounce what it alone can show us. There are more
than a few among the modern photographers who adopt
these methods, making big and small posters, and produce
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graphic, not photographic, effects. They are still new to
us, and they can still be useful as a blow against the
threat of lifeless sterility. And the often great sureness of
taste displayed is always welcome. But the black-and-
white effect of the silver, which is completely dissolved in
the lights and completely reduced in the darks, can also
be obtained in the lithographic process, and if the ge-
latinization emphasizes the glossiness and purity of the
tone, we are still left with only gelatinized lithographs,
crudely photographed. Consider, by contrast, the small
prints that Outerbridge shows us: the subtle treatment of
the darks, the sharp detailing of the brightest light tones,
the broad and firm middle tones—the whole thing a set
of variations on the halftone theme, yielding a delicate
proximity and definiteness of the material. Anyone who
sees this will never forget the deeper, characteristic results
obtained by the methodical development of technical
properties specific to photography.

The situation is exactly the same with regard to the pho-
togram, insofar as it is a question of studies of light and
dark based on the harmonies that emerge from combi-
nations of the silver gray tones. They school us for the
transposition of the natural tones into the silver gray scale,
in that they free us from the at first bewildering fullness
of the halftones occurring in the natural object. Yet what
do they become when they come forth with the claim to
be an end in themselves, along with X rays of lilies, orchids,
shellfish, and fish¢ How much more magical is the fact of
their connection with the object outside of us, which is
beautiful in itself.

Progress can come only from the further development of
a technique that is still in its infancy and that has been
completely neglected by us under the influence of manual
procedures. And it must come from the further development
of the positive techniques that are used with developing
papers. It is the form of the characteristic curve of silver
chloride and silver bromide papers, with the *‘sudden
drop-off" at its lower end, which makes these objects
stand before us in their brilliance and unity; here is @
vital harmony of the objects among themselves and
outside of us. This method of working differs in principle
from that of the manual processes. Our free work with
respect to the object precedes the technical process, is
guided by an exact knowledge of its productivity and of
its limits, and is entirely concluded with the introduction of
the latter. Thus this process serves merely to verify our
notions.

Now we can return to our opening remark about the
seeming unity of the different working methods and results.
Photographic technique is a process of the precise de-
tailing of the halftones. To suppress this process means
to rob the result of its specific photographic qualities. It
is possible, nevertheless, to proceed differently, with great

taste and artistry, employing, for example, a hot potassium
bichromate bath and a second, final development to
strengthen the brightest middle tones and saturate the
darks, along with a complete looseness and lightness of
the grain. What is threatening to emerge in modern pho-
tography, as in every movement as it grows, is nothing
else than a new academicism, nourished by dilettantism,
when we have scarcely freed ourselves from the old one.
It is possible, however, to intensify the pictorial character
of our photographs more and more, guided by a knowl-
edge of the effects of the technical measures and doing
so before their introduction. In other words, we can handle
the technigue flexibly, like a net that recovers treasure
unharmed, allowing us to separate even within the modern
trends, dilettantism and academicism from the steady work
of the real enrichment of our heritage.



Laszlo Moholy-Nagy

Photography Is Manipulation of Light

The photographer is a manipulator of light; photography
is manipulation of light.

If in photography the main point was not the changing
play of light, until now hardly graspable by other means,
but simply the question of the projection of objects in their
formal appearance, we should then have to regard as
good every flat, poorly lit and gray picture in which one
could still recognize an object. However, nobody who
has any understanding of photography would take such
a view today.

This then is the first, most elementary piece of knowledge
one has to acquire in order to manipulate a means for
making pictures that has not yet been fully exploited.
Above all, this knowledge is valid if one wants to take
photographs without a camera, i.e., if we succeed in
making use of the essence of photographic procedure,
the potential of the light-sensitive layer, for purposes of
composition.

It must be stressed that the essential tool of photographic
procedure is not the camera but the light-sensitive layer.
Specifically photographic laws and methods result from
the reaction of this layer to light effects which in their turn
are influenced by the material, be it light or dark, smooth
or rough.

Only after the problem has been investigated—hence in
the second place—will one be able to examine the char-
acteristic aspect of photography, as it has been under-
stood up till now, viz. the connection between the light-
sensitive layer and a camera obscura; and here also one
will come to the conclusion that photography must not be
confused with painting or drawing, that photography has
a field of its own, with its own laws governing its means,
and that the point is to make use of these laws and to
develop them wherever possible.

Understanding is better served by the description of some
practical experiments than by long theoretical explana-
tions. These experiments can be divided into three groups:
1. The production of photographs without a camera,
“photograms,”” which result from the fixation of light effects
in gradations of black-white-gray directly on the photo-
graphic layer. The effect is sublime, radiant, almost de-
materialized. In this way the potential of working with light
is far more completely exploited than had previously been
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the case in painting. The contrasting relationships of the faret

various graded values of gray, from the deepest black ¢ 10

to the brightest white, that flow into each other, produce |
a penetrating light effect which is without concrete sig- 1

nificance but a direct optical experience for everyone.
2. The production of photographs with a camera obscura
on the basis of new and extended laws.

3. The production of photomontages and photosculp-
tures: copying by superimposition, cutting and pasting,
tricks. :

1. Photography without a camera: the
photogram

If one puts an object on sensitized paper and exposes
it to the sun or to diffused daylight, within a short time
one can observe the formation of the contours of the
object and its shadow in bright layers on a dark ground.
One can achieve the same effect with paper sensitive to
artificial light but with the difference that one cannot ob-
serve the progress of the formation of the picture as in
the case of daylight-sensitive paper.

If one chooses a transparent or translucent object in place
of an opaque one: crystal, glass, fluids, veils, nets, sieves,

etc., one gets, instead of the hard outlines, gradations

of bright values. And if one combines these values or
objects according to definite principles, the results will be

clearer and richer, according to one's concentration and |

experience.

True, one can lay down rules for this work, though in
outline only, as it is a question of a hitherto unknown field
of manipulation with a completely novel aspect of optical
composition and, at the same time, a revaluation of tra-
ditional photography. Its essence is a never-failing cer-
titude of feeling vis-a-vis the appearance of light—of its
activity in brightness, of its passivity in the dark—its most
delicate distribution of rays to the point of a perfect bal-
ance between the values of very small and very great
tensions.

There is no possibility of a comparison with the material
of other fields of composition. The laws of organization
develop out of practical work, as the result of the human
organism encountering newly discovered matter. So far
experience teaches us that very subtle transitions can be
of high intensity and that too strong contrasts of white
and black weaken the effect.

A small quantity of white is capable of keeping in balance
by its activity large areas of the deepest black and it is
less a question of form than one of the quantity, direction
and the positional relationships of the particular manifes-
tations of light.

In addition one may note that photographs without a




camera have in their negative aspect a wonderful softness
of grays flowing into each other; whereas in their positive
form—which can be also produced from paper nega-
tives—they result in harder, often pale values of gray.
Their quite special character will only gradually come to
be realized.

Experiments with photograms are of fundamental signifi-
cance for both laymen and professional photographers.
They provide richer and more important insights into the
meaning of the photographic procedure than do shots
often taken quite mechanically with a camera. Here the
organization of the light effect is handled in a sovereign
way, as it appears right to the manipulator, and inde-
pendently of the limitations and chance nature of objects.
The light-sensitive layer—plate or paper—is a tabula
rasa, a blank page on which one may make notes with
light, just as the painter working on his canvas in a sov-
ereign way uses his tools, brush and pigment.

Anybody who has once mastered the meaning of writing

- with light in producing photographs without a camera
' (photograms) will obviously also be able to work with @

camera.
2. Photographs taken with a camera

The photographic apparatus has provided us with sur-
prising possibilities which we are only now beginning to
evaluate. These optical surprises latent in photographic
procedure become available to us very often through the
chance results achieved by amateurs and through objec-
tive ‘‘nonartistic’’ pictures taken by scientists, ethnogra-
phers, etc. From them we have learned a great deal
about the specific and unique character of the photo-
graphic process and about the means photography puts
at our disposal.

In the extension of the field of vision even the imperfect
object of today is no longer confined to the narrow limits
of our eyes. No manual means of manipulation (pencil,
brush, etc.) is capable of fixing segments of the environ-
ment seen in a similar fashion. It is equally impossible for
either a craft tool or the eye to fix the essence of motion.
The possibilities for distortion of objects—pictures normally
regarded as rejects (worm's-eye view, bird's-eye view,
and oblique view)l—are not to be judged in a purely
negative way but rather provide us with an unprejudiced
optical view which our eyes, bound as they are by laws
of association, cannot give us.

And from another point of view, the subtlety of the effects
of gray produces a result that can be just as sublime as
that produced by the most enhanced color tones.

By naming these fields, one is in no way suggesting the
limits of the possibilities. Although photography is already
more than a century old, it has only been possible in

recent years, as the result of new developments, to look
beyond the specific and see the consequences of ma-
nipulation. Only in the last few years have we become
mature enough to understand these connections.

If we want to outline a program for practical work on
the basis of our so far still fragmentary knowledge, we
must keep in mind, first of all, what is specifically photo-
graphic.

In the field of photography there is an enormous amount
that remains hidden. In order to acquire the right fingertip
teel for the specific laws that govern its means, one must
conduct practical experiments, including

a. photographs of structures, textures, surface treatments
with regard to their reaction to light (absorption, reflection,
mirroring, dispersal effects, etc.);

b. photographs in a so far unaccustomed style—rare
views, oblique, upward, downward, distortions, shadow
effects, tonal contrasts, enlargements, microphotographs;
c. photographs using a novel system of lenses, concave
and convex mirrors, stereophotographs on a disk, etc.
The limits of photography are incalculable. Everytning here
is so new that the mere act of seeking leads by itself to
creative results.

The oblivious pathfinder is technology. The illiterate of the
future will not be one who cannot write, but who does
not know photography.

3. Photosculpture (photomontage)

Photomontage shows clearly how one can change imita-
tive photographic procedure into purposeful, creative
work.
Photomontage (photosculpture) goes back to the naive,
yet very skillful procedure of early photographers who
produced a new picture by a combination of separate
details: for instance, they had been commissioned to pro-
duce a group picture of people who, for one reason or
another, could not be photographed together but only
singly. They copied or pasted together single pictures in
front of a common, mostly scenic, background, and no
one was to notice that the group had been pieced to-
gether. That then was the first photomontage.
The Dadaists enlarged the meaning of photomontage.
Partly in order to astonish, partly to give a demonstration,
partly to create optical poems, they pasted together
pieces of different photographs. These parts of pictures,
pieced together, often achieved a rather enigmatic mean-
ing that was difficult to unravel and yet had a provocative
effect. These pictures were far from pretending to be real;
they showed brutally the process, the dissection of single
photos, the crude cut made by scissors. These *‘photo-
montages’ were true sisters to Futurist, brutalist music
which, composed of scraps of noise, in its gathering to-
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gether of many elements sought to convey the exciting
experience of the awakening of a metropolis and similar
things.

In comparison with this, photosculpture is a sort of or-
ganized apparition. lts pictures have a well-defined
meaning and central idea, and though they often consist
of different optical and intellectual superimpositions and
interlockings, it is possible to have a clear view of the
total situation. In this they correspond approximately to
the construction of a fugue or the arrangement of an
orchestra, both of which, though built up from more or
less numerous superimpositions, produce in their totality
a clear meaning. The effect of photosculptures is based
on the mutual penetration and fusion of connections which
in real life are not always visible, on a comprehension by
means of a picture of the simultaneity of events.

Until the Futurists entered the scene, the concept of si-
multaneity had existed in the mind, intellectually, but it
had not been experienced consciously by the senses.
The Futurists touched on this problem not only in their music
but also in their pictures: *'the noise of the street penetrates
the house'' or "‘memory of the night of the ball,” etc
But the construction of Futurist pictures was as yet not very
dynamic in comparison with photomontages. Against this,
Dadaist photomontage, in its unruliness, in its big leaps,
was mostly too individualistic to be understood quickly. It
wanted too much: it wanted to achieve on a plane, in
the static stage, a kinetic motion which was reversed for
film. It set itself a task that was overambitious, so vision
failed.

The difference between photomontage and photosculp-
ture is already clear from their techniques. like photo-
montage, photosculpture is made up from different
photographs that are pasted together, retouched, and
compressed in one plane. But photosculpture tries to re-
main moderate in its presentation of simultaneity. It is clear,
arranged lucidly, and uses photographic elements in a
concentrated way, having divested itself of all disturbing
accessories. It shows situations in a compressed state
which can be unwound very quickly by the process of
association.

This economical method makes understanding easier and
often suddenly reveals an otherwise hidden meaning.
One has confidence in the objectivity of photography of
a type that does not seem to permit the subjective inter-
pretation of an event. As a result of this confidence and
by the combination of photographic elements with lines
and other supplements, one obtains unexpected tensions
which reach far beyond the significance of the single
parts. It would be hardly possible to achieve a similar
effect by using simple drawing or painting to convey forms.
For it is just this integration of photographically presented
elements of events, the simple, as well as the complicated
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superimpositions, that produces a curious unity moving on
optically prescribed paths, as if it were on rails of ideas.
This unity can have various effects, amusing, moving, de-
spairing, satirical, visionary, revolutionary, etc.
Photosculpture is often the expression of a hardly com-
prehensible intellectual variety of combinations. It is fre-
quently a very bitter joke, often blasphemous. Often it
shows the evil side of man; often too it rebels against
insufficiency: it is at once clownish and witty, tragic and
serious.

Photosculpture is based on visual and mental gymnastics
presented in more concentrated form than that which be-
falls a city-dweller on his daily rounds.

Example: one rides in a tram, looks out through a window.
There is a car behind. The windows of this car are also
transparent. Through them one sees a shop which in its
turn has transparent windows. In the shop there are peo-
ple, buyers and salesmen. Somebody else opens the door.
People pass by the shop. The traffic policeman stops a
bicyclist. All this one grasps in a single moment because
the window panes are transparent and every-
thing that happens is seen by looking in the same direc-
tion.

A similar process occurs in photosculpture—on another
level—not as a summing up but as a synthesis: here the
superimpositions and penetrations are formed by intel-
lectual associations and the sense of vision.

In this way photographic methods can be used to produce
experiences and intellectual associations that cannot be
achieved to the same degree by other means. The visual
and the intellectual become accessible in @ moment; they
have to become accessible in a moment if the effect is
to be achieved. That is why in the composition a balance
of intellectual and optical factors is especially important.
However, the construction of the photosculpture picture
is not a composition in the earlier sense, it does not aim
at a formal harmony but is rather a composition pointing
to a given end, that of the presentation of ideas.

If we can assume a knowledge of the present, of different
cultures, political events, current problems, etc., the speed
with which optical impressions and their associations are
received can be extraordinarily fast. That is why a photo-
sculpture sheet cannot be understood by an Eskimo. On
the other hand, a nonobjective picture is accessible to
everyone as it rests in biological laws of purely optical
experiences which function in all people.

It is possible that city-dwellers, too, may have difficulties
with photosculptures at first. But people who must always
show presence of mind, e.g., those who often drive a
car in difficult situations, will have much quicker reactions
than those who are not accustomed to keenly observing
life around them and to paying attention to the first sign
of threatening danger.
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It is therefore sensible to start a demonstration with simple
superimpositions and to facilitate understanding by the
use of striking, comprehensive titles.

Photosculptures can be used in different ways.

One of the many possibilities: the scenic intensification of
whole sequences in theater and film; plays and filmscripts
can be condensed into a single picture.

Another kind of use: the illustration of a concept or a
feeling.

As illustration for propaganda, advertisements, posters.
As topical satire, etc.

The joke of the future will probably not be illustrated
graphically but by means of photosculptures. Similarly the
cinema posters of the future will be produced by photo-
graphic and photosculptural means which, unquestionably,
correspond better to the nature of film than do today’s
posters which are done by drawing and are colored
poetically to illustrate scenes in the film.

Only recently have people started to explore this new
field. But one will soon notice that every material, however
difficult it may appear, will after a little while prove easier
to handle.

Friedrich Vordemberge-Gildewart

Optics—The Great Fashion

A great deal has already been written about photography
(Who has not yet published a book about it? What subject
has not yet taken you?]. But, as if by agreement, no one
has hit the nail on the head.

The great lie about the still greater mission of photography
is thrashed out again and again. Above all, there is much
excogitating about whether photography should be
counted among the arts. This subject is now being argued
with the greatest vanity and vehemence. *‘Proximity’’ to
art always leads easily to the temptation of seeing as
“artistic'” results that are in fact only documentary or
historical. And yet the great merit of correctly understand-
ing photography is attributed to those who realized that
the “'painterly’’ and resemblance to watercolor is the lie
of photography. Certainly not false! Yet how do things
stand today? | believe that the distance has not grown
the least bit greater. And there is more refinement into
the bargain.

Interesting is confused with artistic, chance with the pro-
duction of forms, with “‘creativity’’|

Indeed, photography is confused with painting altogether.
Thus we have the same situation as at the beginning of
the movement.

For | believe that it is certainly not an instance of pho-
tography’s own law when, say, a shot taken from a
balloon (a landscape shot) resembles a picture by Paul

Klee.
Things have turned out as they had to: soon one will no

longer be able to bear the sight of a photograph. And
quite rightly. Too bad!
One thinks one is seeing a new photograph, but it is
always the same one. Only the subject changes. At first
repeated in every direction of the compass: the slanting
photo! So it began. Then in all scales of enlargement up
to the point where one has to guess what the subject is.
Then replaced in turn by the experiences of abstract
painting (the proximity to art is still there), which in the
first place brought to photography an understanding of
materials (grids, contrasts, etc.). Then came the Howers.
Naturally, the flowers. And now we must stand up and
pray with Kurt Schwitters. Flowers are beautiful, or have
you ever seen a violet doing an advertisement for the
z00? (And was it the flower that was beautiful or the
129
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phatagraph?) Then came, and still come, the publishers
with the penetrating glance—they stare at you! (What
the sculptors do for the [Paova?] Nurmis and the other
athletes—that's what the photographers da for the whole
bunch of celebrities: from the slanting snapshots of gov-
ernment ministers’ wives to the dandies of Hollywood to
the grid shots of boxers’ faces.)

Highly refined souls create pictures like the Rhine bridge
at Calogne with the religious, veiled cathedral in the back-
graund. Another one of those “‘contrast compositions.”
Let's say, fine and caarse. Or loud and soft. Or technology
and religian.

This sort of thing comes spilling out of the cameras. Some
time ago an impartant step was taken toward giving pho-
tagraphy a mission. Namely the affirmation and glorifi-
cation of the concept of the *‘abject’” as a parallel creation
to the nonobjective world of painting. This intention is the
first real deed in photography!

Photography! The contrast objective—nanabjective is very
important. Whereas in photography all force is concen-
trated on the true plastic formation of a given object, the
painter, with complete discipline, renounces objective (and
thus alluring) paraphernalia in favor af the concept of
painting, that is, color!

This glorification of the object in photagraphy points to
samething essential. What painting has never been able
to do, the camera has finally done: it has made it possible
to canvey the “‘object,”” and this mercilessly. Here already
there appear the rudiments aof o law specific to
photography.

Very few have persevered in this path, virtually the only
carrect one. Correct, that is, in its cansistency and under-
standing, in its recognition that the question is not painting
or photagraphy. Rather, here is painting— there is pho-
tography! The slightest relationship immediately leads
phatography into errcr or kitsch!

And this is precisely what is happening. Joy in the object
leads to pictures that are almost abstract. The object
recedes in favar of an “order,” as in cubism, though
naturally in @ less consistent way.

What is surprising, however, is the range of “‘white’":
photography has actually succeeded in obtaining an in-
tensity of white that is otherwise possible only in abstract
painting. Accordingly the matter can be put as follows:
photography is the glorificatian (on principle | do not say
the creation) of white; graphics, that of black.

Yet the proximity ta painting is still there. And so it will
always remain. In the mistaken notion that photography
has histarically supplanted painting.

The optical fashion imagines that it is initiating a renewal,
one even equipped with @ mechanical instrument. This
may saund very radical, but it is only a pitiful repetition
of all the mistakes of painting.
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It is impassible to consider photography (in the broad
sensel as "‘mechanical creation.” And that is photogra-
phy's fate. Despite mechanical instruments, the most ca-
pricious creation! Instead of liberation from chance—only
chance (and thus surprises).

Precisely the opposite of conscious, absolute creation. Let
us whisper to our dear *‘opticians’’: photography's own
law is not to prefer the more comfortable manner of pho-
tographing to the manual pracedures of art. Rather the
essential thing lies in what has already been described,
and then in absolutely reliable repraduction, in the most
exact documentation. Accardingly the photographer is a
precise chranicler but never a creator. What nonsense
to try to give “‘artistic form” to a flower or to an archi-
tectural detail, things, that is, that have already passed
through the ordering hand of a creator.

But this seems to be the upshot of the photographic eral
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Ernst Kallai
The World Is Beautiful

If we separate the review of this book with its 100 splendid
photographs by Renger-Patzsch* from the other book
reviews and give it @ more prominent position in the current
issue, it is not only because we wish to indicate our un-
reserved approval. The works of Renger-Patzsch are the
occasion for a more general and fundamental consid-
eration of the current state of affairs in modern photo-
graphy.

Renger's photographs are beautiful. But if they were only
that, one could glance over them with the same rapidity
as the great majority of that inflation of **charming’ and
“interesting’’ photographs that are regaling us with bright
and eager camera buffs in the illustrated magazines. There
is a zeal for taking snapshots today that in its speedy,
mechanical shooting of everything in sight proceeds as
casually and superficially as the devoted zealots of tripe
do in the sentimental outpourings of their spiritual intestines.
And then there is the cold “art for art’s sake'” approach,
namely *‘photography as manipulation of light,”” an aes-
thetic of photomechanical tricks that is pleased to des-
ignate every playful maneuver, every dazzling potshot
by the catchword **experiment.”” What for the scientific
researcher is an undertaking of absolute objectivity and
seriousness, and often represents a lifetime of sacrifice
for his work, the experiment, there is misused by most of
the artists of the black-and-white tendency as a cloak for
a frivolous juggling with new possibilities that is much too
easily satisfied with false solutions as long as they are in
any way striking.

In this situation the publication by the Wolff Verlag of
these 100 Renger photographs assumes an importance
that cannot be stressed enough. They make reality visible
without getting stuck at the level of the merely charming
or simply conveying interesting reportage. They are filled
with a steadfastly empathetic, penetrating love for things
and with a reverence encountered only in deep thinkers,
in wise and truly inspired artists. The ethos of the world
view in these photographs is as earnest and dignified as
the spiritual attitude of the old paintings and sculptures.
Their exemplary unity and beauty arise from a vision that
discerns the essence of the subject, and they are conveyed
by a painstaking technical mastery of the highest order.
The beauty of these photographs possesses an organic
fullness and an inner necessity, because they have nothing
in common with the ““artistic bragging’" of those frequently
encountered photographs that a short time ago were
flirting with the effects produced by Impressionism and,

*Albert Renger-Patzsch, Die Welt ist schoen, Munich, 1928.

in order to keep up to date, have since taken their cue
from Expressionism, Cubism, Constructivism, and Surre-
alism. The photographers’ “artistic bragging’ —I take
this vigorous phrase from a letter by Renger-Patzsch. This
man, to whom we owe so much natural photographic
beauty, has coined the right expression for the over-
zealousness of the black-and-white aesthetes, with and
without camera, who employ photography as a com-
fortable vehicle for an intellectual agility that is unburdened
by any humanistic concerns. Such bustling activity cannot
be contrasted enough to the solemn humanity and ele-
vated professional sense of Renger's photographs. The
penetrating and lasting effect of these works proves that
ultimately, even with the use on a mass scale of the most
modern technical means, it is only the strict sense of re-
sponsibility of a strong persondlity that is able to create
something truly precious and outstanding.

Is the World Only Beautiful?

| don’t like Renger-Patzsch despite all his “'nevertheless,
in spite of, etc.,”” grunting satisfaction, or clever eagerness
“at substantially reduced prices’ that has the title The
World Is Beautifull Disgusting, or rather inexcusably
tasteless.

The perspective of a reading glass: everything lying out-
side the focal distance is hazy, inverted, or not there at
all. | suggest to Mr. Renger-Patzsch that he have a look
at a hornet’s nest or, indeed, at workers' or better still
agricultural workers’ houses. Perhaps fine little pictures
could also be made of the "'modern’” punishments in our
penitentiaries and prisons. And how about the reform
schools, workhouses, hostels for journeymen, and other
such dens of misery? | only wish to recall in passing the
trenches, barricades (Eden Hotel, 1919], and rubber trun-
cheons. Allin all the Renger-Patzschery about the beautiful
world is what one usually, and rightly calls “spiritual
prostitution."’

Dear Ernst Kallai, where then is the “'strict sense of re-
sponsibility” of a strong personality?

Fritz Kuhr

A Conciliatory Proposal

You are angry, Fritz Kuhr, about the title. Certainly, it
does have the implication of a world view that sees only
the beautiful, although, . . ., etc. But this can easily be
remedied. How about a title like The World Is Also
Beautiful?

E. K.
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Ernst Kallai

Painting and Photography

The return of painting to objective representation is fre-
quently criticized as an imitation of nature that can be
achieved considerably more easily and more completely
by photography. Even so convinced a theoretician of the
new obijectivity as Franz Roh warns Postexpressionism
against falling into the external imitation of objects, be-
cause it “'could thereby shrink in importance, and all of
painting could be overrun by those splendid machines
([photography and film) that in terms of imitation garner
us such a harvest of unsurpassable things.” According to
this view the imitation of nature is of interest for painting
merely as raw material or as the subordinate part of real
pictorial creation.

If, however, the vital creative impulse in painting today
can still lie precisely in this, that one brings a sense of
devout admiration to even the most modest expressions
of nature, then it is impossible to consider imitation and
creation as irreconcilable opposites. And it is not a ques-
tion of limiting the former exclusively to the field of photog-
raphy while assigning the latter only to painting. All the
less so inasmuch as photography, in its own special
way, can be just as representational and at the same
time just as creative as painting. It needs only to find its
master.

We know photographic depictions, portraits, and land-
scapes that owe their beauty to such ingenious and del-
icate operations in the mechanics and chemistry of their
birth that they must be judged craftsmanly creations of
high artistic culture. This is the case with the photograms
of such artists as Man Ray, Moholy-Nagy, and Spaemann-
Straub, which have become free of restriction to the subject
matter to the point of complete nonobjectivity and appear
as ghostly emanations of light.

The difference between painting and photography, there-
fore, has nothing to do with the false alternative ““imitation
or creation.”” On both sides are to be found creatively
animated, that is, creatively formed, reproductions of na-
ture as well as creations that stand outside of any objective
connection. Even the question, ‘*handicraft or mechanical
work?'" is not decisive. The painter is given the possibility
of bringing the lawful production of form in his domain
right up to the edge of a disposition that is based simply
on calculation, and he may endow his facture with a

132

polished evenness or the glossiness of enamel. There are
sufficient pictures of this kind (Mondrian, Malevitch,
Moholy-Nagy, Llissitzky, and Buchheister, among others)
that, despite mechanical gestures and the theoretical at-
tacks of their creators against this art, are paintings, indeed
excellent paintings. On the other hand, the many crafts-
manly possibilities available to the photographer have
already been indicated.

The intrusion of facture.in all the effects produced by
painting has very fundamental consequences for the par-
ticular nature of the creation of images in this art and for
the law governing this creation. The finest compositional
techniques are absolutely demanded by the tactile values
of its facture—by the material, quantity, plastic structure
and surface of its physical covering. This is why the simple
substitution of these tactile values by paper texture and
photomechanical printing is so detrimental to the quality
even of those reproductions that, in other respects, do
an excellent job of approximating the original.

Through this property of the facture even the most soaring.
spiritually oriented pictorial visions are connected directly
into the current of our perceptions of material efficacy;
they are, so to speak, incorporated into our existence.
Thus arises the great, exhilarating tension between the
sometimes coarse palpability of the means of creation
and the spiritual intention they embody. And in this tension
lies the special creative force, the real beauty of all paint-
ing. By contrast, the lack of facture removes even the
clearest photographic representation of nature from our
sense of material reality. It may simulate the appearance
of reality ever so convincingly, yet this appearance remains
incorporeal, without weight, like reflections in a mirror or
in water. Here is a decisive opposition: painting is able
to join the coarsest materiality of means with the most
delicate spirituality of vision; photography can display the
ultimate material refinements of the means of creation and
can nevertheless provoke representations of the coarsest
realism.

There are photographers who would like to give their
picture area a flat structure. They constrict the natural
view, work with interlaced diagonals that hit against the
image boundaries, or with parallel lines extended across
the image field that run into the perpendicular or horizontal
boundary lines of the image. However, the more they
take pains to build up their composition in layers and to
bring it into a structural relationship with the picture plane,
the more evident it becomes that all these efforts are in
vain, since photographs have no facture in which such
multilayered connections can be physically realized. The
gelatine of the light-sensitive layer and the paper texture
offer no resistance against which there could be generated
an accord and a tension within the image's grain. The
plane in which the photographic image forms is a pure,
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transparent mirror surface where all forms and tones can
come info view without resistance, though it is precisely
on account of this lack of resistance that they unavoidably
lose any fixed relationship to the picture plane. Their
combination, effected through the action of the photo-
graphic material, is one of complete optical neutrality,
and as a result even the most immediate foreground shot
seems to reach back into an indefinite depth behind the
picture plane. Between the most extreme photographic
foreground and the picture plane there always lies the
incomprehensible appearance, dull or shiny, of an air-
filled interval. No photographic figure can take shape in
the picture plane itself. An optical union with this plane is
possible only at the price of the complete effacement and
dissolution of form. The photographic picture plane has
just one use, to be a resistanceless vista onto spatial
emanations of light. For insuperable physical reasons its
own optical appearance is without consistency or tension.
Consequently all attempts to give this appearance the
look of a tension-filled picture, with the kind of compression
of the image found in painting, are empty and vain. They
go against the creative possibilities of their material and
are thus inimical to style.

Certainly photography, excluding cinematography, is
motionless, like painting. But this motionlessness cannot
be stiffened and expressively emphasized by a structure
of mutually opposed tensions. Once again, this results
from lack of facture. Like all other tensions in the picture,
these static tensions, too, receive their load-carrying ca-
pacity in the last analysis from the material combination
and hardening made possible by facture. The material
saturation that occurs through facture endows even a
completely naturalistic representation with special weight
and force of inertia in the optical equilibrium of its world
of illusion. Compared with such naturalistic representations
in painting, all photographic compositions come across
as passive farrying in space, without any tension, no matter
how richly endowed their forms may be with indications
of static interlacings and combinations. A baroque painted
ceiling or a suspended construction painted by Lissitzky
or Moholy-Nagy will always endure in the realm of move-
ment and countermovement governed by the force of
gravity, whereas in a photographic landscape the optical
equilibrium signifies no tension-filled meeting of opposites,
no struggle, but rather an already anticipated state. This
is due simply to a lack of facture, of real material ar-
rangement and weighting down of forms.

Just how far the range of effects can be extended through
facture has recently been demonstrated in Cubism and
related artistic manifestations. Picasso, Braque, Willy Bau-
meister and others devote the greatest care to making
their facture a composition of the most varied tactile values
(rough, smooth; dense, porous; elevated, sunken) and,

what is more, a texture of the most varied materials (oil,
paper, graphite, plaster, etc.). This division within the fac-
ture serves the purpose of emphasizing even further the
tectonic relationships within the partial surfaces, surfaces
that are determined through color and form and out of
which in turn the layers of the overall texture of the picture
are built up. The Russians Tatlin, Pevsner, Rosanova, and
Altmann, among others, turn facture almost into an end
in itself. They sirive to give the picture's material com-
position its most intense development and to subordinate
all other effects produced by the picture to this realism
of facture. This results in the creation of works that, despite
their uniformity and limitation to a single color, are ani-
mated in the highest degree. Effects are produced that
photography, with its lack of faciure, can never hope to
match.
To be sure, attempts have been made to give photography
the materially more vivid appearance of facture by the
use of granular paper and refined copying techniques,
in particular to liken this appearance to the painting of
Rembrandt or the Impressionists. But such deceptions al-
ways betray the emptiness behind the dummy. A more
felicitous course has been found by those artists who
construct photographic compositions by pasting together
various cutouts (Heartfield, Gross, Hausmann, Moholy-
Nagy, Hanna Hoech, Citroen, among others). This pro-
cedure has yielded its most truly powerful effects within
the context of Futurist and Dadaist aims. These mounted
photographs indisputably possess a high level of tension
in their surfaces and in their static relationships. Yet even
here a certain degree of contradiction persists between
the photographically determined insubstantiality of the in-
dividual surfaces and the total effect, which is achieved
through the presence of a true material plane that serves
to hold together the mounted pieces.
Such photomontages are hybrids between painting and
photography. The limits that are drawn by facture signify,
however, certain restrictions even for painting. The Con-
structivists, in their efforts to pursue painting as the expres-
sion of a purely technical spirituality, reasonable and
exulting in movement, have in this way made many ex-
perimental strides beyond the materially determined limits
of their art. The attempt to achieve the greatest possible
material relaxation of tension, and thus the greatest re-
laxation in terms of surface and static relationships, leads
into the realm of photography. Such freely floating im-
materiality can be attained only by light emanations, in
particular the nonobijective light formations of photogra-
phy. And these formations point quite clearly toward the
transition to movement. They strip the vision of things of
its materiality, but with this loss in creative life they acquire
in turn the wonderful, vibrant asset of movement and arrive
at the moving photograph, that is, film. These possibilities
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contain the seeds of photography's greatest threat to
painting. Painting or film¢—that is the fateful question of
visual creation in our time. This alternative is an expression
of the historical turning point in our mental existence. We
stand at the frontier between a static culture that has
become socially ineffectual and a new, kinetic reformu-
lation of our world picture that is already penetrating the
sensibility of a mass audience to an unheard-of degree.

Discussion of Ernst Kallai’s Article ‘‘Painting and
Photography”

Willi Baumeister

Rousseau painted a landscape in which telephone poles
with white insulators are visible. No previous painter had
considered such things of any use. But he was without
sentimentality, concrete and more enamored of the truth
than all his fellow landscape painters. His pictures even
resembled photographs, and yet at the same time they
were more abstract.

The quantity of his naturalism was great, the quantity of
his abstraction small, but it was qudlitatively intense. The
painters of the synthetic tendency have meanwhile turned
toward abstraction. They sought the complete negation
of the imitation of nature, and that is how they attained
the truth of creation in itself, that is, of means and material.
Photography, as a creative means and a kind of neo-
naturalism, would like to display relationships similar to
those found in Rousseau, whereby, along with a large
quantity of naturalism a small but intense quantity of ab-
straction produces the work. And photography has suc-
ceeded in this endeavor. The so-called *‘Sachlichkeit”*
does not display these propitious relationships. The results
of “'Sachlichkeit’” remain vague creations. Their literary,
sociopolitical value, on the other hand, is recognized.

Adolf Behne

Kallai compares a landscape by Courbet with an ordinary
landscape photograph and finds, rightly, a difference.
He defines it thus: the landscape by Courbet has facture,
the photograph does not; and he generalizes this (in itself
debatable) assertion to a thesis: painting and photography
are fundamentally and truly different because of the pres-
ence of facture in the one case and its absence in the
other. He thus comes to the conclusion that Constructivist
painting, which places but litlle value on facture (which,
moreover, is scarcely true), threatens to turn into pho-

*The tendency in painting naw knawn as *"Neue Sachlichkeit,”" i.e., ‘New
Objectivity’” ar “"New Sabriety."'—Translatar




tography, a reproach that earlier has been addressed
rather to the crass naturalists.

Kallai proceeds according to the wrong method. Courbet's
landscape has not only facture but a frame as well; that
is to say, it is also—and this is decisive—an ordering of
a given surface. The ordinary landscape photograph is
not. (When it does contain the beginnings of an order,
these come from the same source as Courbet’s order and
therefore have nothing to do with photography as such.)
If Kallai wants to put a Courbet on one side (craftsmanly
facture plus order), then on the other side he must put a
work that represents mechanical facture plus order. (For,
in fact, photography also has facture—only it is a technical
rather than a craftsmanly one, just as, say, a machine-
made cup also has a facture, just not an individual crafts-
manly one.) As a first step toward ‘‘mechanical facture
plus order” Kallai himself mentions the photomontage,
and here he has to agree that only "‘a remnant of con-
tradiction persists.”” (That such a remainder is still there
seems quite understandable, since photography is still
fighting for its own special law of creating order.)

It Kallai wishes to exclude the element of order from
photography, then he must do the same with painting;
otherwise, the comparison cannot vyield useful results.
He would then have to formulate the comparison in this
way: on the one hand, the facture of the brush, and, on
the other, that of light. Perhaps he would then arrive at
other results.

The characteristic thrust of Kallai’s work is its enthusiasm
for the individual, craftsmanly work of the brush. An en-
thusiasm that leads him to turn facture into an independent
entity unto itself.

The one-sided overestimation of facture would have to
lead Kallai to the following conclusion: a photograph after
a painting by Mondrian belongs with an amateur pho-
tograph from Wansee Beach, for both are without facture;
while Mondrian’s painting belongs with a retouched pho-
tograph from the Arthur Fischer Studio, Berlin, Pas-
sage . . ., since both possess facture.
Berlin-Charlottenburg, 26 April 1927

Max Burchartz

To ask whether phototechnical means offer greater or
lesser creative possibilities than *'painting”’ does is to pose
the question in the wrong way, it what is wanted is a
basic assessment of value. An oven and a phonograph
also cannot be compared in terms of value. Over broad
areas of artistic creation photography is superior to paint-
ing, but certain possibilities open to painting are closed
to if.

That a valuable new means of creation has been con-
quered is a gain for everyone.

The fact that recognition of the value of rational delib-
eration has once again been demanded of all creative
effort is the most significant achievement of the “‘ele-
mentary creator.”’ Yet there is a danger, perhaps, that
the abolition of what today is a very obvious deficiency
may give rise in turn to a new deficiency through over-
emphasis. The scarcely conscious drive toward the un-
checked expression of movement is repressed and often
enough clearly repudiated. But it is not to be stricken from
a life of the highest quality, for it forms an aspect of things
that must be taken into account even in elementary
creation.

The requirement of *'facture’’ is the expression of a need
that this aspect of creative work does without. In the
investigation of facture and phototechnique it remains to
be observed that precisely the latest and most refined
exploit of facture can obviously be carried out by pho-
tomechanical procedures. Anyone who considers the
microphotographic shots of handwriting samples must
agree that here indeed new fields of elementary creative
possibilities lie open before us.

Essen, 30 April 1927

Will Grohmann

If the means of communication are irrelevant for the cre-
ation of a work of art and only the result counts, then,
despite all the differences in the starting and ending points,
for a small plane of intersection of the intersecting circles,
art and photography are identical. Obviously this does
not imply an equality of creative and reproductive art,
especially since the branch of photography in question,
the photogram, basically represents only the result of a
previous creative act, and its greater or lesser artistic
effect can replace the values of facture only through com-
position, variations in illumination, and intuitively willed
chance events. So-called "artistic photography'’ rules itself
out as an unfair competitor, since even in the application
of its most refined means it can only strive for what free
creativity, conditioned by occular considerations, has
made real from among the range of possible, subjectively
stressed representations. (Impressionist nature shots and
portraits.) That it is occasionally of greater worth than
certain academic formulations is just as clear as the fact
that with this descent to a lower level we are getting
further way from the fundamental issue and are straying
into the realm of taste and fashion.

Dessau, 2 May 1927
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Ludwig Kassack

Once we grasp the fact that painting is the highest
achievement and the individual expression of human cul-
tural develapment, whereas photography, born out of
the new epoch in civilization, is primarily a technical
achievement and a procedure clasely tied to material
factars—then the ultimate difference between painting
and phatagraphy stands clearly befare us. And it becomes
superfluous to discuss the merits of one at the cost of the
ather. Painting is the art of the culturally refined individual.
From a certain paint of view photography can also be a
praductive representation, but because of its striving for
exactitude and objectivity, it can never became art in the
classical sense of the word. Given this situation, it wauld
be a mistake ta draw conclusions on the basis of a com-
parisan. Except for the fact that both are barn from vision
and are its objectification, the two phenamena have noth-
ing in common. Where one dies, the other’s life begins.
The perfection of the one is determined by the chased,
creative talent of mankind, the other by technical advance.
The painter paints what he sees; the phatographer fixes
what his camera sees. If painting seeks to provide an
exact likeness af a thing, it ceases to be art; the perfection
af photography, however, derives fram this very fact,
that it gives an exact mirror image of the photographed
abject. Cansequently, if we consider painting as an illus-
trative art, we see that in terms of exactitude it lags far
behind the illustrative capacities af phatagraphy. If we
consider a portrait by Holbein or Picasso, we immediately
observe haw the subjective individualism of the painter
campased ar decompased the given theme. Such differ-
ences simply cannot exist in photography, unless they
result directly fram a cansciaus technical trick. The painter’s
eye is subjective; the camera’s lens has an objective visual
faculty. In aur time, when we are striving far collectivity
and far rigorous constructions, the camera’s objective
visian and antipsychological nature place photography
abave painting. And nat anly abave the naturalistic paint-
ing of the past but also above the recent, overdane paint-
ing along the lines of *‘Neue Sachlichkeit.”" | cannot here
go into the basic errors of *‘Neue Sachlichkeit.”" In com-
parisan with what the camera can accamplish, however,
the new direction in painting, which seems to have been
inaculated with ape glands, is truly nothing other than the
tortured running about of people who could make better
use of their abilities. Even if we consider painting not as
illustrative but as abstract painting, we can ascertain that
the originative tendency of phatography, the pure ma-
nipulation of light, is not inferior to the latter—looking at
the questian not fram the artistic point of view but rather
fram that of objective representation.

I stress again that the camparative assessment of painting
136

and photography is untenable from the technical as well

as the psychological point of view.

Painting as art is an expression af culture; photography
is a representative of civilization. And in comparison with
abstract painting the light and shadow compositions of
productive photography display in an intensified manner
the exact purity and aesthetic splendor of originative
creation.

Budapest, 26 April 1927

Moholy-Nagy

The way in which something has been produced shows
itself in the finished product. How it shaws itself is what
we call facture. It would be a mistake to call facture only
that which appears as palpable surface simply because
mast af the earlier manual techniques at the same time
display a tactile value.

But precisely because, for me, facture is not the same
thing as tactile value, | find Ernst Kallai's formulation of
the problem unfaunded. | see in it, rather, a veiled attempt
ta rescue craftsmanly, representational painting.

There is nothing to object to in representation. It is a form
af cammunicatian that cancerns millions of people. Today
it is possible to obtain visual representatian of unprece-
dented accuracy by photography and film. Manual proce-
dures cannot match these techniques. Not even, indeed
least of all, through the qualities of facture. For when
facture becames an end in itself, it simply turns into
arnament.

Likewise with photography. It too should be employed—
and for the mament this is a mere wish—in its primary
truth. The fanatical zeal with which photography is pursued
in all circles today indicates that thase with no knowledge
of it will be the illiterates of the future. In the coming age
photography will be a basic subject like reading and
arithmetic. All the wishes of the photagraphic gourmet
will then become second nature, if nat achieved automati-
cally.

Beyond this—and despite all the prejudices on the sub-
ject—phatagraphy is justified not only as a reproductive
technique, for it has already accomplished significant things
in the praductive realm. It teaches us how to refine our
use af the medium by revealing possibilities inherent in
the interplay of light and shadow. Through a chemical
process, the finest tanal gradations farm in a homogeneous
layer. The coarse-grained pigment disappears, and a
facture of light emerges. Very good results have been
obtained with this black-and-white effect of the photo-
graphic layer—even without representation (in the pho-

— | ——




togram). Similar things are bound to happen in the domain
of color. The achievements of the color chemists as well
as the discoveries of the physicists, allowing us to work
with polarization, interference phenomena, and subtractive
mixtures of light, will supersede our medieval pictorial
methods.

This does not mean that the activity of painting in the
manual fashion is doomed, either today or in the future.
What “inspired”’ earlier times can also be a pedagogical
instrument for developing a deeper, more intense under-
standing. But the recognition or rediscovery of an expres-
sion that develops on the basis of biological factors and
is therefore self-evident ought not to be set forth as a
special accomplishment. The personal evolution of an in-
dividual who gradually rediscovers through his own effort
all previous forms of optical activity cannot become a
constraint on those who are more highly developed, on
everyone.

The “‘fateful question,’” in my opinion, is not *‘painting or
film' but rather the advance of optical creation into all
the places where it may legitimately go. Today that means
photography and film, as well as abstract painting and
play with colored lights.

The new generation, which does not have as much sen-
timent and tradition to shed as we do, will profit from the
problem when it is posed in this way.

Dessau, 26 April 1927

Laszlo Moholy-Nagy

Typophoto

Neither curiosity nor economic considerations alone but
a deep human interest in what happens in the world has
brought about the enormous expansion of the news serv-
ice: typography, the film, and the radio.
The creative work of the artist, the scientist's experiments,
the calculations of the businessman or the present-day
politician, all that moves, all that shapes, is bound up in
the collectivity of interacting events. The individual's im-
mediate action of the moment always has the effect of
simultaneity in the long term. The technician has his machine
at hand: satisfaction of the needs of the moment. But
basically much more: he is the pioneer of the new social
stratification; he paves the way for the future. The printer’s
work, for example, to which we still pay too little attention
has just such a long-term effect: international understanding
and its consequences.
The printer’s work is part of the foundation on which the
new world will be built. Concentrated work of organization
is the spiritual result that brings all elements of human
creativity info a synthesis: the play instinct, sympathy,
inventions, economic necessities. One man invents printing
with movable type, another photography, a third screen
printing and stereotype, the next electrotype, phototype,
the celluloid plate hardened by light. Men sfill kill one
another; they have not yet understood how they live, why
they live; politicians fail to observe that the earth is an
entity, yet television (Telehor) has been invented: the *'Far
Seer''—tomorrow we shall be able to look into the heart
of our fellowman, be everywhere and yet be alone; il-
lustrated books, newspapers, magazines are printed—
in millions. The unambiguousness of the real, the truth in
the everyday situation is there for all classes. The hygiene
of the optical, the health of the visible, is slowly filtering
through.
What is typophoto?
Typography is communication composed in type.
Photography is the visual presentation of what can be
optically apprehended.
Typophoto is the visually most exact rendering of
communication.
Every period has its own optical focus. Our age: that of
the film, the electric sign, simultaneity of sensorily per-
ceptible events. It has given us a new, progressively de-
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«eloping creative basis for typography too. Gutenberg's
typography, which has endured almost to our own day,
moves exclusively in the linear dimension. The intervention
of the photographic process has extended it to a new
dimensionality, recognized today as total. The preliminary
work in this field was done by the illustrated papers, pos-
ters, and display printing.

Until recently typeface and typesetting rigidly preserved
a technique that admittedly guaranteed the purity of the
linear effect but ignored the new dimensions of life. Only
quite recently has there been typographic work that uses
the contrasts of typographic material (letters, signs, positive
and negative values of the plane) in an attempt to establish
a correspondence with modern life. These efforts have,
however, done little to relax the inflexibility that has hither-
to existed in typographic practice. An effective loosen-
ing-up can be achieved only by the most sweeping and
all-embracing use of the techniques of photography,
zincography, the electrotype, etc. The flexibility and elas-
ticity of these techniques bring with them a new reciprocity
between economy and beauty. With the development of
phototelegraphy, which enables reproductions and ac-
curate illustrations to be made instantaneously, even
philosophical works will presumably use the same
means—though on a higher plane-—as the present-day
American magazines. The form of these new typographic
works will of course be quite different typographically,
optically, and synoptically from the linear typography of
today.

linear typography communicating ideas is merely a
mediating makeshift link between the content of the
communication and the person receiving it: com-
munication-typography—person. Instead of using typog-
raphy —as hitherto—merely as an objective means, the
attempt is now being made to incorporate it and the
potential effects of its subjective existence creatively into
the contents.

The typographical materials themselves contain strongly
optical tangibilities by means of which they can render
the content of the communication in a directly visible—
not only in an indirectly intellectual—fashion. Photography
is highly effective when used as typographical material.
It may appear as illustration beside the words, or in the
form of “‘phototext’” in place of words, as a precise form
of representation so objective as to permit of no individual
interpretation. The form, the rendering is constructed out
of the optical and associative relationships: into a visual,
associative, conceptual, synthetic continuity: into the typo-
photo as an unambiguous rendering in an optically valid
form.

The typophoto governs the new tempo of the new visual
literature.

In the future every printing press will possess its own block-

making plant, and it can be confidently stated that the
future of typographic methods lies with the photo-
mechanical processes. The invention of the photographic
typesetting machine, the possibility of printing whole edi-
tions with X-ray radiography, the new cheap techniques
of block making, etc., indicate the trend to which every
typographer or typophotographer must adapt himself as
soon as possible.

This mode of modern synoptic communication may be
broadly pursued on another plane by means of the kinetic
process, the film.
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150
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Brever chair, 1927 (photo Lucia Moholy)

Bauhaus staircase, 1930 (photo J. van der Linden)
Bauhaus building in Dessau, southern view, design
by W. Gropius, 1926 (Bauhaus photo)

Northwest view with entrance and workshop wing
(photo Lucia Moholy)

Workshop wing, northwest side with entrance (Bau-
haus photo)

Detail of the workshop wing (photo Kurt Kranz)
Workshop wing, northwest view (photo Llucia
Moholy)

Southeast view with commons, auditorium and work-
ship wing—f.r.t.l. (photo Lucia Moholy)
Workshop wing at night, southeast view (photo Lucia
Moholy)

Studio building, south side (Bauhaus photo)

Detail, studio building, south side (Bauhaus photo)
Bauhaus building, northern view (Bauhaus photo)
Bauhaus building, eastern view (Bauhaus photo)
Bauhaus building, northwest view in the direction of
the Bridge (Bauhaus photo)

Bauhaus building, eastern view at night (photo Lucia
Mobholy)

Bauhaus site, aerial view (photo Robert Petschow)
Window facade of the auditorium (photo Erich
Consemuller)

View from the workshop and studio (Bauhaus photo)
Staircase in the Bauhaus building (photo Lucia
Moholy)

L. Feininger, W. Kandinsky, and O. Schlemmer—
f.L.t.r. (Bauhaus photo)

M. Breuer on a balcony of the studio building (photo
L. Moholy-Nagy)

L. Beyer(-Volger), ca. 1928 (Bauhaus photo)

L. Beyer(-Volger), ca. 1928 (Bauhaus photo)

R. Paulick on a private balcony of the studio building,
ca. 1930 (photo Hans Bertolf)

“Sunbath,” ca. 1927 (Bauhaus photo)

View from the studio building, also named the Prel-
lerhaus, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

O. Berger on a balcony of the studio building, ca.
1928 (Bauhaus photo)

Co-op furnishing by H. Meyer, 1927 (photo Hannes
Meyer)

Corner of an apartment with Breuer chair, ca. 1927/
28 (Bauhaus photo)

Apartment of H. loew, ca. 1928 (Bauhaus photo)

160
161

162

163
164

165

166
167

168
169

170
172
173
174
175

176

177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184

185
186

|

Exhibition in Munich, arranged by K. Both, ca. 1930
(Bauhaus photo)

Apartment of Hans Volger, ca. 1929 (Bauhaus
photo)

Corner of an apartment with infinitely adjustable
standard chair from the cabinetry workshop, ca.
1930 (Bauhaus photo)

On the terrace in front of the dining room, n.d.
(Bauhaus photo)

Detail of the south side of the studio building with
continuous balconies—A. Weininger (1st f.1.), n.d.
(Bauhaus photo)

“*After Breakfast,”" Bauhaus canteen, 1928 (photo
Erich Consemdller)

Cradle by P. Keler, 1922 (Bauhaus photo)
“Ladies’ Room,”" by M. Breuer, Haus am Horn, 1923
(Bauhaus photo)

Wooden chair by M. Breuer, 1922 (Bauhaus photo)
Wardrobe from the cabinetry workshop, n.d. (Bau-
haus photo)

171 Furniture by K. Both, ca.
Erich Consemiller)

Glass display cabinet by M. Breuer, 1923 (Bauhaus
photo)

Piece of furniture by K. Both, ca. 1927 (photo Erich
Consemuller)

Wardrobe by K. Both, ca. 1927 (photo Erich
Consemtller)

Sectional furniture by K. Both, ca. 1927 (photo Erich
Consemdller)

Apartment of Harnischmacher, designed by
M. Breuer and G. Hassenpflug, n.d. (Bauhaus
photo)

Apartment of a sportsman, designed by M. Breuer
and G. Hassenpflug, Berlin, 1931 (Bauhaus photo)
Apartment of Harnischmacher, designed by M.
Breuer and G. Hassenpflug, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)
Wassily easy-chair by M. Brever, ca. 1927 (photo
Erich Consemdller)

Lighting for the Berlin Zoo by O. Rittweger, n.d.
(Bauhaus photo)

Lamp by O. Rittweger, n.d. (Bavhaus photo)

Two lamps by O. Rittweger, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)
Lamp by M. Brandt, ca. 1926 (photo Lucia Moholy)
Pendulum spherical lights by R. Winkelmayer, ca.
1926 (Bauhaus photo)

Lamp by O. Rittweger, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)
Pendulum screen light by R. Winkelmayer, ca. 1926
(Bauhaus photo)

1927 (photos
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188
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197
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199
200
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202
203

204
205

206
207
208

209
210

211

212
213
214
215
216
217

Table lamps by W. Wagenfeld and K. J. Jucker,
1923 (Bauhaus photo)

Silver service by M. Brandt, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)
Tea pot by N. Slutzky, ca. 1923/24 (Bauhaus
photo)

Serving set by M. Brandt, n.d. (Bauhaus photol
Pot by F. Marby and W. Réssger, 1924 (Bauhaus
photo)

O. lindig making pottery, ca. 1925 (photo Held)
O. lindig making pottery, ca. 1925 (photo Held)
Ceramics workshop in Domburg, n.d. (photo Otto
Lindig)

Ceramics workshop in Dornburg, n.d. (photo Otio
Lindig)

Cotfee pot by T. Bogler?, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)
Mugs by M. Friedlander?, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

K. Rose at the loom, ca. 1930 (photo Hajo [Hans-
Joachim] Rose)

Bauhaus material, ca.
Peterhans)

The weaving shop in Dessau, ca. 1928 (Bauhaus
photo)

Study: the weaving shop, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)
Study: the weaving shop, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)
The room with the looms, Dessau, n.d. (Bauhaus
photo)

The same, a detail, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

Textile sample from the weaving shop, n.d. (Bauhaus
photo)

Children’s furniture by A. Buscher(-Siedhoff), 1924
(Bauhaus photo)

“Temple of light'” by O. Lindig, fired clay, 1921/
22 (photo Otto Llindig)

Toy ship by A. Buscher(-Siedhoff), 1923 (Bauhaus
photo)

Toy by A. Buscher(-Siedhoff), 1923 (Bauhaus photo)
Studies of material: paper, preliminary course of
J. Albers, n.d. {photo Erich Consemdller)

Studies of material: paper, by L. Bergner(-Meyer),
preliminary course of J. Albers, ca. 1928 (photo
Erich Consemdller)

Construction, preliminary course of L. Moholy-Nagy,
ca. 1926/27 (Bauhaus photo)

Construction, preliminary course of L. Moholy-Nagy,
ca. 1926/27 Bauhaus photo)

Construction, preliminary course of L. Moholy-Nagy,
ca. 1926/27 (Bauhaus photo)

Construction, preliminary course of L. Moholy-
Nagy?, ca. 1926/27 {Bauhaus photo)

Spatial sculpture, sculpture workshop of J. Schmidt?,
n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

Plastic workshop of J. Schmidt?, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

1930 (photo Walter

218 Spatial sculpture by H. loew, sculpture workshop
of J. Schmidt, ca. 1928 (Bauhaus photo)

219 Paper foldout by A. Sharon, preliminary course of
J. Albers, 1927 (Bauhaus photo)

220 Paper foldout by A. Sharon, preliminary course of
J. Albers, 1927 (Bauhaus photo)

221 Paper study, preliminary course of J. Albers, ca.
1927 (Bauhaus photo)

222 Study of material with corrugated paper by . Thal,
preliminary course of J. Albers, 1926/27 (photo
Erich Consemuller)

223 Study of material with corrugated paper, preliminary
course of J. Albers, ca. 1926/27 (photo Erich
Consemuller)

224 Study of material, preliminary course of J. Albers,
ca. 1928 (Bauhaus photo)

225 Construction and stability study by W. Tralau, 1926/
27 (photo Lux Feininger)

226 The same, 1926/27 (photo Lux Feininger)

227 Preliminary course of L. Moholy-Nagy, n.d. (Bauhaus
photo)

228 Preliminary course of J. Albers, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)
229 Study of material by W. Tralau, preliminary course
of J. Albers, 1926/27 (photo Lux Feininger)

230 Construction and stability study by P. Kempfer, pre-
liminary course of J. Albers, 1926/27 (photo Lotte
Gerson?)

231 The same (photo Lotte Gerson)

232 Equilibrium study with glass and metal by G. Marx
(-Bijhouwer), preliminary course of L. Moholy-Nagy,
1928 (Bavhaus photo)

233 Paraboloid sculpture by J. Schmidt, 1928 (photo
Joost Schmidt)

234-242 llluminated sculptural studies by E. Collein:
three-dimensional sculptural forms emerge from the
rotation of sticks in space, 1928 (photo Edmund
Collein)

243-247 Exercises, in part by J. Schmidt and students,
sculpture workshop of J. Schmidt, n.d. {photo Heinz
Lloew)

248-249 A few primary three-dimensional design ele-
ments, sculpture workshop of J. Schmidt, 1928
{photo Heinz Loew)

250-252 A few three-dimensional design elements:
composition and illumination studies, sculpture work-
shop of J. Schmidt, n.d. (photo Heinz Loew)

253 Studies of illuminated advertising signs by F. Ehrlich
and H. Loew, sculpture workshop of J. Schmidt,
1928 (photo Heinz Loew)

254 The same, 1928 (photo Heinz Loew)

255 The same, 1928 (photo Heinz Loew)

256 The same, 1928 (photo Heinz Loew)
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257 The same, 1928 (photo Heinz Loew)

258 The same, 1928 (photo Heinz Loew)

259 Composition with pearls, clearance sale at K.D.W.
department store, ca. 1929 (photo Hannes Meyer)

260 Exhibition of '‘Nonferrous Metals,”" design by
J. Schmidt, Berlin, ca. 1929 (photo Joost Schmidt)

261 Shop window of the Most chocolate shop, design
by O. Rittweger, ca. 1928 (Bauhaus photo)

262-265 4 Stages of an Advertising Photogram’” by
H. Loew, done in the advertising section led by J.
Schmidt, ca. 1927 (photo Heinz Loew)

266-267 Advertising photographs for Atikah cigarettes,
n.d. (photo Katt Both)

268 Advertising photogram for Jena Glass, n.d. (photo
Irene Hoffmann)

269-272 Display cases for co-op by H. Meyer from
various angles, 1925 (photo Hannes Meyer)

273 Furnishings for a shoe store, Bauhaus workshops,
n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

274-275 Exhibition “‘Nonferrous Metals,”" design by
J. Schmidt, Berlin, ca. 1929 (photo Joost Schmidt)

276 Exhibition stand by J. Schmidt, ca. 1930 (photo
Heinz Loew)

277 Reflection in a metal sphere (Rasch Wallpaper Cat-
alogl, 1928 (photo Joost Schmidt)

278 Advertising photograph for matches, 1931 (photo
Franz Aichinger)

279 Composition, advertising section led by J. Schmidt,
ca. 1929 (Bauhaus photo)

280 Photocomposition, 1930 (photo Herbert Schirmann)

281 Thistle with shells, ca. 1928 (photo Joost Schmidt)

282 Still life with shells, ca. 1928 (photo Joost Schmidt)

283 Portrait with mirror cutout of I. Gropius, 1928 (photo
Florence Henri)

284 Preparation for the ‘Metallic Festival,” 1929 (Bau-
haus photo)

285-286 The dancer Palucca, ca. 1928 (photo Char-
lotte Rudolph?)

287 K. Both, 1928 (photo Erich Consemidiller)

288 L. Beyerl-Volger) in costume for the "‘Metallic Fes-
tival,” 1929 (Bauhaus photo)

289-290 Figure from the Triadic Ballet, ca. 1925 (Bau-
haus photo)

291 Daisy Spies and Heining, Triadic Ballet, 1926 (photo
Gull?)

292 O. Schlemmer as ‘‘Musical Clown,”
Lux Feininger)

293 Daisy Spies and Heining, Triadic Ballet, 1926 (photo
Gullz)

294 E. Consemuller, H. Loew, O. Schlemmer, A. Wein-

inger, W. Siedhoff, and Lux Feininger on the studio

1928 (photo

building, also named the Prellerhaus, 1928 (photo
Herbert Bayer)

295-296 ““Man and Architecture,””’
Herbert Bayer)

297 “Man and Architecture,"”’
Feininger)

298 Members of the Bauhaus Theater—G. Hartmann
and W. Siedhoff (f.a.t.b.), 1927 (photo Lux
Feininger). ‘

299 W. Siedhoff, ca. 1927 (photo Lux Feininger)

300 “"Man and Architecture,”” 1926/30 (photo Herbert
Bayer) '

301 Members of the Bauhaus Theater—W. Siedhoff,
G. Hartmann, and ¢ (f.a.t.b.), 1927 (photo Lux
Feininger)

302-303 '‘Play with Boxes' —W. Siedhoff (photo Ruth
Hollos[-Consemdller])

304 Curtain and movement studies, 1927 (photo Erich

1926/30 (photo
1926/30 (photo lux

Consemtuller)

305-306 Circus scenes by X. Schawinsky, 1924 (Bau-
haus photo)

307 L. Scheper and W. Siedhoff, 1927 (photo Lux
Feininger)

308-309 Sketch '3 Against 1" withK. Grosch, G. Hart-
mann, W. Feist, and M. Mentzel, 1928/29 (photo
Umbo [Otto Umbehr])

310-311 Parody “‘Visit in the City with Prof. L."" with
N. Rubinstein, L. Rothschild, and W. Siedhoff, 1929
(Bauhaus photos)

312-313 Political sketch, ca. 1930 (Bauhaus photos)

314-316 “‘ladies’' Dance’ withW.Siedhoff, L. Ostreicher
(-Birman) and O. Schlemmer, ca. 1928 (photo Umbo
[Otto Umbehr])

317 "'The Figural Cabinet’” with S. Weininger, ca. 1923
(Bauhaus photo)

318 The Bauhaus Band, ca. 1930 (Bauhaus photo)

319 K. Grosch, ca. 1929/30 (photo Franz Aichinger)

320 Y. Scherbarth, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

321 Y. Scherbarth, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

322 F. Henri and 2, ca. 1926/27 (photo Max Peiffer-
Watenpuhl)

323 Students, Dessau, ca. 1929 (Bauhaus photo)

324 Students on a balcony of the studio building, ca.
1929 (Bouhaus photo)

325 O. Rittweger, ca. 1928 (Bauhaus photo)

326 In the workshop, ca. 1929 (photo Werner
Zimmermann)

327-328 Students painting the masters’ houses, 1926
(photo Gertrud Hantschk[-Arndt])

329 Gymnastics on the roof garden of the studio building,
ca. 1930 (Bauhaus photo)




330

331
332

Masters and students at the beach, ca. 1928/29
(photo Irene Bayer-Hecht)

“Rest Pause,’’ ca. 1928/29 (Bauhaus photo)

Ball game on the roof garden of the studio building,
1930 (photo Lux Feininger)

333-334 More games, 1930 (photo Lux Feininger)

335
336
337

338
339

340
341

342
343

344

345
346
347
348
349
350
351
GoP
353
354
355
356
357
358
359

360
361
362
363
364
365
366
367
368

369

L. Beyer(-Volger), ca. 1927 (photos Lux Feininger)
H. Volger, ca. 1927 (photo Lux Feininger)

At the beach on the Elbe with El and G. Muche,
L. Moholy-Nagy, and others, ca. 1926/27 (photo
Irene Bayer-Hecht)

G. Muche at the beach, ca. 1926/27 (photo Irene
Bayer-Hecht)

Group snapshot with X. Schawinsky, L. Moholy-
Nagy, G. Muche, and others (f.r.t.l), ca. 1926/
27 (photo Irene Bayer-Hecht)

O. Rittweger, ca. 1928 (photo Lux Feininger)

A. Mentzel, G. Hartmann, M. Manuckiam, and
N. Rubinstein (f.l.t.r.), 1928 (photo Lux Feininger)
The ““White Festival,”” 1926 (Bauhaus photo)
“The Old Theater People,” 1928 (photo Lux
Feininger)

Students of the Bauhaus—right A. Braun, ca. 1928
(Bauhaus photo)

A. Braun, 1928 (photo Lotte Beesel

A. Braun with mirror, 1928 (photo Lotte Beese)

X. Schawinsky, ca. 1928 (photo Lotte Beese)
Portrait of K. Both, ca. 1926/27 (Bauhaus photo)
Bauhaus student, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

Bauhaus student, n.d. (Bavhaus photo)

Portrait of K. Both, ca. 1926/27 (Bauhaus photo)
Portrait of K. Both, ca. 1926/27 (Bauhaus photo)
“Bauhdusler,” ca. 1930 (photo Kurt Kranz)
Bauhaus student, ca. 1928 (photo Lotte Beese)
Umbo (Otto Umbehr), ca. 1926 (photo Paul Citroen)
K. Both, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

L. Monastirsky, ca. 1926/27 (Bauhaus photo)

K. Both, ca. 1927 (Bauhaus photo)

Two students from the weaving shop, ca. 1927/28
(Bauhaus photo)

Portrait of Hilde Rantzsch, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)
G. Stoelzl(-Stadler), ca. 1928 (Bavhaus photo)

H. Meyer, ca. 1929 (photo Lotte Beese)

M. Breuer, 1928 (photo Walter Kaminsky)

H. Meyer, ca. 1928 (Bauhaus photo)
“Bauhausler,”” n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

H. Volger, ca. 1927/28 (Bauhaus photo)
Bauhaus student, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

Sunbath, L. Beyer(-Volger), ca. 1928 (photo Hans
Volger?)

W. Réssger?, ca. 1927 (Bauvhaus photo)

370
371

372
373

374

375
376

377
378

379
380
381

382
383
384
385

386
387
388
389

390
391

392
393
394
395
396
397
398
399
400
401

402
403

404
405
406

G. Hartmann and S. Leirer (f.L.t.r.), 1928 (Bauhaus
photo)

“*Self-Portrait in the Mirror,” O. Lindig?, ca. 1929
(photo O. Lindig?)

H. Volger, ca. 1928/29 (Bauhaus photo)

L. Beyer(-Volger) with costume in her studio, ca.
1928/29 (Bauhaus photo)

A. Rudelt at the wheel of his car in front of the
Bauhaus, 1931 (Bauvhaus photo)

L. Beyer(-Volger), ca. 1928/29 (Bauhaus photo)
“Boat Ride on the Elbe," with L. Beyerl-Volger),
1928/29 (Bavhaus photo)

L. Bergner(-Meyer) on the roof terrace of the studio
building, ca. 1928/29 (Rauhaus photo)

In the summer: two students—A. Fernbach? and ¢,
ca. 1927/28 (Bauvhaus photo)

Portrait of L. Beyer(-Volger), 1929 (Bauhaus photo)
Portrait of R. Sander, ca. 1926/27 (Bavhaus photo)
Portrait of W. Réssger, 1927/28 (photo Lotte Beese)
L. Beyer(-Volger), ca. 1929 (Bauhaus photo)

W. Gropius, 1928 (photo Hans Volger)

W. Gropius, ca. 1926 (Bauhaus photo)

L. Beyer(-Volger) in a paper costume, **“White Fes-
tival,” 1926 (Bauhaus photo)

El Muche, ca. 1923 (photo Umbo [Otto Umbehr])
Student with balls, 1929 (Bauhaus photo)

Student, ca. 1929 (Bauhaus photol

Bauhaus visitor in costume, ca. 1926 (photo Max
Peiffer-Watenpuhl)

Bled portrait of |. Yamawaki?, ca. 1930 (Bauhaus
photo)

“Distorting Mirror,"’
Niegemann)

L. Monastirsky and ¢, ca. 1926/27 (Bauhaus photo)
Portrait of a student, ca. 1929 (Bauhaus photo)
Student, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

Student, 1928 (photo Lux Feininger)

N. Rubenstein, 1928 (photo Lux Feininger)

B. von Roosen, ca. 1926/27 (photo Franz Ehrlich)
H. Loew and F. Winter (f.l.t.r.), 1928 (Bauhaus photo)
Umbo (Otto Umbehr), 1925 (photo Paul Citroen)
K. Both, ca. 1927 (Bauhaus photo)

F. Forbat, ca. 1925/26 (photo Umbo [Otto Umbehr])
J. Schmidt, ca. 1928 (Bauvhaus photo)

“Seen from Above,” 2 students, ca. 1927/28
(Bauhaus photo)

On the roof of the studio building, ca. 1928 (Bauhaus
photo)

Portrait of H. Koch, ca. 1926 (photo Umbo [Otto
Umbehr])

T. Mizutani?, ca. 1927/28 (Bauhaus photo)

ca. 1927 (photo Johan
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407 O. Ostreicher(-Birman) and A. Sharon, ca. 1927/
28 (Bauhaus photo)

408 Student, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

409 Student, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

410 X. Schawinsky, ca. 1926 (Bauhaus photo)

411 P. Bucking, ca. 1927 (Bauhaus photo)

412 H. Nonnel-Schmidt), ca. 1926/27 (photo Joost
Schmidt)

413 I. Thal, 1927 (Bauhaus photo)

414 Lux Feininger, A. Mentzel, O. Schlemmer, F. Winter,
G. Hartmann, and H. Réseler (f.l.t.r.), ca. 1927/
28 (photo Umbo [Otto Umbehr])

415 Students in front of the entrance to the Bauhaus,
1931 (Bauhaus photo)

416 J. Albers and G. Hassenpflug (f.l.t.r.), ca. 1927/
28 (Bauhaus photo)

417 Student, ca. 1928 (photo Lotte Beese?)

418 Student, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

419 W. Rossger, ca. 1928 (photo Andreas Feininger)

420 Student, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

421 O. Berger, ca. 1927/28 (Bauhaus photo)

422 Portrait of a student, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

423 L. Moholy, ca. 1928 (photo Laszlo Moholy-Nagy)

424 H. Meyer, ca. 1928 (photo Lotte Beese)

425 A. Sharon, ca. 1928 (photo Lotte Beese)

426 L. Beese, 1928 (photo Hannes Meyer)

427 L. Beese, 1928 (photo Hannes Meyer?)

428 *'L. Hilberseimer Instructing a Student,”" n.d. (photo 2)

429 L. Hilberseimer in America, n.d. (photo ?)

430 L. Mies van der Rohe and ¢, n.d. (photo ?)

431 L. Mies van der Rohe, n.d. (photo 2)

432 L. Hilberseimer with students, n.d. (photo )

433 L. Feininger in his studio, ca. 1926 (photo Andreas
Feininger)

434 P. Klee in his studio, 1925 (photo Felix Klee)

435 Masters’ houses in Dessau, 1929 (photo Lucia
Moholy)

436 Housing estate Dessau-Toerten, ca. 1930 (photo
Walter Peterhans)

437 Exhibition of the work of students of J. Schmidt,
1928 (photo Franz Ehrlich)

438 Works of F. Ehrlich, ca. 1928 (photo Franz Ehrlich)

439 Exhibition stand in Barcelona, by E. Heiberg, ca.
1928 (photo E. Heiberg?)

440-442 Exhibition of work from various preliminary
courses, ca. 1929 (Bauhaus photos)

443 Bauhaus exhibition in Weimar, furniture workshop,
n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

444 ). Albers in discussion with a student, n.d. (Bauhaus
photo)

445 Exhibition of student works, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

446 Workshop and studio of the preliminary courses,
ca. 1929 (Bauhaus photo)

447 Works from the preliminary courses, ca. 1929/30
(Bauhaus photo)

448 Studio of J. Schmidt, n.d. (photo Joost Schmidt)

449 H. Volger in the workshop and studio, ca. 1929
(Bauhaus photo)

450 The workshop and studio, ca. 1929 (Bauhaus photo)

451 Bauhaus students protesting against the dismissal of
H. Meyer, 1930 (Bauhaus photo)

452 H. Reindl(-Cieluszek)?, K. Grosch, and ¢, ca. 1930
(Bauhaus photo)

453 F. Aichinger taking a sunbath, ca. 1930 (Bauhaus
photo)

454 . Albers, H. Bayer, and students on a balcony of
the studio building (f.1.t.r.), ca. 1927 (Bauhaus photo)

455 Breakfast table in the canteen, ca. 1927 (photo
Erich Consemuller)

456 Students at lunch, ca. 1927 (Bauhaus photo)

457 “Bird's-Eye View'' of students—L. Beyer(-Volger),
H. Volger, and ¢ (f.I.t.r.), ca. 1929 (Bauhaus photo)

458 *'Students on a Bench,” n.d. Bauhaus photo)

459 L. Beyer(-Volger), ca. 1929 (photo Lux Feininger)

460 Dance at the ‘‘Metdllic Festival,” 1929 (Bauhaus
photo)

461 Group portrait of students, ca. 1929 (Bauhaus
photo)

462 Party at the apartment of O. Berger, ca. 1928
(Bauhaus photo)

463 Bauhaus exhibition in Moscow with H. Meyer (3rd
f.1.), 1931 (photo ?)

464 Departure of F. Kohn, 1928 (photo Walter Kaminsky)

465 "'From the Weaving Shop' —L. Bergner(-Meyer),
L. Monastirsky, and L. Ostreicher(-Birman) (f.l.t.r.),
1929 (Bauhaus photo)

466-467 Farewell party for Walter Gropius, 1928
(Bauhaus photos; in no. 467, W. Gropius, 2nd f.I.
standing)

468 L. Beyer(-Volger), ca. 1927 (photo Lux Feininger)

469 H. Volger, ca. 1927 (photo Lux Feininger)

470 Student group, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

471 A. Weininger, n.d. (photo Werner Jackson
[lsaacsohn])

472 Sleeping students, ca.
Consemuller)

473 Student group, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

474 H. Koch, W. Jackson (Isaacsohn), X. Schawinsky,
M. Breuer, and 2 (f.1.t.r.), 1928 (photo Lux Feininger

475 G. Hartmann, N. Rubenstein, M. Manuckiam, and
A. Mentzel (f.l.t.r.), 1929 (photo Lux Feininger)

476 "Evening Rendez-Vous,”' n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

1927 (photo Erich




477 The architecture class, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

478 *‘Ghost Photograph,’’ n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

479 Bauhaus party in Weimar, 1924 (Bauhaus photo)

480 Reception for the African students with W. Kandinsky
(1st f.1.), L. Feininger (2nd f.r.), and H. Meyer (1st
f.r), ca. 1929 (Bauhaus photo)

481 "'Small Celebration” —L. Beyer(-Volger) (3rd f.I.) and
others, ca. 1928 (photo Umbo [Otto Umbehr])

482 "'Get-Together,” ca. 1926/27 (photo Umbo [Otto
Umbehr])

483 The Bauhaus Band in Weimar, 1924 (Bauhaus photo)

484 Bauhaus party in Weimar at the limschlosschen,
1924 (Bauhaus photo)

485 Bauhaus party with H. Meyer (2nd f.1), A. Arndt
(4th f.1.), J. Schmidt (5th f.1.), and others, ca. 1929
(Bauhaus photo)

486 Group portrait with J. Albers (3rd f.1.) and students,
n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

487 K. Pueschel, G. Moser, L. Gerson, E. Borchert,
F. Kuhr, and A. Buske (f.r.t.1.), 1928 (Bauhaus photo)

488 The weavers with G. Stolzl(-Stadler) {last row, 2nd
fr.), ca. 1928/29 (Bauhaus photo)

489 The weavers, ca. 1928 (Bauvhaus photo)

490 N. and W. Kandinsky and G. and El Muche (f.r.t.l),
ca. 1925 (Bauhaus photo)

491 The “Metallic Festival,”" 1929 (Bauhaus photo)

492-493 Bauhaus party, n.d. (Bauhaus photos)

494 *“*Metallic Festival,” chute in the connecting wing
between the trade school building and the workshop
wing, 1929 (photo R. Binnemann)

495 Bauhaus party with J. Schmidt (1st f.b.], n.d. (Bauhaus
photo)

496 “‘Party of the Bock Beer Candidates,”” ca. 1927
(Bauhaus photo)

497 The same—IL. Beyer(-Volger) and H. Volger, 1927
(Bauhaus photo)

498 Costume party—two students, ca. 1928 (Bauhaus

photo)

499 L. Beyer(-Volger) and H. Volger, ca. 1927 (Bauhaus
photo)

500 A. Sharon and M. Kallin, ca. 1928/29 (Bauhaus
photo)

501 *'Party of the Bock Beer Candidates,”” ca. 1927
(Bauhaus photo)

502 L. Beyer(-Volger) and J. Schmidt, ca. 1927/28
(photo Umbo [Otto Umbehr])

503 Bauhaus party with X. Schawinsky (1st f.r.), n.d.
(Bauhaus photo)

504 The Bauhaus Band, n.d. (Bauhaus photo)

505-507 Publicity photographs for the student news-
paper, 1930 (Bauhaus photos)

508 Antiwar demonstration by the Bauhaus students,
Dessau, August 1930 (Bauhaus photo)

509 Propaganda cart of the Bauhaus students for the
antiwar demonstration in Dessau, 1930 (Bauhaus
photol

510 Students in front of the Bauhaus in Dessau, n.d.
{(Bauhaus photo)
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f.L.t.r.—from left to right
f.a.t.b.—from above to below
f.r.t.l.—from right to left
f.b.t.a.—from below to above
f.f.t.b.—from front to back

All proper names and original designations are placed
in ". Designations and names that could not be precisely
established are indicated by a 2. Pseudonyms and changes
of name are, as far as could be established, placed in ().
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Bauhaus Photography

edited by Egidio Marzona and Roswitha Fricke
translated by Harvey Mendelsohn ond Frederick Somson
Foreword by Eugene Prakapas

These five hundred photographs are a unique and
exuberont record of Bauhaus activities and experiments
during the 1920s ond early 1930s. Significantly, most of
the photographs were taken by artists—painters such as
Fritz Kuhr ard Werner Siedhoff, designers Heinz Loew
and Herbert Boyer, Bauhaus masters Hannes Meyer
and Joosst Schmidi—who were not self-conscious
photographers but wanted to work with a new techno-
logical product.

“The pictures collected in Bauhaus Photogrophy repre-
sent as dramatic a development in their field as Kandin-
sky’s painting and Gropius’s architecture did in theirs.
Previous studies have concentrated on o few aspects of
~hoteqgraphy ot the Bauhaus . - - but this book is far
more ~omprehensive. The happy result 1s that we can
see sirilarities of approach in architectural and adver-
tising photography, artistic work, and even snapshots.
The brief essays by Bauhaus members suggest the fierce
debate about the qualities and significance of photog-
raphy. And there are glimpses of the mosters at rest or
in their studios and views of the students at dances and
theatrical performances. Few books evoke the life and
creative essence of a school as vividly as Bauhaus
Photography."—The New York Times Book Review

Egidio Marzono has assembled the world’s foremost
collection of works on paper documenting the revolu-
tonary efforts of the Bauhaus. Marzona is also o well-
know publisher of books on Russian Constructivism,
Futurism, De Stijl, Dadaism, and o host of other move-
ments and figures of the 20th-century avant-garde.

MARZP
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